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For the ficet time in dbout three yeare
Caleb Wac entering the forect without Peelinj illegal.
No forect rangec could etop him,
acle auectione he could not anewer
and talce aday the emal bundle of vinec
he had managed to colect. Moving fact, the nalced feet
"’itfino cNiPH)/ into the undergronth, he reached an area
Where he knew he could find come more vinee.
He recogquzed one by ite thorne and ctarted pulling & out

from the mace of leaveg, grace and muclny moce

around the foot of the tree

The ctem Wae eolid and waon and the thorne abundant
throughout, but hie hande ceemed not even to notice
He pulled the vine With cudden drane, bending it ac it
came, tWicting it around, ac GL\A(MO an eiﬂhf.
It might have been about five metere long
A emall one St a g00d one for the baclket
he had promiced to malce for hic friend, perhape even
for the new engozi the familiee Were planning to complete

in the next fad monthe

After the forect had become a national pacl, Caleb had
been afraid he Would not even be aloWed to make a new
engozi. Al the time he had cpent learning the elalie,
setting hic hande hacder than the vinee—

Would all that have been Wacted®



And hoW could the people do wWithout the engoziC
HowW could quy trancport the cicle to the health center,
ceven hourc on dfficutt tercaint
The engozi Wac the only Way, and there Wac not a4 cingle
Family Which, at one time or another, had not aclced for it

The vine Wac noW bundied, and he toole off Aqain.

In the left pocleet of hic chirt he could feel the ‘iJenfify
card Haey had gven to him that morning  There Wac a
picture on it, it had come out darlk
and he loolced rather clugaich  But he Wac now a4 leqal
vine collector. He had been recoqnized
for hic cA(acify to malke ucedul ob")ecfc,'
the whole village had chocen him

Him and a Qe&«l oHnerG on‘y.

The new park ranger had emiled when lumalinﬂ over the
card  The man could not be tructed yet, but ac {far ac
rangere Went, that one Wac not amonag the wWorct.
Pechape there wWac comeflﬂino (-‘icl«\), about the deal, but
the card Wac fine He could even concider lneirino,
ac the village eldecc had requested £rom him,
to keep an eye open for firee, and for people Who might
come from the villagee in the valley for wWild meat.  How
did fL\ey call t7
Collaborative management

Who leneW what that reaﬂy meant. ..

vi
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Abstract

The term ‘collaborative management” of protected areas refers to a
partnership by which various stakeholders agree on sharing among
themselves the management functions, rights and responsibilities for a
territory or sct of resources under protected status. The stakeholders
primarily include the agency in charge and various associations of local
residents and resource users, but can also involve non-governmental
organizations, local administrations, traditional authoritics, research
nstitutions, businesses, and others.

This paper addresses conservation professionals - in particular
governmental agency staff - interested in pursuing the collaborative
management option. It offers a broad definition of the approach and
provides a number of cxamples of how it has been specifically tailored to
different contexts. General assumptions, consequences, benefits, costs and
potential draw-backs of collaborative management are reviewed. A process
by which an agency in charge of a protected area can pursue the approach
is illustrated. The paper ends by posing a number of questions on the future
of collaborative management as a viable and effective option in protected
areas.
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1. Background

Protected areas’' (PAs) cover approximately seven percent of the terrestrial
surface’ and one percent of the world’s shelf and maritime environments
along coastal areas’® (not considering Antarctica). They span an immense
variety of ecological habitats and social contexts, from some of the least
explored areas in the world to densely populated territorics, highly affected
by human presence. It is estimated that about half of existing PAs, and
possibly eighty percent of the ones in Latin America, have people living in
them*. Throughout Europe, PAs are commonly inhabited by legal residents.
In India alone, the number of people living inside PAs - often right in their
‘core’ - is estimated at between 3.5 and 4 million’.

Most protected territories are under common property regimes, 1.¢., they are
state-property or communal property, the latter being an effective control
cxercised by the members of a specific community®. In some cases there
exist disputes between the state and local communities (often indigenous)
for the control of the protected territory’. In particular, this is true for
territories officially owned by the state but de facto controlled by local
residents, who exploit their natural resources in a more or less organized
way. When the state or community control is ineffective or breaks down,
the territory becomes open access - the condition that inspired the coining of
the expression “tragedy of thc¢ commons™. Besides common property,
protected territories can also be found under private ownership or mixed
ownership status. In fact, the concept of protected area blurs into the
concept of productive rescrve for privately-owned territorics where
biodiversity is cconomically exploited (e.g., for wildlife ranching or
tourism).

Responding to varied ecological and social circumstances and ownership
regimes, the JIUCN has developed a classification of protected areas that
comprises six categories - from strict wilderness reserve to managed
resource protected area’. In addition to those, the UNESCO has developed
the concept of Biosphere Reserve - a protected area including a ‘core’
dedicated to conservation, a ‘buffer zone’ suited for research, recreation and
tourism, and a ‘transition zone’, which comprises agriculture, settlements
and other human uses of natural resources'®. A large number of Biosphere
Reserves simultancously belong to other national systems of protected areas
(e.g., where the ‘core’ is a national park).

Apart from PA category, the management status of a protected area varies
according to the political and socio-economic conditions of the host country.
In some cases a PA possesses its own Management Authority, with full
autonomy, a large work-force and extensive budget. In others, a PA is
protected only on paper - there is no demarcation, rule, or management
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practice to reflect a special status on the ground. What many PAs have in
common, however, is that the responsibility for their management is fully
assigned to a specific agency, which is often a public body, such as a state
National Park agency, a Ministerial Department, an ad-hoc Authority or a
para-statal institution''. At times the agency put in charge by the
government is a non-governmental organization (NGO)'?. In general, the
agency has the mandate of conserving the arca for its own intrinsic value
(habitat, specics and genctic diversity). Increasingly, the mandate also
includes benefiting present and future human generations, especially the
ones living within or close to the PA.

This is not the place to discuss in detail the historical development of
protected areas - in practical and conceptual terms - in different countries.
Two main strategic models, however, emerged in the 1960s and 70s:
‘exclusive’ management and ‘inclusive’ management'®. In the first - largely
adopted in the US - management plans were developed with the intention of
de-coupling the interests of local people from protected areas, with options
ranging from an open anti-participatory attitude to the outright resettlement
of the resident communities. This stance was common to both state-owned
and privately-owned reserves, such as territories bought by conservation
NGOs to prevent their exploitation by private developers. In the second
model - more frequently adopted in Western Europe - the interests of local
societies were central to the PA (“the well-being of those who live and work
in the National Parks must always be a first consideration...”*), private
ownership of land within protected arcas was common and local
administrators were largely involved in management planning.

While an ‘cxclusive’ management approach is generally successful in
preserving arcas of wilderness and scenic beauty, the ‘inclusive’ approach is
obviously the model of choice for PAs that include human residents and
affect local livelihood in important ways. With or without the explicit
intention of following the US experience, it is the former model that spread
most extensively in the countries of the South'’, regardless of the social
context in which the protected arcas were being developed.
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2. Stakeholders

Regardless of whether the responsibility of managing a protected area is
fully assigned to a specific agency, it is a fact that such management - or
mismanagement - affects various groups in society. First among all, these
groups include the communities who live within or close to PAs and, in
particular, thc pcople who use or derive an income from their natural
resources, the people who possess knowledge, capacities and aspirations
that are relevant for their management, and the people who recognize in the
PA a unique cultural, religious or recreational value. Many such
communities possess customary rights over the protected territories and
resources, although official recognition of those rights may be uncertain or
nil.

In addition to local residents and resource users, other social actors may
have an interest in protected area management (see box 1). In particular,
these actors include the governmental agencies dealing with various
resource sectors (e.g., forests, freshwater, fisheries, hunting, tourism,
agriculture) and the administrative authorities (e.g., district or municipal
councils) dealing with natural resources as part of their broader mandate.
They include the local businesses and industrics (e.g., tourist operators,
water users) who can be significantly affected by the status of natural
resources in the PAs. They include those research institutions and non-
governmental organizations (e.g., local, national or international groups
devoted to cnvironment and/or devclopment objectives) which find the
relevant territories and resources at the heart of their professional concerns.
Last but not least, they include - as individuals - the local staff of the public
agency in charge of management and the staff of cnvironment and
development projects possibly established to support the PA.

ST R B G S
£ - i

Social actors potentially stakeholders
in PA management

e individuals (e.g., owners of relevant land holdings in the PA);
e families and households (e.g., long-term local residents);

e traditional groups (e.g., extended families & clans, with
cultural roots in the PA territory);

®  community-based groups (e.g., self-interest organizations of
resource-users, neighborhood associations, gender or age-
based associations, etc.);

e Jocal traditional authorities (e.g., a village council of elders, a
traditional chief);
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local political authorities prescribed by national laws (e.g.,
elected representatives at village or district levels),

non-governmental  bodies that link different relevant
communities (e.g., a council of village representatives, a
district level association of fishermen societies),

local governance structures (administration, police, judicial
system);

agencies with legal jurisdiction over the PA at stake (e.g., a
State Park Agency with or without local offices or an NGO set
in charge by the government);

local governmental agencies and services (e.g., education,
health, forestry and agriculture extension);

relevant non-governmental organizations (e.g., environment or
development dedicated) at local, national and international
levels;

political party structures (at various levels),
religious bodies (at various levels);

national interest organizations (e.g., workers' unions) - also
called people’s associations,

national service organizations (e.g., the Lions club);

cultural and voluntary associations of various kinds (e.g., a
club  for the study of unique national landscapes, an
association of tourists);

businesses and commercial enterprises (local, national and
international, from local cooperatives (o international
corporations),

universities and research organizations,

local banks and credit institutions;

government authorities at district and regional level,
national governments;

supra-national organizations with binding powers on national
countries (e.g., the European Union)

Joreign aid agencies;

staff and consultants of relevant projects and programs;
international organizations (e.g., UNICEF, FAO, UNEP);
international unions (e.g., IUCN).
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In this paper, the various institutions, social groups and individuals who
possess a direct, significant and specific stake in the protected area will
be referred to as its ‘stakeholders’. As mentioned, the stake may originate
from institutional mandate, geographic proximity, historical association,
dependence for livelihood, cconomic interest and a varicty of other
capacities and concerns. In general:

o stakecholders arc usually aware of their interests in the
management of the protected area (although they may not be
aware of all its management issues and problems);

» stakeholders usually possess specific capacities (c.g., knowledge,
skills) and/or comparative advantage (c.g., proximity, mandatc)
for such management; and

» stakeholders arc usually willing to invest specific resources (e.g.,
time, money, political authority) in such management.

Not all stakeholders are equally interested in conserving a resource nor are
they equally entitled to have a role in resource management. For the sake of
cffectiveness and equity, it is necessary to distinguish among them on the
basis of some agreed criteria (see box 2).

Social actors who scorc high on several accounts may be considered
‘primary’ stakeholders. ‘Secondary’ stakeholders may score high only on
one or two. In collaborative management processes, primary stakeholders
would assume an active role, possibly involving decision-making {(¢.g., they
could hold a seat on a management board). Secondary stakeholders would
be involved in a less important way (e.g., they could hold a seat in a
consultative body).

Stakeholders organized in groups and associations (e.g., a village council, a
fishermen’s society, a local chapter of a union of Indigenous Peoples)
generally possess an cffective representation system. In other cases, the
stakeholders cannot count on an institutional structure capable of conveying
their interests and capacities in an effective manner. In fact, it is an
unfortunate development of recent history that many communitics who did
possess traditional institutions for resource management have seen them
devalued and weakened by modem state policies'® that do not recognize
them nor assign to them any meaningful role'’. In some cases, effective
traditional systems of resource management still exist, but their
communication with outsiders (and thus their recognition) is quite
problematic'®.
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Possible criteria to distinguish among stakeholders

e existing rights to land or natural resources;

e  continuity of relationship (e.g., residents versus visitors and
tourists);

® unique knowledge and skills for the management of the
resources at stake;

e losses and damage incurred in the management process;

e historical and cultural relations with the resources at stake;
e degree of economic and social reliance on such resources;
® degree of effort and interest in management,

® equily in the access to the resources and the distribution of
benefits from their use;

»  compatibility of the interests and activities of the stakeholder
with national conservation and development policies,

»  present or potential impact of the activities of the stakeholder
on the resource base.

