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PARKS AND POVERTY: COSTS AND BENEFITS TO LOCAL COMMUNITIES
On 13 July 2006, the Africa Biodiversity Collaborative Group (ABCG) held a meeting in Washington, DC on 
"Parks and Poverty: Costs and Benefits to Local Communities" to: 1) discuss the linkages between protected areas 
and poverty; 2) identify the direct social, cultural and economic consequences to local communities caused by the establishment, expansion, or uplifting of protected areas [considering major impoverishment risks such as impacts to: 
a) land (assets and access); b) jobs (or loss of income sources or means of livelihoods); c) homelessness (relocation or loss of shelter); d) marginalization; e) food insecurity; f) increased morbidity, mortality, and health affects; g) loss of access to common property; and h) social disarticulation (security, vulnerability, empowerment, governance, and disruption of social institutions), see: www.danadeclaration.org/IRRModel2002.pdf]; 3) hear case studies about the distribution of costs and benefits of protected areas to local communities and households (with respect to direct financial benefits, equity, enabling policies, governance, institutional and socio-economic environment, and financing); and 
4) consider strategies to improve the role of protected areas in poverty reduction such as building assets in terms of opportunities for growth, empowerment, and increasing security.

Presenters discussed costs and benefits to local communities (including from involuntary displacement of communities and restricted access to resources) due to the establishment, expansion, and uplifting of protected areas.  A common recognition is that the costs of conservation are usually greater at the local level while conservation benefits are greater at the global level.  The lack of guidelines or policies by conservation non-governmental organizations (NGOs) was highlighted especially in light that all of the multilateral development banks, some governments and major donors, and even some in the private sector have involuntary displacement policies and in some cases funding is available in projects for local people facing displacement and restricted access due to protected areas.  Three case studies was presented including one from Central Africa where the impoverishment risks model was applied and found many social costs to local communities who suffered from displacement or restricted access to resources because of protected areas; one from Mozambique where the local communities requested that a marine protected area be established which has had tremendous economic benefits for them; and one from Tanzania where the uplifting of  a game reserve to national park status has restricted access and is having negative health and education costs on villagers, but where there are current interventions to try to mitigate these impacts.  This was followed by a presentation on how to conduct social impact assessment research in marine protected areas.  A respondent suggested that hard parks with heavy restrictions on resource use that negatively impact traditional users and local communities should be a last resort, not a first response.  The conservation community should be concerned about the process and legal procedures about how parks are established or upgraded, especially the use of eminent domain.  
Key points from the discussion included:

