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Appendix 5:
SR 9 Management and
monitoring of
conservation areas
‘Where areas need to be conserved or their use restricted
in order to maintain or enhance High Conservation Values
and High Carbon Stocks, and these areas overlap the
lands owned, occupied or otherwise used by indigenous
peoples, local communities and others, these are
integrated into community land use planning processes,
and participatory management and monitoring plans
are then adopted, subject to their Free, Prior and
Informed Consent.’
Principle, SR 9. Management and monitoring
of conservation areas.

Overview
Where conservation areas are to be established
on lands owned, occupied or otherwise used by
indigenous peoples, local communities and others,
these must be integrated into community land use
planning processes and participatory management
and monitoring agreements must be adopted, subject
to their free prior and informed consent. The HCVRN
has published detailed guidance on the management
of conservation areas64 and this appendix gives supplementary guidance on the involvement of local communities. Following this overview, the recommended
steps related to management and monitoring are
outlined, and then eight basic principles are established for effective community natural resource
management.65
Community involvement in conservation is a complex
issue, and one where there are substantial lessons to
be learned from past practice. Historically conservation has taken an exclusionary “fences and fines”
approach to local communities, through which they
have been systematically excluded from their lands
and resources and in many cases, left destitute.
Because of this history the word ‘conservation’ has
very negative connotations for many communities and
it is important to be aware of this when presenting
the need for conservation areas. Not only has this
approach involved widespread and severe rights
violations; it has also often been counter-productive
in terms of conservation outcomes, alienating
communities and leading to increasing levels of

conflict and non-co-operation. In contrast, where
conservation is interpreted in terms of stewardship
– looking after the land – and responsible natural
resource use and management, there is often
substantial common ground between conservationists and local rural communities. In fact, many
forest communities have their own very effective
systems of forest management, and whilst traditional
systems may not encompass all the objectives of
biodiversity conservation, they do offer an excellent
framework that can be adapted through a process
of collaboration to address new priorities.
International conservation policy recognises four
distinct conservation governance types,66 and this
classification system provides a useful framework
for thinking about different kinds and levels of
community involvement. The governance types reflect
the actor or actors who hold primary authority
and responsibility for the area: (i) the government,
(ii) a private actor (interpreted here to include NGOs),
(iii) the local community, or (iv) two or more of these
in collaboration (see box, below).

64

HCVRN Common Guidance. website.

65

Based on the well-established theoretical framework of common pool
resource theory.

66

IUCN (2003).
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Box: Conservation governance types in international policy and potential application to HCV and
HCS conservation areas
Governance type

Potential models for HCV and HCS conservation areas67

1. Private:
	
The lead actor in
strategic management is
from the private sector.

The community cedes or leases areas of land for conservation to the developer
or to a third party (such as a conservation organisation).
There is an initial negotiation process leading to formal agreement of
management measures and associated incentives and benefits packages.
Once the agreement has been formalised, the involvement of the community is
limited to an operational level. It may consist simply of compliance with agreed
restrictions on access and use, or it may also include employment of community
members (for example in patrolling and monitoring, or in habitat management
and restoration work). In addition, the party with responsibility for conservation
management continues to engage with the community as a key stakeholder,
to share monitoring reports with them and consult them on key decisions.

2. Government:
	
The lead actor
in strategic management is
a government institution.

The community cedes or leases areas of land for conservation to a government
institution (for example, the local forest or wildlife department).
There is an initial negotiation process leading to formal agreement of
management measures and associated incentive and benefit packages.
Once the agreement has been formalised, the involvement of the community is
limited to an operational level. It may consist simply of compliance with agreed
restrictions on access and use, or it may also include employment of community
members (for example in patrolling and monitoring, or in habitat management
and restoration work). In addition, the party with responsibility for conservation
management continues to engage with the community as a key stakeholder,
to share monitoring reports with them and consult them on key decisions.

67

3. Community:
	
The lead actor
in strategic management is
the local community.

The community is responsible for development of a management and monitoring
plan to address the agreed targets (with technical assistance as necessary),
and for ongoing management decisions. The community then leads development
and implementation.

4. Collaborative:
	
Two or more
of the above collaborate
in strategic management,
each having a substantial
role.

The community enters into collaborative management arrangements with
the company, an NGO or a government agency, or with another third party.
The details of the collaboration must be carefully negotiated and clearly set
out, including the forms of representation and participation for each party;
the institutional structures for decision making, consultation and accountability;
and roles and responsibilities for implementation, monitoring and enforcement.
Collaborative management arrangements are most likely to be effective if they
build on local knowledge and on existing customary institutions.

