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Introduction

The loss of forests in India, as well as
the contemporary concerns like competing
claims of different segments of the society
over declining forest resources, has long
attracted the attention of scholars and
writers. In the past two decades, these
have also drawn the attention of policy
makers, and are reflected in the shift in
conservation agenda of the government,
from concerns to protect timber supplies to
issues ranging from local livelihoods, to
involvement of local people in forest
management (Badola, 1997a). The new
generation of approaches has emerged in
the country, from a shift in global concerns
from ‘preservation’ to ‘conservation’. In
India as elsewhere there is a move towards
involving local people living in and around
National Parks and Wildlife Sanctuaries
(WLS) in 1970 the number increased to 86
National Parks and 478 Sanctuaries
respectively! (WII Database) (Anon.,
2000). The basic management approach
of these areas has been the conventional
‘isolationist’” approach, whereby
management seeks to protect the park
from people living in surrounding areas.

These areas were explicitly seen as
“pristine environments similar to those
that existed before human interference,
delicately balanced ecosystems that need
to be preserved for our enjoyment and
use and that of future generations”
(Gomez-Pompa and Kaus, 1992). The
philosophy behind this approach is thus
of ‘preservation’ or ‘protection’. The role
of the government is to guard natural
resources from ‘inappropriate’ uses,in order
to shield wildlife and other natural
resources from exploitation (Anon., 1995),
and this is achieved through strict
enforcement of legislation, patrols to
preventillegal activities and infrastructure
maintenance. However, in India out of the
human population of 1 billion, 64 per cent
of the rural population and 100 million
tribals (Lynich, 1992) depend on the forests
for their sustenance. Ninety million cattle
graze inside the forests (Dwivedi, 1993).
Firewood consumption in India is 1,73,412
Ktons (Anon., 1997), with 62 per cent
derived from forests (Leach, 1987). Income
from Non-Timber Forest Produce (NTFP)
is important for the 60 million households
living below the poverty line. According to
a survey carried out in the mid 1980s, over

* Paper presented in the International Workshop.on : Decade of JFM-Retrospection and Introspection.

Junel19-20, 2000, New Delhi.

! The NPs and WLS correspond to category I and IV of IUCN respectively.



2000]

65 per cent of the PAs were‘characterized
by -human settlements and resource use
(Kothari et al. 1989). In such a scenario an
attempt to protect the PAs from human
intervention by coercion results in hostile
attitudes of local people towards wildlife
management and forestry staff, which often
fuels open conflicts between communities
and the forest department. Between 1979
and 1984, 51 clashes were reported in
connection with NPs and 66 with WLS
(Guha and Gadgil, 1992).

While conflicts continued to
characterize the forest department-
community relationships, a more
favourable, socio-political climate for
restructuring forest management was
developing (Badola, 1995). A major
breakthrough was achieved in the 1970s in
West Bengal with the initiation of the
Arabari pilot project, which stressed the
importance of involving village
communities in the protection of natural
forests (Poffenberger, 1992). These and
other such participatory management
approaches and their early replicates in
Haryana, Gujarat, Orissa and other States
encouraged the Ministry of Environment
and Forests, Government of India to pass a
radically new forest policy in 1988. The
policy notes, “Forests should not be looked
upon as a source of revenue, but as a
National assettobe protected and enhanced
for the well being of the people and the
nation”. One prime component of the policy
mandates that, “The people will be actively
involved in process of protection,
conservation and management of forests”.
In pursuance of the above policy, the
Government of India issued guidelines in
June 1990 to all the states to adopt “Joint
Forest Management” (JFM) which seeks to
develop partnerships between State Forest
Departments (as custodians and co-
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managers) and local community
organizations (as co-managers) for
sustainable forest management. User
groups receive usufruct rights only, clearly
noting that land is not to be allocated or
leased (Poffenberger and Singh, 1993). No
less role has been played by the entry of
national and international NGOs into the
scene and the support they extend to local
organizations to assert people’s rights over
forest resources. Added to all these factors
was the huge international funding that
the forestry sector has been attracting due
to global concerns for biodiversity
conservation which hinges on people’s
participation as an imperative condition.

