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GtfJ_i• Foreword-....
Conserving biological diversity has emerged as a
priority shared byboth conservation and develop­
ment organizations. While parks and protected
areas have been the traditional approach to C')R­

servation, many protected areas are rapidly be­
coming "islands" as the wildlands around them
are converted to alternative. often incompaf.ble,
uses. In the face of relentleiS human pressures,
enforcement alone will not preserve these areas.
Conservation thus requires a perspective that
stretches well beyond park boundaries and in­
volves national policies as well as programs affect­
ing rural communities.

Newapproaches to protected area management
that inttgrate the needs of local people while con­
serving natural re50urre; have increasingly been
initiated over the past decade. Such projects, intro­
duced in this report as integrated conservation­
development projects (leers), combine the most
difficult aspects of rural development and of con­
servation. lhe common objective of (COPS is to link
the conservation of biological diversity in protected
areas with local social and economic development.

The World Bank, the World Wildlife Fund, and
the US. Agency for International Development
initiated tro::> study to assess the early experiences
oh..:ors.Michael Wdls, Katrina Brandon,and their
colleagueshave examinoo twenty-three of the most

widely acclaimed ICCPS in -." \at is-as far as we
know-the most rigorous ana~ysisof this approach
undertaken so far. The results are sobering bLlt
encouraging. Although progress has been lnodest
in many areas, this ~s partly .:ttributable to finan­
cial con.--train~ and to the lad. of experience of the
partidpating organizations.

n-js study lays the groundwork for providing
the World Bank, the World Wildlife Fund, the US.
Agency for International Development, and other
agendl'S ....'ith infonnation about what is needed to
deveiop and implement ICDPS n the future. It high­
lights the critical importance ...f launching projects
in a supportive policy envhonment and makes
specific recommendations fc:, future project de­
sign and implementation. TIle authors also em­
phasize the need for a mix o!" organizations with
compiementary skills and rese lrces-includingde­
velopment agencies and nor.gove.nrnental orga­
nizations-to work ~ogether ',\-: th govenunentsantJ
local people in the design and imolementation of
ICOI'S.

If we are to preserve biodi "'ersity in parks and
protected areas, the challenge before us is to build
on the lessons of People and P.'Jrks and truly learn
how tCJ link protected area management with local
communities.

•

Mohammed T. El-Ashry
Director
Enl7iTonm~t DepJrtmel'lt
~ World Bank

R. MicMe.l Wrighf
Scfti<'r Vice Prr:sidrnt
let--elaping Cour-tries Program
Tlze World Wildlife Fund

Jerry Wol~n

Acting Director
O,ffice of Analysis. Research. and
Technical Sllppor~, Afri~ Bureau

Ur::te:! States Ager.cy for
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iliilI I Summary-----...
National parks, wildlife reserves, and other types
of protected areas are at the forefront of efforts to
conserve biological diversity. But many protected
ar~asare incrisis. Already underfunded, they have
come under increasing pressure from the expand­
ing scale of human activities outside-and some­
times inside-their boundaries. Conflicts of inter­
est ha"'e thus arisen in many areas of the world
between protected areas and local people. Tradi­
tional approaches to park management and en­
forcement activities hav~ been unable to balance
these rompeting objectives.

in response, a new set of initiatives, introduced
here as integrated conservation-development
projects (ICDPS), has been launched. These projects
attempt to ensure the conservation of biological
diversity by reconciling the management of pro­
tected areas with the social and economic needs of
local people. The smaller ICDPS include biosphere
reserves, multiple-use .Meas, and a v:triety of ini­
tiatives on the boundaries of protec:·.d areas, in­
cluding buffer zones. Larger projects include the
implementation of regional land use plans with
protected area components, as weU as large-scale
development projects with links to nearby pro­
tected areas.

'This study looks at tro early experiences of
twenty-three such projects in Africa, Asia, and latin
Americz.. The report explores th.:! social, ecologi­
cal, teehni~al, and institution;Jl issues that arise
from these attempts to link protected area man­
agement with local development. It identifies the
vital elemente; in the design of IC:JP!: a"'\d assesses
the effectiveness of field experience. Last, it elabo­
nres lessons for future programs to conserve
biodiversity in developing countries.

What Me integrated conservation-development
projects?

Understanding integrated conservation-<.levelop­
rnent projects requires understanding the evolu-

•

tion in conservation thinking toward a greater em­
phasis on the broader societal role of protected
areas and their pctential contributions to sustain­
able development. Although the JCDi' approach has
been heavily publicized .md is rapidly expanding
its influence, assessment of activities to date has
been limited. The twenty-three case study projects
examin~in this report were selected from among
those that have been described a$ the mos: prom­
ising and effective (chaL'ter 1).

The physical and E!l.:ological characteristics of
the case study projects varied substantially, as did
their management objectives and their relations
with local people. Variability in the institutional
influences-laws, policies, social changes, and eco­
nomic forces-was also considerable. It was ap­
parent that many of the projects had begun \'\;ith
only a very limited understanding of the root
causes of the threats to the protected areas that
tlley were attempting to conserve, threats that arose
from complex social, economic, cultural, and p0­
litical interactions (chapter 2). To provide more
insight into this diversity-and the SImilarities as
well-three case study projects, on.:! in each re­
gion, and their accomplishments are examined in
some detail (chapter 3).

Design and implementation issu~s

To achieve their objectiv~, ICDPS Cl \gage in three
distinct type"'- of operations. Protected area maruse­
ment activities include bioiogical resource invento­
ries and monitoring, patrols to pre,'cnt illegal ac­
tivities, inr-astrl1cture mah,tenance, applied bio­
logical rl'Search, and conservation education. Some
iCDPS try to establish buffer zones around ?rotected
areas. While the concept has strong intuitive c::p­
peal, there are many difficulties in trying to put it
into practice, and actual working cXdmples of
buffer zones among the case study projects ·,,,ere
...irtuallv nunexistent. Lccal social anJ ecor-ami.:: Je·
t'elC1p17'l~t activities constitute the third type of "po

ix
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eration, and these use approaches that are compa­
rable to those in rural development projects, or
simpler'approaches that rely on compensationand
substitution strategies (chapte:'4).

Efforts to promote social and economic devel­
opmentamong communities adjaomt toprotected
area boundaries represent the central concern of
tt.e (COP approach and clearly distinguish it from
other ~"Onsen;ation approaches. Promoting local
development is a highly coL'plex and challenging
task for conservation practitioners, and in this ef­
fort, many of the lessons from earlier rural deleI­
opment projects are applicable to (CDI'S as well. To
achieve their aims, IC!lPS must ensure that the ac­
tivities :>f their developme;lt components are con­
sistent with the overall goal of conserving
biodiversity. One of the most challenging tasks for
lCDP managers is to promote development activi­
ties that not only improve local living standards
but also lead to strengthened management of pro­
tected areas.

At a more general level, Ict:':'S need to challenge
the widespread but unsupported assumption that
people who are made better off as a result of a
development project will refrain from illegal ex­
ploitation of a nearby protected area even in the
absenceof the negati..-e iJ:lc:entiveprovided by more
eftective penalties. Such expectations appear na­
ive, and t.~ need to strengthen guard patrols and
to impose penalties lor illegal activities in pro­
tected areas remains strong. Enforcement activi­
ties are not in.::onsistent With the ICOP concept when
they are integidted with genuine local develop­
mer-t efforts and serious attempts to improve iocal
people-park communications through educational
campaigns and other means.

These complexities all reemphasize the impor­
tanCf of "'Stablishing~Ucit linkages between the
different (; 'mponents of an (cw. Many types of
de·..elcp:nent activities have the potential for in..
c-.-easing local incomes and living standardso Whdt
is less clear is how such activities can be expt.I·1OO
to enhance the conservation of biologi~l diver­
sity, particulctrly in the absence 01 more effective
enforcement. In other words, very careful tho~ght
needs to be given at the design stage to the follow­
illg question: what are the anticipated linkages
between the plalU"ed realization of social and eco­
nomic benefits by people livingoutside the park or
reserve boundaries and the necessary beha..ioral
response the project seeks to achieve to reduce
pressure insiu the boundaries (chapter 4)?

Attempts to generate local social and economic
benefits through the development components of

%

ICDI'S were conc::entratc'j in five areas: (1) natural
resource il.anagement(,utside protected areas, par­
ticularly in agroforestry, forestry, irrigation and
water control, and wildlife; (2) community social
services, such as schools and health clinics; (3)
nature tourism; (4) road construction for market
access; and (5) direct employment generati"n.

The case study projects have resulted in nu­
merous benefits for local people, principally
through income gains and improved access to s0­

cial services. Froma strictly development perspec­
tive, several of the projects appear quite promis­
ing, and one or two of them quite successful. But
in virtually all the projects, the critical linkage be­
tween development and conservation is either
missingor obscure.

Thus it is questionable Whether many of the
project activities have generated local benefib that
have reduced pressures on the parks or reserves
they are trying to protect-the key objecti..-e of
(COPS (chapter 5).

Empowering local people

Involving local people in the process of ch.mge
and de"'elopment and enabling them to wisely
manage the resource base is a necessary, but diffi­
cult, component of [COPS. Few of the projects speci­
fied what they meant by local participation, arId
most have treated local people as passive benefi­
ciaries rather than as active co]]aborators. Some
ICDi"'S found it necessary to generate short-term ben­
efits to establish credibility. But such immediate
gains are not a substitute for the time-consuming
and intenshoe process of involving communities in
project design and implementation over the long
tenn. Achieving a balance between the short- and
long-term goals is~ntial, as is bcilancing partici­
pation with enforcement activities <chapter 6).

Particil'ating organizations

The case study (CDfS were executed by a mix of
government agencies, conservation and develop­
ment nongovernmental organizations, and devel­
"pment agencies operating independently or in
partnership. Nongovernmental organizations
ranged from small local organi.:ations to large in­
ternational conservation groups, ret few had the
capacity to design, implement, eva:uate, or fund
large [cOPS. Government agencies often lack adft

equate financial resources and ~rsonnel,and ju­
risdictional conflicts between agencies responsible
for activities inside prote-:ted areas and those op-
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eratingoutside theseareas were common. 'Thenon­
goverrunatti"J organizations participating in 1CDl'S
brought important strengthsand experienceincon­
servation but sometimes lacked the expertise
needed to design, implement, or evaluate inte­
grated projects with development components.

There is debate over whether ICDPS should be
top-down or bottom-up in their design and implF­
mentation. Top-down tencis to be assodated witn
governments and international organi2ations, and
bottom-up with nongovernmental organizations.
'Thecase studiesrevealed littleconvincingevidence
that, working independently, governments, con­
servation organizations, or development organi­
zations can effectively plar. and implement 1CDl'S.
Partnerships between conservation and develop­
1JleI\t organizations and between these organiza­
tions and government agencies are proposed as
es'Selltial for the success of ICDI'S (chapter 7).

Measuring effectiveness

The ultimate objectiv~of ICDI'S is the cor.servation
of biological diversity in parks and reserves. All
1CDl'S mlll:~ eventually face the te::;t of whether they
have strengthened the ability of protected areas to
conserve the speciesand ecosystems the areas were
established to protect. It is possible for a project to
have successful social and economic development
components without being an effective lCDI'.

The scale of projects was an imporhnt element
in their effectiveness. F·,r example, if a project
works in only a few of the communities surround­
ing a protected area, its overall influence in pro­
tecting the park may be weak, even if the project'5
effectiveness in those commul,ities is strong. Sev­
eral other fadors were also associated with im­
provements in bi,"ldiversity conservation at case
study s\e, including more effective enforcement,
mitigatiM\ of the adverse impacts of tourism, spe­
dfic agree.ments for local development, and direct
Ih..leage of CI')n~rvation goals to development ben­
efits (chapter 8).

Lessons

(COPS cannot address the underlying threats to bio­
logical diversity. Many (\f the factors leading to
tl1e erosion of biodiversity and the degradatiJn of
protected natural ecosystems in developing coun­
tries originate far from park boundaries. Among
them are public ownership of extensive areas of
land unmatched by the capacity of government
agencies to manage these lands; powerful finan-

Summary

daJ mcentives encouragingoverexploitation of tim­
ber, wildlire, grazing lands, and aop fields; an
absence of linkage; between the needs of conser­
vation and the fadors encouraging developmentj
and laws, policies, social (~nges, aoo economic
forces over w: tieb poor people in remote rural
areas have no influence.

Addressing these issues in a meaningful way
would require engaging the highest levels of gov­
ernments throughout the ind:Jstrialized and de­
veloping worlds and tnobilizing resources on a
much larger scale than has been done SO far. To­
day, even under the best of conditions, 1ct1'S cen­
tered on protected areas and directed to local popu­
lations can play only a modest role in mitigating
the powerful forces causing environmental degra­
datiorc.

In these circumstances, it is perhaps remarJ".­
able what the case study projects have managed to
achieve. 1::tlf'S are attempting to combine the most
difficult aspects of conservation and park manage­
ment with rural development. Despite brmidable
constraints, what many of this first generation of
projects have achieved is significant. While tradi­
tional enforcement wiii continue to playa critical
roie-and in many cases net:ds desperately to be
strengthened and expanded-it will have to be
coupled in many instances with efforts to benefit
local people. This means that innovati'le, w~Il-de­
signed ICDPS that constructively address local
people-park relationships at carefully selected sites
are an essential element in the conservation of
biodiversity, and therefore of sustainable dCI;eIop­
ment efforts.

But for (COPS to playa significant role in con­
servi~\g biological diversity, decisive a~lions need
to be taken by implementing organizations, by
national govemJJ"ents, and by lenders and donors,
including international development agencies.
Without deliberate and concerted actions by these
groups, the outlook for biodiversity will be bl~ak.

The long gestation periods needed for (cops to F!O­

duce results clearly means that the:;e actions must
be taken sooner fal:'er than later. Recommenda­
tions for future ICOP initi.1tives Clre made i:\ several
categories: (1) projects as part of a larg,~r frame­
work that includes such preconditionsas adequate
political support, enabling legislation, r~·llistic in­
stitutional arrangements, and compatil:':!ily .,.,itP­
regional development, resource tenure, nd insti­
tutional orientatioJ'j (2) scale of project.· (3) par­
ticipating organizations; (4) site selection (5) local
participation; (6) financial resourcesj and (7) project
design and implementation (chapter 9).

::i



Thechallenge for the future is not just to design
and im?lement more effe:tive ICDPS. That will be
feasible, although it wil: require more financial
support, creative modi,ications of existing ap­
proaches, and application of a much more thor­
ough understandingor the rural development pro­
cess. The greater chc.l1enge will be to engage the
i."ldividualsand orrmiz.ations that ha~-e the capac­
ity and the commitment to establish social, ec0­

nomic, legal, and institutional environments that
facilitate rather than frustrate achievement of the
ICW goal ofconse~ing biodiversity.

zii



iIi~I I I. 1. Rationale for a new approach-
~.

Protected areas-such as national parks and wild­
life rese.n-es-ha....e long been recognized as play­
ing a crucial role in conserving biological diver­
sity. But many of these areas are at serious risk,
partly lx"Cause of the hardship they impose on
members of local communities. Traditional ap­
proaches to park management have generally been
unsympathetic t:o the constraints facing local
people, relying on guard patrols and penalties to
exdude local people. This study looks at new ap­
proaches to protectf'd area il:anagpment that are
attempting to address ~ needs of nearby com­
murjties by emphasizing loc:tl participation and
bycombiningconserva:ion with development_ We
have coined the tenn "inter..atl"d consen·ation·
develop:nent pmjects" (ICDPS) to refer to projects
that use these C'.pproaches.

11.:;:,; study of twent!·three p .•}jects in Africa,
Asia, and latin Amerit:.. is iutended to identifv the
Jessons of t'le first iE'.·· years of ICo." implemcnta.
~ion, and the implications for future conservation
policies, programs, and projects.

Background

The world's !:~oJogical diversity is increasingly con­
centrated in the diminishing number of natural
areas that have rer;.~ined more or less unchanged
by human ac:ivities (Wilson 1988). Biodiversil"/
conservation efforts have concentrated on estab­
lishing networks of parks and reserves to protect
these sites. As a result, many of the wcrld's out·
standing and most celebrate"d natural areas have
been granted official COllsel yahOn status thrOl:~h

designation as a nationai park, wildlife ~cser...e, or
other protected category.

National parks originated in the Cnitt'd States
in the nineteenth century. Bou:"\daries were drawn
around "special places" SO they could be "Sc:~ aside"
(ron the "ravages" of ordinary use (Hales 1989,
1"'~) tor "isitors' inspiration and enjoyment. The

theme of protecting niitural phenomena from ex­
ploitation fer public enjoyment served as a model
for the development of protected areas worldwide
(Ma~h!isand Tichnell 1985). Many parks were es­
tablished-particularly in Africa and Asia-to pro­
tect the larger mammals that had captured the
imagination of Europeans and North Arllericans
and loattract international tourism (Hales 1989).

Althoug!1 national parks are perhaps the best
known, there are several other types of protected
areas (table 1.1). Protected areas and. parks that
were established mainly to maintain biological di­
versil} and natural formations are referred to as
strictly protectE:ci areas (categories I to Ill). The
rema:nder (categories IV to VIll) allm,,,,' some de­
gree (If human use and controlled exploitation.

Tncse management categt"riesarebased on vari·
ous laws and regulations go,,-eming protected ar­
eas. But legal protection rarely translates into pro­
tected area security, Many of the most important
pro~ected areas are experiencing serious and in­
creasing degradation as a result of large-scale de­
ve!opment projects, expanding agricultural fron­
tiers, Illegal hunting and logging, fuelwood collec­
tion, and uncontrolled burning. If current trends
continue, the biological diversity in many critical
consen'ation areas will diminish dramatically in
the next few decades.

Parks and people

\tost protected areas were originally established
with !i~tle or no regard iQr locaI people, fe..... of
whom could benefit from tourism. In fact, park
tna.,agemenl has emphasized a policing role aimed
at excluding local prop!e-sometimes character­
iz\.>d as the "fences and fines" approach. Machlis
and Tkhr.ell 0985. 96), among others, have ar·
gued that this "preservationistapproach....requires
an essentially militaristic defense strategy and ....ill
almo;t al .....ays heighten conflkt."



Table 1.ll'rotectec:l alU a!egorl~and management objectives

I Scientific reserve/strict nature reserve

11 Nztional park

III Natural monument/nalur.l1lancimark

IV Managed nature reservel"'ildlile sanctuary

V Protected Ian~~

VI Resource reserve

VII Natural biotic areal
anthropological reseTVe

VIII Multiple-use IDl.llagement areal
managed resource area

Obj«ti~

."rotect nat\:re arod .nalntain natural processes in an undisturbed
,·tat'!. Empha size s.:ienlific s'ady. environmental monitoring and
.ducation, and mainte nance 0{ genetic resources in a dynamic:
a:1d evolutionary ~ate.

Protect reladvely large natured and scerjc areas of national or
international significance for scientific, :!ducatlonal,
and recre;ational use.

Preserve nationally significant natural features and maint<oin their
unique characteristics.

Protect nationally significant species. groups of sp."Cies, biotic
commUilities, or physial features of the environment when these
require spc!cific human Ir.anipulation for their perpetuation.

Maintain nationally significant natural landscapes characteristic
of Ule harmonious interaction of people and land wh~<! providing
l.lilPOftunities for publicrec:reation and tourism withi." thp. nonnal
life-style and economic activity of these arEas.

Protect natural resources ror future use and p'"event or contain
develorment that could affe.,:t resources pending the
establishment of management objectives based on appropriate
knowledge and planning.

Allol\' societies to live in harmony with the environment,
undisturbed by l'1odem technology.

Sustain production of water. timber, wildlife, pasture. and
outdoor recreation. Ccr.servation of nature oriented!:> supp<'rting
economic activities (although specific zones car. also be designed
within these areas to achieve specific: consen..ation objectives).

SOlm:e: Inte-national Union for Conservation of Nature and Nalural Resources (Iu:s t 985).

The conservation community h.::ls acknowl­
edged that communities next to protected area
boundaries frequently bear substantial costs-as a
result of lost access-while receiving littl~ in re­
turn. Local residents, who ~end to be poor and
rccei,:e few gO"'emment services, often perceive
protected areas as restricting their ability to earn a
living. It is not surprising that the pressures of
growing populations and unsustainable land use
practices outside protected area bou!ldaries fre­
quently lead to illegai and destrJctive encroach­
ment.

Reflecting these concerns, the 1980 World Con­
sermtion Strategy, a major document reflecting the
views of numerous groups, emphasized the im­
portance of linking protected area nunagement
with the economic activities of local communities
(n.:o: 1980). The need tt) include local people in
protected area planning and manage~nt1150 was
aCiopted en·husia~tically by co!\ser...ationis~ and
protEcted area managers at the 1982 World C~n­

gress on ~ational Parks. b Bali. This congress
caIIed for incre.Jsed supp:)rt for communities next
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to parks through such measures aseducation, rev­
enue sharing, participation in decisions, appropri­
ate development schemes near protected areas,
and-where compatible with the protected areas'
objectives-access to resources (MC!'lee!y and
Miller 1984). More recently, grow;ng awaren~3Sof
the complexity of the links between poverty, d~
velopment, and the environment has led to a searcl~

for ways to link conservation with development,
make "sustainable d~veiopment" work, and make
conservation peoplt:--')nented (for example, World
Commission 1987).

Recognition thus is growing that the successful
long-tenn mmagementof protected areasderends
on the cooperation and support of Illcal people,
and that it is often neither politkally feaSIble nor
ethically justifiable to :?xclude the pool-who have
limited access to resources-frr:m parks and re­
serves ''without pro\.'iding them alternative means
of livelihood. This has led to increasing efforts by
pr,tected area managers and con5<!r\.'ation organi­
zations to obtain local cooperation, and to the in­
troduction of ICDPS.
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Integrated c:onservation-development projects

ICa'S vary considerably in scale and scope. The
smaller projects include biosphere reserves, mul­
tiple-use areas, and initiatives on tile boundaries
of national parks, including buffer zones. Larger
projects include both regional land use plans with
protected area components and large-scale devel­
opment projects with links to nearby protected
areas. Most ICDI'S aim to stabilize land use outside
protected boundariesand to increase local incomes,
in order to reduce the p~u.re for furthEr exploi­
tation of natural resources in the protected ared.
Many (COPS aiso emphasize conservation educa­
tion.

Efforts to link conservation and development
have featured prominently in the discussion of
sustainable development that has blossomed since
the early 19805. As a result, lCOPS have received
considerable attention among conservation orga­
nizations, international development agencies, na­
ti".w governments, and private found.. jons. ICOPS

have been funded or implemented ~y many of
these organizations.

The World Bank's 1986 policy on wildlands­
defined as natural areas relatively untouched by
human activities-recognizes the importance of
wildland manag€ment to de\'elopment projects
and requires that wildland management be con­
sidered in economic and sectoral planning (Ledec
and Goodland 1988). The wildlands policy has
resulted in increasing numbers of development
projects with a conservation or protected area com­
ponent. The policy emphasizes the need "to in­
clude local people in ~e planning and benefits [of
wildland management areas]." It also notes that
"ruralde,,-elopment invest~nent~ that provide farm­
ers and villagers in the vicinity ·;)f [wildland man­
agement areas with) an alten' ltive to further en­
croa-:hment" can contribute tr, effective co1lSt!rva­
tion in parks and reserves.

The World Wildlife Furi launched the Wild­
lands and Human Needs 'j"'-JgI'am in 1985, with
matd-jng financial suppor: from the US. Agency
for International Devek ~ ment (\jS~:lD) and the
Moriah Fund. This pre r "Im consists of about
twenty protected area pr':"jICts in developing coun­
tries that have been pia.' ...ed to give equal empha­
sis to conservation all'; development. The pro­
gram aims to use OOIT.r : Jnity development jnitia­
tives to minimize tl·~ impact of local people on
significant wi!dlanc' J eas. !t is an experimental
program, the first c.' its type to be launched by a
conservation organi. alion. Several Wildlands and

Ratioruzle for a new approach

Human Needs Program projects were examined
in this study.

Need for the study

Despite growing interest in the ICOP approach­
and new and expanded funding sour~fieldex­
Frience is limited. There is little analytical litera­
ture in this area, and criteria for evaluating the
projects llave not yet been clearly identified. Many
projects have barely proceeded beyond the plan­
ning stages, and the few adval1 ced or completed
projects have not been systematically examined.
The extellt to which investments in (CD!'S are cost­
effective, sustainable, or replicable approaches to
proteced area management and the conservation
of biodiversity is thus still unknown.

An examination of ICors was considen..~ im­
portant for several rea!j()n,... First, many de';elop­
ing countries are giving the conservation of
biodiversity a more prominent position on their
a6 'mdas. Policymakers thus are asking which ap­
proaches are appropriate and cost-effective. Sec­
ond, the number of (CDI'S being initiated has grown
dramatically. It has become rare to find a forest or
park management project prop<'sal that does nol
talk about local community involvement, buffer
zones, or other (COP concepts. These and fut,re
projects should benefit from an evaluation of til::
experience to date. Finally, and perhaps most ur­
gent, a failure to initiatf: and maintain more effec­
ti'''e approaches to rmnaging protected areas will
result in the continued rapid decline of critical
natural ecosystems. New and effectiveapproaches
need to be adopted in the 19905 to pre\'ent su[).
stantiai, possibly catastrophic, further losses in bio­
logical diversity.

Methodology

The study was based on site visits, supplemented
bysources that induded project proposal:>, progress
reports, and evaluationc:'lhenever possible, dis­
cussions were held wit)-, past and present project
managers and their staff, p:-otected area managers
and their staff, -.enior representatives of national
agen>:ies charged with protected area administra­
tiOI", senior staff of national nongovemme'1tal or­
ganizations partidpating in the p~ject, national
staff of international nongovernmental org1niza­
tions participating in the project, intended benefi­
ciaries of the project development "nd education
components, and other individuals in the coun­
tries with relevant knowlooge.
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Some of these discussions were in formal meet­
~ . .,thers in informal settings. Discussions -"lith
~"e intended beneficiaries of projects in Africa and
.Asia required interpreters; whenever possibl~.

the!..? discussions were informal and without
project or government representatives present.

The agenda for thecase study reviews was flex­
wi cmd varied acccrding to uroject scope and
scale. It was recognized in ad~cmce that only Ii ill­

ited quantitative information would be availa'Jle
on any p.'Oject. The limitE:d time available for site
lis-itS precluded collecting original data, wh':h
meant that most of the infonnation c.o!lected was
qualitative.

AppcJaches to community use of natural re­
SOl.lrc€S were excluded from the smdy if they did
not include a protected aIea and did not have the
conservation of biological diversity as their princi­
pal objective. Examples of such approaches ;n­
elude social forestry (see, for example, GregeI'S(.'Tl,
Draper, and Elz 1989) or extractive resa"r~ (Sl:e,
for example, World WildEfe Ftmd l~lO). TItis
study's scope is broader th<ln the related work of
Poole (989), which was limited to the ccnsid.!r·
ation of inJigenous peoples living in conserva!iJn
areas, prindpally in Latin America. Additionallcop
case studies rna/be found in the work of West alld
Brechin (1990), wh.> also discuss protected areas in
industrialized countries.

Selection of the case study sites

Candidate sites were identified through disa:,­
sions with the staffs of the Asian Developmelll
Bank, CA.llE, Catholic Relief Services, Conser'ati<1O

Inten.ational, Inter-American Foundation, USAID,

US. Peace Corps, Wildlife Conservation Interna­
tional, World Bulk, International Union for the
t:onservation CJf Nature and National RESOurces
(IUCN), World Wildlifu Fund, and other individu­
als with experience of developing country con.......,?r­

vation and development issues.
Case study selection was limited to projects

with social 01 econor.U-: development components
linked to protected areas that had been imple­
mented for at least three years as of late 1989.
About thirty projects that satisfied these criteria
wereoriginany identified. Fewer than tenhad been
operating for more than six years. Final selections
reflected a desire for representation from Africa,
Asia, and Latin America. Thechoices also reflected
a subjective assessment of what were felt to be the
most interestingand varied projects, and the logis­
tical feasibility of visiting and evaluating the
projects during the study. Preference wasgj lien to
eight countries where ICDPS had been initiatee. ;- (
more than one site. A small number of sites were
included where some efforts had been made to
improve local people-park relations without a spe­
cific project. Most site visits, usually for one to two
weeks, were conducted between 5E':pternber 1989
and March 1990. Most sites were ~sited by one of
the authors, although several site'.. were visited by
others under supervision by t~~ authors.

Brief descriptions of the projects at each case
study site are included in box 1.1 and their loca­
tions are shown on map 1.1. Summaries describ­
ing and analyzing each case study, and site maps,
are included in the appendix. Extended versions
of these summaries areavailable from tile authors.
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AfriI:.a
1. IJurkina Fzso. Nazinga Game Ranch
2. BllmndL Bururi Forest Reserve and

RUtl'lOI1~Vyanda, aJld Klgwcna
~eservfS

3. ICenya.. Amboseli Natlo..nl Parle
4. Madascar, Andoha!l.,Ja l."ttegral

Reserve
S. Madagascar, Ben MaNfaly Special

Reserve Area
6. Niger, Ait·Tenen Nature Reserve
7. Rwanda. Volcanoes Nalional Park
8. Tanzanil,East Usambar.. Moontains
!P. Zambia, Lllpande CaIne MamaseDlent

Areas artdSout!l LII•.,gwa National
Park

Asi4

10. Indonesia. Dumoga.BoneNational Park
11. Indonesia, Gunung bll!e1' Nalion.:tl Parle
12. Nepal, Annapuma CoMervatlon Area
13. Nepa~, Royal Chitwan National Park
U. Thailand, Khao Yai National Parle

/.Atm A7IItl"ica

15. Costa Rica, Gsa Peninsula
16. Costa Rica, Talamanca Region
17. Me)l'ico, Monarch Butterfly

Over\\intering Reserves
18. Mexi~. c;lan Ka'i!n Biosrhere

Reserve
19. Peru, Cer;tral Selva

.'
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Box 1.1 use study protectN aeas: sites and projects
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Africa

AiI'-Tmm N4lioruUNiJlJITe~, NigD'. "P.Iis 77.000square
kilometer game re5e0e was established in .988. A1982­
86c:onservation project was the forerunner to a tIln!e-yer
S2.S DIiIlion FTO~t anpbasizingC'OllSerVation, protection,
and rural de'\'eJopmenl in and adjac:eJlt to the reserve. The
ecller projec1 was fl:nded by the WOI'ld Wildlife Fwd
International. It.OJ, aIld tile government of Niger.

Amboscli N4t~ Pm. Kotyg. A 19i7 World &nk loan
supported tourism development. \'\."3ter.poi.-u develop­
ment. and c:ocununily>erVices to compensate local people
fot l~ of access to the 600 square kilometer park. The
~le, community-based Wildlife Extension project.
whid'l aims to improve loell participation and use of
wilc!li~.has an annual budget of S50,OOO.

lku M!Julfll1y /U'fd AII4ch.zhelll .~s. MtZd4g=.:r. One
Malagasy and t ....o ,\merican univcrsities helped 'C'Cal
people establish the 6 square kilometer Beza r~. ill
1985. The project has implell"ented 1001 development
and cQl\servalion program:!> and recently was expauded
to include the 760sqw:e kilometer Andohahela. Funding
for 19;7-89 W35 Sl50.000.

Bum" Forrst ~. Bururuli. The Burori proiect pro­
motes conservation and forestry activities around a 20
square IdlolI'eter forat reserve. begun with t-'SAID funding
of 51.2 million fran 1983-87. ReFlicatton is under way at
t'tree other reserves. totaling 58 square kilamete", with
fWldingof SSOO.OOHor 19~91.

E4st U5Ir1orblUa MuwWi"s F~t Rtsn~. TallUllia. This
patchwork of eighteen forest reserves COVet!Og 16 square
kUomeins has Ceell Ih~atened by logging and shifting
c:u1tivation. A gove:nment proje:t \'\.ith technicl assis­
tance from n;oo has worked in fifteen villages to promote
conservation and development since 1987. Funding for
1987-91 was 51.5 million.

NaziPlsa CIImt R471ct BurldlUl Fasc. A 940 square kilometer
ranch ",-as establisl1ed to protect dWindling ....iJdlife and
provide local communities with benefil~ 1"om empby­
ment. yfari hunting. tourism, and meat prodl.lclion. Gov­
ernment and CaNdian International Development Agency
funding wasS3.1 million dUring 1979-89.

SoIItJr LwmgtDII NIIIicJl41 Pa~, 2mbill. this is:! 9:J3()square
kilometer park surrounded ~y game managemmt areas.
The Lupande project. replicated as the national \elmin­
istrative Dl!slgn fnr G:me Management Areas (~:>~ACE)

prognm, promotes return ot safari hunting revenues to
local (OIIImunities. job creation. and antlpoac.'ting In a
pine miilnageme:lt area. Annual funds are SjO,OOO for
the pilot project and 53 million over four years for tnl!
ADW.~CIproject. The Luang""3 Integrated Rural Devel0t=·
menl project (URDP}, initiated in 19S8, is a large.legional
project with funding of 525 milllOl' for fl\re years. Both
projects ~ being implemented t-y the gO\'lmment of
Zambia.

Vo/allDrS NlltimW PlITt. RlDa'IlUz. The 150square kilODM:ter
pack is surrounded by ilItensi'Ye agriculture. Since 1979,
an African Wildlife Foundation project boIS attempted to
protect tile park's gorillas and prom<>,e towlsm. FWlding
exceeds 5250,000 annually.

Asia

A",.~Omstmztio>l A~, NtpQl. This 2.600 square lIi­
lomfler multiple-use area was estabUshecl in 1986 unuer
the jurisdiction of Nepal's leading nOllgovern...ental or­
ganization, the King Mahendra Tru~t for Nature COl'Ser­
'Yation. to mitigate the effects of tOW'iSm on thli environ­
mel't GIld to promote local development. The 1986-89
cost was S4S0.000; total project revenues from all sources
froUlI989 to 1991 ap about 5200,000 a year.

DtmugIl-BoIll NatiolUll Pdrk. l~iIL The 3.000 square
kilometer park ";as established in 1982 to protect the
rivers supplying t ....,o irrigation projects used by 8.000
fanners to grow paddy rice. FWlding was provided by a
S60 mi1lio~ World Bank loan. about 51 million of which
was~ to establish the park.

GlIrr~na iLl: scr N«ticlUll Pllrlc, IndOPltSiIz. 1be 9.000 square
kilometer park is acutely threatened by agricultural en­
e1'()lC.'1ment and logging. both facilitated by road con­
t.ttuolion. Buffer zones have Leen delineated but not Imple­
meJIted.

KJ.A1 YIIi Mltional Pllrlr. 1NIilal'ld. The 2,200 squa:e kilome·
ter park. an important tourist attraction. is threatenPd by
logging. poaching, and ~he devl!loFmellt of incompatible
tourist facilities. Two Thai nongovernmental organiu­
tiollS began a flroject in one of 150 villages on the park
border in 1985 toprom':lte conservation through develop­
ment, later expanding into several other communities.
The 198;;-89 cost was SSOO,OOO.

It7~ C1litrDall NQtimrlll Pllrt, :-"tptzl. The 900 s:j,uare kilo­
meier park, established ill 1m, Is a premier tourist at­
tradion surrounded by a rapidly growing population.
Park officials permit vil!agers to collect grasses once a
y~ar for house construction anc! thatching.

La:il1 America

Ct1Itrrll StlN, Peru. this is the site of the 1,220 squar~

ki!c.meter Yanachanga-ChemiUen Nationall'ark and for­
est and indigenous reserves. A 522 million t.$"Il>funded
prllject (1982-87) '"-"35 Initiated !o maximize lUStalned pro­
dlll:tivity of the watershed and Incre.aw local income_
f:'lY.l\ 1988 to the prewnt the World Wildlife Fund-U.S.
h:w provided 5100,000 In support far the Yaneshl For­
~tr? C"Opf!J'ative, Implemented by the Amuesha Indians
oltCe t.:SA.:# support ended.

MC1UIr,h BIA/wfly OllD'WiPluring Rntrtlts, Maice. Aclus­
ter of five mountalnt:>p reser.rC!S, totaling'; square \CUe>­
mflp.r!l. protects butterflies. A Mexican nongovernmental
organization is working :0 promote tourism and echu:a-
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Box 1.1 cont.

tion in 1CX'a1 commW'ities and reduce the high level of il­
leplloggir.g tha~ Lltreatensl~ tiny reserve. The World
Wildlife Fundaxltributed Dlore thanS250,.X)()in 198:;"'90.

0541 PI'IinsulII, CDsta lUcrI. The I.T:lO square kilometer pen­
insula indudes several .DI'otKled areus. all threatened by
legging. The Boscosa projec:.tinibated in 1987by the World
Wildlife Fund, supports \ncollle-generalingaC'.ivities and
loeal organizational activities. Funding from various
sources for the Boscosa prqea hu been approximately
~,(XX) for 1988-91.

S..m Klz'a;., B~p/rD'" ReSC'Jt, Maico. This 5,2llO-squart­
Idlometer multiple-use reserve includes terrO!Strial and

mar\ne hal-ita15. A loal nons.:>vemment31 organization,
Amigos de Sian Ka'an. supports the reser....e and its resj.

den15 through SlI\ilD'$Q1ledeve!opment and publicity. with
less than 5100,000 ar.nually. The nea:~y Pilot Fo'!!Stry
Pl,n also works with loc:al communities on Iheir collec·
tive landholdings to improve forestry practices.

TlI!IIm411C4 Rtgitm. CostoiJ Ria. The region inclucies a vari­
ety of protected areas. including the Gandoca-M<':nzanillo
Wildlife Refuge. A Costa Rican nongovtrnmenlal orgarl·
zation has FOmote<:: slIIal1-scale development ac:tiviti"5
ernph.:liizing sustainable development practiM 1:1 the rl!­
gion since the early 1980s. Funding was 51.2 million in
1984-88 from numerous donors.
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This chapter describes the variety in site condi­
tions facing project managers as they began their
work and discusses the implications of these con­
ditions for project design, implementation, and ef­
fectiveness. The initial site conditions can be char­
acterized in terms of the physical and ecological
attributes of the protected area, the institutional
arra:1gements for its managcm~nt, and t:,e politi­
cal, cultural, anc socioeconomic characteristic:; of
~he sUITOunding communities-including any ::on­
straints imposed by the presence of the protected
area. In some cases the local humandvnamicswerc
as intricate as the biological systems the project
were working to conserve_

Und",rstanding the complex and variable rela­
tionshipsbetween the protected areas and their 10­
cal communities-particularly any threats to the
protl'cted area posed by local peop!e's activities­
requires site-specific analysis. We therebre ex­
plored the extent to which the design and imple­
mentation of integrated conser\'ation-de"clopIllt~nt

projects (!cops) appeared tQ be baY.!d C71 an appro­
priate level of understandingoflo:al she condih .ns.

Protected areas <:ltd surrounding lands

The most ,Jb\;ous feature (If the p~otectcd areas
represented in our case studies is their wide varia­
tion in size, from ~iger's 65,000 square kilometer
Air-Tenere Natioi:al Nature Reserve in the south­
ern Sahara to the 5square kilometer Monarch But­
terfly Overwintering Reserves in ~fexico (table 2.1).

Not surprisingly, there is no dear relationship
between the size of a protected area and the neces­
sary scale of an ICDP. The! natUTt'. extent. and distri­
bution of local human activitv. as \',,'cll as local
people'Fark rdations, arc a~ important (or lCDP
desigr. and implementation as the abS()lute size o~

the protected area {ICDI' scale issues arc discussed
in more detail in chapter 8}.

I., addition to size. the case study parks and
surrounding l:lnds vary dramatical:>' in physical

8

and ecQlogicai characteristics-from wet to dry,
flat to mountainous, fertile to barren-and in the
degree of transformation experienced as a result
of human aetivitv. Thev also contain different sets
of plantS and arl'imals:There appeared to be few
generalizable implications, except that-because
most lCDPS were in rural areas-the best opportu­
nities for Icor>'generatcd income gains occurred
where conditions \,,"cre favorab... ~or agriculture­
wet climate and flat, fertile land. (Conditions at
specific sites are described in the appendiX, aild
some project acth;ties designed to take advantage
of iocal conditions are discussed in chapter 5.)

The case study protected areas can ce di\;ded
into ttaditional ~arko; and mUltiple-use areas. Fol­
IO\'\,'ing the classifications oftJ-,e Ir.temational Union
for Conservation of Nature and ~aturalResources
(It;o:), the traditional pari<s largely correspond to
category II, national parks, but inc1udecategories I
and III (sec table 1.1 in chapter 1). The multiple­
use areas largely correspond to category VIII, mul­
tiple-use managcme:lt areas and managed resource
areas, hut also include categories V and VII. Bio­
sphere reser..:es-which were not classified-are a
type cf multiple-u~area.

TraditiOMI parks

Traditional parks totally exduded locai people from
consideration when they were initially established.
Parks in this category include Andohahela (~1ada·

gascar), Burori and Rumol;ge (Bur..Jndi), Chitwan
(:-;cpal), Corcovado (Costa Rica), Gunung leuser
!Indonesia), Khao Yai (Thailand), Luangwa (Zam­
bia), t.:sambara (Tanzania), Volcanoes (Rwanda),
and Yanachanga-Chemillen (Peru). ~1anagementof
these parks has been oriented toward enforcement
ar.d ha!> been generally unsympathetic to the needs
of the local population. People who had been liv­
ing inside the parks \\'~re either forcibly e\'ictcd or
albwcd to remain in small encla....es inside the
ooundaries but legally excluded from the parks.
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Afr'.aa

Bnkirulhso

BUIUndi

Kenya

Madagascar

Niger

Rwanda

zambia

Asia

Indonesia

Nepal

Thailand

CAlm AlPUriCJZ

Costa Rica

~exico

Peru

Nazinga Cune Ranch

Bururi Forest Reserve

itur:longe. Vyanda. and Kigwena Reserves

Anlboseli Na!ion..·· Park

A..,dohahEla Integral Reserve

Bela Mahafaly S~ial R~rvcArea

Air-Tenere Natun Resc:r...e

Volcanoes l':ational Park

East Usamt-ara Mountain~

lupande Game Management Areas
~1.ith Luangwa National Park

Oumoga-Bone National Park

Gunung Lp.usu National Fark

Annapurna Conservation Area

Royal Chitwan National Park

Khao Vai ~ational Park

Osa Peninsula
Corcovado ~atio~3! l'ark
CoHo Dulce Forest RIlSl!f1.'c
Cua~mi Indigenous Reserve
lsi. de Cano Biological Rl:Servl?
ColfilO Forest Re5erve

Talamanca Region
Candoca'~;l:1zanilloWildlife refuge
La Amistad Bi05phcre Reserve

Monar~h BUlll?rfl~ Over"inlerlng Reserves

Sian I<:a'an Biosphere Rcscn'c

Cenlral5elva
San Matl..~-San Carlos I'ro:cction Forest
Ya;1acha"ga·Ch~mi:I~:::\a::o::al Park
Yanesha Co~m:Jnal Rc~~\"('

9.;0

~O

438

6

65.000

15()

160

50
':.000

5

3,23::

Nazing~ Came Ranch

Bururi For~t 'roject

Rumonge Agn. iorestry project

Ambo5eli l'ark ··.greement
Wildlife Exten'" n project

Conservation ir.. ol.1th~
Madagascar r rc i.xt

Conservation '.n. :uthern
Madagasca~ pn:':cct

JI.:I-Tenere Conservation a-:d M:magement
of :\<:tural Re50 ;rc~'S project

l'\''Juntain Corma .,ro~t

East USilmbara Aliricultura! De\'tlOpment and
Erwir"nm~ntalC:::··cr\'.Ition project

Lupandc ~vdopm...,,~ p.... j...'Ct
:\cmini5trativ~ n..~ign ior G3me

Management At.eas program (A;)MA::J~)

LU3!:gwa Intt'!gral~c! Rura: Development
i~;cjt.\:: (! ao?~

!<~inggolanand :"oraut :r:igation projects

~on~

Annapurnil Consrrvalion Area proJ<.'Ct

Vil!age \-rass CoL-et'on

Sup Till Rura! De', ~1"Fmentlcr CO:lservation
project and U:e l::wironr:'l\~r,tal ,\War:-:l.:'S$ and
De\'clc?~'::-!~:;)bi!ilJti":l(;aA\:) proj~

9""cosa proi.. .::

~ton3rch Bultcrl1y O,·,·:Wi"t.:r...g
R~:,\'~ Prctcc:io~

Amigos de Sian 1o:a'.m r-\siC) Commu..,lty
Deveiopmel'lt project

?i1ot For~try ~lanagpn:(nt and
rro(,~~~:lgP:dn ("1=';-:'

(en,ral Sciv,) ~c~urcc :"13nagem",nt proJect

Sourr:,: Compil~ bJo' aut!1ors. ba!'ed or. s-it~ \'isi:",
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These parks were already weil-establisbed be­
fore the projects began, and local people-park rela­
tions were invariably already poor, if not hoc;tile
(box 2.1). All of these parks were under consider­
abie pressure from local human activities, and sev­
eral had already become seriouslyd~ed be­
fore the projects began.