These are indicative rather than prescriptive.
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Whichever the governance type, the overall objectives
for HCS forest and HCV areas must be defined
according to the criteria of the HCSA and the HCVRN.
Objectives for HCS areas and HCV1-3 are related
purely to ecological factors and are defined externally
as the result of ecological surveys, whereas objectives
for HCVs 4, 5 and 6 are related to social factors and
are defined with the active participation of the community. Targets and management and monitoring
strategies to address the objectives must then be
developed through dialogue between the community
and external parties as part of the FPIC process,
together with any incentives for community compliance
and participation.
A basic principle of collaborative natural resource
management is that compliance with management
measures is greatest when those who are affected
have a say, both in the setting of the rules and in
overseeing the monitoring and enforcement process
(see below). Full community participation is therefore
particularly important in relation to any proposed
restrictions on access and on natural resource
use. Restrictions of these kinds should not be automatically assumed to be necessary but should be
decided jointly on a case-by-case basis, depending
upon the specific targets of the site.
Where it is agreed that a private actor or a government
department will hold primary authority and responsibility for the conservation area, the community’s
role following the approval of the management and
monitoring plan is often limited to an operational
level. For example, community members may be
paid to carry out monitoring or ecological restoration
activities. However, it is important that the community
is also still engaged as a key stakeholder and consulted
on key decisions, especially where restrictions are
placed on community use.

Where communities choose to have a more substantial level of involvement, either through a collaborative
management arrangement or by taking on full responsibility for management and monitoring, the roles of the
different parties and the mechanisms for joint decision
making must be defined in detail in advance. Collaborative arrangements are particularly valuable when
a single area contains both ‘ecological’ values (HCV1-3,
HCS) and ‘social’ values (HCVs 4-6). In some cases,
the different values are straightforward to reconcile
(for example, where HCS forests also are important for
watershed protection), whereas in others – particularly
when biodiversity values coincide with livelihoods
values - a compromise may be needed. Some examples
of sites with multiple values are described in the
HCVRN Common Guidance.
The management and monitoring plan is likely to
be most effective if it builds upon traditional or local
knowledge and practices (alongside scientific expertise
where necessary), and is set out in a culturally
appropriate form. It need not adhere rigidly to the
structure that is described in the HCV Common
Guidance; what is important is that it is targeted to
address the agreed management objectives and is
capable of doing so, and that effective monitoring
measures are built into the management plan together
with mechanisms for adaptive management.
Finally, an issue that has been much discussed in
relation to HCS forest and HCV conservation areas is
the extent to which communities can be motivated to
conserve them through the use of incentives. This is
a complex issue: in some cases, there may be strong
intrinsic motivation, making externally provided
incentives unnecessary, whereas in others it may
be very difficult to find incentives that are sufficient
to secure community support. Intrinsic motivation
is often strongest where communities have a deep
material or spiritual connection with their lands,
and for sites that are to be conserved at least partly
to maintain values for the community (HCVs 5 and 6
and in some cases HCV4). Motivation is also strongly
related to secure, exclusive land and resource rights,
because only with security and exclusivity do communities have the power to ensure that the area is
managed responsibly. The eight principles that are
described at the end of this Appendix, together with
the measures outlined in the appendix on conservation
incentives, give further guidance on this matter.
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Summary of recommended steps to
be taken during the four stages of site
development
Preparation stage
• During initial meetings with communities the
concepts of HCV, HCSA and conservation are
explained, together with the need for FPIC for
the establishment of conservation areas on lands
subject to customary rights and use.
Assessment stage
•	The assessment team identifies HCS forest
areas by means of a vegetation stratification
process and HCVs 1 to 3 by means of biodiversity
surveys. HCVs 4 (ecosystem services), 5 (food
security and livelihoods) and 6 (cultural sites) are
identified collaboratively with local communities,
through consultation and participatory mapping.
•	The results of these processes are then combined
for analysis and interpretation. This is an iterative
and consultative process that involves close
consultation with the affected communities.
	Maps of HCVs and HCS forest areas are overlaid
with participatory maps to produce indicative
zoning maps. Land allocations for production,
conservation and community needs are put
forward, along with draft management and
monitoring recommendations.68
Negotiation stage
• Once the findings of the HCV-HCSA Assessment
have been disseminated to all parties, company
staff (and technical advisors if necessary) meet
with communities or their representatives to
discuss the establishment of conservation areas
on the lands that they own or use. At this point
some communities may decide not to proceed
further, or they may ask for more time for internal
discussion and consultation with their advisors.69
• Where a community does wish to proceed,
provisional arrangements for conservation
management are developed through discussions
between the community, the company, and where
appropriate, third parties. Negotiations relate to
the precise boundaries of the conservation areas;
the land tenure status to be adopted; who will
be in control of management and monitoring;
and specific management strategies and measures,
including any restrictions on use. In the case of
existing conservation areas where HCSA is
applied retrospectively, settlements may also
need to be agreed in relation to past impacts and
infringements of rights (see also Appendix 6).

