
Equitable Management Discussion Paper 

 
 

 
 
 
 
EQUITABLE MANAGEMENT AND 
GOVERNANCE OF PROTECTED AREAS IN 
CANADA 
 

August 13, 2017 

 

Prepared by the Equitable Management Expert Task Team as part of the Government of Canada’s Pathway to 

Target 1 initiative 

Task Team Members:  

 Karen Gordon, M.Sc., Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

 Jeremy Pittman, Ph.D., Assistant Professor, University of Waterloo 

 Richard Pither, Ph.D., Parks Canada Agency 

 
 



Equitable Management Discussion Paper 

1 
 

Contents 

Contents ........................................................................................................................................................................ 1 

Summary of Key Principles for Equitable Management and Governance of Protected Areas in Canada ..................... 2 

1. Introduction to Equitable Management and Governance ......................................................................................... 3 

1.1. Background ......................................................................................................................................................... 5 

1.2. Why should we care? .......................................................................................................................................... 6 

1.3. Equitable Management and Governance in a Multilevel Context ...................................................................... 7 

1.4. Knowledge gaps and limitations ......................................................................................................................... 8 

2. Existing Approaches to Equitable Management in Canada ....................................................................................... 9 

2.1. Federal Level ....................................................................................................................................................... 9 

2.2. Provincial and Territorial Levels ........................................................................................................................ 13 

2.3. Regional Level ................................................................................................................................................... 13 

3. Principles for equitable management and governance ........................................................................................... 14 

Principle 1. Develop institutional structures that support equity ........................................................................... 15 

Principle 2. Understand and respect local communities ......................................................................................... 17 

Principle 3. Ensure an equitable distribution of costs and benefits ........................................................................ 18 

Principle 4. Engage and involve local communities ................................................................................................. 19 

3.1. Additional considerations ................................................................................................................................. 22 

4. Indicators for measuring progress towards equitable management ...................................................................... 23 

4.1. Developing effective measures and indicators ................................................................................................. 23 

4.2. Options for measuring equitable management in Canada ............................................................................... 24 

5. Key References ........................................................................................................................................................ 25 

Appendix A: Principles related to equitable management of protected areas. .......................................................... 27 

Appendix B: Reviewers’ Feedback (received August 2017) ......................................................................................... 37 

 

  



Equitable Management Discussion Paper 

2 
 

Summary of Key Principles for Equitable Management and Governance of 

Protected Areas in Canada 

Principles Considerations 

1. Equitable management is 

supported at the institutional level 

through legislation, policy, and best 

practices 

1. Allow flexibility in governance and management 
2. Build institutional capacity for community 
engagement, including organizational culture and 
competency in assessment and process design 
2. Establish clear responsibilities and dispute resolution 
mechanisms 
3. Formally recognize and respect rights and all 
governance types and communities 
4. Free, prior, informed consent on all topics that 
intersect with community interests 
6. Integrate local knowledge (including non-Indigenous 
knowledge) into management systems 
7. Support capacity building for communities to be able 
to participate in shared decision making/participation 

2. Understand and respect local 

communities  

1. Build genuine relationships 

2. Include all relevant, representative stakeholders 

3. Recognize diversity in your community 

4. Support vulnerable groups 

5. Allow for learning opportunities to increase 

understanding different perspectives 

6. Try to achieve a shared vision or common ground on 

divergent conservation approaches 

3. Equal distribution of costs and 

benefits of PAs to local 

communities 

1. Mitigate costs and risks 

2. Share benefits fairly and address barriers to accessing 

benefits for vulnerable or marginalized groups 

3. Understand benefits, costs, risks 

4. Engage and involve local 

communities 

1. Be transparent, clearly define responsibilities, 

promote good communication 

2. Ensure capacity for engagement 

4. Timing: early involvement and sustain partnerships 

over time 

5. Work toward common objectives and seek consensus 

where possible or appropriate 

6. Effective engagement requires a variety of methods, 

techniques and approaches, including effective process 

design and skilled facilitation 

7. Design processes with participants as much as 

possible. 
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1. Introduction to Equitable Management and Governance 
“Protected areas should also be established and managed in close collaboration with, and through 

equitable processes that recognize and respect the rights of indigenous and local communities, and 

vulnerable populations. These communities should be fully engaged in governing and managing 

protected areas according to their rights, knowledge, capacities and institutions, should equitably 

share in the benefits arising from protected areas and should not bear inequitable costs.” 
 – Aichi Target 11 of the Convention on Biological Diversity 

Aichi Target 11 states that protected and conservation areas should be managed equitably, meaning that they 

should be established and managed collaboratively with and through equitable governance processes that respect 

surrounding communities. Equitable management and governance are applicable to both Indigenous and non-

Indigenous communities in Canada. However, this discussion paper explores and reviews approaches to equitable 

management and governance from a local, non-Indigenous community perspective. An Indigenous Circle of 

Experts, formed as part of the Pathway to Canada Target 1 initiative, will address equitable management and 

governance from the perspective of Indigenous rights and reconciliation in their discussion paper on Indigenous 

Protected and Conserved Areas.  

Central to the discussion of equitable management is the concept of governance. Management and governance 

are inherently related, and in some ways inseparable; yet they are distinct and should be treated as such. As 

Bennett and Dearden (2014:98) posit, “subsuming governance … under the auspices of management does not do 

justice to the full complexity of governance”. Management is typically conceived as the actions, strategies and 

other elements of implementation; whereas governance entails how decisions are made to take action, who is part 

of the decisions, and how power is shared among decision makers (sensu Pittman and Armitage, 2016). However, 

it is important to note that many definitions of governance exist in the literature (see Table 1 for selected 

definitions), and its conceptual relationship to management remains contested. Nonetheless, as Walton (2016a:2) 

notes, “governance is important to PA establishment and management because understanding how much power 

communities wish to have over decision-making and their preferred methods for sharing power, permits greater 

understanding of how to build relationships with communities, stakeholders and partners that are respectful, 

trustworthy and sustainable”.  

Internationally, there has been a shift toward increased participation by local communities in protected area 

establishment and management (Dovers et. al., 2015, Dearden et al., 20015). “Protected areas management exists 

within a political context, which will vary between countries and localities, where different values and expectations 

regarding natural areas and human use of them influence management” (Dovers et. al., 2015:418). As a result, a 

wide variety of approaches to equitable management are being taken worldwide, which potentially signal a shift 

from traditional management to a ‘new paradigm’ in conservation and protected areas management (see 

summaries in IUCN, 2004; McCleave, 2008). This shift is sometimes characterized as a move towards novel modes 

of environmental governance, which have different implications for the equitable management of protected. 

Lemos and Agrawal (2006) highlight three modes of governance that signal innovative arrangements between 

governments and communities (i.e., co-management), governments and businesses (i.e., public-private 

partnerships), and communities and businesses (i.e., private social partnerships; Figure 1). There is evidence that 

this shift has taken place in Canada and around the world, but to varying degrees. Furthermore, this shift has far-

reaching implications for conservation in general and potentially increases the diversity of perspectives included in 

protected area decision-making. This change is in line with previous calls from Berkes (2003:628): “[we] may need 

to consider broader definition of conservation…perhaps western concepts are too simplistic…we need to diversify 

the base of people who speak for the earth and build constituencies for conservation”. 
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Table 1. Selected definitions of governance. 

Definition Source 

‘‘…regimes of laws, rules, judicial decisions, and administrative practices that 

constrain, prescribe, and enable the provision of publicly supported goods 

and services.’’  

(Lynn et al., 2001:7) 

“…the rules and forms that guide collective decision-making. That the focus is 

on decision-making in the collective implies that governance is not about one 

individual making a decision but rather about groups of individuals or 

organisations or systems of organisations making decisions.” 

(Stoker, 2004:3) 

“…the conditions for ordered rule and collective action or institutions of 

social coordination. Governance is the structures and processes by which 

people in societies make decisions and share power.” 

(Folke et al., 2005:444) 

“…government is not the only governor, and governance occurs not only 

nationally and internationally, but also at the local level or within a particular 

industry. Governance is the shared, collective effort of government, private 

business, civic organisations, communities, political parties, universities, the 

media and the general public…goals are not external to the process, but their 

formulation is part of governance itself.” 

(Jentoft and Chuenpagdee, 

2009:554) 

 

 

Figure 1. Hybrid governance arrangements (Lemos and Agrawal 2006). 
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1.1. Background 

In Canada, the concept of equitable management 

is most relevant to the processes and principles by 

which we engage the local communities affected 

by protected areas, which includes both 

Indigenous and non-Indigenous communities. 

However, this paper focuses specifically on non-

Indigenous communities, and Indigenous 

communities are discussed in the discussion paper 

produced by the Indigenous Circle of Experts. 

