Leadership in Governance of Protected Areas

14-18th November, 2006 - Anguilla

What are your key concerns with regard to communities, equity and protected areas?

1. Do you mostly deal with conservation policy? Is your area of reference broad (international, regional, or national), encompassing one or more systems of protected areas?
All agencies present dealt with conservation policy, all agencies mandate was on national PAs with more than one ecosystem types, one agency indicated it had some international and regional responsibilities. 
2. Do you principally, or to a considerable extent, deal with conservation at a land scape/seascape level, possibly concerning one or more official protected areas and/or Community Conserved Areas (CCAs)?
All agencies deal with conservation of either land or seascapes with more than one PA.

3. If you are principally concerned with official protected areas, are those managed with or without the effective involvement of the relevant indigenous and local communities?
Responses ranged from no effective involvement, to low level and occasional participation.
4. If you are principally concerned with areas managed and conserved by indigenous and local communities, are those recognised by the relevant governmental agencies at various levels?
This question was not applicable to all but Barbuda where the Barbuda Council has responsibility for protected areas there.
5. Are there any open conflicts regarding the management decisions relating to official protected areas or CCAs? Are those minor or serious? From whose point of view?
In most cases there were serious conflicts either in the establishment of the PAs or during the use of the PAs, usually from both sides. The Forestry Dept in Grenada and the St Lucia National Trust had no serious conflicts.
6. Are there un-tapped opportunities for collaboration regarding official protected areas and CCAs? On the basis of what (what are the “reasons for hope”)?
In most cases there were un-tapped or emerging opportunities for collaboration, based on local changes, legislative mandate and policy.
7. For each relevant site, fundamental insights usually come from history. When was each official protected area and/or CCA established? For what purposes?
Most PAs were established for biodiversity conservation, some PAs also included socio-economic benefits, recreation, development of forest resources and historical conservation. 

8. Have the relevant indigenous and local communities recognised and accepted the establishment of the relevant official protected areas? Have they ever acted violently or violated protected area regulations? Conversely, was there any violent imposition over their will and traditional practices?
Local communities have generally recognized and accepted the PAs. In all cases there were violations of the regulations, but no violent imposition over their will and traditional practices.

9. Have governmental agencies recognised and acknowledged the community management of CCAs? Have they ever supported it? Have they violated its basic tenets and rules?
This question was not relevant because there were no community conserved areas established or identified. 
10. What vision inspires and informs the official protected area or CCA managers? Does that vision include a place for other social actors? Does it reflect the historical, cultural and social complexities of the context at stake? Does it recognise a plurality of ways to understand and value nature and protect biodiversity, and a plurality of “grounds” (entitlements) on which various parties can ask to be involved in management?
All agencies had a vision or mission that guides management of the PAs and includes a place for other social actors. In most cases the local complexities were recognized in the vision/mission.

11. Are there mechanisms that enable local/traditional and mainstream knowledge and practices to be integrated and used in a complementary and respectful way? For an official protected area, are there mechanisms by which the local communities are involved in planning, taking decisions, implementing plans, sharing the benefits of conservation, monitoring and evaluating the management result?
There were mechanisms in all cases to enable local knowledge and practices to be integrated and used. In all cases local communities were involved or consulted in aspects of planning. In most cases they were not directly involved in decision making or implementation, however, they all shared in the benefits of conservation. There was limited involvement in monitoring and evaluation.
12. For a CCA, are there contacts between local managers and other social actors, including government agencies? Are specific agreements ever developed? Is the management setting of the protected area or CCA described by anyone as “co-management”?
Not Applicable
13. Are human rights respected in matters relevant to the official protected area or CCA?
Yes.

14. Are controversies being dealt with impartially and through the rule of formal and/or customary law?
In all cases controversies, wherever they arise, were dealt with impartially at departmental or agency level. In most cases there was no need to resort to formal law.

15. Are decisions being taken at the lowest level where capacity is available?
Yes, usually at the departmental or agency level.
16. Are there mechanisms to assure transparency and accountability in decision-making regarding the official protected area or CCA?
Yes.

17. Are decision makers responsive to the concerns of various concerned parties? Do they value their contributions? Do they seek social consensus?
In all cases decision makers are responsive to concerns, but the value of these contributions can vary. Social consensus is often sought, in all but one of the countries represented.

18. Are there pluralist governance structures in place, devoted to dialogue and developing negotiated agreements? Are there any other mechanisms to allow the involvement of the relevant parties in the management of the official protected area or CCA?
There were multi-stakeholder governance structures in place and mechanisms to allow involvement of some parties in management in several cases, however these were not often utilized by some agencies.
19. Who enjoys (most of) the benefits of conservation? Who bears (most of) the costs? Are there mechanisms that assess and ensure an equitable sharing of the benefits and costs of conservation? Are those effective?
Most of the benefits were enjoyed by: local and foreign visitors, communities, public, utility company. Most of the costs are borne by the government of the PA management agency; in some cases the users bear some cost through a user fee. In most cases there were no mechanisms to assess and ensure equitable sharing of benefits and costs. Where these exist, the effectiveness was unknown.
20. What are the biodiversity and other conservation outcomes of the conservation initiative? Is it clear what is needed to achieve conservation? It is clear where the key problems and opportunities lie?
Outcomes of conservation included: ecological restoration and maintenance, awareness building, community enjoyment, habitat health maintained, increased ecotourism/recreational activities, species recovery, local trade, water production, biodiversity conservation, historical and cultural conservation, water production, fisheries, carbon sink/oxygen production, education, research, and source of medicinal plants. The needs to achieve conservation were clear as well as the key problems and opportunities.
21. Is the legal and policy environment supportive? Are the necessary technical capacities in place?

In most cases the legal and policy environment was considered inadequate, and required review and upgrading. The necessary technical capacities were also considered inadequate.

On the basis of the answers to the above questions, what are the key issues and threats standing in the way of enhanced conservation and equity in your context of concern?
KEY ISSUES/THREATS:  

a) No effective involvement or low level and occasional participation of local communities in management of official protected areas.

b) Serious conflicts in use of protected areas in most cases.

c) Untapped and emerging opportunities for collaboration.

d) Limited role of local communities/stakeholders in decision making, implementation of management plans, monitoring and evaluation.

e) Mechanisms to allow the involvement of relevant stakeholders in the management of PAs not often utilized or utilised effectively.

f) The government or PA management agency bears most of the costs of the PA.

g) There is a need for the review and upgrade of policy and legislation related to PAs.
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