Some may argue that elected administrators at various levels are the ones to
represent local interests and concerns, including concerns regarding PA
management. There is some truth in this, insofar as the formal procedures
of democracy (c.g., periodic elections) are respected - but there are also
obvious limitations. For instance, indirect representation systems are rarely
appropriate to convey the specific, detailed concerns of small groups of
stakeholders, and surely cannot deliver the full range of knowledge and
skills of local resource users (see box 3). In general, an appropriate
representation is crucial to assure the participation of stakeholders who do
not enjoy a high social status'®.

The relationship between the agency in charge of the PA and its other
stakeholders is often not as good as would be desirable. It is not
uncommon, for instance, that the agency in charge sees the local community
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primarily as a potential threat to the protected area®, that the indigenous
inhabitants of the arca are not recognized in their role in maintaining
biodiversity”', or that local residents see the creation of a protected area as
an oppressive development, bringing in foreign values and depriving them of
wealth and culture®.  Not surprisingly, conflicts and misunderstandings
between agencies and local residents arc the causc of some of the most
serious failures in the management of protected arcas®. In addition, if the
agency has full jurisdiction within the PA and no say in what happens in its
surroundings, while other stakcholders have no say within the PA but
control whatever happens around it, various types of problems ‘at the
boundary’ become likely. For instance, conflicts may arise between the
agency in charge of the PA and various public authorities (¢.g., national,
district or municipal governments).

Forms of representation

o self-representation (face-to-face; people personally express
their opinions, discuss, vote, work, offer a material
contribution, receive a benefil, efc.;, people represent
themselves);

o direct representation (people delegate others - relatives,
friends, respected members of their community, leaders of a
community-based group - to represent them in all sorts of
activities, but maintain a direct, face-to-face relationship with
their representatives),

e indirect representation (people delegate others - experts,
appointees  of large  associations,  non-governmental
organizations, parties or government officials - to represent
them in all sorts of activities, but they rarely - if ever - interact
with their representatives on a person-to-person basis).

At times, the conflicts are ‘resolved’ with violent means: the residents are
forced to resettle out of a territory or kept out of it by armed guards. At
times a war of attrition goes on for years - the agency in charge ends up
spending considerable resources to survey the PA and enforce its rules

10
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against a tide of ‘encroachers’ and ‘poachers’. Sometimes a relationship
between the agency and other stakeholders does not even exist: useful
knowledge and skills are wasted and problems go unrecognized until it is
too late to prevent serious damage®*. Most unfortunately, the great potential
for cooperation between agencies and other stakeholders to fend off external
threats to natural resources (c.g., urban expansion, industrial and
commercial enterprises, major infrastructures, large-scale timber extraction
- often the main enemies of conservation) may never be realized.

11
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3. Collaborative Management
(CM)

The term ‘collaborative management’ (also referred to as co-management,
participatory management, joint management, shared-management, multi-
stakeholder management or round-table agreement) is used to describe a
situation in which some or all of the relevant stakeholders in a protected
area are involved in a substantial way in management activities®
Specifically, in a collaborative management process, the agency with
Jurisdiction over the PA (usually a state agency) develops a partnership
with other relevant stakeholders (primarily including local residents and
resource uscrs) which specifies and guarantees their respective functions,
rights and responsibilities with regard to the PA.

In general, the partnership identifies:

» a protected territory (or set of resources) and its boundaries;
» the range of functions and sustainable uses it can provide;
* the recognized stakeholders in the protected area;

» the functions and responsibilities assumed by each stakeholder;

» the specific benefits and rights granted to each stakeholder;
 an agreed set of management prioritics and a management plan;

e procedures for dealing with conflicts and negotiating collective
decisions about all of the above;

» procedures for enforcing such decisions; and

» specific rules for monitoring, evaluating and reviewing the
partnership agreement, and the relative management plan, as
appropriate.

Collaborative management regimes and other similar arrangements can and
do operate also in territories that do not have a protected area status, and
can apply to virtually all types of natural resources. Forests, fisheries and
coastal resources, grazing lands, wildlife and even non-renewable resources
(e.g., ol and mineral deposits) are included in existing management
agreements among various parties®.

The focus of this paper on the management of PAs should not in any way
obscure the fact that collaborative management produces equally effective
results in non-protected territorics - such as communal lands®” or private
land-ownings that depend on a shared resource?.

12
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Collaborative management is not a new approach. Partnerships for resource
management exist in various forms in many countrics”® and many
professionals involved in protected areca management are aware of their
potential and limitations. For instance, at the 1992 World Congress on
National Parks and Protected Areas, in Caracas, it was fully recognized that
modermn management demands the involvement of local residents, NGOs,
and regional and local governments; that it needs to consider a diversity of
institutional arrangements, and that it greatly benefits from more
administrative and financial autonomy for individual PAs*. Biosphere
Reserves, in particular, have been designed to be “demonstration sites of
harmonious relationships between. man and the natural environment™'.
They should be managed with the active involvement of local authorities,
NGOs and economic operators, in addition to that of local communities,
scientists and conservation professionals®.

Collaborative management is not an approach applicable and effective in all
cases. For instance, in situations that require rapid decisions and actions,
¢.g., to block the fast ecological deterioration of an area, it is better to act
than to wait for a general consensus on what to do... about a devastated
territory.  On the other hand, practical experience has shown that it is
advisable to pursue a management partnership:

» when the active commitment and collaboration of stakeholders are
essential for the management of the PA (ec.g., when the PA’s
territory is inhabited or privately owned); and:

» when the access to the natural resources included in the protected
arcas are essential for local livelihood security and cultural
survival.

In addition, it is particularly appropriate to pursue partnership agreements
when one or more of the following conditions apply:

s the local stakeholders have historically enjoyed customary/legal
rights over the territory at stake;

o local interests are strongly affected by the way in which the
protected area is managed;

o the decisions to be taken arc complex and highly controversial
(c.g., different values need to be harmonized or there is
disagreement on the ownership status of the land or natural
resources);

13
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e the agency’s previous management has clearly failed to produce
the expected results;

» the various stakeholders are ready to collaborate and request to do
SO;

» there is ample time to negotiate.

For Renard®, at least a ‘mild” version of collaborative management -
1.e., the consultation and the seeking of consensus of stakeholders in PA
management - is essential in all cases. The ‘strong” version of CM -
ie., the inclusion of stakeholders in a management board or outright
devolution of specific authority and responsibility - may or may not be
appropriate according to the specific conditions at stake (sce Figure 1).

In the specific case of wildlife of national interest, Murphree (1996) reviews
a large body of experience and concludes that: “...policy and programmes
that have a development focus and confer strong authority and
responsibility status on legally-sanctioned communal natural resource
regimes are most likely to produce robust, cost-effective and efficient, non-
subsidized systems and institutions for the use of wildlife in sustainable
development.”

14
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4. Tailoring Collaborative
Management

How could a collaborative management partnership develop? In the ideal
case all the major stakcholders - including the agency in charge of PAs in
the country - would together review relevant background data and issues,
consult with various institutions and individuals, agree on declaring a
specific territory under protected status and negotiate a share of
management rights and responsibilities that reconcile the interests and
capacities of all parties. The parties would then develop a permanent or
semi-permanent body - in which each of them would be fairly and equitably
represented - to remain in charge of implementing, monitoring and
reviewing the agreement. In such an ideal case, all the stakeholders would
take the initiative to declare the protected status and develop the
partnership, and would possess the will, political standing, organizational
capability and rcsources (e.g., time, knowledge, skills, information, means
of traveling to and attending meetings) to contribute to decision-making and
implementing activities.  Unfortunately, even in relatively favorable
circumstances, this is rarely the case™.

For most protected areas, ‘site identification’ is done by national decree and
one agency (usually a state agency) is officially in charge and has full
discretion to decide if and how to involve other stakeholders in management.
According to its perceptions of what is possible and desirable in legal,
political, financial and social terms, the agency may:

e ignore the interests and capacitics of other stakeholders and
minimize their relationship with the protected arca; or

¢ inform the stakeholders about relevant issues and decisions; or

o activcly consult stakeholders about such issues and decisions; or

o seek their consensus on those; or

* negotiate with them on an open basis (thus effectively involving
them in the decision-making process) and devclop a specific
agreement; or

o share with them authority and responsibilities in a formal way
(e.g., by asking them to join a Management Board); or

o transfer some or all authority and responsibility to one or more
stakcholders (possibly sharing jurisdiction with them, e.g., as a
consequence of a legal land claim).

If we choose to interpret the term ‘partnership’ in a broad and
encompassing sense, we could picture the area of collaborative management
as ‘in between’ the extremes of full control by the agency in charge

15
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(whether or not enacted in a benevolent way) and full control by other
stakeholders (¢.g., by local residents over private or communal property).
In Figure 1, a portion of the continuum between ‘actively consulting” and
‘transferring authority and responsibility” is identified as such. Notice that
Figure 1 refers to possible de facto situations seen from the perspective of
the agency in charge. The perspectives of other stakeholders, including local
communities, could also be illustrated and given historical examples, such
as the state takeover of innumerable communal forests or the selling of land
by communitics who, for many reasons, are unable and/or unwilling to
manage them™.

Some maintain that it is not appropriate to use the term ‘collaborative
management” for a situation in which stakeholders arc merely consulted and
not given a share of authority in management, and have proposed different
terms for different levels of involvement®. It is difficult, however, to
identify a sharp demarcation between various levels of participation in
management activitics. For instance, a process of active consultation with
local stakeholders may result in the full incorporation of their concerns into
a PA’s management plan. Conversely, a lengthy negotiation in which
various stakeholders hold seats in a decision-making body may leave many
local demands unmet”. Is the second necessarily more ‘collaborative’
management than the first?

We propose here to use collaborative management as a broad concept
spanning a variety of ways by which the agency in charge and other
stakcholders develop and implement a management partnership. We will
also speak about it in a pragmatic, de facto sense, regardless of the de jure
condition it corresponds to, it ignores or it contradicts™. Tt does not need to
be stressed that collaborative processes and partnerships are strengthened
by supportive tenurial rights, policies and legislation. Yet, more often than
one may think, there is a schism between policy and practice.

Let us consider the participation continuum shown in Figure 1, and sec how
a few recal examples may fit the scheme.

The Amacayacu National Park is a lush tropical mosaic of hills and
swamps in the Colombian Amazon, inhabited by the Ticuna People.

Managing the park involves activitics aimed at “linking with local
communities”, such as providing information on policies and environmental
problems and support to small income-generation projects®. The intent is
to respect the local culture while pursuing conscrvation objectives, and to
address as much as possible the nceds of the inhabitants of the protected
arca. Since all decisions are controlled by the Park’s staff, although several
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Figure 1: participation in protected area management - a continuum

A schematic representation of participation in PA management (sharing of influence and control)
seen from the perspective of the agency in charge. The representation refers to de facto situations,
regardless of underlying tenure rights, policies and legislation. Obviously, if supportive policy and
legislation exist, they do strengthen a management partnership.