Management plans exist for most of the tradi­
tional parks included in the study. Manv were
prepared when the parks 'were established, with
foreign funding and technical assistance. Some of
the more recent plans recommend considering lo­
cal perspectivesas a part of parkmanagemen~,but
little explicit guidan<.e is provided on how this
might be done. Few of these recommendations
have been implanented, largely because of fund­
ing shortages.

TIle authority of traditional park management
usually does no~ extend beyor-t park boundaries
or into humar. enclaves in the park. Legal jurisdic­
tion over the landsand people adjacent to the park
is usually shared by other agenci~of the national
government and the local governments. Thus tra­
ditional park management agencies rarely can Ie­
gany initiate an ICOP ·)utside a traditional park,
even if they want to and have the funding.

Some of the traditional protected areas are bor­
dered or surrounded by forested areas that have
been designated for timber prodt:~~ion or water­
shed protection, and where permanent settlement
is iUegaI, as in Indonesia and Thailand. Some of
the ICDPS in this study were directed toward com­
munities occupying these restricted areas. In Thai­
land, for example, several million people live and
{ann illegally in national forest reserves. Many of

Box 2.1 People-park conflicts

the Thai national parks are bordered by villages
occupying these reserves. Government agencies
are frequently unable or unwilling to support, or
even to condone, development activiti~directed
toward these illegal set<Jements, considerablycom­
plicating any attempt to launch ICDP initiatives.

In some cases, people wiU be willing to be re­
settled from traditional parks if they reeei";e com­
pensation (see Osa Peninsula case, box 2.1). In
ether cases, resettle-nent is involuntary and can
lead to conflict, especially when people fEel that
their \raditionallands have been usurped to create
a park or reserve. (See Ce-.-nea 1988a for a discus­
:;ion of resettlement in World Bank-fin~nced

projects.)
The case study projects linked to traditional

parks have all been direocted toward villages just
outside the park boundaries. The projects were
implemented by organizations that were adminis­
tratively distinct from the park managers. Rela­
tionships betwe..n the pro,iect and park managers
have proved to be key factors determining a
project's effectiveness. ~For more detail, see chap­
ter7.)

Multiple-use areas

The !l\ultiple-use area case studies can be divided
in two groups. First are protE'Cted areas that spe­
dfically pennit human settlement and natural re­
source use, within design-ltcd 7.ones, inside a larger
multiple-use area that also includes fully protected
zones. These include the case study sites at Air­
Te~'?re (Niger), Annapuma (Nepal), Sian !<a'an
(Mexico), and the game management areas around

Cwrllllg LtusD-. Illdonlsi4, Loal resentmfllt of the park is particularly strong In Aceh Tenggara District. where 82
percent of the lw has been set uidl! for conservation. The underequip~d and under.ta!ted r.ational park guards appear
to hive had no effect on the npid forest destruction resulting from iUegallozging and agricultural encroachme ' Park
offidals who reported illegal practl~ to the police or local government authurltlc!s have been threatflled. ! ny new
initiatives would appear doomed withcut I fundamftltoll shift In the relationship betWeeII the park mollnagers, the local
government, and village communities.

K1tIJO Ylli. Tlulill%1Id. Enfortemfllt measures follo"'1ng the establishment of the national park met ,.,1th hostility and
resulted in umed dashes between Royal Forestry Department personnel and villagers. with loss ..:Jf life on both sides.
Despile aggressive protection llIeasures, illegal activities in the park have continued. mlinlr poaching and the removal of
tiJnber and other forest products. In the first four months of 1936. for example. 253 poachers were arrested in the parle. By
the mld-1980s, .t least 5 percellt of the park's forests had been lost to maoachment and perhaps another 5 to 10 percent
degraded.

OM Pmi7lslOr., c.,slil Ria. Displac'ld workers from abandoned banana plantations Invaded Corcovado National Parle
on tM OA PeniMula in 1985. The governmfllt was l'nal-Ie to stop the invasion••nd hundreds of people began panning for
gold, a process that cau3eS severe: damage to rivers through sedlmentltlon ilnd mercury pollution. A.;:ourt order forced the
pollee to evict the miners, aftercom~nSo1torybenefits were negotiated between the uutgolng gc,\,e:nment and the nearly
elsflt hundred miners and theitfamilies, New squalten soon inv:lded the park and attempts to evin them have es.:alated
to armed CXlnflidS.
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Luangwa (Zambia). Second are traditional parks
that expressly provide for local social and ec0­

nomic development outside the park boundaries.
nee parks and~eswere established at the
same time or~ the beginning of the 1aJP: Beza
MahafaIy (Madagascar), Amboseli (Kenya), and
Dumoga-30ne (Indonesia). Although a few coun­
tries have passed legislation that establishes or
permits multiple-use conservation areas (box 2.2),
estabUshingthem in mostcountries would require
new legislation.

Muitipte-use arr:.'as have two advantages over
traditional parks for implew.enting !COPS. First, tile
multiple-t.:>e area legislation gen<?rally establishes
a single management aut~rity responsible for both
the fu'.iy protected zones-where no hunting, fann­
ing, cr other human use is pennilted-ar.& the
zones :>et aside for human use. Granting such sde
jurisdictioncan simplify!COP mallilgement and fa­
cilitatecoordination ofa project's development and
conservatio:'. co.noonents.

The second ad~antagederivesfromthe fact that
the multiple-use approach is, by definition, more
SUppoi tive of local communities. Not surprisingly,
it has proved easier for ICOPS to establish positive
relations with local people who feel thdr aspira­
tions, needs, and opinions have been taken into
account-regardless of whether they support the
conservation objectivesof the fully protected zones.
lCOPS at multiple-use areas rarely have to deal with
the entrenched resentment and hostility that can
build up outside the borders of a traditional park.

Simply pet, an ICDP consists of consovatWn ac­
tivities, in parks or in the fully protected tones of
multiple-use areas, and development activities, out­
side traditional parks or inside the human-use
zones of multiple-use areas. At a traditional park
~ite, !COP development activities based on positive
incentives are usually attempting to modify a his­
tory of punitive, enforc~ment-orientedpark man­
agement. At multiple-use areas, howevt.'l', there are
far greateropportunities to balanee-and establish
lin!:agesbetween-development md conservation.

Local threats to protected areas

What are threats? Thev have been defined as "ac­
tivities of human or n~tural origin that cause sig­
nificant damage to park rt'SOurres, or are in seri­
ousconflict with the objecth..es of park administra­
tion and management" (Machlisand Tichnelll985,
13). Local threats to protected areas in developi~.g

countries usually arise from unsustainable exploi­
tation thro·.Igh hunting, agricultural encroachment,
burning, logging, the collection of forest products,
or a combination of these. However, this partial
list proVides little insight into the underlying fac­
tors motivating the people carrying out these ac­
tivities, or how they might be induced to modify
them. These underlying factors can vary dramati­
cally from one protected area to another or even
within a single proteded area.

It is extremely difficult to generalize about
threats to protected areas in any usefui WilY. The

..
==~-'-=-' ~.

BOle 2.Z lJ:novativ~ legislation for multiple-use conservation ueas

M·rmen, Nige:-. Legislation originally permitted three types of protected areas in Niger: total game reserves, ....ith
llCCes5 generally limited !o researchers; p:l:tial g::me rl!Sl!:'Ves, allo\\1ng !I~ting of cl!r:ain spedes; ar..:! national parks,
where exploitation is forbidden but to'.uism i~ allowed. Legislation p3Sscd in 1988 provided legal support for a conserva­
tion project in the Air·Tenere region (under wa~ since 19&2), t'Stablishing a total gam~ rl!Sl!rv.. (the Addax Sanctuary) of .
12,805 square kilometers \\ithin a partial game reserve of 77,360 square kilometers. The Addax Sanct\Ury was established !

1ft unused areas. The rem.lnJer, the Air-Tenere National Nature R(!Sl!rve, was designed to promote tt.e CClntinued use of
natu:all'8OUrct! by the indigenous population. Resident populations were assurN of the rights to settle, move freely
throughout the reer·..e, and collect ckad wood, me.:lidnal plants, and 50 on; however, hunting and Hneedle5s~damage of
vegetation are forbidden.

Amupuru, NqGJ. In i 98:;, the King of Nepal Issued a directive to manage tourism while safeguarding the environ·
mlll\t in the highly stressed Annapuma reg!;,n. SUr'\. eys of local residen~ found resistance to a national park designation,
similar to oppo5ition elsewhere in Nepal where national parks have b«n assodate\l. Witn resettlements and a significant
Army presence. A HConservallon Area" was recommended. In con:rast to national parks, conserva>ion areas are each
divicied into zones, some of which allow hunling, collKtion of forest products, allocation of vl~ltor fees for local develo~
mlll\t, and delegation Cof managemellt authority to the villa~e level. Legislation was passed in 1986 to ~abllsh the
AIInapurna Conservation Area and initiale thO! Ar.~puma CO:\Sl!r'..atlo:l.t\rea projKt.

GIlV M4"..IIgnrtt"' .4rlll.5, ulllbi.1. Two legislative changes lie behind th~ Lupande and Luangwa projects. The fint
change, I!Xtended to numerous governmental agencies, was the autncrit~· to establish revolving funds. This alloweQ
diffennt agendes, in this case the NaliOl1al Parlls and Wllcl1ife Sef"ice, control over revenues, which in tum enabled them
10 sto!arehunting lee with local communitiC9. A second c),ange permitted go\·tm1men: agencies to hlr~ non·civil servants.
This creatld • flexible hiring system allowing the National Parks and Wildlife Service complete control In establishing the I

VillageScout Program. ~ ··leIl employs local people as wildlife s:outs. '
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few studies that have attempted to compare types
of threals have gomerally been unsatisfactory and
have concentrated on the visible manifestations
instead of the underlying causes (box 23). These
studies do not adequately distinguish causes and
symptoms (for example, "local attitudes" or "hu­
man encroachmenr), give little insight inlo the
causes of particular thrPats, and do not identify
the relative significance of the threats.

One reason for the difficul ty in analyzing e\'eIl
site-specific threats is that many of their funda­
mental (Cluses lie well beyond protected area
boundaries. For example, illegal timber cutting in­
side parks could have multiple causes, including
migration into regions with undeveloped labor
markets, changing agricultural practices, high
population growth, new access to forest product
markets, government pricing polides, the need to
convert savings to cash, and S'i) on. Different
groups-whether based on ethnic origin, social
class, or other characteristics-may rtspond dif­
ferently to any of these chauges. Such levels of
complexity were common among the communi­
ties targeted by t'te case study J'rojects.

The most evident proximate threats to the case
study protected areas are shown in box 2.4, al­
though these descriptions do not present the un­
der:ying causes. ~These are described, where
known, in the appendix.) Rapid population
growth-through natural iilcrease or migration-

is one of the most pervasive threats to protected
areas worldwide, including many of the case study
sites. The threa~ to at least four of the sites are
partlyattrib'ltable to the .."Ollapseof formerly domi­
nant natural resource industries. The demi 3e of
banana production near the Osa Peninsula and of
cacao at Talamanca, both in Costa Rica; coffee and
then tea in Tanzania's Usambara mcuntains; and
mahoganyat Sian Ka'an, Mexico.• allied to substan­
tial local changes. With the loss of jobsand the lade
ofalternative employment in these regions, people
stepped up the rate of conversion of forested land
to agriculture and intensified loggirg for timber.
~ activities of local people may well repre­

sent the most immediate, direct, and visible threat.
But in many cases the rising pressures on natural
ecosystems derive from laws, policies, social
changes, and economic forces over which poor
rural people have no influence yet which can se­
verely curtail their options. This suggests that seri­
ous efforts to conserve biodiversity must extend
beyond local communities.

The areas sun'Ounding parks ana other pro­
tected areas havegenerally been portrayed as mar­
ginal for agricul!ure, remote from markets and
employment opportunities, and lacking 5eT'lr;ces,
roads, and jnfrastructure, and the people as poor,
with little political influence, While the case study
sites reveal a measure of truth in such character­
izations, they are simplistic. The communities ad-

1

Box 23 Studin of thruts to p:otKted areas

in tl1e early 19805 a study by the ICes (1984) summarized the kind' of threats fadng forty' three of the world's most
lhreatmed prottcted areas. The top ten reported thrl!.llts were
1. Inadequate I%Wl.1gea1ent resources
2, Human encroachment
3. Change in water regime or hydro development
4. Poach!ng
S. Adjacent land development
6. Inappropriate Internal developmtr.t (for example, roads)
1. Mining and prospecting
8. Uvestock conflicts
9. Mllllaryactlvity
10. Foretry activities.

A subsequent survey of 135 parb in more than 50 countries (Machli!l and Tichnell1985) reported the most common
threllts as
1. megal removal of anlmatlife
2. uck of management ptl50nnei
3. Removal of vegetation
4. Soli erosion
5. Loca1lttitudes
6. ConfllctingdemiJnds on managernel'!
7. FiN
8. H\1man harassment 01 animals
9. Loss of habitat
10. Vegetation trampling

12
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Box 2A Proximate threats to protected art: 15

Afrit4
Air-Tl!f\ere. Niger
AJnbose1l, Kenya
Bururi/Rumonge, Burundi
East Usunbara. Tamaroa
beza Mahi'ialy. Madagascar
Andol\;lhe~, Madagascar
Luangwa, Zambia
NaziJlga, Burkina Faso
Volcanoes, Rw~da

Asia
Afi."\OIpt11M. Nepal
IJumoga-tlone. Indonesia
CUIlWlg-Leuser, Indonesia
J<hao Yai, Thailand
Chilwan, Nepal

lAtill Americ4
Monarch, Mexico
Osa. Costa Rica
Central Selva, Peru
Sian Ka'an, Mexico
TatamOUlca, Costa Rica

Tourism. poaching, livestock grazing during droughts
Uvestock grazing, tourism
Fuelwood collection. ~azing, agriculturall!:'C'oachment, fire
Agricultural cncoadlment, logging
Uvestock grazing
Poaching.. agricultural encroachment, burning
PC!ching
Peaching
HuntUlg, agricultur.tl enaoachment

Fudwood collection. water poll~lion,poor sanitation, ~ltlering

Poadling. agriC:U:tural enaoachment
Roa~ construction. logging, ;tgricultural enaoachment
Agriculrure, poaching, logging, inappropriate development
FuelwC'Od collection. iivestock grazing

logging, agriculture. anle grazing
logging, gold.mining, agrict!ltural e:xpan~i(ln
Colonization, agricultural expansion, cattle-ranchmg
logging
Rcad construction, agricultural expunsion, tourism

, '0.-

jacent to these protected areas arenot homogenous.
They vary considerably in their social and political
systems, economic activities. institutions and au­
thority structures, history and longevity at par·
ticular sites. and linkages with regional, national.
and international economies (box 2.5). Variations
in these charaderistics within areas are in some
cases as significant as variations between different
areas. Unc.erstanding the interaction of these vari­
ables helps in understanding the local threats fac­
ing the case study protected areas.

Information gathering

Comparison of the case study sites has empha­
sized the difficulty in generaliZing about the ex­
tent to which local communities pose an ultimate.
proximate. direct, or indirect threat-or no threat­
to parks; this is a site-specific judgment. Thus leer
design should be based on detailed site-specific
studies of the local sodoeconoI1llc, political, and
cultural contexts.

A few of thecase study projects conducted par·
tic:ularly effective surveys. In Nepal, a three-mem­
ber survey team spent six months collecting infor­
mation on what became the multiple-use
Annapuma Conservation Area. developing a pro­
visional management plan based on discussions
with community leaders and villagers throughout
the region. At Khao Yai. interviews with Sup Tai
villagers conducted by the Population and Com-

munity Development Association of Thailand, a
nongovernmental organization, revealed how ex­
tensive a stranglehold local moneylenders had on
the local economy. In Costa Rica, the Boscosa
project carried out socioeconomic surveys, land·
use studies, and forest inventcries. which were
used to initiate planning with the local community
and to provide baseline data for the project. The
process of collecting this information provided an
important opening to effective local participation
in these three projects. Among the remaining
projects, Amboseli (Kenya>. Lupande (Zambia).
and Nazinga (Burkina Faso) were "riginaled by
people who knew the areas <.:nd their communities
intimately. Other ICDI'S started with much less in­
formation.

Several t~'Chniques for gathering advance
knowledge about communities are available (see.
for example, Carruthers and Chambers 1981, aCE

and:\"ES 1990, Gregersen 1988, Kumar 1987. Molnar
1989, and Noronha 1980>. However. except for
those described above. the case study projects did
not conduct ~ocioeconomic assessments of their
targeted beneficiarie~ithertecause they did not
recognize the importance of gathering systematic
information on local people 0: had inadequte re­
sources. Most projects thus be~~.m with a very lim·
ited understanding cf the dF:amics underlying
the ::lreats to the protected ar :,5 they were seek·
ing to protect.
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Box 2.5 VuUtions in community characteristics of communities in or around protected areas

ftlmil:ity.1n SOIIII! areas. local p.>pulations are el1t.'lically heterogeneous (Annapum.a, Nepal; Usambara, Tanzania);
in !101M there are several ~.:. groups (Dumoga-Bone, Indonesia; Khao Y.iIi. Thaliand; Talamanca, ersta Rica;
VoIQDOeS. Rwanda); and in SODV. populations are relatively homogeneous (Air·Tenere, Nlger; Ambosel.i, Kenya; Beza
Mahahly. "Iadagasar; Corcovado, Costa RiCII).

Narbcrs. POPuUtion dalSi!les range from vezy high (BIIJ'UJi. Burundi; OUlwan, Nepal; Dumoga-Bone, IndOllesia;
MClMJdl, Mexico; Vobnoes, Rwmda) to very low (Air-Tenere, Niger; AmboseU. Kmya; Anllo1puma, Nepal; Lupandel
ADMAO&, zambia; Sian Ka'an, M:xico). .

Uttgth ('!faiJlnoa. SoEM -=un'-lJlities a.-e well-established (Air-Tenere, Niger; Ambose!i, Kenya; Annapuma, Nepal;
Be2aMm.afalll, Macl.ap;car; lupmde/-UlMADE, ambia), while oth~rsconsist of recent migran:s (Oitwan, Nepal; Dumoga­
8clrIe.lndoaesIa; Monarcta, Mexico; Osa, Costoa Rica; Usamban, T3nLanla).ln otherareas, 1000S·standingpopuL1tions, .n
lndigeIlou5 groups, fN:d a npid influx of mi~"ts (Central Selva, Peru; Sian «a'm, Mexico; Talamallca, Costa Rica).

I.ocaJ OJ'XlUIiZlllions. Responsibility for dedslonmuing rested with elected offidals (Beza Mahafaly, M~gasc:ar;
MODarcb, Mexico), gov:mment appointees <Nazinga, Burkina Faso; Usambara. Tanzania>. tradilionalleaders (Air·Tenere.
Niger; Amboseli, Kenya; LuplndelAllWADE. Zambia) and combinations of these. Some communities appeated to lack
I)rganized decisionmaking mechanisms (chapter 6).

l.oc:aIbllI1Id «:1$$. Most sites are remote from citits and marke1S, althougfl recent road conslnJCtion has made some
areas accessible (Dumop-Bone ~1Id Gunung leuser,lndonesi<l; Khao Y~i, Thailand; Talamanca. Costa Rica) (chapter 5).

TOIlri.sIn. Some areas dra,,- \ubstantial numbers of tourists (Air·T~nere, Niger; Amboseli, Kenya; Annapuma and
Chitwan,. Nepl; Moaardl, Mexico; Volcanoes, Rwanda). More goverr.ment soervlces tend to be provided In !Qch areas,
although services are llSually oriented toward tourtsrs, not local commu;\ities (cbapter 5).

lJm4111111 resaurct 1LSt!. Most Uea5 were heavily depetldent on the land and the natural resource base for subsistence.
Predominant .,~ patterns were ~toralism(Ambose1l,l<enya); agriculture iDumoga-Bone. Indonesia; LupandelAOllADIl.

Zambia); mixed egriculture and pastoralism (Air-Tellere, Niger; Andohahela and Beza Mahafaly, Madagasar); and mixed
agricull\ue and forestry (Beza Mahafaly, Madagascar; Bururi an" Rumonge, Burundi; MOllarci\ and Sian )(a'an, Mexico;
Osa and Tclamanca, Costa Rica; Usamban, Tanzania; Volcanoes, Rwanda). These ranged frOL' traditional ~teDlS for
subsistence production (Amboseli, Kenya; Central Selva, Peru) to SUbsistc!11CC and commercial sectors In the same area
(Osa and Talamanca, Costa Ria) (chapter 5).
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The previouschapterdescribed how the casestudy
projects faced a wide variety of local conditions
when their work began. These variations added to
the complexity of an already challenging task-to
reconcile local people to a new or established pro­
rected area. In this chapter the focus shifts to the
projects.

The approaches to project design and imple­
mentation varied; and no single project was typi­
C'"a1. It is therefore very difficult to characterize
integrated conservation-development projects
(ICllPS) with a tidy definition. Assessments of tile
projects for this study were strongly influenced by
an appreciaticn of the subtleties in local context,
many of which became apparent only from site
visits and interviews with pro;.>ct staff and mem­
bers of the local communities who were expected
to benefit from the projects. Some of these subtle­
ties disappeared again when the case study analy­
seswere condensed for the appendix. So, casestudy
pro,ects in three protected areas are given more
thorou gh treatment here: the Talamanca region in
Costa Rica, the East U$Clmbara mountains in Tan­
;;ania, and I<!-.ao Yai in Thailand. Although the
choice of these examples W<iS subjective, they il­
lustrate issues and lessons applicable to many of
the cas:: ;.~dies.

TaWnanca R.egion, Costa Ria.

COlltext

Talamanca county is in the elltreme southeastern
section of Costa Rica, bordered on the east by the
Caribbean Sea and on the south by Panama (see
map 3.1). Ecosystems in the project area indude
beaches, coral reefs, coastal plains, fresh water
swampsand mangroves, tropical moist forest, and
an inland mountain area that rises to nearly 4,000
meters. Talamanca has two national parks, one
biological reser, e, one protected zone, five indig­
enous reservations, and a wildlife refuge; along

with other lands,!hesecomprisepart <liLa Amistad
Biosphere Reserve, which extends through much
of the county. Avariety ofendangered species live
in the protected areas in the region.

Commercial banana production is prevalent in
the flat areas bordering the Sixaola river.
Smallholder agriculture, mainly plantain and root
crop production for export, predominates in the
rest of the Sixaola floodplain. Elsewhere, cacao
was the principal source of income for many small
farmers until 1980, when monilia pod rot, a fungal
disease, devastated production in the region. The
Talamanca region is one of the most racially het­
erogeneous zones in the country, with three pri­
mary ethnic groups: blacks, mestizos (mixed Span­
iards and Indians), and Indians.

Despite a long history of plantation agriculture
in the region, man)' of the hillsides are heavily
forested, although many of the trees are secondary
growth. Cacao and coconut production and fish­
ing were the major economic activities along the
coast, but they have been replaced by tourism,
land speculation, and Jogging. The rapidly erod­
ing beaches near Puerto Viejo are becoming in­
creasingly popular fer surfing, fishing.. tourism,
and other recreational uses.

In the last ten years the Costa Rican govem­
ment has built numerous roads throughout the
region. Tourism grew and land prices increased
rapidly once the travel time from the Central Val­
ley to the Talamanan coast was shortened. But
the road building has also resulted in deforesta­
tion along the new roads. Timbercor.tractors seek­
ing lumber am IT\igrants looking for agricultural
land have been dearing the for':!St where roads
have provided access. One reason for the migrants'
actions is that Costa Ric"n law requires land im­
provements to establish property rights. The re­
sult has been lhat new migrants cleared land to
claim it and old-time fanners suddenly cleared
land to stop migrCinlS from claiming their land­
resulting in high levels of deforestation.
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on issues related tocomrr..unity partidpa~ion. A"AI'S
principal objective, according to project papers, is
to promote individual re')po~ibilityfor land stew­
ardship, based on the belief that "the most apt
stewards of tropical iands ar~ tht: peasants who
have committed their lives to them. Whatever aids
these peoples helps the tropical envin\:,ment and
\"iCl! versa." ""'''}I has initiated or supported a vari­
ety of activities throughout the region.

TALAMANCA
\ COSTA IllCA

Proje:t

Ao':AJ is a Costa Rican nongovemrrental organiza­
,i,,~ that has worked in Talamanca since 1976 to
integrate conservation of natural ecosystems with
tile development ne?ds of rural peoples. The De­
velopment Research Corporation f( t' theSociC'·En­
vircnment (::lDESA). founded by one of "-"AI'S staff,
works closely with A.~Al on this project, especially

Map 3.1 Tabmanca Region. Costa Rica
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With funding from World Wildlife Fund-U.S.,
ANAl beganaland titling project in connection with
proposals to establish the Gandoca-Manzanillo
wildlife refuge. The 50 square kilometers proposed
for reserve status consisted of private and
unclaimed lands, some under cultivationand some
wild. This activity involved creating It. new cat­
egory of prote.:ted area that would allow private
ownership subject to restrictions on use. When
ANAl heard that a road was to be constructed
through the proposed refuge, it asked the govern­
ment to officially decree the refuge as soon as
pOssible. This partially undennined the process of
community dialogue that A:-\A1 rod initiate<!. A:-\AI

not only prolT.oted establishment of the refuge,
but has F1~)'€d an important t")le in emphasizine
its protection. A~AI financed ..,'Iotection activities
until the Costa Rican govemTTlent took over re­
sponsibility in 1989.

A-'iA! helped farmer!' occupying land in or next
to the refuge with the complicated titling process.
Bureaucratic snags have turned what wa~ to han!
been a quick process into a five-y~ar e~fort. Two
communities have bought farmland on which they
intend to retain forest on 70 percent of the lane.
Another community near the refuge has accepted
land-use restrictions.

A.'.:A! has 11so been active in protecting the four
speciesof marinesea turtles that ncst on tht.· beaches
and has :niliated research on lobster and butter­
flies. Field trials with ornamental and ml>dicinal
plants are under way to te5t their adaptability to
tlle agToecology ofTalamanca. With the assistance
of the Green Iguana Foundation, tSAI has also
starl,d two projects to raise green iguana. The
proram is intended to provide local residents with
a ~..Jrl..C of protein and income, relieve pressurc
C'!l wild iguanas. and justify maintainir.g the forest
cov~r.

A,'.:Alhashelped fortycommuniti~ .\ Talamanca
establish nurseries. with nearly 6(" smallholder
farmer<; participating. The nurseri~ - .phasize sta­
bilizingirocvmes through crop divt:'iiication, pro­
moting reforestation. improving s.'··· management,
and promoting environmental edl ·:alion and com­
munity organization, ~:-\'\I pror " ·tes the planting
of tree crops that can absorb Sl' .:':: us h:bor, unlike
slash-and-bum agriculture, an~' .hat ·....mrro\'idc
a stable and diversified prod'.! :~ion base br local
commlmities. Cacao has be';1 the mcst popular
Sp;:<'1C5. A,'.:AJ estimates that ,~. ce the ince?tion \If
the project, more than 1.8 IT.! \'on c':l:ao trees hal.·c
been dismbuted througho:. he arca.

",'.:,\1 has two expcrirr.el.;al farms, with 80 hect-

T1uu caS<: study projtc:f,;

ares of tropical plants and 120 hectares of forest,
that it uses to test for new agroforestry and agri­
cultural species. CIDESA has also initiated a small­
scale organic farming plot in one of the local com­
munities, and a women's vegetable gardening
project. In 1989, A.\;AJ began the community techni­
cians program te develop local leaders who can
provide inf::.r;nation £t:>r agricultural and
agroforestry development and can act as liaisons
between their community and outside agencies.
A.'.:AI also helped creat,,~ a regional procurement,
processing, and mark"(I:1g associatiC'Ti.

Other activities include environmental educa­
Hon and training, support to communities on tour­
ism development, and work with the Indidn groups
"n oral histories and other a;:ti\ities.

E..:aluatio1l and lessons

• A:'I:AI has been active in th:~ Talamanca rc­
gion for more than ten years. Its activities are not
an integrated program but a collection of small­
scale rural development activities widely sprc.ld
throughout the region.

• The national gOl,,'ernment has ~upF'orted

A.\;AI'S efforts financially and jX>litically. The head
of the National Park Service commented that A."AI

and elDESt. have influenced the government's per­
ception of the importar·'e of promoting develop­
ment activities with protected area manag~ment.

.,.. is may ha\'e an important i,'lfluence on Costa
1\lca's evoll.;ng park managemel't structure.

• Relations between ,\:",\1 ane' the municipal­
itv of TaJamanca have been slrau'2d. The munici­
p~lity would like to attract large-scale develop­
mcnt and feels that potentially ~~rge tax re\"~nues

have already been lost because of the conserva­
tion-oriented use restrictions promoted by ASA:•

The municipality sees conservation as thwarting
lo::aI economic development, instead of support­
ingit.

• External factors, such as road building and
government delays in gran~'lgland title, have,in­
fluenced local perceptions of A:",\I. Although the
refuge is prc~cctcd, misunderstandings and un­
e\'cn local support continue to be probll'ms-·~rod­

ing local confidence in I\::-\AI and making the orga­
nization the target of frequent rumors. And the
rcfugc designation has not deterred development.

• The communities actin:ly participate in nurs­
ery management anri other project acti'.ities. There
is also some limited, irformal participation in de­
sign and evaluation of some project compc.nents.
Bul .here is no formal emphasis on :'uilding local

"'"..
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institutions, :Jthough A."W is strengthening local
leadership ability through the community techni­
cians and nursery programs.

• Thecommunity nursery program-the most
visibleand welkstablished programcomponent­
lias 5ucceedej in terms of conummity participa­
tion ire decisionm'11Qng, the numba of communi·
ti.s in~lved, and the number of seedlings pro­
duced. But the greatest nurnJ:.er of seedlings have
been cacao plant», which could cause problems if
prices continue to fall. This problem highlights the
difficulty ofbalandng decisionmaking with sound
technical decisions: ANAl staff view themsdves as
te:hnica1 specialists who can provide the fanners
with guidance, but they are unwilling to dictate
what should be planted-and they note that the
fanners are most interested in pr'XIucing cacao
seedlings.

• Despite the project's experimental nature,
A."U.( documented little of the activities, obstacles,
key issues, or ways to replicatE;> the project. It will
be difficult for A....A1 01 ('cher organizations to as­
$ess which activities ",,:1'\'. successful and Why.

• AHhough many of tlie development activi­
tie!! have a conservation orientation, A.'I:,u's conser·
vation and development activities have no explidt
linkage. Its ac~vif.e:> do not focus on any specific
protected area in the Talamanca region, although
its role in llle formation of the Gandoca-Manza."lillo
Wildlife Refuge was vital and its interest in pro­
t.ccting La !\mistad Biosphere Rese.rve is strong.
The difficulty in establishing direct linkages in ar­
eas undergoing rapid change was ~ident in a
19R7 external evaluation of the project:

Thus far A.'ljA( has concenlr2:ed its effort cn im­
mediate issues: agroforestry technology,appropri­
ate roads, creation of the refuge, and hnd titling.
Several of la'lese issues have been resell~ satisfac­
torily and the others appear headed for satisfac­
tory resolution_ E'''en if all are resolved, however,
"''I1A1 will not have fully attained its dual goals of
development and consetVation. In particular the
co~servation 8031 will remain in ;eopal'dy because
population will increase; lands will be sold :0 new
farmt."!'S; existing farmers v.ill intensify land use
and ~Iso bring more land into a>mduction; forests
and wiJdlire products will increase in value.
(McCaffreyand Landazuri 1987.. 32;

• lack of secure long-term funding has pre­
vented "''l:AI f'TJm increasins; project acti"."ities ariQ
making long-term project commitments, This alS(\
has meant tl.at much of the director's ime is spent
fund-raising and reporting.
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East Usambara Mountains, Tanzania

Context

Located in northeastern Tanzania, the East
Usambara mountains cover about 32,000 hectares
with a high point of 1,500 meters (see map 3.2).
The mountains be~ong to the Eastern Arc, a com­
parativelyold and isolated mountain chain with a
remarlcably high degree of biological endemism.
The mountains contain high-quality hardwood for­
~ts and are the principal source of water for
..!reams that supply urban and agricultural areas
:n the surrounding lowlands.

Once extensive forests have been replaced by a
patchwork of shrinking forest remnants, many of
them modified by human activity, mainly tea es­
tates and smallholder fanns. The forest remnants
include eighteen forest reserves covering about
160 square kilometers and 90 square kilometers of
public land that has not been cleared for agricul­
ture. Industrial logging (until 1987)and cardamom
cultivation have significantly degraded the area's
natural forests.

The forest reserves are under the jurisdiction of
the Forestry and Beekeeping Division of the Min­
istry of Lands, Natural \"~esources, and Tourism.
District authorities have ll.1risdiction over the pu~
lie lands and the estates. Local people also have
considerable-but unclear-rights over the public
I::nds.

The East Usambara population of about 40,000
,::, \sists almost entirely of poor fanners from sev­
e:'al ethnic groups. Many are migrants to the area,
attracted by wage labor opportunities in private
cAfee and tea estates. Tea and cardamom are now
the prindpal crops. Cardamom is a major export
crop for Tanzania, and production ha~ been en­
couraged by the government. CardamO!;\ cu!tiva­
tion requires shade, which the natural forest canopy
provides, but it degrades the soi: after a few yea:s
('f production, reqUiring the clearing of more plots.
Since indusmallogging endee in 1987 in resj'Onse
to international pressure, cardamom cultivation
has been the greatest single: threat to the remain­
ing forests.

Project

The East Usambara Agricui:ural Developmentand
Environmen:al Conservation project began in early
1987; according to project papers, its goals were
"improving the villagers' living conditions and
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tI\e regional resource functions, while adequately
preserving the forests' biological diversity and en­
vironmental valup.." The project was implemented
by the Ministry of Agriculture and livestock De­
velupment, ti~TOUgh ir.e Tanga R~nal AlIlhori­
ties, in COnabolGi.i~n -Nith the Forestry Division
and the lrIlemativital Union !or Conservation C'f
Nature an':! Natural Resources (u;o:). Thus the
project was integrated with existing central and
regional government h~tutions. The project re­
ceived. funding from the Eurcpean Community
<EC) through early 1990, and has received limited
funds from other sources through June, 1992. The
project applied for a three-year extension from the
EC, bnt further funding is still uncertain.

In a separate initiative Finnida financed and
conducted an inventory of the East Usambara for­
ests in 1986 in collaboration with the Forestry Di­
vision, leading to the publication of a forest man­
agement plan in 1988. The managp.ment plan has
not yet been implemented, an':! its future relation­
ship with ihe project is unclear. The Finnish team
sununarized agriculture in the Ei:st Usambara as
I'a combination of decaying estates and ineffec­
tive, often unsustainable small-scale fanning"
(Finnida 1988, 1-11).

Projectactivities are directed by the projectman­
ager, a salaried employee of the Ministry of Agri­
culture and Livestock Development working with
two expatriates-a technical adviser and an agri­
cultural adviser. Other Tanzanian agricultural and
forestry staff from the Ministries of Agriculture
and Livestock Development and Lands and Natu­
ral Rescurces also work on the project as counter­
part staff.

The area initially selected for attention by the
project contains about 25,000 people, most ofwhom
iive within two days' travel of the project head­
quarters at Amani. To promote interaction with
these communities the project selected a 'tillage
coordimtor from each of fifteen target \;Ilages.
1'h2 regional government in Tanga pays their sala­
riesand has guaranteed to make the positions per­
manent. The viUage coordinators are the primary
link between the project and the villages. They arc
either trained by the project or sent to attend short
courses. They meet monthly in Amani to report
prcgt'es5 and problems. Many of the villag<! coor­
dinators have established agricultural demonstra­
tien plots in their own ..iilages.

The pro~tbegan in 1987, with an emphasis on
three acti..il1es: surve}ing \illagers, including ex­
tensivediscussions with local people about project
objectives; promoting substitutes for cardamom,
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including coffee. cloves, black pepper, cinnamon,
pinef\pples, and sugarcane; and planting trees
along 6e forest reserve boundaries.

The 1=1"Oject now includes agricultural and rural
development initiatives for protecting the forests,
conservingsoil, and generating income. The irotia­
tives include establishing individual and village
tree nurseries; cc.ntour p:anting, mainly \\ith pine­
apples and guatemala grass; promoting women's
activities, including a chicken-raising project,
shops, commerdal ~-etablegardens, and a sew­
ing prora; establishing coffee nurseries in two
vil1ases; organizing ..;llage pit-sawing groups; es­
tablishing and stocking several fish ponds: assist­
ing villagers with road repair and maiI\tenance;
distributing seeds and establishing private veg­
etable garden~i;and stall-feeding livestock.

The projeck's first two years saw relatively little
progress in getting people to work together effec­
tively in planning or carryin~ out ci~':elopment

activities. For example, pit sawing is Ol'~ of the
most h.:crative local enterprises. Yet virtually none
of the ecO:lomic benefits frem pit sawing are cap­
tured locally, and tht? project has had little success
in encouraging local people to partidpate. Com­
munal cash crop de\-elopment at nurseries and
other small-scale enterprises has also failed to at­
tract support. This unWillingness to collaborate
may spring from a lack of experience cooperating
on jl'in' ventures. Many of the villagers are com­
paratively recent migrant~ to the area, and conse­
qUt;ntlj" there are no traditions of community for­
est management in the area.

Evaluation and lessons

• The first t\'tv j'ears oftms project were mainly
spent building and equipping the project center
and staff housing. Implementation thus c.mr.::>t yet
be fully evaluated.

• Strong endor~'!Jl\ent of the project by the
Tanzanian government is indicated by participa­
tion by the Ministries of Agriculture and Livestock
Development and Lands and Natural Resources,
the placement of salaried ministry personnel in
key project posts, an~ a guarantee of the perma­
nence of the village coordinator positions. This
commitment suggests that the activities have a
good chance of ~ing sustained, although contin­
ued external funding will be essential.

• The Forcstry Division does not have~nough
personnel to enforce regulations in the forest re­
serves. Ur.less enforcement capacity is strength­
ened rapidly, the public land forests are unlikely



to survive for long. However, the boundary tree
planting activities promoted by the project are an
important first step in conserving the forest re­
serves. By the end of 1989, 60 kilometers of the
targeted 100 kilometers of boundary had been
planted with trees.

• An effective community outreach mecha­
nism was essentialbecause\)f the large target popu­
lation and the long travel time between viUag~

The viDage \."OOrdinator approachseems to be work­
ing well, 11le individuals selected as village coor­
dinators seem dedicated to their work, and their
active par:~cipationand high morale are evidentat
formal rIledings and in communal village activi­
ties With substantial support from the project lead­
ers the village coordinators appear to have estab­
lished constructive relationships with other villag­
ers. TIle project appears to be highly regarded and
its personnel well respected in the Amani region.

• Local participation in activities promoted by
the project has included constructing fish ponds,
planting trees to mark the fo~! boundaries, set­
ting up private nurseries, and planting contour
lines for soil conservation. Most of these activities
were wage w~rk, although some boundary tree
planting was voluntary. '[he fuiming techniques
promoted by ~e project have not been widely
adopted, which is not surprising given the brief
project history.

• Substantial data are available on the fiSt
Usambara forests, but no comparable baseline sur­
veys have been carried out to d~;c:ribe theadjacent
fanning systems, which ?re one of the pro~rs

principal targets. The project's first agricultural
adviser conducted a few~relimJnarvand infonr.al
surveys, but they are incOmplete. The lack of s)'s­
terllatic agricultural and socioeconomic informa­
tion creates two problems for project per:;e,nnel,
making it difficult for them to decide how to a:r
proachfanning-system .:hangesand, later, now to
determine which cllanges in agricultural practices
or socioeconomic variables are attributable to the
project.

• Afl external evaluation of the project was
carried out ir. 1989 by a team that included repre­
sentatives frorr. n;c;, the European Community,
the Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock [)e,,'el­
opment, the Forestry Division, and the Tanga Re­
gioml Alithority. Recommendations included de­
veloping villl1ge woodlots as part of village land­
use or resource-management plans. This would
require more cooperation and planning amongvil­
I.-:gers than currently seems feasible. Part of the
va!ue in producing a land-use plan is that the

process of preparing one and resolving the issues
that arise can encourage participation by villagers
in identil'ying and addressinr, collective problems.
Imposing a plan from the outside or insisting that
one be developed. C(\uld he self-defeating. Villag­
ers do not appear to consider fuelwood shortage
as a mapr constraint. and it seems unlikely that
this issue would catalyze interest in what could be
a highly innovative col!aborati,,'e venture.

• The project acti,,;ties appear to have done
much to gain the trust and respect of local people.
This may not be ·'developmp.nt," but it seems to be
contributing to forging a relationship and creating
an atmosphEre that will promote the credibility­
and possibly adoptio~f future project initia­
tives.

• There is little evidence yet that consenration
goals are being achieved; however, by the end of
1989 the project had proba~Iy done as much as, if
not more than. could reaSClnably be expected.

Khao Yai National Park, T:'lailmd

Con/ext

The2,200 square kilometer Kbao Yai National Park
is about 200 kilometers northeast of Bangkok (see
map 3.3). It includes some of the largest remai.ling
areas of tropical moist forest in mainland Asia and
has exceptionally diverse plants and animals. For
many rare species it is one of the last remaining
\'iable habitatsin Thailand. Thepark is also part of
the hydrological cycle of northeast Thailand, con­
taining the headwaters of four major rivers and
supplying two large reservoirs. Khao Vai at~racts
250.()()()..400,OOO Thai and foreign visit~rs annually
who spend 150 million baht ($5 million) on admis­
sion, lodging fees, transportation, fooci, and other
services in the park (Dixon and Sherman 1990).
The annual budget for park management is ap­
proximately 3.5 million baht ($120,000).

Land surrounuing t:~e park has been almost
entirel\" dcfo~es~ed in the last three decades. The
park is undtr pressure from illegal hunting and
logging and from large-scale development
projects-iI'Cludingsome tourist facilities-that are
incompatible with its protection function.

About 53,000 people live in150 villagesaround
the park. Most illegally occupy land classified as
reserved forest (as do more than 7 million Thai
villagers throughout the country). Limited and spo­
radic park enforcement measures have generated
hostility and armed clashes between local villag­
ers and personnel of the ~ationai Park!' Division
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Map 3.3 l<hao Yal National Park, Thailand
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of the Royal Forestry Department; people on both
sides have been killed. However, ilJegal activities
in the park have continued, mainly poaching and
logging.

