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Executive Summary 

Urgent action is needed to prevent the collapse of biodiversity across the planet. In an effort to 
propose solutions, certain governments, organizations and conservationists have put forward 
proposals for bringing 30 percent and up to 50 percent of the planet’s terrestrial areas under formal 
“protection and conservation” regimes[1, 2]  to address the dual biodiversity and climate change 
crises.[3-7] However, given that important biodiversity conservation areas often overlap with 
territories inhabited and claimed by Indigenous Peoplesi (IPs), local communitiesii (LCs), and Afro-
descendantsiii (ADs), expanding biodiversity conservation can impact these communities 
significantly. Indeed, conservation’s colonial history has contributed to a growing list of human rights 
abuses,[8-11] displacements,[12-18] and increasingly militarized forms of violence[19-24] in the pursuit of 
protecting biodiversity. It has been estimated that up to 136 million people were displaced in formally 
protecting half of the area currently protected (8.5 million km2).[16] 

The current draft of the Convention on Biological Diversity post-2020 Global Biodiversity framework 
includes the goal of safeguarding at least 30 percent of the planetiv through protected areas and 
other effective conservation measures (OECMs).v Thus far, however, it does not the guarantee that 
the rights of IPs, LCs, and ADs will be fully respected and promoted. If conservation actors, 
governments and IPs, LCs, and ADs work together, this new 10-year global framework could actively 
redress conservation’s colonial history, and begin decolonizing[25] conservation by substantively 
engaging with community led rights-based conservation approaches. With 190 countries negotiating 
the United Nations Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework, this is an important opportunity to 
codify a rights-based approach to conservation. 

This report is informed by the imperative to prevent the collapse of biodiversity while respecting the 
tenure and human rights of IPs, LCs, and ADs.[26] It seeks to highlight the risks and opportunities for 
IPs, LCs, and ADs arising out of the proposed expansion of conservation areas by asking the following 
questions: 

1. How many people live within important biodiversity conservation areas (see table of key terms),
including existing protected areas that could be affected by future conservation action
required to meet biodiversity protection imperatives?

2. What is the distribution of people living in important biodiversity conservation areas
according to income status of countries?vi

3. As a notional exercise, what could be the potential financial cost of exclusionary conservation
practices applied to all high biodiversity value terrestrial areas?

4. What are the costs and benefits of community rights-based conservation as an alternate
pathway for expansion of areas under conservation to meet biodiversity goals?

5. To what extent would recognizing and enforcing the collective tenure rights of IPs, LCs, and
ADs contribute towards area-based targets for conservation?



The need for this analysis arose from the apprehensions facing many Indigenous and community 
organizations about the proposed area-based expansion of conservation, given its long history of 
dispossession and exclusion. It was also strengthened by the sincere efforts from some of the 
proponents of expanding conservation in a bid to support rights-based measures respecting the 
customary rights, knowledge, and practices of IPs and LCs. The report is further informed by RRI 
findings that IPs, LCs, and ADs lay claim to nearly half the world’s terrestrial area, and that most of 
the planet’s existing biodiversity exists in these lands and territories. 

This data-driven report builds evidence for community rights-based conservation; and for the need 
to forge alliances between conservation actors and IPs, LCs, and ADs to prevent a biodiversity 
collapse. It ultimately seeks to inform policy processes at local, national, and global levels, including 
the CBD COP-15 scheduled in 2021, to provide arguments for an effective, just, and sustainable future 
for biodiversity conservation. 

Key Findings 

• Between 1.65 billion to 1.87 billion IPs, LCs, and ADs live in important biodiversity
conservation areas, of which 363 million inhabit existing protected areas.

• Over half (56 percent) of the people living in important biodiversity conservation areas
(including existing protected areas), are in low- and middle-income countries. The burden of
conserving biodiversity falls disproportionately on the rural poor living in low- and middle-
income countries, with people in high-income countries forming just 9 percent of the
population of important biodiversity conservation areas.

• The large number of people living in important biodiversity conservation areas and the
ethical mandate to pursue actions that promote equity, poverty eradication, and sustainable
development preclude the use of strict conservation approaches associated with human
rights violations, conflict, and high implementation and maintenance costs. With our
conservative compensation calculation, we find that the financial cost for resettling as few as
1 percent of the people in a country’s important biodiversity conservation areas supersedes
the cost of recognizing all tenure rights in that jurisdiction.

• IPs, LCs, and ADs effectively conserve forests, ecosystems, and biodiversity through collective
ownership, governance strategies, and traditional ecological knowledge. As a result, they
present a viable alternative to exclusionary conservation practices. IPs, LCs, and ADs make
investments equal to a quarter of global investment in conservation and manage and protect
biodiversity efficiently at a lower cost and without the support received by conservation
organizations, making rights recognition a just and effective alternative to exclusionary
conservation practices.

• Equitable alliances between conservation actors and IPs, LCs, and ADs prevent deforestation
and land use changes better than protected areas managed exclusively by public or private
entities.

• IPs, LCs, and ADs are estimated to have grounded claims to over half of the planet’s terrestrial
area – however, their ownership rights are recognized on just 10 percent of the planet’s



terrestrial area. Addressing this gap and securing the customary land and territorial rights of 
IPs, LCs, and ADs should be a central component of any global strategy to protect or conserve 
at least 30 percent or 50 percent of the planet – and could even exceed these targets. 

Recommendations 

For Intergovernmental Organizations and Institutions: 

• Promote the legal recognition and protection of the land and territorial rights of IPs, LCs,
and ADs, including their right to self-determination and self-strengthening of their
traditional knowledge and governance systems, as the basis for achieving the targets and
priorities of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework.

• Advance the inclusion of legally enforceable safeguards in the Convention on Biological
Diversity’s Global Biodiversity Framework to both protect and extend the land and
governance rights of IPs, LCs, and ADs and ensure their free, prior and informed consent in
the creation of protected or conserved areas.

• Uphold existing rights standards and encourage parties to adopt the “Gold Standard”
principles for best practice for recognizing and respecting Indigenous, Afro-descendant and
community rights in the context of climate, conservation, and sustainable development
actions (developed by the Global Landscapes Forum (GLF), the Indigenous Peoples Major
Group (IPMG) for Sustainable Development, and RRI).

• Support IPs and local communities to have their own voices represented directly in the UN
Biodiversity process with a seat at the table as full partners and conservation leaders.

• Establish independent grievance redress mechanisms—with the support of regional
Indigenous federations, the UN Special Rapporteur on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, the
UN High Commissioner for Human Rights, the CBD Secretariat, and IUCN—to strengthen
accountability of conservation efforts, redress infringements of human rights, and enforce
compliance.[10]

• Increase funding for initiatives and projects that secure land tenure rights as an effective
biodiversity conservation strategy

For Conservation Organizations and Philanthropists: 

• Support efforts by IPs, LCs, ADs, and the youth and women within these groups to advance
their land and livelihood rights in important biodiversity conservation areas.

• Prioritize actions and investments that advance the legal recognition and protection of
tenure rights, the right to self-determination, and protection and valuation of traditional
ecological knowledge held by IPs, LCs, and ADs.

• Endorse the “Gold Standard” principles for best practice for recognizing and respecting
Indigenous, Afro-Descendant and community rights, and ensure its effective
implementation through appropriate accountability mechanisms (i.e. organization specific
criteria, indicators, trainings, transparent monitoring, and reporting).



• Strengthen collaboration with IPs, LCs, and ADs and the pursuit of territories of life[27] to
facilitate inclusive conservation initiatives,[28] while respecting their agency, self-determined
priorities, and free, prior and informed consent in all externally funded initiatives.

• Support local governance institutions and decision-making platforms to support joint
learning, resolve conflicts, redress grievances, and develop life plans as well as equitable
benefit-sharing approaches.

• Support existing initiatives by IPs, LCs, and ADs in their struggles for rights as a central
strategy for achieving inclusive and culturally appropriate community rights-based
approaches.

• Support the flow of funding and capacity building resources to organizations representing
IPs, LCs, and ADs to facilitate the recognition and securing of rights and governance of their
lands and territories.

For Governments: 

• Implement culturally appropriate legal, institutional, and regulatory reforms to recognize
and protect the customary land and resource rights of IPs, LCs, ADs, and the women among
them.

• Recognize the rights of IPs, LCs, ADs, and the women within these groups over existing
protected areas, and in important biodiversity conservation areas. Work with organizations
representing these groups to develop culturally appropriate frameworks for rights-based
conservation regimes.

• Uphold the distinct and differentiated rights of IPs, LCs, and ADs, including their right to
self-determination, locally adapted governance institutions, and culturally appropriate land
use priorities.

• Commit national and ODA funds for nature protection and conservation towards
supporting effective conservation efforts by IPs, LCs, and ADs.

• Ensure that Indigenous and community conservation efforts are counted in post 2020
global area-based targets. This will enable the integration of Indigenous land rights into
national conservation plans and provide recognition for the conservation contributions of
these groups.

• Establish and finance national accountability and reparation mechanisms to address past
and present human rights violations in state-sanctioned protected areas as well as privately
managed conservation areas.[8]
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Table of key terms/data sets 

Key Term Definition 
Afro-
descendants 

As per the Declaration of Santiago of 2000, the States of the Americas defined 
Afro-descendant as “the person of African origin who lives in the Americas and 
in the region of the African Diaspora as a result of slavery, who have been 
denied the exercise of their fundamental rights.”vii In Latin America and the 
Caribbean, constitutional and legal recognition of Afro-descendants’ collective 
tenure rights is based on their special cultural, ethnic, and spiritual relationship 
with land. Colombia, Brazil, Ecuador, Nicaragua, and Honduras, including 
others, have such legislation. 