Full control by Shared control by the agency in charge Full control by
the agency and other stakeholders other stakeholders
in charge

COLLABORATIVE MANAGEMENT of a PROTECTED AREA

»»»»» actively =~ seeking =~ mnegotiating =~ sharingauthority  transferring
consulting consensus (involving and responsibility authority and
in decision-making) in a formal way responsibility

and developing
specific agreecments

No interference or
contribution

from other
stakcholders

(e.g.,, via seats in
a management body)

No interference or
contribution
from the agency in charge

increasing expectations of stakeholders

—_—

increasing contributions, commitment and ‘accountability’ of stakeholders —
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activities inform and benefit local stakeholders, we could site Amacayacu
just to the right of the left extreme, which represents “full control’ by the
agency in charge. This is not yet an example of management partnership
with local stakeholders, but it is an important show of attention, concern
and desire to develop a positive relationship.

In a more participatory vein, a process of wide consultation with local
stakeholders gathered in a specific Advisory Committee was sustained in
Jamaica during the establishment of the Blue Mountains National Park™.
As other social actors than the public agency in charge had a chance to
influence management decisions, a partnership began to develop.

In Uganda, a pilot agreement has been signed between Uganda National
Parks and a few local parishes on thc border of Bwindi Impenetrable
Forest” - one of the most famous and valuable National Parks in the
country, including the habitat of the rare mountain gorilla. The agreement
foresees that a limited number of certified local users can extract a limited
quantity of specific resources (c.g., vines, honey, medicinal plants) from the
National Park®. In exchange the people in the parishes agree to comply
with rules and restrictions and to assist in conserving the habitat as a
whole. Similarly, in Mt. Elgon National Park agreements arc¢ being signed
between Uganda National Parks and local parishes, assigning some
surveillance responsibility to local groups, which, in turn, are allowed to
gather natural resources that can be extracted in a sustainable way (c.g.,
bamboo shoots)”. The agreements are developed through long series of
meetings in which various details are discussed in depth. Since nearly all
management authority and responsibility arc retained by the agency in
charge, Bwindi and Mt Elgon would still be sited towards the left side of the
spectrum in Figure 1. Yet, the agrecements satisfy at least some of the needs
of local stakeholders and give them a status and a voice that may grow with
time.

In Australia, the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park (a major source of
revenue to the country - more than one billion Australian dollars per year™)

atrend from ikfbrmal to is managed by a specific Authority with hundreds of staff and a budget
- formal me’éhdni.?ms; e larger than the national budgets of some small countries. In the last decade
~ from advisory to power- or so, this Colossus has been moving along the participation continuum
sharing roles, froma =~ = from the left to the right. In fact, it passed from a situation in which the

. management focastoa Authority widely consulted local stakcholders (including the people living in
- poticy and planning or close to the Park and whose livelihood depends on Park resources) to the

Jfo frequent use of workshops among local stakeholders to agrec on specific
L management decisions (e.g., zoning arrangements) to a situation in which

some stakeholders (e.g., representatives of the Aboriginal Peoples from the

S
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arca) sit permanently in the Management Board of the Authority itself.
This latter development happened as a ruling by the Australian High Court
repealed the concept of ferra nullius (no-man’s land) held true at the time of
the colonial conquest of Australia, and thus recognized some of the tenurial
rights of Aboriginal Peoples®”. The development also built on the positive
experiences of collaborative management regimes established elsewhere in
the country (e.g., in Coburg and Kakadu National Parks*) and on the
positive experiecnce of the Authority itself in its interaction with local
stakcholders. The trend appears to be from informal to formal mechanisms,
from advisory to power-sharing roles, from a management focus to a policy
and planning focus®.

In the Annapurna Conservation Area (Nepal), a large scale attempt at
integrating conservation and local development is being promoted by the
King Mahendra Naturc Conservation Trust®. Local, regional and national
organizations discuss on an on-going basis the specific management
decisions to be taken at various levels (including decisions over distribution
of tourism revenues). The main aim is to involve in management all the
relevant parties, so that their interests, concerns and capacitics are fully
taken into account. Several committees participate in developing specific
agreements and dedicated agents called Jami (match-makers) facilitate the
process. This participatory management experience, which we could place
somewhere in the center-right of Figure I, is also pursued in the buffer
zones of other Parks in Nepal® and is building on several years of positive
results in community forestry initiatives in the country™.

In India, beginning in the 1970s, the expansion of an informal grassroots
forest ‘protection movement eventually triggered the issuing of a national
resolution in June 1990. The resolution provided the authority for
communities (not ‘stakeholders’ in general - the private sectors remained
out of the scope of this resolution) to participate in the management of state
forests.  Subsequently, sixteen state governments issued resolutions
extending rights and responsibilities to small communities for state forest
protcction under what is now called the Joint Forest Management (JEM)
program. As part of the programme, forestry department officials and ad-
hoc iocal committees in villages sited close to the forests develop together
management agreements and micro-plans. Over 10,000 village committees
are currently active, representing a significant but still limited percentage of
the potential and need in the Indian federation®. The Joint Forest
Management program has achieved impressive results in  forest
conservation, but is limited by local people’s lack of secure tenure to the
resources they are managing. The state regulations, in fact, do not usually
address the long-term rights of participating communities®>. Building on the

19

| developing forest micro-
s




. formahzmg the rtght of
- aboriginal stakeholders
o participate in :
- management

local organzzatibn to
manage the funds for
the pmtected area

Collaborative Management of Protected Areas

JFM programme, increasing debate on the possibility of Joint Protected
Area Management (JPAM) is also taking place and is now being actively
promoted in some sclected PAs™. As the Indian JFM programme spans a
variety of situations - from nearly none to a substantial sharing of authority
in forest management™ - and as the experience in PAs is still in an
experimental, pilot phase, we need to consider the Indian examples on a
case-by-case basis. They potentially fit nearly the whole of the
participation continuum of Figure 1.

In Canada, many areas proposed for conservation purposes included both
Inuit and First Nations territories. For several years, the land claims of
these Aboriginal Pecoples have been negotiated inside and outside of
courtrooms. Today, several collaborative management agreements spell out
the results of the negotiations and meet the specific needs of different
Aboriginal Peoples and resource conservation cnvironments™. Management
Boards, on which sit both representatives of government agencies and
Aboriginal Peoples, deal with a full range of management matters, from
long-term strategic planning to daily operations. The Boards, established by
legislation, have formalized the right of aboriginal stakcholders to
participate in management. Five major agreements exist so far, all with
legislative backing®, and under their umbrella several communities have, in
turn, prepared their own management plans. These plans may be
considered CM agreements in their own right, as they generally take into
account the interests of non-indigenous stakeholders. In the participation
continuum of Figure 1, the Canadian example could be placed in the center-
right, although some non-aboriginal groups have failed to be recognized as
legitimate stakcholders. As a matter of fact, some aboriginal groups have
fought to exclude from the agreements other stakeholders, such as sport
hunters®’.

In Mexico, National Parks such as Barranca del Cupatitzio and Lake
Camecuaro are administered by independent trusts composed of community
members. In the state of Oaxaca, when the creation of a Biosphere Reserve
that would have included sections of community land was being discussed,
several local communitics created an organization to evaluate the pros and
cons of the proposal and manage the funds devoted to its establishment®®.

In Italy, the law that regulates thc establishment and management of
regional parks in Liguria foresees a Management Board comprising
representatives of regional and local authorities, NGOs, universitics and
local grassroot groups™. National agencics are nowhere in the picturc and
the principle of involving local stakeholders in park management is
central to the law. Decspite this, conflicts between the representatives of
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grassroots groups and regional and local administrators are common, and
decision making on the basis of a majority vote can end up leaving local
demands unmet. For example, in the Regional Park of Monte di Portofino -
a promontory of great scenic and biodiversity value in the heart of the
Ligurian coast - some maintain that the organizations of local residents are
marginalized by the regional and local administrators, who tend to vote
following political party lines®.

In the UK, the North York Moors National Park includes land that has been
settled and farmed for millennia. The landscape includes large areas of
semi-natural vegetation - such as ancient woodlands - interspersed with
grazing arcas, hedgerows, farmland and some small towns and villages. The
relationship betwceen the Park and the local people is so close that the Park
Management Plan is included as part of the general plan of Town and
Country Development, which is prepared with the extensive involvement of
the public. In fact, the majority of the North York Moors is under private
ownership (a factor common to many National Parks in Europe) and the
management plan is therefore dependent on the co-operation of the
landowners.  Management Agreements can be signed between the
landowners and the Park Authority and they are considered to be legally
binding contracts®’. The agreements are entirely voluntary, although the
Park Authority can provide some financial incentives and compensations in
return for agreed works or management practices. Land usc changes can be
controlled in part by the Park Authority, but farming activities generally
remain outside thesc controls (the Authority, however, is promoting
traditional, environmentally-sound farming practices).

The examples from Mexico, Italy and the UK could be situated close to the
extreme right of the participation continuum of Figure 1.

In South Africa, the National Parks Trust has negotiated an agreement with
a private group - the Conscrvation Corporation - for the management of the
Ngala Game Reserve. This has led to the establishment of the first
‘Contract Reserve’ between Kruger National Park and a private enterprise.
Signed in 1992, the agreement foresees that the Conservation Corporation
has exclusive rights for operating tourist activities over 14’000 hectares of
Kruger National Park. The Corporation pays dues to the Park, who uses
them for wildlife management, research, educational programmes and
community-based projects in areas bordering the PA%,

In Panama, an Indigenous reserve known as Kuna Yala is managed in a

manner similar to a Biosphere Reserve® and is under the control of the local
Kuna people. Funding from outside has helped develop a variety of projects

21

land in the protected
' areais privately owned
. and the management
_ plan depends on the
' cooperation of the
 landowners

,exc‘la's;i‘vé, rtghts to
- ‘operate tourist activities
- leased 1o a private group

protected status and
ily decision making
Cwredlllocal .




, [ocal ' groupshave full :

~authority and control

Collaborative Management of Protected Areas

but most of the technical expertisc is indigenous and - most importantly -
the will to maintain the area under protected status and the daily decision
making are all local®’.

In Tanzania, local user groups in the Babati district are being entrusted with
full decision-making power about conservation and resource use in the
communal forests close to their villages. The forestry department and the
Swedish aid agency worked with the user groups to develop management
tools and criteria, but the actual decisions are left to them. For their local
‘communal forests’, this is foresecen by and fully in agreement with
Tanzaman law. Discussions are currently being held to extend their
management responsibility to nearby statc-owned resources®. Some pilot
experiences, in fact, are occurring in the south of the district (Duru-
Haitemba) where several village forests controlled by local communitics
have been declared Village Forest Reserves and will be gazetted nationally
while planning, management, patrolling and enforcement of rules
(cstablished as village by-laws) will remain with the locals. In this sense,
local groups are recognized to have not just some ‘rights’ and
‘responsibilities” but full authority and control over the local resources that
they themselves wish to place under protection®.

In the participation continuum of Figurc 1, thc Ngale game reserve, the
Kuna Yala reserve and the village reserves of Duru-Haitemba would be
located at the very right extreme.

Two main observations can be made at this point. The first is that
collaborative management processes and agreements are tailored to fit the
unique needs and opportunitics of each context. In other words, there is no
‘right place’ to be in the participation spectrum of Figure 1. Approaches to
stakeholder participation in different protected arcas need to fit their
specific historical and socio-political contexts and cannot be appreciated
outside of such contexts.

The second observation is that, no matter where in the participation
continuum a conservation initiative is ‘born” or ‘set’, its position may
change. As in the case of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority®,
intervening changes in legal, political, socio-cconomic and ecological
factors induce consequent modifications to the institutional setting and/or
practice of conservation. In addition, a process of “learning by doing” may
lead towards a better recognition of specific needs and opportunities for
involving stakeholders. The change, in one direction or the other, could be
slow and progressive or jumpy, skipping onc or more stages in the
participation continuum of Figure 1 (e.g., from consultation of stakeholders
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to devolution of responsibility). Also, feed-back from one situation (e.g.,
sharing of power and responsibility) may strengthen some previously
clusive stage (c.g., rcaching a consensus among stakeholders). A
collaborative management regime may thus present different characteristics
not only from place to place but also, in a specific location, over time. It
should be definitively considered more as a process than as a ‘fixed state of
affairs’.