The Government of India provided
further impetus to this declaration,
particularly in the field of PA management
by committing funds for eco-development
since 1991 (Centrally Sponsored Scheme:
Eco-development around National Parks
and Sanctuaries), with the basic objectives
of reducing pressures on the core area of
PAs. Eco-development or Integrated
Conservation and Development Projects
(ICDP), as they are called otherwise, seeks
to conserve biodiversity through local
economic development and by offering
alternative income generating
opportunities to reduce forest dependence
(Badola et al., 1998). Eco-developmentis a
site specific conservation friendly package
of measures for rural development and use
of natural resources by the local people so
asto contribute to PA conservation (Panwar,
1992). Both JFM and eco-development
emphasize people’s participation in natural
resources management through
empowerment. However, while in JFM
villagers are able to obtain a share of forest
produce, wildlife laws prohibit the
extraction of forest produce for human use
from NPs and WLS (Singh, 1998). The
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scope for linking eco-development with JFM
ishence limited thus reducing a potentially
important means of utilising buffer zones
in WLS to meet the resource requirements
of the local people (Rodgers, 1992).

Evolution of the concept of Eco-
development

The initial investments in eco-
development were sporadic, fragmented
rural development type activities. These
were low profile, based on largely inflexible
annual plans. The second generation of
eco-development activities became more
organised as the focus on micro planning
evolved. However these were also based on
the assumption of a direct relationship
between poverty alleviation and
environmental protection (Badola, 1998)
as also on the fact that providing people
with alternatives to forest products is
sufficient to guarantee the conservation of
natural resources for all times to come.
There was not much focus on the processes
involved in community participation,
empowerment of the partners and
collaborations with other stakeholders. It
is a fact that none of the alternative
opportunities tested so far generated
sufficient interest and benefits to dissuade
forest-dependent people from going to the
forests. Moreoverin most casesitis difficult
to develop sufficient and lucrative
alternatives so as to involve most villages
inand around PAs(Pandey, 1998) Secondly,
resource use has more than economic
dimensions. From the perspective of forest
utilization, dependency as often assumed,
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is not a function of economic status alone.
Forest dependence due to a lack of
purchasing power or physical lack of access
to alternafives can be termed ‘actual’
dependency. However, forest usé is often
also a result of its free access and part of
cultural and traditional lifestyles of the
people. This can be termed ‘habitual’ or
‘traditional’ dependency, which most
development activities do not address
(Badola, 1997b).

As the concept evolved the role of the
primary stakeholders shifted from
supplicants hoping to become
“beneficiaries” of the largesse distributed
by the government (Mahajan, 1991) to
active partners project design and
implementation. The concerns over the
performance of the beneficiary oriented-
approach to participation under the
Integrated Conservation and Development
Projects or Eco-development (Box 1) have
also led to the focus on collaborative
management or Joint Protected Area
Management as it is referred to, which
envisages the involvement of local
communities and other stakeholders in PA
management. It is realized that unless the
local communities are given definite role,
responsibilities and benefits from PAs, the
long-term sustainability of such programs
will not be there (Badola and Hussain,
1999a). Another lesson that emerged from
these projecis was that in addressing the
issues oflocal livelihoods and development,
mechanisms to institutionalize linkages
with other stakeholders need to be
developed. This is important in view of the

2Prior to the 1991 amendments to the Wildlife (Protection) Act, regulated resource use in the buffer zones of
PAs, while the core area was completely closed. Most PAs and Project Tiger areas in India have a core/buffer
zonation; the core Zone has the NP status while the buffer could either be a WLS or a reserved forest. The buffer
zones were designed to reduce border conflicts by allowing regulated resource use. According to the 1991
Amendment, in case of WLS, the Chief Wildlife Wardens have to certify that any manipulation is in the interest
of wildlife, and this manipulation has to be approved by the State Governments.
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Box 1
Generation of ICDPs