Community 
rights-based 
conservation 

Community rights-based conservation refers to culturally appropriate 
conservation initiatives supported through the self-determination and 
collective agency of communities granted through the secure and inalienable 
collective tenure rights over their traditional lands. Community rights-based 
conservation strategies account for the historical context of rights recognition 
and dispossession in the country in which they are enacted, and actively 
counter existing frameworks that hinder rights recognition by implementing 
reforms through inclusive processes. In recognizing the inalienable tenure 
rights of “territories and areas conserved by indigenous peoples and local 
communities” (ICCA), or “territories of life,” community rights-based 
conservation integrates equitable and inclusive benefit sharing and decision-
making through exercising the agency of communities and obtaining their full 
Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) for any initiative.  [29]  

Exclusionary 
conservation 

Exclusionary conservation has been used to describe strictly managed 
protected areas which displace, restrict access, and limit the agency of a 
community to practice their traditional ways of life. These are often associated 
to IUCN categories Ia, Ib, and II (Strict Nature Reserves, Wilderness Areas, and 
National Parks respectively) which can detrimentally impact communities if 
FPIC, communities’ right to self-determination, and culturally appropriate 
strategies are not respected or applied.  

Existing 
Protected 
Areas 

Existing protected area data was taken from the World Database on Protected 
Areas (WDPA) which is the most comprehensive database on marine and 
terrestrial protected areas. It is updated monthly. It is a joint project between 
UN Environment and the International Union for Conservation of Nature 
(IUCN). The compilation and management of the WDPA is carried out by UN 
Environment World Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC). This is 
facilitated through collaborations with governments, non-governmental 
organizations, academia, and industry. The IUCN defines a protected areas as 
a “clearly defined geographical space, recognized, dedicated and managed, 
through legal or other effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation 
of nature with associated ecosystem services and cultural values”.[30] 

Important 
biodiversity 
conservation 
areas 

All scientifically determined areas in need of conservation attention to prevent 
the collapse of biodiversity and with it, maintaining the function of natural 
systems essential for life on earth. These areas include existing protected areas, 
KBAs, Wilderness areas, and the prioritization scenarios. Existing protected 
areas are also important biodiversity conservation areas and continue to 
require conservation attention as formal protection is not enough to guarantee 
continued conservation effectiveness. 

Indigenous 
Peoples 

For RRI, the term “Indigenous Peoples” follows the definition or “statement of 
coverage” contained in the International Labor Organization Convention on 
Indigenous and Tribal Peoples in Independent Countries. Therefore, it includes: 
i. peoples who identify themselves as “Indigenous”; 
ii. tribal peoples whose social, cultural, and economic conditions distinguish 
them from other sections of the national community, and whose status is 
regulated wholly or partially by their own customs or traditions or by special 
laws or regulations; 
iii. traditional peoples not necessarily called Indigenous or tribal but who share 
the same characteristics of social, cultural, and economic conditions that 
distinguish them from other sections of the national community, whose status 
is regulated wholly or partially by their own customs or traditions, and whose 
livelihoods are closely connected to ecosystems and their goods and services. 
While RRI recognizes that all people should enjoy equal rights and respect 
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regardless of identity, it is strategically important to distinguish Indigenous 
Peoples from other stakeholders. They have a distinct set of rights linked to 
their social, political, and economic situation as a result of their ancestry and 
stewardship of lands and resources vital to their well-being. 

Key 
Biodiversity 
Areas (KBA) 

KBAs are “sites contributing significantly to the global persistence of 
biodiversity” in terrestrial, freshwater, and marine ecosystems as identified by 
the World Database of Key Biodiversity Areas (managed by BirdLife 
International). This report has only used terrestrial KBAs due to their 
applicability to population distribution data.  

LandScan 
2018 

Oak Ridge National Laboratory’s LandScan is a standard for global human 
population distribution data. It represents an ambient population (average over 
24 hours) distribution at approximately 1 km, 835 meters2, (30” x 30”) spatial 
resolution.  

Local 
Communities 

Recognizing that local communities are not formally defined under 
international law, RRI considers that they encompass communities that do not 
self-identify as Indigenous but who share similar characteristics of social, 
cultural, and economic conditions that distinguish them from other sections of 
the national community, whose status is regulated wholly or partially by their 
own customs or traditions, who have long-standing, culturally constitutive 
relations to lands and resources, and whose rights are held collectively.  

“Territories of 
Life” 

Indigenous Peoples, local communities, and Afro-descendants steward the 
lands and waters of their territories as a matter of survival, health and the 
collective wellbeing of all life coinhabiting areas. These “territories of life”, 
abbreviated as ICCAs, embody the multitude of complex relationships, values, 
and beliefs that conseve biological and cultural diversity. ICCAs, formally 
entered international discourses through the IUCN World Conservation 
congress 2008 held in Barcelona and are “the heart of [IPs’, LCs’, and ADs’] 
identities, cultures, histories and livelihoods.”[31]  

Three 
prioritizations 
(Scenarios) 

Three prioritization scenarios would secure all important biodiversity 
conservation areas and a suitable portion of more than 28,000 terrestrial 
species ranges while a) minimizing the land area required (Scenario 1); b) 
minimizing overlap with human populations and infrastructure (human 
footprint) (Scenario 2); and c) minimizing overlap with agriculturally suitable 
lands (Scenario 3). Along with KBAs and wilderness areas, the scenarios would 
encompass the additional areas needing conservation attention to prevent the 
collapse of biodiversity. 

Wilderness 
Areas 

Wilderness areas are defined as areas free of industrial scale activities and 
other human pressures which result in significant biophysical disturbance.[32-

34] They are important for biodiversity conservation and sustaining the key 
ecological processes underpinning planetary life-support systems,[32] are 
extensively used in forming global policy, and hold linguistic, spiritual, and 
cultural value for Indigenous and local communities.[33-36] While recognizing 
the harmful consequences of the 19th century conceptualization of natural 
areas as ”wild” and free of humans1,[37, 38],[13, 39-41] this research accepts  
“wilderness” areas as having low human footprint (a human footprint value of 
<1), which does not exclude Indigenous Peoples and local communities.[32, 42]  
For RRI, and the growing scientific community,[32, 42] “wilderness areas” are 
historically inhabited and customarily managed by Indigenous Peoples and 
local communities to the extent that their human activities have shaped 
“wilderness areas” to what we see today.[43-46]  
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Community rights-based conservation: Recognizing Indigenous Peoples, local 
communities, and Afro-descendants’ rights to achieve conservation targets 

Over 1 million species are currently threatened with the risk of extinction[47] in what is now widely 
regarded as the sixth major extinction event in Earth’s history.[48] In an effort to respond to the crisis, 
and build from the Aichi Biodiversity Targets, there have been calls to formally protect 30 percent to 
50 percent of the planet’s terrestrial areas.[49-51] With 15 percent of the earth’s terrestrial surface 
already under formal protection, within International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) 
management categories,[52] these calls could imply rapidly doubling or tripling the terrestrial areas 
under formal conservation regimes.  

Both existing protected areas and proposed conservation areas are inhabited by large numbers of 
IPs, LCs, and ADs who are estimated to customarily manage at least 50 percent of the planet’s 
terrestrial area.[53, 54] Forty percent of existing protected areas[55] and 36 percent of intact forest 
landscapes[56] are estimated to overlap with Indigenous territories. When local communities’ and 
Afro-descendants’ claimed lands are included, these overlaps could be as high as 80 percent.[57] A 
common interest exists between IPs, LCs, and ADs claiming customary ownership and governance 
rights over their traditional lands and conservation actors attempting to conserve the biodiversity 
held within these territories of life. However, if historical patterns of protected area formation are 
followed for proposed expansion, IPs, LCs, and ADs who inhabit high-conservation-value landscapes 
will be deeply affected by centrally applied conservation efforts that displace, exclude, or limit access 
to land and natural resources. 

This report addresses the potential risks IPs, LCs, and ADs face when conservation efforts are 
expanded to cover 30 percent or 50 percent of Earth’s terrestrial areas.viii It builds on the findings of 
the “Cornered by Protected Areas” series, and associated releases, which documented and compiled 
case studies on human rights abuses committed in the name of protecting biodiversity across 27 
countries.[8, 10, 58, 59] Efforts to prevent biodiversity collapse also provide opportunities, through rights-
based conservation, for equitable, effective, and just solutions to social and environmental issues. 
The report seeks to highlight these opportunities by drawing from a growing body of literature which 
support community-led conservation practices and collective tenure regimes to achieve biodiversity 
targets.[8, 10, 26, 47, 60, 61]  

The analysis is also informed by the fact that many in the global conservation and climate change 
mitigation community, including intergovernmental platforms, are starting to consider alternative 
rights-based strategies to address the global climate, biodiversity, and land degradation crises.[47, 61] 
For example, the United Nations’ Decade on Ecosystem Restoration has embedded rights-based 
restoration at the core of its strategic framework.[62] The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change’s (IPCC) 2019 report also recognized the importance of securing IPs’, LCs’, and women’s land 
rights for fighting climate change.[61] The IPCC report also acknowledged the need to create effective 
policies that enable land titling, and enable the empowering of communities that land titling 
entails.[61] Some of the proponents of area-based solutions to conservation strongly endorse 
community-led rights-based conservation as the pathway for achieving global biodiversity targets. 
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However, the momentum behind community rights-based conservation is jeopardized by the 
absence of political will to advance environmental targets and by pervasive tenure insecurity 
globally.[53, 54] In this context, global frameworks for conservation that do not guarantee the rights of 
IPs, LCs, and ADs risk undermining the next decade of conservation and climate change mitigation 
strategies. These limitations are highlighted in the recent release of the fifth Global Biodiversity 
Outlook by the Secretariat of the CBD which found that all Aichi Biodiversity Targets were missed by 
governments and only six of these were partially completed.[63] 

The report is divided into five findings and a conclusion. Each finding contains a brief description of 
the methodology under the figure or table. For the full methodology please refer to the Annex at the 
end of the report.  