Potential advantages for conservation exist in all types of management
arrangements, but so do potential problems. For instance, when control is
fully in the hands of local institutions, these may be co-opted by powerful
individuals for their private interests, which may win over the interests of
both conservation and the national and local communities. Conversely,
when control is fully in the hands of public agencies, local knowledge and
skills in resource management can go unrecognized. In some cases, local
biodiversity may even decline as a result of the removal of people from a
given territory®®. An institutional arrangement that facilitates a balanced
agreement among various interests and concerns would seem a very sensible
solution. Yet, if the bearers of the interests and concerns (the stakeholders)
are not cffectively organized, capable of conveying their positions and
willing to develop an agreement, the time and resources invested in a CM
process may be wasted.
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5. Main assumptions and
consequences

If there are many ways of interpreting what collaborative management is all
about, a few basic principles and assumptions appear common to most
collaborative management cases. Among these are the following:

o Collaborative management stands on the virtues of multiplicity
and diversity in management. Different stakecholders possess
different capacities and a management partnership stresses and
builds upon the complementarity of their distinctive roles. The
challenge is to create a situation in which the pay-offs are greater
for collaboration than for competition.

- e dg[ferent stakeholders

» Collaborative management stands on the concept of common
good, the trust that it is possible to follow a coursc of action that
harmonizes different interests while responding, at least to some
extent, to all of them. In particular, collaborative management
assumes that it is possible to manage protected arcas in an
effective way while treating the relevant people with respect and

equity.

o Collaborative management stands on the principle of linking
management rights and responsibilities. In the words of
Murphree (1996): “Authority and responsibility are conceptually
linked. When they are de-linked and assigned to different
institutional actors, both are eroded”.

e Collaborative management regimes in protected arcas are part of a
broad social development towards more direct and participatory
democracy. In it, the civil society - organized in forms and ways
that respond to variable conditions - assumes increasingly
important roles and responsibilities””. Morcover, an equitable
CM agreement provides a guarantee for the interests and rights of
stakeholders - in particular the least powerful among them - thus
fostering social justice and redressing power imbalances.

» Collaborative management is a process requiring on-going
review and improvement, rather than the strict application of a
set of established rules. Its most important result is not a
management plan but a management partnership, capable of
responding to varying needs in an effective way.

Moving from the left to the right of the participation continuum sketched in
Figurc 1, what accompanying phenomena can be expected? First of all,
stakeholders are likely to increasingly contribute to management - for
instancc by providing knowledge, skills, time, labor and various resources
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in cash and kind. Some may contribute by foregoing benefits and sustaining
opportunity costs. Others may take on the responsibility of daily
surveillance of the PA (e.g., for early warming of fire and natural disasters,
and to watch over illegal trespassing and extraction of resources), or the
responsibility of monitoring biodiversity and social indicators. Secondly,
the agency and other stakeholders are likely to increase their capacities in
various areas related to management as a consequence of their enhanced
communication, dialogue and common work. Both of the above are likely
to increase the commitment of stakcholders towards the management
initiative. In other words, the accountability of stakeholders is likely to
increase’”.

Not least, when stakeholders get more involved in management, their
cxpectations arc likely to rise, and this needs to be taken into serious
consideration. When the agency with jurisdiction over the PA seceks
conscnsus over a certain agreement, it also takes on a primary responsibility
of making such an agreement effective. For instance, the agency in charge
nceds to make sure that the agreement can be respected through time. It
would be detrimental to craft difficult compromises just to see them
nullified by a lack of means to implement them or by a judicial dispute that
could have been foreseen well in advance. Yet, this does not mean that
policy and laws must always precede practice. In several countries, pilot
collaborative management initiatives conceived to experiment beyond
existing policies have opened the way to substantial policy and legal
change’'. In fact, one can find examples of collaborative management cases
all along the participation continuum of figure 1, which developed (at least
for a while) along with supporting, neutral or even unfavorable legislations
and policies.

Importantly, many collaborative management agreements depend on the
good work, energy and commitment of one or more individuals and/or on
the presence of dedicated projects. If the individual(s) are transferred or
stop contributing, or if the project ceases to function, the process may be
blocked, derailed and/or simply fail. In India, for instance, some describe
the transferring of dedicated forestry officials as a virtual disease for JFM"2,
These risks point to the need of institutionalizing the process, making it as
soon as possible as independent as possible from individuals and outside
mputs.
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6. Potential benefits, costs and
obstacles

By examining and comparing numerous field-based experiences’, it is
possible to derive a series of key potential benefits, costs and obstacles in
collaborative management processes.

Potential benefits are likely to include:

o alliances between state agencies and local stakcholders to fend off
resource exploitation from non-local interests, which often
represent the main threat to conservation’™;

o cffective sharing of management responsibilities among all the
parties involved in the agreement (thus lessening the burden of the
agency in charge);

» negotiated specific benefits for all parties involved in the
agreement (this point has major ethical implications, as some
negotiated benefits may be crucial for the survival of some local
communities and/or compensate for losses incurred)”;

* increased effectiveness of management as a consequence of
harnessing the stakeholders’ knowledge and skills’, and
comparative advantages (c.g., for monitoring the status of natural
resources, surveying the protected area’s borders); at times, the
very use of resources by stakeholders is beneficial to the local
ccology”’;

e cnhanced capacities in resource management for both the agency
in charge and the other stakcholders (as a consequence of
enhanced communication and dialogue);

e increased trust between state agencies and stakeholders, shared
‘ownership’ of the conservation process, and greater commitment
to implement decisions taken together;

¢ reduction in enforcement expenditures because of voluntary
compliance;

* increcascd sense of security and stability (of policies, priorities,
tenure...) leading to increased confidence in investments, long-
term perspective and enhanced sustainability of negotiated
management’®;

¢ increased understanding and knowledge among all concerned of
the views and positions of others and thus prevention of
problems and disputes, and avoidance of waste of resources;

» increased public awareness of conservation issues;
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e more likely integration of conservation efforts into social,
economic and cultural issues and agendas, within and outside the
PA; and

e contribution towards a more democratic and participatory
society (which may be reflected in the development of relevant
policies and laws).

But collaborative management is not a panacea and, in fact, a number of
costs and potential obstacles need to be cvaluated before embarking on
specific processes. These include:

s carly and substantial investments of time, financial resources
and human resources (high ‘transaction costs’) in both the
preparatory phase and the process of developing the agreement.
The human resources need to include professionals with
uncommon skills (e.g., stakeholder analysis, support to local
organizing, facilitation of participatory processes, mediation and
facilitation skills, etc.). The time requirement, in particular, may
be unsustainable for conservation initiatives promoted by donor
agencics that subscribe to the short-term project approach.

e potential opposition by agencies or individuals unwilling to
share authority with other stakeholders (the commitment of both
agencies and individuals is the crucial element in the whole
process);

* potential opposition by local residents who see the very existence
of the PA as depriving them of a needed potential for jobs and
cconomic development’;

e a potential opposition by stakeholders who bank on people-park
conflicts to pursue their own agendas (e.g., politicians who wish
to gain support from angry local residents, businesses which use
people as a front-line to penetrate protected territories and
eventually set up economic activities, etc.)®.

» chances that the collaborative management agreement cannot be
achicved without compromising the conservation goals of the
PA in a substantial way;

o chances that the agreement cannot be maintained because of
underestimated problems or intervening factors (c.g., changes in
the economic conditions that make a management option viable
and profitable® | changes of political administration, emergence of
new stakeholders, violent unrest, etc.).
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7. Process

As agreements for collaborative management need to be tailored to specific
contexts, so do the processes to develop them. In other words, there is no
‘right process” to develop a ‘right CM agreement” although an agreement is
often as strong - or as weak - as the process that generated it.

As mentioned in section 4 of this paper, in the ideal case all the stakcholders
would declare together an area under protected status, they would take the
initiative to meet and negotiate a fair share of management rights and
responsibilities, and would possess all the resources and capacities to carry
it through. Unfortunately, this is far from common. We will here assume
to start from a more typical situation: a formally-declared protected arca
under the authority of a governmental agency with no other stakeholder
currently involved in management. We will also assume that the agency is
ready and willing to develop a management partnership. In such a situation,
three basic phases in the process can be broadly identified®: 1. preparing
for the partnership; 2. developing the agreement; 3. implementing and
reviewing the agreement (‘leaming by doing’).  These phases are
schematically illustrated in Figure 2 and will be described below.

The initiative to develop a partnership may also come not from the agency
in charge but from the stakcholders themselves - e.g., by local residents
claiming specific rights and determined to solve specific conflicts and
problems, or by NGOs and research institutions promoting the conservation
of a territory currently in a management limbo. These are equally, if not
more, interesting and promising points of departure. Yet, the ways by
which such stakeholders may approach a partnership can vary widely in
response to specific socio-political contexts and will not be discussed here.

It should be noted that the point of departure may be a de facto situation in
which some stakeholders (e.g., local residents and business interests) are in
control of the protected territory. In that case other stakeholders, possibly
including the agency with official jurisdiction, may step into the picture in a
more or less progressive way. As mentioned, we will not discuss such a
situation. However, the process we will explore below - a governmental
agency in charge promoting a management partnership with stakcholders -
could be of interest regardless of the initiating institution or point of
departure.
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Figure 2: possible phases / steps in a collaborative management
process

Preparing
for the
partnership

Developing
the
agreement

Implementing
and
reviewing
the agreement
(“learning by
doing™)

assess available resources, appoint CM team

preliminarily identify main stakeholders

review land and resource uses and existing conflicts
assess need and feasibility of developing a CM agreement
begin a stakeholder analysis, identify criteria to distinguish
among stakeholders

contact stakeholders, carry out participatory appraisal
exercises and continue the stakcholder analysis in a
participatory way, as appropriate

if needed, support stakcholders to organise, identify their
representatives and develop an internal consensus on their
interests and concerns regarding the PA

appoint an independent facilitator
hold a first ‘procedural’ meeting among stakeholders

hold a series of consultations and/or planning meetings among
stakeholders

support the ncgotiation, mediation or arbitration of

conflicts, as needed

reach a basic consensus and/or common vision and agreement
(c.g. a memorandum of understanding or a management plan)
with mention of zoning arrangement and specific functions,
rights and responsibilities of stakeholders, as appropriate

publicise the consensus or agreement, hold a ceremony to
underline its importance

if applicable, set up a relevant CM institution (e.g. a
conservation council or an extended management body)

carry out management activities

as needed, clarify the responsibilities and rights of
stakeholders, manage conflicts and enforce the agreement
monitor activities and results (expected and unexpected) on an
on-going basis

possibly, experiment with more complex technical activities
and more widespread application of the agreement

on the basis of the vision, agreement and monitoring results,
hold regular reviews with all relevant stakeholders

if necessary, carry out required changes and/or go back to
developing a new agreement.
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7.1 Preparing for a partnership

Is developing a partnership agreement an appropriate and viable course of
action? The agency in charge of the protected area may begin by
considering what resources are available to support the process. Neither
exploring nor setting up a collaborative management regime is easy or
inexpensive. An agency-sponsored collaborative management tecam (CM
team) should be appointed to the task, and assigned adequate time and
resources. If possible, the team should include the staff in charge of
management planning, legal matters and relationships with local people.
When the initiative is taken in concert with stakeholders, it is important to
involve their representatives in the CM team. Conservation projects - or
integrated conservation and development projects - can play a useful role
here to overcome the ‘culture of distrust’ that often inhibits positive
relationships between governments and local groups®. In fact, many
specific projects and conservation initiatives have provided the impulse -
and the funding - for CM processes to unfold.