The policy briefing by Franks and Schreckenberg 

(2016, IIED) provides a succinct overview of what 

‘equitable management’ means in the context of 

Aichi Target 11, including an overarching 

framework and approaches to assessment. Their 

framework includes three key dimensions – 

recognition, procedure and distribution. 

Recognition refers to the “respect of identity and 

the valorization of social and cultural differences, 

including gender” (Zafra-Calvo et al., 2017). 

Recognition also includes respect to legal and 

traditional rights holders and different world 

views. Procedure deals with “the processes, 

strategies, instruments and mechanisms whereby 

authorities, such as governors and managers, 

pursue conservation” (Zafra-Calvo et al., 2017). 

Distribution addresses the fairness in allocating the “burdens and benefits from the establishment or management 

of a [protected area]” (Zafra-Calvo et al., 2017), which also must acknowledge that fairness is subjective and can be 

perceived differently within and between communities and governments. The three dimensions are critical for 

advancing equitable management, and they are founded in adequate capacity. 

The purpose of our discussion paper is to present four key principles for equitable management of protected areas 

in Canada that reflect the dimensions identified by Franks and Schreckenberg (2016) (see Section 3). Our paper 

begins by providing the background and concepts underpinning equitable management and governance. We then 

discuss existing approaches to equitable management and governance in Canada, followed by the principles we 

recommend for guiding equitable management and governance moving forward. Next, we detail potential 

indicators for measuring and tracking progress towards equitable management, and then we wrap up with a few 

conclusions. 

Drawing on the general approach of Dovers et al. (2015), we address various aspects of equity by examining: 

- Why community engagement is important in equitable management; 

- How power and decision-making authority can be shared with communities to ensure equitable and 

ecologically-important outcomes; 

- What institutional structures effectively support equitable management 

Indigenous Peoples and Equitable Management 

Any discussion of equitable management and governance 

of protected areas in Canada must pay particular 

attention to the perspectives of Indigenous Peoples. 

Following two of the Pathway’s principles of respect and 

reconciliation, that perspective will be provided by  the 

Indigenous Circle of Experts. Nevertheless, it is worth 

noting that the much of the literature summarized in this 

discussion paper also explicitly emphasized the 

importance of involving Indigenous peoples in PA 

establishment and management.  Key themes were: 

 Recognizing and respecting the rights of 

Indigenous peoples 

 Free, prior, informed consent 

 Promoting broad social respect for Indigenous 

peoples  

The IUCN Guideline Indigenous and local communities 

and protected areas: towards equity and enhanced 

conservation (Borrini-Feyerabend et. al., 2004) provides 

detailed information about governance structures and 

policies that promote equity in PAs. See the Indigenous 

Conservation Areas Discussion Paper for more details. 



Equitable Management Discussion Paper 

6 
 

- Understanding who should be engaged, on what topics, and how to integrate the diversity of values and 

interests; 

- Ways to ensure fair distribution of costs and benefits; and 

- How engagement can be implemented effectively. 

The scope of our approach to considering equitable management and governance includes topics such as 

management regimes, community engagement, participation, and stakeholder analysis. We do not specifically 

include topics such as economic analysis or valuation of ecosystem services, although these could be of interest in 

specific cases for equitable management and governance. There are intersections of our paper with other 

discussion papers, most importantly with the Indigenous rights and governance paper and the management 

effectiveness paper. We note these points of intersection throughout. Additionally, it is important to note that we 

mainly consider equitable management in the context of protected areas. Similar principles could be applied to 

other effective conservation measures (OECM) as well; however, further thought is likely required regarding 

equitable management and governance for each diverse type of OECM that may be applied or explored. 

1.2. Why should we care? 

“Bigger is better, and connected is best” – Reviewer 3, pers. comm., August 10, 2017 

Around the world, studies have shown that there is greater acceptance of protected area conservation policies 

and regulations when local communities are involved in management and when local residents trust protected 

area managers (Andrade and Rhodes, 2012; Stern, 2008). The local knowledge of an area that protected area 

managers can access through equitable management is crucial to success (Agrawal 2003; Timko and Satterfield, 

2008). Protected areas that are managed with greater participation are also more likely to succeed economically 

(Cetas and Yasué 2017). In Canada, when protected area legislation includes provisions for stakeholder 

involvement (especially co-management) in the establishment of protected areas, the protected areas are larger 

in size compared to jurisdictions that have legislation without such provisions (Leroux et. al., 2015).  

Reed (2008) summarizes other perceived benefits of equitable management: 

- Success (i.e., process and outcome goals were achieved) was influenced by the way group dynamics were 

handled, communication, clarity of goals, and quality of planning and design of participation processes,  

- Including specific stakeholders in decision making can significantly increase quality of local plans for the 

long-term management of ecological systems,  

- Goals, interests, and the degree to stakeholders and managers have a shared understanding and 

common purpose directly influences effectiveness,  

- More participation in decision making leads to better uptake of conservation measures and fewer 

conflicts,  

- Including stakeholder participation leads to higher quality environmental decision making 

- Although, evidence exists that stakeholder participation influences recommendations of community-

based task-forces only in cases when citizens and officials were highly concerned with the issues. 

Examining institutional arrangements in Bolivia, Mason et al. (2010) outline co-management and issues of 

equity in the national system of protected areas. There is a significant history and commitment to community 

participation in Bolivia, and the study reviews five different protected areas. They find numerous key elements 

of success regarding the use of management committees and co-administration (Table 2). Notably, a key 

component of success is the support for equitable management by both the policy and legislative context, but 

also by the protected area managers, to produce a multilevel enabling environment.
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Table 2. Strengths and limitations of co-administration (Mason et al. 2010). 

Key Elements of Success: Management 

Committees 

Key Elements of Success: Co-administration 

Both policy and park managers support broad 

participation 

Co-managers are committed to goals of the protected area. 

Committees are legitimately representative and 

stable, but not unwieldy. 

Both parties collaborate as full partners. 

Conflicts between stakeholders are not 

extreme. 

The co-administrator enjoys local support. 

Rules, roles, and responsibilities of the 

committee are clear. 

Both parties have the capacity to contribute significantly to 

co-administration. 

Funds are budgeted for committee operations. Agreements are formalized, clear, medium-term, and tailored 

to the context. 

Protected area managers actively build trust by 

encouraging local input, using clear and 

respectful communication, keeping promises, 

and carrying out consistent outreach. 

Mechanisms are in place for fluid communication, 

coordination, conflict management, and periodic review of 

agreements. 

Participants are committed to process and 

outcomes.  

Policy and practices contribute to effective, transparent, and 

sustainable financial management 

 Strategies are in place to ensure conservation after co-

management agreements end. 

 Both parties build trust through effective communication and 

complimentary participation mechanisms. 

 To meet local development needs, protected area managers 

facilitate complimentary services by other relevant 

institutions. 

 

Equitable approaches also promote benefits beyond those related to management effectiveness; namely, they 

promote more general alignment with ethics and social justice issues in each society (Berkes, 2003). 

1.3. Equitable Management and Governance in a Multilevel Context 

Equitable management and governance can be viewed at different levels (Figure 2). At the institutional level, they 

include formal recognition of rights of local communities (e.g., in the form of legislation, policy, organizations 

culture, resourcing), the rules that structure governance, and the paradigms that include management 

approaches.  At the protected area and network level, they include understanding the local communities and 

cultures, how the costs and benefits of protected areas are distributed within and across communities, and how 

ongoing relationships are established and maintained. At the project level, they can be realized using appropriate 

public participation techniques that align with endogenous approaches, provide essential resources and capacity, 

and ensure an in-depth understanding of stakeholders, their diverse needs, views and interests.  
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Figure 2: Equitable management and governance at different levels 

1.4. Knowledge gaps and limitations  

Within Canada, some documentation regarding best practices for community engagement is available (e.g., 

Principles for Engaging Communities, Parks Canada, 2003); however, many of the informal communications and 

relationship building activities between parks and local communities remain undocumented. This local information 

may not be adequately captured in this discussion paper.  There is much research on the value of community 

engagement, and valuable lessons that can be applied. Additionally, a complete jurisdictional scan of legislation 

that supports equity – both federal and provincial – has not been completed due to time constraints.  