Finding 1: The population of IPs, LCs, and ADs living in important biodiversity 
conservation areas ranges between 1.65 billion to 1.87 billion people 

The RRI analysis used three scenarios[7] which identify important areas for biodiversity 
conservation—including existing protected areas—that require conservation management, and 
calculated the human population inhabiting these areas. The three spatial projections, developed by 
Allan et al.,[7] combined areas of conservation importance (key biodiversity areas,[64] protected 
areas,[65] and wilderness areas[32]) with prioritizations that cover a suitable portion of more than 
28,000 terrestrial species ranges. These projections therefore identify additional unprotected areas 
that require additional conservation attention. The three prioritization scenarios secured important 
conservation areas and terrestrial species ranges while a) minimizing the land area required 
(Scenario 1) (Figure 1); b) minimizing overlap with human populations and infrastructure (human 
footprint) (Scenario 2); and c) minimizing overlap with agriculturally suitable lands (Scenario 3). These 
combined areas form part of the most comprehensive estimate of the minimum land area requiring 
conservation attention to prevent the collapse of biodiversity[7] and were used to estimate the 
number of IPs, LCs, and ADs living within them. These layers are not being used to promote any 
particular spatial conservation strategy, but to highlight the magnitude of populations who live in 
areas identified as important for the conservation of species and their habitats. (For detailed 
methodology, refer to the Annex.) 

All terrestrial area percentages exclude Antarctica. The spatial data of existing protected areas was 
obtained from a 2017 version of the World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA), which still contains 
important data on protected areas in China.[65] 

This report has not analyzed marine protected areas as population distribution data is incapable of 
addressing issues of the use, access, and management of water bodies and their resources. Though 
water rights, and issues of access to water related resources, are relevant in the conservation debate, 
analyzing and addressing these issues is beyond the scope of this analysis and will require further 
research.  
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Figure 1: Human populations living within the “minimum land area” required to conserve 
terrestrial biodiversity 

 

The populations living within the “minimum land area” were estimated using the LandScan 2018[66] 
global population distribution. The “minimum land area” required to conserve terrestrial biodiversity 
was calculated by Allan et al.[7] This map (Figure 1) includes existing protected areas (15 percent) 
(represented in green within Figure 2), non-protected Wilderness (20 percent) and Key Biodiversity 
Areas (4 percent) and new conservation priority areas to ensure the minimum area for species 
persistence[7] under Scenario 1. Together, these areas encompass 47 percent of the 
Earth’s terrestrial area (excluding Antarctica) and are home to 1.87 billion people (Table 2). Blue 
represents low populations and the progression towards purple, red and yellow emphasize the 
increase in human population within important biodiversity conservation areas. [Annex]. 
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Figure 2: Human populations living within the “minimum land area” required to conserve 
terrestrial biodiversity, highlighting existing protected areas 

  
 

Table 1: People living across important biodiversity conservation areas 

Important Biodiversity 
Conservation Areas 

Percentage Terrestrial Cover 
Excluding Antarctica 

(million km2) 

People living in Important Biodiversity 
Conservation Areas (Millions) 

Existing Protected Areas 15% (20.3) 362.8 
Key Biodiversity Areas 9% (11.5) 309.8 
Wilderness Areas 26% (35.1) 2.6 
Additional (Scenario 1): Minimizing 
the land area required 

9% (11.7) 1262.1 

Additional (Scenario 2): Minimizing 
overlap with human populations 
and infrastructure (human 
footprint) 

9% (12.6) 1037.6 

Additional (Scenario 3): Minimizing 
overlap with agriculturally suitable 
lands 

12% (16.2) 1152.6 

Millions of people live in important biodiversity conservation areas (Table 1). Protected Areas, KBAs, 
wilderness areas, and the additional scenarios all cover important tracts of habitats and species 
ranges needing conservation attention, which when combined lead to the full scenarios 1, 2, and 3.[7] 
(Table 2). Table 1 depicts the full extent of important biodiversity conservation areas, however, it is 
important to note that a significant portion of protected areas, KBAs, and wilderness areas overlap.[7] 
These overlaps have been accounted for in combining the scenarios (Table 2). Between 1.65 to 1.87 
billion people live in important biodiversity conservation areas (Table 2). [Annex].  
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Table 2: Combining important biodiversity conservation areas to achieve spatial targets 

Important Biodiversity Conservation 
Areas 

Percentage Terrestrial Cover of 
important biodiversity conservation 

areas Excluding Antarctica 
(million km2) 

People living in expansion 
areas for conservation 

(Millions) 

(Scenario 1): Minimizing the land area 
required 

47% (63.8) 1871.9 

(Scenario 2): Minimizing overlap with 
human populations and infrastructure 48% (64.6) 1647.4 

(Scenario 3): Minimizing overlap with 
agriculturally suitable lands 

51% (68.2) 1762.4 

Not all countries contribute equally in terms of the proportional national land area needed to ensure 
species persistence.[7] This is also true with the proportional populations living within important 
biodiversity conservation areas, with some countries having a substantially larger percentage of 
people living in biodiverse areas (see Figure 3). Island nations, with their high concentration of 
endemic species, have a particularly high proportion of population living in important biodiversity 
conservation areas while Australia, Canada, the United States, and most of Europe do not (Figure 3). 
The majority of Asia, Africa, Oceania, the Caribbean, and North and Latin America have over 25 
percent of their populations living within important biodiversity conservation areas. In Venezuela, for 
example, 49.9 percent of the population live in existing protected areas. For Europe, populations 
living in important biodiversity conservation areas are predominantly found in existing protected 
areas with only Montenegro and Iceland having substantial populations living in areas that need 
conservation attention. 
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Figure 3: The proportion of a country’s human population living within the “minimum 
land area” required to conserve terrestrial biodiversity 

 

Using scenario 1, Figure 3 shows the proportion of a country’s population living across different 
important biodiversity conservation areas. Moving from the center the bars represent the 
percentage of a country’s population in existing protected areas (light orange), KBAs and wilderness 
areas (medium orange), the additional prioritization (scenario 1) for minimizing the land area 
required (dark orange), and populations not living in important biodiversity conservation areas 
(grey). The white rings divide the clock graph into four equal parts, each representing 25 percent of 
a country’s population. [Annex]. 
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Finding 2: A greater proportion of people living in important biodiversity 
conservation areas are in low and middle-income countries and may be placed 
at risk if exclusionary practices are used to expand conservation 

To better understand who could be impacted by the urgent need to scale-up biodiversity 
conservation efforts, people living in important biodiversity conservation areas in different scenario 
areas were disaggregated according to a country’s income status.[67] Across the scenarios, high-
income countries accounted for only 9 percent of the people living in important biodiversity 
conservation areas, whereas low- and lower-middle income countries accounted for 56 percent (see 
Figure 4). For scenarios 1, 2, and 3, China contributes 46 percent, 41 percent, and 42 percent of the 
people living in important biodiversity conservation areas in upper-middle income countries 
respectively. 

Figure 4: Distribution of people living within important conservation areas by income status 

  

This analysis also examines population densities within important biodiversity conservation areas 
across income status (Table 3). The results reveal that the population densities of people living in 
important biodiversity conservation areas is much higher in low- and lower-middle income countries 
than in high- or upper-middle income countries (see Table 3). These density calculations do not 
include the people living within existing protected areas. 

Table 3: Population density of important biodiversity conservation areas across respective 
income statuses 

Income Status 
Scenario 1 

(Covering 32.2%) 
Scenario 2  

(Covering 32.8%) 
Scenario 3 

(Covering 35.5%) 
High 7 5 6 
Upper-middle 26 23 22 
Lower-middle 126 103 97 
Low 57 48 50 
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The results in Table 3 reinforce the prior finding (Figure 4) that a disproportionate number of people 
living in important biodiversity conservation areas are in low- and lower-middle income countries. A 
significant portion of communities in low- and middle-income countries are more likely to depend 
on the natural resources held within their socio-ecological systems. Any exclusion from forested 
areas could therefore have profound impacts on food and livelihood security.[68] These density 
calculations do not include the people within existing protected areas or an accurate estimate of 
nomadic/mobile populations. 

Currently, 52 percent of existing protected areas are under IUCN management categories Ia, Ib, and 
II.ix This means that strict nature reserves and national parks[30]  make up most of the protected areas 
in the world. The displacements,[13] human rights abuses,[11, 58, 69] and conflicts[19] caused due to 
exclusionary conservation are well documented and strong evidence exists of negative impacts of 
restrictive and exclusionary conservation on communities[11, 70-72] who depend on natural resources 
for a large part of their livelihoods,[73] subsistence,[74] and wellbeing.[75] Whether countries will 
continue this historical trajectory of favoring exclusionary protected areas for biodiversity 
conservation will determine the impact of conservation on the communities who inhabit important 
biodiversity conservation areas.  

Figure 5: People vs Area as a proportion of country within scenario 1; the minimum land area 
for conserving biodiversity 

 

This bivariate map (showing two variables simultaneously) shows the proportional population and 
area by country that would be impacted if strict protected areas (particularly categories Ia, Ib, II) were 
to be expanded. Specifically, it highlights the percentage of an administrative area within the 
minimum land area required to conserve terrestrial biodiversity (Scenario 1), which includes existing 
protected areas, and the people living within these areas as a percentage of the country’s total 
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population. This map represents 47 percent of the Earth’s terrestrial area needing conservation 
attention. Darker countries have a greater proportional area and population in important 
biodiversity conservation areas. [Annex].  