Following World Congress on Parks in Baliin 1982, role of local communities
living in and around the parks to secure conservation goals got wider acceptance.
WWF launched Wild Land and Human Needs programme, 1985. The programme
initiated around 20 Integrated Conservation Development Projects (ICDPs) from
the Caribbean to the Himalayas. By 1994, WWF had extended support to 50
ICDPs of which 15 were continuation from 1st generation while the remaining
projects date back from 1990 or later (2nd generation ICDP). The 1st generation
ICDP tried to compensate the local communities for lost access to resource inside
the PA and the damage suffered through the wildlife. This compensation included
both cash and more frequently a whole lot of off-farm alternative income options
and community assets. Many of these ICDPs over a period of time grew large, and
mostly unmanageable due to complexity of activities and their linkages to
conservation. The conservation linkages of developmental activities remained
weak. The assumption that alternative source of livelihoods would replace the old
one could hardly be realized as the local communities hardly had a choice to
express their needs and thereby they remained alienated from the programme.
The second generation of ICDP therefore drew on the lesson from 1st one by
shifting focus to land based activities and sustainable resource management.
People were seen as resource managers and collaborative partnerships with the
management have been built as answer to resource degradation. The projects are
designed and implemented with intensive community involvement. While the
2nd generation ICDP will take time to bear fruits and the lessons from them
might ultimately shape designing 3™ generation of ICDP in the 21st century.
Though difficult to predict at this stage, it seems quite plausible that the 3rd
generation ICDP are going to be based on eco-region rather than just the PA and
its surrounds as a focus.

(Source - Larson et al., 1998)

fact that threats to PAs also come from
sources other than local dependencies.

There has been a growing recognition
that protected areas as fortress of rich
biodiversity and natural resources
surrounded by a resource starved local
population and irrational developmental
plans that are least sensitive to ecological
concerns could hardly be a viable answer to
biodiversity conservation. Realizing the
critical significance of including PAs in
regional plans, the Staff Appraisal Report

ofthe World Bank (Anon., 1996) states that
“PAs can be successful in realizing their
long-term conservation goals only to the
extent that their priorities can become
integrated into large-scale land use
planning initiatives and regulations at the
local and regional levels”. If various agencies
work for the common agenda of
development, which is rooted in
conservation ethics, financial and technical
resources could be easily pooled (Rathore et
al., 1998). In view of the huge government
outlay for the 9th Plan in Rural
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Development (Rs. 2,000 crores), it becomes
all the more sensible to integrate
conservation with development. However
there are certain issues that are emerging
in the few areas where some success is
being achieved in trying to balance the
livelihood aspirations of the local
communities with conservation goals by
trying to integrate conservation and
development.

[October,

Legal and policy issues

Under the present tenurial
arrangements it is difficult to involve local
peoplein conservation as the earlier concept
relies on excluding people from the PAs
rather than integrating them. Most
definitions of the concept refer to reducing
the ‘negative impacts’ of people on PAs and
PAs on people. With few exceptions,

Box 2

State Government orders regarding provision of consumptive benefits
to local people

State Date

Main Features

West Bengal 30th June, 1996

Uttar Pradesh 7th April, 1995

Kerala Nil

Madhya Pradesh Nil

Upon satisfaction that collection and

removal of certain products is necessary
for improvement and management of
wildlife, Chief Wildlife Warden may grant
permission as follows. 25% share of poles
obtained from drift and over wood removal
and 100% share of fire wood obtained from
drift and over wood removal, thatch and
other grasses obtained from fire lines and
fire prone zones.

Under Section 29(c) of the Wildlife
(Protection) Act, Chief Wildlife Warden
has granted permission for removal of
Bhabar grass and drift and fallen wood as
amanagement tool. This has been usedin
Rajaji NP to meet local demands.

Most sanctuaries allow NTFP collection
to tribal cooperative societies in buffer
zones. Although it is not mentioned in the
plans it is an accepted practice.

In 1994 ban was imposed on the collection
of NTFPs from all PAs. Presently this is
being allowed as a practice in 104 out of
185 sanctuaries in the State.
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linkages of people with PAs in the form of
access to resources are merely incidental to
the management practices (Kothari et al.,
1997). Although, the exclusionary approach
may achieve a reduction in biomass
extraction from PAs, it ultimately fails to
develop any interest in conservation among
local communities. Tenure insecurity
reduces the incentive to invest in land
improvement and conservation. The
Wildlife Protection Act, 1972 prohibits
consumptive use of resources within PAs.
Provisions for continuation of resource use
exist in the law but the implementation
depends on. These two benefits directly
affect the livelihoods and incomes of local
people. Otherinterpretation. Inthe absence
of clear use rights and responsibilities the
use is often indiscriminate. However it is
being increasingly realized that to develop
stakes of local people in conservation it is
important to ensure that people receive
benefits from/due to the PA on a
sustainable basis. The benefits should be,
timely, accrue on the local level,
tangible and equitably distributed. Studies
on distribution of benefits and costs from
the PAs have shown that the most
significant benefits at the local level can be
the consumptive benefits (People’s
requirements of fuel wood, fodder,
NTFPs etc.) and benefits from tourism
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(Wells, 1992) benefits such as ecological
are available at the national and global
levels. This calls for such measures that
maximize tangible benefits at the local
levels. To the extent that resource sharing
contributes to the local consumptive
benefits without jeopardizing the resource
sustainability and overall conservation
goals, the efforts of PA management in
reconciling to such benefits would go along
way in creating people’s stakes (Rathore,
1996). Provisions exist in the Wildlife
(Protection) Act (Section 24, and Section
29) which can be used for the benefit of the
local communities in tune with Protected
Area management objectives. Certain
State Governments have taken steps in
this direction (Box 2) although at thisstage
itis difficult to predict thelong termimpacts
of these decisions.