Additionally, there are limitation due to the current state of knowledge regarding equitable management and 

governance. Despite some of the concepts being age old (e.g., building relationships), the idea of equitable 

management in protected areas is relatively new, which means there is no “off the shelf” guideline about how to 

“do” equitable management in protected areas.  That said, similar to the practices of pubic consultation, most 

aspects of equitable management and governance design and application need to be tailored to the individual 

protected areas, communities and issues. Even with the most comprehensive review and best tools available, so 

much of equitable management is about building relationships and trust, which come down to personal 

interactions between people and between community partners, and many key questions remains. For example, 

what approaches to equitable management and governance apply to protected areas that are supported by local 

staff versus those that are more centrally managed? These knowledge gaps are important in light of the drastically 

different levels of capacity apparent across protected areas. Furthermore, co-management of protected areas is 

still emerging in Canada, which places limitations on our ability to empirically validate practices best suited for the 

Canadian context. However, we currently have enough knowledge to develop preliminary tools and programs for 

equitable management and governance, which must be reviewed, revised and realigned based on iterative 

learning and application. 
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2. Existing Approaches to Equitable Management in Canada 

2.1. Federal Level 

In the late 1990s and early 2000’s, Parks Canada shifted toward a more integrated ecosystem-based management 

approach that considers ecological integrity in the context of linkages in the greater ecosystems, as well as visitor 

experience. As part of the shift, public participation in management planning has increased (McCleave 2008, 

McCuaig 2012). In 2005, Parks Canada designed a three-day workshop titled, "Skills for Working Together", 

targeting staff and stakeholders and to a limited degree Indigenous Peoples. It was delivered 12 times in the 

Agency. Currently, many PCA staff receive training on community engagement through a five-day workshop, 

provided by the International Association of Public Participation (pers. Comm. Graham Dodds, 03-06-2017).  

In addition, there are a number of legislative provisions that promote equitable management and establishment of 

protected areas. For example. Parks Canada does not expropriate land to establish a new national park or national 

park reserve.  The Canada National Parks Act was amended in the 1980’s to reflect this: “15 (6) Notwithstanding 

the Expropriation Act, Her Majesty in right of Canada may not acquire any interest in land by expropriation for the 

purpose of enlarging a park or establishing a new park.”  

 

Consultation is also required under the Canada National Parks Act: 

“Public consultation: 

12 (1) The Minister shall, where applicable, provide opportunities for public participation at the national, 

regional and local levels, including participation by aboriginal organizations, bodies established under land 

claims agreements and representatives of park communities, in the development of parks policy and 

regulations, the establishment of parks, the formulation of management plans, land use planning and 

development in relation to park communities and any other matters that the Minister considers relevant.” 

 

However, for parks established prior to the development of these policies and legislation, the main opportunity for 

public consultation is during the development of management plans. The management planning cycle was recently 

extended from 5 years to 10 years, which means that comprehensive engagement may only occur once per 

decade. This extension makes public consultation policies and legislation potentially less impactful. 

There are also a number of tools or resources currently used by Parks Canada with relevance to equitable 

management: 

Parks Canada. 2003. “Principles for Engaging Communities.” Parks Canada Western Newfoundland and 

Labrador Field Unit. (See Appendix B) 

Parks Canada. 2005. “Skills for Working Together in the Management of Protected Heritage Areas.” Workshop 

Participants’ Manual. Parks Canada. 

Parks Canada. 2008. “Parks Canada: Guide to Management Planning.” 

 

The commitment to equitable management is elaborated in the Parks Canada Guiding Principles and Operational 

Policies (Parks Canada, 1994), specifically with Guiding Principle #8 on Public Involvement and Guiding Principle #9 

on Collaboration and Cooperation. Additionally, Section 1.4 of the National Park Agreements specifies that Parks 

Canada will “find ways to reduce negative impacts of national parks on local residents (s.1.4.7), foster 

opportunities for local residents to find employment and business opportunities (s.1.4.8), and pursue cooperative 

arrangements for complementary land use adjacent to national parks together with local, provincial, and federal 

http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/E-21
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partners (s.1.4.9)”. According to Section 2.1 Management Plans: “Parks Canada will inform and involve a broad 

spectrum of the Canadian public in the preparation, review and amendment of park management plans” (s.2.1.5). 

 

Parks Canada’s Guide to Management Planning (2008) further operationalizes a commitment to equitable 

management: 

 Section 2.3 Principles of Management Planning includes “Engagement - The management planning 

process recognizes the role and value of partners, constituents and stakeholders, and engages them in a 

way that responds to their needs and expectations.” 

 Section 2.4 Public Engagement – This includes sections about collaboration and involvement, working 

with Indigenous Peoples, and cooperative management.  The seven key elements of collaboration and 

involvement (pg. 12) overlap with the principles of equitable management in this discussion paper (see 

Section 3), specifically with respect to: 

o Openness and transparency and clear communication 

o A learning, understanding, and adaptive approach  

o Common objectives and consensus 

o Inclusion and diversity 

However, this section doesn’t point to specific processes for determining who exactly should be involved 

(e.g., a stakeholder analysis), or how public input will affect decision making (but see the section on 

cooperative management). 

 

There are several ‘cooperative management’ arrangements for Canadian National Parks or National Park Reserves. 

They fall under several different names (e.g., cooperative management, joint management), however, central to 

these distinct arrangements are the formal roles for partners to contribute to decision-making regarding the 

establishment and management of the protected area. Generally, this is achieved through a formal agreement 

(e.g., memorandum of understanding), which specifies the creation of a management board that includes 

representatives of local communities. This board makes recommendations about key management decisions (e.g., 

development of a new management plan) and there are avenues for dispute resolution in the case that conflicts or 

disagreements arise (pers. comm. David Murray, June 2017). 

 

During park establishment, socioeconomic impact analyses may be completed, however, not always. New parks 

may simply negotiate an impact and benefit agreement with local communities (e.g., Parks Canada and Qikiqtani 

Inuit Association, 2015). In the North, environmental assessments are not governed by the Canadian 

Environmental Assessment Act, rather they occur through several regional agreements and acts.  One feature of 

these agreements and acts is that socioeconomic impact analyses are included within the environmental 

assessment process. As a result, the establishment of a new national park which triggers the impact assessment 

process, will automatically receive an assessment about socioeconomic impacts of a national park on local 

communities. New national parks, at least in Northern Canada, are subject to a Mineral, Resource, and Energy 

assessment before they are established.  This process is led by Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada.
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Box 1. History of equitable management in Canada 

 In the 1970’s, some advisory committees were in place in Parks Canada sites but there was no formal 

mechanism for the local community or Indigenous groups to influence decision making around park 

management.  

 The first formal cooperative management arrangement was in 1984 for Ivvavik National Park between 

Parks Canada and the Inuvialuit through establishment of an advisory council.  

 Aulavik National Park was the second site to be managed cooperatively in 1992, however, no management 

board was formally established. Instead a cooperative management process was facilitated through a 

planning team with Indigenous representation, and decisions regarding park management were required 

approval from various community groups (e.g., Inuvialuit Game Council) before the park proceeded. 

 In 1994 Riding Mountain National Park established a consensus round table of stakeholders to 

cooperatively develop the park management plan.  

 In 1995 Grasslands National Park established an advisory committee of stakeholders to cooperatively 

develop the park management plan.  

 Each management agreement is tailored to the site and communities and so each operates somewhat 

differently. 

 

 

Box 2. Wapusk National Park 

This National Park is co-managed through the Federal-Provincial Memorandum of Agreement for Wapusk 

National Park, which specifies that a management board must be established “to consider matters relating to 

the planning, management, and operation of the Park Land, and make recommendations to the Federal 

Minister” (Parks Canada and Manitoba Dept. Natural Resources 1996).  It is comprised of 10 members, 2 

members for each of: Parks Canada, the Province of Manitoba, Fox Lake First Nation, York Factory First Nation, 

and the Local Government District of Churchill. 
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Box 3. Case Study: Gros Morne National Park 

Gros Morne National Park was established in 1973 and is surrounded by eight communities.  The relationship 

between national park and local residents has improved dramatically over the past 45 years (McCleave, 2008; 

McCuaig, 2012). This park is also a World Heritage site. In 2012, it was short-listed for the award Recognizing 

and rewarding best practice in management of World Heritage properties for “the collaborative processes that 

park management and stakeholders, including local communities, have developed to build a respectful, 

mutually productive relationship.” The following text is from the nomination form describing this work (Parks 

Canada 2012), 

“Along with the protected heritage area, the Greater Gros Morne National Park region also includes 

eight communities that share a municipal boundary with it. Their total combined population is about 

5,000 people. When the park was created, the economy of these communities was based primarily on 

fishing and logging. Despite the decline in the commercial North Atlantic cod fishery in recent decades, 

which has impacted the province drastically, an increase in tourism is helping the Gros Morne region to 

sustain a level of economic prosperity. Thanks to that sustained prosperity, the region continues to 

retain many characteristics of its fishery culture and is highly representative of the type of coastal 

society that evolved with it in Newfoundland and Labrador.  