The implications of the above analysis for the expansion of areas under conservation are significant. 
Positive conservation outcomes are linked to the ability of conservation initiatives to provide positive 
socio-economic benefits to communities through equitable benefit sharing and inclusive governance 
regimes.[76-78] However, there is a considerable overlap between important biodiversity conservation 
areas and populations whose rights have yet to be recognized, in countries with poor protection of 
tenure rights.[54, 79] Excluding or restricting communities from lands prioritized for strict biodiversity 
conservation could have severe socio-economic impacts[18] with disproportionate effects on rural 
women.[74, 80, 81] The repercussions of restricting or excluding rural communities from priority 
conservation areas will be varied and many, leading to social, economic, and household stresses that 
will further exacerbate existing difficulties and challenges.[82, 83] Any restrictions on a community's 
access to natural resources is recognized as a form of displacement.[18] Many in the conservation 
community recognize the importance of OECMs or rights-based alternatives as integral to the 
successful future conservation of species and habitats,[84] and acknowledge that efforts to conserve 
biodiversity will likely overlap with areas under informal and customary governance systems which 
could be impacted through the centralization of decision-making and control.[85, 86] This extends to 
all marine areas, where secure and clearly defined community-based water tenure regimes are also 
essential for IPs’, LCs’, and ADs’ livelihoods and food security, as well as to a country’s efforts to 
achieve sustainable development priorities and ensure climate resilience.[87] 

Box 1: Non-timber forest products in India are essential to the economy and wellbeing of 
millions of people  

In India, over a fifth of the population - an estimated 275 million rural poor including 89 million tribal 
people - depend on Non-Timber Forest Products (NTFPs) for a substantial portion of their daily 
household income.[88] NTFPs also contribute the equivalent of US$2.6 billion per annum in revenues 
and absorb 50 percent of the employment in India’s forestry sector.[88] Where the rights of 
communities over forests and natural resources have been recognized and applied under the 2006 
Forest Rights Act (FRA), the effective conservation and sustainable management of NTFPs has been 
realized.[89] However, as of 2017, only 3 percent of the potential FRA area has been recognized.[89] 
Our analysis shows that 272 million people inhabit important biodiversity conservation areas in India 
(Scenario 1). Considering the importance of NTFPs for food security,[74] economic empowerment,[73] 
enhancing the wellbeing of vulnerable tribal populations,[75] and poverty alleviation,[90, 91] 
conservation initiatives must ensure restrictions do not detrimentally impact the lives of these 
communities and should in fact enhance the wellbeing of local people. The Indian government has 
not accepted that its “strongest conservation provisions”[92] are in a law created for recognition of 
community rights over forests, and consequently, the environment ministry has not realized the full 
potential of implementing the FRA as a strategy for protecting critical wildlife habitats.[92] 
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Finding 3: Expanding conservation areas by using historically dominant models 
of exclusionary conservation would be highly contentious, prohibitively 
expensive and come with human rights costs that will fuel land conflicts 

Displacement for conservation is a highly contentious issue that has long divided the conservation 
community.[93] Allegations of persistent evictions are common against conservation actors,[8, 10, 59, 94, 

95] supporting the narrative that protected areas have been built on “histories of exclusion”.[72] Human 
rights abuse, dispossession, and the displacement of IPs, LCs, and ADs due to exclusionary 
conservation practices are well-documented phenomena and a rapidly growing area of study.[13, 14, 

16, 39, 96-98] While the full extent of human rights abuses and displacement is unknown, research has 
estimated that up to 136 million people may have been displaced in formally protecting less than 
half of the area currently under formal protected status (8.5 million km2).[16]  

There have been efforts to address conservation-linked displacement, or involuntary resettlementx 
(where the “right of way” overpowers the “right to stay” of inhabiting communities),[97] by creating 
provisions under national laws for voluntary forms of resettlement. However, these provisions are 
often drafted and promulgated through collaborations with conservation organizations, 
consequently favoring their interests over those of people and communities sharing biodiverse 
spaces with wildlife.[99] There are also reports of “voluntary” relocation practices being carried out 
through coercion and force.[72] Compensation for resettlement and lost livelihoods, another 
suggested potential strategy for mitigating the negative impacts of conservation projects on rural 
communities,[100] also has a high potential for abuse. 

Applying existing legislative frameworks, though legal, often still leads to human rights abuses. A 
study which analyzed the “compensation security” of 30 countries in Asia and Africa demonstrated 
that the majority of national frameworks fail to ensure the fair compensation of expropriated 
lands.[101] The scope of applying resettlement-linked compensation for conservation is strongly 
critiqued by social scientists and civil society, regardless of whether resettlement is voluntary or 
involuntary, particularly in countries where democratic and governance processes are weak.[72] Any 
form of involuntary relocation for conservation ignores the fundamental right of Indigenous Peoples 
and communities to free, prior and informed consent (FPIC). Given the substantial number of people 
living in important biodiversity conservation areas, any wide-scale application of strict conservation 
measures, which could lead to displacements and restrictions on access to resources, would impose 
costs on populations inhabiting these lands. One way of notionally estimating such risks is to assess 
the financial feasibility of relocating the populations that would be affected by an expansion of strict 
conservation areas.   
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Box 2: RRI Disclaimer on Notional Rehabilitation costs  

Rehabilitation practices, even when voluntary, have been rife with abuse and violation of rights. RRI 
strongly opposes displacement of IPs, LCs, and ADs for conservation. RRI has used the notional 
compensation cost only as a thought exercise to convey to the conservation community the huge 
costs in trying to expand protected areas using resettlement “best practices” and exclusionary 
conservation. These compensation estimates should not be a reference cost to minimize the negative 
socio-economic impacts linked to injustice, dehumanization, and displacement associated with 
conservation practices. RRI strongly discourages the use of this thought exercise for actual policy 
applications, apart from making the point that exclusionary conservation has extremely high financial 
cost for governments and conservation actors, and a more profound cost for communities living in 
the conservation areas which threatens their way of life. 

Using cost figures from resettlement action plans (RAPs) produced by the International Finance 
Corporation (IFC), Asian Development Bank, and African Development Bank Group,[102-105] relocation 
cost estimates for 1.2 – 1.5 billion people living in unprotected important biodiversity conservation 
areas range between US$4.0 to US$5.0 trillion (Table 4). While considerable, this notional cost 
remains an underestimate as it only uses the direct cost of physically resettling people. Absent from 
the cost estimate are the indirect costs of social, political, and cultural disruption; lost access to local, 
ecological, and cultural resources; non-monetizable assets (i.e. traditional ecological knowledge, 
historical roots, sacred sites, spiritual connections); and the multi-generational trauma of evicting 
communities whose identities are inextricably linked to their traditional lands and territories. This 
report has, by design, undervalued the compensation value attached to households as assigning a 
monetary “value would be completely inappropriate”[100] to traditional ecological knowledge systems, 
sacred sites, spiritual connections and cultures that are intrinsically linked to their socio-ecological 
territories. [Annex].  

Table 4: The notional cost of compensating people living within conservation priority areas 

Important Biodiversity 
Conservation Areas 

Percentage Terrestrial 
Cover 

(Excluding Antarctica) 

People 
(Millions) 

Area in million km2 
(without Antarctica) 

Compensation in 
USD (Billions) 

Existing formally Protected 
Areas (WDPA) 15.04% 362.8 20.3 - 

Minimizing the land area 
required (Scenario 1), expansion 
areas 

32.23% 1509.1 43.5 5141.9 

Minimizing overlap with human 
populations and infrastructure 
(human footprint) (Scenario 2), 
expansion areas 

32.84% 1284.6 44.3 4376.8 

Minimizing overlap with 
agriculturally suitable lands 
(Scenario 3), expansion areas 

35.54% 1399.7 47.9 4769.0 

The findings show that efforts to displace and resettle even a small fraction of people living in 
important biodiversity conservation areas will be not only unjust but financially infeasible. Scaled up 
financial flows to meet biodiversity targets, in countries with poor governance and human rights 
records, will further incentivize powerful actors, including governments and the private sector, to 
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continue displacing people whose customary rights remain unrecognized. Such processes are 
already being observed in Cameroon,[9] Tanzania,[24, 106] South Africa,[22, 107] Kenya,[108] the Republic of 
Congo,[109] the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC),[23, 110] India,[111] Nepal,[112] and many others, 
putting hundreds of millions of IPs, LCs, and ADs at risk.   

Given that conservation areas generate their own economic benefits (through payment for 
ecosystem services, tourism, and grants/subsidies),[100] the financialization of conservation could 
pose incentives for elite capture,[113] especially in the absence of culturally appropriate legal 
safeguards and clear collective rights structures.[114] Market-based environmental strategies have the 
potential to alter social dynamics through dominant top-down procedures which restructure land 
and a community’s relationships with land.[115] This risk is further exacerbated when governments 
and conservation donors appropriate the discourse of environmental crises to gain control over 
lands and resources[116] which put environmental commitments at risk.[117] In addition to directly 
affecting the customary rights of IPs, LCs, and ADs over territories that overlap with important 
biodiversity conservation areas,[55, 56] investments that restrict the right of communities to access, 
use, manage, and benefit from the lands and resources they depend on will ultimately result in social, 
economic, and environmental impacts.[118] As IPs, LCs, and ADs have conserved and managed their 
customary lands for generations, through complex relationships and interdependencies with their 
environments, activities that prohibit communities from enacting traditional practices will interfere 
and subsequently undermine traditional practices and the biodiversity they support. For example, 
prohibiting traditional practices such as hunting, often a primary source of protein for 
communities,[119] may not only impact food insecurity and poverty but also undermine conservation 
initiatives altogether.[120, 121] 

