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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Many planning processes for land management or natural resource management
now include specific provisions for ‘biodiversity’. But biodiversity is a fuzzy
concept, with different meanings for different people. Biodiversity discourse is also
impassioned and political, making it all the more difficult for non-specialists tasked
with biodiversity planning to work out what kinds of conceptual frameworks or
processes to use. Although progress has been made recently to elucidate and respect
the immediate connections between biodiversity and the people who live with it,
for example at the World Parks Congress in 2003 (WPC, 2003), to many people
the concept of biodiversity remains tied up with conservation, particularly with
‘global public good’ conservation priorities such as protecting globally rare species
and habitats. Locally relevant biodiversity issues get much less attention — to the
extent that biodiversity planning processes may not even know how to ask the right
questions at the local level.

The aim of this Gatekeeper is to provide basic guidance on the different facets and
values of biodiversity and how these matter to different interest groups. Most
emphasis is put on the level of communities who live with biodiversity, to point
out some of the local contexts and choices that external agents may want or need
to incorporate in biodiversity planning processes. The text is aimed at non-biodi-
versity specialists and is based on common questions that arise around the multi-
ple meanings of biodiversity. The topics covered include:

¢ Unpacking what is meant by biodiversity and its different values (Section 2);

® An overview of the broad interest groups in biodiversity (Section 3);

® Global public good values versus typical local community values (Section 4);

e Interactions between people and biodiversity (Section 5);

¢ Differences within communities in how biodiversity is used and valued (Section
6); and

* A simple framework and checklist for incorporating local biodiversity values in
planning (Section 7).

Each of these sections concludes with a short summary of general guidance for
people involved in biodiversity planning who wish to include local opinions more
effectively.
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BIODIVERSITY PLANNING:WHY AND HOW
SHOULD LOCAL OPINIONS MATTER?

Sonja Vermeulen

1. MULTIPLE VALUES OF BIODIVERSITY

Biodiversity means different things to different people: both its definition and its
value depend on the person using the term. The term ‘biodiversity’ was only
created in 19861. According to the Convention on Biological Diversity (1992),
it refers to ‘the variability among living organisms from all sources including,
among other things, terrestrial, marine and other aquatic ecosystems and the
ecological complexes of which they are part; this includes diversity within species,
between species and of ecosystems’. This definition represents the scientific,
Western understanding of biodiversity that dominates international debate and
major funding allocations for biodiversity management. Less frequently heard
voices, such as those of local communities, may hold different views of what
characterises biodiversity — or what might more commonly be called ‘nature’,
‘fauna and flora’ or ‘living things’.

The term ‘biodiversity’ is often used as a simple synonym for ecosystems and organ-
isms. But diversity itself matters. Biodiversity refers to the living world’s capacity
to change — variability — and the range of biological forms and processes that derive
as a result — variety. In this sense, what is important about biodiversity to humans
is the choice that it offers, from the perspective of both the present benefits of varied
and variable life forms and the future options associated with variety and the capac-
ity of organisms to mutate and adapt.

The mantra of modern society is that biodiversity is good. Land-use options and
management practices that increase biodiversity should be favoured. But a
moment’s thought shows that more biodiversity is not always better. The genetic
distinctiveness of the human immuno-deficiency virus (HIV), or the endless

1. By two American scientists, Walter Rosen and Edward Wilson, in the preparation and later proceedings of the
first *National Forum on BioDiversity’.
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proliferation of fungal crop diseases, are increases in diversity we would prefer
not to have. Similarly, while local and global declines in biodiversity are escalat-
ing and need urgent action, biodiversity is not only about threats and loss. For
example, biodiversity has increased in agricultural landscapes where farmers have
stopped using inorganic fertilisers, and in natural landscapes with strategic fire
management. Biodiversity is an emotive issue — moving on from the simple notion
that ‘more biodiversity is good’ and instead looking at the actual ways that we
gain from it is a constructive starting point for effective biodiversity decision-
making.