Whether or not a CM Team is appointed, it is often the case that
enthusiastic individuals are the prime movers of CM processes. At times
they are community leaders, at other times project staff and consultants, but
more and more often they are staff of the agencies in charge, who go beyond
the call of duty for the long-term benefits of the PAs they are entrusted with.
It may seem odd that government staff initiate a process to relinquish some
of their powers. Indeed, this is still the exception rather than the rule, but
conservation professionals are increasingly aware of the benefits to be
gained in co-management agreements. What may actually pose a problem,
however, is that government staff - themselves representing a major
stakeholder in the process - assume also the role of process facilitators.
This can be avoided by appointing professional facilitators.

We will here assume that an ecological analysis of the situation (values,
priorities, threats, impacts of current activities) has been previously carried
out by the agency in charge, although, at best, it would be carried out side
by side the process described herein®. The CM team could then begin with
an initial attempt at identifying which groups and individuals possess
interests and capacities relative to the PA (preliminary stakeholder
identification). This is a snapshot of the interests at stake and of who is
actually or potentially capable of playing a role in PA management. See box
4 for a list of questions that may help in this task.
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A snapshot of the interests at stake

who are the people and groups actually or potentially affected by
and/or concerned about the protected area? Are there historical
occupants fe.g., indigenous inhabitants and transients) or settlers
who were already in the area before the protected status was
declared? Are there recent migrants? Are there non-resident users
of resources, absentee landlords? Are there major secondary users
(e.g., buyers of products, tourists)? Are there government agencies
responsible for various resources? Are there local authorities,

local and national politicians, interested NGOs, people’s
associations, research institutions, staff of relevant development
and conservation projects, interested businesses and initiatives

are there local institutions with experience and concern in natural
resource management (e.g., forest user groups, fishermen
associations, women’s groups)?

how are the natural resources in the PA being used at present and
by whom? Who specifically is having an impact on the ecology of
the PA? Has this changed over time? Are there gender, age, class
or economic-based factors to appreciate?

who are the people or groups most dependent on the natural
resources at stake? Is such dependence a matter of livelihood or i
economic advantage? Are these resources replaceable by other i
resources not in the protected area which could fulfill the same :
Sfunctions?

who possesses claims - including legal jurisdiction and customary
use - over the natural resources at stake? Are several government
sectors and ministry departments involved? Are there national
and/or international bodies involved because of specific laws or
treaties?

who are the people or groups most knowledgeable about, and
capable of dealing with the natural resources at stake? Prior to
the declaration of PA status, who was managing the resources?

With what results?

are the stakeholders - and the stakeholders' interests in the
resources - geographically and seasonally stable (e.g., are there
seasonal migration patterns)? Are there on-going events or trends
with potential to introduce new stakeholders (e.g., development
initiatives, land reforms, migration, population growth or decline
in a specific area)?
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In most cases, the basic stakeholders in the PA are the people living within
or close to the territory, usually grouped under the term ‘local community’
(or communities). Often, these people are directly dependent on the PA’s
resources for their livelihood, cultural identity and well-being.  Yet,
communities are complex entitics, within which differences of ethnic origin,
class, caste, age, gender, religion, profession and economic and social status
can create profound differences in interests, capacities and willingness to
mnvest for the management of natural resources. What benefits one group
and meets conservation objectives may harm another. For example, wildlifc
revenues may accrue to men, while more abundant wildlifc may be only a
cost to women (e.g., because of crop damage). Even people sharing the
same livelihood basis or personal characteristics (e.g., farmers, unemployed
youth) should not be assumed to speak with one voice. In other words, local
communities generally include a variety of stakeholders. Their internal
differences and conflicts need to be recognized, together with the practical
necessity of negotiation. In addition, change is always present in
communitics, needs and interests evolve and new dynamics need to be
understood and dealt with. In particular this is true today when, under the
pervasive influence of markets, political processes and the media, many
traditional respectful attitudes to nature are being replaced by the values of
the consumer society®.

If it is rare that local residents can avoid diverging perspectives and
conflicts, these can only multiply when non-local stakcholders enter the
picture. District administrators expecting to hold their post for just a couple
of years, international conscrvation advocates, tourists and entrepreneurs,
staff of national NGOs - they all bring forth particular views, capacities and
interests. They all enrich and complicate the process and outcome of
management.

Most importantly, the CM team should identify existing local institutions
and assess their interest and capacity to contribute to the management of the
PA. Local institutions with an explicit experience in resource management -
e.g., forest users groups, fishermen associations, water committees, peasant
saving socictics - are particularly valid partners in CM agreements. Some
local institutions regulate their own protected arcas, such as sacred groves,
community hunting territories or restricted fishing spots. These could be
made to complement and/or strengthen conservation in the government-
declared PA.

Once the stakeholders are broadly identified, the tecam may wish to review
and analyze the history of land and resource uses in the areas and the
origins of conflicts - if any exist. Conflict analysis is particularly relevant
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as it allows to explore various clements of social and ecological
significance. The review is easier and more meaningful when done with the
active participation of stakeholders, although care must be taken not to
rekindle or exacerbate old or present controversics. In addition to the
review, some contexts may require some specific research into one or more
areas which appear particularly promising or controversial. The results of
the review and research should be made public.

Oncec a preliminary picture of the relationship between people and the
specific protected territory has been drawn, it may be appropriate to assess
whether a collaborative management process is needed. This can be
approached by asking questions such as: “Are the commitment and
contributions of stakeholders necessary to the effective management of the
PA?”, “Are the resources in the protected arcas essential for local livelihood
and cultural survival?”, “Do stakeholders possess customary or legal rights
over the resources at stake?” (see section 3). Ultimately, a judgment should
be made as to whether the expected benefits are likely to justify the time and
resources to be invested. If they are, a more detailed feasibility analysis
may follow to ascertain that the conditions for the functioning of an
agreement are in place. This will involve legal, political, institutional,
economic and socio-cultural considerations. Some questions useful to
consider in such an analysis are listed in Box 5.

What can be done when the desired feasibility conditions are not in place?
One strategy is to proceed towards the partnership and, in parallel, attempt
to modify the conditions. For instance, pilot agreements may be developed
while changes in the relevant legislation and policics are being discussed, or
a vacuum of competence may be filled in a temporary way, while people
and institutions are being trained. At times it can be useful to identify the
feasibility obstacles and bottlenecks and call for a relatively large meeting
of stakeholders (e.g., including the representatives of several government
sectors) to identify and discuss potential solutions.

Different stakeholders should be equitably represented in developing a
management partnership. In practice, however, what does ‘equitably’
mean? Are all stakeholders equally entitled to take part in discussions and
possibly, in management roles? For instance, in dealing with the coastal
resources of a small Caribbean island, is a recently migrated hotelier
interested in developing the beach front as much a stakcholder as the
fishermen families who have lived on the island for generations? If a forest
constitutes a crucial water catchment for several communities downstream,
are these communitics to be considered stakeholders as much as the
communities upstream - the oncs living side by side with the forest and
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dircctly depending on its resources for their livelihood and income? If a
management agrecment for a protected arca has to be signed between a state
agency and local residents, should parish-level representatives be involved
or village-level representatives? These are simple examples of the many
and quite complex questions that may surface.
answering them, the CM team may identify and discuss some considerations
and criteria, such as the ones listed in section 2 of this paper.

Examples of collaborative management
feasibility questions

Legal feasibility

are there specific laws and regulations that allow or forbid
involving various social actors in the management of the PA, or
is there a legislative vacuum?

who can issue permits for exploitation of the PA resources?
who can decide about revenue sharing?

who is legally controlling the access to the PA? the agency in
charge? a local administrative body?

is there a trusted judiciary system in place to assure that
eventual contractual agreements are respected?

Political feasibility

is there a political willingness to share the benefits and
responsibilities of the management of PAs in the country?

what are the key interests at stake? is there any interest which is
politically dominant and capable of crushing the others?

are there major commercial, industrial, political or urban
interests opposed to the PA who could become part of a
management partnership with the ultimate aim of destroying it?

are corruption and violence affecting PA management?

Institutional feasibility

are stakeholders sufficiently organized to put forward their

As a first step towards
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interests and contribute their capacities in PA management?

» are governmental agencies capable of interacting effectively with
non-governmental stakeholders?

e are there traditional or other authorities capable of eliciting
agreements and enforcing rules?

e are there fora for communication and discussion of relevant
initiatives?

o are there institutional conflicts (e.g., unclear division of
responsibilities between regional and district authorities)
affecting the management of the PA?

Economic feasibility

e is there a budget source to sustain the CM process (e.g., specific
studies, meetings, communication, facilitation, etc.)?

e are there ways by which local actors can meet their economic
needs compatibly with the conservation of the PA at stake?

o if needed, is capital available to make the necessary
investments?

e if needed, are the local people confident enough to invest in
entrepreneurial activities?

Socio-cultural feasibility

e are stakeholders informed and knowledgeable about the protected

area? about existing threats to it? about ways of conserving it?

® do they value the protected area?

o do stakeholders possess traditional institutions and systems of

resource management?

e are stakeholders in conflict regarding the PA resources?

» is there adequate communication between the agency in charge of

the PA and the stakeholders? do they trust one another?

The process of figuring out the respective rights and ‘weights’

of

stakeholders regarding decisions on the protected area at stake is usually
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referred to as stakeholder analysis. After the preliminary identification, this
involves contacting the stakeholders - in particular the ones standing out as
primary potential partners. The CM tcam may wish to discuss with them
their interests and capacities (i.c., what could they take responsibility for)
with regard to the PA, and introduce the possibility of a management
partnership.

If the agency in charge is ready to move beyond active consultation, there
should also be a discussion of the full range of stakeholders to be involved
and the level of representation. This is not a simple step, and difficulties
may arise before agreeing on who is and who is not a ‘legitimate
stakeholder’, at ‘what level’ stakeholders should be involved (e.g., as a
village or as different groups of resource users within the village?) and so
on. In fact, in a participatory stakeholder analysis, care must be taken so
that people and groups with a limited capacity to assert and represent
themselves are not overpowercd by others. This would lead to inequities in
the short term and unsustainable agreements in the long term. It should be
noted that many traditional community institutions are not necessarily
democratic and, in fact, cffectively marginalize the less powerful local
groups. Women, m partlcular have often borne the costs of agreements
stipulated by men®

It is important that the final number of stakeholders involved in
management is well balanced: not too many so as to complicate and slow
down the process and not too few so as to leave out some key players®. It
should be clear, however, that the groups and individuals who belicve
themselves to be ‘legitimate stakeholders’ are allowed to claim such a status
and to argue their case on the basis of explicit criteria (again, such as the
ones listed in section 2. of this paper).

More than merely ‘contacting’ the stakeholders, it is important that the CM
team builds trust and rapport with them, and sincerely hears their views,
concerns and aspirations®. This can be done with the help of participatory
appraisal exercises, as appropriate, to explore relevant knowledge and
perceptions of issues, problems and opportunities relevant for the PA, with
full sensitivity towards the local context and culture. This phase of the
process requires time and sincere commitment on the part of the CM team.

Participatory appraisal exercises carried out in a token fashion (to ‘tally
out’ visited communities in a list of potential stakeholders) can be
ineffective or even counterproductive.

Since some relevant stakeholders may not be fully able to represent their
interests and concerns in a forum with others, some support may need to be
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offered to help them to organize and identify a representative to bring
forward their position (it should not be assumed that unorganized
stakeholders do not exist or do not count - on the contrary!). This is a most
important and too often overlooked clement of preparation. If a group of
people is without anyone to represent their interest or lacks the resources to
travel to a meeting, it would have done them little good to have been
identified by the CM team as a ‘legitimate stakeholder’. On the other hand,
the support provided to them should not be such as to distort the purpose of
organizing and attending meetings. Again, providing enough time for the
organizing process to develop at its own pace is a paramount consideration.