Conservation-development linkages

Economic incentives may often not be
strong enough to keep people from exploited
a PA (Wells and Brandon, 1992). The
common assumption is that people have
fixed incomre needs and if these can be met
through development then these
individuals will cease their destructive
activities. However, the economic needs of
most people are not fixed; people are striving

spotted and prevented!

Box 3
Establishing linkages

One village demanded that eco-development funds be used to street lighting
in the main road. This proposal was objected to because the implementing agency
did not see a link between street lights and reducing pressures on the PA,
However, the villagers argued that many young villagers sneaked out at night
to poach animals in the PA. If the streets were lighted they could be more easily

Source: Singh (1998)
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for greater security. Therefore people might
continue illegal activities in conjunction
with receiving economic benefits from
conservation (Sanjayan et al., 1997). This
is the case with the Periyar Tiger Reserve

and Borivilli and Mudumalai Sanctuaries
for example, which are surrounded by
communities whose prosperityisincreasing
over the years due to increased tourist
inflow. But this economic prosperity has at

Box
Strengths and weaknesses of some
Periyar Tiger Reserve

Although the eco-development project was initiated here in 1992, it got impetus
in 1994 with the launching of the GEF project. The larger success has been in eco-
tourism by involving the local people, who were involved in illegal collection of
cinnanumom bark from the Park for the last two decades. Similarly the local tribal
communities have been empowered by the maximizing their incomes from their
pepper plantation by removal of middle men from marketing. This empowerment has
been accompanied by channelizing their energies for the active Park protection. At
present the question is of sustaining these eco-tourism activities through local
committees. Presently the main actor in this program has been the Kerala Forest
Department alone and there is lack of linkage within the forest department (Kerala,
Tamil Nadu) as well as other line agencies. Although a fair amount of research data
exists, monitoring is inadequate.

Nagarajun-Sirisalem Tiger Reserve

The eco-development process started hare with the training of the eco-
development officer at the Wildlife Institute of India in 1994, under the GOI-UNDP
collaborative project of WII. The biggest success of the program has been to bring
back in the mainstream the local communities who had adopted a anti-department
approach by involving in the illegal activities. Through regular and continuous
capacity building and awareness programs a very strong coordination of different
stakeholders and line agencies has been established. A high level of awareness of the
intangible benefits from the PA particularly in the form of ground water recharge
have been a major factor in the success of the program. Strong local institutions,
social auditing, process documentation and a comprehensive database are some
strengths. The main problem is the continuity of the team and sustainability of these
efforts after the project and ecological monitoring.

Kalakad-Mundunthurai Tiger Reserve

Eco-development program was initiated herein 1994. This is also one of the sites
under the Forestry Research, Extension and Education Project (FREEP) of the IDA.
Its major strength is the emotional linkage of the people with the park through a
package of alternatives for meeting their dependencies.
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the same time been at the cost of the
surrounding PAs. Unless people are able to
link these benefits as coming from the PAs
and unless a strong institutional base

accompanied by capacity building and
awareness is developed, (e.g. Annapurna
Conservation Area in Nepal), the above
assumption may not hold good.

4
Eco-development projects in the country

Linkages with the local NGOs and the strength of the local institutions are other
achievements. The main gray areas are ecological monitoring inside the PA and the
linkages with other district programs.

Rajaji National Park

The Park had been facing severe conflicts among the management and the local
communities including Gujjars and the NGOs. Through the WII’s project launched
in 1996 “Building partnerships for biodiversity conservation in Rajaji National
Park”, series: of consultations and capacity building of staff and communities took
place. An atmosphere of mutual trust has been generated thereby making abeginning
of the eco-development process in the area. The main strength of the program has
been an active spearhead team with adequate capacities and departments’ initiative
in share of usufructs, particularly Bhabar grass with the local communities. Micro
planning has been initiated and a positive atmosphere is coming up. Buffer Zone is
not at all maintained. Major shortcomings are a lack of coordination with the line
agencies and lack of an adequate and continuous buffer zone.