One useful way of appreciating the significances of biodiversity to society is to tease
out different categories of value. The general consensus in international dialogue
is that these values fall into three categories:

® Direct-use values of biodiversity accrue from the benefits of a wider range of raw
materials (e.g. foodstuffs, medicines, building materials and fodder for livestock).
Often the most valuable direct-use values of diversity itself, as opposed to natural
resource availability more generally, are associated with supply of infrequently
used resources during critical periods of time when staples are not available (e.g.
dry seasons or droughts).

Indirect-use values of biodiversity are mostly associated with the environmental
services that ecological biodiversity sometimes enhances. More diverse ecosys-
tems may be better providers of stable and effective microclimate regulation,
protection from erosion, or other services — though scientific evidence on these
issues remains mixed. A perhaps underestimated indirect-use value of greater
biodiversity is protection from predators, parasites and diseases.

® Non-use values of biodiversity consist primarily of options to use biological
resources in the future (option value), either during our own lifetimes or in future
generations (bequest value). More diverse communities of plants and animals
offer a greater variety of potential future uses as well as a greater capacity to
evolve new forms and processes. Biodiversity also has a non-use cultural value in
terms of its roles in our shared sense of history and place in the world. Some
people argue that another non-use value, the intrinsic value of non-human species’
right to existence, overrides all other biodiversity values.
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Guidance:

* People understand biodiversity in many different ways. Importantly, biodiversity includes an
appreciation of the richness of life on earth and capacity for change in species and ecosystems — and
how these give us choice.

* The basic dependence of humans on nature is obvious. Our dependence on a diversity of organisms
and ecosystems is far less straightforward.

* The value of biodiversity to society includes our daily use of natural resources and dependence on
biological variety, our desire to sustain nature into the future, and cultural and intrinsic significances
of organisms and ecosystems.

2.KEY BIODIVERSITY INTEREST GROUPS

The key biodiversity interest groups at any given locality can be broadly divided into

® Government: legislative and policymaking bodies and implementing agencies
e Environment: conservation organisations

o Community: local residents and representative bodies

® Private sector: resource use or extraction businesses

Various patterns of interaction, overlap, synergy and conflict are possible among
these interest groups. Internally too the broad interest groups do not of course
represent united interests. Government can include agencies at different levels
(e.g. national versus district) or in different sectors (e.g. water versus forestry)
that have conflicting mandates. Different environmental interests may prioritise
different aims and hence advocate competing land uses. Environmental interests
also include research institutes — which can lay special claim to certain areas or
call for exclusive access by biologists (Guha, 1997). Community interests are
likely to be the least homogenous (see Section 6 on differences within
communities).

The strength and legitimacy of the claims of each of the interest groups over biodi-
versity depend on a set of factors that might, depending on context, include: legal
rights and obligations, historical associations or precedence, traditional and infor-
mal rights, degree of dependency, record of responsible management, and relative
distance from key biodiversity areas to sites of residence or livelihood activities.
The relevance of each of these factors is open to debate, and different people will
interpret them differently. Ultimately the success of interest groups in establishing
their claims — and achieving the outcomes they desire — will depend primarily on
their power in the local decision-making arena. In general, community interests

5
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will be the least powerful of the interest groups, and will be represented by the
weakest voice.

An objective appraisal of the relative weight of different claims is not possible — all
measurements and expressions of biodiversity are value-laden. Since biodiversity
can never be fully measured, even scientific approaches to biodiversity assessment
and priority setting are always underpinned by value judgements.2 Interest groups’
understandings of biodiversity can furthermore be so different that they cannot be
quantitatively, or even qualitatively, reconciled. Indeed, it may in some cases be
more productive during stakeholder dialogue to discuss a more tangible substitute
for biodiversity at large, such as scenarios of alternative land uses or management
practices. These approaches will be particularly apt in cross-cultural dialogue with
local communities.

Guidance:

* All biodiversity decisions, including those based on science, are value-laden. The legitimacy of
stakeholder claims will always be subject to debate. Power dynamics are likely to be a major factor
in biodiversity decision-making.