When socio-economic stresses mount, conflicts between local communities and conservation actors 
could lead to an increase in the militarization of conservation to protect financial interests in 
biodiversity assets.[19, 20, 122] IPs, LCs, and ADs are important stakeholders in the conservation as their 
lands intersect with important ecological areas[55, 123, 124] and play a central role in protecting 
important tracts of biodiversity[125] as well as intact landscapes.[56] The importance of traditional and 
customary approaches to nature conservation, as practiced by IPs, LCs, and ADs in various forms 
(e.g., “territories and areas conserved by indigenous peoples and local communities” or “territories 
of life,” indigenous protected areas, and OECMs) have gained widespread traction and recognition in 
the CBD.[126] Though IPs, LCs, and ADs customarily manage at least 50 percent of the planet’s 
terrestrial area, they legally own just 10 percent,[53] a result of historical processes of dispossession 
and non-recognition of their claims by modern nation states. Within a context of pervasive insecure 
tenure and resource rights, the rapid expansion of formal conservation areas to incorporate up to 
50 percent of Earth’s terrestrial area risks replicating and amplifying historical injustices- such as 
displacement through forced evictions,[14, 24, 58, 59, 110, 127] state-sanctioned physical violence,[24, 58, 59, 110] 
the assimilation of cultures, and the loss of traditional ecological knowledge or systems[128, 129] should 
such a strategy fail to incorporate and promote community rights-based conservation within global 
conservation agendas.  
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Finding 4: IPs, LCs, and ADs conserve forests, ecosystems, and biodiversity 
effectively  

The lands and forests managed and governed by IPs, LCs, and ADs are able to suppress fires[130] and 
resist forest loss,[131, 132] and consequently experience lower rates of deforestation.[130, 133-139] Their 
lands have enhanced carbon storage capabilities,[139-141] contain important populations of threatened 
terrestrial vertebrate species,[125, 139-142] and protect biodiversity in general[47, 60, 61, 143] as well as or 
better than publicly-owned protected areas. Secure tenure rights contribute towards the effective 
stewardship of forests and territories.[114, 135] While up to 1.87 billion people live in important 
biodiversity conservation areas, 70 percent of these lands are still relatively intact.[7]  

Across much of the world, and through precarious tenure security, IPs, LCs, and ADs are actively 
involved in conserving their ancestral and traditional lands and territories, making both direct and 
in-kind investments in the management, restoration, and preservation of the natural resource 
systems that they and others depend on.[58] Recent estimates suggest that IPs, LCs, and ADs are 
collectively investing as much as US$3.16 billion to US$4.57 billion—equivalent to 15 to 23 percent of 
combined worldwide conservation spending of governments, donors, foundations, and NGOs—in  
conserving their territories.[58, 59] In turn, support to their existing initiatives can cost less to 
establish,[144] support, and maintain than conventional centrally managed protected areas.[145] Given 
that the vast majority of conservation investments occur in high income countries, and select high-
profile parks in a limited number of countries, evidence suggests that in low- and lower-middle- 
income countries, contributions by IPs, LCs, and ADs likely constitute the majority of total 
countrywide conservation spending.xi Data collected from 29 case studies in 14 countries found that 
IPs, LCs, and ADs invest an average of US$3.57 per hectare on conservation practices in their 
territories.[58] As a comparison, the total expenditure on protected areas in low- and middle-income 
countries (excluding contributions by communities) was found to be US$0.62/ha in Brazil, US$4.00/ha 
in India, US$9.21/ha in Indonesia, US$10.78/ha in Kenya, and US$3.78/ha in Peru.[58]  

Such community-based investments are accompanied by effective conservation results. For 
example, in the Amazon between 2000 and 2015 deforestation was five times higher in areas outside 
protected areas and Indigenous territories despite the combined area of protected areas and 
Indigenous territories accounting for over one-half of the Amazon region.[146] Preliminary research 
by TMP Systems provides additional evidence of the  contributions of  Community Conserved Areas 
(CCAs) in preventing deforestation, land-use change, and forest degradation (Figure 6.). Their analysis 
of forest cover change in protected areas and IPs’, LCs’, and ADs’ territories covered 5.2 million km2 
across nine countries and shows that between 2010 and 2018, comparable forest protection rates in 
CCAs were consistently higher than the national averages. In four countries (Brazil, Colombia, 
Zambia, and Venezuela) CCAs had lower deforestation rates than formally protected areas. In a 
further three countries (Costa Rica, Ecuador, and Panama), the deforestation rates in CCAs were 
comparable to those of formally protected areas, while lower in protected areas in Peru and Liberia 
(see Figure 6).  
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The differences observed in Peru and Liberia could be attributed to underlying political dimensions 
which undermine rights and community initiatives that conserve commons. In Peru, even with 
frameworks for rights recognition, government actions actively undermine collective rights by 
granting oil, mining, and natural gas concessions.[139] In Liberia, in the wake of a national moratorium 
on large-scale concessions and pervasive corruption, logging companies have “hijacked” weak 
community forest laws to gain access to community forests.[147] 

Figure 6 Average annual rate of forest cover loss (2010-2018)  

 
Caption: Using the percentage of forest cover loss per year, Figure 8 shows that lands managed by IPs, 
LCs, and ADs (Green) achieve comparable deforestation rates to Protected Areas (Yellow) and much 
lower deforestation rates than national average deforestation (Blue) [Annex]. Results include mapped 
community lands that are customarily managed without formal legal recognition. [Annex]. 
 

Box 3: Preliminary findings from comparison of deforestation rates: need for more rigorous 
analysis 

In this study, the CCA maps were obtained from national institutions and non-governmental 
organizations. The majority of CCA polygons covered were legally recognized, but many CCAs are in 
the process of being claimed. No uniform data was available about communities’ capacities of 
enforcement and forest conversion prevention.[139] This study used net forest loss, which would not 
account for regenerative agricultural practices such as rotational farming or even forest fires, and as 
a result differences between protected areas and CCAs could be substantially less. When accounted 
for, such as in Walker et al.’s study on forest conversion across the Amazon basin, it was shown that 
Indigenous territories experienced a net change in carbon of 0.1 percent while protected areas 
experienced a net loss of 0.6 percent.[140] 

While TMP Systems’ preliminary research does not use a regression analysis for land characteristics, 
such as remoteness or population densities, the results nonetheless suggest that CCAs are better at 
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preventing land-use change than national forests. These conclusions are further corroborated by 
research in Brazil,[146, 148-150] Peru,[151] the Amazon basin more generally,[134, 136, 140] and the rest of the 
world.[139] When rights are weak or nonexistent, the forests of IPs, LCs, and ADs are vulnerable to 
deforestation from external actors.[139] Considering the investments communities make into the 
conservation of their commons, the positive conservation outcomes of IPs, LCs, and ADs—achieved  
at a minimal external cost and under precarious rights enforcement—suggest high efficiency and 
effectiveness in community-led management and governance of biodiversity.[146, 148-150]  

Ample evidence exists demonstrating that IPs, LCs, and ADs with secure tenure rights achieve similar 
if not better conservation outcomes than private or state-managed protected areas,[152] doing so at 
a lower cost.[153] IPs, LCs, and ADs seldom if ever receive the financial, political, and technical support 
granted to public or private conservation initiatives, nor the security of state-sanctioned enforcement 
measures,[59] and yet, as recognized by the growing bodies of climate and conservation research,[47, 

61, 152] their ability to sustainably manage and steward their lands and territories has so far remained 
strong. The relationship between IPs, LCs, and ADs with their territories of life goes beyond human 
stewardship of nature as the relationship is reciprocal, integrating livelihood, energy, and health, with 
identity, culture, autonomy, and freedom for the entire “territory of life” which connects the ancestors 
of the past and future generations yet to come with the actions of today.[31] Conservation can 
therefore play a role in protecting both the environment and the rights of IPs, LCs, and ADs who 
collectively steward them.[154]  

In the absence of secure collective rights over traditional lands and resources,[100] rapid expansion of 
strictly managed or exclusionary conservation strategies risks generating inequality, human rights 
abuses, and conflicts over land.[98, 155] Without the holistic and culturally appropriate integration of 
scientific and traditional ecological knowledge systems into global policy frameworks, reductionist 
technocratic conservation approaches could prevail. If this is to happen, state power may be further 
consolidated through increasingly militarized conservation strategies and harsh policies.[156] These 
“tough-on-crime” policies are found to be ineffective in preventing or disincentivizing wildlife 
crime.[157] As a result, these strategies would perpetuate historical injustices at the detriment of rural 
livelihoods[158, 159] and food security[68] for hundreds of millions of already marginalized people across 
the world.  

In contrast, inclusive strategies, and rights-based approaches more generally, are central to achieving 
conservation goals[114] and landscape restoration[160, 161] targets. Working with rural communities to 
successfully combat wildlife crime and the trafficking of threatened species is a growing modelxii for 
the successful integration of local actors within global conservation priorities.[162, 163] The integration 
of traditional knowledge with formal scientific knowledge is increasingly recognized as vital for 
effective and equitable conservation outcomes.[164-166] In fact, biocultural diversity is intrinsically 
linked to,[167] and has actively helped create,[43, 44, 168, 169] biodiversity.  