Time should also be allowed for stakeholders to develop a consensus (as far
as possible) among themselves. This is particularly important in cases in
which decision making is traditionally carried out following specific
procedures (e.g., via extensive rounds of consultations in indigenous
communities). Questions and dilemmas may rise regarding democratic
procedures within stakeholders groups. These can only be approached in a
case-by-case manner.

7.2 Developing the agreement

Once the stakeholders have been identified, how can they communicate with
onc another, build trust among themselves, negotiate and agree on a
common course of action? A substantial difference exists between pursuing
a CM agreement to improve on a well-functioning situation or to solve an
existing conflict. In the latter case, the activities described below are still
valid, but the need for effective facilitation of meetings and expert mediation
of conflicts is definitely greater.

The first step is usually an initial collective contact, a first gathering or
workshop where the representatives of the agency in charge of the PA and
various other stakeholders meet in a formal way. The agenda of the
meeting should be made available to the stakeholders well in advance, to
allow them time to discuss their views internally. It is advisable, however,
that this first meeting be dedicated to procedural and not substantive
questions. Procedural questions (e.g., when and where subsequent meetings
will be held, who will participate, what forms of representation will be
acceptable, who will facilitate the meetings, what language will be spoken)
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are usually easier to deal with than substantive questions (e.g., who will be
allowed to collect what resources from the PA, who will share tourist
revenucs, who will be employed in surveillance jobs)®. A productive first
meeting is an important foothold for the subscquent ones in which specific
and often sensitive problems, needs, resources and opportunities will be
identified and discussed. The first meeting can also help establish a
working relationship among the parties and spread among them a sense of
ownership of the process.

After the first procedural meeting there arc various possible courses of
action, depending on the level of stakeholder engagement that is being
sought. It may be that the first meeting is followed by extensive public
consultations lasting several months (this was the case for the Great Barricr
Reef Marine Park in Australia). It may be that only two main parties are
going to be involved (e.g., the agency in charge and a local community) and
that substantive matters can be agreed upon in a few workshops. Or it may
be that months or even years of negotiations are needed among a varicty of
partics. If stakeholders are expected and willing to take an active role in
management, a serics of planning meetings and workshops is usually held®.
Attention should be paid to the venue of the meetings (a ‘neutral’ forum
such as a school building or theater should be preferred to a forum that
some could see as partisan - such as a church or government office) and to
the scating arrangement (a circular arrangement without hierarchical
dispositions should be preferred).

Before entering into more specific considerations, it is important that all the
partics are clear about what the meetings are set up to achieve. This is
more casily said than done, since the parties may face incomplete
legislation, a vacuum of policy and competencies, and complex decisions
involving a variety of sectors and levels. The more complex the PA, the
more vague the situation may be. For instance some Biosphere Reserves
arc “managed” by a consortium of parties with no real mandate except
“coordinating”, “providing impulse” and “watching over” an evolving
situation. A PA managing body with a more substantial mandate could be
seen as a sort of parallel government, which would be clearly
unacceptable®. In other cases, however, the parties face real decision-
making competencies, including local regulations, concession of permits,
sharing of revenues, research orientation, and - in gencral - primary
responsibility for land use and management plans.

The meetings may begin with a free-flowing discussion on issues and

opportunities in a non-committal form (i.., anyone can launch ideas
without being committed to agree on them later on). If this moment is truly
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open and visionary, it can actually free people from the sectored position
they may be entrenched in. Various participatory planning techniques can
be employed to facilitate the process®.

Once all the key issues to be dealt with have been identified, options for
action need to be considered, with different parties describing what role they
could and wish to play. The discussion may involve extensive bargaining
and compromising, the breaking down of large decisions into small or
‘sectoral’ decisions (with corresponding breaking down of a large group of
stakcholders into smaller groups of stakcholders), examining the
experiences and lessons leamed in other protected areas, assessing
competencies, requirements, procedures and regulations, and - importantly -
making sure that cvery party in the agreement gains at least some benefits
and responses to its concerns. In this sense, conservation incentives (€.g.,
local taxation, provision of services, concession of exclusive rights) are
crucial to link the stakeholders’ interest with the interest of conservation. In
particular, alternate means of livelihood need to be developed when existing
activities are limited or prohibited in the PA management plan. It should be
noticed that the effectiveness of an incentive package depends on a number
of factors, including the capacity of the relevant stakeholders to ‘absorb’
them (well-organized stakeholders are more capable of taking advantage of
incentives), the time needed for the incentives to be felt and the equity of
their distribution®.

As the end goal is to identify a suitable sharing of functions, rights and
responsibilitics among the partners, some comparative advantages may have
to be identified. For instance, what can the government side best contribute
to a CM agrecment? Besides a variety of technical and administrative
functions, a primary responsibility of governments could be to ensure legal
and policy frameworks and systems of enforcement that effectively protect
against negative interference with the agreement (e.g., by external
encroachers). In addition, government agencics arc best positioned to
provide cconomic incentives and financial support; to process and diffuse
information (especially information on current socio-ecological changes
never before experienced by the communities at stake)™; and to integrate
activitics of various sectors (¢.g., PA management and agriculture, fishery,
forestry, education, training, health, credit schemes, etc.). As the impact of
cconomic forces on CM agrecments is considerable, market forces may need
to be tamed for the benefit of conservation. This is another role only
government partners can take on.

What could the non-governmental stakeholders best contribute? Depending
on who they are, they may provide specialized knowledge and skills on both

39

" the discussion m
~involve extensiy
 bargainingand
- compromising, the
 breaking down of large
 decisions into small or
 ‘sectoral’ decisions

 conservation incentives
- are crucial to link the
stakeholders’ ~ interests

 with the

interests of
onservati .




“with rare exceptions,
neither local
communities nor
governmental agencies

are able to face on their -
own the onslaught of .

commercial forces, or
able to chech the
destruction caused by

‘some of theirown

members” = -

Collaborative Management of Protected Areas

the ecological and socio-cconomic environment (ranging from the
responsibility to monitor biodiversity change to the responsibility of
assuring a steady flow of tourist income to the PA). In the case of local
residents, surveillance for fire and other natural risks and for undue access
to the PA is often a responsibility of great comparative advantage. Para-
wardens and para-scouts can be appointed among the local residents with,
at times, the power to arrest violators of CM agreements%.

In the words of Kothari (1995): “Communities lack the resources to tackle
threats or ecological issues at a regional scale, and in many places have lost
their traditional cthos and institutions; government agencies lack the
necessary micro-knowledge, on-the-spot human power, or even often the
necessary mandate when other agencies overrule them. With rare
cxceptions, neither local communities nor governmental agencics are able to
face on their own the onslaught of commercial forces, or able to check the
destruction caused by some of their own members”. Thus, there exist
important mutual and comparative advantages to harness for PA
management. The CM negotiation process should assure that these
advantages are utilized and that the rights and responsibilities of different
stakeholders arc effectively linked and equitably distributed.

Many preparatory and planning meetings on PA management end up
developing a zoning arrangement in which several sub-arcas of the PA are
designated and assigned specific regulations. The most typical example is a
Biosphere Reserve, which from the inception foresecs one or several ‘core’,
‘buffer’ and ‘transition’ zones. Mapping techniques of various
sophistication (from hand mapping to GIS systems) can be of great help and
- as it is around mapping and zoning that most sensitive issues arise - they
need to be approached with care, honesty and as much precision as possible.
Leases, concessions, use permits, licenses, identity cards, certificates and
the like can be assigned to regulate the benefits and rights assigned to
stakeholders.

At times, the representatives of some groups need to report to their
constituencies and consult with them before deciding on a topic. At other
times it may be necessary to call in expert advice, such as private
consultants and entrepreneurs skilled at carrying out specific studies and
especially identifying how natural resources can be utilized in an efficient
way compatibly with conservation objectives. These are some of the reasons
why a long time and several planning meetings may be nccessary before an
agreement is reached. At other times, the main problems and conflicts are
rooted in the long-term violence (overt or hidden) exercised by one party
over others. Visibility and the presence of independent parties may be
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needed to break the deadlock™.

An important requirement for the success of participatory planning meetings
is effective facilitation. A facilitator can make sure that all the stakeholders
express their concerns, that no onc dominates the meetings and that the
discussion is adequately structured and proceeds towards the set objectives.
An independent facilitator (someone considered ‘without an axe to grind’)
can also help to manage conflicts, for instance by helping to translate the
positions that stakeholders may present (“we want a road across the forest”,

“we want to eliminate access to this particular area”, “we want the entry to
the park to be free of charge™) into fundamental interests (“‘we need access
to the zone north of the forest because it is an important market for one of
our products”, “we neced to maintain a viable habitat for this animal
species”, “we need to make sure that the local residents can benefit from the
park”). It is usuvally easier to develop a long-term common vision from
fundamental interests than from ‘positions’, and it is also easier to identify
ways of achieving it.

Facilitators should be well aware of existing customs and institutions, in
particular existing institutions for conflict management which can be called
to act in difficult circumstances. They should be aware of the time needed
to build trust and positive relationships among the parties, and be skilled to
engage the parties in providing new options and suggesting compromises,
such as temporary arrangements and solutions. The final agreement needs
to be, however, quite specific, e.g., spell out who should expect what
benefits and assume what responsibilities, who should do what where, by
what means, by when, etc.

Facilitators may need to work actively to prevent the process becoming
unduly ‘politicized’ - as political positions are often rigid stands made for
the sake of visibility and not conducive to agreements. This may also help
to prevent personal interests taking the upper hand with respect to common
concerns. These two points can be extremely delicate. Local politicians,
for instance, may see the necgotiation of a CM agreement as an excellent
opportunity to exploit for their own partisan or private intcrests. Finally,
facilitators should help the parties develop an agreement that is as equitable
as possible (e.g., does not lcave any major stakeholders out of the picture,
humiliated, exploited or trcated unfairly). Equitable agreements have much
better chances of remaining valid through time.

Once an agreement (c.g., a consensus over a management plan and a given

sharing of rights and responsibilities) is reached, it should not be written on
stone, but it should certainly be written on paper and publicized as widely
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as possible within the relevant communities and among the relevant
stakcholders. The agreement should be written in plain terms (clear and
comprchensible to all) and in the local language (or also in the local
language). Its importance should be underlined by means of a specific event
or ceremony. As far as possible, the signatories should be people directly
taking on management responsibilities and not convenient authorities
representing them. The parties should commit themselves in public and the
agreement should be given ample visibility (c.g., a copy of the agreement
could be posted in local communitics as well as in the premises of the
agency in charge of the PA). It should be very clear that adjustments may
take place during the implementation of the agreement, and review times
should be scheduled in advance.

Some forms of agreement, such as a memorandum of understanding, are
quite flexible and allow for regular revisions. Other forms - such as
contracts among legally-recognized parties - are less so. The latter are
usually required when the agreement foresees specific packages of economic
or financial incentives for stakcholders”. The agreement can also be
formalized as a local by-law. It is useful that the agreement includes
provisions for how to deal with exceptional situations (¢.g., how to modify
rights and responsibilities in case of acute ecological stress or social crisis).

7.3 Implementing and reviewing the agreement
(‘learning by doing’)

In this phase the agreement (likely to include a management plan) is put into
practice. If the agreement foresces the establishment of an advisory or
management body - such as a local conservation council or an extended PA
management board - this is the time to call them to work. The
specifications of who is to be represented, what is the mandate, what are the
tasks, etc. would have been reached in the planning phases. It is important,
however, that a body entrusted with specific tasks is set up at the end and
not at the beginning of the process of developing the agreement. In fact, it
is through that process that the most useful information and appropriate
guiding principles can be discovered. It is also important to ascertain that
an eventual collaborative management body is created at the appropriate
level, 1., that it gathers representatives of stakeholders who can put into
practice the agreement that has been developed. For instance, a PA
management board at the level of the district may not be appropriate if the
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PA affects only one or two specific communities and businesses. It may be
more useful to create instead an ad-hoc committee with direct representation
of the social groups most directly affected.