While the relationship between the park and the nearby communities continues to grow into one of 

mutual respect and effective collaboration, things did not entirely start that way. But even if the first 

steps that the park and communities took together were from opposite sides of the field, eventually 

both began to recognize common ground. Standing upon it, we have found ways of working together 

that have benefited the region environmentally, socially and economically.  

Accomplishments in sustainable development have been achieved mainly through the use of a 

collaborative working group approach that seeks to resolve common issues and pursue mutual 

opportunities. This model, which has worked well with communities, now forms the basis of all 

stakeholder relationships, including with Aboriginal partners, adjacent land managers, the educational 

community and the tourism industry. The distinctive collaborative and partnering arrangements that 

have emerged from using this process have resulted in a higher level of protection of the park’s 

ecological integrity and of its Outstanding Universal Value (OUV), and they have been a means of 

enhancing our collective ability to tell the story of Gros Morne.” 
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2.2. Provincial and Territorial Levels 

The provinces and territories play an additional key role in the equitable establishment, management and 

governance of protected areas in Canada. Each province and territory has jurisdictional-specific policy and 

legislation related to equitability in protected areas. A comprehensive review is beyond the scope of the current 

paper; however, it is important to note a few key mechanisms through which equitable management and 

governance are apparent. For example, Ontario policy includes the Guidelines to involvement during protected 

area management planning: An approach for planning teams to engage with Aboriginal communities and the 

public and stakeholders, 2014. Their guidelines outline procedures for involving people early, managing input and 

resolving emerging issues. In British Columbian policy, the public can review and comment on draft management 

plans, which is usually via web-based portals; although, public forums will be held depending on unique 

circumstances. The public is provided background information, draft plans and their associated rationale prior to 

the engagement process. Alberta’s Involving Albertans consultation framework requires public engagement and 

clearly delineates when consultation will be used versus notification in relation to (1) the establishment of new 

parks, (2) boundary changes in existing parks, (3) facilities development, and (4) parks management. These are a 

few examples of how the provinces and territories currently tackle equitability in the management and governance 

of protected areas; yet they provide the basis for further discussion. 

2.3. Regional Level 

The regional parks system in Canada is another key jurisdiction for protected areas management and governance. 

Regional parks are “lands set aside for public use by local governments for park and protected area purposes” 

(Walton 2016b). Regional parks are found throughout Canada, and their management and governance structures 

often include significant integration of local community attitudes and values. While a comprehensive review of 

management and governance of regional parks is beyond the scope of the current paper, it is important to note 

their potential role in achieving Target 1 and Aichi 11. 
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3. Principles for equitable management and governance 

We identified principles of equitable management and governance based on 12 existing sets of principles, policy 

recommendations, and best practices for protected areas (see Appendix A). A comprehensive review and analysis 

of all existing principles related to equitable management and governance is beyond the scope of this discussion 

paper. Therefore, we emphasize that the principles in Table 3 can be viewed as a preliminary baseline of principles 

that are important for consideration in the Canadian context. 

Table 3: Principles for equitable management. 

Scale Principles Components 

High 

Level 

 

↓ 

 

↓ 

 

↓ 

 

↓ 

 

↓ 

 
 

Local 

Level 

1. Equitable management is 

supported at the institutional level 

through legislation, policy, and best 

practices 

1. Allow flexibility in governance and management 
2. Build institutional capacity for community 
engagement, including organizational culture and 
competency in assessment and process design 
2. Establish clear responsibilities and dispute resolution 
mechanisms 
3. Formally recognize and respect rights and all 
governance types and communities 
4. Free, prior, informed consent on all topics that 
intersect with community interests 
6. Integrate local knowledge (including non-Indigenous 
knowledge) into management systems 
7. Support capacity building for communities to be able 
to participate in shared decision making/participation 

2. Understand and respect local 

communities 

1. Build genuine relationships 

2. Include all relevant, representative stakeholders 

3. Recognize diversity in your community 

4. Support vulnerable groups 

5. Allow for learning opportunities to increase 

understanding different perspectives 

6. Try to achieve a shared vision or common ground on 

divergent conservation approaches 

3. Equal distribution of costs and 

benefits of PAs to local 

communities 

1. Mitigate costs and risks 

2. Share benefits fairly and address barriers to accessing 

benefits for vulnerable or marginalized groups 

3. Understand benefits, costs, risks 

4. Engage and involve local 

communities 

1. Be transparent, clearly define responsibilities, 

promote good communication 

2. Ensure capacity for engagement 

4. Timing: early involvement and sustain partnerships 

over time 

5. Work toward common objectives and seek consensus 

where possible or appropriate 

6. Effective engagement requires a variety of methods, 

techniques and approaches, including effective process 

design and skilled facilitation 

7. Design processes with participants as much as 

possible. 
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Principle 1. Develop institutional structures that support equity 

Key considerations 
1. Allow flexibility in governance and management 
2. Build institutional capacity for community engagement, including organizational culture and competency in 
assessment and process design 
2. Establish clear responsibilities and dispute resolution mechanisms 
3. Formally recognize and respect rights and all governance types and communities 
4. Free, prior, informed consent on all topics that intersect with community interests 
6. Integrate local knowledge (including non-Indigenous knowledge) into management systems 
7. Support capacity building for communities to be able to participate in shared decision making/participation 

Equitable management is founded upon the right mix of institutions. These institutions should promote 

community participation and voice, but also continuous improvement and adaptability in the face of change. 

Berdej et. al. (2016) propose four key ingredients: 

1. Participatory governance (deliberative and informed) 

2. Multi-level and networked governance 

3. Social learning and the co-production of knowledge 

4. Leadership & capacity building. 

Borrini-Feyerabend (2013) outline the different types of institutional structures and how they potentially relate to 

public participation in equitable management (Figure 3). According to Borrini-Feyerabend (1996), the types of 

institutions potentially leading to equitable management and governance of protected areas range from those that 

support full government management to those that support full community management, with co-management 

in-between as a government-community partnership. Each type of institutional arrangement presents different 

ways in which people are usually included in management, which range from full suppression of communities to 

full devolution of power to communities. However, the implications of each arrangement for equitability in 

management and governance must not be assumed. As Section 1.4 acknowledges, more empirical work is needed 

to fully understand how each arrangement contributes to equitability, especially in the Canadian context. Yet the 

arrangements provide the basis for discussion regarding how equitability can be achieved as Canada moves 

towards Target 1, and they outline a number of collaborative options. 
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A 

 

B 

 

C 

 

Figure 3. Governance continuums from the perspective of (A) government agencies, (B) local rights- and 

stakeholders, and (C) nongovernmental organizations (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013). 
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Principle 2. Understand and respect local communities 

Key considerations 
1. Build genuine relationships 

2. Include all relevant, representative stakeholders 

3. Recognize diversity in your community 

4. Support vulnerable groups 

5. Allow for learning opportunities to increase understanding different perspectives 

6. Try to achieve a shared vision or common ground on divergent conservation approaches  

 

What does your community look like and how do you make sure the right people are getting heard/involved? 

These questions essentially frame our second principle, which highlights the need to truly hear and understand 

community members. Protected area managers can strive for an equitable representation of different views within 

the community by (from Dovers et al. 2015): 

1. Tailoring communications to suit the different segments of community; 

2. Using formal methods for identifying stakeholders (e.g., stakeholder analysis, social network analysis); 

3. Being aware of conflicts of interest (e.g., park staff often live in neighbouring communities); 

4. Avoiding stakeholder “burnout” by understanding community members capacity to participate and limits 

to volunteerism; and 

5. Engaging those persons with a stake or interest but are not reached through conventional means (i.e., the 

hidden voices). 

 

The IUCN (2004; adapted from Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996) provides several ways to identify key stakeholders: 

 Do they have legal or customary rights to the resources in the protected areas? 

 Do they have longstanding relationships with specific resources? 

 Are they dependent on a resource for livelihood or wellbeing? 

 Do they possess distinct knowledge regarding the resource? 
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Principle 3. Ensure an equitable distribution of costs and benefits 

Key considerations 
1. Mitigate costs and risks 

2. Share benefits fairly and address barriers to accessing benefits for vulnerable or marginalized groups 

3. Understand benefits, costs, risks  

A major consideration when establishing and managing protected areas is the distribution of costs and benefits, 

which includes both monetary and nonmonetary (e.g., emotional and spiritual health, wellbeing). Typically, 

protected areas are established to promote public benefits with costs to the public incurred through management 

or establishment. However, local individuals and communities may also incur costs, especially if protected areas 

influence their ways of life, livelihoods and wellbeing. For equitable management, it is important to ensure local 

people also receive fair benefits due to their costs. In Canada, benefit sharing most frequently comes in the shape 

of a healthy local tourism industry (monetary), allowing access to the park for local residents for recreation 

(monetary and nonmonetary), and participation in decision making (nonmonetary). The services and benefits of 

natural resources to local residents should be determined by engaging with the residents themselves (Klain et. al., 

2014; see also Principle 2). Therefore, ensuring equitable distribution of costs and benefits begins with engaging 

the community and hearing, form their perspective, what the costs and benefits are. 