· The need to ensure that protected areas do not cause poverty.  People who are displaced or whose access has been restricted by the establishment, expansion or uplifting in legal status of protected areas should be compensated.  We must work with these local people so that they benefit from protected areas.  There is a common interest in making things better for those that have been impacted by conservation, and benefiting people is necessary for the long-term sustainability of protected areas.
· Conservation organizations need guiding principles on involuntary displacement and restricted access.
· Research is needed understand the social impacts of protected areas and to document the long-term economic impacts of displacement and limited access to resources as a result of protected areas.  
· Communication and cooperation with communities is important so they can benefit from protected areas.
Parks and Poverty: Involuntary Displacement and Restricted Access
Professor Michael Cernea of the Global Environmental Facility and George Washington University (mcernea@worldbank.org) highlighted findings from his recent paper entitled, “Population Displacement inside Protected Areas: a redefinition of concepts in conservation policies” (IUCN, Policy Matters, March 2006), see: www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/Publications/newsletter/Section%20I-part%201.pdf.  Policies of the World Bank, other multilateral development banks (MDBs), and the Global Environmental Facility (GEF) have recently shifted to take into account that  “restricted access” (reducing or negatively impacting local communities that traditionally used natural resources in a protected area through imposed restrictions or limitations on use) can have a similar impact to physical relocation.  There is a recognition that conservation benefits may be greater at the global level and people at the local level may deal with more of the costs.  Affected people are entitled to use these resources and donors need to ensure that conservation doesn’t unduly negatively affect these populations.  Restrictions will not work if subsistence needs 
of people are not met.  Therefore, this requires analysis of compensation and other measures to mitigate impacts and address involuntary displacement and restricted access by affected populations.  There is now a potential for funding 
for integrating efforts on conservation and poverty by the MDBs and GEF as part of projects to deal with conflicts and find solutions that protect biodiversity and cater to the needs of affected communities.
He said that there is a lack understanding about the use of incremental costs and the role that the GEF and donors can play in expanding the global benefits and funding for national conservation initiatives.  (According to the GEF website, incremental costs are those associated with transforming a project with national benefits into one with global environmental benefits but may be more costly. GEF grants cover the difference or "increment" between a less costly and a costlier, more environmentally friendly option.  See: www.gefweb.org/Operational_Policies/Eligibility_Criteria/Incremental_Costs/incremental_costs.html.)
Cernea discussed a new two year study by the GEF on local benefits that covers 132 GEF projects, including 18 
in-depth field case studies conducted by interdisciplinary teams using sophisticated methodology.  The study’s main conclusions were: 1) In many areas in which the GEF is active, local and global benefits are strongly interlinked; 2) In some GEF projects, considerable achievements were made in developing local incentives to ensure environmental gains: 3) In many projects where local-global linkages were intended to be addressed, they were not sufficiently taken into account, resulting in less local and global benefits than anticipated; and 4) Win-win situations for global and local benefits proved to be unattainable in many cases.  See: GEF. (2006) "The Role of Local Benefits in Global Environmental Programs." available on the Internet at: www.thegef.org/MonitoringandEvaluation/MEOngoingEvaluations/MEOLocalBenefits/meolocalbenefits.html
He advocated for international conservation NGOs, who generally do not have policies in place to ensure mitigation of potentially adverse impacts from the establishment of protected areas, to adopt guidelines.  Cernea said that we should not do conservation that increases poverty.  This is not acceptable.  The issue of parks and people is an old one, but there is a new twist and it is more serious now because of the overall focus of the development community on poverty reduction.  Findings from the field give examples of dire impoverishment due to protected areas.  Evicting people can have bad consequences on conservation and we need better management and mitigation measures.  He discussed the need for international standards on displacement and gave a history of involuntary displacement policies.  The MDBs have involuntary displacement policies, many governments and major donors have polices, and even the private sector have policies in some cases.  He drew attention to The Equator Principle, a benchmark for the financial industry to manage social and environmental issues in project financing adopted by the World Bank and many larger private lending and financial institutions to ensure that forced displacements are used as a last resort (see: 
www.equator-principles.com).  Since 2002, the World Bank’s involuntary resettlement policy has included restricted access and additional entitlements and resources are now available.  Since 2004, the World Bank has also been financing land acquisition which is a breakthrough for conservation.
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Case Studies