Panna Tiger Reserves

They have just begun the programme. There is adequate capacity in the form of
trained spear head team and database. However, the institutions are still nascent
and there is a lack of an sufficient awareness among the local people regarding the
program. The problem is also how to balance between the protection and eco-
development when there is no separate staff. Linkages with line agencies are yet to
be developed.

Great Himalayan National Park

Thisis the second site under FREEP. Their strong pointisthe research database
available. Main issue is inadequate capacity of the staff, lack of awareness among
the communities and weak conservation-development linkages. Marketingof medicinal
plants and innovations of eco-tourism need to be strengthened. It is a clear example
of what happens when the program is implemented without adequate capacity
building and awareness.
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Moreover often activities under the
ecodevelopment programme are largely
selected via a basket approach through a
referral list. This list can be quite
comprehensive but does not amount to a
strategy. As a result there are generally
weak conservation-development linkages.
The forest department’s choice of activities
with direct conservation-development
linkages might not find favour with the
local communities, who might prefer better
roads, micro irrigation and other
community assets (Box 3). The field
practitioners then struggle to prove that
indirect linkages have been well spelt out
{Rathore et al., 1998).

Capacity building

Capacity building of local people remains
weak especially in accounting and
managerial skills, institution and team
building, and leadership and technical skills
such as processing and marketing. In the
absence of capacity building there can be
no meaningful partnerships and programs
cannot be sustainable, instead they may be
appropriated by a few powerful individuals
(Badola, 1999). No less important however
is the need to empower the frontline staff
who are at the cutting edge-it is they who
ultimately implement the programme in
tandem with other partners at the field
level. The role of training to impart new
understanding, new skills and shaping up
of appropriate attitudes can be hardly over
stated. However a lack of trained people in
the field of ecodevelopment is obvious. In
most casestraining programs are conducted
too late.

Moreover ecodevelopment is often
implemented as a time oriented target
driven project. The success in such cases is
often person or project oriented. If
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individuals get transferred or projects end
then the processes may be hampered or
simply fail (Badola and Hussain, 1999a).
To ensure the sustainability and viability
of ecodevelopment, a process approach that
builds up common understandings and
norms, is needed

Integration with line agencies

To provide for regular coordination at
protected arealevel with arange ofinterest
groups, PA level functional coordination
committeeis clearly called for. Even though
the GEF and other externally aided projects
envisage inter-departmental cooperation,
the legal, policy and administrative
frameworks to achieve thisremain hazy. In
most cases the PA management staff does
not even control the activities in the buffer
zones. The draft amendment to Wildlife
Protection Act, 1972 has proposed setting
up of two newly proposed categories of
protected areasi.e. Conservation Reserves
and Community Reserves. The
conservation reserve that are proposed
to be declared around existing protected
areas would have Community resource
Management Committees drawing
representation of the various interest
groups. Adequacy of such proposed
measures need serious scrutiny keeping
in view the mandate that such structures
are required to discharge (Rathore et al.,
1998).

Research and monitoring

To be able to take informed decisions
the management of PAs needs to involve
professional researchersto collect baselines
information and carry out research. Project
partners need to reach consensus on key
indicators to be monitored and the level of
precision needed (Larson et al., 1998).
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Quantitative and qualitative monitoring
and evaluation indices are required to
measure progress towards the objectives,
guide project management and assess
progress towards sustainability once
external support is withdrawn.

The pilot projects under India
ecodevelopment and IDA assisted Great
Himalayan National Park and Kalakad-
Mundunthurai Tiger Reserve projects have
to an extent made a beginning towards
participatory research by setting the
research agenda with a range.of interest
groups and sharing the research
responsibilities. While ‘participation’ in
research in the fields of ecodevelopment
have just begun, there is a need to
consolidate this and ensure consultation
with the interest groups on regular basis
for sharing of research findings. Linkages
of research findings and their subsequent
application have remained a gray area in
the past that needs to be corrected.