Project

In1985 two 'Thai nongovernmental organizations­
the Population and Community Development As­
sociation a.ld Wildlife Fund Thailand-began
working together in Sup Tai village just outside
the park boundary. The Population and Commu­
nity DevelopmentAssociation, tile largest nongov­
ernmental organization in Thailand, has been or­
ganizing rural development programs emphasiz­
ing community partidpation since 1974. Its activi­
ties have reached more than 16,000 "illages and
have led to irnproo.ements in health, family plan­
ning, and income in many poor rural communi­
ties. Wildlife Fund Thaiiand, founded in 1983 and
now a World Wildlife Fund-International affiliate,
,S a relatively small conservation organization that
achieved promiilenCe by attrading attention to
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some ofThailand's most important em;ronmental
issues. It haC no previous experience in project
implementation.

A preliminary survey found that Sup Tai vil­
lagers were poorer than average and heavily in
debt. Healtit and sanitation levels were low. There
were no (onnal village institutions, literacy was
rare, and a third of the villagers-mainly recent
immigrants-had no legal land titles. The survey
revealed thai middlemen (loan sharks) controlled
villageeconomies, providingcredit to farmers at a
usurious 5 percent a month and then taking over
the lands of those unable to repay the loans. As in
many other Rlral areas of Thailand, the heavy ir..­
debtedness of villagers, who had no acooss to al­
ternative credit sources, appeared to be the major
constraint to change. Many villagersacknowledged
iliegally hunting and logging i n the park.

The Sup Tai Rural Development for Ccnserva­
tion Project, which began in 1985, sought to find
ways to conserve the park's natural resources while
promoting improved income-generating opportu­
nities. The project was built around a new village-
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level institution. the environmental protection so­
~. An elected village committee administers
thesociety with supervision from a full-time project
manager. Theenvironmenlal protection society was
eslablished as a vehicle for enabling viUagers to
make decisions and. eventually, to become finan­
ciaJly and organizationally self-sufficient and in­
dependent from the project.

1nemost important project activity has been to
provide loans lc environmental protection society
members from a revolving loan fund, in exchange
for commitments to abide by park regulations.In­
terest rates on the loans were set at commercial
bank levels-l percent a month. From 1985 to 1989,
436 loans totaling about 2.1 million baht ($75,000)
were made to Sup Tai residents. The loans have
been repaid in full and on time, almost without
exception. Early in 1990, the Bank of Agriculture
and Agricultural Cooperatives agreed to provide
credit directly to Sup Tai farmers on an experi­
mental basis.

Other conservation and development activities
I'tave also been promoted, including soil consen,-a­
tion, livesrock and fish raising, fmit tree cultiva­
tion, cooperative stores, improved sanitation and
health practices, and a small park trekking pro­
gram for tourists. Education programs have been
designed to improve environmental awareness and
to infonn viJlagers of park regulations. Trees have
been planted in the hills above the village 10 mark
the park boundary.

In 1987 Wildlife Fund Thailand withdrew from
the project 10 initiale the Emironmenlal Aware­
ness and Development Mobilization (TEA"1) project
in ten villages on the opposite side of the park,
with conservation education activities in another
forty villages. The Population and Community
Developmenl Association continued working in
Sup Tai, expanded into two nearby villages dur­
ing 1987, and had extended into three more by
1991. Both the new project and the expansion of
the other projects are based on Ihe Sup Tai model.
"The National Parks Department has had very lillIe
involvemenl in either of the projects.

A project manager from the Population and
Community I)evelopment Association has been
on-site at Sup Tai since 1985, employing a few
local staff. Since 1987 this manager has also super­
vised pro;ed activities in the nearby villages of
Non Kradong and Sok Noi. Wildlife Fund Thai­
land has t''IO on-site project managers, one rc­
sponsible for each group of five villages.

Funding for the Sup 1ai project 0985-90) came
from Agro Action, a ~rman foundation, '\'hich

providE'd 5 million baht ($180,000), and the Popu­
lation and Community Development Association,
which gave one million baht ($36,000). For t.lte
1'EA\{ pro;..ct USAID provided a three-year grant of
5.3 million baht ($190,000) but c:':scontmued its
funding early in 1990 <Jfter Wildlife Fund Thailand
declined to increase th~ project scope to include
more villages.

The project has brought major changes 10 Sup
Tai. Early \In, the project attracted national and
international attention, CUlmil~. ting in a visit from
the prime minister in 1987. 11 • announcement of
this visit led the province to 'i:~rry out road im­
provements that dramatically r. ducoo the travel
time from Bangkok. Two Y'!ar.: later, in 3nother
significant event for the village, Sup Tai was con­
nected to Ihe country's electricity network. These
changes, which resulted from '"lui were not en­
couraged by the project, have already altered the
villagErs' ecoll<'mic situation. The road improve­
ment appears to have contributed to the rapid
penetration of a cash ccoromy and soaring land
prices, bc,th of which Ihe villagers see as benefits.

ElJaluation and lessons

• Villagers and officials ass£'rt that megal ac­
tivitiescontinue !h:cughout the park, mainly hunt­
ing and logging, a!though Ihe pr:>jects have led to
i~provedrelations between "illaf.:ersand park per­
sonnel. The overaii project goal of strengthening
protection for Khao Yai National: )ark has not been
achiev~, even in the area imn·.e<iiately around
Sup Tai or the olher project villages. A significant
exception is tha t agricultural enCT.achment around
Sup Tai ended after trees were pI.' nted to mark the
boundiory.

• The loan programs pro"ide important eco­
nomic be;lefits to villagers, although not yet on a
scale large cno;Jgh to enable the11" 10 become inde­
pendent of the middlemen.

• The credibility c.f the cnviro:'lmental protec­
tion society as a viable organizalion separate'
from-if clearly related to-the projects h?.. !~n
emphasized. To SC'me extent the project's sustain­
ability depends on ha,,;ng the society continue
after the nongovernmental organizations with­
draw. Yet even the Sup Tai environmental protec­
tion society is not likely to become self-sufficient
soon, cOl'trary to earlier predictions.

• Funneling the loans through the environ­
mental protection society was the major incentive
for vii:~gcrs to participate in the inslitution and 10
support IiIe project's conscn'at:on goals. There is
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little evidence that villagers perceive the plannro
connection between the availability of credit
through the environmental protection society and
reduced illegal acti.tities in the park. The implica­
tion is that the projects have not yet effectively
linked their development activities and their con­
servation objectives. This is admIttedly difficult to
assess be-:ause the ,,;Ilagers' role in illegal activi­
ties in thepark~foreor now-is unknown.

• Apart from the loans, economic benefits
flowing from the pro~~s are difficult to identify
and measur~. Whether these benefits are enough
to reduce the incentive to use natural resources
from the park is questionable. Farming that em­
phasizes soil conservation and new crop varieties
has had so;ne success, mainly in Sup Tai, but adop­
tion is not yet widespread.

• The partnership between the two project or­
ganizations provided a valuable opportunity to
link expertise in conSf>r\-'ation and development.
The Population and Community Development As­
sociation has been able to draw on its well-estab­
lished comrnunity-development and family-plan­
ning programs and could playa signif:cant ..ole in
future replication of the Sup Tai model at other
protected area sites. For Wildlife Fund Thailand, a
relativelysmdll organization, theTEA.'! project con­
stitutes a considerable administrative burden. The
split between the two (.rgan:zations has unf')rtu­
nately resulted in a loss of balance in the projects,
with the Population and Community Oe\'elopment
Association giving less emphasis to the effect of its
activities on the park and Wildliie Fun-i Thailand
making relatively little progress on the de"'elop­
ment aspects.

• Both organizations have learned that staff­
:ng is critical to maintaining progress. Th~ Popula­
tion and Community De~'elopO'l€nt Association is
a large and weU-estabiished organization, \\ith a
large supply of trained and experienced person­
nel. Wildlife Fund Thailand has an extremely small
staff and little experience in pro~t rndnagement.
It has also had djf~iculty finding, hiring, and re­
taining suitable project field staff. The TEA.\I ap­
proach of two project managers, each covering
five viIJages, appears to stretch limited resources
too thinly.

• Except for the loan prcgram, the willingness
of local people to parlidpate in project acti\·itic:s is
closely related to\'iIIagers' personal rcac~ionsto the
project staff. Project personnel in place at the end
of 1989 all appeared 10 be capable, enthusiastic,
de<!icated, and highly respected by the villagers,

• Electrification and rodd impw\'cment have
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had a profound effect on Sup Tai. Land prices
increased at least sixfold from 1985 to 1989. Many
farmers have been unable to resist these pricesand
ha\'e sold their land, beo:oming renters or moving
elsewhere. Others have been forced to give up
their land in lieu of debt repayments and have
remained as renters or hired laborers or have joined
Thailand's growing migratory rural population.
The number of absentee landlords has increased
considerably. This pattern appears to h..~.,,~ ~n

repeated at several sitesaround the Natioh'.t Park,
particularly those within reach ofmajor highways.
The effects of these trends on the national park
and on the conservation objectives of the proje.:ts
are impossible to predict. In certain areas these
effects are Iikeiy to escalate on a scale that may
swamp any economic benefits of (he projects. nus
illustrates the difficulty of predicting the effects of
local development initiali\'es on parks.

• Evaluations carried out by the Population
and Community Development Association's re­
search and evaluation dhision have pro\;dcd valu­
able mputs to the management of the \'arious
projects. These ~valuations hav~ included exien­
si\'e int~n.·ie\\.'S \\.;th villagers.

• Despite widespread, favorable attention to
the projects around I<hao Yai, there is nf, indica­
l;"n that any Thai government agency or nongov­
ernmental organization plans to replkate this ap­
proach on a larger scale elsewhere. The ~i:ltional

Parks Division is desperately short of resouti:es,
and its staff have neither the traming nor the E:xpe­
ricnce n~ed for a community development or
extensi<?n program. The staff also lack the jurisdic­
tion to operate outside national park boundaries.
Its parent agency, the Royal Forestry Department,
has to confront the recllity of millions of people
living illegally on reserve forest lands throughout
Thailand, of which only a small (ractio.. ~djoins

nation-'11 park and wildlife sanctuary bound.uieso
• Many of the villages around Khao Yai have

now been reached in one way or another bv the
two projects. Only in SUr Tai: however, hav~ any
of the activities been operating long enough to be
evaiuated, and in Sup Tai they are in danger of
being overwhelmed by the effectsof road building
and escalating land prices. Even in Sup Tai the
precise uature of the project's successes and their
im;:>lications for replication arc eluslVe. Proj~t ac­
thities in most of the other \Omages are too recent
to have had an effect on park uses. Despite the
many impressive aspe\:ts of the !CDI' initiatives
around Khao Yai National Park, there arc few Signll
that the park deterioration is being stopped,
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Implementing integrated
conservation-development projects

-
Earlierchaptersdiscussed L'le concept ofintegrated
oonsena·jon-development projects (ICLfS) and de­
scribed some of me projects. This chapter looks at
the lew approach in more detail and analyzes the
most innovat'vecomponents. ICOP operations as a
whole cover three areas:

• Protected ,rea management. This area, where
conse:vationactivitiesare dominant, has been thor­
oughly discussed in L'le conservation literature,
and discu~k;lhere is limited.

• Buffer WrItS around protected areas. An at~empt
is made to clarify this ambiguous notion, leading
to theconc1usion that buffer zones are asignificant
compor.ent in fe\v, if any, of the case study projects.

• Local sociJl1 and economic d~elopment. This is
the innovativeand most challenging aspect of lCOPS,
and most of the chapter concenlrateson this topic.
Th~ discussion highlights the magnitude of the
challenge confror.ting ICOI' managers and id~nti­

fies :.cveral important issues that the case study
projects have not yet addressed explicitly A sub­
set of the development component with more lim­
ited aims, the compensation and substitution ap­
proach, is also discussed.

By definition, the development component
separates iCOI'S from other conservation projects.
For cllCOP to achieve its biodiversitv conservahon
g0311., however. it is not enough for the d~lr"elop­
ment component to foster improved local living
standuds-a difficult enough task. The develop­
ment process must not -::>nly be economically and
biologically sustainable, but must als~ conserve
the ecosystem of tht! protected area. To So1tisfy this
exacting requirement, explicit linkages between
projects' development components and conser-·a­
tion objectives are needed.

Protected area management

JeDP acth;ties in a traditional pa!'k-{1r the fully
protected zone of a rlUltiple-u5e arca-arc iikcly

to emphasize biological resource inventories and
monitoring, patrolling to prevent iJlegal activities,
infrastructure maintenance, applied biological re­
search and, possibly, conservationeducation. Thf.'Se
activities are essentially similar to lraditional-park
management acth,;ties and have been well de­
scribed else'...·here (for example, MacKinnon and
others 1986; Miller 1978,. (The constraints facing
existing park i"gendes and their relative lack of
effectiveness are discussed in chapter 7.)

Buffer zones

Managers of protected areas are weJl aware of the
buffer zone concept. Management plans for tradi­
tional parks and multipie-use a:eas frequently re­
fer to buffer zones. and several national consef\ a·
tion strat~eshave promoted the idea. Buffer zonp.s
have become so popular, in fact, that they are part
of virtually all proposals for protecting natural
areas.

Despite their intuitive ap~al, however, buffer
zones halre not been adequately defined, and there
ar~ few workin£ models. The term has been used
to describe almost any initiative in~·ohing people
that takes place '1ear a protected area. As a result,
there is a lack of consensus on issues involving
buffer zones-their objectives, their iocation,
\",-hether they shouM be inside or outside parks,
\vhat criteria shoulJ determine their area, shape,
and permitted use$ (Wind and Prins 1989).

Buffer zones first recei"ed •.. ide~pread atten·
tion as a result of t:~"Esco's~fan and the Biosphere
Program. which teatur~d buffer zones '1S a key
component of biosphere reserre models. The pro­
gram was the first attempt tf) link protected areas
with local $0(1;11 and economic Jevelopm~n:.The
results from more than a decade of program imple­
mentation have Deen unC'onvincing, however (box
4.1).

S<!"cral dek'itit)!'.s of !:'uffer zones ha"e been
Froposed. In '1:" ir:": ~:~1·.::,1' b:::'k that emerge.: frem

,-a
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Box 4.1 uNESCO's Man and the Biosphere Program

-:lie biosphere reserve amcept of the Man and the Biosphere Program fmt appeared in 197'9, emphaslzin~ the value of
incmporating the needs and perceptions of loc:al people in the establishment and man~gementof reserves. The model
bios[>hete resuve was described as consisting d a protected core area sunounded by a buff~r zone and then a transition
area. In the model. use olthe buffer zone was limited to activities compatible wiih the protected core area, such as certain
rese:rch. education, training, reaeation. and tourism. Development activities involving local <:Qmmunities were intended
to lalce place in the transition area (Batlsse 1986). In later versions of the model the buffer zone and the tJansltion areas
were ralamed the inner and outer buffer zones, although their functions were unchanged.
~ are about 300 biosphere reserves worldwldi!. Comparisons betwl!en particular rl!gerVes and the model usuaUy

show :bat thedistinction between the inner and outer buffer zones has blurred 01' disappear~and little attention has been
paid to promoting development in the buffer areas. Although the program has helped highlight the need to consider the
relationship between protected areas and local people, the program has not demonstrated workable approaches.

0I1l! reason for the program's disappointing results is that most biosphere reserves were superimposed on eXISting
parks and reserves (Hough 1988a). "!be agencies responsible (or managing these areas usually la-:ked the resrJW'ces,

I, indination, or ability to modify their management approadl. As a result. the change of slatus to a biosphere reserve w.ts in
I name only. with little charge in emphasis or manag'mlent philosophy'. (Ihis experience ClXTesponds with the i'l"0b!ems
I facing traditional parks described in chapter 2.~l _

.., ..

the 1982 World Parks Congress, MacKinnon and
others (1986, 90) offered the folloVeing:

Areas adjacen! to protected areas, on which
land use is partially restricted to give an
added layer of protection to the protected
area itself while pr<'viding valued benefits
to neighboring rural communities.

1beseauthors emphasize that first priority should
be given to protecting the park or reserve, and that
benefiting local people is a seconddry function.

Buffer zones tend to be conceived as relatively
narrow strips of land on park boundaries, within
which the "sustainable" use of natural resources
wiil be permitted. The activities envisioned for
buffer zones \.I5ually include hunting or fishing
using traditional methods, collecting fallen tim­
ber, harvesting fruit, seasonal grazing of domestic
stock, and culting bamboo, rattan, or grasses. Ac­
tivities forbidden in buffer zones generally include
bUrning vegetation, cutting live trees, construct­
ing buildings, and establishing plantations.

A variety of spatial patterns and arrangements
for buffer zones have been dest:1 ibed (see, for ex­
ample, Lusigi 1981, Macl<inno"" and other:; 1986,
Van Orsdol 1988). Few c( these descriptions are
based on working examples, probably because
these are so rare. Although conservation biologists
have given extensive consideration to the appro­
priate shape and size of protected areas, relatively
little consideration has been given to the factors
that would detennine whether buffer zones should
be inside or outside park boundaries, or how far
the ~.onesshould extend.

Biological and social benefits havc been claimerl
for buffer zones (box 4.2). The biological benefits
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are readily appan.:nt. Most result from the iact that
a buffer zone effectively cxp2nds the protected
area by keeping major human impacts at a greater
distance than would a conventional boundary.

The social benefits from buffer zones are more
questionable. The sustainable use of wild plant
and animal species would require a delennination
of sustainable exploilation limits for a variety of
species, which is likely to be very difficult. Tropi­
cal ecosystems are extremely complex, and the
long-tenneffects of removing single, let alone mul­
tiple, species are not well understood. Even where
sustainable use levels could be detennined for a
variety of species with reasonable certainty, com­
plex regulatory and enforcement mechanisms
would presumably be required to ensure that these
limits were not exceeded. [t is not clear who should
be responsible or how such limits might be en­
forced. While it is possible that local communities
would perceive a self-interest in keeping buffer
zone exploitation sustainable, there is little evi­
dence to support such an assumption.

Another potential social benefit from buffer
zones-providing a mechanism by which local
people can genuinely benefit from the existence of
a protected area-must also be carefully qualified.
For example, it may be difficult to convince local
people that restricted buffer .zone access consti­
tutes a valuable benefit if they had unrestricted
use of the area prior to establishment of the pro­
tected area or if the proposed buffer zone area has
already been degraded. Both of these situations
are rommon on traditional park '.x>undaries.

Another type of benefit that local people might
derive frorn buffer zones would be ~memeasure
of protC'tion from wildlife depredation. In parks
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Box 4.2 Benefitsof buffer zones

Bil/c;giodbnvfiJs
• Provide a physical barrier to human ftlaoadlment into the strictly protected C'>n! zone.
• Provide extra protection from storm damage and miao-diD1ate variation in small reserves.
• EnlMge the effective area of natunJ habitat of the reserve and reduce species los5 throug:l edge effec,:ts.
• Extend tile llabltat-and 1hU! the population slze-of large, wide-ranging species.
• Enhance the environmental servl~ provided by the rESerVe-for Instance, by protecting watersheds and by

contributing 10 c:limatlc ngulation.

SocUzl !Jnlefits
• Promote the susbinabUity of use of wlld plant and animzl species by local communities, thus s:1feguarding

supplies of D'.edlc:inal planlS and wildlife for hunting.
• ~vide a mechanism by which local people can genuinely benefit from the existence of a prutected area and thus

fosler local interest in supporting conservation.
• Compensate local people for loss of 3CCl!S1S to the core-area resources.

Soura: Poore and Sayer (1987).
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where large-mammal populations have expal1ded
because of effective protection, the anilMls otten
pose subst!ntial~~ to local people's crop fields,
their livestock, and even their li\'e5.

Overall, one of the most serious problems with
buffer zones is the implication that the limited
benefits that can flow to local people can change
their behavior, reduce pressure on the plants and
artimals in the protectedarea, ar.d therebyenJ-.ance
the conservation of biological diversity. It is diffi­
cult to find logical reasons for this expectation. In
a review of projects for the International Union for
C~nservation of Nature and Natural Resources
(11J(N), Oldfield (1988, 1) found few examples of
buffer 20ne management programs that "havesuc­
ceeded in establishing stable and compatible land
use systems arourod a protected area in such a way
that local people are genumely reconciled to the
consenation function of the a.ea."

In an attempt to increase the utility of the con­
cept, Wind and Prins (1989) recently defined park
buffer zones simply as areas outside of parks that
are designed to prolect parks. This approach gives
renew~ emp:.asis to protection, finnly relegating
the supply of eta-nomic benefits to local people to
a secondary role, tobe implemented wherever p0s­
sible. Even using this simple d~finition, the diffi­
culties in establishing and regulating appropriate
exploitation regimes are stillli1ccly :0 pose ser.ous
constraints on implementation.

Following the conservation literature and tilt:
approach taken in most protected area manage­
ment plans, this study distinguishes buffer zones
(rl:Im other ICDI' development components by the
zone'~ principal e:nphasis on park protection,
which relegates the supply of local economic ben-

efits to a secondary role, and by t~eir focus on
specifica'ly designated areas of land along pr0­
tected area borders.

Under this in~erpretation, the game manage­
ment areas around South Luangwa National Park
in zambia (box 43) were the only operating buffer
zones among the case studya:eas. Although buffer
zones had been legally established in the
Annapuma Conservation Area in Nepal, on the
borders of Gunung Leuser National Park in Indo­
nesia, and at the Monarch Butterfly Overwinter­
il1g Reserves in Mexico, none was functioning at
the time of our study.

The case study projects show a large gap be­
tween buffer zone planning 3nd reality. This is at
least partly because most protected area manage­
ment agencies have no legal authority to establish
or manage buffer zones-outside or inside parle
boundaries. The governments of Nepal and Indo­
nesia are currently considering appropriate legis­
lation.

To sum up, current buffer zone definitions are
inconsistent and overlook practical problems, and
this precludes their implementation in all but very
limited circumstances. The buffer zone concept,
although deceptively simple and intuitively very
appealing, thus faces considerable challenges. It
remains, however, a high priority for many con­
servation programs, a key componen~ of tradi­
tional-park management plans, and a potentially
important ICOP component.

Low social and tconom!c developmeJl ~

Pmmoting social and ecol1omic dev, lopment
among communities adjacent to protec~ed area
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Box U LupaoJdAdminUtrativ~, Design for Came Maugemmt Areas lADMADE), umbi.1

n.e gacw~ent areas ,:2JI be thought of as large buffer zones surrounding man)' 01 Zambia's national prb.
WiJdllfe is strictly prote<:ted lnsid..: natioN! parks. However, the entire LupandelADMADli project depemfs on revenues frQD'l
huntblg in the gameman~lIt areas. Ileause a revenUHharing system was instituted 10 provide local comm'Ullilies
with prrxlHds from ccncesslor. and hWllirlg·trophy ffts. local people suddellly had an imporhUlt economic: intel'est in
fRMl"'il'Ig wI1dWein their immediate am. As a result, poaching has been virtually elimilYted from the game management
..,because 01 the villav-r:: vigilance. WUclllfe populalions in some game management areas now nceed those inside
saint! national pub.
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boundaries is the central concern of (COPS, clearly
distinguishing them from other conservation
projects. This is a new, highly complex, and .:hal­
Jenging task for cOllSen-ation practitioners. It in­
troduces them to rural development, a field with
an immense analytical literature and decades of
field experience, much of itdisappointing.

Approaches to overcoming or mitigating rural
poverty vary according to perceptions of the un­
ierlying causes. The linkages are complex, vari­
able, and not well understood. For example, the
fact that poverty and environmental degradation
are often found in close proximity should not nec­
essarily be taken as evidence of causality in either
direction (Jaganuathan 1989)- This argues for hu­
mility and f1exibilhy in lCD1'design and implemen­
tation. To reemphasize the conclusion of chapter
2, adequate knowledge of local social, economic,
biological, and cultural factors that s:'Mpe resource­
use patterns is an essential pren.quisite to using
economic development to change these patterns to
mole park-friendly activities.

A recent World Bank survey 0990, 38) of what
isknown about the poorpoints to two "overwhelm­
ingly important determinants of poverty,"

...access to income-earning opportunities and
tJ,e capacity to respond. Where households
·,Ieconfronted with opportunities 10 use their
labor to good purpose, and where house­
hold members are! skilled, educated and
healthy, minimum standards of living are
assurE.d and poverty is eliminat«:J. Where
such opportunities are not present, and
where aca:ss to social services is sevoarely
limited, living standards are unacceptably
low.

71re rural dtritlopmmt trllck rerord

The wise lctlP manager shou~d surely become in­
~onned about some of the pitfalls that have bl!set
past rural development projects, and-most im-

portant-be aware of the approaches that seem to
offer the greatest promise of future success.

For example, starting with the experience of
the major international development agencies, the
World Bank and many of the bilateral donors of
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development dramatically expanded their lend- .
ing for rural developm~nt projects in the 1970s.
The projects were directed toward smallholders
with their own land; only incidental benefits were
planned for the "poorest of the poor" -laborers
and the landless without productive assets (World
Bank 1988,8). According to a World Bank poHey
paper of 1975, t."\e objectives "f the profeds in­
cluded improved productivity, increased employ­
ment and thus higher incomes for target groups,
and minimum acceptable levels of food, shelter,
educatit'n and health. These projects thus bear
comparison to ICDP deveJopment components.

It has long been apparent that many of the
gains from these rural development projects were
notsustained after project completion. In fact, many
projects were later judged failures (lewis 1988). A
World Bank evaluation suggested that despite se­
rious mistakes in the past, the general approach
cculd still succeed (198&). But the report also caUed
for substantN CI anges in rural development
projects that amoun~ to a new model of devel­
opment. Even in tltebest circumstances, the report
warned, rural development projects can be ex­
pected to beexpensive, lengthy, and difficult, with
a high failure rate.

These were the key lessons:

• Rural development was most successful
when govemmentcommitmentto the projects was
strong.

• When appropnate national policies are a~
sent, the ability to sustain even successful projects
is doubtful. The larger poliC'j environment was
perhaps the single most ~mportant factor affecting
projec;t success or failure.

• Sociological studies were inadequate for use
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in r.:ral development planning, especially in rela­
tion 10 the beneficiaries' social. economic, and cul­
tural characteristics.

• Many integrated projects were too ambitious
and complex, ofte.\ placing impossible demands
on local leadership and institutions. As a result,
the projects perfc'nned more poorly than those
with simp!er designs.

• Projects with independent management
units outside regular administrative structures
sometimes helped achieVE: short-ten" objectives,
but at tht! expense of needed. long-tenn institution
building.

• Reliance on expatriate technical assistance
can enhance project implementation but shifts em­
phasis away from human capital development.

• 11lere was a comblon failure to involve po­
tential beneficiaries in the identification and de­
sign of projects. As a result, the beneficiaries had
little stake in sustaining the projects.

• Production components require locally
proven technical innovations, which are often not
avaiiable.

• Monitoring should be routine, with evalua·
tion conducted as an occasional special exercise.

Reports by or about other large development
agencies generally tell a similar stc.ry. Yet-to
briefly preview the case study findings-most of
the lea'S showed no evidence of having absorbed
more than one or two of these lessons.

At the same time, although the earlier rural
development projects and lCOPS have similarities,
some clear distinctions can bP. drawn. Most ::>bvi­
ous, many of thE: international agenc:es' rurai de­
velopment projects were significantly larger,
mere complex, and supported by financial r~

souras of a magnitude greater than any ICOI'. In
addition, many of the tural development projects
were :mplemenred directly by government agen­
des, but ICJPS have been managed by different
types of organizations, including local, nabonal,
and international nongovernmental organi­
zations.

TIle large-agcmcy integrated rural development
projects "Ave Ix!er. criticized for being too "top­
down" iop-down projects estaolish centralized
decisionmaking bureaucracies that fail to in­
vo~ve-<lr be sensiti~'e to the interests of-stalc~

holdes (the intended project beneficiaries). Such
projectsalso rely too much on project "blueprints"
that demand adherence to a rigid-and usually
short-project cycle. A<: Korten has pointed out
(1979, 18), where knowledge is nearly nonexist-

Implnnmling intlgrated CIInSeI'l1aIion.dttdopment projtJ:Is

ent, the blueprint approach calls for behaving as
if it were nearly perfect and although there :s a
need for "a close integration of kr.owledge build­
ing, decision making, and action taking roles, [the
blueprint approach) sharply differentiates the
functions....of the researcher, the planner and the
administrator."

A "bottom-up" model o§ development has
emerged more recentlyand hasbeen strongly pro­
moted and tested bydevelopment J'"mgovemmen­
tal organizations such as the Aga Khan Founda­
tioll, CARE, the Ford Foundation, and World Neigh·
bors. As the anhthesis of the top-dov:n model, the
bottom-up approach emphasizes building slowly
front a small scale, with flexible and adaptive
project management, learning by doing, and in·
volving stakeh"Ilders in all st~gesofa project cycle.

The literature describes different models of ru·
ral development and the considerable controversy
surroundingevaluations oftheir relative effective­
ness. In general, the organi~tionsimplementing
ICDi>s-particularly the nongovernmental organi­
zations-have been more influenced by the bot·
tom-up approach. (The extent to which rural de­
ve!opment approaches have contribllted to ICOP
achievements is described in later chaoters.)

The case study Ic::DI'S thatinclud.. r ...ral develop­
ment components-most of them small scale-in­
clude East Usambara(Tanzania), Khao Yai (Thai­
la"ld), and Talamanca ,Costa Rica), described in
detail in chil~ter 3. Others include Air-Tenere
(Niger), Andohaheia and Beza Mahafaly (Mada­
gascar), Annapurna (Nepal), Boscosa (Costa Rica),
Central Selva (Peru), LupandelADMADE and the
Luangwa Inlegrated Rural Development Proje<.1
(Zambia), and Monarch and Sian Ka'an (Mexico)
(see appendix).

There is an important distinction between the
objectives of l("Drs and of rural development
projects, regardless of whether the latter's meth­
ods are t\Jp-down or bottom-up. Although rural
develoFment projects~k to improve hving stan-­
dard~ and mitigate poverty, ICDPS aim to conserve
biological diversi ty in protected areas. The ICOPS
are ther~foreattempting to use rural development
as a I'fea~ of achieving this goal. This fundamen­
tal distinci:ion adds a layer of complexity to the
design and implemenlationof ICOPS for which there
are few, if any, useful precedents. It is not enocgh.
then, for the social and economic development
components of (COPS to avoid the !,itfalls of aural
development; the ICDPS must also organize their
activities b enha~~r at least not threaten­
ncarby prolected are(s.
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Conrpmsalionand substitution

One subset of the leDI' development comp<'nent
Ciln be identified, with rather more modest goals.
'The aim here is to compensate loea! people for
economic losses caused by the es!'lblis'unen: of a
protectt: j area; provide substitutes for resources
to which access has been denied, such as meat,
timber, and grazing land; or provide alternative
sources of inrome through ru.!W economIC activi­
ties.

lhis approach c-ctn be justified based on the
simple equity argument: that local people should
not have to make economic Sdoifices to protect an
area established '0 provide globa: benefiiS tby con­
serving unique and valuable genes, species, and
ecosystems). It also can' .: argued that providing
appropriate compensation cir substitutes can re­
move the economic inrentive to iIlegal1y exploit a
protected area's natural r~urre;.The latterargu­
ment i~ intuitively very appealing blJt wh<:!ther
compersation and substitution can rcmovc the in­
centives to exploit in undear.
~compensation and substiMion compo~ents

are likely to be oricnt<.'<1 toward people ;iving in
the immediate vicinity (\f a traditional park in­
stead of, for example, people living in regional
urban areas who buy altd sell natu....1 products
such ,'s fuelwood that were collected from the
protected area. Benefits are thus d;:"(;ctcd towdrd
actual or potential agents of park depletion, and
not to the ultimate sources of dema.,d for the re­
SO"..Irces.

Compensation is relatively simple, at least in
theory, and could be in cash payments, goods, or
services. These could be provid~ in exchange for
agreements by local ~p:e to relinquish their
former rights of access anJ to respect Ihe conser­
vation goals of Ute protected area. Substitutes cal'
be targeted on specific resource U5CS. For example,
if a protected area was fcnne~ly used as a source
of fuelwood, woodlots outside the boundaries
might rro\ide an adequate substitute. If a tradi­
tional park was formerly usa; to gr~ze livestock,
water points (in arid ::.reas) or 'iran-feeding (in wet
areas), for example, could~ substituted.

Direct substitutes may not be available outside
the protected area, or may not be consistcnt with
the area's 0biectives. For example, if a traditional
park rp.presP.nls the only local source of construc­
tion materials, medicinal planls, certain fruits, or
rare animal species, subsiitutes probably cannot
be provided for individuals formerly dependent
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0:\ these sources. But an ICOP could provide alter­
natives that attempt 10 increase incomes, reduce
costs, or provide access to new way=> of ear-ling 3

living. These alternatives might include direct em­
ployment, low-inre:-est loans, fertilizer subsidies,
improved access to markets, promotion of nonrural
enterprises, new skills training, and so on. Serious
practical issues are likely to arise in detennining
who !'hould benefit, the form of substitution, and
what the total value of the substitutes should be.

As with buffer zones, compensation and :;ub­
stitution are intuitively appealing and have a cer­
tain simplistic logiC. And, as with buffer zones,
there are substantial obstacles to practical imple­
mentation. The key questions for ICOP compensa­
tion and sobstihltion strategies are who shou1dben­
efit, by hew much, and for how long.

Addressing these questions requires identify­
ing the appropriate community forum and mak­
ing the case that continued compensation, substi­
tution, orboth depend on effective consen·ation oi
the protected area.

For compensation or substitution to be effec­
tive, some form of explidt agreement is desirable.
It should specify the rights and obligations of lhe
respective parties-the local p'-"'Ople and the JCCPor
protected area managers. TIle agreement should
also be supported by enforceabl~ penalties that
provide enough incentive for both sets of parties
to comply. Although thE.'l>reticaUy p!"usible, such
agreements are extremely rare. Local people, in
particular, usually have no recourse.

Four JeDI' case studies included components that
used compensationor substitution (box 4.4). Agree­
ments wi 'h local communities were reached at two
sites, Amboscli National Park, Kenya, and Beza
Mahafaly, Madagascar. At Amboseli, the govem­
ment has failed to keep its side af the agrei!ment
for morc than a decade. At &2:3 Mahafaly, the
agreement has been maintained for several years
through delicate negotiations with local and na­
~::laJ politicians.

Need for linkages

This chapter has discussed three different compo­
nents of leers: protected area management, buffer
zones, and 10Cii1 social and economic developmenL
The Cictivities in ~ach of these components must be
compatibie with those of the other components­
and consistent with a project's conservation goals.
One of the most challenging tasks for ICOP manag-



·t;~

-- ~.~%

,'Or

lrrrplnrrmting Infegraltd consmalion~lopmntlprojed:

Box 4.4 <Ase study projects using compellQtioil or substitution

Amllostli, Kmya. In l!.'(dl.:llIge for relinquishing access to the proposed national park, Masai pastoralists were promised
COtnpt''15Iuon, st1me concession rights, and water points for their livestock in an arid area outside the park. After the patk
was established and. a water piping system constructed, cutbacks in government funding ended the comp.:nsation
Ylyments and maintenance of the piping systelr'. This system has now b..'en Inoperative for more than a decade. The
putonlists have ;ontinued to bring their cattle into tl>e park, particularly dUring the dry season. thus competing ~ith the
1.Ir~ wild hero:vores. IronicaUy, the continuing Masal pr~ce appears to have d15COurag~ poaching. which has
devasbted other parks in East Africa.

A"lIlIJ'UrM, NqtoJ. Tourism had resultl!"..i in he.l'·y fuelwood demands ~or cooking and for heating water, leading to
rapid defor.-station. Following negotiations, the OV.lIers of the r"any small lodges ir. the conserv.;:tlon a:ea agrred to
purchase kerosene 5to"es and to be bound by a regulation that fuel~'OOd collectbn be limited to subsistence use.l'his
measure has dramatically reduced the- demand for fuelwood in the conser..,tiOI'! area.

&m Ml:h4fdy, MuLlg4Salr. An agreement was reached between the project. the local population. a:ld local political
\e~ to give up land for a smali reserve In e)(mange fn r future development benefits, including an access road. an
irrigation canal, and a school. While the canal is not yet working. the other activities have been implemented, sorr:~ after
long delays. Forest gwrds have been hired from local villages and the reserve is adequately protected. Local t'OOple have
supported the project's conservation goals while receiving fairly modest development aenefll! in return. This appears
attributable to L'le complete otbsence of' government services in the area and i1 ten-year invC'lvement ...I expatriates
committoo to a posltille relationship with local communities andan effective dialogue with government agencies.

Chillmrt, Nepdt. In 1976 park aUlhorities responded 10 II'lClI pressure by allowing villagers to collect tall grasses for
house constructl.m and thatching on::e a year from inside the national park. which is m..w the onlr remaining IOC:'Ilsource.
This arrangement, which is at the discretion of the park authorities, ro;tores a former practice :hat w~s interrupti'd when
the p:1lk was established in 1973. While Villagers bel'efit from this arrangement. raptd DO?ulation grow.h and an acute
shortage of resources h.we led to inCif:'a54!d pressure (on the park, whi,h now relics for protection on 500 permanently
deployed soldiers from the Neyale:;e Amty.

·"t.

ers is to promote development activities that not
only improve loea: living standards but also lead
to strengthened park management.

This goal can ('reate difficult dilemmas for
project managers. For examp,~,buildingan access
road may enhance local development by improv­
ing market access-but experience shows it may
also improve park access for illegal hunting, tim­
ber cutting and settlement. Improving farming
tools or introducingdraft anirrals may allow fann­
ers to inr.rease productivity-but it may aiso free
up labor, thereby leading to more land dearing
and an expansion \if the agricultural frontier. Ag­
ricultUral development may pril' :ipally benefit
smallholders-btlt the rural lanc'~ .?Ss ma~' repre­
sent a gre.·ter th~at to the park.

:',{on: gt.",erally, pror-cts nee-l :) challenge the
~onvenient and widesprcad-" i totally unsup­
ported-assumption that peop'. made bcUcr-off
by a deveiopment project wil! .~frain from illegal
explQitation of a nearby park ~ , the absence of the
negative incentive provided 'Y·., noreeffcetivepcn­
ah;~. Such an expcctatior .t; naive; there :s an

inescapable and widespread need to strengthen
guard patrols and to impose penaltIes on those
conducting iilega} actio limes in parks. This is not
inconsistent with the ICDP concept when such en­
forcement activities ~t'e integrated with genuine
local development efforts and serious attempts to
improve loeal people-park management commu­
nications through education campaigns.

These complexities all reemphas!ze the impor­
tance of linking the different compOnents of an
reCt>. A wide range of developmer . acti\ities can
increase local incomes and living st~ndards.What
is less dear is how these and other prC'jcct devel­
opment components can be expected to enhance
the conservation of biohgical diversity, particu­
larly in the absence of more effective enforcement.
During project design, "pry care!ul thought must
be given to the anticipated linkages between the
social and economic benefits for people living o~d­

side protected area boundaries and the needed be­
havioral responses to reduce pressure on resources
inside the boundaries.
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Thischapter describes how the case study projects
attempted to generate social and economic ben­
efits for local people through (1) natural re.;ource
manager.~entoutsidecore protected areas, f2) com­
munity social services, (3) nature tourism, (4) road
construction for market access, and (5) direct em­
pioyment. The chapter also briefly consIders :\OW

these benefits were distributed-to indi.....iduals,
groups, or communities--and whether the ben­
efits have contributed to the integrated conserva­
tion-<levelopment project (ICOP) goal of conserving
biological diversity.

Resource management outside proleded areas

Most of the projects have attempted to encourilge
the use of improved natural resource managel:'lent
in and around their targeted communif.cs, with
two Immediate objectives. The first W:lS to increase
the income of individuals cr groups with natural
resource ownership rights (or access) whi!e con­
serving the natural resource base-soils, primary
or secondary forests, fresh water, wildlife, and so
on. 'P.le second was to encourage the substitution
of more intensive production systems for existing
extensive systems, thus reducing future pressure
on proteded a:o..ystems. Extensive systems are
,my form of logging, colla:tion of fuelwood or
other forest products, hunting, livestock grazing,
shifting cultintion, slash-and-burn agricu lture, or
otller uses that deplete the resource-; 01' an area,
with the practition~rs then moving on to newar­
eas, a strategy that now on!y appears sustainable
in t'le i:lcreasingly r?re situation of population
densities that are both low and stable.

In somecase study arez: appropr..lte technol(l-
, gies ror improved resource management "-:re al­

ready known and used on a limited basis locally,
in which case the ICorS usually attempted to cn­
courage adopti:m on a wider scale; in other areas,
new technologies were needed. Technical options
used in :he case study projects included irrigativn

JZ

worh; new crop varieties and cu:tivation meth­
ods; soil treatments to reduce erosion, increase
iIUiltration, and restore fertility; contour planting
and maintenance of vegf.tatiO:l cover; energy sav­
ing to reduce fuel consumption; production cf tree
seedlings to prcvidp fueiwood and construction
materials; wells cmd boreholes for livestock in arid
areas and stall-feeding in wetter areas; and low­
intEnsity logging.

Resource management activii:ies were concen­
trated in four sectors: agroforestry, foresiry, irriga­
tion and water c:or.'Tol (for' crop::> or livestock), and
wildlife, In e·..aluating reS(lurce management
\\'ilhin ICOI'S, this study did not evaluate whethe:­
particular technical approaches were appropriate,
ellcept where such judgments were e,,;dent from
the experienceof the projects.The study was more
concerned with identifying whether the technoio­
3ies had been wideI.>' adopted, whether resource
1:'Ianagement practices had been intensified as a
"esult, whether economic benefits had bf>P.n gener­
'!ed locally, how tlte benefits were distributed,
"nd whether proteeteJ area cor.servaticn was-or
N"S likely to ~nhanced as a result (see the
:tppencix tf\ this chapter). 7he study recognized
lhat altho,,"gh some of the ICOP activities rad no
cirect link to ::oilservation, they nonetheless played
a \'ah,a~le role in 3'!nerating local porulzr sup­
port ior the projects; and that :;orne !CDPS have
been operatir.g for too short a :ime for positive
results to be Widely apparent

The case study projects with resource manage­
ment components make clear that local physical,
ecolOgical, and climatic conditions limit available
tl'Chnologies. AHhough technologies are increas­
ingly available to enhance producti\";l;- ,md inten­
sify land USP. in wet areas (World Bank 1':'90:, op­
tions in dry areas are extumely limited (Nelson
199(». Few cf the projc?cts have allocated enough
resnurces to carry \'ut systematic experiments to
identify new agricultural or a;;rofOl"cstry options,
although some have established miormallinki\gcs



to research institutes. Thus there is a lack of site­
specific packages to provide alternative cultiva­
tion methods for the rnarginal la"ds at most of the"
case study sites. There has been little use of ill(Ji~·

enous knowledge and technologies.
Land and resources in somea~as have !lislori­

callybeen abundant and readily accessible. People
Jiving near traOitional parks that at least nomi­
nallyproteet relatively largeareas of forest orother
natur,ll ~temsmay believe this abunda.."lcc con­
tinues, despite the outsider's v;ew that only frag­
ments ot the original plant and animal spedes
remain. In these circumstances the conservation or
inocnsification of land·use practices is unlikely to
be attractive to local residents. In the absence of
other incentives, merely suggesting ordemonstrat­
iug bet.er resource management practices is un­
likely to bring significant change. For example,
farme!s are unlikely to be unduly concernedabeu t
soil erosion-and prepared to invest valuable la­
bor resources in controlling it-if they can burn
and clear nearby forE"it land and ccntinue exten­
sive cultivation practiceo:;.