Costs and Benefits of Protected Areas: Findings from the Field- Central Africa
Consultant Kai Schmidt-Soltau, (SchmidtSol@aol.com) discussed the local social benefits and costs of protected areas.  Local benefits can include: jobs and livelihoods, security and empowerment, health and other values.  Local social 
costs can include physical and/or economical displacement leading to landlessness, joblessness, homelessness, marginalization, food insecurity, increased mortality, loss of access to common property, and social disarticulation.  Worldwide 49,000 protected areas of IUCN categories 1 to 4 have been established, with about half in developing countries.  Some 70% of these protected areas are inhabited and actively used by local communities.  This creates 
the potential for conflicts between parks and people.  Various authors (e.g. Geisler 2003) estimate some 130 million conservation refugees worldwide as a result of protected areas. 
In six countries in Central Africa (Nigeria, Cameroon, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Republic of Congo and Central African Republic), protected areas now cover about 13% of the land area or about 92,000 km2. This is a big increase in the 
last 10-20 years affecting hundreds of thousands of people.  Schmidt-Soltau presented data extrapolated from 12 case studies in 31 parks in the 6 countries.  He made assessments based on the impoverishment risks model looking at social impacts to:  a) land, b) jobs, c) homelessness, d) marginalization, e) food insecurity, f) mortality and health, 
g) common property, and h) social disarticulation.  Regarding land, he found that conservation caused displacement resulted in landlessness.  The rural population lost forests with a value estimated at US $1.4 billion (in lost stumpage value).  Regarding jobs, conservation caused displacement resulted in joblessness as the forest is a major and often only source of income.  The outcome of this displacement was decreased cash and lower levels of subsistence.  The lost income of the displaced population was estimated at $21 million per year.  Regarding homelessness, displacement did not result in homelessness.  Regarding marginalization, the displacement did cause marginalization as traditional land use tenure system and utilization rights were lost.  Regarding food security, the conservation-displacement did not cause food insecurity in the short run, but will likely in the long run.  Regarding loss of common property, the rural population lost access to 92,000 km2 of forest traditionally used and owned by them.  Regarding social disarticulation, 70% of decision-making was found to be done by the park authorities instead of 57% by chiefs before the establishment of protected areas.  The overall impact of conservation induced displacement in Central Africa was found to be 130,000 people displaced and 40,000 people were forced to be “hosts” to those who were displaced.  These local groups solely paid the social costs for global conservation. He stated that if there is no change in policy within the next 10 years conservation activities in Central Africa will displace at least several million people and force these extremely poor populations to sacrifice forests with a replacement value of several billion dollars to the goals of conservation without receiving any compensation or assistance.  Schmidt-Soltau said that the situation of conservation induced displacement was not different in other areas including Rwanda and Burundi, East Africa, West Africa, Southern Africa, India, and South America.