It is important to note that dynamics such as climate change may result in shift in costs and benefits.  It could be 

argued that potential benefits of protected areas for local communities could increase under climate change. For 

example, protected areas may mitigate negative impacts of climate change. Regardless, changes due to climate 

change provide a strong motivation to assess the distribution of costs and benefits (both monetary and 

nonmonetary; economic and social impacts).
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Principle 4. Engage and involve local communities 

Key considerations 
1. Be transparent, clearly define responsibilities, promote good communication 

2. Ensure capacity for engagement 

4. Timing: early involvement and sustain partnerships over time 

5. Work toward common objectives and seek consensus where possible or appropriate 

6. Effective engagement requires a variety of methods, techniques and approaches, including effective process 

design and skilled facilitation 

7. Design processes with participants as much as possible. 

According to Dovers et. al. (2015:425), “protected area managers need to be clear about the goals to be achieved 

through engagement—that is, their own motivations but also those of partners—so that these purposes are more 

likely to be achieved,”. For example, engagement can help to better understand community values and interests 

relating to conservation management (Ranger et. al. 2016) or to examine the people-park relationship (McCleave 

et. al. 2006). It can also help understand peoples’ perceptions of tourism, especially in cases where the 

establishment of a park brings tourism to new areas (Eagles et. al. 2013). Other reasons include: policy input, local 

knowledge, and to support commercial gains (Dovers et. al., 2015). 

The spectrum of community involvement ranges 

considerably (Figure 4). The concept of equitable 

management implies that a higher degree of community 

involvement (e.g., moving towards empowerment in 

Figure 4) is more beneficial than simply a one-way transfer 

of information (e.g., informing the community of 

management decisions). However, communities are 

involved in protected area establishment and 

management in different ways, each with their own 

implications for equitability.  While increased community 

engagement can provide significant benefits to the 

protected area, it can also bear considerable costs and 

risks (Table 4). The balance of benefits and costs/risks will 

vary by the type of protected area, site specific factors, 

and the management or establishment task/process at 

hand.  

Participation in environmental and natural resource management may come in the form of voters, individuals, 

interest and pressure groups, as holders of rights, as consumers, as employees and workers, as passive providers 

of information, as active participants in research and monitoring, through input to policy proposals (Table 5). There 

are numerous participatory tools that can be used to foster such participation (see Table 5). Three tools with 

potential value to the Pathway to Target 1 initiative will be highlighted for the purposes of the current paper. First, 

interviews, surveys and questionnaires can be particularly valuable for capturing individuals’ perceptions and 

sentiments. They can also provide the basis for quantitative and representative analyses of values and attitudes, if 

administered properly. Second, participatory mapping allows people to highlight the spatial elements of their 

current and historical land uses, areas of cultural value, or connections to place that are relevant to protected 

areas planning. Participatory mapping can be completed during individual interviews or with groups to gather 

different forms of information. Finally, participatory scenarios are particularly useful for facilitating a thoughtful 

exploration of potential protected area implications for individuals or communities, which can illuminate the 

potential costs and benefits and promote a proactive approach to management. These three tools, in particular, 

Is participation a panacea? Answer: No. 

Quoted text from Cetas and Yasué (2017): 
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could be useful in pursing Target 1 as they balance (1) the need to be both retrospective and proactive and (2) the 

need to acknowledge both individuals and communities in the equitable management and governance process. 

 

Figure 4. The image w/ blue background was taken from Vanclay et al. (2015, pg. 21).  

Table 4. Advantages and risks of public participation, based on table 1 in Luyet et. al. (2012). See also benefits and 

challenges listed on pg. 39-40 of McCleave (2008), and benefits on pg. 2420-2421 of Reed (2008). 

Advantages of participation 

 Better trust in decisions 

 Improving project design using local knowledge 

 Better understanding projects and issues 

 Integration of various interests and opinions 

 Optimizing implementation of plans and projects 

 Public acceptance of the decisions  

 Fostering and developing social learning 

Risks of participation 

 Expensive process 

 Time consuming process 

 Potential stakeholder frustration 

 Identification of new conflicts 

 Involvement of stakeholders who are not representative 

 Empowerment of an already important stakeholder 

 



 

21 
 

 

Table 5: Some participatory techniques and their different forms of involvement (taken from Luyet et. al. 2012, and 

inspired by IAP2, 2009; Tippett et al., 2007; HarmoniCOP, 2005; Richards et al., 2004; Van Asselt et al., 2001; OECD, 

2001 and Rowe and Frewer, 2000) 
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3.1. Additional considerations 
This discussion paper presents current issues and ideas related to the equitable management and governance of 

protected areas. However, the theory and background regarding equitable management and governance is 

relatively new. In the pursuit of Target 1 and beyond, it will be important to stay up-to-date on emerging issues 

and ideas, which may involve revisiting the principles noted above. Adaptability will be key when advancing 

equitable management now and into the future. A few issues to note: 

- The different legal contexts for equitable management and governance (e.g., legally mandated or not); 

- The different capacities for implementing protected area management and governance across sites (e.g., 

when managed remotely versus managed with ongoing community presence); 

- The differences between desirable and equitable outcomes at different levels (e.g., locally, regionally, 

provincially, federally); 

- The differences in equitability between governance types (e.g., private governance versus public 

governance); 

- The differences between equitability in management versus establishment of protected areas; and  

- The need to synergize and mainstream equity considerations into management effectiveness processes. 
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4. Indicators for measuring progress towards equitable management 

4.1. Developing effective measures and indicators 

Schreckenberg et. al. (2010) reviews indicator systems for evaluating social impacts of protected areas.  They find a 

number of key considerations for monitoring social impacts that are relevant to equitable management. First, the 

type of indicator – output, outcome or impact – is an essential consideration. These distinctions capture the 

immediacy or temporal aspects of the monitored characteristic. Second, the qualitative or quantitative nature of 

the indicator is essential, each with their own benefits/constraints. Third, the degree of participation in monitoring 

is an important consideration. Are indicators intended to be objective to the extent possible or developed in 

collaboration with stakeholders? And finally, the framing of indicators is important, which refers to whether they 

monitor positive or negative results.  

Jones et. al. (2017) note three different ways to measure social impacts of PAs, these would also apply to 

measuring equitable management: 

1. Objective data gathering - “Data can be obtained regarding the impact of the PA on the total population 

focusing on issues such as employment and nutrition” (e.g., number of jobs created, number of 

management plans with community involvement provisions, etc.). 

2. Measure “based on the perceptions of the management actor. Thus, apart from the more objective 

measurements mentioned above, members of the management authority can be asked to evaluate the 

impact on the local population based on their experience.”  

3. “Focus on perceptions of local communities and explore what impact does the PA has on their lives on 

issues such as well-being, quality of life and their everyday activities”. 

Jones et. al. (2017) note that both subjective and objective measurements are needed for future policy decisions 

and approach #3 is now considered to be a crucial component for assessing social impacts, particularly in the 

context of equitable management and governance. In such a context, considerations towards who is implementing 

a monitoring tool and how their values affect the assessment are paramount. 

According to Schreckenberg et. al. 2010, good indicators are those that are (1) cost-effective, (2) socially and 

management salient; (3) spatially and temporally variable, and (4) transparent. With these ideas in mind, we 

developed a set of potential indicators for each of the principles in Section 3. Most of our indicators are qualitative 

and reflect attention to their feasibility and cost-effectiveness.
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4.2. Options for measuring equitable management in Canada 

Principle Theme Most applicable level(s) Example questions 

1. Equitable 

management is 

supported at the 

institutional level 

through legislation, 

policy, and best 

practices 

a. Equity in legislation and 

policy 

b. Distribution of 

governance types 

Institutional  Does the jurisdiction 

have policy or legislation 

specific to equitable 

management and 

governance? 

 How many protected 

areas are established 

under IUCNs different 

governance types in each 

jurisdiction? 

2. Understand and 

respect local 

communities 

c. Relationships 

d. Voice 

Protected area and network  Do protected area 

managers have strong 

relationships and social 

networks within 

communities? 

 Do communities feel like 

their voices are being 

heard? 

 Is there a shared 

understanding of issues? 