A re-working of how conservation is done, from a focus solely on ‘nature' to that which embraces the 
deep interdependence between local cultural heritage and the environment—labelled biocultural 
conservationxiii—is gradually being recognized as vital for effective and equitable conservation 
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outcomes.[164, 165] The contributions of biocultural conservation go beyond practical solutions by 
integrating Indigenous and local morals and relationships into conservation. For example, the notion 
of “living well,” suma qamaña in Aymara and Buen vivir in Spanish, is only possible as a part of a 
community composed of both humans and non-humans.[170] With biocultural conservation new ideas 
which counter market-based incentives for protecting nature and reject the notion that nature and 
humans are separate are emerging.[171] Rather than “protect nature from humans,” biocultural 
conservation promotes ways to con vivir (live with) nature by “promot[ing] nature for, to and by 
humans” and with it the myriad of human expressions that make traditional ecological 
knowledge.[171] It is this relationship between IPs, LCs, and ADs to the non-human world, which do 
not separate culture and nature, that provides a powerful framework for future global and national 
environmental policies. These frameworks are gradually becoming popularized through emerging 
conceptual conservation frameworks, such as convivial conservation,[171] which are built on the 
premise of equity, structural change, and environmental justice.[172] The decentralization of 
conservation through locally-led biocultural conservation initiatives has also effectively revitalized 
dwindling species populations in a way that is led by local worldviews and values, and sustainably 
upholds such connections.[144]  

Despite growing recognition of the need for inclusive governance and legislative procedures that are 
informed or led by the communities themselves,[98] the development of institutional frameworks 
often takes place in power relations that tend to exclude IPs, LCs, and ADs in the drafting and 
formulation of laws aimed to protect their ancestral homes and the environment.[173, 174] 
Consequently, the recognition of rights under prevailing political conditions does not always 
guarantee that rights will be respected or protected against vested interests.[175] Hence, 
understanding the conditions that support the recognition, absence, or skewed expression of rights 
is essential for the successful and just application of rights-based conservation strategies.xiv Failing 
to do so will render communities, their struggle and relationships with traditional lands invisible[176] 
in the global fight to “protect” the planet’s remaining biodiversity.[177] 

Finding 5: Recognizing the traditional and customary lands of IPs, LCs, and ADs 
will substantially contribute to, or even exceed, area-based conservation targets 

To reiterate, IPs, LCs, and ADs are estimated to have grounded claims to over half of the planet’s 
terrestrial area, however, their ownership rights are recognized on 10 percent of the planet’s 
terrestrial area.[53] Most land recognized are concentrated in a few countries in the Americas, which 
are increasingly being undermined by legislative rollbacks and mining activities which now cover 20 
percent of Indigenous territories in the Amazon.[178] In a majority of the countries critical for 
biodiversity conservation, the traditional territories and lands claimed by communities remain largely 
unrecognized.[54] An analysis of 10 high conservation priority low- and lower-middle income countries 
show that 49 percent of the combined area of these countries is claimed as the collective territories 
of IPs, LCs, and ADs. Of these, only 8 percent have been legally recognized.[54] In DRC, even though 
86 percent of the land area is estimated to be claimed by IPs and LCs, only 0.53 percent of the country 
has any collective legal recognition.[54] A similar situation exists in other important biodiversity 
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countries such as Indonesia, India, Cameroon, and Myanmar.[54] Due to the large overlaps between 
the important biodiversity conservation areas and the lands claimed by IPs, LCs, and ADs,[55] 
supporting the rights-recognition processes in these countries is critical for achieving conservation 
targets without further marginalization. Ideally, rights-recognition processes should also result in 
collective restorative justice for millions of people. 

Box 4: Recognizing land rights across Africa to achieve conservation targets 

In Cameroon, the Central African Republic (CAR), DRC, Gabon, Kenya, Madagascar, the Republic 
of the Congo, and Sudan the unrecognized lands of IPs and LCs surpass the minimum land 
area (Scenario 1) for conserving biodiversity (Figure 8). In these countries, implementing 
conservation through inclusive community rights-based approaches could not only benefit 
biodiversity protection but the livelihoods of millions. 
Figure 8: The area of IP and LC lands, both recognized and unrecognized, against the 
areas of formally protected areas and important conservation areas as a proportion of 
a country’s total area 

 
Across the 14 African countries analyzed in RRIs area estimate, the combined area of 
recognized and unrecognized IP and LC lands (Green) exceeds those of existing protected 
areas and important biodiversity conservation areas (Blue). The extent to which the recognized 
and unrecognized lands of IPs and LCs in these countries overlap with additional important 
biodiversity conservation areas is unknown, though substantial overlaps exist. 

Recognizing the land and resource rights of IPs, LCs, and ADs will contribute considerably to achieving 
area-based conservation targets. Across 43 countries studied in a recent publication by RRI, almost 
1,488 million hectares of lands customarily claimed by IPs, LCs, and ADs remain unrecognized.[54] In 
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11 of these countries, the area of unrecognized land surpasses the minimum land area identified for 
conserving biodiversity.[7, 54] For reference, Box 4 compares the areas claimed by IPs, LCs, and ADs 
and the important biodiversity conservation areas in 14 countries in Africa. 

The argument for community rights-based conservation becomes even stronger when the costs for 
recognizing land and territorial rights are considered. In a number of high conservation potential 
countries, the data on the cost of IP, LC, and AD rights recognition is available from the Tenure 
Facilityxv and ranges between $3 to $11 per hectare. A comparison between the cost of recognizing 
rights against the notional cost for compensating communities for resettlement in these countries 
shows that financial investments in rights recognition would be a miniscule fraction of the cost of 
excluding communities. Though our compensation calculations assume a worst-case scenario of 
resettling everyone living within important biodiversity conservation areas, it demonstrates that even 
resettling a very small fraction of the people (less than 1 percent) could still outweigh the costs of 
recognizing all lands claimed by IPs, LCs, and ADs in these countries. Compensating even a quarter, 
or a tenth, of the households in these areas is infeasible with current conservation budget 
estimates.[100] This table uses Scenario 1 as a reference for conservation attention [Annex]. 

Table 5: The average cost of recognizing rights across five countries vs resettling under 
Scenario 1 

Country 

Cost for rights 
recognition 
per hectare  

(US$) 

Unrecognized 
lands 

(Million ha) 

[128] 

Cost for 
rights 

recognition  
(US$ Billions) 

Area under 
Scenario 1  

(Million ha) 

Total 
population in 

Scenario 1  
(Millions) 

Notional Cost of 
resettling all 

people living in 
Scenario 1 

(US$ Billion) 
Peru 3.1 26.87 0.08 52.2 11.4 41.07 
Indonesia 3.7 39.2 0.15 67.6 94.3 323.04 
India 6.2 62.52 0.39 60.4 241.2 688.32 
Nepal 10.2 4.63 0.05 3.9 9.6 30.01 
Liberia 11 3.94 0.04 4.2 1.6 4.42 

Opportunities to scale up rights recognition of land and territories of IPs, LCs, and ADs exist in many 
countries. Another RRI report that measured the opportunities for recognizing tenure rights in 29 
countries looked at the existing legal frameworks, political will, and local capacities for rights 
recognition of IPs, LCs, and ADs.[179] This study found that in 10 of the 29 countries, the frameworks 
are in place to carry out nationwide rights recognition processes,[179] including in conservation 
priority countries such as DRC, Indonesia, and India. In the remaining 19 countries, the conditions 
are conducive to supporting medium- and smaller-scale rights recognition processes.[179] The 
collective findings within these reports demonstrate that the realization of community rights-based 
conservation is feasible and that opportunities for improving land and resource rights recognition 
exist in many countries. 

While these costs depict a notional financial value for recognizing rights versus the displacement and 
compensation of communities, recognizing rights represents the first stage in igniting transformative 
change by supporting the commons and trust in the communities who traditionally manage them to 
provide equitable solutions.[180, 181] By incorporating the agency and value systems of communities, 
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by means of secure and inalienable collective rights regimes, new and novel ways of decentralizing 
financial benefits for sustainable traditional activities can be realized which not only acknowledge 
but reward the “services” provided by traditional governance regimes. As demonstrated in previous 
findings, IPs, LCs, and ADs provide practical and material benefits for effective environmental 
governance. However, the benefits transcend mere quantifiable conservation outcomes in how the 
inclusion and empowering of communities engenders the integration of other systems of valuing, 
and relating to, the natural world.[181]  

Conclusion: Conservation goals can be achieved through community rights-
based conservation 

The above findings clearly indicate that meeting biodiversity targets requires recognizing the agency 
of IPs, LCs, and ADs in conserving biodiversity rich landscapes through rights-based approaches. 
Preventing irreversible biodiversity collapse can only be possible if the 1.64 to 1.87 billion people 
living in important biodiversity conservation areas mobilize and lead biodiversity conservation. The 
alternative of continuing with the current dominant paradigms of exclusionary conservation is 
financially infeasible, unjust, and would create large-scale conflicts and suffering.  

IPs, LCs, and ADs claim 50% of the earth’s terrestrial area as their customary lands and territories, 
which widely overlaps with the important biodiversity conservation areas. Evidence presented in this 
report shows the effectiveness of community led conservation. They can effectively govern and 
protect these areas only if their jurisdiction over these areas are recognized and respected. Their 
rights have been formally recognized on only a fraction of the claimed lands in a few countries. IPs, 
LCs, and ADs have been trying to protect their customary territories and lands, often in the face of 
hostile state actors and other outsiders, as illustrated by the continued killing and criminalization of 
environment, land, and human rights defenders.[182] 

Rights recognition is a prerequisite to ensure that IPs, LCs, and ADs have the right and authority to 
protect and conserve their lands and territories through their own self-determined governance 
strategies and local ecological knowledge[183]. As discussed above, recognizing rights at scale is 
feasible and cost effective, and can catalyze community rights-based conservation for conservation 
and protection of biodiversity. This pathway likely represents the core strategy for scaling up 
conservation to prevent biodiversity collapse. For conservation organizations and others trying to 
protect global biodiversity, supporting rights recognition of IPs’, LCs’, and ADs’ rights and governance 
over important biodiversity landscapes provides an opportunity to achieve area-based conservation 
targets.  