There is little evidence as yet among the case
studies of widespread adoption of environmen­
tally benign technologies with the potential to in­
crease income or intensify land use. It is, however,
to<' early to evaluate the projects that started ::om­
paratively recently, r.,any of wnich are cn"lphasiz­
ing C'groforestry. In a few cases, proiects have pro­
r.tOted aUematives before local people felt they
were needed. Examples are the woodless house
cor.struction tedmique introduced ,,: Air-tenere.
Although this knowloo~may prove useful, few
pet>ple as yet have adopted this construction tech­
nique.

It is e\ident that an apprvpriate frameworJt- of
incentives must be established to t!ncourage the
adoption of new technical options or the continua­
tion of sound existing practices. These incentives
should be directed toward groups or indi"iduals
whose actions threaten the protecttY.t area. Incen­
tives may be specifically designed to provide local
peoplewith inco~amingoFpt>rtunitiesthat are
contingent on respecting regulations in protected
areas. They could incl~de improved acr.e:;s to mar­
kets, Jow-interest credit, th'?c1arification orre(orm
of land tenure arrangements, shares of revenue
from tourism and safari hunting.. direct employ­
rr.ent by the protl'Cted <!!'ea or the ICDP, limi ted
access to resources from witltin the protected area,
and yrovision of community sen';ces.

To facilitate the identification, dissemination,
and adoption of sound technical practices, appro-

priilte social and institutional arrangements m'llst
also be ~tablished. These can include fonnr.i ar­
rangemenl~with govemment agencies responsible
for programs such as agricultural research and
extension, ~ucation,healthcare, wildlife, forestry,
and so on. They also can include the e!;tablishment
or anodification of community organizations that
can both mediate between villagers and outside
bodies-such as government representatives and
JCDP personnel-and make local resource manage­
ment decisions.

Community social services

Several of the case study projects have provided­
or supported the establishment of-basic socicJI
services in the communities they are targeting.
These services have included school building con­
struction, support for teacher salaries and equip­
ment purchases, construction and support of health
clinics, family planning, sanitdtion and nutrition
programs, and a day care center. Although these
types of services are more commc nly provided by
government, many of the communities trrgeted
by (COPS are in remote areas, beyond the reach of
existing national programs.

As an ICDI' component the provision of commu­
nity-level social services can be a response to the
expressed needs ofa cO;llmunity·-or it can be part
of the compensation in exchange for seltir.g aside
protected iands or forcooperating with the project's
conservation objectives.

A:nong the case study projec~ the most ex­
plicit compensation package was the agteement
reached with the peopleof Bela Mahafaly, in ~fada­

gascar, which included providing a school and
support for a teacher's salary. At Amboseli, in
Kenya, a clinic was provided (or the Masai as part
of the agreement to establish the park, although
aJternate grazing lands were the pivotal issue. In
the remaining cases, community socia: senices
were provided to impro\'e local living standards,
without direct or explicit conservation links.

Social sen.;ces can be provided lo communities
under various arrangements. They may be given
"free" by the project or as part of an agreement
thot includes other components-as at Beza
Mahafaly. Or, a n"minill fee rmy be charged thc~e

using the services. The services a Iso may represent
the outcome of a joint venture between the project
and the community, requiring the community to
contribute cash, labor, or otherr;oods :md services.
The la tter approach has beer. successfully adopted
by the Annapurna project in NepaJ (box 5.1).

33



Seve:-alqtJeStionsarisewhen1m'Sprovide com­
munity services. What kind of communityservices
are appropriate in particular ...ircumstances? Who
selects tN services-t:le project or the commu­
nity? If the community, which members of the
community make the selections? And who ben­
efits? We ).»)c at these issues in the discussion of
communilyparticipation in ICOIPS in chapter 6.

N~ture tourism

The beneJils from all kinds of international tour·
ism are oi considerabl~ interest to governments
badly in need of foreign exchange. The econo~ic

benefits to be gained from tourism linked to natu·
ral areas-nature tourism-have long been recog­
nized as significant for conservation. Nature to~r­

ism can generate beJlefits for conservation at sev­
eral !evels:by providing an economic return to tile
nation, it can justify setting aside large areas of
land for conservation; entry fees can generate sub­
stantial funds to support manage:nent; and tourist
expenditures (on lodging, transportation, food,
guides, and souvenirs) can be an important source
of income for communities nearby, compensating
them for loss of access to traJitional fCS()urces al'ld
giving them an incentive to conserve the wildlife.
The case study ICDI'S have promoted nature tour·
ism to pro\ide funds for protected area manage­
ment and generate income gains for local commu­
nities. (For a more general discussion of nature
tourism, see Boo 1990 and Lindberg 1991).

II' economic terms, tourism is the most impor­
tant activity in or around the case study sites at
Air-Tenere(Nige::,), Amboseli (Kenya), Anr.apurna
(NepaJ>, Chitwan (Nepal), Khao Yai ('atailand),
Monarch (Mexico), and Volcanoes (Rwanda). The
countries in v;hich these case studies are located,
plus Costa Rica, aJl generate substantial foreign

exchange earnings from tourism associated with
protected areas. Khao Yai and the Monarch But­
tcrfly Overwintering Reserves also attract many
domestic tourists.

The tourism components of thecase study ICDfS

haveemphasized mitigating the environmental ef­
fccts of tvurism (Air-Tencre, Niger, and
Annapuma, Nepal), increasing the economic re­
turn from tourism (Volcanoes, Rwanda), redirect­
ing the «onomic benefits from tourism toward
local people (Amboseli, Kenya, and Annapuma,
Nepal), and conducting promotion and education
activities for tourists (Monarch and Sian Ka'an,
Mexico) (box 5.2).

1l1eresults thus far have been disappointing, to
say the least. In general, all spending by visitors­
on transportation, food, :odging, or even park en­
try fees-gocs directly to the central trea:,ua'Y or to
private corporate interests that have been granted
cono:ssions (Annapuma is an exeertion). At popu­
lar sites, tourism revenues greatly ex.-:ecd protected
area operating budgets. It is unusual for any of
these revenues to be returned directly for park
management and extremely rare for a ~venue

share to go to local people. For t:xample, the value
of visits by tourists to Khao Yai National Park in
Thailand ~s been estimated at $5 million annu­
alty, which is about 100 times the natioilal park
budget; none of it goes to local people. The rev­
enues from tourists visiting the mot:ntain gorilJas
of Rwanda are returned to Volcanoes and other
naticnal parks in Rwanda but, again, local ~ple
do not participate in the benefits. In three case
study projects, local~ple received S<lmeshare of
entry fees or amounts paid to concessionaires:
Amboseli (Kenya), Annapuma (Nepal), and Mon­
arch (Mexico). Some local employment opportuni­
ties were linked to tourism at Chitwan (Nepal)
and Volcanoes (Rwanda), but these were ins-..Jffi-

Box 5.J LOC'al contrib11tions to soci~1 services: The Antupuma project

Th~Anr'lapuma Conservalion Area proj«t in Nepal ~as avoided in...sttng in community projects as "gifts" and has
cun:ioislently insisted on local parlidpalion, in c..sh 01 :aNr, in Iny community project. At least ... 50 peruml local
contribution I' usually planned, and wherever possible project inputs ar~ limited to contributions in kifld (such as
purch_~goods). -;nis is b3S4:d on the belief that when local peopie are interesled enough in a venture 10 invest in it-as
opposed 10 receiving a perhaps-unwanlC!<! girt-lhey will have a grealer Interest in ensuring that the venlure su«eeds.

On this basis, loal people In the village when: the project headquart~s Is locatPd raised 1OO,OCO ~R (S5,OOOj as malch·
ing funds for a rommunity heallh center, a process thai look more Ihan a year. For a I"-~Ismail·scale hydroelec!TiC project,
• Canadwl donor provided 900,000 1>.. (545,000> and the FJroje.."t provided 350.000 r.il (SI7,OOO). The panc.'1ayal (Ihe local
pol1ticalor~lzalion)(btalned and look responslbUity for a five-year bank loon to cover Ihe remaining 5jQ,OOO :"1 (S:!7.ooo).
The OWllUS of small IO'.JJ'isl trekking lodges raised 50 perc:ent of the cosl of repairing and cleaning up lhe f()('lpalh~ and
trails In l1Ielr a:N. This approach. ;,lthougn pall'lstatdnglyslow, appc!al'S to be ....orking extremely well and eliciting serious
loal conslde1'3lion and participation. (t may, however. be undermined by the {ageml!S$ of other donors to become in­
volved in the conservation area and to make large grants 10 the communities-something (I)(al leade.s are we)) aware of.
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Box 5.2 Nature tourism

AiT-TCIItJ'e Resew, Nige'. nus area has become an illaeasingly popular attrac'rion for European and North American
:our1slS wlIo aosa the deslrt in all-terrain vehicles. The wilcUife of the reserve are a primary attraction for to'..Irists and,
thus, an economically importaJ'lt. The developlllent of a locally based tourist industr)" is recognized by th~ project as a
potellticilly important 1000g·tenn development strategy that, if properly controlled, may be made c:ompatible with c:onser-­
vation objectives. The proj.!Ct is attempting to promote increased loal par~<ipation in the tourist industry, which Is
currenlly dominated by tOlU operators located in Agadez. about 300 kilometers south of the rescrvl;. The project has
cooperated with local artisans In establishing a cent.., for displaying and selling local arts 3nd aafts.

A1IJIqIlru~ Ami project, Nepal. Since Nep~ was opened to foreign visitors in the 195Os, tourism has
expanded rapidly to bec:ome the country's top foreign exchange earner. More than 30,000 trekkers ..isit the spectacular
AnJ>:'IPuma ~rca each year (13 J'ftmanent ropuIation is 40,000'. The growth in the number of visitors ha..c; led to a
prolJeration of smaU tea ,,'lops and tr6JOng lodges along the trails but has had a Sllbstanlial nesative Impact on the
natw.1 ~vironment.Large areas of forest have been cut to provide cooking. heating. ard lodging for visitors.

AJ. carll' goal of the conservation project was to :naease the IOCII economic benefits from tourism al1d t;) redl.~'e the
envirorunen:al impact of trekkers. Training courses for the owners of lodges and tea shops have upgraded the quality of
service, standardized menus and prices, and improved standards of sanitation and waste disposal. These sua:esses have
grady enhanced the status and L"Ouence of the project lQ(;3lly. To conserve eIIergy in the .:oaservation area, lodges and
exped.itiOl15 are now required to ..ase l.erosene, with fuel wood collection being limited to subsistence usc. The conservation
project 1m provided expertise, but roOt financ:ing. for lodge owners to install back b.1ilers (which ht"at rK)'c1ed water
during cooking to conserve energy) and solar panels. Lodo~ owr.ers have also contributed to .~ cost of trail upgradang
and maint:!nance.

The valueof the economic benefits being accumulated D)' lodge owners has not bce1I estim;t'ed b.lt Is de-nly consider­
able by \oc:;l standards and has dramatically increased the a'/erage pet capita inc:ome. The use to ....hicll this surplus is
lJeing put has not been monitor"':'. SotM lodge owners have bought land in the nearest 10,",11, :'okhara, while others SC:ld
th~r children to better schools in 13rger to",""1'IS. In the villaGes on the m:ljor trekking routes, the incomes of about 100 to 150
families OlOo'lling tea shops or lodges have significantly incrrosed in the last Q~ade. However, employment fur noniamily
members appears !o be very limited, and with the notable e:!xc:cption of SQme seasonal vegetables, most supplies are bought
from PokNn, many originating fron: outside Nepal. Some good~are purchased from traders wl:o move up and down th;:
trails, aIId employment for porters has undotolltedly inaeaS«! b«ause all goods must be carrit'd by hand. But the
significant local economic benefits from tourism h~ve not~n distributed widely either among or within Villages.

An ~lry fee to the Annapuma Conservation Area has beet, coll~tcd from vi~itorssince 1:39. The 200 rupee (:-:11, 58)
f~, whid required govftllment appreval. is yielding an annual revenue of 4 million SR {Sl60,OO())-equal to half the
revenues !rom all of the tekking permits issueo:l in Nepa:, or more than 40 percent of the revenues rom all otthc national
parks combined. The revenues c:ollected pass directly to the Annapurna Conservation Area project.

Roym ChilrDGlI Nl:llioNl P""k, Nepal. Chitwan lias grown in importa:lcc as a tourist destination since t!le first ...ildllfe
safari lodge "''l:S establislted In 1965. Seven IIigb-cost tourist lodges now h3ve lic:mSC5 to operate in the park, ar,d more
than forty small ones have sprung up outside:!. The park entry fcc i5 now 250 SR (59). Trained elc:p~ants are used to
transport people around the park from both areilS. The number (')f visitor.' ha!> risen steadily and seems like:y to continu~ to
grow. Exceptfor the annual grass collection (see:ox 4.4 ill ch3pter 4), the benefits flow!rg from the park to local peopleare
minor. Inconnst to Nepal's Himalayan parks, local pcopl~ 3re only miJr31nally involved in lourisr:l in Chitwan pa;k.
While tra:iers bc:nefit, lI'~..r people face higher local prices 3S a result of tourism.

l(M;, Ydi, Tlll2i11md. KIIlI() Vai has become a premier tourist destin3tion sInce its establishmentin 1962 as Thailand's first
national ~rlc. Owing the 1980, the park atlracted 250,000 to 400,000 Thai and foreign visiton an:lually. These vi~;tt:rs

spend an estlmatl'CI 15(J million bahl (55 million) each year on admission, lodging fees, transportation, food, and other
~c:es llithin the park; the annual budget for park management is 3.3 million baht (S120.000). Virtually none of the
re- enuesees to people living in the villag" surroundin~the p.uk. The 5up Tai project, in Sup Tai village next to the park
(see chapin' 3), indudcsa small jungle trekking program for "lsi tors. This program attracts scver.J1 groups each year to Sup
Tai village, but the economi. l1enefits gener':lled are modest, even for O!IC village.

MaMfch Butterfly OtItr.ui7tlnilfg Rtserws, Mcico. The spcct<1cular display of 'he Monarch butterflics provides a Wlique
nature lourism opportunity. The rescrvt:S received nearly 100,000 visitors in 1989. Yet only one of the five reserve areas is
equipped for tourism. The faciliticslnc!uc:!c.m intl'rprctive:! tr.:lil.:lnd \'lsitor center. with the ncarest community receiving
the entrlll1ce fees to U5e for corr,;nunlty projects. The com"luni ty iJJ~bc:ndit:o from Selles and CIIlploymmt generated by a
small store that Monarca, AC., the nongove:!mmental org:lni7.;Ition implcmentlns the project, helped establish in 19$6.
Women from the community have put up stand, to scll food to lourisrs. In general. ho....ev~r, tourism to the area is
unr~tedand disorganized. &nefits to the local c:ommunity arc ..me\'enly distributed and offer insulficient Incentive to
stop deforl!Siai.:.'!'. As e"I'Ipioym"llt in the:! area continues to decline. the:! unrealized conSll'vation valu'! of tourism increaSC.'S
while the tiny reserves continue to ~ logged.

Vola_s MuioMl ?lIrk, Rw,malJ. The p.Jrk's mountain gorillo15 are !he:! nation's main tourist allrolctior•. i'nor to lhcslart
of the tourisn: compor.(:nt of the project in 1979, the rark reeei vcd about 1,200 Visitor; annually. Visits inae;sed to nearly
5,000 in 1983 and more than 10,000 i111989. Thi~ inaease, combined with Olio increase in gorilla vlewil'g fees (from S5!0 5200
per ro!lSOll), has led toa t;,irtyfold l:lCrea~ in tourism rev~nucs. Proj<'Ct st.:.ff have h"biluated gorilla groups 10 human pres­
ence, permitting the animals to be clvsely approached by touri~ts. Current direct tourism re...enue at the park i!r ab~ut Sl
mil!lon anr.ually. A pr"portio:l of the:! prlX'~5 are returned to COn5CI\';Ition in R""3nJa but none goes to local p''''ple. The
government has recently put significant pressure on the pr,'jl."'t t<: allo\\' more ·..islts to the gorillas to e:Jrn higher revenues.
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._.. dent to attract much popula:o local support for the more likely to be selected for subsistence use and
parks. local exchange rather than for sale in small towns

To summarize this rather bleak picture, a senti- or other regional markets. In these circumstances
-:;. ment expressed by Hernanta Mishra (1984) of the it can be difficult to introduce new crops, new

King Mahendra Trust lor Nature Conservation at varieties, or nE:W cultivation techniques that are
the 1982 World Parks Congress bears repeating. less threatening to the environment without im-
Although he was referring specifically to Nepal's proving market access. Some of the case study
Royal Chitwan Nation;d Park, his thoughts are projects attempted to improve market access
applicable to many conservation sites today: through road construction and through the pro-

motion of marketing associations (chapter 6).
()oJr preoccupation with hopes that tourism Roads that provide or improve access to re-
will catalyze local support or change public gional product and labor markets are h\&hlY val-, attitue:tes seems to beself-defeating since the ued and can serve 3!', powerful in.:entives to the
benefits from tourism were overplayed both adoption of more intensive agricultural and for-
by government authorities and tourist orga- cstry techniques. Although the distribution ofben-
nizations._. The concept of selling the idea efits from improved market access varies by com-
of a national park from the benefits te the mun:ty, the economic situation of entire villages
local people from wildemess-oriented tour- can improve significantly. Th2 construction or im-
ism has not been successful and is unlikely provi!ment of access roads has had a substan.iaJ
to have any positive impact within the next impact at se,,-eral of th(> case study sites. In some
decade. (203, 207/ cases these improvements were initiated l:y the

f rojects, while in others they were unconnected.
Even if the vast conservation benefits poten- At Beza Mahafaly, in Madagasc1r, villagers spc-

'iallyavailable from nature tourism could be real- dficallyagreed to the establishme~tofa reserve in
ized, it is important to remember that only a small exchange for external support for local develop-
minority ofproiected areas attract significant num- ment projects. Impro';ement of an access road to
bers of visitors. The characteristics of sites attract- the nearest market town was a top priority. On a
ing large numbers of tourists include spectacular much la:ger scale, the Luangwa Integrated Rural
scenery, large mammals, uniqueness, reasonable Development Project (LImp) in Zambia includes a
access,and developed infrastructure (sut.:h as roads substantial road construction component. In Indo-
and accor.unodation facilities). The proportion of nesia the irrigation projects linked to Dumoga-
most countries' protOOed areas for which large- Bone National Park would have had little value
scale tourism is viable is thus extremely small. In without the imt>rovement of a highway oonnect-
particular, the potential for many tr(\pical moist ing the valley with neamy towns, enabling local
forest sih!s to attract large numbers of tourists is rice sC!pluses to be exported.
limited. For example, the Gunung Leuser and However, roads can have other, less predict-
Dumoga-Bone Nationdl Parks in th~ Indonesian ..ole effl!\:ts on protected ai"eas. As described in

" Outer Islands, which are biologically among the chap~er 3, substantial r(\~d improvements at ,Sup.' ,
'."!.- most important conservation sites in Southeast Tai village on the OC' Jl~! of Khao Yai National
" Asia, are unlikely ever to attract significant num- Park in Thailand have ."aused local land prices to...

bets of tourists. In Madagascar, the presence of soar, forcing indebted smallholders off the land

, , rare and endangered species attracts small num- and adding to Thailand's rapidly grow;ng popula-
bers of visitors to several tropical forest sites. This tion of migratory landless. The effects of these
fonn of "ecotourism;' or adventure tourism, can changing land ownership pattelns on ~he national
make modest contributions to local economies but park a~ impossible to predict.
does not have the potential to attract the volumes Roads also can directly endanger conservation,

, of tourists who flock to Nepal's Himalayan parks as is readily evident in the Amazo:l. Gunung Leuser
...... and the African wildlife parks. National Park, in Indonesia, has been c.Jt in two as

a result of the transformation of a rough seasonal
Road eonstruc:tion for market a.:cess road through the park into an all-weather high-

way. ~ttlershave expanded along the road flOm
Product marketing opportunilies in remote rural three small enclaves, removing timber and other
communities tend to be limited by the difficult,.· of forest products, burning, and plan·ing annual
access to and from villages. Crops are therefore crops. Gunung Leuser's species-rich lowland for-

~
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ests have I'lOW been degraded in a swath stretch­
ing tor sevaal kilometers on both sides of the
road, essen~llybisecting the park and threaten­
ing its ecological integrity.

All roads also open the po!>Sibility of increased
inward migration, possibly b}" people attracted by
the I<D'. Roads, in tum, facilitate the transport of
iDegal produets-fuelwood, construction materials,
or wildlife--f.-om a protected a.ea. AS with many
other ICDP interventions, road construction requi~
a mechanism to monitor effects an~ modify project
approaches during implemen-tation.

Direct employmel1t

The most direct source of income arising from an
ICDP is a job with the project or wi th the proteCted
area targeted by a project. All case study projects
created at lea:;t some local employment, whether
temporary or permanent. Positions included game
scouts (in Africa), park wardens and guards,
guides, community extension workers, adminis­
lrat!ve staff, cooks, manual laborers and construc­
tion workers, carpenters, and mechanics. The di­
reet distribution of these benefits is oblliously lim­
ited to the employees and their families, and de­
pendS on where they spenc; their wages.

'The Administrath-e Design for Game Manage­
ment Areas (AOMADE) program in Zambia supports
400 village scouts pennanently. The Nazinga Game
Ranch in Burkina Faso hired about 600 local people
for about two years during thf' initial constl"Jction
and has hired intermilt~ntlysince then. No other
projects helve come close to mat;;hing this numbu
of jol)s, althcugh many provided long-term em­
ployment for much smaller numbers. The project
in the East Usambara Mountainsin Tanzania hired
fifteen village coordinators and trained them in
extension work. The government has comMittOO
to hiring these individuals .i5 ~nnanentcivil ser­
vice employees after the project ends. local hiring
b~' the other projects has been limited.

Most project-related employment has r~ulted

from specific needs related to construction, main­
tenance, accommodation, and so 01' Job opportu­
nHies through the projects can create considerable
local goodwill and can make a substantial eco­
nomi~contribuhon, oarticu!arlv in the caseof smaI:
communities. !f the'per;ocI of employment is lim­
ited by the length of ~he project, however, any
conservation benefits are likely to be temporary.
At this sta~ thl:rc has been little e',;dence of in­
creased indirect empio)'me:lt arising fr0m stimu­
lation cf local economies by any pro~t.

Efforts to promote local development

Linking the benefits from development to
conservation

The case study projects have brought benefits to
local people, principally through iI'comegain,; and
improved acc.~ to social sen;ces. Sorne of these
gains have been achieve.i by innovative project
components implementee under challenging dr­
cumstances. From astrict.y developmental per­
spective, :r.everal of the pTOi' :15 appear quite prom­
ising-and one or two velj' "'lccessful.

However, the goals of 1_ JPS arc considerably
more ambitious than to fro 'ide social and eco­
nomic benefits. The lcopappr.,'Jch has tobejudg~
on whether developmen'; inibatives have contrib­
uted to improved management and security of a
protected area, and whether 1)Cal people have be­
come reconciled to the exist€,ce of the protectoo
area. The critical lir.k.lgc between development
and conservation is still generally missing or un­
clear. It is still doubtful that many ICDP·generated
local benefits have ~educed pressure on the areas
the (COPS are trying to piOto.'Ct.

Questie"ns remain about ~!1c adequacy of the
benefits generatE'd, their dh :;;outior, and even
their specific purposes. A ke) i~ ...ue is the o;..tent to
whicn loca! people have parh":lpated in lelY." com­
ponents designed te' provide them with benefits.
More than two decades of r~ial dC\'clopment ex­
perience sugges~s that proje:t success is rarely
achieved without local partici Jation. These issues
are discussed in greater detail in chapter 6.

Appendix. Xatural resource ~Ttanagement

components of case study pr(:jecls

Agrcforestry

Annapurna C"I".sert'ation Area pr~'je,', Nerxzl. As
part of efforts to combat deforestation, the first
stage of this project included establishing several
.:ommunity nurseries and distributing tree seed­
lings free or at low cost. Farmers havc h."':11 en­
couraged to plant tre<>s 10 stabilize s!('f\.'; and pro­
\'ide fuelwood and fodder. Although the demand
for seedlings has been encouragingly high, there is
little information on survival rates. It is lh~s diffi­
cult to know hew effective the nursc;ics arc. As
predictionsof local fuel wood deficits become more
pessimio;tic, the successful promotion of high-alti­
tude tree planting in the ncar future assumes criti­
cal importance. The project is also encouraging
staU.iC"!ding of livestock. a major s~ift in land use,
which cOllld focus greater attC~ltjon on the pro-
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duetion of fodder trees. .
The secondstag~ of the Annapuma project

started in 1991 aM emphasizes agroiorestry as the
main tool for boosting the incomesof thepoor farm­
ers who comprise the Vast majonty. of the region's
popma,tion. Possible technical sOlutions are to be
worke-:l out wi~ assistance from outside experts
and a iocal agriCultural research station. This ap­
pears to be the best strategy in the absence of ad­
equate resources to invest in infrastructure, such as
hydroelectric powergeneration. But little is known
about the fanning systems now used or their p0­
tential for productivity improvements. There are
few convincingexamplesof successful agricultural
or forestry development in the Himalayas, and the
Annapurna pro~ faces a formidable ':halleng~in
attempting to significantly improve economiccon­
ditions for the region's farmers.

Bururi and Rurnonge projects, BunmJi. When the
Bururi project began, logging "nd fuelwo:>d col­
lection for local use had already degraded part of
this very small reserv~, and pine plantations had
been established inside the reserve. ProjP.ct activi­
ties had initially emphasized the esta!llishment of
nurseries and plantations to produce exotic tree
species, primarily pines. But a subsequent project
evaluaticn pointed out that the plantation trees
were of little economi-: interest locally, that the
plantations had little conservation value, and that
illegal exploHation of the reserve was continuing
unchecked. In response the project reoriented :ts
activities, hiringeleven guards and an agroforestry
adviser led by a Peace Corps voh.mteer.

The guards sharply reduced reserve encroach­
ment. Project personnei report tha t the wood bio­
mass produced as a re~ult of the project
agroforestry activitiej ha" started to provide an
alternate source to the reserve's trees. The govern­
ment assumed financial responsibility for the
project afterUSAID funding expired in 1987, by
wt-:ch time the project had distributed 250,000 seed·
lings to local fanners, consolidated reserve man­
agement and enforcemtnt, and marked the reserve
boundaries. 'Recent cutbacks in government sup­
port have led to problems such as an inability to
buy plastic seedling bags, reducing the nurseries'
distribution capacity.

The Rumonge project is attempting to replicate
the Dururi experience around three smcJlI reserves,
beginning 'with nursery establishment and
agroforestry trials. oy 1988 eight nurseries had
been established ,and were prodUcing more than
200,000 seedlings annually. At Bururi and
Rumonge, local pt'ople appear to have benefited
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from receiving or buying tree seedlings from the
project nurseries, although some families have been
relocated from the reserves. Increased enforcement
appears to have been critical in reducing illegal
logging and fuelwood collection.

Eilst Usllmbara Mountains, Tanzania. Industrial
logging was stopped before the project began. The
major resource management challenge has 1:x:en to
introduce an effective substitute for tile cultivation
of ca:-damom, an important local income source
and a major expvrt crop, but one that degrades the
soil and requires continuou~forest clearing. Dem­
onstration agroforestry plcts have beenestablished
in several villages alY.! pr"ject smff have worked
directly with individual far.ners to ex-periment with
a variety of cash crops in combination with differ­
e:at tree speO'2S. The project has been operating for
only two years and thus is not .~ady to be evalu­
ated. However,despiteclearlocal interest, there is
no evidence that any of lhe new options are being
widely adopted as cardamom alternatives-

Talamanca Region, Costa Rica. Small fanners
throughout the region depended on cacao as a
primary source of income until monilia pod rot. a
fungal disease, devastated cacao production. A.'lAJ,

the local nongovernmental organization running
the project, has prom(\(ed community-run nurser­
ies in an attempt to introduce improved varieties
of cacao a"d other agroforestry SFecies, to estab­
lis,", a stable and diversified production base for
local (ommunities. A~."l reviews characteristics of
species grown worldwide to identify those that
are suited to the agroecological conditions in
Talamanca. Tests for suitability are carried out on
an c:xperimental fann, and if successfui, the plants
are transferred to the nursent!S. Local demand has
been generated for one crop native to Brazil, pre­
viously unknown in Costa Rica, whic'" produces a
refreshing ;Uice. Creating demand for such new
prl'ducts has proved difficult, however, because
fanners prefer to plant cacao. They are familiar
y,ith it, 3 market-albeit weak-exists, it is easy to
transport and store, and so on. Most of the forty
cOlnmunity-run tree r:urseries have planted im­
proved cacao varieties.

Forestry

Boscosa, Costa Rica, Although Ihis was conceived
as a natural forest management project involving
small farmers, it soon became apparent that the
extensl"e resource degradation in the region,
mainly from logging, combined with complex so­
cial and economic issues, would requirE: a broader
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spectrum of activities. The project began to pro­
mote reforestation, ecot~urism.managementof the
e:xisting forest (as an alternative to cutting new
forest> for timberand nontimber products (such as
medicinal and om.amental plants), and improved
agriculture and agroforestry in cleared areas ca­
pable of supporting agriculture. Natural forest
managernert activities were set aside for the first
two years of the project in favor of providing im­
mediate and visibleSC'!utions to problems identi­
fied by local communitif'S. The lack ofclear techni­
cal options, ~ially of sil ;,ricultural techniques
appropriate to local conditions, led the project to
broaden its focus into agrofo;estry, agricultural
developllleI\t activities, :-eforestalion, and commu­
nity organization.

Cmln:USdtJa, Pcu.Cne ~f the goals of the project
was to demmstrate that sustainable management
of primary tropical forests is technically and eco­
nomically viable, based on the strip shelterbelt sys­
tem. Following forest inventories, long and nar­
row (2()- to 4o-meter wide) strips are clear-cut
through existing forest, and I~ are extracted by
animal traction. All cuttings are used: sm?lI pieces
for fence posts, large. sections for lumber, and
scraps for charcoal. Natural regeneration reclaims
the 3ilPS, maintaining high levels of species diver­
sity. The Amuesr..a Indians have now form£j a
forestry cooperative 1.lshlg this system or. their
~nds,and have begun to demonstrate the system's
technical viability_However, external factors, in­
c.!uding violent civil unrest and severe economic
problems, have caused delays. And the link be­
tween these activi~es and reducd encroachment
in the park is unknown.

Sian Ka'an, Mcio. The objectives of the Pilot
Forestry P!an (PFP) are to find the best land uses
and hanoonize the ecologicai equilibrium, to fos­
ter social partidpation h~ the productive process:
and tl> improve and di versify horizontal and verti­
cal integration of es~blishedindustry. The project
involves the participation or fjfty-three ejidos (com­
munities) and 9,()()(J families, or half of the rural
households in the state of Quintana Roo.

PFP staff work with each epdo to d~velop a
forest management plan "'ased on local forest in­
velltories. which ejido members are trained to carry
out, including demarcation of a permanent forest
area. Thei:!ventory results are entered into a com­
puterized data base to produce maps and charts
giving projected tree growth and po~ential har­
vesting levels. The PFP has as:isted ejidos in (1rg3­
nizing to obtajn finandng 10 purchaS(> logging
equipment, inciuding saw mills. trucks, tra..tors,

and small tools-billing the ejido a percentage of
the future harvest. Although the concept is prem­
ising, the PFP has not yet l:>een able to fully realize
all its aims since not all ejidos have a good endow­
ment of valuable tree species.

Irrigation and WJter control

Air-Tenere National Nature Reseroe, Niger. This
massive multiple-use area is situated in an harsh
emironment on the southern fringes of the Sahara
Desert. Rainfall is sporadic and averages less than
100 milli meters annually. The popula:ion of i!bo:J~
4,500 is concentrated in twose~tlementswith year­
round access to wat~r. The project has established
nurseries in bo~h settleR1en~. Windbreaks, tree
stands, and six small experimental dams havebeen
established in and around village garden5 to con­
tain soil erosion resulting from water runoff. The
dams were very popular and another 662 dams
were constructed during the following two years.
By 1989 soil erosion h,d stabilized, vegetation
growth had improved, and most of the gardens
had benefited directly or indirectly from the pro­
tection afforded bj' the dam system. Teams of lo­
cally recruited laborers were employed to con­
struct the dams. The project has also attempted to
restore two degraded pastures, following requests
from herders. At one of these sites the activity
involves placing barriers to water courses (similar
to long da..1S) to hold water over a longer period
of time and reduce erosion.

The Air-Tenere consenCltion situation is ur­
usual in that the threats to the reserve have come
from tourism and poaching, the Jatt~r mainly by
soldiers. The indigenouspopulaticn does not hunt
and is tolerant of wildlife. l1le publicity surround­
ing the project, the legal prohibitions ag~il1s1hunt­
ing, and the enforcement activities of project staff
have largely eliminated poa~hingi=t thp. area as ~he
protected area ooundaries have come to be re:og­
niZeG and respected. Tourist acti..;ties are now
controlled by recognized g\'ide~. weal residents
pose a threz· only during droughts, when their
livestock tend to destroy the sparse vegetation
nceded bv wild herbivores. The l"estric'ion~ on de­
structiveg,azing in the new protected area remain
largely unteste<t because rainfall in the are~ has
been nonnal in recent years.

Beza Mahajaly and Ando/lI1hela Reserves. Mada­
gasazr. As part of the original agreemt!nt to ~tab­

fish the small reserve at Beza Mahafaly, the pi "ject
committed to rebuild an irrigation canal. For vari­
ous bureaucratic, engineering, and financial rea-
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sons, this commitment has remained unfulfilled
for more than a decade. Small agricultural demon­
stration plots have been established in one vil1age
close to the reserve to stimulate the cultivation of
rew cash crops. So far the results have been disap­
pointing. OE>spite these setbacks the reserve is in­
tact, and there appears to be substantia! local p0­
litical support for the project The support appears
to derive from the provision of a school, the ccn­
tinuing prospect of irrigation, and the attention
~ven to villagers and local and I'ational political
figures by the project staffand associated research­
ers-Malagasy and expa~ate.

At Andohahela, small-scale irrigation works
have been introductd to ~xp.lnd irrigated areas in
valley bottoms. Il'dividuaJ farmers in several vil­
lages have increased their Incomes as a result of
this program, despite some technical problems with
dam and water channel construcHon. The conser­
vation implicationsof this program and whether it
is leading to intensified agricultu:e are unclear. In
at 1east one case, expar.sicn ot his irrigated rice
fields led a farmer to dear steep forested slopes
adjacent to the reerve to be ab:e to cC'ntinue culll­
vating manioc and cassava.

Dumogil-Bone National Park, Indonesia. The de­
velopment componentof this major project in north
Sulawesi has allowed more than 8,000 farmers to
grow 10,000 hE-dares of irrigated rice. Establish­
melli: of the national park to protect the headwa­
ters of the rivers supplying the irrigation systems
was a conditio., of the S60 m:!lion W0rld Bank
loa:l fur the projects. The farmers who benefited
were aJm:>~t entirely migrants and transmigrants
from Java and Bali who were ahE''ldy familiar with
the c..J1tiv;;,tion of paddy rice. They have derive<.:
consideraole economic benefit from the project,
and the region has recently become a net rice ex­
porter for the first ti:ne. ~nis project has ur..:loubt­
ed:y been successful in in.:reasing farmer incor.1cs,
stimulating the regional e:onomy, int£:nsiiying ag­
riculture, st~bilizing lanel use, and linking a na­
ti"'naJ park to an er.o:'\C':t,ic development initiative.
It also represents o!',e of the more imprp.ssive trans­
migration projects il' Indonesia. However, the ef­
fective protection of the park is primarily attribut­
able to the cancellation of logging concessions and
strict enforcement, the latter facilitated by a $u().
stantiaJ pa:k operating budget and local govern­
ment co.:>peraf.on. The rice farm~rs presumably
have little l:lterest in clearing forest iand and have
enough income to make encroachment unattrac­
ti\'e; th~original Dumoga Valley inhabitants. who
lived in and 3round the forest, gave up or were

forced off their land by the project. They were
prevented from dearing new agricultural sites by
the park guards and ultimately were forced to
disperse to othel areas.

Wildlife

Lupande Dev::lopment project and ADM....DE:, Zam­
bia. Legislation under colonial rule turned over
wildlife ownership to the state. Poaching escalated
as a result, both because people n:' longer had a
stake in preserving wildlife and because the local
people took what they saw as rightfully theirs.
Relationsbetween wildlifeofficersand local people
wr.re increasinglystrained as government officials
attempted to enforce the law amid declining wild­
!ifepopulations..llte Lupande Development project
resulted from the need to develop a management
strategy that would reconcile local needs with im­
pr\)ved wildlife management and conservation.
The project included establishing various wildlife
manageme.\tcommittees who began planning for
the use of wildlife as resources; training and em­
plOying local villagers as scouts to protect wildlife
in the community; giving examples of sustained
wildlife use; and shari['lg revenue from concession
and trophy iees, which could be used to finance
local community improvements.

Between1984 and 1987 poaching levels declined
by 90 percent, the wilcllife population increased,
and !c:i.11 residents benefited from access to game
meat and wildlife-related employment. The Ad­
ministrative Design for Game Management Areas
(A(Y"fAOE) project was dt:veloped to extend the Sl;C­

cess of the Lupande projec[ into other game man­
agement areas. ~lore than 400 village scouts have
been trained and employed under ADMADE. Rev­
enues from hunting concessions alone have re­
turned over $230.000 to local COmnl'Jnities for de­
velopment projects. In 1990 the government of
Zambia agreed to divide the revenue from trophy
and Iic~nse fees-previot.~sly paid to the central
treasury-between the central go··ernment and
communities in the A~tADE program. This may
effectively dou~le community r(>venues. The !"Or­
tion of the funds received by the central govern­
ment supports park management (15 percent) and
the natio!lal tourist board (1(; percent). Forty per­
cent goes to wildlife management, inchding vil­
lage scouts, and Z5 percent goes directly to com­
munity projects.

Luangwa Integrated Rural Development Project
(I.IRDP), Zambia. URDP has the same roots as the,
Lupande development project arId ADM,\DE. WI-ile
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Lupande and AOMADE focus- ~¥;!Cificallyon wild­
ute, LIRDP is a broader economic development pro­
gram. Included in this program aft" agricultural
improvement, nurseries, fisheries, wildlife re­
soun:es, and infrastructure development, particu­
larly road cOnshlction. The program is also coor­
dinating credi:or villagers, provision of agricul­
tural inputs, at ·1 marketing systems. Apart from
the substantial .. xtemal funding from donors, most
of the funds fl r LIRDP are derived from wild:ife
reVP.l\Ue5i howwer, the allocation of revenues from
wildlife use differs substantially from ADMADE'S.

Sixty pe:cent of URDP revenues go to project man­
agement costs such as vill&ge scouts and road con­
struction, and the remainder goes to co!t•.-nunity
projects.

Nazinga Game Ram:h, Burkina Faso. The ranch
".dS conceived to protect and conserve wildlife
through game meat production. The ranch has
been extremely successful in restorillg <principally
through dam construction arid fire centrol) and
managing the formerly degrac'ed habitat and in
mounting antipoaching oper::tions. This has re-

Efforts to promoll: local deuelopment

suited in dramatic increases in the p:'pulations of
large claJlUTlals found on the ranch. Ec )oomic stud­
ies have suggested that game rancning at Nazinga
can be profitable, although game me.lt production
has not yet resulted in any direct ;,'COncmic ben­
efits to the icxal population. Local participation in
reven'Jes from meat production and from tourism
nave been planned but not implemented. Htm­
drec s of local people were employed by the project
dur ng its construction phase.

!·urprisingly, the single greatest benefit· real­
iZe<. by the local population has been a substantial
inc-ease in fishing opportunities. The creation of
numerous permanent water points about lle ranch
has greatly increased fish populations. The ranch
has implemented a fisheries management program
to control and regulate access to fishing rights.
Permits are issued free for subsistence fishing or
specially authorized groups such as a women's
cooperative, and for a fee to groups who wish to
fish commercially. (For a more detailed treatment
of the wildlife componenl of natural resource man­
agement, see Kiss 1990,)
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While the overaU goal of inaegrated conservation­
development projects (1CDl'S) is to conserve bio­
logical diversity, specific project activities are fo­
cused on people and on changing human behav­
ior. Not surprisingly therefore, nearly all of the
planning documents for the case study projects
emphasize local participation. Few of the projects,
however, have specified what they mean by par­
ticipation, nor detailed how they expect local par­
ticipation in rP'roject development activities to re­
duce threats to nearby protected areas. Some un­
certainty and ambiguity thus surround the issue
of local participation in ICDI'S, in ttleory anti in
practice.

This chapter addresses local participation-in
development generally and in J'.'DPS specifically­
asking whalloca! people are partici Fating in, who
is participating, and how the-I get to participate.
TIle chapter also describes l~.: efforts by the case
study projects to elicit local participation and ex­
amines the implications for protected area man­
agement.

Concern with commuility participation in de­
velopment projects is not new CMidgelcy '1986). Its
importance was highlighted in the World Bank's
1975 sectoral policy paper on rurai development,
although evaluations of subsequent failed rural
development projects lamented its absence (see
chapter 4). Althou:;h unambiguous examples of
successful partici ;.ltion are rare, local participa­
tion has recentl)' oecome virtually indispensable
in discussicns of development. Failure to empha­
size participation dramatically increases the chance
of rejection for proposed developmentefforts. De­
spite the popularity of participation, Cemea 0985),
among others, has argued that local participati(Jn
is still more myth than reality in rural develop­
ment programs. The organizations implementing
(COPS are thus attempting to implement a concept
that the development community itself has found
elusive.
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What does 1<'ca1 participation mean?

Chapter 5 described examples of social and ec0­
nomic benefits for local people that resulted from
ICOP activities. Is this loc'll participation? Most likely
not. Local paitidpation viewed as a process goes
well beyond simply sharing in social and economic
benefits. Local participation has been described as
"empowering people to mobilize their own ca­
pacities, be social actors rather than passive sub­
jects, manage the resources, make decisions, and
controi the activities that affect their lives" (Cemea
1985,10).

Projects may be classified on the basis of their
approaches to and relationships with the intended
beneficiaries. At one end are projects that perceive
local peoples' involvement as passive-the benefi­
ciary approach. The goals of this approach to de­
velopment are tangible economi:-: benefits, al­
though those who are to receive them have only a
limited role in generating them. At the other end
are projects that seek to involve peoFle in the pro­
cess of their own development, adr.pting a partici­
patory approach. In these projects, development is
perceived as a way to empower people and hn­
prove their ability to control their lives "nd U&e

and manage resources. The project is .. catalyst to
stimulate self-reliance among the poor and un­
derprivileged. This approach emphasiZes the role
of local institutions- -both formal and infonnal­
in pro\oiding people with the means to control
their lives.

Projects with a beneficiary orientation gener­
ally set !heir goals in terms of changes in readily
measurable indexes, such as income levels, farm
productivity, infant mortality rates, and literacy
rates. Project success is then gauged by improve­
ments in these indexes. The goals and measures of
effectiveness in projects with a participatory ori­
entation are more elusive. Eventually such projects
seek to achieve goals similar to those of benefi-
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dary proje::ts; however, they are orienled more
toward est:lblishing a process leading to change
that can be sustained after the project ends.

Paul (1987) summarizes much of the literature
on the P"';,'ticipatory approach by suggesting that
its objeeti:ves include increasing project effective­
ness, incn!aSing thecapacity of benefidaries to take
responsibility fo: ;>roject aethritiEn, and facilitating
cost sharing through local contributions of land,
money, or labor. Others have pointe<: to the im­
portance of involvingstakeholders-intendedben­
efidariec"~ogive them a vested interest in, and
presumably greater commitment to, achieving
project goals. It is not easy to measure achieve­
ments against these kinds of objectives, particu­
larly over short periods, while projects are still
under wayand before more tangible benefits have
become apparent.