3. Equal distribution of 

costs and benefits of 

PAs to local 

communities 

e. Compensation 

f. Resource use rights 

Protected area and network 

Project 

 Was compensation 

provided to offset any 

impacts? 

 Is legitimate and 

sustainable resource use 

allowed? 

4. Engage and involve 

local communities 

g. Presence of 

participation 

mechanism 

h. Frequency of 

participation 

i. Diversity of participants 

Protected area and network 

Project 

 Does the protected area 

have a local steering 

committee? 

 How does the committee 

function? 

 Does the committee 

include a diverse and 

representative set of 

individuals from the 

community (or 

communities)? 
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Appendix A: Principles related to equitable management of protected areas. 
Source Broad Concept Principle/Best Practice/Policy Recommendation, etc. Equitable Management Principle 

IUCN 
principles of 
good 
governance 
(Borrini-
Feyerabend 
et al. 2013) 

Legitimacy and 
voice 

Establishing and maintaining governance institutions that enjoy broad acceptance and 
appreciate in society 

 

Ensuring that all rightsholders and stakeholders concerned receive appropriate and 
sufficient information, can be represented and can have a say in advising and/or 
making decisions 

Include all relevant, representative 
stakeholders 

Fostering the active engagement of social actors in support of protected areas, 
upholding diversity and gender-equity 

 

Extending special support to vulnerable groups, such as indigenous peoples, women 
and youth and preventing discrimination on the basis of ethnicity, gender, social class, 
financial assets, etc. 

Support vulnerable groups 

Maintaining an active dialogue and seeking consensus on solutions that meet, at least 
in part, the concerns and interest of everyone 

Work toward common objectives and seek 
consensus 

Promoting mutual respect among all rightsholders and stakeholders Include all relevant, representative 
stakeholders 

Honouring agreed rules, which are respected because they are "owned" by the people 
and are not only because of fear of repression and punishment 

Work toward common objectives and seek 
consensus 

As much as possible attributing management authority and responsibility to the 
capable institutions closest to natural resources (subsidiarity) 

Integrate local knowledge + mgmt systems 

Direction Developing and following an inspiring and consistent strategic vision (broad, long-
term perspective) for the protected areas and their conservation objectives, grounded 
on agreed values and an appreciation of the ecological, historical, social and cultural 
complexities unique to each context 

Recognize diversity in your community 

Ensuring that governance and management practice for protected areas are 
consistent with the agreed values  

Recognize diversity in your community 

Ensuring that governance and management practice for protected areas are 
compatible and well-coordinated with the plans and policies of other levels and 
sectors in the broader landscape/seascape and respectful of national and 
international obligations (including CBD PoWPA) 

 

Providing clear policy directions for the main issues of concern for the protected area 
and, in particular, for contentious issues (e.g., conservation priorities, relationships 
with commercial interests and extractive industries) and ensuring that those are 
consistent with both budgetary allocations and management practice 

Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

Evaluating and guiding progress on the basis of regular monitoring results and a 
conscious adaptive management approach 

Allow flexibility in governance and mgmt 
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Source Broad Concept Principle/Best Practice/Policy Recommendation, etc. Equitable Management Principle 

Favouring the emergence of champions, generating new ideas and carefully 
allowing/promoting the testing of innovations, including governance and 
management innovations for protected areas 

 

Performance Achieving conservation and other objectives as planned and monitored, including 
through on-going evaluation of management effectivenes 

 

Promoting a learning culture for protected area policy and governance practice on the 
basis of mechanisms, tools and partnership that promote on-going collaborative 
learning and cross-fertilization of experience 

Promote ongoing learning; Timing: early 
involvement and sustain partnerships over 
time 

Engaging in advocacy and outreach for the benefit of protected area Understand benefits, costs, risks 

Being responsive to the needs of rightsholders and stakeholders, including by 
providing timely and effective response to inquiries and reasonable demands for 
changes in governance and management practice 

Allow flexibility in governance and mgmt 

Ensuring that protected areas staff, and rightsholders and stakeholders, as 
appropriate, have the capacities necessary to assume their management roles and 
responsibilities and that those capacities are used effectively 

Support capacity building for communities 

Making an efficient use of financial resources and promoting financial sustainability 
 

Promoting social sustainability and resilience, i.e., the ability to manage risks, 
overcome the inevitable crises and emerge strengthened from the experience 

Mitigate costs and risks 

Accountability Upholding the integrity and commitment of all in charge of specific responsibilities for 
the protected area 

 

Ensuring transparency, with rightsholders and stakeholders having timely access to 
information about: what is at stake in decision-making; which processes and 
institutions can exert influence; who is responsible for what; and how these people 
can be made accountable 

Establish clear responsibilities and dispute 
resolution mechanisms 

Ensuring a clear and appropriate sharing of roles for the protected areas, as well as 
lines of responsibility and reporting/answerability 

Establish clear responsibilities and dispute 
resolution mechanisms 

Ensuing that the financial and human resources allocated to manage the protected 
areas are properly targeted according to stated objectives and plans 

Ensure capacity for engagement 

Evaluating the performance of the protected area, of its decision makers and of its 
staff, and linking quality of results with concrete and appropriate rewards and 
sanctions 

 

Establishing communication avenues (e.g., web sites) where protected area 
performance records and reports are accessible 

Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

Encourage performance feed-back from civil society groups and the media 
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Source Broad Concept Principle/Best Practice/Policy Recommendation, etc. Equitable Management Principle 

Ensure that one or more independent public institution (e.g., ombudsperson, human 
rights commission, auditing agency) has the authority and capacity to oversee and 
question the action of the protected areas governing bodies and staff 

Establish clear responsibilities and dispute 
resolution mechanisms 

Fairness and 
rights 

Striving towards an equitable sharing of the costs and benefits of establishing and 
managing protected areas and fairness in taking all relevant decisions  

 

Making sure that the livelihoods of vulnerable people are not adversely affected by 
the protected areas; that protected areas do not create or aggravate poverty and 
socially-disruptive migratory patterns; and that the costs of protected areas—
especially when born by vulnerable people—do not go without appropriate 
compensation 

Mitigate costs and risks 

Making sure that conservation is undertaken with decency and dignity, without 
humiliating or harming people 

 

Dealing fairly with protected area staff and temporary employees 
 

Enforcing laws and regulations in impartial ways, consistently through time, without 
discrimination and with a right to appeal (rule of law) 

 

Taking concrete steps to respect substantive rights (legal or customary, collective or 
individual) over land, water and natural resources related to protected areas, and to 
redress past violations of such right 

Formally recognize and respect RIGHTS and 
all PA governance types and communities 

Taking concrete steps to respect procedural rights on protected area issues, including: 
appropriate information and consultation of rightsholders and stakeholders; fair 
conflict management practices; and non-discriminatory recourse to justice 

Establish clear responsibilities and dispute 
resolution mechanisms 

Respecting human rights, including individual and collective rights, and gender equity Formally recognize and respect RIGHTS and 
all PA governance types and communities 

Respecting the rights of indigenous peoples, as described in the UN Declaration of the 
Rights of Indigenous Peoples 

 

Ensuring strictly the free, prior and informed consent of indigenous peoples for any 
proposed resettlement related to protected areas 

 

Promoting the active engagement of rightsholders and stakeholders in establishing 
and governing protected areas 

 

Recommendations for 
improving regional integration 
(Buteau-Duitschaever, 2016, s. 
9.4) 

Design flexible formal institutions for regional integration; Allow flexibility in governance and mgmt 

Create a Liaison Officer position; Institutionalize participation 

Increase awareness and inclusion of PA managers in landscape planning; Ensure capacity for engagement 

Understand regional perceptions and attitudes when conducting participatory 
planning; 

Recognize diversity in your community 

Build social capital between park staff and regional actors; Build genuine relationships 

Consider contextual factors when developing relationships with regional actors; Build genuine relationships 
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Source Broad Concept Principle/Best Practice/Policy Recommendation, etc. Equitable Management Principle 

Develop stronger working relationships with First Nations; 
 

Reduce bureaucratic red tape in the Parks Canada administration; Allow flexibility in governance and mgmt 

Increase the capacity of regional provincial ministry staff to participate in regional 
land use planning activities; 

Ensure capacity for engagement 

Increase local support for PAs; and, 
 

Avoid lack of staff and onsite management of new PAs. Support capacity building for communities 

Principles of Engagement 
(Dovers et. al. 2015)  

Recognition of different motivations Recognize diversity in your community 

Reciprocity Work toward common objectives and seek 
consensus 

Clarity and transparency Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

Persistence Timing: early involvement and sustain 
partnerships over time 

Limits  to  volunteerism,  and  the  capacity  to engage Ensure capacity for engagement 

Exclusion and inclusion can interact Include all relevant, representative 
stakeholders 