Yet, community rights-based conservation remains marginal in global- and national-level 
conservation discourses. Conservation infrastructure and institutions remain top-down, dominated 
by bureaucracies and private actors, and the agency, contribution, and voice of local communities 
continue to be unrecognized, particularly in low- and lower-middle-income countries. In the current 
situation, without explicit community rights-based strategies and safeguards, there is a danger that 
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the international application of area-based conservation strategies will focus on strict biodiversity 
protection measures (i.e. exclusion), while failing to address the true drivers of biodiversity loss.[184-

186] It is also likely that global conservation efforts will continue to miss vital biodiversity targets as 
they have done this past decade.[63]  

In spite of increasing recognition of these problems with conservation strategies, global conservation 
funding and support remains largely committed to top-down conservation led by conservation 
bureaucracies and large northern-based conservation NGOs. It is also increasingly focusing on 
financialization of conservation and market-linked nature-based solutions.  Without recognizing the 
rights of IPs, LCs, and ADs and without proper safeguards, such approaches pose high risks to these 
communities. Elite capture of financial flows and market-based mechanisms by national 
bureaucracies and powerful private sector actors is likely to occur, accompanied by increased 
militarization of conservation, dispossession, conflicts, and human and resource rights violation of 
IP, LCs, and ADs. As global experience and documentation shows, communities inhabiting important 
biodiversity conservation areas in low- and lower-middle income countries with poor governance, 
low transparency, and poor human rights records face the highest risks. The global conservation 
organizations and government donors from high income countries are the major drivers of global 
conservation efforts in these countries and it is incumbent on them to take the lead in shifting the 
paradigm of conservation towards inclusive strategies led by communities.  

The larger processes threatening the environment and biodiversity are often the same as those 
threatening communities and their ways of life. IPs, LCs, and ADs have been trying to protect their 
customary territories and lands in the face of hostile state and non-state actors for years, as 
illustrated by the continued killing and criminalization of environment, land, and human rights 
defenders.[182] Failing to address dynamics of power within conservation decision-making and the 
impacts of centralized governance and management regimes on IPs, LCs, and ADs across the world 
would be counterproductive to conservation’s agenda.[25, 107, 114, 171, 183] Recognition of the collective 
rights of IPs, LCs, and ADs is a prerequisite to ensure that they have the right, agency, and authority 
to protect and conserve their lands through their own self-determined governance strategies and 
local ecological knowledge.[183] 

As discussed in the recommendations, there are a number of commitments which can be made by 
the global actors for promoting community led rights-based conservation. There is a need to shift 
global conservation infrastructure, institutions, and funding to a rights-based and inclusive 
conservation approach, including in the ongoing CBD processes. As conservation remains largely 
driven by global priorities and funding, the international donors and conservation organizations need 
to take the responsibility of effecting this change and ally with the IPs, LCs, and ADs for rights-based 
conservation. This report has put together the evidence for adopting rights-based conservation and 
framing it as the alternate pathway for just and sustainable conservation. The responsibility of taking 
this path rests with all those who seek to reverse biodiversity collapse, while avoiding the moral 
hazards of business-as-usual conservation.  
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Annex: Methodology 

Mapping important biodiversity areas and priority conservation areas 

The spatial data of existing protected areas was obtained from the 2020 version of the World 
Database on Protected Areas (WDPA), however, the data on protected areas in China is from the 2017 
version which is the latest for that country.[65] As directed in the WDPA user manual, the existing 
legally recognized terrestrial protected area estate was calculated by excluding all “proposed” 
protected areas, UNESCO Man and Biosphere Reserves (MABs), and all marine protected areas.[184] 
The September 2019 version of the World Database of Key Biodiversity Areas [64] was used, containing 
data from 15,610 KBAs. For point data in both WDPAs and KBAs polygons were calculated using a 
geodesic buffer created in accordance to the point’s areal attributes.[7] These layers were provided 
by Allan, et al.,[7] and a more detailed methodology can be found in the same. 

The extent of lands free from the pressures of modern society, or ‘wilderness areas’, were provided 
by Allan, et al., 2017.[32] Existing protected areas were erased from the KBA layer to remove overlaps 
and both KBAs and existing protected areas were erased from wilderness areas to identify important 
unprotected conservation areas. 

We used three maps developed by Allan et al.,[7] which combined existing protected areas with site-
based approaches (Key Biodiversity Areas),[185] proactive approaches (wilderness areas),[35] and 
prioritizations that ensure a suitable portion of more than 28,000 terrestrial species ranges are 
covered, therefore identifying areas requiring conservation attention. These terrestrial species 
ranges of mammals, birds, amphibians, reptiles, dragonflies, and crustaceans, [186-188] and include 
ecoregions.[189] The prioritization is an efficiency-based planning approach which maximizes the 
number of species or ecosystems captured within a collection of conservation areas, prioritizing 
species and ecosystems by their endemicity, extinction risk, and their degree of representation 
(represented or underrepresented) in existing protected areas. Combining these area-based 
approaches ensures that species and earth-systems are both adequately represented to ensure 
species persistence as well as the persistence of intact ecosystems important for biodiversity.[190] 

The three prioritization scenarios secured all important conservation areas and terrestrial species 
ranges while a) minimizing the land area required (Scenario 1); b) minimizing overlap with human 
populations and infrastructure (human footprint) (Scenario 2); and c) minimizing overlap with 
agriculturally suitable lands[191] (Scenario 3). This analysis is the most comprehensive estimate of the 
minimum land area requiring conservation attention to prevent the collapse of biodiversity.[7] 

Existing protected areas[65] were subsequently erased to provide a layer combining ecoregions, 
biodiversity hotspots and important ranges of terrestrial wildlife not formally protected under the 
IUCN’s management categories.[30] 

KBAs, wilderness areas, and existing protected areas overlap.[7] When considering these overlaps, 
KBAs will only contribute an additional 3.87% of the planet’s terrestrial area to expanding protected 
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areas (with 245 million people within them) while wilderness areas will contribute an additional 19% 
(with 1.83 million people). We removed all existing protected areas from KBAs and both KBAs and 
protected areas from wilderness areas to gain these numbers. These layers are dynamic, increased 
“modern” human activities put increasing pressure on wilderness areas,[33] and KBAs have only been 
identified for bird species[64] and are expected to expand and incorporate other taxa in the coming 
years. 

This report has not analyzed marine protected areas as population distribution data is incapable of 
addressing issues of the use, access, and management of water bodies and their resources. Though 
water rights, and issues of access to water related resources, are relevant in the conservation debate, 
these issues are beyond the scope of our methodology and will require further research. Secure and 
clearly defined community-based water tenure regimes are also essential for IPs’, LCs’, and ADs’ 
livelihoods and food security, as well as to a country’s efforts to achieve sustainable development 
priorities and ensure climate resilience.[87] This is true for the equitable governance of all water 
bodies, such as fresh water bodies[87], mangroves[192, 193], and fisheries, and emphasizes the need to 
implement “rights-based fishing” to strengthen community rights of access to fishery resources.[194, 

195] The findings in this report can be applied for the equitable management of water bodies by IPs, 
LCs, and ADs. 

Integrating important biodiversity conservation areas and people 

We used LandScan’s global population distribution model for the year 2018[66] to estimate the 
number of people living within current and proposed conservation areas. Our methodology 
expanded on that of Schleicher et al., who used LandScan to measure the populations living in the 
least populated ecoregions.[196] Data were extracted to estimate the area and number of people 
found within existing protected areas,[65] Key Biodiversity Areas,[64] Wilderness Areas,[32] the three 
scenarios,[7] as well as their combined total area. These were then tabulated using the database of 
Global Administrative Areas (GADM 2020) to provide measures for each territory. Population data 
were calculated in raster format at a resolution of 30 by 30 arc seconds, approximately 1 km2 (835m2). 
LandScan population data represents an ambient population (average over 24 hours) distribution as 
approximately 1 km, 835 meters2, (30” x 30”) spatial resolution. Though represented as blue, it is 
important to note that wilderness areas are inhabited and not without humans, these landscapes 
are home to IPs, LCs, and ADs, pastoralists, nomadic peoples, and more and should not be assumed 
to be without all aspects of human life, culture and society.[32, 197, 198] All calculations were performed 
using the Mollweide equal area projection and ArcGIS® software.[199] 

Once tabulated, data from Antarctica and Vatican City were excluded from spatial and population 
calculations. All overseas territories were prescribed to their respective administrative country 
before associating each administrative country, and corresponding territories, to their respective 
income status. Income status data was obtained using the World Bank Group’s List of Economies 
Database.[67] Where available, the average household size was attributed to the corresponding 
country, using the United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs Population Division’s 
‘Household Size and Composition Around the World 2017 Data Booklet.[200] 
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Calculating notional compensation costs 

There are ethical and moral considerations to attributing a monetized value to the resettlement or 
relocation of communities, whether voluntarily or involuntarily. Any form of involuntary relocation 
ignores the fundamental right of IPs, LCs, and ADs to free, prior and informed consent and the 
fundamental right to withhold consent. The Rights and Resources Initiative does not advocate for 
monetary forms of compensation for “relocating,” “resettling,” or displacing IP, LC, and AD 
communities who have deep and integrated connections with their socio-ecological environments. 
This research has refrained from attaching a monetary value on compensating communities, instead 
using only the notional cost of physical relocation to present a conservative estimate and indicative 
cost of conservation induced resettlement to estimate the financial implications of a frequently 
proposed strategy which is not fully understood within policy. 

Applying compensation costs is an exercise in quantifying the feasibility of this proposed conflict 
mitigation strategy. There are non-monetizable values held between communities and their socio-
ecological systems that cannot, and should not, be valued through a financial lens. No value can be 
attached to shared histories and the spiritual connections between communities and spaces, which 
are themselves sacred. The calculations within this report are not an attempt to estimate 
compensation values and has, by design, excluded a number of important variables. 