It is difficult to classify the case studies accord­
ing to participatory or beneficiary approach, for
several reasons. First, some projects encouraged
participation in some componer.ts and activities
but not in others. Second, the ability or willingness
of 10"031 people to participate in projects varies sig­
nificantly even at a single site. Third, participation
impliesat least some recognition ofempowerment
through a democratic process. As is the case with
rural development in gt.neral, many of the com­
munities where ICOI'S are operating are rigidly hi­
erarchical, with strong local leaders. In these cir­
cumstances the opportunities for participation
among disadvantaged groups, suchas women, the
landless, and ethnic minorities, may be limited.

Despite th~ caveats, projects in three of the
case study areas can be said to have adopted a
consistently participatory approach. The projects
in Annapuma (Nepa\), Khao Yai (Thailand), and
Osa Peninsula (Costa Rica) each started ....ith a
clearly stated goal of elictting local participation,
and commitment to ~ process of participation was
dear!y reflected in the attivity choices. Three other
case study projects involved local people in con­
sultation before protected areas were<!Stablished­
Amboseli (Kenya), Beza Mahafaly (Madagascar),
and Sian Ka'an <Mexico). The remaining projects
adopted a more-or-Iess beneficiary approach.

Forms of participation

The literature (especially Co·.en and Uphoff 1971;
Paul 1987; and Salmen 1987) identifies five main
areasmwhich local people can participate in rural
development projects:

Local participation

• Information-gathering. Project designers or
managers both collect information from and share
idormation with intended beneficiaries on the
overall project concept and goals.

• Consultation. Intended beneficiaries are con­
sulted on key issues during the project. Beneficia­
ries have an opportunity to interact and provide
feedback during project design, implementation,
or both.

• Decisitmmaking. Benefid..ries participate in
decisionmaking for project design or implementa­
tion, implying a greater degree of con:rol and re­
sponsibility than the passive acceptance of possi­
bly-unwanted benefits.

• Initiating action. When beneficiary groups
identify a new need in a project and decide to
respord to it, they are taking the initiative for their
own developmr \t. This is different from acting or
decidingor. ..:S or issues identified by the project.

• Er ....rion. Participatory evaluation by ben­
eficiarie-.:> can provide valuable insights and les­
sons for project design and implementation-in­
formation that otherwise is likely to remain un­
known.

These areas seem as applicable to (COPS as to
rural development projects. They are not necessar­
ily cumulative or sec;uential. For example, there
can be local dedsionmaking without prior partici­
pation in infonnation-gathering or in consultation.
A project may not have a consistent approach to
participation that stretches across all of its compo­
nentsor activities. To use Paul's (1987> lenn, project
components may each have their own "intensity"
of participation. However, despite this potential
for variability in approaches to participation, most
of the case study projects made implicit choices
early in the project about the relative emphasis
they planned to give to local participation (box
6;0.

Local participation in projects a!' defined for
this study implies the consistent im:olvement of
local people in strategic project issues rather than
their occaSIonal or limited involvement in day-to­
day activities. By this measure, local participation
wassubstantially in~orporated in infcmnation-gath­
ering in Amboseli (Kenya), Annapuma (Nepal),
Boscosa (Costa Rica), Khao Yai (Thailand), and
Sian Ka'an (Mexico); in ccmsultation in the same
projects plus Beza Mahafaly (Madagascar) and
LupandelA~ADE (zambia); in decisionmaking in
Annapuma (Nepal), 13eza Mahafaly (Madagascar),
Boscosa (Costa Rica), lupandel AOMAllE (zambia),
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Box 6.1 Effective 1001 participation

NUlapll7'UJ, Nq:a1. Prior ta the project, a three-member5l1,!"Vey team (twe Nepalese and one expatriate) spent six months
collecting Wormation in the area that eventua!!y bec:une the m\1liple--U5e Annapurna Conservation Area. The team
developed a provisional pro;ec:t design and man'lgement pia, bas«! on discussions with leadi!l's and villagers throughout
the regia:\. After the SlllVey, however, the team conduded 'hat a nallonal park designation along traditional restrictive
1L'leS would not be well received. After considering vario'.:S opt:ons. they rec:ommended a n..w legal designation, a
"OIlSUValicn area that would specifically allow hu.,ting. coL~OI1 of fores~ products, alloc:alion of visitor fees for local
development, and delegation of managmtent .1uthority to the village level. Extensive consuitationsand local participation
In dedstonmaldng havo'! continued to be a feature of the project, and the project managers have, wherever possible, resisted
the :m.Ilateral imposition or regulations affec-ing local people.

At the outset theproject recognized the neeclto establish the trust of a skepticallOGll populatiop, to convince them that
they would benefit fro:n-or at least not be harmea by-th:! project, Thesecond step was to attempt to motivate peopl~to
tr.ake resource-manageme:tt drosions. In any communi!)' 3ctivities, the project has avoided free gifts and always insisted
on local participation, with cash or labor. At least a 50 percent local contribution is USl.:ally targeted and, wherever
possible, inputs by the project are limited to contributions in kind (purcba,;ed goods).

KJuo Y4i, T1r.ai1aruL ~fore beginning the project at Sup fai village, the Research and Evaluation Division of the
Population and Development Assodation of Thailand, one of the implementing nongovernmental organizati;ms con­
ducted an exto:JlSive baseline survey. The survey revealt!<! tf-~t the inhaliitant::> of Sup Tal "'ere poorer than the avenge for
Thailand. About 80 percent of the households were 1Il d£;'-'t. health and sanitatia:: levels were lo~v, and mala:la was
common There were no formal village institutions capabl,- l"f coordinating project 3I:1:\·ltie... literacy was low and one­
third of j;e villagers, mostly recent immigrants, were wit!-ou, legal land tille. The survevemphasized the eldent to which
the we:iare of tlle villagers was linked to and dependent upon middlemen, from wh"l:l tney r~ce'ved credit at 5 percent a
mOI':n. It was apparent that l.'le p3!'k pro\'ided an iIIeg31 source of income for man: \"iIla~=rs,This sUl\·e~·had considerable
influence on the projec1 design. Two subsequent surveys have measured progress against :hese baseline results. All of the
surveys illc1uded numetous interviews ....-jlh vUlagers.

0slZ PDlinsu/Q, CostD R~, The Boscosa proi-'Ct developed and employed what prcj'?Cl papers termed a "participative
communal extension process," which emphasizes community involvement in project design, execution, and evaluation.
For example, in one pilot commWlity, land tenure,l.md use. land-use capability. and current agricultur:l1 practices were
evaluated. Farmers were interviewed to determine their experiences with, and desire for, o1llemative crops or :echniques.
With help ftom the project, twenty-three farmers formed a production association. With technical assistance from the
project, the association decided on crops and developed a communal nursery. FolloMng this early invol...~ment in proj2c:t
design and decisionmaking, the commWlity organized other lnitiativ~ su-:h as agroforestry, reforestation \\ith native
specie'$, a women's artsan.J crafts group, and primary timber proc:essingusing a portable saw. A recent internal evaluation
of the project concludes that the comm'Jr'lity "'shollo'S a more conscious approach toward forest proouctive managemen:
and has a long-term plannlI1g outlook on aspect~ such as resource use, development of proposals for new iniliativES,
buying of -forestry permits," and development ofa community-managed Corest. Th~ Imcosa project has actively contrib­
uted to encouraging and sponsoring forums for dialogue about conservation and develcpment on the peninsula by
numerous interest groups, inclUding small farmers. loggers, Fold miners. and tourism proponents. The project has also
provided teclmical support, especial;y in organizational development, to 10Cil1 organizations in the rtDon.
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and in the Yanesha Forestry component (If Central
Selva (Peru); in initiatingaction in the Boscosa (Costa
Rica) project; and in roaluation in the Khao Yai
(Thailand) project at Sup Tai. While SO~.'le of the
other projects featured occasional or limited par­
lkipation, it did not appear to be a consistent or
principal emphasis.

How do projects promote participation?

Two principal approaches to organizing and sus­
taining conununity participation in projects can
be identified from the literature: emplo);ng agents
of change and building local institutions. Agents
of change are also referred to as field workers,
extension workers, community organizers, or ani­
mators. Paul (l987) distinguishes two categories:
field workers employed by the agency implement-
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ing the project, and workers or volunteers from
among the ber.eficiaries who act as community
mobilizers.

Agents ofchange

Ideally, ascnts of change do not act as leaders and
do no~ iellthe community what to do (Midgley
1986; Tilakaratna 1987). Their task i~ to foster grass­
roots partidpationand build local institutiorls_ Sev­
eral caS(> study It:DI'S employed ..gents of change
(box ~.2).

~fost of the field staff of the case study projects
have essentially acted as agents of change. In most
cases thtc;:e people, whether expatriates or nation·
als, were ~::perienced, well-trained, et'lergetic, a.nd
knowledgeable. Trusting relationships frequently
have been developed with local people and their
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Local partidpatiDn

Air-Tmen, Nign. The project h~s established a n"twork of village representatives from aJ:\ong :he pastoralists. The
selected representatives lIle people recogniz-=d locally as having aulhority within their henling groups. Their tasks:ul" to
be well-informed ..bout the rules, goals, and activities in the reserve; to encol:I'age others to support these rules and goals;
and to Worm eS'Iforc:emetlt authorities of any infractions of the rules observed \\ithin their districts. These representatives
receive no remuneration frem the project, although they attend an annual workshop sponsored bf the project.

EizsI USlZIIIblInI, T4III%4lliD. The aM3 selected fa:, the Initial project focus contained about 25,000 !>4!Ople, many of them
living two cUys' travel time !:'om the project headquarters. To proMote interaction with these communities, the project
selected a village coordinator from each of !lfteen target "illages. The regionai government pays the village coordinator's
salaries and has gwrar.tf.'ed to maintain the positions permanently. The village coordinators are the primary link between
the project and the villagi!S. meeting monthly as a grO\lP to report progress and problems. They are either trained by the
project or sent to attend short courses. The villa;;e coordinators have begwl working closely with fanners in their own
villages, and most have established agricultural demClnstrallon plots.

Klu:D Ylli. T1uzilllnd. At Sup Tai village. the prindpa! ilgent of change is the full· time project managt'r from the
Population and Development Association, the unpiemenbng nongovernmental organization. This manager has Hred a
small number of local staff but works directly with Villagers on project activities. The Population and Development
Association has beer. active in thou!lands of villages throughout Thailand and its field personnel are well educated and
trained, with extensive community development experience.

SolIth LUIl'lgrtXl. ambia. The main local agents of change are th~ Village scouls. ~eseare young men-selected by local
chiefs-who are employed by tl1e National Park and Wildlife Sen.ice anI! trained in v.ildlife enforC'!ment. Hiring game
scouts from local villages has been an effective ;o.-ay of gener.llins c.:lmmunit)· support for r~dudngpoa:hing. The next
stageof the project calls for hiring some fifty communiti facilitators to monitor socioeconomic effects and ti> Invol"c more
disadvantaged members of the community. ~peciallywomen.

1d_/'ICD, Costa RiCD, The project began a community technician!' program in 19$19 wllh representatives from each of
forty communities where nurseries have be.?n established. The l'rogram Is irltcrded to develop local leaders who can
provide Info:mation on agricultural arld agroforestry development and can acl as liaisons br!tween their community and
ou!Side ag1!ndes. Each community selects a represerltative. plus an :.Ite:nate. to receive ;tdv.. need training in agriculture
and agroforestry. Representatives tend to be younger. better·educated membas of the community. \\':,en they return to
their villages. they train others in what they have learned, orten on an individual basis, Farmers work on the community
technidans' land in exchange for the time they receive from the community technician.

".

.. "

)....

" .

Box 6.2 Agents of change

leaders, many of whom had been suspidous and
d;strustful, if no~ openly hostile. whE!\ the projects
began. Project staff frequerltly have appeared to
personify the projects from the local perspective,
and their leadership and counsel obviously have
been valued in many of the targeted communities.
Not surpnsingly, there were se··' .il examples
among the <2se studies where it was difficult to
imagine ?rojer.t acthities continuin ~ without these
individuals. 1.n other words, care r; .ust be taken to
avoid creating new dependencie'J

Institution building

It has been argued that pa:-tir.: ~.ition through in­
stitutions or organizations i.: more likely to be
effective and sustained than ,,,di'.idual participa­
tion (for example, Uphoff 1',;'.7). Local institutions
~an act as a focus of moJ,<:lation among local
people and as a link bet.· .:~n local people anci
external organizations, w~ .;ther governmental or
nongovernmental organ ~" tion. Institution build­
ing has been defined b'! .' iidgeley (1986) as "the
creation o! procedure· r.>r democratic decision
making at the local le'..:i and the involvert'er.t of
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local peoplp. in the'~ procedures to the extent that
they [corne to] regard them as the normal way of
conducting community affairs." Several of the
projects sought to build local institutions (box 6.3).
Most of these instihJtions are of relatively recent
origin and few, if any, have become independent
of the projects.

Local participation issues for projects

Some leD!' managers recognize that building the
capacity for people to make their own decisions
and take initiative can be a long-tenn prospect.
The need for patience c"ln conmet with feelings of
urgency about the ne:.'<1 10 change or stop destruc­
tive patterns of protec\~ area degradation. This
dilemma has been clearly expressed by the princi­
pal adviser to the A:i-Tenere project in Niger:

The intention is to involve local peoplt: 'n
the design of projects.... However, while lo­
cal communities may identify the problems
which concern them (and which mayor may
not match the objectives of various projects
or donors), true participation is dten only
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Box 6.3 IlISlitution building

AmIlIpuma, NepIIl. The project promoted the establishment of a f(lrest management committee in one \iUage and lodge
management committees in some of the villages along t'Opular trekJcing routes. The forest iI1anagem~tcommittee has
hdped reesQblish commlDlitycontrol over locJ !.,resls, aseJisted prior to nationalization in t.~e 1950s. Both the lodge and
forest UtaNgeUlent coaunittees have started to make ,;ome key resource management decisions. with prompting and
support frcm :hC" projects. although they are not )'et dose to becomingself·suffident o!ganizatio:ls.

CmhlJ.lSdw. Peru. The Amuesha Indians formed a six·person commillee to determine the best structwe for organizil'6
forestry activities. The committee consisted of one repre5fntative from each of five communiti~a:td the proposed forestry
ac1ivilies ministrator. A cooperative struc:ture, similar to, \.muesha cnnununal government systems, was selected and,
shortly lhermter, mem!ll!rs from the five communities joiJl€::l to establish a fo;estry cooperative. Members participate in
working groups; the heads of workL,g groups mC!l(e dedslc,ns collectively. Although the members like t/:."? cooperative
dedslorur.iling, not all of the native communities have joine..f the cooperative. This rna) be partly becaw.e the cooperative
has not y" been able to generate I'l!venue for particiflllin,~ •.:ommunilies, and because of the long distance between
c:oopet'ative headquarters and some of the nonparticipatingc.:>mmunities.

lC1um YlIi, T1uIiIQ'fId. Project developnwnt and conservation activities at each village are <:entered around the environ·
mental prolection society. These ir.stitulions were created to .mable villagers to take control of resource management lind
to encourage them to talee some responsibility for safeguarding the national park. Considerable emphasis has been pla...-ed
on establislling the credibility of the environmental protKlior. society as a viable organization separate from the rrojed
centers. Low·interest loans funneled through the et-vironmental protection society are the major inc:entive for viIl:lgeIS to
partidpate, The training of elected environmental protec1ion society CCtmmitlee members. partic:ularly in the admlnistra·
tion of lOan!, hOI.' advanced at one Village :'ut remaill5at aneuly stage elsewhere. A 1989 evaluation oflhe project saw little
prospect of the committee m~mbersbeing ahi,: t;> take over It-e !>OCieties in the ne u future.

Llilputdt/WMJ\DE, ZIIIIlbi4. The aciministrative struetu~ 01 Lupande/AOMAOE was d~lgned to balanCl! national·level
managem~nt with Syslems of local paltic:ipalion. The most d ~entralized unit is the Wildlife Management Subauttoority,
with one subauthority for each chiefdom. Members of "-ICh ~ ubauthoril)/Include the chief and headmen, head teachers.
party chailDlen. a."ld ot.her loc:ai authorities. One responsibHity is to deteIiIllne what community development projects will
be funded lIoith revenue returned fr:nn "ildlife use. Howevc!r, these groups are not yet free-standing local institution!;
they are da;ely tied into the national poIitic:a1 S)/stl!m.

Osa PtlIinsula, CosI4 Rica. The BaselY-a project has helped .!St<\blish or strengthen numerous small, local orga'lizations
thrCUghOllI the Osa Peninsulo:. These orgamzatlons include a iocally organized cooperative whose ulti~ate objective is to
process v..ood into low-priced furniture, and agric-...altural producers' associations in three different communities. The
project has also trie<! to strengthen existing communi ty grou:>s. Project staff have trained local communities in program
development. proposal writing, ..lid lund·raising. At least fc urtl;en pro~ls have been submitted loy communities !or
agroforestry, l'eforesta:ion. forest-products processing, and other ac:tivities. Several have already received h:nding and
others are being reV!ewed by a variety of donors. Most of L'lcse institutions have been established recently; none yet has
shown the:apadty to assume responsibility for local resource management.

Talll7ffllwz, Costa r-iu. rne project helped create the Tal \r.,anca Assodation of Small Producers (Al'PTA). a regioml
procurement, processing. and marketing association. The IS! ': :: alion was estab~ished In 1987 and is administered locally
by farmers invol·.·ed in the sr.oject. It is one of the few regiooa: • JUets for procurement of agricultural inputs or marketing
assisbmce.APPI'A has not yet been involved in marleting!oc.al products, but it has established a store where it is selling
agricultunl inpl.ils. A1'PrA has also c:ompleted feasibillt).. stJdi.!·; on marketing and processing major agricultural crops in
the re-:Pon, APPI'A is now indep:mdent of the project, al though i ~ maintains close ties.

UseT gJOups have been established for c:ommW1:ty nurseri." a,d women's organic.farming groups. About 600 hllUSfo
holds I;: !::t~ communities have dec:ided to partidpate, Each g.·oup dccid'!S how to organize the work. what seedlings to
establish. the labor contributions from members, and so on. Wr,i1~ these usc: groups are not formal institutions, they are
often the only organized groups in the communities.

developed after a project has already been
acceptedand is under implementation.... The
urgency of the region's conservation prob­
lems dictates against the lengthy process of
developing local support and participatory
capacity,however important this may be for
long-tenn success.... The prC'ject's philoso­
phy is that popular support and, eventually,
voluntary and internally motivated partici­
pation, can onl)r be achieved through a be­
lief in w~at OJ'le is doing. Therefore, the ap­
proa.ch which the project is taking is to pro-

duce tangible evidence of the beneficial re­
sults of its various activities. (Newby 1989,
quoted in Kiss 1990,57)

Some barriers to local particiFation are com­
mon to any deVE'!opment project, including lCOPS.
As mentioned above, exis~ngauthority structures
in many societies inhibit widespread participation
in dedsiol&making. In addition, nQtional govern­
ments may limit the extent of local empowennent,
particularly where they perceive a threat to their
own authority.
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Overloolced b}. most of the projects is the fa-et
that lCDl'S by definition limit partidpation. For an
ICDP to acm~;eitsbasicobjective-biodiversity con­
servation-people can only be empowered in as­
pects Clf development, including local resource
management, that do not lead to overexploitation
<>r degradation ot the protected wildlife and wild·
lands. Inpractice thiscanbevery difficult to achieve
'USing economic incentives. There is al.....-ays likely
to be a conflict of mterest between rural people's
ability to eam a living and the management of
~y protected areas. It is unrealistic to assume
thatreso~poorpeople, living next to what may
appear to them ~o be limitless resources of land,
trees, pJants,andanimals, will readilysupport park
conservation ideals. 1CI:fS are based on the prin­
ciples of mitigating such conflicts of interest by
promoting alternative income sources and educa­
tionprogral:lS. But the conflicts cannot be expectt>d
to disap~ar, am the general need for strict en­
forcement appears inescapable.

Modified local participation

Although all of the case study projects are com­
mitted to participation in principle, most 'have
treated local people as passive beneficiaries of
project activitiesand have failed to involve people
in the process of change and their own develop­
ment. As a result, the targets of the projects often
have no stake in or commitment to the activities
being prom:>te<i. None of the projects based on
this beneficiary approach has d!:!monSb~!~ sig­
nificant progress toward its goab.

On the other hand, some vi the projects adopt­
ing a participatory approach ~ave made impor­
tant progre!s in winning the lrust an~ confidence
ofskeptical local populations and eliciting the par­
ticipation of community memlx rs in project-initi­
aled activities. Locally credible networks ofagents
ofchange and new institutions consistent wi th the

Load participation

lcor goals have been t!Stablished at several sites,
but only one has yet demonstrated the capacity to
operate independently of the project or to have e
significant impact on nearby parks. TangilJb
progt'ess is thus difficult to demonstrate.

This apparent lack of progress is at least partly
attributable to the projects' relatively soort dura­
tion and illustrates how lengthy aid difficult a
process eliciting local participation in any devel­
opment project can be. The limited experience to
date suggests th2t at least a decade is likely to be
needed-insteadof one or two years.Such lengthy
periods will require patience and conmitment from
donors, ICOP managers, and the il'tended benefi­
ciaries. These long periods are also likely to be
accompanied by a continued escalali?n of threats
against the protected area that the project is trying
to conserve.

Neither the beneficiary nor the participatory
approach to !COI'S has been demonstrably effective
so far in achieVing ICOP goais in the case study
projects. The beneficiary approach may not be sus­
tainable, and the participatory approach takes long
to implement. Although neither approach can sub­
stitute for enforcerrent, participation can facilitate
a more cooperative relationship between protected
areas and local people and thus maKe enforcement
more humane and acceptable.

A balanced approach would seem essent.ial. In
the long term, local p..rticipation, as defined in
this se<tion, should be sought as much as possible.
However, c:ho.t-term benefits also are needed to
establish the projects' credibility locally and to OI,-er­
come distrust among the target population. The
continuing-and probably intensified-need f"r
ellforcement will have to be balanced between these
long- and short-term goals. The approprie.te na­
ture of this balance for individual projects will,
once again, depend on a thorough assessment of
local social, political, economic, cullural, and bio­
logical factors,

.-..,
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There are three principal rolE'S for organizations in
an integrata=: cC'nservation-development project
(lCDP):

• Project implementation. Thecase study projects
were executed by a mix of government agencies
and nongovemmental organizations, indepen­
d2ntly or in partners~p.Some of the government
agencies were those specifically responsible for
protected area management, but others were not.
The nongovernmental orgamzations ranged from
large, svphisticated international conservation
groups to small local organizations (or which the
lCOl'representea a major undertaking.

• Management ofthe protected area. Personnel of
the government agencies managing the parks
played various roles in the lCOPS. Managers of the
traditional parks generally had little or no direct
involvement in project management. Some were
highly skeptical of the ICN'S intentions; their col­
l;.boration with the project, if any, tended to be
unenthusiastic and weighted down by bureaucratic
procedures. At multiple-use sites, the management
agencies tended to be much more involved with
the projects, either collaborating fully with the
project implementation organization or actually
managing the project.

• Sourceoffunds. Financbg was generally pro­
vided by international conservation nongovern­
mental organizations. by international develop­
ment agendes, and-less frequently-by national
govemmentsand by multiple donors. World Bank
loans funded the Amboseli (Kenya) and Dumoga­
Bone (Indonesia) projects and l"SAID grants sup­
ported the Andohahela and Beza Mahafaly (Mada­
gascar), Bururi (BurundO, Central Selva (Peru),
I<hac Yai (reA.'-I) (Thailand), and South luangwa
(Zambia) projects. The World Wiidlife Fund -US.
participated in funding or implementing all, or
portions, of the Andohahela and Beza ~fahafaly

(Maciagascar>, Annapurna (~epa1), Boscosa and
Ta'arnanca (Costa Rica), CentraISelva <Peru), Mon-
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arch and Sian Ka'an (Mexico), and South Luar.gwa,
Zambia projeds.

Some ;!lteresting arrangements and partner­
ships emerged from the case studies. For example:

• The project at Khao Yai National Park, Thai­
land, started as a result of collaboration between
a iarge Thai nongovernmental organization with
extensive rural development experience and a
small re~ently formed national conservation non­
governmental organization interested primarily in
\,,·ildli(e protection. Go\'emme:'\t participation was
minilT'.3l.

• The government of Nepa! delegated its man­
agement authority o\'~r the Annapuma Conserva­
tion Area to a national conservation nongovern­
mental organization.

• Ko national nongovemmentalorganizations
are involved in the African case studies--all of the
participating nongovernmental organizations are
foreign-based. The Air-Tenere, Volcanoes, and
Usambara projects are being executed by the gov­
ernments of Niger, Rwanda, and Tanzania respec­
tivel~·, with substantial technical assistanee--and
funding at Air-Tenere-from irtemational conser­
vation nongovernmental organizaticns.

• In latin America most of the projects are
being implemented by nongovernmental organi­
zations with little direct govemmentparticipation.
Butauthorizatioilsand cooperation were frequently
required from a bewilderingly complex asscrtment
of ministries, departments, and agencies of the
national and local go\·emments.

This chaFter discusses the roles of different or­
ganizations i:- the '::~se study projects, identifying
the strengths and \,,'caknesses of the participating
government agendes, the nongovernmental orga­
nizations, and the donors (or lenders). The chapter
then disCUSS5 which organizations ought to be
:n\'oh"ed in lCDPS, and in what capacity"
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Government agencies

Protected area management agencies are gener­
ally found in the mirilitries responsible for forests
(Asiaand Latin Americalor wildlife (Africa). TI\eir
challenging mandate-managing large areas of
land fur conservation-is frequently out of all pro­
portion to their minuscule resources, inadequate
legal powers, and lack of political influence. Con­
sequently, these agelloes tend to appear ineffec­
tual in mdnaging and prorecting their parks.

o ilsideparkboundaries the situation is worse.
Park r.1aJ\3gers tend to bt> poorly placed to address
the problems conf!'onting iocal people, Few park
management agencies have jurisdiction outside
parkboundaries, and thelegal authority o';er lands
adjacent to parks is usually shared between local
g(\vemment and several ministries. Most of the
agencies lack equipment and the most ba·.ic tech­
nical expertise. Field staff are o,·ten povrly paid,
ill-equipped, m·trained.lackir.g upportunities for
advancement, and isolated fr(\M their families for
long periods. In combination "';to ~he :raditional
orientation toward an enforcement role, these con­
straints ensure that most park management agen­
cies lack the indination orcapacity to respond con­
structively to local people-park issues.l':ot surpris­
ingly, this has led to conflicts of interest between
park managers and local communities, leading t\)
resentment, hardship, and sometimes violence.

One of the earHest and most widely reported
examples of cooperation bet\'Io'een government of­
ficials and local peop1e is at Royal Chitwan Na­
tional Park in Nepal. lhis arrang~menthas pro­
vided what appears to be only temporary relief,
howe\"er, and continued strict enforcement mav
be the only hope for Chitwa" (box 7.1 l. •

Despite these constraints, gO\"cmmentagencies
have played important roles in leers either through
direct participation-by taking a lead role in imple­
menting the project-or through indirect partici­
pation by delegating their authorit-y or facilitating
project ~rfonnance.Beyond theimmcdiate project

Participatingorganizations

context, the effectiveness ofgovernment programs
ii'\ providing basic services to rural communities­
such as education, health care, and road mainte­
nanre-arealso key factors in detennining income
levels and livi ~g standards in communities near
parks, thereby affecting the pressure likely to be
exerted on park resources.

Direct 1Xlrlicipation

Government a~ncies have taken lead roles in the
projects at Air-Tenere, (Niger, box 7.2), Amboseli
(Kenya), Andohahe1a (Madagascar), Bururi (Bu­
mndO, Chitwa;, (N2pal), Dumoga-Bone (Indone­
sia), South Luangwa (Zambia), and Volcanoes
(Rwanda). In some of t.'lese projects, nongovern­
mental organizations working in international cor.­
senation such as Af/ican Wildlife Foundation,
Wildlife Conservation International, International
Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural
Resources (n.:c:), and World Wildlife Fund have
provided e)Ctensive technical assistance and much
of the total funding. (Chapter3descrilxs the struc­
tureof the Usambara project.l

Incases where govemment agencies ha...e taken
a lead role, financial sc~tainability after the project
ends has scmetimes been uncertain. The Amboseli,
Kenya, and Burori .. Burundi, p:-\)jects encountered
substantial problems after external project fund­
ing was exhausted, leading to significan: break­
downs in project oper..tions. :n Tdnzania, .egional
and national government agencies ha\'c allocated
considerable staff resources to the ~sa:!'.baraproject
and arc committed to creating pe!'111anent posi­
tions for the fifteen \;lIage coordinators hired lo­
cally and trained by the proJCCt. Non~the!css, the
project still may be threatened b~' discontinuity of
external funding. In zambia, there are enough sa­
fari revenues to support the project, but the inter­
national ivory ban could cause major re\·enue short­
falls for the government agency.

Governments may not alwc:ys share the conser­
\'ation priority of lCDr staff, partkularly \'10" hen tour-

Bo" 1.1 Grass collection in Royal Chitw~n ~ational Puk, ~epal

Prior to the park" establishment in 1973. local people had I15ed the area tocolleet fuel wood, graze livestock. and colle.:t
ull grasses for building material. For t",,·o ;;ears after the establish ment of t~e park. these activitiK were banned. ~\..er:l1
hundred soldiers from the Royal NeFal Armr were deployed 10 er- force the resutations, resulting in frcquen t con!1icts and
arrests. The local POFulatio:l is rapidly expanding. and the pressure un land and resources appears to be suc.~ tha! local
people have lillie choice but to collfCt fuelwood illegally and to lake t~eircallie into the park for- grazing. Chilwan appears
only to have !:'ought some lime, because I~~ conflic~ \0,,;11 increase \\;11' the disap~aranceof !he few rem2inir.~ patc~es 0:
forest outside the nat:onal park t~at 'lave satisfied local needs for fuclwood and grazing land. ""'ithout the con tinuins
presence of t/learmy. it seems itH!\'i1~blc Ihal Chit\\"3n would ha",;, ~cen Ie,.t as:: park several years ag.o.

----------------,..
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Box 1.2 OIgmiutioJW struchue of the Air-Tenere project, Niger

The plOJl!d iudministered by the Service oi Wildlife and Fis.'teries of the Ministr)· of Agriculture and Environment.
The on-site projectdirector, a Nigu forester, is directly resyonsible to the director of wildlife and fisheries in Niamey. He is
aided in IUs~tive duties by theilS5lstant director. also a Niger fore.ter. Other Niger nationals on the project staff
iJldude tIlr~ folesters, three guides. four nurserymen. four extension workers. two site ~orcmen. and a garage staff of J
eight. iJldudingdrivers. &.patriate partidpanls indude the ItiOl/World Wildlife FW1d represelltative based in Niamey.
who is the principal prc;ee:t coordinator.adviser. an advis« for cor.servatioo. an ::dviser for rural development, a head
mec:banic (a German volunteer), and two biologists (Pea-.-e Corps volunteers).

ism revenues are at stake. In Rwanda, the Volca·
noes project is financicllly self-sustaining because
of the high revenues derived from foreign tourists
viewing the gorillas. However, the government is
exerting considerable pressure to increase the scale
of tourism and thus generate more foreign-ou­
rency earnings. Conservation interests are con­
Cet -d that increased contact cou1d have a detri­
mental effect ongorillas.

Indirect participation

In a few cases, government authority over pro­
tected areas has been delegated to a nongoveM­
mental organization. The Nepal government has
relinquished most of its authority over the mul­
tiple-use Annapuma Conservation Area to the King
Mahendra Trust for Nature Conservation, ana­
r.onal nongovernmental organization, while the
University of Madagascar has been given jurisdic­
tion over the Beza Mahafaly Reserve. Monarca,
A.C. has an agreement with thE Mexican govern­
ment to provide education, trail maintenance,
guards, and so on, at one of the Monarch Butterfly
Overwintering Reserves, but relationsand collabo­
ration are often strained. There were no other ex­
amples of effecti\'e coilaboration between national
nongovernmental organizations and their govem­
mEn~among the case study projects.

Governments can also facilitate. authorize. or
at least tolerate projects without actively partici­
pating. One of the most important ways for gov-

ernments to help ICCrs is the passage of legislation
to establish multiple-use areas (as in Nepal and in
Niger) or to clarify jurisdiction outside the bound­
aries of existing protected areas (as is being con­
sidered in Indonesia and in Nepal)(chapter 2).

At times governments indirectly hinder ICOPS.
As discussed above, in the absence of specific en­
abling !egislation, most agencies have lacked the
jurisdiction nCEded to take ti,e lead in the case
study ICOPS. even in the unusual circumstances
where they have had the ~apability and adequate
resources. As a result. to work in communities
outside parks. 5Om~ projects hav(> had to consult
and work with complex and frequently over13p­
ping local and national government agenci£s (box
7.3). Projects with activities in different sectors (for
example. agriculture, tourism, forestry. education,
and health) often have had to reach agreement
with several government agencies. This task has
proved to be a considerable burden for the projects
in Latin America.

The Dumoga-Blme project in Indone5ia placed
considerable emphasis on incorporating the lIiews
of the many local and national government agen­
cies that had an interest in the irrigation pro~ts,

the transmigration of farmers, and the establish­
ment of a national park. Frequent on-site meetings
with these agencies contributed to the threly res0­

lution of differences and helped to prevent bu­
reaucratic procedures from unduly delaying the
project. However, this was a $60 million project
involving 8,000 farmers. Smaller projects with less

Box 7.3 Complexities of govemmental relations at Talamanca. Cost.J Rica

"''lAt. the smill local nongo\'emmentat organization executing the Talamanca project in Costa Rica. has limited staff
resources. TIl,' organization has agreements \l\,1th. and receives funds from. several government ministries, including those
for natural resources. justice, and agriculture. Fo~ a land-tilling project componer.t. ""AI has worked \l\,1th additional public
and private agmde-s. The project area includes ~ver3l differrnt categories of proleded area-including a biosphere
rO!SC!rve, a wildlife refuge. Indian reseiVations, and a nalional park. Separate government offices 'Jdmillister each of these.
In addition to these four agencies. "SAl mus~ coordinate its act!\ities with at least ten more government a~encies. The
e!ections in 1990 necessitated the building of a completely new set of relationships ....ith incoming per:>onne: in each
government agmcy.
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obvious economic significance may not be able to
attract this level of cooperation.

In many countries where protected areas are
under pressure, there is 1ii:t1e prospect-at least in
the short term-.If management agencies making
.3 meaningful conbibution to ICOPS, even with fund­
ingand technical assistance from international or­
ganizations. The Administrative Design fer Game
Management Areas (ADMADE) program in Zambia
is an exception, although the success of this pro­
gram may be closely related to the specific set of
conditions associated with wildlife safari hunting
in game ma:'lagement areas outside national parks
in southem African savannas (see also Kiss 1990).

Strengthening p:-otected area management
agencies to enable them to manage protected areas
adequately would require long-term investments
in expanding park and reserve networks, estab­
lishing conservation monitoring programs, train­
ing field staff and their managers. purchasing and
maintaining equipment, and improving salaries,
working conditions, and career prospects to at­
tract more and better educated employees. These
agen<i~also require support to increase their ca­
pacity to absorb funds from foreign lenders and
donors and to coordinate their responses to the
diverse interests and priorities of these organiza­
tions.

Finally, and of critical importance in the 'COP

context, these agencies need to change from a
purely enforcement 01 :entation to one substantially
more sympathetic 10 communities living in and
around parks. This will require not only changes
in attitude at all agency levels but also completely
new skills in such areas as communication, exten­
sion, education, and mediation.

Nongovernmental organizations

As several authors have pointed out (for example,
Brown and Korten 1989), the tenn nongovernmen­
tal organization (:-:co) embraces such a diverse
range oforganizations lhat its value as a c1assifica-

Participating organizatiollS

tiOal is limited. The World Bank describes ~GO as
"private organizations that pursue activities to re­
lieve suffering, promote the interests of the poer,
protect the environment or ~mdertakecommunity
de"elopment" (Cemea 1988b, 43).

Role ill the case study 1»?;eds

A few principal categories of NGOS have been en­
countl"red in this study. with the most basic dis­
tinction being betwePn .' Jlional and international
ones. The national NCOS t.'T1d to be either develop­
ment- or conservaticil-oT.~nted,but not both. The
only national organi7,ati\m with extensive devel­
opment experience ill the sample was the Popula­
tion and Community ~elopmentAssociation
(Thailand). National NCO:. played prinCipal roles
in the projects at Annap;.rrn3 (Nepal), Khao Yai
(Thailand), Monarch (Mexico), and Talamanca
(Costa Rica). The organizations were rarely in­
volved in protected area enforcement, tending to
place greater empha:>is on local development and
education.

Some of the national ~:;osare truly "national,"
with extensive resources md considerable exper­
tise gained Ihrough project experience. These in­
clude the King Mahendra Trust for Nature Con­
servation in Nepal (box 7.4) and the Population
and Development Association in Thailand. The
other national xcos involved in projects in Latin
America are much smaUer. "~AI (in the Talamanca
project ill Costa Rica) and Friends of Sian Ka'an
and Monarca, A.C. (both in Mexico) were estab­
lished to conscrvespecific )ro~ectedareas and their
surrounds. In each of Ih"se cases, there is little
distinction between the activities of the project and
those of the xeo.

Most of the international :\cos represented in
the ease studies are widely known and well-estab­
lished conservation organizations, including Wild­
life Conservation International (part of the New
York Zoological Society), 11.:0.:, and World Wildlife
Fund. An exception has been Cathol~: Relief Ser-

Box 7.4 The King Mahendra TNst for :-':ature Conservation, l':epal

EstabliShed in 1982. the King Mahel1dra 1 rust tor Nature Conservation is Ihe largest and most influential conservation
organization in Nepal. Royal patronage has contributed significantly to the trust's success. The King Mahendra Trust also
has close ties to influential politicians and has been given a remarkabl) autonomous and significant role in the :nana~e­

ment of the Annapuma Conservation Area. Tnis is prot-:lbiy a uniqu(. arrangement for an sea in Asia-or for any ~co on
an issue of such global importance. The trust may raise rr.O:lcy dircd~' from overseas and has been able to lobby
successfully for new legislation nl!Cded to guarantee its "·Jl~n(,"n~•• The trust has been able to bypass many of the
inefficiencies and lime-consuming procedures asso.:iated -""m ~,..Yern:nllnt agencies and to execute projects ....ith a
relatively slim 3t'ld flexible burea~cr3cy,

--------- _._._--- ----_._------
51



"A.

vices, an international development NCO partici­
pating in the Bu.....ndi projects and the Conserva­
tion Foundation/World Wildlife Fund, which was
directly involved in implementation of the Bosco,;a
project. No other international development NGOS
have participated, although a small number, par­
ticularly CARE. have recently started to become in­
"oIved in ICOPS. Intemational NCOS have seldom
been involved diJ'e(:tly in project implementation,
tending instead to work with government agen­
cies or local NCOS. The international organizatiOns'
principal role has been to contnoute or raise funds
and to provide expatriate technical assistance,
sometimes in the form of the project manager or
leader.

There was an intriguing partnership between
two raational NGOS, the Population and Develop­
ment Association of Thailand, and W;ldlife Fund
Thailand, at Khao Yai, Thailand (chapter 3 and
box 75). This partnership combined the PopUla­
tion and Developm~nt Association's extensive
project management and participatory rural de­
velopment experience with Wildlife Fund
Thailand's conservation eXJX'rtise and knowledge
of wildlife issues. The two organizations' capaci­
ties appeared to complement each other. Unfortu­
nately, this partnership did not survive more than
a few years, after which the twO!\GOS each began
concentrating their efforts in separate communi·
ties on the park boundaries. Problems facing each
of the organizations in implementing their now­
separate projects can, to someextent, be attributed
to the loss of the balanced approach that had been
facilitated by the partnership.

Strengths and wea1cntsses

Conservatlon-oriented ~GOS have taken a leading
role in the first generation of ICDPS. The conserva­
tion groups have previously preved effective in

highlighting environmental issues and conceros,
devising education and awareness prograrl'\3, and
lobbying governments and international agendes.
Conservation ='GOS have al5(.~ r:aade substantial con­
tributions to t:stablishing and managing protected
areas by mobilizing f ..mds and providing expatri­
ate technical assistance. However, groups having
Ettie experience in development have struggled to
implement effective development within ICOPS.

On the other hand, development !':G05 have
implemented many small, low-cost, and innova­
tive projects that have benefitted poor people in
remote rural communities throughout the devel­
oping world. The "';GO approach to development
has been associated with sensitivity to local needs,
flexibility, and site-Specific solutions involving ap­
propriate technologies. This bottom-up approach
can help to avoid the cumbersome bureaucracies
of central governments and the top-dOwn blue­
print designs of rural dev~lopmentprojects spon­
sored by international development agencies (chap­
ter 4). In ICOPS, however, many development :'\GOS

have only recently started to introduce environ­
mental components to their projects, and few have
given explicit consideration to the conservation of
biodiversity.

:"cos have played a valuable role in identifying
and promoting innovative project concepts and
drawing attention to the need for JCDPS. This role is
particularly important because many of the re­
sponsible government agencies are unwilling or
incapable of reacting. What, then, are the appro­
priate future ICOP roles for conservation and devel­
opm-~nt ..,;cos?

A recent review of World Bank projects involv­
ing :-.:cos reported that many "';GOS see their main
role as serl/'ing as an institutional bridge between a
project and its beneficiaries, linkir.g project objec­
tives and activities to the needs and environment
of beneficiaries (Salmen and Eaves 1989). The

Box 7.5 Nongovemmental organizations in partnership at Khao Yai National Park, Thiiland

Two SC08-the Population and Community Development Association and Wildlife Fund Thailand-ag:-eed to jointly
dr'elopand implement the pilot proje<t. The Populalion and Development Association has been organiZing community
development actiVities since 1974 and is the largest ~co in Thailand. Its activities have reached more than 16,000 villages
and have led to improvements in health, family planning, and income. Its approach is characterized by community
partidpation in decislonmaking. training of villagers, alld the provision of ;o....··in teres t credit. \\'i:d:lfe Fund Thai:3nd was
founded in 1983 and has rapidly achieved prominence by attracting attention to some of Thailand's :l1ostlmportant
C!Ilvironmental issues. It is affiliated with the World Wildlife Fund-International.

The Population and Development Association and Wildlife Fund Thailand started thi! project III 1985 at the village of
Sup Tal. Although they now malla8eseparate projects, the two organizations still collaborate. By 1989 their "de\'elopment
for c:onservation" programs had expanded to thirteen Villages, ten of them managed by Wildlife Fund Thailand and three
...1them by Populatiol' and Development Associates. Wildlife Fund Thailand reached another forty vi1lag~s with mobile
c:onservation education units.
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World Bank study argued that involvement of in­
termediary NCOS in Bank-sponsored projects can
lelp to translatebeneficiary needsand knowledge
of local conditions to the World Bank or the bor­
lOwei', trar.slate project guidelines to communi­
t'es.. organze beJleficiaries to take advantagE- of
project benefits, deliver services to less accessible
populations, and serve as intennediaries to other
NGOS. These seem logical roles for NGOS in ICDPS.

In addition to their many strengths, however,
N<X.s also have limitations (box 7.6). Annis (1987>,
among others, has written that the strengths for
which NCOSareacclaimed can also be serious weak­
nesser-that "smaU-scale" can merely mean "in­
significaItt," "politically independent" can .nean
"powerless'" or "disconnected," and "innovative"
can mean simply "tempora.-y" or "unsustainable."
1bese potential weaknesses suggest a need for
some caution in assessing the capacity of any NGO

to execute lCOl'S unassi3ted.
Promoting development has proved difficult

even for NGOS experienced in managing rural de­
velopment projects. Doing so for an (COP would
likelyproveextremely challenging for international
ronservation NCOS with limited experience in
projects targeting poor rural people or for national
conservation or environmental NGOS that were
originally established to iobby governments, raise
money for the establishment of specific protected
areas,or raise conservationawareness through edu·
cation programs.