•	The measures agreed with each community
or group of communities are integrated back into
the draft ICLUP and any necessary adjustments
are made to targets, strategies and prescriptions
and checked back with the community in an
iterative process. As this is done with each
successive community a full and comprehensive
ICLUP for the site is developed through a
participatory process.
• 	Community agreements are then formalised and
validated, known as Participatory Management
and Monitoring Agreements or Plans, between
the community, the company and any third parties
that are involved. The overall ICLUP measures
for management and monitoring are also subject
to FPIC, and must be checked and validated
by communities through their self-chosen
representatives.
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68

HCV-HCSA Assessment Manual, pp.33-36.

69

HCV-HCSA Assessment Manual, p.40.
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Operational Stage
• Company staff, community members and
government officials or other third parties (where
appropriate) are authorised, trained and budgeted
to carry out their roles and responsibilities.
• Prior to the start of operations, measures are
put in place to ensure that the boundaries of
the conservation areas are safeguarded. This
may involve demarcating the boundaries and/or
putting systems in place to monitor actions on
the ground. Community members must have
the opportunity to monitor operations on the
borders of any areas for which they have taken
management responsibility.
•	Mechanisms and procedures are established
for ongoing communications and engagement
between the different parties involved in
management, including report-backs based
on monitoring data. It may be appropriate to
establish a central consultative body for the
entire site as well as mechanisms for ongoing
communications with individual communities.
• Any major delays or unavoidable changes to
the planned schedule of activities, including the
delivery of benefits and incentives, need to be
discussed promptly and openly and revised
schedules put in place.

Outputs
The overall arrangements for management and
monitoring are developed from the draft ICLUP,
which covers the entire Management Unit (MU) and
is prepared by the HCV-HCSA Assessment team.
Specific measures and arrangements for management and monitoring are agreed locally with each
community or group of communities, in Participatory
Management and Monitoring Agreements. There
also need to be regular monitoring reports. Thus, as a
minimum, the following three types of document are
required:
1. Participatory management and monitoring
agreements.
	These are practical documents setting out
measures for conservation areas on community
lands. They are developed collaboratively and
formally agreed with each community or group
of communities. There may be a single agreement
for all conservation areas on the lands owned and
used by one community, or there may be separate
agreements for different kinds of HCV or HCS
forest area.
Participatory management and monitoring
agreements need to be in a form and format that
is appropriate to the local social and cultural
context and accessible to community members, and
therefore they will vary considerably. For example,
they may take the form of a written MOU, meeting
minutes, or a short Community Conservation
Agreement, validated by means of signatures.
Alternatively, they may take the form of a filmed
meeting, a statement by community leaders, or a
filmed ceremony.
Participatory management and monitoring
agreements will normally need to address the
following points:70

°	The boundaries of each conservation area on

70

Adapted from Ostrom (1990) and Cox et al (2010).

community lands;
	The
conservation values and the management
°
objectives for each conservation area;
	The
proposed land tenure arrangements;
°
Who
is responsible for management
°
(the company, the community, a third party or
collaborative management between two or
more of these);
° Rules and restrictions related to access and
resource use;
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°	Forms of environmental management to be

undertaken, and by whom;
°	Monitoring activities and responsibilities;
° Incentive and benefit packages related to
the above;
° Graduated sanctions to be applied in the case
of non-compliance, and how and by whom they
will be applied.
2. An overall Integrated Conservation and Land Use
Plan (ICLUP) for the site. The ICLUP contains
overall measures for conservation, including
measures relating to conservation areas on
community lands and responsibilities for their care.
It is developed from the HCV-HCS Assessment
Report, and integrates the measures that are
agreed subsequently with individual communities
in the form of participatory management and
monitoring plans.
	The Integrated Conservation and Land Use Plan
must include the following information:
i. A description of the conservation areas,
including the proposed land tenure and
governance arrangements.
ii. Objectives, targets, strategies and prescriptions71
for the management of each HCV and of high
carbon stocks. Communities have a role in
defining strategies and prescriptions for all
conservation areas on their lands, and these
are subject to their FPIC. Communities may
also have a role in defining the overall objectives
and targets for HCV4, 5 and 6.