* Key biodiversity interest groups at local level will include the government (possibly as a ‘policy
context’ rather than an active presence), environment, community and private sector — in various
combinations and alliances.

* Due to different understandings of nature, it may be difficult to discuss biodiversity directly with
different groups. For example, in consultations with communities, it may be easier to discuss ‘land
use’ options rather than ‘biodiversity” options.

3.GLOBAL (ENVIRONMENT) VERSUS LOCAL (COMMUNITY)
BIODIVERSITY VALUES

Within an overall emphasis on conservation, global biodiversity values focus on
global rarity of species and ecosystems, wild rather than agricultural biodiversity,
and scientific measures of abundance and difference, based on a genetic under-
standing of concepts such as species3 instead of qualities more obviously apparent
to non-biologists. Rural communities with a high level of direct dependence on a
variety of local natural resources may prioritise rather differently than outsiders

2. E.g. standard measures such as species counts require a choice of what species to count — and mycologists and
bacteriologists, for example, complain that their species of interest are consistently under-represented (Hawksworth
and Ritchie, 1993).

3. In biological terms, two species are distinct if they are unable to produce fertile offspring through cross-mating.
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Table 1. Differences hetween global and local biodiversity values

GLOBAL LOCAL
Indirect-use and non-use values are primary Direct-use values as important or more
concerns important than indirect-use and non-use
Ideal of conservation, with or without sustainable Ideal of sustainable use, with or without
use conservation benefits
Usually no specified user groups Specific user groups gain specific benefits
Endemics (species that occur locally only) and Endemics no more important than other
other rare species given high values species
Focus on genotypes (genetic information) Focus on phenotypes (observable qualities)

Wild and agricultural diversity treated separately No clear boundary between wild and
agricultural biodiversity

Source: Vermeulen and Koziell, 2002

(see Table 1). Biodiversity is likely to be most highly prized for its contributions to
daily needs, with specific knowledge and perceptions relevant to different user
groups (e.g. farmers, hunters, herbalists). In contrast to the global conservation
distinction of wilderness4 versus human landscapes — and clear prioritisation of the
former — local biodiversity-dependent communities tend not to distinguish or priori-
tise natural versus managed ecosystems or wild versus agricultural biodiversity
(Blench, 1997).

The general importance that biodiversity-dependent communities attach to use of
biodiversity does not mean that they are insensitive to non-use values. Non-use,
cultural and intangible values of biodiversity are not held only by indigenous
groups, or only in wealthy countries where people can afford to satisfy aesthetic
ideals. Many people value nature for beauty, for their children’s futures, or for its
own right to exist independent of humans. Formal studies have found that people
in wealthy and poor countries alike, or in urban versus rural settings, hold indis-
tinguishable attitudes to nature and conservation (Van den Born et al., 2001;
Bandaral and Tisdell, 2003).

Of course, not all rural communities or social groups depend on or value local
biodiversity. Environment interests, local or global, can be pitted against local devel-
opment interests. The benefits of conservation projects based on global priorities
(e.g. protection of globally rare species and ecosystems) are reaped globally — or,
some would argue, differentially by wealthy interest groups who are better able to

4, Defined by Conservation International as areas with a population density of less than five people per square kilometre.

7
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shape conservation agendas and to enjoy the leisure opportunities that protected
areas offer. On the other hand, the costs of conservation are borne primarily by
local communities: the opportunity costs of foregoing infrastructural and industrial
development, as well as agriculture and natural resource use, or even eviction from
ancestral homes and loss of life to wild animals (Ghimire and Pimbert, 1997,
Rajpurhit, 1999). Conservation can create or accentuate social and economic
inequalities(Blaikie and Jeanrenaud, 1997). Exclusionary conservationist land uses
such as strictly protected areas can have deleterious effects on local livelihoods that
in turn are linked to environmental degradation (Ghimire, 1994). The World Parks
Congress of 2003 was proud to announce that 12% of the world’s land surface is
now protected — as much as is under agriculture. But it is estimated that several
million people have been made refugees through the gazetting of protected areas
in Africa alone (Geisler and de Souza, 2001), and people continue to be displaced
and impoverished through external conservation initiatives (Cernea and Schmidt-

Soltan, 2003).