Another constraint facing NGOS is the resistance
of some governments and their agencies to ~GO in­
volvement in development projects. Governments
frequently feel threatened by the growth of NCOS

and often react to their activities with suspicion
and hostility (Cemea 1988b). Covernments may

regard someNGO activities as an unwelcome intru­
sion in politics. In turn, NGOS sometimes face the
dilemma of accepting somegovemrnent funds and
putting theircredibilityor future autonomy at risk.

F"mally, the reports and literature ema."\ating
from some of the NGOS sponsoring the projects
suggest confusion between what has been plar.ned
and what has been achieved. In some c~ the
public ra~tions effort has been set in rnotiOTl too
early. This has sevenl undesirable effects: it sug­
gests that the ICOP approach is relatively quick and
easy, when in fact ICDPS are complex and long­
term commitments; it overrates some weak
projects, rather than concentrat:ng on needed im­
provements; it places unrealistic expectations on
some promising projects too early; it inhibits the
experimentation and learning that are essen~ in
such innovative ventures; and it can lead to large
numbersof visitors, all requiring the valuable time
of project managers.

Donors (and lende:s)

Many donors have become increasingly interested
in funding ICOl'S as pan of their expanding envi­
ronmental mandates and growing interest in links
between conservation and development. For the
case study rrojects, principal iunding sources have
included rnultilate!al organizations (tht> World
Bank and the European Conununity), bilateral
agencies (in Canada, the Netherlands, Norway,
Sweden, Switzerland, the United States, and West
Germany), private foundations, and the interna­
tional ~GOS (which, in tum, have their own fund­
ing sources, including private foundations).

Smaller national ~cos thatare executing projects
can spend considerable time on-and sometimes

BOle 7,f, Strengths and wuknesses of nongovernmental organizatillns

C;mpamiDt IIdtll1lwglS
• Readling the rural poor. particularly in remote areas
• Facilitatillg loc:aJ resowce mobilization and promoting rural participation
• Deliveri'lg services at lebtively low c:ost
• Fmding Innovative solutions

Carrrpa70liDt limitIJliorl5
• Limited ability to scale-up successful projects
• Limited ability to develop commWlity organizations that are sell-sustaining after special staff and rescurees are

withdrawn
• LacIc of technical capacity for COmpll!ll projects
• Lade of strategic perspective and lirbges with other importiUlt actors

Limited managerial and organizationalcapacities

Source: Brown and Karten i19S9).
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be overwhelmed by-requirements to Wlrite de­
!ailed proposalsand evaluation reports and tc meet
n!g11IarIy with donors. Examples include Amigos
de Sian I<a'~ Mexico; mAts Talamanca project,
Costa Rica; and Wildlife Fund Thailand's lWtI
project at!<hao Yai, Thailand. In some cases these
tasks were overwhelming the modest administra­
tive capacities of the organizations and detracting
from the pressing daily management needs of the
projec.1s. Actual or perceived pressure from do­
nors to report C'Onaete resultsalso resulted in some
overoptimistic projectaNlysesand internal evalu­
ations. By contrast, most project field staff Clppeared
realisticabcout the magnitude of the challenge they
had taken on.

Many of the projects and donors have adopted
time schedules that :;eemunrealistically short given
their amb:tious objEx:tives. In particular, perhaps
because they have been applying for short term
grants, projectshav£. tended to predict the achieve­
mentof financial self-sufficiency within a few years.
Such predictions have proved cnrealistic, particu­
larly at sites where there are no alternative fund­
ing sources such as foreign tourists or safari hunt­
ers.

Someof the?rojects have been subject to alarm..
ing funding bottlenecks and have continued only
through the remarbblt' persistenc~of their field
staff. These include Andohahela and Beza Mahafaly
(Madagascar), East Usar.tbara (Tanzania~,and lCAM

at Khao Yai Ohailand). In some cases the delays
were related to the renewal of short-term grants,
while inothers they wereattributable to poor com­
munications between the funding agency and the
project.

1ne types of Telationships between donors and
case study projects vary considerably, but with
notableexceptions, the donors tend to share a nun­
ber ofcharacteristics. Often they Tequire that funds
be expended rapidly over short peri"ds, they re­
quire frequent reportingof tangible pmject achieve­
ments, they limit their financial commitments to
two-to-three-year funding cydes, they have ineffi­
cientand overly bureaucratic mechanisms for trans­
ferring funds to field staff, and tney invariably
support Hprojects" instead ofcore activities of gov­
ernment agenciesor NGOS. nus study suggests that
these characteristics reduce the likelihood of ICDPS
being effective in achieving their goals.

Which organizo.tions should be involved?

Reflecting the continuing deoote over rural devel­
opment project design, there is also an argument

over whether lCDI'S should follow a top-down or
bottom-up approach (see, for example, Hough and
Sherpa 1989). Top-down is associated with gov­
ernmentsand 'with international organizations,and
bo!tom-up is as;ociated 'Nith NCOS. TIle case stud­
ies have revea1l~ little convincing evidence that
either governments or conservation or develop­
ment NCOS, werking independently, emeffectively
plar: and implement (COPS.

Govemment agencies interested in, or respon­
sible fur, conservation frequently lack financial re­
sources and enough trained personne!, and are
orient.::d away from community partidpation in
natural resource management. It is thus difficult
for them to execute (COPS.

On the other hclnd, many projects implemented
by NCOS have~n tolerared raiher than encour­
aged by government. Although this may result in
projects that l"acilitate local decisionmaking, are
sensitive to local community needs, and are inde­
pendent of ponderous bureaucrades, there are
three problems. First, conservation and ':evelop­
ment~ alone often lack the necessa:y e~rtise
to identify, design, implement, or evaluate inte­
grated projects. Second,~ operations are un­
likely 10 be permitted by most governments to
reach a scale large enough to make a meaningful
difference to the conservation of biological diver­
sity. (The scale of the case study projects is consid­
ered in chapter 8.) Third, the prospects for project
success are limited without the active participa­
tion of government in establishing a policy and
legislativeenvironment supportive oflCDPS. It could
a:so bea~ed that without the basic services that
only government can provide on a significant
scale-such as education, health care, and infra­
structure-there is little chance of instigating ma­
jor, sustainable change in remote and poor com­
munities.

Need for partnelShips

For (COP design and implementation, the above
factors point strongly to the need for partnerships
between different typesoforganizations. Two types
of partnership can be envisioned-between devel­
opment and conservation NCOS and between NGOS
and govemment agencies. International develop­
ment agencies can play an important role in facili­
tating and encouraging these partnerships, par­
tie-.darly in encouraging government agencies to
participate.

The need for such partnerships is one of the
strongest conclusions to emerge from this study.
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Several criteria could be used to evaluate integrated
ronservation-development projects (ICDI'S). One
approach might be to build on the indexes used to
monitor and evaluate rural <:Ievelopment pror-ct5,
such as ta¥t populations' incomes and wealth,
literacy, productivity, and nutrit:on ,and health.
Anotherapproach would be to assesstheeff~ve­
ness of projects in eliciting the partidpation of lo­
cal people in project activiti~ and in promoting
institutions to facilitate local dedsiorunaking.

But these approaches are based on measures of
the means and not the end product; they do not
adequately measure progres.; against the ultimate
goal. Every lCOP mU5t eventually face the test of
whether it has contributed to the conservation of
biological diversity by improving the prospects
for survival of the targeted prote<:ted area. Indexes
of ICDP effectiveness must therefore include key
ecological features, as well as the more familiar
social and economic development variables.

The effectiveness of an ICCP is likely to be con­
strained by the scaling of the project in relation to
both the protected area c>nd the surrounding popu­
lation. The protectoo are;:as targeted by the case
studies vary in size from a iew square kilometers
to sev!ml1 thousand square JciIometers. Other things
being equal, protecting lar~r reserves may be ex­
pected to bemore difficult t"an protecting :;maUer
reserves. But, regardless of a protected area's size,
(COPS that target only a small proportion of the
local population are unlikely to have a significant
conservation impact.

Evaluating the effectivenessofa project requires
comparing initial goals with subsecr.Jent progress
toward them, as reported by project monitoring
systems. These steps should be followed:

• Assess the effects of ICDP activi~es on people
outside protected a."ea boundaries.

• Assess the status of ttl;! plants alld <lInimals
inside thP. protected <area, dnd changes in their
status since the lCOP began.

• Attempt to id~ti1y any causal links between
changes in conditions inside protected areas a"ld
project initiativesoutside-in particular the extent
to which changes inside are attributable to project
activitiesas opposed to exogenous events and pro­
cesses.

Changes outside protected areas

The Boscosa (Costa Rica) and Khao Yai (Thailand)
projects surveyed people living in the villages
where the project was to be implemented to estab­
lish baselli'.e data against which to measure subse­
quent project effects. None of the other case study
projects has systematically monitored the effects
of its development activities on I::cal people. Few
conducted baseli:..e surveys, and little relevant data
hwe bao., produced to quantify project bei,efits to
individuals or communities. The few external
evaluaticns have all been based on qualitative
arulysis. As a result, it has not been feasible to
produce an economic or finandal ewluation of
any project. Thl) analyses of local social and ec0­
nomic changes :;ince the projects began (summa­
rized in chapterc; 5 and 6) have thus been based
mainly on informal sourcesand interviews, supple­
mented by p~'Oject reports.

Changes inside protected areas

Protected area management agencies in develop­
ing countries generally lack adequate resources
for S}'Stematic monitoring, particularly in largepr0­
tected areas. Ey.cepbons incIud~ occasional studies
associated with the p..eparation of park manage­
ment plans, periodic inventories of r1ants end ani­
mals by visiting researchers, and a~"ial counts of
large mammals in Afrir.an savanna tarks.

Only three casP study protectro 'i I' ~as included
a component designed to compensal:~ for trus ab­
sence ofbasic: ecol'~gic:al data. All thrl::e are Mric.m
s~vanna ecosystems dominated by large mammals
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(Amboseli, Kenya; Lupande/ADMADE, Zambia; and
Nazinga, Burkina F"aso). In the remaining cases, it
~·:as difficult to assess what changes had taken
lIKe in wildlife and wildlands, which of these
,:1 :mges resulted from human activities, or whether
tl '.? trends have been positive or negative.

In the case of Jarge-scale forest conversion or
agricultural encroachment, such as at Andohahela
(Hadagascar) and Gunung Leuser (Indonesia), or
in the case of ver">' small reserves, such as Beza
Mahafaly (Madag~scar)and Bururi (Burundi), ad­
verse trends were usually obvious, even if
unquantified. In other cases, the estimates of de­
structive and illegal activities inside park bound­
aries range from nonexistent through anecdotal to
infonned guesswork. Despite the relative lack of
scientific data. informal project reports combined
with the results of interviews with villagers, project
personnel, park offidals and their fit>ld staff. and
visiting researchers have persuasively suggested
that destructive and illegal act1'1,.ities insio? pro­
tected area boundaries have diminished at several
sites since the ICOPS began. Thec-..e improvements
appear to be associated with the following factors:

• More effective enforcement. This has been
achieved by hiring appropriately equipped and
supervised parkguards. and resettling people from
within the protected area boundaries-<:hanges ef­
fected by the park authorities and by the
implementers of the lCOP (Air-Tenere, Niger;
Amboseli. Kenya; Bururi, Burur.di; Chitwan,
Nepal; Dumoga-Bone, Indonesia; Lupande/
ADMADE, Zambia; Nazinga, Burkina Faso; and Vol­
canoes, Rwanda). In several of these cases there is
considerable local resentment and hostility toward
the parks.

• Mitigation of the adtTeTSe effects of tourism. The
Annapuma (Nepal) project has substantially re­
duced deforestation rates within the multiple-use
conservation area by persuading the owners of
small lodges to bum kerosene instead of wood as
their principal energy source. At Air-Tenere
(Niger), tourists have been required to travel with
guides to minimize their impact.

• Results of specific agreements. Local commu­
nities and project representatives have agreed tha:.
investments ;n local development would follow
from the establishment of a protected area. Ex­
ample-.. have included repair of a road, construc­
tion oi a school, and the promise of an irrigation
proje-:t, all at Beza Mahafaly (Madagascar), and
lana titling at TaJamanca (Costa Rica).
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• Direct linkage of conservation goals to develop­
ment benefits. Although many projects attempted
to provide local communities with benefits, few
projects established a direct linkage between the
conservation aim and the benefits received by 10­
eal communities. TIle Lupande/AOMADE (zambia)
program is an ex.:eption. Morc local ell'")loyment,
increased meat for local cOnsUmptiOI'" and rev­
enue sharing for development are directly tied ~o

wildlife protection.

At the remaining sites there was little evidence
of change in what appear to be extremely high
levels of destructive and iJlegal activities.

Linking inside with outside

With the limited quantity of infonnation available
from project monitoring and evaluation, it is ex­
tremely difficult fOi external reviewers to establish
ex-post causal relationships between events inside
and outside protected area boundaries. Of greater
concern is that few of the case study projects have
effectively made that cOlU1ection. While chapter 5
describes how several of the projects have gener­
ated SOCIal and economic benefits for local people,
it is qu~tionablewhether many of these benefits
led to improved park security.

The Annapuma (Nepal), Beza Mahafaly (Mada­
gascar), and Lupande/ADMADE (zambia) projects
provided the only unambiguous examples of ef­
fective and positive linkages between conserva­
tion insideand development activitiesoutside park
boundaries. Some of the case studies where such
linkages weremissing or ambiguousare described
in 00)(8.1.

It might be argued that lCOPS promoting gen­
eral social and economic development in local com­
munities would not expect to observespecific links
between individual program components and im­
proved people-park i~teraction.And in some cases,
once-hostile relations between park personnel and
local communities have improved substantially
because of the mediation of project personnel.
Nonetheless, the development components of ICDPS

ha"e been influential in redudng threats to pro­
tected areas only in a few cases. During start-up,
project staff may need to spend considerable time
establishing a positive relationship with local
people, particularly in areas with a history of
people-park tension. In such cases, linkages may
not readily be apparent even though vital p:..epara­
tory work is going on to build trost and goodwill
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IBox 8.1 Amblpou. '0 m..... I....S.. b..w.... the d...l'pm••, <omp."'I' .f p"l"" e.d thoh
conservation objectives ,

Ambo:scli,1<myIJ. The reserve is apparently healthy, particularly in comparison with other East Africa... parks, despite
the project's Cailure to achieve its objectives In fifteen yem,

1OuJo Y4i, TIcDi1Im4. Low·interest loans to members oC village environmental protl!l.ilon societJes on the condltion that
park regulations beres~ have COIlSlderably reduced individual debt bW'dens.1t 1£ not at aU clear, however, that this
has resulted in reduced poaching or loggiJlg in the adjacent national park. .

Lwmgrott '''ugrahtl Rural~,Pro~c' (u~':Jp), ZmnbUl, Although uaop is similar to AOMAOE, it is a broadly based
integrated rural development' project with Cishery, agriculture, road constructioll, I11d community service CCJmponenls.
Funding Cor these activities depends mainly OIl ""ildlife use and t·ophy fees. The ADloIADR program has managed to clearly
link the loc:al benefits to wildlife. but the uaDP project disperses funds to aU of the project activities. It is thus unclear
whether the linIc between wildlife and development can be made dear in the eyes of local people.

Motutrdl,MairD. Local peoplereceive gate receipts from tourists Visiting the butterflies. Yet this has not prevented the
local residents from logging in the reserve. In this case, tlw dlrect benefits from a conservation area have been lnsuffice11t
to become an incel'ltive to n:duoe pressure on the protected area.

Simi KA'an,Maica. Lobster fishennerl, who claimed that land inside the park was rightfully theirs when they wante<! to
earn additional income from farming. posed a potentially significant threat to the reserve. Amigos de Sian Ka'an, the
nongovernmental organization runni11g the project, developed an intensive agricultural fann to demonstrate that high
levels of production could be achieved on small parcels, thus partly negating the f1she:'Dlen's claims. The fishermen lost
their interest in Carming. and the demonstration Carm continues even though it is too far from local communHil!!> to be
useful for training them.

Note: Other examples are described in chapter 5 ani the appendiX.

loca!!yand thereby provide a basis for future link­
ages.

The argument that conservation will automati­
cally be strengthened by improving the living stan­
dards or inaeasing the incomesof people outside
park boundaries is appealing-and the principal
justification for lCOPS. However, the case study
analyst..'S demonstrate that this argument is sim­
plistic and that projects need to establish explicit
linkages between tlteir development components
and their conservation objectives.

Scale of projects

Assessing the scale of an leDl' must begin with the
physical size of the protected area targeted by the
project. TIle variations in size of the case study
protected' areas was considerable, from the 65,000
square kilometer Air-Tenere National Nature Re­
serve in Niger to the 6 square kilometer Beza
MahafalySpecial Reserve in Madagascarand the 5
square kilometer Monarch Butterfly Overwinter­
ing Reserve in Mexico (table 2.1).

TJuee project design features can be used to
show the scale of an ICDP:

• Geographic reach is the area enclosed by the
physical boundaries within which project activi­
ties take place. Reacll need not be synonymous
with the physical size of the protected area. Reach

will include lands outside the protected area
boundary and, in the case of multiple-use areas,
may al!>O includ2 lands inside the overall area
boundaries. Reach depends on the location and
distribution of the intended beneficiaries and the
ease of access to them.

• Diversity refers to the range of activities car­
ried out by the project. Increasing the diversity
may ail.:'" a wider range of threats to be addressed
and inereas.' the possibilities of finding new solu­
tions. But greaterdiversity also may prornote more
change th"n local people are willing to make and
add complexity to management-making failure
more likely.

• Intensity refers to the level of effort of project
"'ctiviti~ver a given area or directed toward a
specific population. A project must generally de­
cide how thinly to allocate its finite resources. For
example, a project with a full-time, on-site project
manager in each target village is more "intensive"
than a project where one worker covers several
villages. This is d:ffieult, and perhaps impossible,
to measure.

Using this approach, the total scale of a project
can be expressed in terms of three variables: reach,
diversity, and intensity. In practice, the total scale
will be subject to a number of limiting constraints.
The first is funding, not just the total funds obtain­
able but their pattern of avai1~bi1ity over time and
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theextent 10 wJ.Uch lendere Clr donors are prepared
to commit their funds. The second oonstraint is
managementcapacity, the ability ofimplementing
organizations-whether government agencies or
nongovernmental organizations-to effectively
manage a project. Third is the availability of ad­
equately trained and experienced personnel to staff
a project. The fourth oonstraint is a project's politi­
cal acceptabillty-locally and nationally.

A project may need to make trade-offs among
reach, diversity, and intensity. For example, a
project with an inadequate reach can have little
hope of having a significant effect on a protected
area, because onlya small proportion of the target
population has even the possibility of being af­
fected by the project. But, with an extended reach,
a diverse project bl!\.."Omes difficult to manage. A
range of varied activities carried out over a large
area affecting many different communities will be
difficult tocoordinate. Rural development projects
along these lines have tended to suffer organiza­
tional failures. Finally, with limited funds and lim­
ited staff resources, reach and intensity can be
trade-offs. For example, at Khao Yai, Thailand,
oneof the project nongovernmental organizations
has emphasized intensity (working intensively in
a few villages), while the other, with pressurefrom
donors, has emphasized reach (visiting and work­
ing in many more villages). As an mustrative ex-

ample, box 8.2 tentatively applies this approa.:h to
an assessment of the scale of some of the case
study projects.

How far should a project's geographic reach
be, or how far should activities extend beyond the
protected area boundaries? There is no single an­
swer tf) this question. The appropriate sale for a
pJ'(~iP" ~epends on site-specific aspects of the so­
doe~onomic context and on the level and intensity
of threats to the proiected area. Some of the vari­
ables discussed in Uris section (especially intensity
and diversity) cannotbe measured precisely. They
may, nonetheless, be useful for evaluating the ad­
equacy of ICDPS.

Constraints inhibiting scale increases are finan­
cial, human (for project planning. management,
and staffing), institutional (absorptive capacities
of the implementing organizations), technological
(better methods for resource use), and distribu­
tional (directing benefits to local people). The scale
of most of the case study projects has~ too
small in relation to the protected areas or to the
surrounding populations to have had a significant
effect. Some of the projects are targeting small
parks, and others are pilot initiatives next to larger
parks. But apart from small-scale replications
within ICDPS, few of the organizations that initiated
or implemented these pilots have shown the incli­
nation or capacity to promote replication.



Box 8-2 Comparins the sale of a'H atudy proJects

Using the me'.hod dcsoibed in the text, three ICDI'!l might be compared ll! foUows:

Rmch InJouity DitTersity

high high
moderate;:noderate

DumOf'"d-Bone. indonesia
Ell~ U!llImbara, T31'.zani~
la-..,o y,JI!, ThaIland

P<>pU1atl.:ft ad Development
.~-btiOIl.Sup Tal

Wlllillf.e Fund Thailand (T1WoI)
low
high

high
low

low
high

high
high

Dumoglt-Bmre.1114or1tsi1. Theeastern half of this 3,000square kilometer park drains into the Oumoga valley. The park was
established to protect the upper watershec! of two largeirrigatiOll pro;ects. As aresult. 12,000 farmers have beer! able to grow
paddy ria!. The Dumoga-Bone irrigation prc;eets reach throughouta large river valley (ruzeh =high), affect almost all of the
Ian;! and people lD the valley (intmsity = high), and have a single objective, inigated rice cultivation (dinamy = low).

Ust tlsmnbanr, TmlZllJWz. About 4O,<Xn people in twenty.five to thirty villages live among sixteen small f«est reserves
totaling 160 square ldlometers. The forests have been degraded by logging and shifting cultivation. The project is working
iJI fifteel1 oE the villages dose to the reserves OIl a variety ofsmallo9C3le rural developmmt iJlitiatives and promoting more
intensive cash crop alternatives to shifting C:U]tivatioa. -nle East Usambara project reaches almost hall of the villages
located IIDIO!1g the forest reserves (1't4dr = moderate), has a paid coordinator iJI each village (i"lnIsily =moderate), and has
pursued adiv~ range of activities (dinasity =high). (See chapter 3.)

IC1uto ¥a, TIuiIJDul. This 2,200 square ldlameter park is surrounded by Qlore tlun 100 villages. The original project
started ill one village on the n«thern boundary, Sup Tal, and was a join: effort of two nongovernmental organizations­
!he Populatiat and Development Association and WildUfe Fund Thailand. All subsequent ac:tlvities have bem based on
some variatioo of the Sup orIII model. ymdllle Fund Thailand dropped out of SUp Tal and began the TEAM project on the
parlc's eastern boundary. This project focused on two groups of five villages, with a headquartel:s and field manager in one
village in each of the two groups. Mobile education activities were planned for forty more villages. The Population and
Developtnent Association co~tinues the project at Sup Tal and has expanded into two other nearby villages, with plans for
expansion into three further villages starting in 1990. The Khao Yal projects nW! only a small proportion of the villages
that tJuuten the national park(~ =low). The Sup Tai project has several full-time, on-site staff (in/nlsity = high) and
h.lS attempted a wide r.IJlge of activities (dillmily =high). TheTE.Ul project is similarly diverse but has fewer staff trying to
work in 1Il«e villages (intalsity =low). mus project is more fully described in chapter 3.)

Applying the same variables to some of th· other case studies:

17l1.msily DiDU5ity

Air-Tener", Niger moderate mCk!erate moderate
Amboseli, Kenya

National Park high moderate low
WildJije F..xtensicn high low low

AMapuma, NeJ'll1
Stagl: I moderale high high
Stage II high moderate high

Beza Mahafaly, Mildagasar moderate high moderate
LupandelAOlCAO£, Za:nhia moderate high low
Osa/Bosco!a, Costa Rica moderate moderate high
Sian !Ca'an, Mexico low low moderate
Ta1aInana, Costa Ria high moderate high

At their currmt level of operations, the Amboseli Wildlife Extension (Kmya). Andohahela (Madagascar), Khao Yli
(Thailand), Monarch and Amigos de Sian !Ca'an (Mexico), and Tawllana (CosUI Rica) projec:ts all appear to be too small in
reialiOll to the area they are ttyiJlr, ti> protect or the surrOWlding population they are hoping to influence. These ICDl'S

should thus be considered pilot proJects.

59



IiiI I 9. Conclusions and recommendations-...
'Thisstudy of integrated conservation-development
projects (ICOPS) was expected to identify local de­
velopment strategies that are compatible with ec0­

system conservation, local incentives that most ef­
fectively discourage threats to parks, the best ways
to involve local people in protected area manage­
ment, z.nd the types of organizations that best fa­
cilitate t1K-se approaches.

11lese ~estions remain largely unanswered.
Concise, C1ear<Ut lessons for replicating existing
projects d:d not emerge. Instead, what stands out
most clearly is that the problems that individum
ImPS arealtempting to addressare enonnous, com­
plex, and variable. By comparison, the pioneering
efforts examined in this study appear small in­
deed. Many projects have annual budgets of less
than $100,OOO-some considerably less-and few
have recei',ed funding totaling more than $1 mil­
lion. By d velopment project funding standards,
these amol1nts are very small. More fundamen­
tally, these projects are small in terms of the influ­
ence they can exert over the forces threatening
protected eeos~,tems.This inabili~' to change the
parameters of the environment in which they are
operatingC:.pp:ars to be the projects' greilt~tweak­
ness.

Many (·f the factors leading to the 1~.5 of
biodiversityand thedegradation ofprotected ',latu­
raJ ecosyst.~ms originate far from park boundaries.
~ inch.· .~ public ownership of extensive areas
of land, un natched by the capacity of government
agencies to ,'"mage the land; powerful financial
'incentives li~~t encourage o....erexploitation of tim­
ber, wildlife. grazing lands, and crop lands; an
absence of liJ bges between the needs of conser­
vation and th. factors encouraging development;
and laws, policies, social changes, and economic
fon:es over which poor people in remote rural
areas N' ~ no influence.

Addressing these issues in a meaningful way
would require engaging the highest levels of gov­
ernments throughout the industrialized and de-
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veloping worlds and mobilizing resources on a
much larger scale than has been done so far. Now,
even under the best of conditions, ICIl'S centered
on protected areas and ta.~glocal populations
can play only a modest role in mitigating thepow­
erful :~>rces causing environmental degradation.
When, in addition, these projects are trying to de­
velop new approaches while relying on tiny bud­
gets, inexperienre:l implementing organizations
(often dependenr on one or two key individuals),
and limited access to usable technology, and when,
furthermore, the projects are constantly struggling
(or official recognition, their ambitions must real­
istically be limited.

In these circumstances the achievements of the
case skdy projectsareperhaps remarkable. Within
relatively short periods of time, several proje<.::S
have established components that appear promis­
ing and that have elicited a measure of support
among the local population. Although measurable
progress has been rare, early experiences of the
case study ICOPS offer some valuable lessons (or
future initiatives in this area.

A1'e integrated conservation-deveJopmentprojects
neCe5S>L"Y?

Most of the analysis to this point has emphasized
how challenging and complex ICDP implementa­
tion can be: how necessary it is to understand the
socioeconomic context ofeach project; how impor­
tant i t ~lS to elicit local participation; how difficultit
is to promote social and economic development in
remote rural communities; how limited is the ca­
pacity to participate o( most government protected
area management agencies; and so on. This study
has reviev.-ed the early experiences 1)( more than
twenty projects and found that progress has been
very modest. One might well ask, why bother?
Why promote the expansion of a concept that ap­
pears to be so difficult to put into practice? If the
commitment to ~onserve biodiversity is sincere,



then the answer is that ICIJD approaches must be
reinforced and expanded simplybecause there a:oe
few viable alternatives.

Increasing resoun:e demands from growing TU­

ral populationsand continuing large-sca1econve!'­
sian or degradation of natural ecosystems will ex­
ertever-increasing pressure on paries and reserves.
While traditional enforcementwill continue to play
a criticalro~ in many cases needs desper­
ately to be strengthened-it is inconceivable that
networles of protected areas can be maintained
indefinitely by what amounts, in some cases, to
military force. This leads to the conclusion that
innovatitJe, wel1-designeJ ;WPSat carefuUyselected sites
tJII1t CD7IStrucfivtIy address load people-park relation­
ships are essenlitll to the conservation of biodiversity
and thus to sustainable deoelopment.

This is not to say that even successhd ICDI'S can
alone conserve biodiversity. The other initiatives
and policy measures that are needed have been
well cl~.oibed by others, notably McNeely and
colleagues (1990).

Lessons for the future

This chapter, drawing on earlier discussions and
findings,~ out the lessons from this study for
future design and implementation of ICCPS. These
lessons have been grouped into seven areas: (1)
projects as part of a larger framework, (2) scale of
projects, (3) organizations partidpating in projects,
(4) project site selection, (5) local partidpation in
projects, (6) financial resources of projects, and (7)
project design and implementation.

The lessons presented below are in descending
priority. This is to emphasize that lessons in the
final area-on-the-ground project design and
implementation-although critical to project ef­
fectiveness, are likely to prove considerably easier
to apply than those emerging from the other five
areas. In fact, failure to effectively address the les­
sons in the other areas is likely to leave barriers
that will frustrate even the best design and imple­
mentation efforts.

Projects as pJrl ofalarger framework

It has becomedear from the case studies that ICDPS
have been implemented on too narrow a front.
Conserving biodiversity in protected areas cannot
be regarded solely as an issue of protected land
management, even if that management has been
expanded and reoriented as part of an 1=tlP to in­
clude park neighbolS.

Threats to parks and their neighbors often origi­
nate far from park boundaries. Local people, the
intended benefidaries of ICDPS, are commonly the
most visible agents of park degradation; however,
their actions are often attributable to laws, poli­
cies, pattems of resource access, social changes,
and economic forces--factors that ICDI'S and their
sponsors can have little hope of influencing. Fur­
thennore, manyof the casestudy ICDPS have proved
vulnerable to external events that have caused
project operations to be suspended or have led
directly to protected area degradation on a large
scale. These have included commodity price col­
lapses in several countries (leading to very high
lo:aJ unemployment and hardship), guerilla W2.r­

fare in Peru, kerosene shortages in Nepal, land
price ~Iation in TItaiJand, a debt-related budget
crisis in Kenya, and the ivory ban that threatened
to reduce hunting revenues in Zambia.

It is not tikely-or even desirable-that ICOP

managers wilt ever have control over, or even be
able to influence, all of the parameters of the envi­
ronment in which they operate. However, field
experience has highlighted certain aspects of this
extemal environment that appear fundamental to
project effectiveness. "These can be used to derive a
series of project preconditions. Although these pre­
conditionsarenot universally applicable, this study
suggests the need for caution before proceeding
with an ICDP in the absence of any of them. These
precondi tions include:

• Seriouspolitiazl commitmmts to the project. Ex­
plicit commitments to support, or at least cooper­
ate with, the ICDP must be obtained in advance
from local authorities, from influential local lead­
ers, and from high levels within appropriate agen­
cies of the national government-including all
agencil!:i witn relevant interests and authority.

• Legislation contiucive to the achievement of lCDP
objectives. Jurisdiction over lands outside park
boundaries is often ullclear and can provide a sig­
nificant barrier to ICDPimplementation.l.egislative
refonn will often be needed tv give ICDI'S, park
managementagendes,orboth, the authority to act
outside existing park boundaries; to clarify over­
lapping authoriti.::s over lands adjacent to parks
among local governments and national govern­
ment agencies; to estcl>lish multiple-use areas that
include conservafTon <protected)and development
(human-use) zones; to establish buffer zones out­
side the boundaries of existing traditicnal parks;
to delegategovemment authority overa traditional
park or a multiple-usearea to a separate ICDI'man-

61



agement organization: or to provide for a share of
park entry and concession fees to go to the parks
system, orbe passed through the ICDP to local com­
munities.

• Realistic institutiDl".a1 anangemer.ts for projed
mtmJIgt:m4Ilt. Whereappropriate, newmana~nt
structures should be empowered to represent dif­
ferent national and local interests invoived in the
lCOP, incIudmg collaboration with the protected
area management agencies, if local park manage­
met\t is to remain administratively separate from
the project. These arrangements could include ex­
plicit authorization for lCD'S implemented by ap­
propriately qualified nongovemmental organiza­
tionsand, possibly, the delegation of limited park­
management authority to these organizations.

• Compltibility with regitma1 development. Project
development components should ideally be coor­
dinated with regional development initiatives. At
the very least there should be effective communi­
cationbetween regional development planners and
the (COPS. Particular care will need to be taken to
avoid the establishment of an "'attraction zone"
that draws new migrants dose to a heavily subsi­
dized, rapidly developing area close to a park, and
to avoid environmentally damaging regional de­
velopment projects that threaten toundennine the
ICCI' and the protected area (such as uncontrolled
development).

• SysfemQticattention to land uwnership and other
resource access rights of the projects' intended benefi­
ciarits. Lack of secure tenure has prevented many
ICDI'S from persuading settlers or recent migrants
to adopt a Jong-termperspective toward land man-

. agement, including more intensivecultivation out­
sidepark boundaries. Priority should thus be given
to~gor<.stablishingsecure land tenureand
resource acce:;s for individuals and communities
living adjacent to park boundaries.

• Commitment to institulional reorientation. Gov­
ernment agencies responsible (or traditional-park
management face considerable constraints in
impleDlP.nting ICOPS or supporting ICOPS imple­
mented by other organizations,even with funding
and technical assistance from intemational orga­
nizations. Manyof these agencies require strength­
ening and reorientation toward a more people­
centered approach.

Scalt ofprojtcts

Small-scaleICOPS areappropriate to relatively small
paries or those under little threat from surround­
ing populations. Butto have a significant effect on
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larger protected areas in developing countries,
more substantial initiatives will he needed. Most
ICDPSare operating on a scaleconsiderably smaller
than that of the immediate problems they are try­
ing to address, and even tIv: larger 1m'S are small
by development project standards (chapter 8).

SmalllCDPS can be considered to Nve made a
significant contribution to biodiversity conserva­
tion only if their experiences provide the basis for
replication on a larger scale, either by expanding
to include more communities or more develop­
ment activities around their targeted protected ar­
eas, or by launching new and more substantial
projects at additional sites. Thus far, such replica­
tion has been rare (and governments appear to
have tolerated some of Lite ICOPS implemented by
nongovernmental organizations only because the
projects have remained so small). This is not the
fault of the implementing organizati<lns. Many of
these groups and agencies have been extendoo to
their limits by the original project and lack the
resources to scale up. Quite appropriately, many
of these organizations view experimenting with
this new approach as their major contribution, a
role to which they are aptly suited; they regard
expansion and replication as the task of others.

The scale oflCOPSmust Ileexpanded cautiously.
Man}' rural development efforts havecollapsed as
a result of attempting to expand too quickly, plac­
ing impossible demands on local leadership and
institutions, and becoming far removed from their
intended beneficiaries. Themanagement structures
of large projects can become so complex that
decisionmakingbecomes rigid. Large projects in a
relatively small and underfinanced sector SlIch as
biodiversity conservation canalso attract a dispro­
portionately lMge share of available financial, hu­
man,and institutional resources-to the detriment
of protected areas elsewhere in the country.

These dangers are now relatively well-known,
even though some development projects continue
to disregard them. Unless the:'-e risks are over­
corr.~ and the scale of ICOP opere. tions is substan­
tially increased, prospects for bi()(:' iversity conser­
vation will continue to deteriorate.

Participating orgmiZDtions

ICD!' implemenlahon has been assistedby govern­
mentagencies,c,nservationand development non­
governmental organizations, and development
agencies. Each type of organization has important
contributions to make. However, the experiences
of the case study projects demonstrate that, work-
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ing independently, none of these organizations can
effectively plan and im~;·:ment ICOfS (chapter 7).

One of the clearest lessons from this study is that
implementation of the next generation of ICDP ini­
tiatives \inking ecosystemprotection with local ec0­

nomic development needs to involve significantl)'
larger mlJaboration amor~ governments, conser­
vationgroups, development nongovernmentalor­
ganizations, development organizations, and aid
agencies.

Partnerships provide a basis for effectivelyad­
dressingthechallenge that distinguishes laJPS from
aU other conservation or development projects:
the need to link socioeconomic development with
biodiversity conservation. Two types of partner­
ship will be particularly important in project de­
sign and implementation: partnerships between
development and conservation nongovernmental
organizations,and partnershipsbetween these non­
governmentalorgcmizationsand government agen­
cies.

The need to fit ICDfS into a larger development
framework has already been emphasized. Non­
governmentalorganizationsand government agen­
cies charged with protected area management can
play only a limited role in this process. High-level
conunibnent and involvement from governments
will also be necessary. International development
agencies such as the World Bar.k can facilitate­
and possibly finance--these partnerships, particu­
larly by encouraging the appropriate individuals
and organizations to participate.

In many cases, the organizations available to
play key roles in ICDPS have institutional weak­
nesses. For example, the government agencies re­
sJX>nsible for protected area management tend to
be politically weak and to lack resources, equip­
ment, and adequately trained personnel-making
it extremely difficult for them to carry out basic
management, let alone participate effectively in
1CDPS.1n such cases, organizational strengthening,
and possibly reorientation, will be an important
priority-Qne that donors have tended to avoid in
favor of discrete projects.

Site seltction

Should an ICOP be establis~ in association with
every protected area? Absolutely not. The lCD'ap­
proach is clearly not only experimental but com­
plex, tiJne.consuming, and expensive, reqairing a
complex mix of inputs. This suggests that the next
generation of fuU-scaie ICOPS should give highest
priority to (although not necessarilybe limited to)

protected areas in countries that have already made
significant progress in establishing protected area
networks and the institutions to manage them,
that have outstanding ecological significance, and
that have local site conditions that threaten the
o;.iability of the protected ecosystems but appear
favorable to successful project implementation.

What local site conditions can be considered
favorable for ICDP implementation? In general, fa­
vorable conditions would include

• Relatively low or, at least, stable population
densities (ifplpulation densities are judged too
highor are in biologically :ensitive areas, con­
sideration may need to be given to resettle­
ment)

• Widespread use of traditional or appropriate
technologies for resource extraction

• Protected areas where effective management is
already in place

• Local leaders and resplnsible central govern­
ment agencies willing to cooperate

• Participation ofcapableorganizations, probably
in partnerships as described above.

Sites not meeting these criteria may require differ­
ent approaches.

Eliciting authentic participation in projects is diffi­
cult and time-consuming in developed countries
and even more so in developing nations. But evi­
dence from ICOPS has confirmed one of the princi­
pal lessons from rural development projects: that
the sustainability of project benefits depends
strongly on the effective participation of local
people. This means more than participation as
project beneficiaries oras paidemployees. It means
participation in decisionmaking, in problem iden­
tification, in project desi~ and implementation,
and in project monitoring and evaluation. This
approach views local development as a process
rather than a product, v.ith project personnel per­
forming a facilitating role. Establishment of a pro­
cess of local participation has proved to be a more
effective method of sustainingproject benefits (and
therefore more cost-effa."tiveon a long-term basis)
than approaches that attempt to deliver economic
benefits without involving local people or build­
ing community commitment to the outcome of the
project.

Some projects have shown signs of promise in
winning the trust and confidence of local people,
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elici~ the participation of community members
in pro~-initiatedactivities, and starting institu­
tions for localresource-mana~tdecisionmak­
lng. Several promising local organizations have
been fonned to manage resources. However, al­
though someof these institutions and the networks
of field worlcers established by the projects have
attracted local backing, very ~.;~ .. are independent
of the projects. Without operational independence,
achievingICDP goals and sustaining benefit!' once a
project has finished will be difficult (chapter 6).

FinJlnciJlI TteOUrces

Much more money is needed,and overa consider­
ably longer period of titre. While more money
resources will not automatically overcome many
of the constraints identified in this study, ICDPS
will not be able to expand to the scale needed to
makeasignificant impact without large,long-term
donor commibnents.

Asdevelopment practitioners have learned, the
rapid scaling up of complex proj..~tsis rarely suc­
cessful because it overwheims the absorptive ca­
pacities of the implementing organizations and
the intended beneficiaries. This study has also ob­
served that long periods are needed to elicit local
participation in projects, an JCDP prerequisite, par­
ticularly if new local institutions are to be estab­
lished.

These factors all suggest that annual project
funding needs will build up slowly over several
years from fairly low levels, in contrast to conven­
tional donor financing preferences for projects that
use loan and grant funds fairly rapidly. Large one­
timefinancial inputs or short-term grants for ICOPS
should thus be avoided. Furthennore, it isusually
unrealistic to expect that these projects win be­
come financially self-sufficient or that their recur­
rent costs will be financed by governments after a
few years.

Projtd design and imp:emmfatiDn

Several ICDPS have suffered from severedesignand
implementation flaws. Some of these problemsare
attributable to the new and complex challenges of
ICOPS; others result from a failure to consider the
welJ-documented lessons from decades of rural
development programsofbothdevelopmentagen­
des and development-oriented nongovernmental
organizations (chapter 4). The most serious prob­
lemsnoted among the case study projects were the
folJowing:

• Most projects were designed without ad­
equate understanding of the socioeconomic con­
text. Although usefullalowledge was gaL'led by
capable field staff during project execution, it did
not compensate for a Jack of baseline data collec­
tion. "Quick-and-dirty" data collection and a.'la1y­
sis methods, such as rapid rural appraisal, were
rarely u:;...~ (chapter 2).

• There was a general failure to specify ex­
actly how ICDP development activities were ex­
pected to lead to enhanced protected area IJlQI\­

agement. The ICOP approach has to be judged by
whether development has improved the security
of protected areas and whether local people have
come to accept the existence of Ule protected area.
In virtually an pro~"ts, the critical linkagebetween
development and conservation has been missing
or unclear (chapter 4).

• Few projects have identified viable alterna­
tives tv me extensive resource-use practices that
threaten many protected areas. Rural development
in general lacks site-specific technical options, par­
ticularly in drier areas; nonetheless, the case study
projects have made few attempts to use indig­
enous knowledge and technologies, 2nd few of the
projects have conducted systematic. experiments
to identify new options (chapter 5).

• Very few of the projects appeared likely to
generate enough economic or financial benefits to
become self-sufficient. Deri\ing significant eco­
norrJc benefits from areas that lack tourism poten­
tial has proved extremely difficult. Areas where
nature tourism can finance conservation or pro­
vide benefits to local people remain limited. Most
biologically important areas do not have the p0­
tential for enough tourism to S' ·.pport conserva­
tion. And at sites where tourism revenues are high,
the benefits tend to be captured by the private
sector in major cities or by central treaswy funds
(chapter 5).

• The social and economic benefits flowing to
local people as a result of lea' development activi­
ties are difficult to identify and are unevenly­
sometimes narrowly-dismbuted. There is little
evidence that those benefiting represent threats to
the parks, and there are few examples of those
threatening the parks-usually the poorest and
the landless-receiving enough benefits to reduce
their potential threat (chapter 5).

• When projects have provided or subsidized
community sen'ices:, such as schools and health
clinics, links between the service and protected
area management objectives have not always been
clear. Projects that required a local contribution of
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cash or labor to community services had more
positive results than those that donated goods or
services (chapter 5).

• Most of the ICDP field staff, whether expatri­
ates or nationals, have been experienced, well­
trained, energetic, and knowledgeable. Positive re­
lationships havebeen developed with local people,
many of whom were distrustful, if not outright
hostile, when the projects began. Project field work­
ers frequently have personified the projects 10­
caJly-and their leadership and counsel were ob­
viously valued in many of the targeted conununi­
ties. Careful attention win have to be paid to how
these projects will continue under local control
after these charismatic leaders leave (chapter 6).