During the implementation of activitics, conflicting interpretations of the
agreement may arisc. For contract-type agreements, existing Contract Law
or Environmental Public Law generally include procedures for dealing with
conflicts®. In less formal cases it is important to foresee in advance who is
in charge of mediating among the various parties.

Monitoring of compliance should be done on a regular basis. In fact, since
it is advisable to maintain an active channel of communication among all
the parties, some monitoring meetings could be held at regular intervals. In
case of violations of the agreement, enforcing mechanisms need to be
applied. This is a crucial aspect for a CM agreement to remain effective: if
some parties can go by without complying to the rules, others are likely to
follow suit. Enforcing, in fact, is always a delicate task. The PA
management may involve high stakes for some parties who are in the best
position to apprehend violations but have no legal basis to do so. If local
residents take the enforcement ‘into their hands’, e.g., they attempt to arrest
people who came to cut timber or shoot wildlife, there are risks of violent
clashes and the possibility of legal prosccution afterwards.

The implementation phascs can provide inspiring examples of maturation
and evolution of the management partnership. For instance, in an initial
stage the emphasis may be on basic protection and the exercise of some
rights of access to resources. This may be followed by an increased sense
of legitimacy and responsibility on the part of the people exercising the
access, with the development of more appropriate rules and - likely - more
complex manipulation and technologics for the sustainable extraction and
use of resources. At the same time, the area in which the collaborative
management agreement applies may expand (new parishes or communities
may join the agreement) so that the process may move in at least two
dimensions - towards more complex management agreements and towards
larger arcas of application®®. This may also bc accompanied by the
development of new groupings of stakeholders or nesting institutions (e.g.,
federations of village fishermen associations). Flexible management budgets
are very conducive to this maturation and a ‘learning by doing’ process and
should be promoted as much as possible.

It is often in the implementation phase that the need for specific policy and

legal change to support cffective PA management becomes well recognized.
These changes need to be pursued, as appropriate, by the management
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partnership (different stakeholders may be able to use different channels to
achieve the desired changes). By such processes, scveral de facto
management partnerships may also become de jure’®.

Examples of CM process indicators

e awareness of stakeholders (of CM issues, events, schedules,
rights, responsibilities, etc.);

® existence of mechanisms for information sharing and fora for
communicating and negotiating agreements;

e availability of facilitators to assist in meetings, mediate
conflicts, link with different levels of actors in society;

» active involvement of stakeholders in developing a management
agreement (participation in meetings, expression and defense of
‘positions’, etc.);

® existence of a management agreement among stakeholders (oral
or written, formal or informal);

e specific definition of stakeholders’ functions, rights and
responsibilities in the management agreement,

e stakeholders compliance with the agreed rights and
responsibilities;

e stakeholders stated satisfaction with the management agreement,

e existence of bodies to appeal to in case of conflicts within the
management partnership,

e engagement of stakeholders in promoting policy and legal
change in support of CM agreements;

» with time, extension of the agreement in geographic as well as
complexity terms.

It is very difficult to develop detailed agreecments and micro-plans before the
full nature of a partnership is put into practice. In many cases, activities
are started following a basic agreement, and the agreement itself foresees
some reviews at specific times in the future (at best, these will include both
participatory and independent reviews, and a comparison of their results).

In a typical review, a meeting is called in which the parties discuss whether
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the agreement needs to be modified as a consequence of ecological, socio-
political or economic change, lessons learned, new opportunities, etc. The
parties also discuss how the collaborative management agreement succeeds
in getting closer to the common vision identified in the original planning
meetings (e.g., is it fostering the conservation of the protected area? Is it
meeting the needs and interests of various stakeholders?). Obviously,
indicators of progress should be considered, and these should involve
ecological and social variables, as appropriate, as well as indicators of the
CM process itself (see box 6).

On the basis of such discussions, the stakeholders identify whether and what
changes arc needed, and who should do what to make them happen. As
necessary, new arrangements are developed, i.e., the process returns to point
7.2. (or 7.1!) above. Likely, the time involved in modifying agreements is
not as large as the time involved in developing an original one. At times,
the implementation and development phases do actually merge. This is the
case when the process is very complex, takes years to mature fully (e.g.,
because new actors keep entering the picture or relevant socio-economic
conditions keep changing) and is constantly re-arranged along the way.

45




 considering that
collaborative =

Collaborative Management of Protected Areas

8. Conclusions

Professionals dealing with collaborative management processes have often
the exciting and unsettling feeling of watching a phenomenon touching on
the most significant aspects of life - democracy, equity, development and
cultural survival - besides the specific concerns of conservation and sound
management of resources. They can also see that the phenomenon is in full
evolution and not casily circumscribed. For any protected area, in fact, a
larger territory can be identified in which human interests and activities can
affect and be affected by the existence of the protected area itself,

Experiences in partnership management in various locations allowed us to
synthesize some general points for reflection. Among these are the
conditions in which developing CM agreements is recommended, the basic
principles, assumptions and consequences to be expected, and the potential
benefits, costs and obstacles listed and discussed in this paper. The CM
process itself - preparing for a partnership, developing an agreement,
implementing it and reviewing it on an on-going basis - is complex and
context-dependent and cannot be summarized in any rigid, step-by-step
guideline. This paper provided, however, a number of general observations
on such a process, in the casc an agency in charge of a protected area - or
another stakeholder - should wish to promote it. The observations are not
nccessarily valid nor to be taken ecqually into consideration in all
environments.

If any conclusions can be drawn from the various considerations gathered in
this paper, they appear more meaningful in terms of questions than in terms
of answers and positive statements. Here are some examples:

e What is ‘true’ collaborative management of a protected area?
Some speak about it in broad terms as a process that spans from
active consultation of stakeholders on management decisions to
full devolution of authority (see Figure 1 in this paper). Others
would reserve the term collaborative management for situations in
which an effective sharing of decision-making power is achieved.
This, however, is more easily said than done'”. An active
consultation of stakeholders may lead to their interests being
incorporated in a management plan, while their dircct
representation in a management body (which in most cascs would
be considercd an ‘effective sharing of decision-making power’)
may not assure that their interests are taken on board by a
majority vote. Also, considering that collaborative management
invests many aspects that arc socio-culturally specific, is it
appropriate to carve a narrow definition for it?
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What arc the essential feasibility conditions for collaborative
management? What are the conditions for CM agreements to be
effective and sustainable? For instance, are economic : ;
opportunities for local stakecholders a crucial component? Is 2 «:W’"” legal e
‘meeting local needs’ the crucial factor that will make a difference
for conservation? Or should the meeting of local needs be left to
the care of specialized sectors in society? If not, should the
management of protected arcas involve partnerships among all the
sectors of society that are - in one way or another - involved in
meeting the needs of the relevant people? For instance, should the
health sector be involved?  Should the education sector be
involved?

What obstacles are most likely to stand in the way of collaborative
management agreements? Will government staff oppose or subvert
a devolution of their power? Will rapid market forces undermine
patiently crafted compromises? Will the communication and trust
among different partics prove too difficult to achieve?'

What social phenomena are most likely to facilitate the spread of
collaborative management agreements? Will democracy help?
Will the privatization of the economy help? Will decentralization
of governmental agencies help? Will the expanding media play a
supportive role?

What is the best course of action when indigenous inhabitants
view themsclves as the sole legitimatc stakeholders in the
management of their territory and take a radical stand of “all or
nothing” with respect to their functions and rights? What can be
done when conflicts ensue not only between such indigenous
inhabitants and a national agency trying to ecnforce PA
regulations, but also between indigenous residents and recent
migrants into the area? In these cases, is collaborative
management a potential solution? Similarly, is it a potential
solution when conflicts develop between local people interested in
productive activities and conservation-minded tourists and
visitors?

Should local residents maintain their customary rights in PA
territories independently of their own behavior or should those
rights be conditional in some way to a ‘traditional” or sustainable
lifestyle? On what legal and cthical basis could national resources
be exploited by local residents but denied to migrants (e.g., those
flecing natural or social disaster from other parts of the country)?
Who has the right to stop newcomers and declare that the
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The answers to the above questions are likely be found only as CM
agreements are further developed, meeting the specific conditions and needs

“lifeboat is full™?

What lessons have we learned in terms of best practices of
collaborative management for conservation and sustainable usc of
natural resources? For instance, how should stakeholders be
identified? By whom? What process steps should be followed?
Is external facilitation always needed? What types of agreements
work best - simple and well-focused, or broad and encompassing?
What types of institutional arrangements appear to be sustainable
in the long run? What types of enforcement are most effective?
How often should reviews take place?

Should well-respected international bodies advocate a set of best
practices or even become promoters of a code of conduct for
collaborative management processes? Would these best practices
constitute an impediment to a free evolution of the approach, or
would they provide some terms of reference for comparison of
experiences from different countrics and conditions?

of different protected areas and societies throughout the world.
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Notes

10

12

13

We are referring in this paper to arcas protected under national or
sub-national legislation, thus leaving out areas protected directly by
local people, such as sacred groves or campesino reserves.

IUCN, 1994a.
Kellcher et al., 1995.
Amend and Amend, 1995.

See: Kothari et al., 1995. Also, 69% of Indian PAs had, in the mid
1980s, some permancnt human residents and 64% had community
rights, leases or concessions, ¢.g., for grazing or collection of non-
timber forest products.

Bromley and Cemea, 1989.
See, for instance: Lynch and Talbott, 1995.
Hardin, 1968.

IUCN, 1994b. A protected area is there defined as an “area of land
and/or sea especially dedicated to the protection and maintenance of
biological diversity, and of natural and associated cultural
resources, and managed through legal or other effective means™.
The categories include: 1. Strict natural reserve / wilderness arca;
II. National park; IIl. Natural monument; IV. Habitat/species
conservation arca; V. Protected landscape/ seascape; VI. Managed
resource protected area.

UNESCO, 1995.

A para-statal institution has somc of the characteristics of a
governmental body and some of a non-governmental body.

For example, most protected areas in Belize are managed by
NGOs; in the Bahamas, the entire protected arca system is managed
on behalf of the state by the Bahamas National Trust (Phillips, A.,
personal communication, 1996).

See: West and Brechin, 1991.
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16

18

20

50

Harmon, 1991.

The term “South’ is used here for all countries classified by the UN
to be middle- and low-income countries. The term ‘North” applies
to highly industrialized countries within OECD (Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development), including Japan, New
Zealand, Australia, North America and Western Europe.

“...state authoritics have an interest in tightly controlling all
significant attempts by local communities at organizing themselves,
particularly so if these attempts result in the development of large-
scale grassroots movements or networks or in the assertion of
claims for more authority.”, page 379 in Baland and Plattcau, 1996.

See: Bromley and Cernea, 1989. Some refer to these traditional
institutions as “social capital”. At times these institutions for
resource management were €litist, and resented by a great part of
the population - their power was destroyed at the first wind of
democracy. This was the case of the girda - the council of elder
landowners traditionally in control of natural resources in
Pakistan’s North Western Province. Unfortunately the girda was
not replaced with a more democratic institution (Rafiq, M.
personal communication, 1996).

>

In the Bijagos archipelago (Guinea Bissau) the local people have a
varicd, complex and effective system of natural resource
management, which could be of great value in the current
development of the Bijagos Biosphere Reserve (IUCN, 1996a).
Yet, the communication between the local councils of chiefs and the
rest of society (state sectors, economic operators, etc.) is still
limited by both cultural and language reasons.

In India, for instance, it is now being legally codified that in local
meetings to develop joint forest management agreements, individual
households will be represented by one man and one woman and not
- as before - by one person (which invariably favored the man).
(Sarin, M., communication at the sixth Common Property
Conference, Berkeley (CA), June 1996.)