Guidance:

* Environmental interests represented by international conservation organisations promote the
conservation of organisms and ecosystems to protect non-use values of biodiversity with benefits that
accrue globally in the future.

* Biodiversity-dependent communities tend to value present use above preservation for the future, and
prefer not to distinguish between wilderness and human ecosystems.

* Global conservation priorities are not always compatible with local priorities for biodiversity
management, because communities are expected to bear a disproportionate share of the costs of
conservation.

* Local environment and conservation organisations can offer a useful bridge between global and
local perspectives on biodiversity management

4.LINKS BETWEEN COMMUNITIES AND THEIR ENVIRONMENTS

People and their environments are inextricably linked — but not in harmony.
Wilderness unaffected by human activity is impossible to find. Even before the
rapid ascent in global warming, from which neither land nor sea can escape, people
modified ecosystems heavily. Our belief in untouched landscapes and virgin forest
has been refuted for pre-colonial North America, West Africa and Amazonia
(Denevan, 1992; Fairhead and Leach, 1995; Lopez-Zent, 1998). Likewise, the
myth that humans are, or have ever been, ‘noble savages’ at one with nature, is
demonstrably untrue (Johnson, 1989; Redford, 1990; Alvard, 1993; Stearman,
1994). Nonetheless, people from all cultures depend on biodiversity and express
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strong links to landscapes, flora and fauna (Van den Born et al., 2001) — and
support the principle of conservation even when they stand to lose out from conser-
vation interventions (Ite, 1996; Hill, 1998; Mclean and Straede, 2003).

Some people-biodiversity interactions take place across large areas. Crops, live-
stock, fish, medicines, cultivated and wild horticultural plants, and plant oils are
all traded internationally, so consumer preferences can impact on biodiversity thou-
sands of kilometres away without buyers realising it. Local impacts on and appre-
ciation of biodiversity are more immediate. Much has been written, for example,
on the immense detail of local knowledge about biodiversity held by some local
communities, especially those with a long historical association with their envi-
ronment (Laird, 2002). Detailed understandings of the ways in which local commu-
nities use and depend on biodiversity have also been developed in recent decades
(Campbell ez al., 2002).

Much less is known about local communities’ choices, preferences and priorities for
biodiversity. In general, they are simply not asked. Their ‘values’ of biodiversity
are assessed by observing use and management patterns. In places where local insti-
tutions have a poorly developed power base, biodiversity decisions that have local
impacts are often made externally, without the participation and consent of local
people. As well as being undemocratic, these kinds of decisions can have negative
consequences for conservation (as well as for local priorities, as discussed in Section
1). For example, a major risk with conservation projects designed externally by
conservation organisations, central governments and the private sector is that they
will fail in their conservation objectives by actively undermining existing local
conservation practices — as has been found for example in the Kenyan savanna and
Amazonian rainforest (Smith, 1993; Zimmerman, 2001).

Guidance:

* Human interference in ecosystems is so comprehensive that no landscapes can be described as
‘pristine’ or ‘virgin’. We call landscapes dominated by indigenous species ‘wild’ or ‘natural’, but in no
case does this mean that they have avoided human impact.

* Communities, even indigenous communities, are seldom in harmony with their environments. But
almost all will have opinions on and priorities for biodiversity, often pro-conservation, which are a
good starting point for biodiversity management.

* Biodiversity values are not only about use and knowledge, but also about choices. If you want to
know local people’s preferences, ask them.

* Conservation, local development and people’s rights are all at risk if local people are left out of
biodiversity decision-making.