Schmidt-Soltau stated the recent study by the GEF (2006) concluded that of some 81%of GEF protected area projects (88) involved the economic displacement of local people.  Of these, 40% of these projects tried to mitigate the adverse impacts of establishing and managing a park on local communities and 20% actually did something.  However, overall 65% of the GEF protected area projects exacerbated poverty.  See: www.thegef.org/MonitoringandEvaluation/MEOngoingEvaluations/MEOLocalBenefits/meolocalbenefits.html
He concluded that “Parks predicated on forced displacement do not reduce poverty.  They cause additional impoverishment.”  Displacements are occurring without policy standards; are involuntary (and he cited that they can be violent even barbaric); are unprepared for and under-financed with insufficient compensation (according to World Bank/OECD standards); cause inevitably impoverishing instead of safeguarding livelihoods; result in the impoverishing of “host” populations as well as those displaced; and can ultimately backfire on biodiversity conservation.  
Schmidt-Soltau said that he finds it interesting that international conservation NGOs rally to show concern for rights and well-being of communities affected by large dams and industrial projects, but not when affected by the establishment of national parks and protected areas.  Government policies are beginning to recognize the problem of displacement.  For example, Gabon and Cameroon have declared that indigenous people are allowed to live in protected areas and to use them.  Some key issues identified include defining indigenous people and voluntary verses involuntary resettlement especially when infrastructure investments are located and conditional on moving outside of protected areas.  He recommends “demainstreaming” the displacement of people to establish protected areas as a primary tool of conservation.  Schmidt-Soltau suggests that conservation NGOs should be more accountable for social impacts.  Otherwise, we can expect a backlash against conservation efforts and protected areas.          
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Community-Based Natural Resource Management in Mozambique: Quirimbas National Park
Philipp Goeltenboth (Philipp.Goeltenboth@wwfus.org) of World Wildlife Fund (WWF) described the case of the Quirimbas National Park (QNP) in Mozambique.  The local communities in the area were keen to have a national park established and have participated fully in its development.  They saw the national park as helping them address two major problems: 1) elephant damage in maize fields and 2) overfishing and declining fish catches induced by migratory fishermen and destructive fishing techniques.  The national park was established in a very poor area with per capita incomes less than $150/year, life expectancy of less than 40 years, and high rates of infant mortality.  The rural population depends directly on natural resource including fishing, hunting, and collection of forest resources.  Conventional developmental solutions were not treating the root environmental causes of some of this poverty.  The creation of the national park did not involve displacement of local communities, but did reduce access by migratory fishermen.  
Activities since the establishment of the park include reducing conflicts with elephants through the use of concentrated grouped fields, surveillance, and chili pepper powder on fences and chili smoke bombs.  Efforts have included conservation agriculture so there is now more maize, vegetables, and mangoes.  Since the park was established, 
the local communities have had food security for the first time on record, and no elephants have been poached since 2004.  Fish sanctuaries were set up based on community meetings and education, then areas were defined that are supported by community co-management, the national park, and the Navy.  Many non-park communities are now requesting fish sanctuaries.  There is a system of zoning where open access fisheries has been replaced with local agreement on sanctuaries and no catch zones.  The result of increases in fish populations and the protection of underwater habitats means that the possibility of tourism can be explored in these sanctuary areas, opening an alternative source of income for communities and helping the national economy.  There is a tourism boom with 33 hotels starting and there is 16% economic growth in province.  
Word of success within the PNQ traveled, and led communities in the Primeiras & Segundas area to ask for help.  Government officials have supported these requests.  Fishing pressure in this area has increased dramatically, due to economic and ecological collapse on the mainland as a cashew processing factory closed and agriculture suffers from exhaustion of soil, erosion, and overuse.  The number of fishermen increased 30% between 2001 and 2002.  More than 90% of the population in this area lives below Mozambican poverty line of $US 0.50 cents per day, and more than 60% of families have an annual income of less than $US 10 per person per year.  An industrial prawn fleet fishing in the area has led to conflicts.  Overfishing by the industrial fleet has caused a steep decline in productivity, forcing trawlers to invade areas legally reserved for artisanal fishing.  This leads to mechanical destruction of seagrass beds, destruction of fish stocks, damage to nets, and human deaths.  Zoning will be the first step in resolving resource use conflicts including a total protection zone and ecotourism zone that will make this one of the largest marine total protection areas in the world.  There are also plans to start collaboration on Lake Niassa in July 2006.

Saadani National Park and Its Impact on Surrounding Communities
Melissa Thaxton (mthaxton@prb.org) of Population Reference Bureau discussed the social and health impacts to neighboring local communities since the Saadani game reserve in Tanzania was upgraded to a national park.
The Population, Equity, AIDS and Coastal Ecosystems (PEACE) project is dealing with population, gender, equity, HIV/AIDS, and coastal ecosystem conservation around the recently established Saadani National Park (SANAPA).  Saadani was gazetted as a game reserve in 1962, and was upgraded to a national park in 2003. The total area is 
1000 sq km with 10 bordering villages with a population of 13,000.  The goal of the PEACE project is to understand 
and mitigate the impacts of HIV/AIDS on biodiversity in the project area using integrated coastal management (ICM) processes, while mainstreaming gender and population dimensions.
A threats assessment was conducted using Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA), key informant interviews, interviews with AIDS-affected households, and scenario interviews.  They found that HIV/AIDS has impacts on the environment including overuse of natural resources (especially over-fishing and deforestation), loss of human capacity and labor, increased food insecurity, and loss of traditional knowledge.  Gender inequity, population dynamics, and poverty are all critical factors.  The establishment of SANAPA adds to the complexity and, in some cases, the severity of these critical factors.  As a game reserve, restrictions on local use had not been enforced.  However as a national park there is more
effective enforcement by Tanzania National Parks Authority (TANAPA), and local communities are being negatively
impacted according to the PEACE study. Negative impacts of the park to the local communities include increased food insecurity, increased wildlife-human conflict, and increased community-park conflict, decreased mobility, decreased access to natural resources, and decreased access to health services and schools.  There has been a loss or arable land and contested displacement of some 50 families because of SANAPA.  
Positive impacts of the park to the local communities include support for construction of secondary school and health dispensary and construction of wells and water pumps.  Current activities to mitigate the impacts include raising awareness about HIV/AIDS and the disease’s impact on natural resources, decreasing stigma associated with HIV/AIDS, reducing poverty, reducing gender inequality, and decreasing rates of deforestation.  The project has identified “doable” actions in consultation with villagers including AIDS “theater”, paprika farming, milkfish farming, poultry raising, and fuel-efficient stoves.  Regarding parks and poverty, in the short-term, poverty appears to have increased due to the establishment of Saadani National Park.  However, there are many opportunities for SANAPA 
to initiate and/or support positive change in the medium and long-term.  
Social Impact Assessment Research