iv. Arrangements for community engagement
in site-wide management and monitoring
operations. For example, this may include
participation by community representatives
in a central stakeholder committee, scheduled
meetings between individual communities and
company personnel, and procedures for
additional communications and information
exchange on an ad hoc basis.
It is good practice to undertake a major review and
revision of the Integrated Conservation and Land
Use Plan every four to five years, though a fully
participatory process. This is common practice
in Protected Areas management, where Strategic
Plans are usually revised every four to five years
and are complemented by shorter-term operational
plans (typically of one to two years’ duration).
3. Regular monitoring reports. Monitoring is required
both at the level of the individual participatory
management and monitoring plans and also for
the site as a whole. Reporting formats may
include the following:

° Regular verbal or written reports to meetings
at the local and site-wide level.
Scheduled
technical reports, based on the
°
analysis of monitoring data. Disaggregated
data relating to the lands of the different
communities should be included, and the
findings of these analyses should be
disseminated to the communities.

iii.	Monitoring procedures and responsibilities.
		Monitoring is needed in relation to compliance
with overall land use zoning; changes in forest
cover and in the condition of key conservation
values; behavioural compliance with agreed
rules and restrictions; and threats to conservation
areas and values. Communities may be involved
in the planning and oversight of monitoring
activities or simply in operational aspects such
as patrolling.

Where systematic reporting formats are used,
they should be targeted to inform management
strategies and prescriptions as directly as
possible. Resources must be allocated for the
results to be collated and analysed on a regular
basis, so that they can feed into ongoing
management decisions, in line with the
principles of adaptive management.

71

These terms follow those used in the HCV Common Guidance.
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Principles for effective community
natural resource management 72
Principle 1: Boundaries are clearly-defined
This principle refers both to the boundaries of the
conservation area and the resources to be managed,
and also to the ‘boundaries’ of the user group – in
other words, exactly which individuals are part of
the group of people who have legitimate rights to the
resources. Community membership (and associated
rights) may be attributed in different ways. For example,
in some communities it is defined by place of residence,
whereas in others membership rights may be extended
to long-term residents who currently live outside
the community, or to non-resident family members.
Newcomers may only be recognised as community
members after a minimum period of residency, or
once they have built a house and cleared a garden,
or after formal approval by a community assembly.
These kinds of distinction should be discussed
during negotiation of community rights and responsibilities in order to clarify who is, and who is not,
included in the agreements that are made.
There also needs to be discussion about who has
rights to which resources. The simplest scenario is
that one community holds shared, exclusive rights
to all resources in an area, and that all members
within the community hold equal rights. However
sometimes two or more communities both have
rights over a single area, or different subgroups
within a community hold rights to different kinds
of resources.

Individual responsibilities and benefits need to be
distributed according to local perceptions of equity
(what is ‘fair’: see appendix on incentives). For example,
if community members are to be paid as eco-guards
or monitors, these jobs should be spread between
different families so that the benefits are also
spread. The criteria for selecting personnel should
be agreed in advance, with the participation of the
whole community.
Principle 3: Community members have a say
in the design of the rules (collective-choice
arrangements)
Rules have greatest local legitimacy and buy-in
(and therefore gain the highest levels of compliance)
when the great majority of community members have
a say in their design. Arrangements based on this
principle are known as collective-choice arrangements.
Basing rules on local perspectives has the added
benefit that it harnesses local environmental knowledge,
which is often extensive among forest communities.
If community members also have the power to refine
and adapt the rules locally, in response to events,
this can be a powerful tool for adaptive management.