9
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5.DIFFERENT INTERESTS WITHIN LOCAL COMMUNITIES

The term ‘community’ implies a homogeneity that masks the many different uses
and values of biodiversity among different people in the community. Some broad
social stratifications are obvious, for example that beekeepers will value diversity
in flowering plants while agriculturalists may be anxious about diversity of crop
diseases. In practice, of course, each community is unique. With this warning in
mind, this section discusses some of the likely distinguishing features of interest
groups within rural communities that have a high direct dependence on local
natural resources.

Indigenous versus non-indigenous people. Differences between indigenous and non-
indigenous communities’ use of biodiversity can be complex. For instance, a careful
review of multiple studies in South America found that indigenous hunters
harvested a greater variety of wildlife species and had higher harvest rates than
non-indigenous hunters, but that their impacts on wildlife habitats were lower
(Redford and Robinson, 1987). Views on biodiversity can of course differ markedly
between indigenous and non-indigenous groups. Theories of the universe that
regard humans as only one link, unique but not superior, in the web of nature, are
especially common among indigenous peoples (Murray, 2003). So too is detailed
knowledge about local ecosystems and organisms (often called ‘indigenous knowl-
edge’ or ‘traditional knowledge’) — though relevant local knowledge includes not
only ecological understanding but the full suite of information and wisdom that
helps local people claim their rights over local resources (e.g. intelligence on private
sector and government threats to those claims) (Brosius, 2004).

Indigenous peoples often reject concepts of land or resource ownership — but para-
doxically may have legally recognised rights over ancestral lands that give them
greater security than non-indigenous settlers in the same area. Settler groups may on
the other hand enjoy higher social standing, preferred treatment by local govern-
ment agencies and more extensive social networks in other districts, towns and cities
(Phi, 2003). Indigenous groups are often marginalised within local society and even
ashamed to discuss their practices. In Kalimantan, Indonesia, for example, eating
sago is so strongly associated with ‘backwardness’ that those who do are reluctant
to talk about it, saying only that sago was eaten ‘in the old days’ (Sheil, 2002).

Poorer versus wealthier people — A common pattern in rural communities is a
decreasing level of dependence on local wild biodiversity with increasing house-
hold wealth (compared to dependence on other subsistence and income sources),



BIODIVERSITY PLANNING:WHY AND HOW SHOULD LOCAL OPINIONS MATTER?

but a rising level of control over and access to biodiversity resources among wealth-
ier families. An international review of access issues and market opportunities for
a wide range of non-timber forest products (e.g. fruits, honey, bamboo, rattan,
small game, medicines) found that the poorest people in a community had limited
access. Middle-income groups were most dependent on revenues from these prod-
ucts, while it was the richest who extracted greatest quantities (Belcher, 2003).
Poorer families are especially dependent on biodiversity that has not been privatised
but is rather a common property resource, managed through a system of local rules.
Forest resources in particular can act as a ‘safety net’ for poor groups, providing
stopgap food in years of bad harvest, or immediately accessible cash from timber
when family emergencies occur (Angelsen and Wunder, 2003). Wealthier families
within a community, on the other hand, may be able to grow and manage a wider
range of biodiversity. For example, a study in Vietnam found that rice species biodi-
versity was higher in the paddies of richer households who prized taste and variety.
For poorer families the main challenge was to grow enough food per year, so they
relied on single high-yielding, imported rice strains (Canh, 2003).

Men versus women — In many rural communities, tasks associated with biodiver-
sity use and management are strictly gender-segregated. For example, in Zimbabwe,
women cultivate their own fields of subsistence crops, labour in men’s fields of cash
crops, keep goats and chickens, and collect firewood, wild vegetables, fruit, mush-
rooms and medicinal herbs for daily use. Men cultivate cash crops (mainly depend-
ent on women’s labour inputs), keep cattle, dogs and donkeys, hunt small game,
and collect honey. Men have different access to, and knowledge of, biodiversity
than women. Gender differences in attitudes can also be marked; for example, a
study in Uganda found that women are far more likely to describe elephants as
dangerous, even if they have never seen one (Hill, 1998). These stark gender differ-
ences can have social ramifications beyond the individual. Using the Zimbabwean
example again, households headed by women have very different strategies for
earning incomes from natural resources than do male-headed households (Camp-
bell et al., 2002). In a country where female-headed households are increasingly
the norm in rural areas, as more men migrate to seek work in cities or mines and
AIDS causes untimely deaths, the implications at the community and national level
for both livelihoods and biodiversity may be profound.