Solving the Mystery of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) Performance: linking governance, biodiversity conservation, & poverty
Mike Mascia (Michael.mascia@wwfus.org) of WWF and Society for Conservation Biology- Social Science Working Group (SSWG) discussed conducting social impact assessment research to assess the linkages between governance, poverty alleviation and biodiversity conservation in marine protected areas (MPAs).  There are some 4,600 MPAs worldwide that are being established at a rate of 4-5% per year.  There is an aim to cover 20% of coastal zones in protected areas.  Yet, there is controversy and anecdotal evidence on both sides about whether MPAs benefit both fish and fishermen.  Accounts vary as evidence is largely anecdotal and causality is unclear.  To address this, WWF and SCB/SSWG are working to design efforts that reduce poverty, conserve biodiversity and deliver positive outcomes while conducting active research for evaluation of these impacts.  Three key questions that arise are: 1) What are the social impacts of MPAs? To be determined by monitoring and evaluation/ management effectiveness and by describing outcomes; 2) What determines MPA social impacts? To be determined through scientific research and explaining outcomes; 3) How should we design MPAs to alleviate poverty? To be determined by evaluating conservation policy 
and the delivery of outcomes.
To evaluate MPA governance, this research looks at decision-making arrangements, resource use rights, monitoring and enforcement systems, and conflict resolution mechanisms.  Social conditions will be assessed including wealth, health, political empowerment and education to determine winners and losers as well as the traditional focus on ecological parameters.  Different research options include surveying MPA managers, management effectiveness meta-analysis, field-based retrospective, and field-based prospective.  WWF is conducting an indicator review and developing a framework, conducting a global literature review of MPA social impacts, and using natural experiments to explain MPA performance.  The SSWG is developing an online catalog of social science tools, hosting workshops, and having a working paper series and discussion list.  The social impacts of MPAs are very complex, but can be unpacked and the complexity can be understood.  Mike outlined a flow chart showing linkages between governance, rights, resource use, biological conditions and social conditions examined with respect to contextual variables.  Similar social impact assessment research is needed to determine the impacts and outcomes caused by terrestrial protected areas.
Commentary 

Peter Veit (peterv@wri.org) of World Resources Institute provided commentary on the panel presentations.  He noted the passion that arises when discussing protected areas and poverty, and how we are all concerned about poverty, human rights and conservation linkages.  As this is a social issue, there are no “right” answers and everyone is looking for a “win win” situation so it is very important to have discussion and debate, and more research is needed.  However, there is no doubt that fully protected parks have created local hardships, and we don’t fully know how these protected areas contribute to global conservation objectives.