Staff welfare and motivation

The PA staff is now required to elicit
the participation of local communities in
conservation along with the usual
protection responsibilities. The concerns
often voiced by this group is ‘how can we
expect people to come to the meetings called
by usor tobelieve in us when only yesterday
we have impounded their cattle for entering
the PA and tomorrow we may be required
to punish them for gathering fuel wood?
(Badola, 1998). This is a new and dual role
for which most of them are ill prepared.
There is an urgent need to understand the
‘psyche’ of the field staff. Given the difficult
working conditions, low salaries, poor
amenities and a feeling of neglect there is
alack of motivation among the field staffto
do better. Some States have started
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addressing this problem by focusing on
HRD (e.g. Madhya Pradesh) and setting up
of staff welfare mechanisms such as the
Kanha Staff Welfare Cooperative Society.
Stateslike Kerala have initiated the process
of staffinsurance. A number of government
and non-governmentinitiativesinthe from
of awards and recognition to the staff for
their unique contributions have started
generating a new confidence among them.

Conclusion

The issues discussed above have in
fact emerged as the determining factors in
the success and sustainability of community
involvement in PA management. Box 4
shows how some of these have shaped the
outcome of the ecodevelopment projects.
To be effective and sustainable the above
issues will need a detailed attention before
any kind of community involvement in PA
management is planned for. Moreover, in
spite of almost two decades of experience
with people’s participation thereis no clear
consensus on what would be the logical
outcome of a collaborative management
approach and the rights and responsibilities
of the local communities and other
stakeholders with regard to natural
resource management (Badola and
Hussain, 1999a). This is particularly
important in view of the fact that 19% of
India’s population still lives below the
poverty line. The benefits of growth during
the first three decades of planning, when
GDP grew only at 3.6% a year, were clearly
offset by a high growth rate of population
of about 2% a year (Anon., 1998). The
inadequacy of the rural development
programs especially in the remote
wilderness areas lacked the capacity to
address the peculiar problems of degrading
marginal farmlands and common property
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resources (Panwar, 1992) Insensitive
infrastructure developmenthas contributed
to habitat fragmentation and degradation.
In a situation where basic livelihoods are
unavailable to the local communities there
is always a scenario of conservation vs.
development. The opportunity cost of
conservation is perceived to be very high
not only by the local people but also by the
policy makers which weakens the support
for it at all levels (Badola and Hussain,
1999b). A workshop conducted by the
Wildlife Institute of India and the Lal
Bahadur Shastri National Academy of
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Administration, Mussoorie in June 1999,
recommended a comprehensive review of
the national and state laws relating to
natural resources and appropriate changes
to harmonize these laws keeping in focus,
conservation of biodiversity, sustainable
use of biological resources and basic
livelihood security (Anon., 2000). These
need to be a major agenda for discussions
in forums like the present one where field
practitioners, senior policy makers,
academicians and NGOs working at various
levels are able to share their experiences
and thoughts.

SUMMARY

The Protected Area (PA) Network in India has helped to conserve a significant part of
India’s biodiversity. It has, however, engendered conflicts between the livelihood requirements
and aspirations of the local communities living in and around these areas, and PA managers.
The stress has been onreducing or eliminating altogether the human sources of biotic pressures,
with the assumption that any such pressure was detrimental to wildlife interests. Although
such an approach to conservation has been successful to a certain extent, it also alienated the
local people from the PAs. Enlisting the cooperation and support of local people has thus,
emerged as a major priority area of in situ biodiversity conservation. This is the concept of
ecodevelopment as it is referred to in India or Integrated Conservation and Development in
many other countries. Ecodevelopment, addressed the livelihood problems of people surrounding
PAs, using as its basic thrust the diversion of as much pressure from PAs as possible. However
with almost a decade of experience with ecodevelopment, there is now a focus on collaborative
management or Joint Protected Area Management as it is referred to, which envisages the
involvement of local communities and other stakeholders in PA management. This paper
discusses the concept of ecodevelopment, its evolution and the problems associated with
developing collaborative partnerships with different stakeholders. It examines some of the
recent models of community participation in PA management across the country. Besides a
strong policy and legal support, other factors like strong conservation-development linkages,
trained and motivated manpower and a strong researchbase and regular monitoring play arole
in its success. The paper goes on to conclude that in order to ensure the sustainability of such
programs, thelogical outcome of ajoint management approach and the rights and responsibilities
of the local communities and other stakeholders should be clarified. The integration of the PAs
into landscape or regional level planning by a comprehensive review of the national and state
laws relating to natural resources is required.
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