• Project; have given little attention to moni­
toring and evaluation. Very few projects monitor
the effects of their development activitiesand most
could provide no infonnation on changes in a tar­
geted protected area (chapter 8).

• There were few, ifany, working exan~plesof
a buffer zone. Although conceptually at :ractive
and potentially useful, the buffer zone rer I ,ins ilI­
defined in practice, particularly without ~pecific

enabling legislation (chapter 2).
• Many nongovernmental organizations

implementing the smaller projects on the bound­
aries of existing protected areas have been '.mable
to establishconstructive relationships with the pro­
tected area managers. This contributed to .: sepa­
ration between development and conservat·on as­
pects of the projects (chapter 7).

• Thedesignof several projects apparently was
based on unjustified assumptions. In partiC'Jlar, it
is clear that project implementers should r.ot as­
sume that communities can be induced to change

Conclusions and rtccmmendatiDns

their use of park lands rapidly; that superior teeh­
nclogicaJ opbons are available to intensify agricul­
ture or that people will automatically adopt them
if the options are there; that local institutions for
resource management can easily be established;
that change on a significant scale can be brought
about Ivithout government involvement; or that
providing local jobs or financing community ser·
vices isequivalent to local participation (chapter4).

A final word

For the initiatives coJIectively described here as
integrated conservation-development projects to
playa significant role in conserving lJiological di·
versity, decisive actions need to be taken, jointly
and separately, by implementing o!ganizalions,
national governments, and lenders and donors­
including international development agencies.
Without deliberate, concerted actions by these
groups-including the organizations represented
by the authors-the outlook for bioaiversity in
developing countries will be bleak. The long ges­
tation periods that ICDPS need clearly mandate that
these actions be taken sooner rather than later.

The challenge is not just to iJnplement more
effective ICOPS. That should be feasible, alt! .ough it
will require more financial support and creative
modifications of existing approaches, with a more
thorough understanding of rural development. The
greater challenge will be to engage the individuals
and organi.2.ations with the commitment and ca·
pacity to establish sc-:ial, economic, legal, and in­
stitutional emironments that facilitate-instead of
frustrate--achievement of [CDI' biodiversity con­
servation goals.
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hIi~ Appendix
I Case study summaries-----...

I

Africa

Burkina Faso, Nazinga Game Ranch

Protected areil. The 1,000 square kilometer
Nazinga Game Ranch.

Project. The Nazinga Game Ranch.
Implementing organizAtion. The African Wildlife

Husbandry Development Association, a nongov­
ernmental organization fonned by expatriates to
establish and manage the ranch, in partnership
with the government.

Responsiblegovernment ageru:y. Ministry of Envi­
ronment and Tourism.

Funding. From 1979-89, the project received a
total of $3.1 million in grants from the Canadian
International Development Agency and contribu­
tions of land and salary support from the govem­
ment of Burkina Faso.

Project area and scope. The project has focused
on habitat and antipoaching measures to restore
wildlife populations for safari hunting and the
game meat production inside the ranch bound­
aries.

Region. The idea for the ranch originated dur­
ing the 1972-74 Sahel drought, although major
funding did not become avaHable until 1919.

Project activities. The original project goals were
to research, design, and develop rational use of
wildlife resources in the region, to increase the
r~sources, and to benefit the local people.
Antipoaching measures and the establishment of

.( ,~ater pointswerean early pliorit)'. Extensive hous­
ing fadlities and 600 kilometers of roads were con­
structed by 1984, employing substantial numbers
of local people. The project did not begin harvest­
ing for meat production until 1989.

Tourism and safari operations, although suc­
cessful revenue earners for the ranch, have not yet
brought much benefit to local populations. In spite
of the ranch's focus on game production, the single
greatest benefit realized by local populations has
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bee ; ~ substantial increase in fishing opportwli­
ti~. :he creation of numerous pennanent water
pob~s about the ranch has greatly increased the
nUl ~.her and species of fish. The ranch has irnple­
m(.'lted a fisheries management program to regu­
tat:! access to fishing rights.

In late 1989 the Ministry of Environment and
Tourism assumed fun control of the ranch and the
participation of the African Wildlife Husbandry
Development Association was ended.

Evaluation. The permanent waterpoints and rou­
tine antipoaching patrols were leey factors in the
reported threefold inLTease in wildlife populations
between 1981 and 1984. The project has been very
successful in improving wildlife habitat and in­
creasing wildlife populations. This success was the
result of a sound research program and a two­
pronged approaCh to protection: antipoaching ac­
tivitiesand environmental improvement (damcon­
struction, and pasture and fire management). In
other words, the project has succeeded in dC\ising
and implementing technical $Olutions to specific
problems. Benefits to local people have, however,
been iimited to direct employment.

Burundi, Burnri Forest Reserve

Protected aretl. The Bururi Forest Reserve com­
prises about 20 square kilometers. About 16square
kilometers of the reserve remain in natural forest;
the remainder is deforested and is now in pine
plantations•

Project. Bunni Forest project.
Implementing organization. The government of

Burundi, with voluntary assistance provided by
the US. Peace Corps.

Responsible 800ernmenl agerlC'J. National Insti­
tute of Nature Conservation of Burundi (the park
service).

Funding. The Bururi Forest project was funded
by a five-year grant of $12 milJion from t,;SAID. The
grant ended in 1987.
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Project area rmd scupe. Approximately 1()() square
kilometers; population4,ooo-S,tro.

Region. The Bururi Forest project focuses on a
small patch of highland forest in central Burundi
that was under threat from fuelwood gathering,
grazing, and agricultural enaoachment. The for­
est had been preserved as a royal hunting area
before becominga forest reserve.

Land use around the Bururi (orest is mainly
subsistence ag-icuJture. About 4,000 people live
within 2 kilometers of the reserve. The forest is
transected by several footpaths that are important
links between outlying areas and the viUage of
Bururi.

Proj«t tJCtifJi&s. The Bumri Forest project was
the first donor-supported project of the Eurundian
National Institute of Nature Conservation. The
project cbjective was to improve management of
the Buron forest reserve and provide ahemative
sources of wood products to the local community.
Projectactivities included enforcementl ed'Jcation,

r"resbyl and agroforestry extension. The project
upgraded the reserve forest guard contingent from
one to eight and marked the reserve boundcuy.
Project extension agents incorporated conserva­
tion messages in their extension discussions with
local farmers, and presentations and demonstra­
tion plots were established in local primary and.
secondary schools. The project initially attempted
to establish plantations of exotic tree species next
to the reserve. Followingan evaluationthat pointed
out the problems with such an approach, planta­
tion forestry was de-emphasized and an
agroforestryextension program developed instead.

£vaIUl1tion. The Burun Forest project has made
a major conbibution to the conservation of this
small reserve. Project records documenta dramatic
decline in reserve violations following the estab­
lishment of the agroforestry program. Several fami­
lies living inside the reserve have been relocated.
Project staff regard environmental education as
the greatest project success. However, USAID fund-
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ing was phased out in 1%7 and the project nas
since faltered for lack of funds. Although
agroforestry activities have been turned over to
local cooperatives, the project lacks funds for even
basic nursery suppliessuch as plastic bags for seed­
ling distribution. The lon£ term implications of
these recurrent cost problems for project sustain­
ability are unclear.

Burundi, Rumonge, Vyanda, and Kig-.oerza Resert·es

Protected area. R~monge Forest Reserve com­
prises 10 square kiio:neters; Vyanda Forest Re­
serve, 40 square kilometers; and Kigwena Forest
Reserv:!,8 square kilometers.

Project. Rumonge Agioforestry project.
Implementing organizlltion. The govemment of

Bunmdi, in association with Catholic Relief Se:-­
vices.

Responsible guvernment agency. !':ational InstI­
tute of Nature Conservation of Burundi.

Funding. Catholic Relief Services has provided
project funding through several grants spanning
five years and amounting to approximately
$500,000.

Prujed area and scope. The project works in eight
villages surrounding three protected areas. Total
project area is over 100 square kilometers, with a
population of more than 3,000 people.

Region. The local economy is fairly diverse, with
agticullure supplemented by fishing and trading
opportunities on nearby Lake Tanganyika. The
project is trying to replicate the approach devel­
oped at Bururi. The project is attempting to
strengthen protection of the three reservcs and to
provide alternative sources of wood products, em­
ployment, and income to local comr.\unities.

Project activities. As at Bururi, the major empha­
sis is on reserve management and agroforestry.
Six reserve guards have \,een hired-the first full­
time guards assigned to any of the reserves. With
the assistance of local government the project has
relocated thirty families living illegally in the re­
ser/es. An agroforeslry extension program has dis­
tributed tree seedlings through a network of ex­
tension agents and model farmers; this network
also serves as a channel for environmental educa­
tion. To help promote tourism, the project has built
trails for visitors, has trained guides, and has de­
veloped tourism plans for the area.

Evaluation. The project was up and running rela­
tively quickly because of its reliance on thc
agroforestry and enforcement techniques used al
Bunni. But the Rumonge reserves, although small

in dbsolute terms, CO\'er a larger area than the
Bururi reserve, and forest degradation is more se­
vere. To reduce th'~ pr:>blems \\ith recurrent costs
encountered at Bururi, efforts are being made to
develop revenue-generating acth'ilies within the
project. Whether these actions will ensure thc sus­
tainabilit)i of this larger and more ambitious project
will become clear only after external donor sup­
port ends in 1991. Significant tourism is likely to
depend on succesfu: habituation of the reserves'
chimpanzCC5 to the presence of \;sitors.

Kenya, Ambose1i National Park

Protectej area. Amboseli National Park, a 488
square kilometer savanna park important for its
large mammals and permanent water.

Project. Amboseli Park Agreement.
Implementing organiZi2tion. The government ,)f

Kenya, with part-time technical assistam.:e from
the New York Zoological Society.

Responsible gm.·emment agency. Wildlife Conser­
vation and Management Department.

FlAnding. The project was funded primarily
through a S3i million World Bank concessional
loan, which benefited Amboseli as part of a larger
effort to fostet wiljlife and tourism in Kenya.

Pr(lject area and scope. The project addrcssed com­
munities ,,·ithin scveral group ranches around
Ambo~li National Park, primarily those within
10 kilometers of the park.

Region. The Amboseli basin is an area of peren­
nial springs at the foot of Mount Kilimanjaro. Wild­
life arc abundant, concentratingaround springs in
the dry season and dispersing to the outlying ba­
sin during the rains. The people of Amboseli are
Masai pastoralists who have occupied the area for
centuries. The Masai have traditionally relied on
the springs of AmboseJi 10 water their stc.\Ck. The
Masai hold group tenure to the land surrounding
Aonboseli and maintain open range, which iscriti­
(. • to wildlife d:spcrsal. Amboscli ~at!onal Park
incorporales the largest system of springs in the
oasin, an area of critical importan..:e to both live­
stock and wildlife in the dry season.

Project actii·fties. Previous conservation areas
(game re5en'':, 1906; national reserve, 1948) at
Amboseli hC'.d permitted Masai usc of the area.
This right ~\'as removed when the national park
was established. with a comrlex sct of direct cash
payment'. and de\'elopment measures offered to
the ~1as:Ji in compensation. Major components of
the prc:/cct were water sl.pply, dir<.'C1 compensa­
tion, community services, and tourism dc\'clop-
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ment on Masai lands. A pipeline system was con­
structed to provide the Masai with access to spring
water without entering the park. The government
agreed to pay direct compensation to the Masai,
proportional to wildlife usc of Masai lands. Park
headquarters were relocated adjacent to Masai
lands, and included a school and dispensary. The
Masai were assisted in developing contracts with
tourism operators for camping concessions on
Masai land.

E.valUllticm (see Kiss 1990). Despite being one of
the most dted exampl~of protected areas return­
ing benefits to local communities, the goals of the
Amboseli Park Agreement are stiH largely unreal­
ized. TIle piping system has not been fully func­
tional for more than ten years. Compensation W'ClS

tenninated by government finandal constraints in
the early 1~80s. The dispchsary is well-used. but
the school is not. Tourisrr. de\'elopment on :\fasai
lands ha; been minor. P,,"Causc governmcnt com­
n';~nts have not bc-.:n h<morro. th" \1asai ~till

u.c;csprhgs in the pari.:. tL) water Ii\..>stock. I(l date.
howew., the ~1a~: han:- f('(\.'I\·l:od .~,,,,. (If t~, ~'n'

efits promised in the plan and have done little to
modify their usc of the park.

Kenya, V\'ildlife Extension project, Amboseli Natioruzl
Park

Protected area. Amboseli National Park lies
wholly within the project area. Chyulu Hills and
Tsavo West National Parks border the project area
on the north and east. The project is intended to
improvc attitudes toward wildlife and conserva­
tion in communities bordering all thr~ parks.

Project. Wildlife Extension project.
Jrr.plementing organization. rne project is an in­

dependent activity, designed and managed by an
expatriate zoologist with a social science back­
ground.

Re:;l'0nsible gOt'ernment agency. The project works
closely with the regional gamc \"'arden and other
representativcs of government. but there is no for­
mal government im"o!\"CTr\t'nt.

Fur.Ji/'l~. The rroil'Ct has rcc~m,'d funding fr(\m
-"'''.'\'TJI ~\Ir(\.~:, with ma~"'r "upp.'r1 ':,Iming from



the African Wildlife Leadership Foundation and
1.'!',;ESCO. Annual funding is on the order of 550,000,

PrOJect area and scope. The project area is defined
as the Loitokitok di ...;sion ('If the I<ajiado District in
southern Kenya. The Loitoki tok division compriSt."S
approximately 4,626 square kilometers, with a hu·
man popula~:onof approximately 30,000.

RegWn. The Wildlife Extension project operates
in the interface between Amboseli and Tsavo West
Parks in southern Kenya. The project addresses
many of the same Masai communities affected by
the Amboseii National Park Agreement.

Pmject activities. The Wildlife Extension projoo
has focused on the needs of women, on household
conservation, and on facilitating constructive rela­
tionships between wildlife officials and the com·
munity. Key project activities arc educational work­
shops, small-scale community development
projects, facilitation of go\"ernmcnt-community in·
terface, and development of education and train­
ing materials. Community representatives attend
workshops at \\'hich community needs are dis­
cussed and means of project assistance are formu­
latE.d, resulting in small-scale community conser­
vation projects. The Wilalife Extension project fa­
cilitates implementation of these projects with tech­
nical assistance and fund·raising. The project also
works closely with loc;}l government officials and
wildlife officers to develop an e)'tension-as op­
posed to enforcement-approach to wildlife con·
servation. Th" pro~'C1 has produci.od ~>ducational

materials and assisted government and university
training in wildlife extension.

E•.'aluation. The Wildiifc Extension project's hu·
man~rientedapproach has produced little tangible
eVlden;:e of increased community appreciation of
wildlife. This is in part because of the large size of
the project area (4,626 square kilometers) in relation
to project staff (one director and t\\'o assistants) and
funding. Volunteers who were expected to serve as
the link between the project and the community
have not been easily accepted in the Masai commu­
nity, which has a strong emphasis on traditional
leadership_ The project has establishccl good work­
ing relations v.:ith local and central government and
conservation nongovernmental organizations, but
the impact thus far has been insignificant.

MJulDgascar, Andohaheb Integral Rescrt'e and Be:.a
MJJhafaly SpiX~1 Resert'e Area

Pi"tected area. The Anduhahcl,l r{'$('r\'('-bi'·
licved to be the nchl.-:;t center of DI(·di\'l'r$itv in
Madagascar-~'Io'a:i l.:stablisheJ in 1'1~'! .laj'I.'\"

.__ •.__. _,__.. __ .._.__~~~ sl~dy summarils

panded in 1966. About 40 percent of the reserve
has been deforested. The 6 square kilometer Beza
Mahafaly S~ial Reserve was established in 1985.
The reserve protects a small area of sollthwestem
Madagascar's rapidly declining riverain and spiny
bush forest. The 760 square kilometer Andohahela
Integral Reserve in sou theast Mad<lgascar includes
a unique transition zone from the eastern
rainforests into the southern spiny desert.

Project. The Conservatio'l in Southern Mada­
gascar pro~t was initiated in 1977. The project
pnmarily focused on conservation acti vitiesat Beza
Mahafaly until 1985, when it expanded to include
development activities at Beza Mahafaly and con­
servation and development activities at
Andohahela.

Implementing organizations. The School of
Agronomy (University of Madagascar), Yale Uni­
versity, and '\/I,'ashington University.

Responsible gOt'rrnrnent agency. Both reserves are
under the jurisdiction of the Nature Conservation
Service \\'ithin the Directory of Waters and Forests
of the Ministry of Animal Husbandry, Waters, and
Forests. The School of Agronomy at the Uni....ersity
of Madagascar has been granted responsibility for
Beza Mahafaly.

Funding. The World Wildlife Fund prOVided
$120,500 during 1977-85 and $165,000 during
1985-89. l,;SAID pro'ddcd 5170,000 for 1987-89,
$70,000 for road cons truction (from public law 480
funds), and has commitloo Sl~O,OOO for a canal
project.

Project area and scope, Villages in the immediate
proximity of the reserves.

Region. In 197i, three collaborating universities
sought a site in southwestern M<:dJgascar for con­
ser\'ation, training, and research. People in the Beza
Mahafaly area expressed an i:'lterest in protecting
an area of forest tha t they belicved to be sacred.
There are eight villages within 20 kilometers of the
reserve, with a 10lal population of less than 2,000.
The local Mahafaly people have taboos against
killing wildlifc. Maize, manioc, S\..'cct potato, and
rice are thE" major crops. Preliminary tests sug­
gested that loc..lsoils could sustain agriculture for
two to three decades after forest clearance.

Project activities. At Beza Mahafaly the project
aimed to provide people with an incentive to sup­
port conservation efforts by making an agreement
\·..ith them specifying the obli~ations of villagers
and the benefits that they would r«eh'e. The
proj('Ct then soughl funding to repair an important
a"cl.':i~ road, rcn(wat~ a 10 ki!rlmC'tcr irn~ati(1O ca-

. nal, builJ and I.'luip .1 sch,I\,)!. .JnJ \:k\'l'i~,p a pm-
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gyam for small-scale agricultural activities, Al­
though the canal is not complete, the other activi­
ties have been implemented, some after very long
delays. Forest guards have been hired from local
viIla!-5, and the Beza Mahafaly Reserve is ad­
equately protected,

The Andohahe!a project has hired cleven forest
guards from local "iJlages and has begun a series
of surveys ~o formulate a development and con­
servation progyam that will build upon the Beza
Mahafaly experience. Ten small irrigation projects
have been completed, irrigating 40 hectares of land
for twenty-three families. Various small-scale ag­
ricultural activities have also been initiated.

Evaluation. The relativelv small Beza Mahafalv
Reserve has become an imPortant model of com-

munity involvement in conservation in Madagas­
car. The decision to create the reserve was made
by the entire population of the valley, in anticipa­
tion of dC\'c1opment activitil.'S to improve their
livelihoods. These benefits have taken more than a
decade 10 be delivered, and many of the activities
arC' focused on the single vmage of Anaiafaly. The
major benefit has come from road repairs, which
have improvN access to the nearest market town.
Completion of the canal project will probably re­
sult in a significant increase in income for about
600 families. Local people haye supported the
project's conservation goals while reeeh'ing fairly
modest development benefits in return. Several
factors appear to account for this behavior: the
complete absence cf government sen'ices in the
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area, a ten-year involvement of expatriates cern­
mitted to developing alld maintaining a ~<:itive

relation~hip with local communitics, and an effec­
tive dialogue with government agencies. Several
other factors suggest that the Beza experience
would be diff:cult to replicate: the reserve is small;
there were low population densities, stable agri­
cultural systems, and a relative abundance of
fuelwood in the vicinity of the reserve; and a rela­
tively large number of local people were hired as
forest guards.

Andohahela is more than 100 ~im($largcr than
Bcza Mahafaly and is surrounded by an equiva­
lently greater population. It is too early to cvaluate
this project component.

Niger, Air-Tenere Nationnl Nature Reserve

Protected are&:. The Air-Tenere National Naturc
Reserve covers 65,000 square kilometers of arid
lands on the southern fringes of the Sahara Desert.
Th~ Air Mountains fonn a plateau with peaks ris­
ing to 2,000 meters, extending into the sandy plains
of the Tcnere region. This exceptionally harsh en­
vironment supports scveral rare mammal species
including the Barbary sheep, ostrich, and addax,
dama, and dorcas gazelles. The reservc was estalr
Iishcd as a 'llultiple-l'sc arca in 1988 by legislation
that banned hunting but specifically aU(l.....cod the

resident population to remain and protected their
customary resource-use rights, including fuelwood
collection, harvesting of fruits and certain plants,
and livestock grazing.

Project. Thl' Air-Tenere Conservation and Man­
agement of Natural Resources project.

Implementing organiZiltions. The W(':old Wide
Fund for Nature, the World Wildlife h:nd-Inter­
national, and the Intemational Union for Conser­
vation of Nature and Natural Resources (u:C').

Responsible govtmment agency. Service of Wild­
life and Fisheries of the Ministry of ;.briculture
and En~;ronment.

Funding. For 1982-85, 5580,000. For phase Iof
the integrated project phase (1987-90), $2.7 mil­
lion.

P"ofect area and scope. The project began in 1982.
Conser- tion activities have reached throughout
the rcscrv~ Recent development initiatives have
focused on one of the two permanent settlements
inside the reserve.

Region. This massiv<' multiple-usc area contains
only 4,500 peoplc, all of Twarcg descent. The
Twarcgs havc a benevolent attit'Jdc toward wild­
life and do not represent a serious threat to the
reserve's plants and animals. About half live in
two \illagcs in which the major economic aeth·i·
tics arc gardening and rearing livcstock. The re­
mainder (If the population practices transhuman
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pastoralism. Thcugh rainfall is erratic, the area's
short rainy seasons maintain a subsurface water
tabie that supports animal and vegetable life and
allows for year-round irrigated gardening at the
two settlements. Wildlife populations have been
hurt by recurrin.~ droughts since the late 19605,
compounded by human activities, As grazing re­
SOUf\.-es have dried up, t1'EeS and bushes have been
damaged to pro" ide browse for camels and ~oats.

Soldiers have sh.·_ game animals, which h!w 'Iso
been hanassed I'v foreign tourists in all-terrain.
vehicles.

Project tU:tivilie:. The project obj..."Ctives include
reconciling the sus:ained use of natur!ll resources
with conservation while promotingsocioeconomic
development in thc,egion.lnitial conservation ac­
tivities included preventio:l of poaching, control
of tree-eut ting, survcma~ceof tourism, and a pub­
lic awareness .:ampaign. Research activities in­
cluded wildlife censuses, resource invent<lries, and
vegetation monitoring. Devclopment activities in
and around the permanent settlements !lave in­
cluded efforts to rehabilitate degraded JJasturcs,
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the promotion of techniques for woodless house
construction, fuel·efficient cooking stoves, and the
establishment of ~wo nurseries. Six experimental
small dams for flash-flood control were well re­
ceived, and several hundred more were subse-­
quently constructed.

A volunteer network ,,)f village representatives
has been established among local leaders. Their
responsibilities are to be well-infonned of the rules,
goals, and activities in the reserve; to sensitize
others to these nIles and goals; and to inform the
enforcement authorities of any infractions.

Evaluation, Sincf;. the reserve was established,
the publicity surrounding the project, legal prohi­
bitions against hunting, and enforcement activi­
ties of project staff havc largely eliminated poach­
ing. Wildlife populations appear to be gradually
increasing. There have been no recent droughts,
and so grazing regulations are thus far unte.>ted.
Efforts to reste!: pastures have had limited suc­
cess so far. Mos~ of the \'iIIagcrs haw benefited­
directly or indirectly-from the dams. Many have
also benefited irem other prClit'(t acth·i:i('$.



This project is unusual in that local people are
few in number and are not a serious threat to local
plants and animals. While the people's re:ation­
ship with the project has generally been 'Ir em­
ployment, with limited participatH n in
decisionmaking, the project appears to ;lavf; '1lade
a promising start toward achie\;ng its con~rva­

tiongoals.

Rwanda, Volcanoes National Park

Protected area. The 150 square kilometer Volca­
noes National Park.

Project. Mountain Gorilla pror-ct.
Implementing organization. African Wildlife

Foundation.
Responsible government agency. Rwandan Officc

of Tourism and Nature Protection.
Funding. A consorlium of conservation organi­

zations provides funding to the project. The lead
organization is African Wildlife Foundation. Pr0r-ct
budgets have increased from approximately

.•..•.. ....._ _..._~se study sllmmar;,~

$50,000 a year at the outset project, to more than
5250,000 a year in the latc 19805.

Project area and scope. Education activities focus
on the Prefecture of Ruhcngeri, which has a popu­
lation of more than 500.000. An estimated 150,000
of these people live \I\'ithin 5 kilometers of the
park. Most other project activities focus on the
park itself.

Region. Rwanda's Mountain Gorilla project is
one of the most celebrated conservation-devclop­
ment projects in Africa. The project has used tour­
ism development to gain government and local
support for conservation of the easternmost popu­
lation of the African gorilla.

The project operates in VolcanocsNationaI Park
and protects a gorilla population shared by
Rwanda, Uganda, and zaire. The area surround­
ing the park is densely populated by low-income
subsistence agriculturalists. Hunters liVing near
the park engage in hunting practices that jeopar­
dize the gorillas' survival. The park also has a
history of having areas annexed for agricultural
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development schemes. In this setting the project
evolved a strategy of gaining central government
support for gorilla conservation through the de­
velopment of tourism revenues and reducing local
threats to the gorillas through improved enfo:"ce­
ment and conservation education.

Projed activities. Activities center on tourism
development, conservation education, and law en­
forcement. Project staff habituated groupsof goril­
las to the presence of people, thus imprO\ring go­
rilla vie....ing and permitting increases in gorilla
\iewingfees. V'~its increased {rom fli?wt'rthan 2,000
people a year in 1979 to more than 6,000 in 1989,
and revenues rose from a few thousand dollars
annually to about a half million dollars a year.
Project conservation education efforts have in­
cluded village and schoo! presentations and the
use of posters, films, and radio. The project has a
mobile education unit, two Rwandan educators,
and a U.S. Peace Corps education \'olunteer. The
·project increased the park guard contingent from
thirty to sixty, and has provided equipment and
training for an guards.

Evaluation. Toe enormous growth in tourism
revenues at Volcanoes National Park is almost
wholly the result of t~e efforts of the Mountain
Gorilla pr.>ject. This growth in revenues bn '!ght
about a d'amatic :mpro\'cment in central govern­
ment and local support for the park. Attitude sur­
veys indicate that most local fanners now support
the contir:~ed existence of the park; before the
Mountain Gorilla project, most fa\'ored convert­
ing the park to agriculture. Much of the change in
attitude is due to a greater understanding of the
watershed protection function of the park and its
link to agricultural production. However, the po­
tential for conflict remains. In the future, it may
become increasingly oifficuIt to reconcile the com­
peting demands of the various groups with inter­
ests in the area: the desire of farmers for more
agricultural land,of the government for more tour­
ism and revenue, and of conservationists for gre,lter
protection of gorillas and the park. The project has
not had a major grass-roots community de\'clop­
ment focus, and one of the intcresting lessons of
the project is that education and tourism develop­
ment alone--without a strong rural dC\'c1opmcnt
emphasis-can generate consideratole local sup­
port for conservation.

Protected arCil.. The East vsambara mountains in
northern Tanzanicl ~I()ng tl) an old and is(llatl'CI

i6

mountain chain containing a high degree of bio­
logical endemism. Raj nfall exceeds 2,000 millime­
ters a year and the mountains-with a high point
of about 1,500 meter~are the main source of wa­
ter for urban and agricultural areas in the adjacent
lowlands. Topsoils are }tjghly susceptible to ero­
sion on the steep slopes. Industrial logging (until
1987), pit sawing, and undercroppingof the canopy
with cardamom have significantly degraded the
natural forests, now limited to eighteen forest re­
serves (about 160 squarekilometers) and 90 square
kilometers ot public land. Forest gaps Mve been
extensivelycolonized by an exotic Maesopsis.

Project. The East Usambara Agricultural Devel­
opment and Emironrncntal Conservation project
began in 1987. Finnida, the Finnish international
dcvelopment agency, conducted a separate forest
inventory and prepared a management plan in
1988, which has not yet been implemented.

Implementing organiZAtions. The Ministry of Ag­
riculture and Livestock Development and the
Tanga Regional Authorities, in collaboration with
the International Union for Conservation of Nature
and Natural Resources (11:0.:) and the Forestry and
Beekeeping Division of the Tanzanian Ministry of .
Lands, Natural Resources, and Tourism.

Respt'nsible government agency. The forest re­
serves and the forests on public lands are under
the jurisdiction of the Forestry and Beekeeping
Division. The Ministry of Agn(,..lture and Uve­
stock Development has jurisdiction over the
nonfcr~stedpublic lands. Local per.pie also have
rights over the public lands, although these rights
arc not dearly defined.

Fllnding. The European Community provided
51.5 million from Februarv 1987 to June 1991.

Project area and scope. Based at Amani, the project
has concentrated on fifteen villages near forest re­
serves in the southern East Usambara.

Region. Once-extensive forests have been re­
placed by a patchwork of shrinkng forest rem·
nants-manyof them modified by human activ­
itv, tea est~'es, and smallholder far.ns. The local
rOpulationof about 40,000 consists almost entirely
of poor farmcrs from several tribes. Many are re­
cent migrants attracted by ....·age labOr opportuni­
ties in private coffee and, later, tea esta tes. Tea and
cardamom,a major export crop encouraged by the
government, are the area's principal crop5. Carda­
mom requires shade from HIe natural forest canopy
bu t degrades the soil aiter a few years of produc­
tion, requiring the clearing of new areas.

Project actititie$. The project began in 1987 with
st41 if SI."Condcd from go\'~rnmentdepartments and
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two expatriate technical ad\·iscrs. Village coordi·
nators, one from each of fifteen vi!lage5, arc cm·
ployed as the project's extension agents, The gO\"

emment has guaranteed to continue these posi·
tiens after the project ends. The project has pro­
moted income-e~mingsubstitutes for cardamom
that donot degrade the soils; encouraged conlour
planting; funded road repair and maintenan.;e;
hired villagers to plant 60 kilometers of boundary
trees around the forest reserves; established pri­
vate and village tree nurseries; and promoled
small-scale cooperative enterprises, inc111ding fish
ponds,pit sawing, and chicken raising. The project
planned to extend its activities into villages
throughout the East Usambara starting in 1990.

Evaluation, Implementation is at an early stage
and difficult to evaluate. An effective community
outreach mechanism was t:ossential, gi..·en the large
population and lengthy travel times between viI·
lages. The village coordinator approach seems to
be working weli, and project managers have won
the respect of villagers and local govelT'ment offi­
cials. A few farmt::.s have begun growinj; trees
and have adopted new cash crops, but there has
been little progress in encouraging people to work
together on cooperative income-generating I'cn·
tures such as pit sawing, Community participa­
tion in project decisionmaking is limited. Pros­
pects {or sustainability arc strengthened by the
participation ofgovernment line agencies (the Min­
istry of Agriculture and Livestock De\'elopment
and thl' Ministry of Land, Natural Resources, and
Tourism), the placement of agency personnel in
key project posts, and government guarantees of
th~ ...·illage coordinator positions.

AdcqL:ate baseline sun't.?ys of the! f.lTn"ling sy~'

terns in the area have not been carried out. Funher
progress will require the widespread adoption of
viable alternatives to cardamom. Thcr.:- iscc rrcnlly
little £:I;dence that project conservation gca s are
being achieved, although the ending of con''TICr'
cial loggin j ;n 1987 was critically importal. and
the boundary tree planting was an importan. stcp
in consen,;ng the forest resen·es. The fomsts on
public lands, which deflect pressure from thc reo­
serves, continue to be degraded. With0ut strel1gt~,

cned enforcef1l('nt, particularly to c(mtrol pi t saw­
ing, it seems unlikely that the public land fore~ts

will survive for long, placing f:.mher pressure on
the reserves. By late 1989 the project had achicved
as much, if not more, than could reasonably be
expected, although the predictions of iinancial5('lf­
suffidcncy made by a 1935 plannm~ mb~i,,, I j'i(1Ol

1l:C: now seem unrealistic.

:-s

ZamblJ2,Luangwalnlegrated RuralDevelopment Project

Protc.:led aretl. South Luangwa ~ational Park,
9.050 square kilometers; Lupande Game Manage­
ment Area, 4,840 s<;uare kilometers.

Project. Luangwa Integrated Rural Development
project (l.IRor),

lmplemmling organization. The government of
Zambia, special regional authority specific to the
project.

Responsible gen.-emmen! agen.:1J. The project is ul­
timately responsible to an intcrrninisterial com­
mittee chaired by the president of Zambia. Rou­
tine project direction is provided by an advisory
committee housed in the l\:ational Commission on
De....elopment Planning.

Funding. Funding is primarily by :'I:ORAO, the
development agenc~' of the ~orwegian govern­
ment. The five-year SOR:\D grant is £or$25 miIHon.

Project area and scope. The project encompas~s
all of South Luangwa National Park and the
Lupande Game Management Area, where the
population totals about 35,000,

Project activities. The Luang\\'a Integrated Rural
DC\'clopment project (L1RDP) W3S initiated by the
government oi Zambia in 1986.although fuIl-s.::ale
implemcntation did not begin until 1988. The
project is a coordinating umbrella for all govern­
ment action in the valley. Project oversight includes
anlipoaching, road construction and maintenance,
agricultural extensio:l, forestry and fisheri<,s de­
velopment, and wildlj{._ se. Project activities are
supported in the short term by donor contribu­
tions and in the long term by a revolving fund that
accumulates revenues irom resou ree development
in the valle\'.

The primary project dc\"elopm~ntinitiative is
wad construction, while anlipoaching law en­
forcement IS the dominant consen-ation invest­
ment. Since a major impediment to antipoaching
and economic development in the valley is the
lack of all-season roads, over half of the project's
budget is de\·oted to road maintel1ance and im­
provement. Project plans call for hirin~ and
equipping 300 game scouts L..... 1992. Roughly,
one-third of these scouts will be provided
through the village scout program. Salary, train­
ing, and equipment for guards amount to about
10 percent of the total projcd budget. Coordina­
tWIl of the di\'crse :::Q\,crnmcnt programs that the
r~(\iect directs requires a major investment in ad­
mtni~tr,ltion,Th~ project has two direct(,rs and a
1t1r~I..· ~t,lii de-jicatcd to cnsurilig integr3ted and
~u~tal!~.lbk·Jl'vd('lpmcnt llf thl' valky. Project ac·



------_ ..__.__._-----_.------_._-_._....

tivi~j~ are supported by revcnues from develop­
ment of a divcrse set of rcnewable natural r~

sources through a revolving fund. Forty percent
of fund revenues arc allocated to communitv
projects while 60 percent go to project manage.
ment costs, including the village scout program
and road improvement. Revenues from wildlife
use are the greatest contributor to the revolving
fund, but forestry concession fees may be impor­
tant in the future.

Evaluation (see Kiss 1990). It is too early to draw
conclusions from the experience of the project,
which is diverse and ambitious and depends in
large measure on the unique management skills of
its two directors, Development progrcs!> under the
project will corne from improved access tc mar­
kets, and through improved coordination 0: gO\"
emment development programs. The pro}:ct is
similar to Lupand~/"D~S';DE in some ways. It :lasa

greater capacity to collect iC('$ from d i \W~, ~)~r.:\.'s

and to spend thl'm. HO\\'l'\'L'!", !hl.' :ir.k bd',':..'l'>!

maintenance of \,'ildlifl' p<IFtllat;o%' ~ a n,"l J:~pl'r:-0d
regional dc\'cltlpmlmt acti\'ili..'s i~ k~:.i d~.:r than
in AlY.\.S,\OE. The dcgnx' to \\'hich a n.'~hln.;l !;lm...·.lU·
cratic authority can impT<.l\'(.' the· n.-:;F" l:lSi\·t'n,·~"" Ii
government programs t(1 hlcal rl~'l'd~ i" th.: k,.'y
issue for URI)I'.

Protected area, Soulh Luangll'a ;-":,l:i,'nal Park.
9,050 square kilometcrs; Lupand'.\ G)n1l' \1,magc'
ment Area, 4,840 square kilometers.

Project. Lupandc DI.'\clt'rment r~('iC'ct an.j
ADMADE.

Implementing agency 12r:.~ rt..-:;P,'rlS;!'/t' ~~\:,<'rr: m~'l!

ap,ency. The gO\N:1ml'nt t)f ZJr.~hi.l. ,11~.~ th~' \:J'
tionoll Parks ~:1d Wildlife Sc!"Vkl':.i.
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Funding. Several donors have funded various
program components. The largest single donor ~as
been the World Wildlife Fund. Project budgets for
activities at Lupand~xc1usiveof national ex­
pansion-have averaged about 550,000 a year.

Project area and scape. The Lupanr.1! project ad·
dresses a community of 400 to 500 people in the
Malama area of the Lupande Game Manageme:lt
Area, which covers approximately ';00 square ki­
lometers.

Region. The Lupande Development project is in
a game management area next to Zarnbia's South
Luangwa National Park. Safari hunting is permit­
ted in the game management area, 1IS arc human
habitation and subsistence usc of wildlife The
vc:lue of wildlife in the area is high, and om' pur­
pose of the project is to retum some of thi~ \'alue to
the corrununities that bear the co~:s oi Ii\'!:lg \\'Hh
wildlife.

Economic activity in the Lupande area is ex­
tremely limited. InfrastructL:re is poor, roads are
impassable through much of ~he rainy season, and
there are few opportunities for formal sector em­
ployment. Villages in the area engage in subsis­
tence agriculture, which is constrainf'd by the pres­
ence ot the Tsetse and crop damage by wildlife.

Project activities. Project activities were initiated
in 1985 and ha\'e been supported by sc\'~ral do­
nors. The main activities are a wildlife harvesting
program, the return of hunting fee revcnues to
local communities, a wildlife harvesting program,
and the hiring and training of local game scouts
(the village scout program). The keyston~ of the
Lup~:-,d.: :l;,proach is a policy change th:ll a1l0\l'5
rc!venues frum safari hunting ccmcessions to be
returned to local villages. These revenues arc ap­
plied to local development initiati\'Csat thc discre­
tion of local chiefs. A second important feature of
the Lupande project is the community harvest and
processing of wildlife. Harvesting focases On hip­
popotamus, the skins and meat of which arc mOlr­
ket::d inside Zambia. Re\'cnue frorr. this program
is lower than from revenue returns, but cmploy­
ment generation is high, which is of major signih
canee in the Lupande area.

Part of the revenues from safari hunting and
wildlife harvest arc used to hire supplcmC!ntary
game scouts from local villages. Th~sc village
scouts are trained and eqUipped by the project and
patrol their home areas.

Evalwtion (see Kiss 1990). Revenue return and
employment have generated powerful inC<.'ntivl.'S
forcomrnunitics in the Lupande ar<.'a tC' valul.' wil.::!­
life. This is e..;denccd in strong community SUrP"rt

80

for the village seOl·. pr:>gram, where villagers had
previously vccP I ongly antagonistic to govern­
ment wildlife F C .:lnnel. Early evidence from the
project indicat! . 'lrarnatic reductions in poaching
levels in the Ll;' J'ande game management area and
in adjacent an' .!. of South Luangwa !\:ational Park.

The LUFf' je approach wac; replicated as
,\D:'-IADE in 11;· .: ~ than ten other game management
areas in 2;1' I'oia beginning in 1987. AD:'-IADE ex­
pands on I :lny of the clements of the Lupande
project. C.;'le management areas (GMAS) are di­
vided ir' administrati\'e wildlife management
units. T: " :Jroject's goal is for these units to sup­
port thel' own wildlife management costs and to
generate funds for community projects. A revolv­
ing fun: returns 35 rercent of revenues from sa­
fari and other hunting fres to community projects
within IheG~IA,40 percent to wildlife management
activitit.: \l'ithihn the C:'-1", including the village
scout prugram, 15 percent to the national park
system, and 10 percent to the Zambian Tourist
Bureau. The link between wildlife populations and
community revenue is clearly established in the
AD~IAI)£ program. Reductions in poaching have
been substantial thus far, and local employment
has been high. However, communityinvoh'ement
in dccisionmaking and the distribution )f local
ix'nefits has not been Widely participatory at the
local level. Still, the project represents an impor­
tant example of linking wildJ:fc management to
community development.

Asia

In.:i,m~ia. D!~moga-Bo71e .Va!iorral Park

Protec!ed area. Dumoga-Bone ~ational Park is
the most important conservation area in northern
Sulawesi and ranks as one of the highest conserva­
tion priorities in Southeast Asi;,. The 3,000 square
kiJometerpark consists primarilyofclosed-canopy
rain forest among rugged mountains reaching 2,000
meters. The central Bulawan mountain range runs
north-south, and two major rivers flow from the
park boundaries-the Dumoga to the east and the
B0nc to the w~t. The establishment of the park In

1982-84 \\'zs closely linked wi th the development
of two irrigation projects in the Dumoga valley.

Projects. The Kosinggolan and Toraut irligation
projects in the Dumoga valley. allowing fanners
to grow paddy rice.

Implementing orgrmi:t4tions. Various ministries
of the gCl\'cmmcnt of Indonesia, the g"vernment
\If \:orth Sula\'Io·C'si. and thl' World Bank.



Responsible gal:ernmem agency. The Directorate
General for Forest Protection and ~aturcConser­
vation in the Ministrv of F(lrC'Sts.

funding. A $60 milliClr. World Bank loan (lrri·
gation XV),

Project area and scape. The eastern regions of the
park protect the upper \\'atersh~of the DumClga
river, which irrigates 110 square kilometers of rice
fields cultivated by 8,500 farmers-mainly mignnts
and transmigrants.

Region. In 1960, the population of the fertile 300
square kilometer Dumoga \'alley was about 8,000.
By 1980, migrants and transmigrants had increased
this number to almost 50,000. This rapid expan­
sion-linked with impro\'ed road access, land
spccui"tion, absentee landlords, and traditional
agricultural practices-contributed to increasing
pressure on the region's forests. The existing
Kosinggolan irrigation schcm0 was only partly
functional in 1980. and interruptions in the water
supply were atlr:butcd to deforestation (If the
catchment area. The World Bank was askl.'d for a
loan to complete the KosingoJlan scheme and de­
velop the Toraut scheme.

Project actitoities. Disbursements from the loan
were conditional upon the government halting de­
forestation of the catchment area:;. to ensure a con-

stant water supply for irrigation. This wasachie\'oo
through strict enforcement, and the national park
was cstahli$hC'd in 1982. :-"10re than 400 farmers
were c\'iCIl'd from the park in 1983, and each fam­
ily was provided withaoout 2 hC'Ctares and a house.
The cstimated res~'ltlcmcnt cost was I.l million
rupiah f'('r family, (lr ab..'mt $240,000 (I\'('fall, The
Kosinggolan s.:hemc was completed in 1984, irri­
gating 4,.l00 hectaT('sano b<'nefiting 3,700 fanners.
Construction included 56 kilometers of main and
~"Condarv canals. 259 kilometers of Icrtiarv and
quatema~y canals, and 258 kilometers of i~spcc­
tion roads, During the following six years, average
farmer incomcsand production lcvclsdoubled or
tripled, The Toraut scheme was completed in 1988,
irrigating 6,600 hectares and bcnefiting~,800farm­
ers. Constructi(lO included 56 kilometers of main
and secondary canals. 330 kilom0ters (If tertiary
and qual~rnaTYcanal:;, .1nJ 355 kilomd0rs of in­
spection road s.