Principle 2: Rules and responsibilities are
appropriate to the social and cultural context
Rules and allocation of responsibilities are most
effective when they build on existing local knowledge,
practices and values, and are compatible with
existing livelihood strategies. There is substantial
evidence that many forest communities have effective
traditional rules and institutions for responsible
natural resource management, and new conservation
interventions are most effective when they build on
these existing systems rather than displacing them.
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Adapted from Orstom, 1990 and Cox et al, 2010.
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Principle 4: Monitors are directly accountable
to the community
Similarly, monitoring and enforcement systems
gain greatest local legitimacy and cooperation when
monitors are directly accountable to the community
(rather than just to external parties). Therefore, the
community authorities should be involved in overseeing
the monitoring arrangements.73
Monitoring is needed of three different factors:
(i) behavioural compliance with the rules; (ii) the
condition of conservation areas, and (iii) threats.
Formal monitoring observations and data may be
recorded in notebooks, on standardised data sheets,
or using more advanced technologies such as GPS units
or smart phones. If satellite monitoring is also used
to monitor changes in forest cover, this information
should be made available to local communities.
There should also be mechanisms for any community
members to report anything of relevance that they see
during daily activities. Arrangements and resources
must be in place from the beginning of operations
for both formal and opportunistic observations to be
reported, and for these to be analysed and reported
back regularly, without excessive cost or time
requirements.
Principle 5: Sanctions for non-compliance are
graduated
Sanctions in cases of non-compliance may range
from informal warnings and discussions to suspension
of incentive payments, fines, confiscation of equipment,
temporary or permanent exclusion from further resource use, or in cases of illegal behaviour, handover
to the authorities. Sanctions (at least for minor cases
of non-compliance) need to be low-cost and easy to
apply. As with the previous principles, they are most
likely to gain local legitimacy if community members
are involved in their design, but this may be a gradual
process, as too much emphasis on sanctions at the
beginning of negotiations can damage trust and good
will.

73

A common arrangement is that non-compliance by
community members is addressed by the authorities
of the community concerned whereas non-compliance
by third parties is addressed by external actors (including government law enforcers when necessary).
Therefore, it is important that the relevant local
government offices and personnel are fully informed
and involved as plans develop. In some cases,
communities request that external actors also take
responsibility for applying sanctions to community
members who infringe the agreed rules, because
external actors are less likely to face peer pressure
to be lenient. However, even when this is the case,
sanctions will be most effective if the majority of
community members have been actively involved
in agreeing the terms on which this is done and the
sanctions that will apply.
certain types of resource use; respect for no-take
areas or seasonal restrictions, and so on. These
rules are decided and enforced both at the level of
the community as a whole (for example by traditional
authorities, more recently established community
committees or councils, or community assemblies);
and also within subgroups, including kinship groups
such as clans, families and households. Conservation
interventions are most effective when they recognise
and build on existing rules and governance systems
rather than displacing them.
Principle 6: Users have access to low-cost conflict
resolution mechanisms
It is inevitable that conflicts will arise from time to time.
Many conflicts can be resolved before they become
critical if low-cost, accessible conflict resolution
mechanisms are available, and simply maintaining
regular communications can go a long way towards
achieving this. Regular communications are also
important in maintaining trust and good will, and in
maintaining community awareness of the objectives
of conservation areas, the terms of conservation
agreements and the link between benefits and
behavioural compliance. Forms of communication
should include both regular scheduled meetings
and also ad hoc communications or meetings when
necessary, to discuss particular issues as they arise.

See Colchester and Chao (2013).
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Principle 7: External parties recognise the right
of local communities to self-organise and to work
through their own institutions
There is very substantial evidence that traditional
forest communities have effective and often quite
complex sets of rules and institutions for responsible natural resource management. Traditional rules
include restrictions on harvesting levels; taboos on
certain types of resource use; respect for no-take
areas or seasonal restrictions, and so on. These
rules are decided and enforced both at the level of
the community as a whole (for example by traditional
authorities, more recently established community
committees or councils, or community assemblies);
and also within subgroups, including kinship groups
such as clans, families and households. Conservation
interventions are most effective when they recognise
and build on existing rules and governance systems
rather than displacing them.

Principle 8: Nested institutions
Measures related to resource use, ecological management, monitoring, enforcement, conflict resolution
and joint decision making need to be organised at
multiple levels. This is partly to reflect different ecological scales and units; for example, conservation
of wide-ranging species such as big cats need to be
organised at a much larger scale than conservation
of a species that stays within a small territory.
However, it is also to reflect social institutions - not
only in relation to local people but also in relation
to government administrative units, and different
operational scales within the company itself.
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	Module 5, pages 40-41
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monitoring of conservation areas
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