Representativeness Include all relevant, representative 
stakeholders 

Skills and resources for collaboration Ensure capacity for engagement 

Policy 
recommend
ations to 
encourage 
and 
strengthen 
contribution 
of 
indigenous 
peoples and 
local and 
mobile 
communitie
s to the 
conservation 
of 

Strengthen the 
cultural identity 

Document and re-affirm the cultural dimension of conservation Recognize diversity in your community 

Respect and employ existing ethnic and local natural resource management systems Integrate local knowledge + mgmt systems 

Promote broad social respect for indigenous peoples and local and mobile 
communities, starting from new and culture-sensitive school curricula 

 

Promote the survival and vitality of local languages Recognize diversity in your community 

Secure  the  
rights  and  
responsibilities 
of indigenous 
peoples  and  
local  and 
mobile  
communities 

 Recognize the right of indigenous peoples and local and mobile communities to self-
determination and prior informed consent on conservation initiatives affecting 
traditional territories, and, in particular, their Community Conserved Areas 

Free, prior, informed consent 

Recognize land and resource rights and security of tenure in all cases where 
indigenous and community lands overlap with protected areas, including via land 
restitution processes, as necessary 

Formally recognize and respect RIGHTS and 
all PA governance types and communities 

Clarify and protect the Intellectual Property Rights of indigenous peoples and local 
and mobile communities regarding biological resources in protected areas and 
Community Conserved Areas 

Formally recognize and respect RIGHTS and 
all PA governance types and communities 

Promote sound governance in conservation at all levels, from the local community to 
the national government 
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Source Broad Concept Principle/Best Practice/Policy Recommendation, etc. Equitable Management Principle 

biodiversity 
and to 
protected 
areas (IUCN 
2004, s. 6) 

Ensure  
legislative and  
policy  backing 
to  Co-managed  
Protected  
Areas  and 
Community 
Conserved 
Areas 

Promote the formal recognition of indigenous peoples and local and mobile 
communities, and of the diversity of their customary collective institutions 

Formally recognize and respect RIGHTS and 
all PA governance types and communities 

Ensure legitimacy and support to communities willing to engage in Co-managed 
Protected Areas. 

Support capacity building for communities 

Ensure legitimacy and support to communities willing to manage CCAs and recognize 
their contributions to national protected area systems, trans-boundary protected 
areas and international conservation agreements. 

Support capacity building for communities 

Involve communities in conservation policy and planning and promote the integration 
of CCAs within their landscapes/seascapes. 

 

Support 
capacity for co-
management 
and community 
conservation 

Support multi-disciplinary learn and ‘learning by doing’ of natural resource 
professionals. 

Promote ongoing learning 

Assist indigenous and local communities and other social actors to evaluate and 
address their own capacity for co-management and community conservation. 

Support capacity building for communities 

 Assist in networking at the local, national and international level, in particular among 
Co-managed Protected Areas, CCAs and relevant sources of support. 

Build genuine relationships 

Principles for successful 
participation (Luyet et. al. 2012)  

A fair, equal, and transparent process that promotes equity, learning, trust and 
respect among stakeholders and the administration 

Institutionalize participation 

The integration of local and scientific knowledge Integrate local knowledge + mgmt systems 

The establishment of rules in advance Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

An early involvement of stakeholders Timing: early involvement and sustain 
partnerships over time 

The integration of all stakeholders Include all relevant, representative 
stakeholders 

The presence of experienced moderators Effective engagement requires a variety of 
methods and benefits from skilled 
facilitation 

Adequate resources, including time Ensure capacity for engagement 

Characteristi
cs of Strong 
Regional 
Integration 
(McCleave, 

Awareness, 
understanding, 
and perceptions 

The goals, mandate, and interests of the park are understood and accepted by 
regional actors 

Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

Park staff are aware of the park's effects on the park region Understand benefits, costs, risks 

Regional actors understand the tangible and intangible benefits that the park brings 
to the community 

Understand benefits, costs, risks 
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Source Broad Concept Principle/Best Practice/Policy Recommendation, etc. Equitable Management Principle 

2008, table 
25) 

Regional actors perceive that they are adequately involved in park management and 
planning 

 

Regional actors perceive that they can communicate effectively with park staff Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

Park staff perceive that they can communicate effectively with regional actors Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

Parks staff are perceived as important contributors to the community Build genuine relationships 

Direction and 
policy 

There are principles in place for park involvement in regional issues Institutionalize participation 

Park staff have the flexibility to adjust national policies that may not be appropriate 
within the regional context 

Allow flexibility in governance and mgmt 

There are some common priorities and objectives established between the park and 
regional actors 

Work toward common objectives and seek 
consensus 

Actions Parks staff are represented on and play an active role in community boards and other 
regional processes 

Institutionalize participation 

There are staff within the park dedicated to working on regional issues, but other park 
staff understand that regional issues are not solely the responsibility of these staff 
members 

Ensure capacity for engagement 

Personal relationships are developed between key park staff and regional actors Build genuine relationships 

There are regular informal interactions occuring between park staff and regional 
actors 

Build genuine relationships 

There are regular formal mechanisms in place for interactions between park staff and 
regional actors 

Institutionalize participation 

Principles for Engaging 
Communities (Parks Canada 
Agency 2003) 

Good community relations involve all staff: Recognize that each one of us has a role to 
play in improving relations with our neighbours 

Include all relevant, representative 
stakeholders 

Seek first to understand the local communities: The existence of a protected heritage 
area on their doorstep has a signficant impact on people living in nearby 
communities. Take time to understand this, and to appreciate where people are 
coming from. 

 

Keep promises, come through on commitments Build genuine relationships 

Be a good citizen and neighbour: As the largest federal presence in the region, Parks 
Canada is committed to the well-being of communities. As a good citizen, we are 
conscious of our place in the community, and consider how we see outselves in its 
service. As neighbours, we must ask: "How do we fit into the surrounding culture?" 

Build genuine relationships 



 

33 
 

Source Broad Concept Principle/Best Practice/Policy Recommendation, etc. Equitable Management Principle 

Be pro-active: don’t wait to be asked: Anticipate that our actions prompt people to 
ask: "What's the park/site doing now?" Get the answer out there before the question 
is asked. 

Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

Build a strong partnership with communities: Our job is too big to do without 
engaging the help and support of others. Strong partnerships cannot be built 
overnight. We are here for the long term and are working to continually strenthen our 
partnership with communities one positive action at a time. 

Build genuine relationships 

Celebrate who we are: Knowledge of who we are, an understanding of what we do 
and why we do it is critical to building support from communities 

Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

Best practice of stakeholder 
participation (Reed 2008) 

Stakeholder participation needs to be underpinned by a philosophy that emphasises 
empowerment, equity, trust and learning 

Promote ongoing learning; Institutionalize 
participation 

Where relevant, stakeholder participation should be considered as early as possible 
and throughout the process 

Timing: early involvement and sustain 
partnerships over time 

Relevant stakeholders need to be analysed and represented systematically  Include all relevant, representative 
stakeholders 

Clear objectives for the participatory process need to be agreed among stakeholders 
at the outset 

Work toward common objectives and seek 
consensus 

Methods should be selected and tailored to the decision-making context, considering 
the objectives, type of participants and appropriate level of engagement 

Effective engagement requires a variety of 
methods and benefits from skilled 
facilitation 

Highly skilled facilitation is essential Effective engagement requires a variety of 
methods and benefits from skilled 
facilitation 

Local and scientific knowledges should be integrated Integrate local knowledge + mgmt systems 

Participation needs to be institutionalised Institutionalize participation 

Equity 
framework 
for 
protected 
areas 
(Schreckenb
erg et. al. 
2016) 

Recognition Recognition and respect for human rights Formally recognize and respect RIGHTS and 
all PA governance types and communities 

Recognition and respect for statutory and customary property rights Formally recognize and respect RIGHTS and 
all PA governance types and communities 

Recognition and respect for the rights of Indigenous peoples, women and 
marginalized groups 

Formally recognize and respect RIGHTS and 
all PA governance types and communities 

Recognition of different identities, values, knowledge systems and institutions Recognize diversity in your community 

Recognition of all relevant actors and their diverse interests, capacities and powers to 
influence  

Recognize diversity in your community 
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Source Broad Concept Principle/Best Practice/Policy Recommendation, etc. Equitable Management Principle 

Non-discrimination by age, ethnic origin, language, gender, class and beliefs  Formally recognize and respect RIGHTS and 
all PA governance types and communities 

Procedure Full and effective participation of all relevant actors in decision-making  Include all relevant, representative 
stakeholders 

Clearly defined and agreed responsibilities of actors Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

Accountability for actions and inactions Establish clear responsibilities and dispute 
resolution mechanisms 