Individuals versus communities — Dependence on and significance of biodiversity
is not just particular to social groups — specific individuals often have entirely
personal priorities and knowledge. Many communities rely on key individuals,

11
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often herbalists or traditional healers, as the source of knowledge for the names,
distribution, dynamics and uses of local fauna and flora, as this example from
Nigeria makes clear:

Diverse crop cultivation in one village in Nigeria: Bolstered perhaps by cassava
as a dependable market staple, individual farmers grow their favourite crops to
an increasing extent... There were many idiosyncrasies: the pastor of the Cheru-
bim and Seraphim church was the only man still growing an old variety of
cassava; several farmers specialised in indigenous tobacco; an older man
produced large quantities of vegetable seed to sell to urban gardeners; a young
returnee from Lagos was the only farmer in his area producing a large crop of
cow peas; one man had specialised in tangerines; and another had given part of
his forest farm over to water yam, which is not a kind that can be pounded and

is not highly regarded, even though the tubers can grow very large (Guyer,
1996).

A key point here is how human society maintains and gains from biodiversity at a
community level, not just at an individual level. With one expert on medicinal
plants, the whole village benefits; each household in a Nigerian village potentially
has access to the specialist crops that certain individuals produce. Biodiversity
management interventions therefore have to be thought through at a community
and landscape level.

Past versus future — Also important is the dynamic nature of biodiversity at the
community level, not only in terms of ecosystem dynamics, but also changing
patterns of use, management, outside influences and value. In the Muyuy area of
Peru, for example, a history of economic booms and busts has placed a succession
of different pressures on biological resources. In the early 20th century a firewood
boom for powering steamships led to the near extinction of the four main timber
species, then the Second World War brought an industrial lubricant and leather
boom, putting pressure on turtle eggs, jaguars and other large mammals. In the
1970s the petroleum boom led to urbanisation and the collapse of the sugar cane
industry, which was subsequently rebuilt through the 1980s. Local people have
responded to these changes with a series of technological and market innovations,
such as propagation of indigenous tree species, mixed forest farming, and small-
scale trading of produce in urban areas (Pinedo-Vasquez , 2001).
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Guidance:

» Different social groups within a community can differ in their use of, access to, knowledge of, and
choices for biodiversity. These differences need to be established at site level —with sensitivity to local
rights over both resources and knowledge.

* Individual use, access, knowledge, opinions and priorities have impacts on the family and often on the
whole community.

* Biodiversity choices by communities change over the years.

6. A SIMPLE FRAMEWORK FOR INCLUDING LOCAL VALUES IN
BIODIVERSITY PLANNING

Many approaches to biodiversity assessment and planning that are used or advo-
cated by different sectors place a far greater emphasis on global conservation values
than on local values of biodiversity (Vermeulen and Koziell, 2002). This is not typi-
cally a deliberate oversight; agencies tasked with biodiversity planning often lack
the means rather than the will to incorporate local opinions. They may also need
to find an approach that placates the various interest groups in dispute over biodi-
versity and land. Of course no single methodology will be appropriate everywhere.
On the other hand, a simple — and widely legitimised — framework for biodiversity
planning that incorporates multiple values is provided by the CBD.