See, for instance: De Marconi, 1995, and Adams and McShane,
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21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

1992.
See: Ghimire and Pimbert, 1996, and references therein.

See, for instance: West and Brechin, 1991. As a specific example,
the conflicts between local residents and park authorities at the
establishment of Bwindi National Park, in Uganda, were so severe
that ‘spontancous’ fires became much more common after the
creation of the park, and local people even refused to help when a
ranger died in their area (Franks, P., private communication, 1995).
See also: Murphree, 1993. In the latter reference (page 134) it is
explicitly stated that “Conservation laws have turned wildlife into a
liability - someonc else’s legal property to be tolerated with
resignation, stolen or destroyed, covertly where possible.”.

For an illustrative review of conflicts around protected areas and
possible ways of managing them, see: Lewis, 1996.

This is true for both natural resources and local cultures. See for
instance: Calhoun, 1991.

We understand here ‘management’ as a process by which a site for
a PA is identified, acquired and declared; relevant institutions are
built and/or enter into operation, plans are designed and
implemented; research is undertaken; and activities and results are
monitored and evaluated, as appropriate.

Sec for instance: McCay and Acheson, 1990.

Metcalfe, 1994.

As an example, a number of private landowners developed an
agreement on the management of fresh water (mostly used for
greenhouse irrigation) in the surrounds of Lake Navasha - a

Ramsar site in Kenya (Howard, J., personal communication, 1996).

For a recent review of principles and practices of partnerships see:
McNeely, 1995.

See page 86 in Barzetti, 1993.
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31
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42

43

52

UNESCO, 1995.

This is more casily said than done. A recent evaluation concluded
that Biosphere Reserves have so far made little progress to involve
communities in decision-making processes on natural resource
management.  Collaborative action has been slow to develop,
alternative lifestyles are still to come, biological scientists remain in
the driving seat and local participation has never received the
attention it deserves (IUCN, 1995b). Hopefully, this will change as
a consequence of the Seville Strategy and new Statutory
Framework adopted by UNESCO in 1995 (Price, 1996). The
Seville Declaration recommends managing Biosphere Reserves on
the basis of a “pact between local communities and society as a
whole”. This will allow to “bring together all the interested groups
and sectors in a partnership approach...” (UNESCO, 1995).

Renard, Y., personal communication, 1996.

On this point, see the illuminating analysis of the participation of
Aboriginal Pcoples in the management of Coburg and Kakadu
National Parks in Weaver, 1991.

Kothari, A., personal communication, 1996.

See, for instance: Franks, 1995.

See the description of the Italian case below.

The distinction between de jure and de facto corresponds to the
distinction between what is prescribed by norms and laws and what
actually happens in real life.

See: Villa Lopera, 1991,

Northrup and Green, 1993.

See: Wild and Mutebi, 1996.

See the picture on the cover of this paper and the epilogue story.

Scott, 1996.
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48

49

50

51

52
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56

GBRMPA, 19%4.

This ruling - which recognizes that a native title existed under
common law based on British common law - is known as the Mabo
Decision (Fisher, B. personal communication, 1996).

See: Hill and Press, 1994.
Sec: Weaver, 1991.
King Mahendra Trust, 1994.

Kettel, B., presentation at the IUCN workshop on Collaborative
Management of Natural Resources in Southern Asia, held in
Murree (Pakistan) on 21 and 22 May 1996.

See: Gilmour and Fisher, 1991.

Pandey, S.K., presentation on “Collaborative management of
forests in India” at the second mecting of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Forests, Geneva, March 1996. Sec also: Poffenberger,
1996.

See: SPWD, 1992.

See: Kothari et al., 1996. As an example, in Kaila Devi Sanctuary
(western India) local pastoralists have access to pasture in the
sanctuary’s territory in return for help in monitoring against illegal
grazing and mining (Kothari, 1995).

Kothari, A., personal communication, 1996.

See: East, 1991. As a recognition of their outstanding contribution
to conservation, in October 1995 the Inuit Peoples were assigned
the Packard Award by the IUCN Commission on National Parks
and Protected Areas.

These are the James Bay and Northern Quebec Agrecment (1975);

the Inuivialuit Agreement (1984) in the western Arctic; the Nunavut
Agreement (1993) in the eastern Arctic; the Yukon First Nation
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57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

54

Settlement Agreement (1995); and the recently completed Nis’gaa
agreement in northern British Colombia (1996). In the early
agreements, Management Boards included nearly exclusively
representatives of government agencies and Aboriginal Peoples. In
the more recent agreements, the Boards include non-aboriginal,
non-governmental stakeholders as well (Fuller, S., personal
communication, 1996).

Berkes, F., personal communication, 1996.

See page 118 in Barzetti, 1993.

Bollettino Ufficiale della Liguria, 1995.

Nosenzo, C., personal communication, 1996.

Statham, 1994.

Conservation Corporation Ltd., undated.

Biosphere Reserves are to be fully reflective of the human
dimension (e.g., connection between cultural and biological
diversity, use of traditional knowledge, ctc.). Their management
should involve a sort of “...pact or partnership between the local
residents and the socicty as a whole, in which the benefits of
conservation and sustainable use of resources are equitably shared
among them.” (UNESCO, 1995).

See: Archibold, 1993.

Gilmour, D., personal communication, 1996. Sec also: Johansson
and Westman, 1992.

Wily and Haule, 1995.

For another example of variation of management regime, see:
Bertrand and Weber, 1995.

See: Ghimire and Pimbert, 1996 and Brown and Wyckoff-Baird,
1994,
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69

70

7

72

73

This process should not be equated with the privatization of state-
owned resources, although some areas of overlap exist in particular
instances.

Laban, P., personal communication, 1996. The term
‘accountability’ is defined by Laban as “the sense of taking
responsibility for one’s own behavior and being able to account for
the effects of such behavior”.

In Uganda, some pilot collaborative management initiatives in the
Bwindi, Mt.Elgon, Rwenzori and Lake Mburo National Parks
opened the way to a new PA policy and to a plan of action to
institutionalize collaborative management approaches in all the
country’s protected areas (IUCN, 1996¢). In Kenya, a new policy
is being developed by the Kenya Wildlife Service to devolve
conservation authority and responsibility to the most effective level
of management (KWS, 1996). The policy permits a great deal of
flexibility and adaptability to assign user-rights to legitimate
stakcholders in exchange for conservation responsibilities. In
Pakistan, a series of pilot projects involving local communities in
biodiversity conservation led to an analysis of legal barriers to the
establishment of reserves managed by local stakeholders. The
government of Pakistan has now mandated the devclopment of new
legislation to reduce such impediments (Fuller, S., personal
communication, 1996).

Kothari, A., personal communication, 1996.

Comparative reviews of scveral cases can be found in:
Poffenberger, 1990b, West and Brechin, 1991; Western and

Wright, 1994; White et al., 1994; Amend and Amend, 1995; Fisher,
1995; McNeely, 1995; Steiner and Rihoy, 1995; Suri, 1995. See
also the specific cases described in:  PCS, 1990; Inglis, 1993
(specific examples of plans are also available from Indigenous
Peoples organizations in Canada); PCTC, 1993; Fundacion Pro-
Sierra Nevada de Santa Marta, 1995; CANARI, 1994; Colchester,
1994; Gilmour, 1991; Geoghegan and Barzetti, 1992; Hoefsloot
and Onyango, 1995; TUCN, 1994; IUCN, 1995a; IUCN Pakistan,
1994; Kamstra, 1994; Makombe, 1993; Moench, undated; Pimbert
and Pretty, 1995; Poffenberger, 1990a; Poffenberger, 1996;
Poffenberger and McGean, 1996; Poore, 1992; Renard, 1991;
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74

75

76

7

78

79

56

Sarkar et al., 1995; Scudder and Conelly, 1985, Stiefel and Wolfe,
1994; Tassi, 1983; Weber, 1995; Wells and Brandon, 1990.

For instance, in Sariska Tiger Reserve (western India) villagers and
local forest officials have fought together against mining interests
(Kothari, 1995).

In countries of the South, more emphasis may be placed on tangible
benefits such as access to natural resources for food and income,
while in industrialized socicties local residents may stress their
active choice in the type of land uses they wish for an arca.

See, for instance: Inglis, 1993; Ruddle, 1994; and the dedicated
journals: Indigenous Knowledge and Development Monitor,
published by CIRAN in the Netherlands and FEroecologica,
published in three languages by the Centro de Ecologia, Mexico.
From the existing wealth of local knowledge and skills in resource
use it cannot be inferred, however, that external inputs are not
needed to manage a PA.

In Keoladeo National Park (India) buffalo grazing is an integral
part of the ecosystem, yet the PA management inittally banned the
grazing, which resulted in violent clashes with local herders and
residents (Kothari, 1995). In the Royal Barchia National Park
(Nepal) ecological management relies on human disturbance in the
form of grass cutting, which is currently permitted for a ten day
period each year. In the near future user groups may become
actively involved in the management of the park (Brown, 1995).

In this sense collaborative management has a great role to play in
so-called ‘peace parks’ in trans-boundary situations.

In Narayan Srovar Sanctuary (western India) villagers welcomed
the denotification of the reserve to make way for a cement factory,
since they got no income from the forest and are expecting jobs
from the factory (Kothari, 1995). In South Africa, local
communities will oppose PAs if no benefits are made available to
them (Koch, 1994). If the interests of local people are not made
compatible with the interests of conservation, they can in fact be
exploited by various entreprencurs to obtain the de-regulation and
de-notification of the PA.
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See, for instance: Kothari, 1995.

“...even well conceived schemes of co-management become
scriously stressed as market opportunitics expand and cause an
intensive commercial exploitation of certain natural resources.”,
page 351 in Baland and Platteau, 1996.

I am following here some prior work on participatory management
processes, in particular Gilmour and Fisher, 1991, and drawing
from the experience of M. Poffenberger (personal communication,
1996).

See: Freudenberger, 1996.

Long term residents and resource users may be of great help in an
ccological analysis. An interesting view of how to identify
priorities in biodiversity conservation within a socio-political
context is found in Vane-Wright, 1996.

See: McNeely, 1991, and Kothari, 1995,
See: Sarin, 1995.
See: Ostrom, 1996.

As an example, the Cham Chin Park, in the Mekong delta
(Vietnam), protected becausc it contains a unique ecosystem,
habitat of an endangered specics of cranes, is seen by the locals as a
‘historical’ park, a monument to the liberation front’s guerrilla war
many of them do not wish to celebrate. As a consequence, they
keep trespassing the park boundaries and extracting resources,
paying no respect to existing rules. Understanding and dealing with
their perceptions is crucial to promote a positive change (Phuong,
N.T., communication at the sixth Common Property Conference,
Berkeley (CA), June 1996).

In long-standing conflict situations people may push substantive
issues for discussion before procedural issues. A skilled facilitator
will not allow this to happen, as the rules of the process need to be
agreed upon before the discussion can go ahead in an effective way.
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See for instance: Mittermeier ct al., 1994. See also the various
examples listed in IUCN, 1996b.

J. Rita Larrucea, personal communication regarding the Menorca
Biosphere Reserve, 1996.

For instance: nominal group technique, mapping, SWAL analysis
and others described in Goethert and Hamdi, 1988; Borrini-
Feyerabend, 1996; and AFN and IMEF (1997).

See: Mc Necly, 1988.

Sce: Baland and Platteau, 1996.

KWS, 1996.

This is certainly not the rule for PAs, but conflicts in resource
management involve quite often violence and corruption. The
positive role that outsiders and the media can play to expose the
injustices should not be underestimated.

Simongcini, A., personal communication, 1996.

Simongcini, A., personal communication, 1996,

Poffenberger, M., personal communication, 1996.  Complex
agreements may include micro-zoning (mosaic plans), multiple time
horizons, adoption of new technologies, etc.

See note 38 above for an explanation of these terms.

See, for instance, page 396 in West and Brechin, 1991.

See page 386 in Baland and Platteau, 1996,
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