This report has used “involuntary resettlement” and the provisions of compensation as defined by 
the World Bank Group’s OP 4.12.[105] Over 50 resettlement action plans (RAPs) were analyses to find 
a lump compensation sum that could be directly ascribed to the “unit of entitlement” of a household. 
Only ten RAPs were selected, due to containing this lump sum payment which could be attributed to 
a household. These 10 RAPs spanned 11 low-, lower-middle-, and upper-middle-income countries. 
The average lump notional resettlement sum was found to be USD$5615, USD$12,281, and 
USD$23,195 for low-, lower-middle-, and upper-middle-income countries respectively. These were 
averaged to provide a notional per household physical resettlement compensation of USD$13,697. 
The populations within layers were divided by the average global household size (4.2 people per 
household), before multiplying the estimated number of households by the average compensation 
cost.  

A number of assumptions have been made in order to calculate these cost estimates. First and 
foremost, the unit of compensation entitlement was assumed to be a household. Due to limitations 
in the methodology, this calculation does not account for individuals, single parent households, 
households of persons with disabilities and those who would require particular assistance and 
warrant increased compensation rates. [Annex]. Household compensation rates were taken from 10 
RAPs, across 11 low-, lower-middle, and upper-middle-income countries, which were averaged to 
provide this minimal compensation cost for relocating households.  
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The calculation was carried out only to illustrate the magnitude of potential financial costs if 
exclusionary conservation is the main strategy for expansion of protected areas and is a thought 
experiment. RRI strongly opposes resettlement or removal of IPs, LCs, and ADs from their lands for 
conservation. 

Calculating forest cover change 

TMP Systems used the Global Forest Change (GFC) dataset, which measures tree cover loss at a 
resolution of 1 arc-second, measuring deforestation from the baseline tree cover of 2010.[201] They 
measured annual tree cover loss as a decrease in tree cover by 30% over a 30-meter2 resolution in 
9,179 parcels across 10 countries. The deforestation rate was calculated as the annual cumulative 
rate of change.[202] TMP received CCA data from LandMark,[203] Global Forest Watch,[204] Indigenous 
organizations, and governmental databases. These included mapped lands without legal recognition 
as IPs, LCs, and ADs often have de facto rights to their lands in the absence of government. 

  

Even this notional exercise remains a massive underestimate as this methodology 
has: 

• Not calculated compensation for economic displacement due to the loss of livelihood of 
people living in targeted areas; 

• Not calculated the compensation for economic displacement due to the loss of livelihood 
associated to restrictions on the access to natural resources by those living outside 
targeted areas; 

• Excluded the cost of compensating land, loss of buildings (schools, shops, houses), fruit 
trees, administrative costs, social programs to support a just transition, logistical costs 
associated to resettlement, loss of livelihood and broader economic displacement etc.; 

• Excluded extra compensation costs within the selected RAPs which could not be linked to 
a household; 

• Not used RAPs from high-income countries, which would be higher; 
• Assumed the global unit of entitlement to be a household.  In doing so this calculation has 

not included the costs associated to compensating individuals, single parent households, 
or the needs of disabled peoples within a community. In doing so, from each RAP, only the 
costs directly associated to a household were used. Compensation is often provided on a 
basis of land area lost per household linked to the cost of land. Total compensation was 
consequently averaged over the total households impacted as opposed to the average 
cost per hectare of land each household had; 

• Not included nor attached a monetized value to non-monetizable resources, knowledge 
or relationships. 
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About the Rights and Resources Initiative 

The Rights and Resources Initiative is a global Coalition of more than 200 organizations dedicated to 
advancing the forestland and resource rights of Indigenous Peoples, Afro-descendants, local 
communities, and women within these communities. Members capitalize on each other’s strengths, 
expertise, and geographic reach to achieve solutions more effectively and efficiently. RRI leverages 
the power of its global Coalition to amplify the voices of local peoples and proactively engage 
governments, multilateral institutions, and private sector actors to adopt institutional and market 
reforms that support the realization of rights. By advancing a strategic understanding of the global 
threats and opportunities resulting from insecure land and resource rights, RRI develops and 
promotes rights-based approaches to business and development and catalyzes effective solutions 
to scale rural tenure reform and enhance sustainable resource governance. 

RRI is coordinated by the Rights and Resources Group, a non-profit organization based in 
Washington, DC. For more information, please visit www.rightsandresources.org.  
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• Tribal peoples whose social, cultural, and economic conditions distinguish them from other sections of the national 

community, and whose status is regulated wholly or partially by their own customs or traditions or by special laws or 
regulations. 
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and economic conditions that distinguish them from other sections of the national community, whose status is 
regulated wholly or partially by their own customs or traditions, and whose livelihoods are closely connected to 
ecosystems and their goods and services. While RRI recognizes that all people should enjoy equal rights and respect 
regardless of identity, it is strategically important to distinguish Indigenous Peoples from other stakeholders. They have 
a distinct set of rights linked to their social, political and economic situation as a result of their ancestry and 
stewardship of lands and resources that are vital to their well-being. 

ii Recognizing that local communities are not formally defined under international law, RRI considers that they encompass 
communities that do not self-identify as Indigenous but who share similar characteristics of social, cultural, and economic 
conditions that distinguish them from other sections of the national community, whose status is regulated wholly or partially by 
their own customs or traditions, who have long standing, culturally constitutive relations to lands and resources, and whose 
rights are held collectively. 
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Descent. https://www.un.org/en/durbanreview2009/pdf/DDPA_full_text.pdf). In Latin America and the Caribbean, constitutional 
and legal recognition of Afro-descendants’ collective tenure rights is based on their special cultural, ethnic, and spiritual 
relationship with land. Colombia, Brazil, Ecuador, Nicaragua, and Honduras, including others, have such legislation. 
 

 

http://www.landmarkmap.org/
https://www.globalforestwatch.org/
https://www.un.org/en/durbanreview2009/pdf/DDPA_full_text.pdf
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iv Zero draft of the CBD: [By 2030,] protect [at least [30%] of land and sea areas] through [effectively and equitably managed] 
protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures, [in accordance with the principles of ecological 
representativity and connectivity for protected area systems, while including] at least [60%] of [sites of particular importance for 
biodiversity] and with at least [10%] [of land and sea areas] under strict protection[, through zonation, where appropriate]. 
v CBD/COP/DEC/14/8, Annex III, Section A, paragraph (h) “Recognition of other effective area-based conservation measures 
should be supported by measures to enhance the governance capacity of their legitimate authorities and secure their positive 
and sustained outcomes for biodiversity, including, inter alia, policy frameworks and regulations to prevent and respond to 
threats;” and (i) “Recognition of other effective area-based conservation measures in areas within the territories of Indigenous 
Peoples and local communities should be on the basis of self-identification and with their free, prior and informed consent, as 
appropriate, and consistent with national policies, regulations and circumstances, and applicable international obligations.” 
vi “For the current 2021 fiscal year, low-income economies are defined as those with a GNI per capita, calculated using the World 
Bank Atlas method, of $1,035 or less in 2019; lower middle-income economies are those with a GNI per capita between $1,036 
and $4,045; upper middle-income economies are those with a GNI per capita between $4,046 and $12,535; high-income 
economies are those with a GNI per capita of $12,536 or more.” Quoted from: World Bank Country and Lending Groups - List of 
economies database. 2020. Washington, DC: The World Bank Group  
vii See: The Durban Conference and Program of Action; The International Decade for People of African Descent 
https://www.un.org/en/durbanreview2009/pdf/DDPA_full_text.pdf 
viii While marine areas also feature in the targets of the CBD analysis the people you use water resources is beyond the scope of 
this research. 
ix UNEP-WCMC and IUCN, Protected Planet: The World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA). 2020: Cambridge, UK: UNEP-WCMC and 
IUCN. (July 2020 version) 
x The World Banks’ OP 4.12 has been referenced for involuntary resettlement practices which cover the direct economic and 
social impacts resulting from investments caused by “(a) the involuntary taking of land resulting in (i) relocation or loss of shelter; 
(ii) loss of assets or access to assets; or (iii) loss of income sources or means of livelihood, whether or not the affected persons 
must move to another location; or (b) the involuntary restriction of access to legally designated parks and protected areas 
resulting in adverse impacts on the livelihoods of the displaced persons”. Project-affected persons who are entitled to 
compensation due to the social and economic impacts of projects can subsequently be entitled to receiving compensation. The 
“unit of entitlement” can be an individual, a family or household, or a community.  
xi Investments were calculated based on the labor and cash invested by communities, from their resources, that were spent on 
conservation activities such as fire protection and management, restoration and rehabilitation, forest management, mapping, 
patrolling and policing and cataloguing biodiversity (see: Tauli-Corpuz, et al., 2018). 
xii For a growing body of successful case studies and resources, please view the ‘People not Poaching’ website. 
https://www.peoplenotpoaching.org 
xiii Biocultural conservation, integrating Indigenous and Local Knowledge in conservation strategies, therefore entails the 
conservation, revitalisation, and integration of traditional knowledge systems through inclusive decision-making and the active 
participation of communities. 
xiv For instance, in historically communal lands of the Maasai Mara, the formation of “secure” private tenure rights and the co-
option of environmental crisis narratives enable commercial eco-tourism businesses to appropriate lands through “legal” means 
that still perpetuate inequality. See Cavanagh et al., 2020. 
xv The International Land and Forest Tenure Facility is a non-profit organization that provides grants to secure the rights of 
Indigenous Peoples and local communities to their lands and forests, thereby strengthening their communities and reducing 
global climate change and poverty in forest areas in the world https://thetenurefacility.org/. 

https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/378832-what-is-the-world-bank-atlas-method
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/378832-what-is-the-world-bank-atlas-method
https://www.un.org/en/durbanreview2009/pdf/DDPA_full_text.pdf
https://www.peoplenotpoaching.org/
https://thetenurefacility.org/
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