The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) is one of the ‘Rio Conventions’,
established at the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992 and ratified by 175
national governments. In broad terms, the CBD has three overarching objectives:

+ Conservation of biodiversity
» Sustainable use of biological resources
» Equitable sharing of the benefits of biodiversity5

Importantly, the objectives remind us that biodiversity management is about more
than pure conservation exercises (the CBD also acknowledges in its preamble that
the priority of developing countries is poverty reduction). In particular, the third
objective stresses the importance of equity in biodiversity outcomes, recognising
that, at present, the costs and benefits of biodiversity are not shared equally
throughout society. Wealthy countries have larger ecological footprints

5.1n the strict legal sense, this objective was designed to ensure that biodiversity-rich countries would be adequately
compensated for extraction of genetic resources — but today it is usually interpreted as a broader principle of equity at
local as well as international levels (e.g. in Recommendation 29 of the World Parks Congress in 2003 —see WPC, 2003).

13
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(Wackernagel et al., 1997) while rural communities in tropical countries bear the
bulk of the costs of conserving globally valued biodiversity (Ghimire and Pimbert,
1997; WPC, 2003).

At local level the third objective of the CBD, read to include all components of
biodiversity rather than genetic resources alone, has two implications: recognition
of the relative costs and benefits of biodiversity to the local community relative to
external stakeholders, and an understanding of biodiversity in a broader sense than
its immediate biological features. Access is as important as abundance in deter-
mining availability of biodiversity — and hence the capacity to benefit from biodi-
versity — to local and external interest groups. Thus locally relevant biodiversity

Access

* Local land rights: legal ownership of different
land types, customary ownership, distribution
among communities and among/within
households

* Local resource access rights: bye-laws, rights of
access (e.g. seasonal use of privately owned
fields), formal or unspoken rules on use and
management

Knowledge

« Taxonomic and ecological knowledge: species
names and distribution patterns; habitat
classification, detailed life-cycle and ecosystem
knowledge

* Non-biological knowledge: knowledge of
threats, rights, external policies and contexts and
means to influence these

Risks and costs

* Costs : opportunity costs due to land allocation,
labour and other costs associated with existing
and proposed biodiversity management

* Risks: level of dependency on biological
resources, availability of alternatives, threats to
resources and to access

Table 2. Checklist of possible local biodiversity issues

Non-use values

* Environmental services: perceived roles in
microclimate regulation, air and water
purification, regulation of water flows (both
floods and dry season flows), nutrient cycling,
pollination, dispersal, disease control

* Cultural, spiritual and future option values:
sacred, heritage and social values associated
with nature, landscape beauty, recreation,
cultural events and significance of land types
and species

Uses

* Uses of land types: residential land,
agricultural land, forest land, range land,
wetlands, rivers, sea

* Uses of species and sub-species varieties:
crops, livestock, wild flora and fungi, wild
fauna

Choices

 Preferences for land use: stated preferences
among alternative land-use and development
options

* Preferences for biodiversity management:
stated preferences for various conservation
and sustainable-use management approaches,
identification of opportunities and challenges
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assessments need to investigate not just species densities and habitat types but
resource rights, physical accessibility and substitutability. Knowledge is similarly a
dimension of biodiversity and includes both biological understanding and the
means to use this effectively. Equitable sharing of the benefits of biodiversity
demands that the costs and risks associated with biodiversity management be
shared equally too. Finally, just as external conservation agendas are based on
deliberate choices and priorities, so local choices need to be taken seriously. Taken
together, these factors suggest a checklist of issues for biodiversity planning that is
sensitive to local as well as global opinions (see Table 2).

Guidance:

* We all depend on the constant use of a wide variety of organisms and ecosystems — people need to
use. Our dependence will continue — biodiversity needs to be conserved. Rural communities in
tropical countries bear most of the costs of conservation — benefits should be shared equitably.

* The CBD is based on these three principles of conservation, sustainable use and equitable sharing of
benefits. It provides an internationally recognised and credible framework for biodiversity decision-
making at site level.

*» The CBD emphasises that biodiversity has non-biological dimensions, such as access and benefits.
These should be integrated into biodiversity assessment and decision-making. A checklist of local
biodiversity issues includes access, uses, non-use values, knowledge, costs and choices.
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