£.·al:i..~i,1n. This project demonstrates ho\\' a
strong linkagc can be cst,lblishcd b<'t\\'('Cn effe\:­
livc park managenll.'l1t and local cC(1nomics in a
situation where \\'cltershcd protection bcritical for
adjac~ntagriculture. Sevcral factors contributcd to
projc.::t success, Data collected on illegal settlers
provided an import,lnt input to rcscttlemcnt plans
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and la\,\' enforcemcnt action. The provincial gov­
ernment played a highly supportive role and con­
tinues to cooperate effectively ......ith the park lnan­
age~nt.The loan funds included substantial bud­
gets for park guard parrolsand extension programs
by local government representatives. And forest
conct:ssions at the park borders were canceled.

Scrne of the original Dumoga ~'alley inhabit­
ants were adversely affected. Beingaccustomed to
dryland agriculture and the periodic dearance of
forest for ncw land, they did not adapt rapidly to
the more intensi\'e and profitable irrigated rice
cultivaticln. While some were forced to sell their
land, others sold theirs voluntarily at low prices
and then attempted unsuccessfully to rccnter the
protC\:lC'd forest.

Effective enforcement against landless migrants
and, more recently, gold prospectors has been the
principal approach to protecting the park. The im­
migrant wet-rice farmers pose Httll' thrcat to thl?
park b:causc the)' havl' no interest iT' clc~:-;"g for­
est land and presumably receive enough incomc
to make poaching unattracti\"C~. The original
Dumog3 inhabitants have inadvertently been dis­
pcrs-ed and no longer threaten the park.

lr.dclT:csia, GUnIiIlg Lcuscr .'\·atioruJl Park

F'~(lte::tcd :m:a. Gunung Leuser became
Indonesia's f:rst national park in 1980. Five rl'­
:>cr\'~ areas .\'~rL' combined to (Wilte thl' 9,000
5quare kilometer rt.1tional park, which is oneoi the
most important tropical moist forest areas in the
world. The park i:. one of the last refuges for many
thr('atcml-d anj cnda ngerc'Ci spe.'Cit'Srequiring tropi­
cal :"Jin fore!>t habitat. A widc variety of habitat
types ar~ rcprescnt(!d, from coastal swamps to al­
pine \'egctaticm on Sumatra's highest mountain.
Mountainous areas preJominate, however, and
there are relatively few lowland areas. The spe­
cies-rich lowlands tell( to hi! the most important
areas iM cOl1scp;ing biodivcr,' They arc also
thcare3s most seriously threat,_ ..~Cll>y illegal hunt­
ing, logging and agricultural expansion.

Prl1jccr. Ther~ is no project at Gunung Leuser.
However, the case study illustrates scveral chal­
lenges faced by integrated projects ~king to
conservc biodi\'crsi~yi:l critically threatened eco­
systems.
• RC$pon.~ible gmternmenf r:gcncy. The Directorate

General for Forest Protection and ~;aturc Conser­
vation (I'!!!,..\) in the Ministry of Forests.

Regil'n. Gunung Lcu5Cr '.:atinl'41l Park (,lees S!.'­

ri,:lUS thr~'at::o Ii. thn."'\:' .lr,:~s:

----_._----

• The park is now bisected by th,: Kutacane­
Blangkejcrcn road, which was improved in thc
early 19805, with l:SA.ID fund:ng. As a result of the
improved access, the park's lowland forests within
1 to 5 kilometers of the road, which contain tr'l
greatest biological diversity, are being ~verely

degraded by illegal lugging and agricultural er.·
croachment, particularly in the area of three rap­
idly expanding enclaves. Long-term ecological
studies at the world-renowned Ketamb: Rer"carch
Forest may havcto be abandoned becausc of ille­
gal logging.

• Lowland forests inside the park on the lower
slopes of the Alas river valley are being logged
and replaced bydryland smallholder farming.

• EncrOdchment and logging at sc"eral poinb
on the ouler park boundary are increasing.

The extensive logging and agricuhure in the
park is occurringe\'cn on vcrystccp siopcs. megal
logging trails, poorly draining roadsides, and de­
nuded hillsides have all contributed to increasing
soil erosion, landslides, heavy silt loads in rivers,
and noods follOWing heavy rains.1llegal activity is
ob\'ious from themad, with no attempt at conceal­
mE."nt. Firewood is sold at thc roadsidc, and InO

enforcement of park regulations is e\ident. Na­
tional park personnel appear to havc had no dfect
on the rate of forest destruction. Although the per­
sonnel art' underequippcd and understaffed, the
critical constraint appears to be local resentment
:oward the park, at village and higher j>Olilical
Ic~\·cls. Park officials who ha\'C reportL'd iIl~gal prac­
tices to the poJiceor to local government authori­
ti~s haw been subjC'Ct to intimidation and threats.
This situation hasbecn document<..d and reported
scveral times in thc last drxade.

Lack of local supper'; for the park is under­
standable in Ac('hTenggara District, where 82 per­
cent of the land has been set aside for conserva­
tion. Virtually all of the land suitable for agricul­
ture hasalreadv been colonized, much of it in the
park, and the e,.;'panding population may have lit~le
choice but to clear more forest. Any nc\'y' initia·
tives to safeguard the pc rk would appear doomed
without a fundamental sMt in the relationship
bctwren th~ park and the .-\ceh Tenggara govern­
ment and local communities.

The Indonesian goveromcr t is unlikely to sup·
port more rigorous t:llforcerr~ntmcasilres in the
politically sensitirc Acch region; how('ver, there
arc at least two sites outside th~ nation~l park
boundaries that appear to have th ~ potential (or
thL' dl'wl('F'fnl'nt of irri~atl.'d clgrsculturL'. Th('S('
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may offer an opporlUllity lor an inlC'p,rated ap­
proach to development thai \;an conSCl"\'l.' ~he park.
Gunung Leuser isone of sc\'eral parks included in
• 'orld Bank-funded forestry projecg. This may
J'rovide an opportunity for a fresh look at this
difficult situation,

Nepal, Annapurna Conservation Arca

Protected a:-ea. The 2,600 square kilomcter
Annapuma Conservation .-\rea is arguably the most
geographically and culturally divcrse cnnSCT\'a­
tion area in the worid. lherc is a unique mix of
ecosystems, mostly unalteri.d hy human activity,
including suJ,tropical l(lwla, 'd, high alpine mC'ad­
ows, desert plateaus, and oak, rhododendron and
bamboo forests. The world's d~p<.'st river g0Tgt\
and some of the highest mountains ..1rl' locat('d
here. The Annitpurna 5.'nctudry n~'dr th~ ':I.'nti.'r \)(

thl' con5('rv<ltinn area is a natural amphitheater
surrounded by sc\'eral peaks of more than 6,700
meters. The wet southern slopes support a rich
\'ariety ot birds and mammals, including Danic
pheasant, Himalayan tahr, barking deer, scrow,
goral, Himalayan black bear, musk decr, and the
rare red pandcl. The dry northern slopes, which
extend to th(' Tibetan border, contain sno\\' leop­
ard and blue sheep.

Project. Thl\ Annapurna Conservation Area
~rojcct.

Jmplc..mcntin,~ ,)r.~a/'li::ati()r.. The King Mdhcndra
T!'Ust for !'\aturc Conser\'ation (J.:.\lT~d, ~cp(ll's

lar£('st conscr";at"ln organizaho:1. established in
19B:-.

RCS;7(1r:.~ih~ ,i:t1i'l'rr::r.cr.: ;1:~L'Y:CY, The s('\,('mmcm
(If \:cpal. ,\'hic:h has dck'gatl'd its auth", ity '",

F:cJ'l.fi1l.":. FJr~l pJlti~1 i, J:J~o·~"'· i. s-t40,CM.,){). in~~u\.t-
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jng $351,000 ;rom the World W.ldlife FUnd (VM!')
and $85,000 from the U.K. truSt of the K\ID:Ci sec­
ond phase (1989-93): the total project revenue from
all sources from 1989 to ·i1e present is about
$200,000 a year.

Projed aretl and scope. TIle first phase (1986-89)
concentrated on 800 square kilometers of the south­
em slopes. An 1,800 square kilometer extension
began in 1990.

Region. About 40,000 people of diverse ethnic
backgrounds inhabit the Annapuma area, where
agriculture and trade have flourished for hundreds
ofyears in the steep-sided Himalayan valIeys. Most
of the people are poor rural farmers. MC're than
30,000 foreign trekkers visit the area ea~! I year,
leading to a proliferation of smaII tea shops and
lodges along the trails. During the last two de­
cades, large areasof forested land have been cleared
for use in cooking and heating for visitors. Ex­
panding agriculture, water poilu lion, poor sanita-

tion, and littering on trekking routes have all ac­
celerated, as has the rapid expansion of the resi­
dent population. These conditions led to a royal
directi"'e in 1985 to improve tourist development
while safeguarding the en..ironment. The "~m\C

conducted surveys that led to new lcgislalioil es­
tablishing the Annapurna Conservation Area in
1986, specifically alIowing huntin8J collection of
fo~t products, use of visitor fees for local devel­
opment, and the delegation of management au­
thority to the "'i11age le\·el.

Project actitrities. The project objective is to help
thc inh<tbitants-particularly the region's poor
farme-s-maintain control over their environment.
The area is split into zones that permit varying
degrees of protection and land usc. A headquar­
tcrs was cstablish~d .n Ghandruk, the intensive
usc zone, with a mainlv local staff. Acti...;tics have
included community d~vclopment,forest manage­
ment, conservation education, research, and train-
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ing. High priority was given to reducing the envi­
ronmental effects ot visiting trekkers and increas­
ing the Ioc.'l1 economic benefits from tourism. En­
try fees generate 4 -ni11ion rupee ($160,000) ann~.·

ally for the project. Training courses for lodge­
ownershelped upgrade thc qualityofservice, stan­
dardize menus and prices, and improvestandards
of sanitation and waste disposal. Lodges and ex­
peditions were required to use kerosene inside the
conservation area; fuelwood is for subsistence use
only. Revivinga traditional organization structure,
a forest management committee ',vas established
in Ghandruk to enforce regulations (fining poach­
eJ':l, controlling timber cutting).

Emluation., The project started with four impor­
tant advantages: (1) the monarchy's personal in­
terest; (2) specific supporting legislation; (3) the
autonom}' granted to IGm:C; and (4) field surveys
and discussions with local people preceding es­
tablishment of the conservation area. The kero­
sene regulation has substantially reduced defores­
tation rates, and training programs have reduced
the harmful effects of tourism and improved the
livelihoods of !odgeowners. However, the signifi­
cant economic benefits from tourism have not b ..-en
distributed widely. There is little evidence to sug­
gest that mcst poor fanners will benefit from the
project.1heproject has mad~ progress in motivat­
jng a skeptical local population to make some for­
est mana-;ement decisions, although local institu­
tions are not likeiy to assume major responsibility
for several years. The project's capable <.nd well­
organized staff have established a solid founda­
tion for future expansion; to label the project an
unambiguous success, however, lIould be prema­
ture. Collection of fees from visitors will contrib­
ute valuable revenues to the project, but original
forecasts of finanlial self-sufficiency by 1993 ap­
pear optimistic.

Nqx;zl, R.."!PI Chitwan National Park

Protected area. Royal Chilwan National Park is
in the subtropical Teraj region of Nepal. Chitwan
had been protected as a royal hunting reserve from
1846 to the early 19505 but was not made a na­
tional park until 1973. The original protec:ted area
of 544 square kilometers was extended to 932
square kilometers in 1977 and designated as a
World Heritage Site by l;~CSCOin 1982. Vegetation
is dominated by Sal forests and the world's tallest
grasses, reaching 5 to 7 meters. Grasslands occupy
aboul20 percent of the park, supporting one of the
most impressive assemblages of large mammals in

Asia. The park isone of the last remaining habitats
of the one-homed Asian rhinoceros and the Ben­
gal tiger. Chitwan also contains wild boar, gaur,
four species of deer, and the greatest diversity of
birds of any park in Nepal. 'The number of large
mammals, whicll had been declining, has increased
dranmtically since the park was established and
hunting was strictly controIled. The Nepalese anny
provides more than 500 armed guards for law en­
forcement, funded from the national park budget.
The first wildlife safari lodge was established in
1965, and the park is now a popular tourist desti­
nation. Seven high-eost tourist lodges are licensed
to operate inside the park and more than forty
small ones have sprung up outside.

Project. There is no formal project jn the park,
but once a year villagers are pennitted to collect
tall grasses for house construction and thatching
from the park, the only remaining local source.

Responsible gwernment agency. Department of
National Parks and Wildlife Conservation.

Funding. The grass collection activities have not
received outside funding.

Projet:f area and scope. More than 100,000 people
from local villages take part in the grass collection.

Region. The Terai was largely unpopulated un­
til malaria eradication programs began to open up
the fertile plains to agriculture in the 19505. Rice,
maize, wheat, and mustard are the major crops.
Extensive immigration from the hiJIs then led to
massive conversion of the Terai forests to agricul­
tural land. Population doubled during the 19705,
and about 260,000 people occupied 320 villages
around the park boundary in 1980; the population
continues to grow at about 6 percent annually.
I .. :ny of the communities close to the park bound­
aries la.ck fuelwood and grazing land. For genera­
tion!>, local people had used the park area to col­
lect fuelwood, graze livestock, and collect tall
grasses for constr<1ction. The forced relocation of
!'everal villages from inside the proposed park area
generated considerable local hostility and mistrust.
Since the establishment of the park, further ten­
sion and conflict have arisen because of prohibit­
ions on grazing and collection of forest products,
and because of human injury and death as well as
crop and livestock loss from large mammals pro­
tected in the park. Enforcement is strict: during
1985, fcrexample,554 people were fined and 1,306
livestock impounded. Initial hopes that tourism
would provide significant local benefits now ap­
pear unfounded, because most local people have
little direct involvement with tourist activities.

Project actittities. Although there is no formal
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project. once a year villagers are Pfmnittee: \\l col­
lect tall grasses for house e-.:>n!>truction and thatch­
ing from the park. This grass ':'tIlting is not consid­
erecl detrimental to wildlife because it is pennitted
only at the end of the growing season when most
plant material is dead. of poor nutritional quality,
and unattractive as food for wildlife. A 1986-87
study estimated that roughly 11 million kilograms
of grassproducts were collected, valued at 10 mil­
lion Npee5 ($45O,ooll. Subtracting permit costs
and imputed labor costs yields a net value to the
local economy of about 5.5 million rupees
($250,(XX», which is roughly equival~nt to the an­
nual budget of the park. Fifty-sever. ~rcent of the
grasscutters had walked 3-6kilometers to thepark,
and an additional 32 percent had 'come 1(}.16 kilo­
meters. Cutters were asked what tho'.lY liked about
the park. 'Thatch gr"' ..3 collection scored highest.
Farewood collection, an iUegal activity, ranlcro. sec­
ond. The study found that there are few locally
available alternatives to thatching grass for roof·
ing-roI\C of them aff;)rd<lble to the villagf:rs. Tht:;
local fuelwood deficiency is serious, and illegal
col1ection during the grass<Uttingseason isa threat
to the future of the grass program. Park authori­
ties have estimated that the amount of firewood
takedrom the park durinl;grass-cutting equals or
exceeds the value of all grass materials removed.

E.oaIuation. Except for grass collection, the ben­
efits flowing from the park to local people are
minor because most local People are not directly
invo1'.'ed in tourism. Although the benefits of the
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grass program are substantial, overall the park
imposes considerable hardship on local communi­
ties. The people appear to havp little choice but to
,-ontinue illegally taking theii cattle into the park
:'lnd collecting fuelwood. Pressure on the park will
increase unless alternatives can be found. Witnout
the presence of the Nepalese anny, it seems un­
likely that Chitwan would have survived to the
present.

Thailand, KJuw Yai National Park

Protected area. The 2,200 square kilometer Khao
Yai National Park is located about 200 kilometers
northeast of Bangkok. It includes scrr.~ of the larg­
est I"mlaining area.'> of tropir.al moist forest in main­
land Asia, and contains exceptionally diverse flora
a\ld fauna. It has been described as the highest
priority site for plant conservation in Thailand,
and for many rare animal species, it is one of the
last remaining viable habitats in Thailand. Khao
Yai attracts 250.000 to 400,000 Thai and foreign
visitors annually who spend 100 million to 200
million baht ($4-8 million) on adrr-ission, lodging
fees, transportation. food, and other services in the
park.

Projects. The Sup Tai Rural Development for
Conserv3tion project and the Environmental
Awareness and Development Mobiiization (TEA\I'
project.

Implementing organimtiDns. The i't'pulation and
Commu:-lity Development Assodation (POA), the



largest nongovernmental organization in TIlailand
with community d(>Velopmentexperience in 16,(0)
villages, and Wildlife Fund Thailand (WFr}, a small
but increasingly influential nongovernmental or­
ganization affiliated with the World Wildlife Fund­
International (WVIF).

Responsible gcroemment agency. National Parks
Division of the Royal Forest Department.

Funding. For the SupTai project(l985-9C}, Agro
Action (a Gennan fOtA.,dation) provided 5 .niUion
baht ($200,000\ and POA one million baht($40,000).
For the '!EA.\( project, liSAlD provided WFr with a
tfu'ee.~""ar grant for the TEA.\f project of 5.3 million
baht ($212,(00).

Project area and scope. About 150 villages sur­
round Khao Yai. 1he POA and ....'FTbegan a pro~
at Sup Tai village in 1985. In 1987 WFT withdrew
from Sup Tai and initiated the rcA\' project in ten
villages, with conservation education activities in
another forty viJ)ages. POA expanded into two vil­
lages dose to Sup Tai in 1987 and planned to ex­
tend into three more in 1990.

Region. About 53,000 people live in 150 villages
jus~ outside the par': boundaries. Most illegally
,~<.'CUpy "reservE'<! forest" (as do more than 7 mil-

lion Thai villagers). Enforcement has resulted in
hostility and anned clashes betweeIl park person­
nel and local villagers, with loss of life on both
sides, but illegal activities-poaching aild the re­
moval of timber-in the park continue. Recogniz­
ing the need to address locai concerns, the POA and
WFT began to wor'j(, together on the park bound­
aries. Initial surveys revealed that middlemen (loan
sharks) controlled village economies, providing
credit to fanners at 5 percent a month and then
taking overlle lands of those unable to make
repayments. The debt situation of villagers was
identified as the mafor constraint to change.

Project aetir:1ities. The Sup TCli project was based
upon a village environmental prl'tection society.
An elected village committee a-:lministers the en­
vironmental protection society with supervision
from a full· time POA project manager. The project
provides low-interest loans to the environmental
protection society members from a revolving loan
fund in exchange for promises not '.0 break park
regulations. Wildlife Fund Thailand's TEA."f project
and the PDA'S expansion into more villages are
based on the Sup Tai model. Pruject activities at the
target viI1ages have included park trekking for tour-
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isIS, cooperative stores, community for-.:5try, envi­
ronment&l1 education, parkboundary tree planting,
agricultural extension, and training viliage health
volunteers. Sup Tai village also benefited from a
new road to Bankok and electrification of the \il­
lage-both indirect benefits of the project, which
neither funded nor instigated the changes.

Etialuation. Villagers and offidals assert that il­
legal activitiesare continuing throughout the park,
pri=tcipally hunting and logging, although the
projects have led to improved relations between
villagers and park personnel. Clarification of the
pad: bou" :aries around Sup Tai eliminated much
.:onfusion and ended agricultural encroachment
near the village. The new road and the pro\ision
of electricity to Sup Tai are both regarded as sig­
nificant economic benefits by villagers, although
the resultingin~asein land prices threatens the
landless. Many Sur' Tai farmers ha\'e sold their
land. Othershave lost their lands to creditors, join­
ing Thailand's growing land!ess population. The
effect on the park of rapidly changing land own·..:r­
ship pattemscann·.)t be predict~.

The environmental protection sodety loan pro­
grams are the most important economic benefits
from the projects, although the scale has been in­
sufficient for the villagers to become independ~nt
of the middlemen. By late 1989 there was little
prospect of the Sup Tai en'lironmental protection
society becoming self-sufficient in the near future.
Other dUed economic benefits flOWing from the
projects are more difficult to m~asure. Farming
practices thaiemphasizesoil conservation and new
crop varieties have had some success, mainly in
Sup Tai, but even there adoption has not been
widespread. Project personnel are capable, dedi­
cated, and highly respecteG by the villagers. al­
though the1EA."t approach of two project manag­
~eachcov~ngfive villages appears inildequatc.
The split between the PDA and WfT hCis unfortu­
nately resulted in a 1055 of iJalan\:e in the projects,
with PDA giving k"Ss emphasis to the park and WFT
making little progress on de,..elopment. Evalua··
lions by pols Research and Evaluation Division
have pro..id<>d valuable in l Jts ~o the management
of the various prejEcts, but even in Sup Tai, project
successes are still elusive.

utin America

Costa Ria, Osa i'minsula

Protedtd area. The ();a Pt'ninsula, in ~he ex­
treme southwest of Costa Rica, is one of the k w
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lowland tropical forests intact in Central America.
Much of the 1,750 square kilometer peninsula is
protected; i~ illdudes the Corcovado National Parle,
tbeGoUo Dulce Forest Reserve, theCuaymi indig­
enous Resen-e, Isla de Cano Biological Reserve,
and theGolfito Forest Reserve-.

Project. Boscosa projecl
Implemenfing ;)rgan::'ZllliDn. The Conservation

Foundati:>n (affiliated with the World Wildlife
Fund) dliS~gnedand raised funds for the project. It
is administered in Costa Rica through the
Fundadon Neotropica.

Responsible government agency. Several govern­
ment agencies are involved. The National Pa:ks
Service (paries and biological reserves); Forestry
Directorate (forest reserves); National Commission
on Indigenous Affairs (Indian resen"iltions); and
the Conservation Unit in the Ministry of Mines,
Energy, and Natural Resources.

Funding. Approximately $350,000 frem various
sources for 1988-91.

Project area a,..d scope. Boscosa is a pilot project,
initiated in December 1~!S7, to "maintain fore<;t
cover on the Osa Peniti:,ula, including Corcovado
National Park and surrounding [:ouffer zones:'

Regio'1. Limited access protected the peninsula
until the early 1960s. No\\·, Corco\'ado National
Parkand theGolfo DulceForest Reserve are threat­
ened by fanners practicing slash·and-bum agri­
culture. uncontrol1ed hunting, small·scale timber
extraction, and small to medium-size gold mining.
These problems have been exacerbated by the with­
drawalof a banaila company, which put thou­
sands out of work. Deforestation had been limited
to a flat area, but is increasing on steep slopes,
destro~ing watersheds and increasi~g soil erosion
and lowlands flooding. Although this rampant re­
source destruc,'ion is occurring to assure subsis­
tence. the level of living for many is declining.
Agricultural soils are rapidly losing producthity,
timber and gold re"'enues ~arn little on the penin­
sula, and there is little to reinvest. Government
services eenerally have been low. Confrontation
between gold miners and park staff have escalated
to levels of pers';>nal injury.

Project activities. Boscosa is a pilot project lrat
has be~n in operahon for a little more than two
years. The original focus on forestry activities has
expanded tod~alwith the complex sodoeconomic
probl,~msof the region. Activities include natural
forest management, improved agriculture and
agroforestt'y. reforestation, and ecotourism. These
activ;!ies were de..ised a£ter an extensive planning
phase-including sociOEConomic surveys and land
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tenure, land use, and land capacity studies-was
conducted in one community that has served as
the focus for numerous project components. From
this rommunity, the project has recently branched
into other a."eaS. Boscosa's strategy has been to
helpcreate "r~pportlocal organizations that can
implenl'm!: plt';ect iK.:tivities and to worle. with 10­
ea! conununities in a proct'SS they call "participa­
ti'ive rommunity extension." In addition to wor" at
the rommunity level, boscosa is facilitating the
preparation of a regional development plan for
the perjnsula, in consultation with government
and IocaI institutions.

Emluation. The FJoscosa project has achieved a
great deal in a relatively short time. The project
has been well funded and has beeI\ implemented
by two collaborating nongovernmental organiza­
tions with support froan the government. Substan­
tial attention to infonnation gathering and local
participation in the design phase has proved its
value in project implementatior. The project has
expanded from working with one \:ommuni ty to
working with twelve local organizations on the
peninsula on natural forest management activities
covering more than 8 square kilometers. More than
1.7 square kilometers have been refore.ted with
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native species.The pro~thas Initiated policydia­
Ic1;ue with the government to improve coordina­
tion cf govetlll:lent activities on the Osa Penin­
sula.Thego~~testahUshed a system o~con­
servation areas to integrate conservation and de­
velopment througoout thecountry (based to a large
extent on the Boscosa experi~). The project has
numerous ott.er oomponents that appear to be
highly successft:~, althou~ it is difficult to INa­
sure their impact. Despite! its many successes over
a relatively short period, thett is little evidet'k.."e
thus far that !he project hds reduced illegal pat­
ternsof logging in the tOresl reserves 0:' encroach­
ment into t.~e park. However, the achit>vements of
this "pilot" project and the approaches developed
to date are of considerable importance to the fu­
ture design ofICOl'S.

C.osIJl Riaz, Talamanca Region

Protected arm. The Talamanca region contains
two national parks, one biological reserve, oneFro­
tected zone, five indi~nous r~rvations, and or.e
wildlife refuge spanning diverse ecosystems­
beaches, coasta! plai:l~, mangroves, and tropical
moist forest. The Gandoca-Manzanillo Wildlife
Refuge has SOsquare kilometers ofcontiguous pri­
vate landholdings, so~lJlldercultivationandoth­
ers wild, -l4 square kilometers of tr..:.ine areas. and
a 60 square kilometer buffer zone betw~n the
refuge and intensively used agnculturaI areas. En­
dangered species found in the refuge jncludemana­
tees, caL-nans, crocodiles, and tapirs. La Amistad
Biospher~ ReseNe COV\!fS more than 2,000 square
kilometers.

Project. A."'A1Talamanca project.
Implementing agency. "'';;AI was founded in 197E

to "integrate conservation of natural eccsystems
with the development needs of rural peoples." It
works exclusively in the Talamanca region.

Responsible government agtnq. Numerous gov­
ernment agencies have jurisdictiO!l: National Parks
Service (parks and biological reserves); Fo;-estry
Directorate (forest reserves); Wildlife Office (wild­
life refuges); National Commission on Indigenous
Affairs (indigenous reservations); and the Conse.­
vation Unit ir. the Ministry of Mines, Energy. and
N.:atural Resources (La Amistac! Biosphere Reserve>.

Funding. A.'1AI has received over $1.5 million
since 1984, including support fr:>m a vC'riety of
foundations and Mngovernmental organizations
and Dutch debt-swap funds.

Project aral and saJpt. The Talamanca regiof' of
Costa Rica comprises virtually all of the south-
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f:aStem portion of the country. "'''AI initiat~ ac­
tivities there in 1976. The primary focus of
project activities is the Gandoca-Manzanillo
Wildlife Refuge and the adjacent La Amistad
Biosphere Reserve.

Region.The Talamanca region isoneof the most
radal:y heterogenrous zones in Costa Rica, ..vi:h
blacks, mestizos (mixe"l Spar.iard~ and Indians),
and India'.s. Most are small-scale farmers and
many grow cacao as their primary cashcrop.rL~
berextraction and commercial banana plancations
also provide employment The reliance on forest
rescurcesis strongly relsted to extemal factors such
as timber and c..cao prices and employment op­
portunities with the banana companies. Resource
exploitation is more inte~ when cacao p.oduc­
tion or prices fall or when companie-; layoff work­
ers. Cacao prices and employment have been ma­
jor problems in recent yeclr~. Road construction
into the area has led to trlgh in-migration, increased
tourism, land speculation, and deforestation. Mi­
grants and timber r:ontractors have increasingly
cleared forest land.

Projt:Ct activities. The A.'iAJ philosoi-'hy is to pro­
mote !ane stEwardship and individual responsi­
bmty as much as possible. The initial fr,cal point
for project aCtivities was the Gancioca-Manzanillo
area. Since about 1987, however, project ~<::tivities

have increasingly become ,'lidespread throughout
T<Jlamanca. AXAJ helped twenty-four communities
in Talamanca develop self-supporting !reP. nurser­
ies and is training a representative from each com­
munity In agr'::Ulture and forestry. A land titliilg
program for farmers in or near the refuge was
iI'iriated in the m:d-~980s.The project is also work­
ing wiL'l groups of fanners to maintain sections of
their fdr.tlS in fores:s: sponsoring several small
research projectson wildlifeal'd "latural resource;.
and taldng responsibility for the creation of the
refuge and assisting with itsmanagement and pro­
tection. A....AI helped establish a cacao marketing
association and has initiated numerous pilot
p~jects, ranging from iguana ranching to butter­
fly collecting.

Evaluafio". A....AI has made progr-es5 in establish­
ing self-susta.ning community n'C~ries, which
have produced mor:! than 1.8 million trees, and in
creating an official wildlife r~fuge. Their
agroforestry acti'ldties may have increlSed I:ouse­
hold income aJ'ld land use by improving cacao
prool1ction-but few records are kept, making
evaluation difficult. Other activiti~are too recent
i" origin to show any dear results linking cc:-nser­
vation and development. The area A.-':A1 works jn is



';ARIBBEAN

SEA

30

t''*-

20-

Mountain peaks (1MIf 600 1Tl'll~)

SeIocted CitIes and Towns

Main~

1nt8ma:lCllll Boundaty

NallonaI Parlcs Of ReserYos

Gandoca· Manza.'liIlo Wildlife Refuge

'0

•

••

TALAMANCA
COSfAfICA

~
-N-

~.

huge, and ""...lIJ has several activities under way;
thus, the activities are too dispersed to have sig­
nificant conservation or development effects. Ac·
tivities are not based on a project cycle or plan, but
are i-utiated as funds and staffing permit. As yet,
no !!ignificant local org,lnizations have been ere­
ated-apart from the recently establis!',ed cacao
marketingassodatio~d no fonnal process ha.o;
been initiated to involve local people in project
decision-making.

As a nongovernmenlal organization, ""';AI has a

relatively low profile and seeks only to improve
the situation in the Talamanca region. Prindpally
because of the municipality's interest in
unrestrained grow!h~ !..."IOAI has been unable to get
local government support However, it has suc­
ceeded in convincing government officials of the
need to link de,,-elopment a:td corservalionand to
provide local people with benefits. To d~te, the
breadth of !hE: activities, coupled with rapid re­
gional changes, has prevented ANAl from clearly
demonstrating how this can be done.
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Md.co, Monmch But!cfly Oumuinftring Rt.servo5

Prottded muz. Estimates are thal more tha.."\ 100
million Monarch butterflies migrate from the
United States and Canada to Mexico for the win­
ter'. From mid-November to mid-March, they rest
in oyamel fir trees in the vol3nic range of central
Mexico. Five reserves were established t<i protect
the ovelWintering habitat of the butterflies-4.5
square kiiometers in!eSel'Vesand 116 square kil~

mete:s in buffer areas. The volcanic range also
fonns part of the 'A'alershed for Mf:xieo City and
surrounding cities.

Project. Monarch Butterfly QI,·erwintering Re­
;;erve Protection.

Implementing organization. Monarea, A.C. is a
private Mexican nongovernmental organization
established in 1980, following a presidential de­
cree to protect the butterflies.

Rtspcmsiblegooernment agency. Reser-Ie manage-

ment is the legal re5pOl\Slbility of the Ministry of
lTtban Developmentand Ecology. TheSubministry
of furestry, in the Ministry of Agriculture and
Water Resources, is responsible for forest manage­
ment and tree health and harvesting.

Fu~ing.Funding fo1" Monarca, A.C. and its ac­
tivities for 1985-90 has exceeded $31,000, most of
it provided by the World Wildlife Fund.

PrrJjed QUIl and scope. Thirty-one communities
surround the reserves. Mona.rca. AC., a nongov­
ernmerotal otganization, beganactivities in the com­
munity adjacent to the reserve by promoting tour­
ism. They also provide information and education
on the Monarch butterfly, nationally and interna­
tionally.

Region. Thirty~nc communities live around the
reserves. Because of high population growth,
landlessness is becoming increasingly common.
Cutbacks at a nearby silver mine have led to a
slump in the local ecor.')my, increasing the pres-
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sureon thenearby forests as unemployed "..olkers
seek alternative 3OU1'C'eS of income. Although for­
estry is the area's economic mains:.ay, it is inap­
propriate in IIW\)- areas because of steep sIo~
Most wood is proc'"~-edoutside the region; peas­
ants receive little income from the timber. Subsis­
tence agricolture is prevalent throughout the re­
gion. altht.ugh agricultural production is low be­
cause of steep slopes, cold climate, and poor soils.
Poverty, scarce economic opportunities, low lev­
elsofagricultural produc..1ion,and increasing popu­
lation are leading to logging, agricuiture, and cattle
grazing in the reserves and buffer zones. The re­
serves are seriously threatened.

Projtd 1ICfir1itits. Monarca, A.C:s objective has
been to protect monarch butterflies. The organiza­
tien has lobbied for the creation of reserves to
pro:~ the monarch's overwintering habitat and
has fadlitated research on the monarch and its
habita~encouraged the development of a reserve
for tourism, developed educational materials and
handled public relations about the butterflies, and
initiated activities to protect the reserves and work
with local communities. Various national and sta:e
government agencies, along with Monarca, A.C.,
developed a plan for integrated development ac­
tivities in the region to redu<Y. pressure on the·
reserves. The plan has not be-~n implemented be­
cause of il lack of funds or politicai interest, or
both. Tourism is increa5ing, but this has not pro­
,';ded enough incentive to stop local communities
from encroaching (\n the reserves. Monarca, A.C.
has initialed several activities to help one commu­
nity benefit from tourist.l. These include helping
establish a cOl:-,munity store to sell souvenirs to
tourists and lobbying to get the community a share
ofgate receipts. They also have a tree nursery and
reforestation program.

£mlUJJtiml. Monarca, A.c.'s major accomplish­
ments have been ilS successful lobbying for the
creation of the overwintering reserves and pro­
moting tourism. It~ rural development activities
have not led to preOlcted results. however in part
because the scale i!o too small and Monarca lacks
the socioeconomic infonnation needed for project
planning and il1'···n~ntation. Although local
people m.:ave ~. ism revenues, which have
been increasi: . .'enues have not provided
sufficient inccl. halt deforestation. local
people havenot~•.!\\'Olved in decision·making
and no local institutions have been established to
manage the tourism. That M mara, A.C. ~in­
tdins offices cnly in Mexico ~.~i ty-to lobby the
government and to conduct put-he relations on the

butterllies and fund- raising-almplii:ates its work
in rural areas. The nursery program has had tech­
nical pro~lems and has hGt~ able to produce
seedlings at expected rates. Threats to the reserves
are extremely high an.i have not been affoctro by
the project. Virtl.a...!~y none of the integr..1ted roral
devt'loprnent plan prepared by tt.e goventme!'t
was implemented, an..i the government has not
had any significant et·., ·,rcement role. Monarca,
A.C's relationship with the government on re­
serve management is un· 'ear, bu~ often strained.

Merico, Sian Kil'an Biosphere Reseroe

Protected area. The SLm Ka'an BiospheIe R~
serve is a S,230 square kl10meter World Heritage
site on the eastem side of the Yucatan Peninsula in
the stata of Quintana Roo. It incorporates tropical
forests, mangroves, marshes, and part of the
world's second longest barrier reef. Marine and
terrestrial areas zoned for tota! protection make
up the core of the reser e (2,400 square kilome­
ters). Buffer zones penmtting low.intensity uses,
such as tourism and agric llitural production, make
up the rest. Few threats currently confront the
reserve. lbe greatest problems are lack of govern­
mentcoordination and co~lSeqUent ineffective man­
agement. The reserve man;,gement plan has never
been offidally adopted, leading to speculation that
sections of the reserve could be sold and devel­
oped for tourism. The turnover rate of park man­
agers arid guards has beE: 1 high.

Projet:ts. Amigos de Sic '1 Ka'an (community de­
....elopment> and the Pilot Forestry Plan (forestry
management and processmg).

Implementing organizAtion. The Atr.igos de Sian
Ka'an, a nongovemmentalorganiwtion, was cre­
ated in 1966 to channel private support jnt~ the
reserve and to develop and pr(lmote sustainable
development projects in the region.

Responsiblt govt1nmer.t age!'!cy. ·:·he State of
Quint:lna RO(' and the Ministry of Agriculture and
Water Resources initiated the Pilot Forestry Plan
project in 1983.

FUMing. The World Wildlife Fund provided
over $200,000 to Amigos dt' Sian Ka'an between
1986 and 1990. It is difficult ~o identify the total
funds supporting the Pilot Fo1'P.Stry Plan, although
~heGennan governralent hai been a major donor.

Proj€t:t area a,...d scqpe. Acth'ities by Amigos de
S';an Ka'an are c"ncentrated in several communi­
ties in or near the reserve. Pilot Forestry Planproject
activities cover approximately 3,000 square kilo­
meters of community forests outside the reserve:;.
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Rlgio:z. The Sian Ka'an Bi050phere Reserve re­
gion is one 01 strong contrasts. Although located
in Mexico's fastest growing state, Quintana Roo,
there is littJeevidenceof rapid changein theMayan
communities surrounding the biosphere reserve.
Most of the growth is mucentrated around the
tourist resort of Cancun. Approximately 25,(XX)
people live in the communally held peasant land­
holdings (tfidos} surrounding the reserve. Most
Mayanson thee;dosaresubsistenee fanners. Most
have retained their lar.guage and culture, despite
their constant contact with l..;e Hispanic popula­
tion. Economic pressures are increasingly forcing
people, ir.dividuaUy orcollectively, to cut timbeT-

to sell or to expand agn(.:ultural pioduction. E~do
forests next to the reserve are subject to the U..:at·
est pressure. A small community of fishermen
(about 1,000 people) live within the reserve and
depend on lobster harvesting for their livelihood.
TI-.e current level of threat to the reserve is low.

Project actirJities. Amigos de Sian Ka'an has pro­
moted re:earch projects de;igned to ensure the
sustainable harvest of lobster and to preservepalm
species used by the fishermen. They have devel­
oped a demonstration fann to show the lobster
fishermen, who were claiming large tracts of land
inside the reserve for agriculture, that adequ3te
production could be achieved on smatt parcels
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using sustainable agricultural techniques. Amigos
de Sian Ka'an has also produced inionnation pam­
phlets about the reserve and lobbied the govern­
ment for improved reserve management.

The Pilot Forestry Plan project !teIps ejidos
implement improved forestry practices and diver­
sify forestry industries in the area. The pro~

works with fifty-three e;idos with a population of
more than 9,(ro families. The forestry potenf.al of
each ejido is defined after extensive surveys of
forests. A management plan has been developed
to guide logging and reforestation. I~ead of sell­
ing logs to middlemen, the Pilot Forestry Plan
helpsejidos increase employment and valueadded
by processing the IUJr.be& at the ejido.

EfJtl1UJllimL The Amigos de Sian Ka'an's rural
development activities are small and recent. One
project sUc:ce$ was that it convinced fishermen to
reduce the size of their lane' claims in the reserve
and improve managerner.! of the lobster fishery.
However, their clgricultural intensification project
has only been adopted by about fourteen fa:nilies,
and other activities, such as crocodile fanning and
ecotourism, have yet to show results. Plans for
expansion, even if successful, would still be too
small to change the surrounding communities
enough toaffect the reserve. Amigo,;deSian Ka'an
is working wit!' l.x:al communities, but has not
developed a sirategy for building local institutions.
Amigos de Sian Ka'an's relationship to the reserve
is unclear; the Mexican government has demon­
StTated little interest in encouraging local partici·
pation or nor.governmenta] organization involve­
ment in reserve management. Staff turnover has
been high and has undoubtedly affected progress,
as viewed~ both the communi ties and other agen­
des involved with the reserve.

As conceived, the Pilot Forestry Plan could have
a major effect in main:aining the forest surround­
ing the Sian Ka'an Biosphere Reserve. I>rojEct ac'
tivities that stress buHdir.g local capacity, working
with established community institutions, and link·
ing development and conservation are too new to
have demonstrated positive results.

Peru, Central SeltVl Region

Protected area. The Centra] Selva Resource Man­
agement project is in the i'a]cazu Valley, in thecen­
tral Amazon Rain Forest. The valley liesat the base
of ihe Andes dud contains mOl'e ~han a thousand
tree species. Eleva tions in the valley range from 270
meters to 3,8CO meters. The 1,220 square k;lomerer
Yanachaga<hemillen Park was established in 1986

as part of the project. TheYanesha Communal R~
serve, which acts as a buffer to the Y".nachaga­
Chemillen Park, comprises 350 square kilometers
of primary f('rest managed by the Amuesha Indi­
ans. 'The 1,500 square kilometer San Matias-San
CarlosProtection Forest provides habitat for endan­
gered animal and plant species, hunting, tourism,
scientific research, and related activities.

Project. The Central Selva Resource Manage­
ment project.

Implementing organizations. The Flora and Fauna
Directorate and the Institute for National ~vel­
opment, government of Peru; the Peruvian Foun­
dation for Nature COIr..ervation; the Tropical Sci­
ence Center; and Amuesha Indian communities.

Responsible gcmernment agmcy. Flora and Fauna
Directorate.

Funding. USAID provided $22 million for activi­
ties for 1982-87. The Yanesha Forestry Coopera­
tive has received $100,000 from the World Wildlife
Fund-U.S. since 1988, when l:SAID funding ended.

Project areQ and scope. The project has activities
under way in different regions throughout the 140
square kilometer Palcazu Valley (Central Se]va).

Region. in 1980. the president of Peru decided
that the Central Selva region could be transfonned
into the country's breadbasket through a large­
scale regional development program. This program
became known as the Pichis-Palcazu Special
project. l:SAlO agreed to fund one component of
this project. Land-use studies, however, showed
that much of the region was unsuitable for inten­
sive agriculture and that the project would have a
negative impact on indigenous peoples. The gov­
ernment of Peru reconsidered its plan, and CSAJI)

agreed to support forest managemen: and
agroforestry, a protected area component, and ]0­
cal involvement. Conservation u:tits created in·
c1ude Yanachaga-Chemillen Pa:k, the San Matias
and SanCarlos Pr»tection Filrests, and t!leYanesha
Communal Reserve. When t!>AJO funding ended in
1988, the World Wildlife Fur.d became involved to
suprort tile cooperative and forestry components
or the Yanesha Communal Reserve, which belongs
to the Amuesha Indians, who have lived in the
are", for more than .. thousand years.

l'roject activities. In addition to establishing con·
servation units, the project included an agricul­
tura] compcment to improve farming systems
through research, extension, and marketing. For­
est produ(i.ion activities, using the strip shelterbe]t
system, were initiated by the Yanesha Forestry
Cooperative, which was formed by the Amuesha.
The Amuesha were involved in establishing com-
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munal stores, marketingagricultural products, and
training for local health and agricultural extension
agents. With World Wildlife Fund financing, the
project initiated a vaDeywide forestry extension
program. tJaining for members of the cooperative
and nonmembers, vehicle purd1ase, and technical
and legal assistance. Thecooperativenowhasmore
than a hundred members.

EwlWltion. By 1987. the Central Selva Resnurce
Management project had realized significan~

progress, including incorporation of the Yanesha
Forestry Cooperative, harvesting of the first two
experimental sbips, establishmmt C'f the national
park and protection forest3, and identification and
mapping of forest production stands. The end of
USAID funding and increasing br. '!'orism in the area

CENTRAL SELVA
PERU

have sericusly limited the project in the past few
years, however. Since 1988, activities have been
limited to work with the Yanesha F»restry Coop­
erative, supported by the World Wildlife Fund.
The Yanachaga-OtemiUen Park remains vulner·
able to encroachment from loggers and a proposed
I'lJ3d. The in;tial project design was problematic
because local communities were not consulted and
the design lacked a strong social component. The
project spent a great deal of time trying to com-

. pensate for these early design flaws. AJthoug.lt the
cooperative has shown some promise, it is still too
early to tell whether the sbip shelterbelt system
and cooperative will be successful. This is espe­
cially complicated given the internal problems­
both economic and political-that face Peru.
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