There are many ways to achieve biodiversity conservation objectives through different categories of protected areas. Hard parks with heavy restrictions on use that cause displacement of traditional users and local communities should be a last resort not a first response for conservation organizations.  Conservation organizations need guiding principles and should start with conservation efforts that are the least harmful to humans and then increase protection as necessary.  He questioned why there is such a renewed interest in establishing strict protected areas (as cited in Hutton, John, William Adams, and James Murombedzi. "Back to Barriers? Changing Narratives in Biodiversity Conservation" in Forum for Development Studies, No. 2-2005).  
We also have to distinguish between the processes that are used to establish protected areas and to uplift the legal status that increases restrictions.  In some cases there are problems with lack of norms and there is no consistent process, such as through the establishment or uplifting of protected areas using Eminent Domain instead of Land Acts.  When following Land Acts, procedures are usually clear and understood.  However, sometimes compensation authorized in legislation is not provided and rights are withdrawn that are not guided by legislation as in the case of using eminent domain laws.  There is an increase of use by national law and human rights groups to use the courts 
in Africa.  It is likely that we will see more challenges in the courts with possible orders to degazette and reoccupy protected areas that did not follow legal procedures such as free, prior informed consent, compensation, etc.  Efforts should be made to lessen the negative impacts of conservation on local communities through use of less restrictive categories of protected areas, zoned landscapes with provision for community use areas, co-management, CBRNM, etc.  We need to be concerned with both procedural rights and property rights regarding protected area establishment.
Discussion

The discussion began with comments that the view of the costs and benefits to local communities from the establishment of protected areas should not be one-sided.  In reality, it is a mixed bag.  While the negative impacts and costs came out in some of the presentations, many of the comments during the discussion focused on the positive impacts of protected areas.  For example, parks are a constant in a changing landscape and provide security and sustainability.  They provide employment, and ecotourism can bring important local and national revenues.  We need to consider what would happen if protected areas weren’t there.   Industrial crops and other industries likely cause more harm and displace more people then parks.  Protected areas are often blamed without considering other factors.  The need for research to document the long-term economic impact of displacement and limited access to resources as a result of protected areas was highlighted.  There should be clear definitions and frameworks.  (For a research example, see: Wilkie, D.S., Morelli, G.A., Demmer, J., Starkey, M., Telfer, P., Steil, M.: Parks and People: Assessing the Human Welfare Effects of Establishing Protected Areas for Biodiversity, Conservation Biology, -, Vol 20 No 1, Blackwell Publishing, Feb 2006. available at: www.blackwell-synergy.com/toc/cbi/20/1?cookieSet=1).

Participants emphasized the need to ensure that restricted access from establishing and managing protected areas does not make people worse off and cause poverty.  They gave examples of beneficial situations for parks and local people from Bolivia and Mozambique where protected areas can include provisions for sustainable use, for habitation, for associated annual incremental growth (AIG), and for locally agreed rules and improved management practices.  We need to insist on better standards for compensation and social safeguards for affected people.  Relocation may be necessary, but should be done in a way that is respectful to people.  An asset base and entitlements should be created for affected populations.  This needs to be done in a sound sustainable way.  Parks are fundamentally about affecting and redistributing rights to access and using and reallocating benefits to natural resource use.  A key question is who loses and who wins?  For conservation to work, we need to work with local people and to ensure that they benefit.  There is a common interest in making things better and ensuring that protected areas do not cause poverty.  There can be a greater emphasis on communication and cooperation so that communities can benefit more from protected areas.
Special Thanks to:
· Kaddu Sebunya of African Wildlife Foundation for chairing the meeting.
· Michael Cernea (GEF & GWU), Kai Schmidt-Soltau (consultant), Philipp Goeltenboth (WWF), Melissa Thaxton (PRB) and Mike Mascia (WWF & SSWG) for presenting.

· Peter Veit (WRI) for being a respondent and for sponsoring the meeting.

· Conservation International for hosting the meeting at their office.
Meeting Organizer:

The Africa Biodiversity Collaborative Group (ABCG) comprises U.S.-based international NGOs with field-based activities in Africa.  ABCG organizations include: African Wildlife Foundation, Conservation International, IUCN-The World Conservation Union, Wildlife Conservation Society, World Resources Institute, and World Wildlife Fund. ABCG explores emerging conservation issues, shares lessons learned, and seeks opportunities for collaboration.  ABCG has been funded by The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, The Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund, the U.S. Agency for International Development, WWF and WRI.  See: www.abcg.org. Contact: nancy.gelman@wwfus.org
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