Access to justice, including an effective dispute-resolution process Establish clear responsibilities and dispute 
resolution mechanisms 

Transparency supported by timely access to relevant information in appropriate 
forms 

Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

Free, prior and informed consent for actions that may affect the property rights of 
Indigenous peoples and local communities 

Free, prior, informed consent 

Distribution Identification and assessment of costs, benefits and risks and their distribution and 
trade-offs 

Understand benefits, costs, risks 

Effective mitigation of any costs to Indigenous peoples and local communities Mitigate costs and risks 

Benefits shared among relevant actors according to one or more of the following 
criteria: a. equally between relevant actors or b. according to contribution to 
conservation, costs incurred, recognized rights and/or the priorities of the poorest 

Share benefits fairly 

Benefits to present generations do not compromise benefits to future generations Share benefits fairly 

Enabling 
Condition 

Legal, political and social recognition of all protected area governance types Formally recognize and respect RIGHTS and 
all PA governance types and communities 

Relevant actors have awareness and capacity to achieve recognition and participate 
effectively 

Include all relevant, representative 
stakeholders 

Alignment of statutory and customary laws and norms Formally recognize and respect RIGHTS and 
all PA governance types and communities 

An adaptive, learning approach Promote ongoing learning 

Strategies for Leading in a 
Collaborative Environment 
(Tuxill and Mitchell 2010, see 
fulltext) 

Be an effective collaborative leader Work toward common objectives and seek 
consensus 

Build team capacity for engagement and collaboration Ensure capacity for engagement 

Prepare in advance before launching an engagement process 
 

Build and maintain relationships Build genuine relationships 
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Source Broad Concept Principle/Best Practice/Policy Recommendation, etc. Equitable Management Principle 

Sustain the effort over time Timing: early involvement and sustain 
partnerships over time 

Principles of Effective Civic 
Engagement (Tuxill et. al. 2009) 

Build genuine relationships Build genuine relationships 

Create effective engagement processes Effective engagement requires a variety of 
methods and benefits from skilled 
facilitation 

Deliver relevant interpretive and educational programs and materials 
 

Sustain civic engagement over time Timing: early involvement and sustain 
partnerships over time 

Civic 
Engagement 
and Public 
Involvement 
(US National 
Park Service 
2007) 

Policies 
(abbreviated, 
refer to source 
for full text) 

Have clear and advance planning regarding the extent of the public's involvement in 
each project or decision-making process. 

Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

Plan early for appropriate opportunities for public involvement in our decision-making 
process. Work to provide sustained opportunities for the public to enter the 
conversation about relevant issues. 

Timing: early involvement and sustain 
partnerships over time 

Acknowledge that public involvement is particularly critical where parks and 
neighboring communities interact. Work with communities to address issues and seek 
mutually beneficial solutions to these issues. 

Work toward common objectives and seek 
consensus 

Seeking public involvement will be more than simply meeting the minimum 
requirements of law; we will aspire to deliver excellent resource stewardship, be a 
good neighbor and host, hear what the public has to say, and foster two-way 
communication to achieve those goals. Public involvement is a sustained partnership. 

Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication; Timing: early involvement 
and sustain partnerships over time 

Managers are encouraged to be resourceful and employ a wide variety of methods 
and techniques to obtain the opinions of individuals and groups. 

Effective engagement requires a variety of 
methods and benefits from skilled 
facilitation 

We expect public involvement to improve, inform, and influence our decision-making. 
We must make sure to define and communicate decision-making responsibilities. 
Managers should approach all decision-making with a bias in favor of significant and 
meaningful public involvement. 

Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

Respectfully engage the public in thoughtful participation, build understanding, find 
creative ways to address problems, accommodate diverse values and dissenting 
opinions, and encourage continuing collaboration in our decision-making processes. 

Effective engagement requires a variety of 
methods and benefits from skilled 
facilitation; Recognize diversity in your 
community 

On potentially controversial issues, be particularly mindful to plan and design public 
involvement opportunities at the earliest opportunity, and to use specialized 

Effective engagement requires a variety of 
methods and benefits from skilled 
facilitation 
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Source Broad Concept Principle/Best Practice/Policy Recommendation, etc. Equitable Management Principle 

techniques when dealing with controversial issues in order to minimize potential for 
conflict and achieve a solution smoothly. 

To make the most of limited staffing and funding, we will a. keep active contact lists; 
b. leverage our resources by scheduling public involvement opportunities to coincide 
with other scheduled activities; c.  Maximize sharing of knowledge and tools; and d. 
work in partnership with state, local, and tribal governments, community groups, to 
develop strategies to jointly further public involvement activities. 

Ensure capacity for engagement 

Develop capacity in public involvement strategies and will encourage employees to 
become knowledgeable about civic engagement and public involvement techniques 
and principles. 

Ensure capacity for engagement 

Underlying principles should be applied to employees, which will lead to better 
decisions that will be supported and more effectively implemented by staff for the 
benefit of the public. 

Institutionalize participation 

Design public involvement processes that are as open and inclusive as possible. Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

Maximize the use of computer and Internet technologies to expand public access to 
information and opportunities to participate. Provide effective alternative for those 
who have little or no access. 

Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 

Standards Match the tools to the job.  Effective engagement requires a variety of 
methods and benefits from skilled 
facilitation 

Ensure that all voices are heard, but none dominate.  Include all relevant, representative 
stakeholders 

Maintain ongoing relationships. Build genuine relationships 

Build trust and understanding first, then ownership.  Build genuine relationships 

Follow a "no surprises" ethic. Be transparent, clearly define 
responsibilities, promote good 
communication 
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Appendix B: Reviewers’ Feedback (received August 2017) 

Page 1: Commented [R1] Reviewer 1 26/07/2017 9:18:00 PM General comments: Title is equitable governance 
but seem to talk mainly about management: need equitable Governance, Equitable institution and equitable 
management , outcomes, performance, implementation to achieve equitable protected areas. Perhaps a definition 
of both governance and management that distinguishes between the two would be helpful here. Also the paper 
appears to focus on the status quo – Federal level parks, should address the needs for different governance 
regimes. Need to address designation, land rights, tenure, sovereignty, outcomes, distributional effects and power 
imbalances. Design of equitable protected area governance regime/institutions in Canada.  

 

Page 1: Commented [R2] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 1:04:00 PM This is the most concise of all ETT papers. Which is a 
good thing. However, towards the end of the paper it feels unfinished (maybe it is?). More on this later.  

 

Page 2: Commented [R3] Reviewer 3 27/07/2017 9:12:00 AM Overall general comment following my review: The 
paper reads strongly higher order government centric (federal, provincial and territorial). If Canada is going to 
achieve a connected network of PAs, all levels of governments, including Regional Governments and those near 
urban governments that manage PAs, must be engaged in governance design. As well, conservancies, land trusts 
and other private property/sector holdings, must be brought into and recognized in these discussions. The paper 
does not address clearly the need to create governance models that share power and decision-making in ways 
different from what we understand presently.  

 

Page 2: Commented [R4] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 11:41:00 AM Is this paper about “equitability” in governance or 
“equitability in “management”? I see two different titles at work in the paper: “Discussion Paper: Equitable 
Governance of Protected Areas in Canada and “Equitable Management Discussion Paper”. My comments are 
provided through a governance perspective, which will challenge the authors to consider my comments in context 
of a management paradigm.  

 

Page 2: Commented [R5] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 12:58:00 PM When I read the material, I wondered if “equitable 
management” isn’t really governance? To help the reader understand these terms, a definition or definitions of 
governance would help. This is important because of the early leadership Canada via Parks Canada, played in 
governance at the 2003 World Parks Congress. I’m also thinking about helping the reader understand what the 
world is thinking about governance and how Canada is doing in the context of governance research and 
understanding. 
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Page 2: Commented [R6] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 11:45:00 AM I think the paper would benefit from a discussion 
about what power is and how it relates to governance and equitable management. Addressing power early in the 
paper helps set up discussion or introduction of concepts like “fairness” and “equitable”.  

 

Page 2: Commented [R7] Reviewer 1 26/07/2017 9:37:00 PM Will participation and engagement ensure equity in 
Protected area creation and management?  

 

Page 2: Commented [R8] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 10:24:00 AM I provide comments later regarding governance 
and “management”.  

 

Page 2: Commented [R9] Reviewer 403/08/2017 1:00:00 PM Would distribution of benefits and empowerment 
be two more key points under Indigenous Peoples and Equitable Management?  

Also might it be worth mentioning in this section that since many of the parks in Canada have relationships with 
indigenous people it is important to understand the different relationships that rights holders and stakeholders 
have with the resource as defined on pg 103 and 1-04 in IUCN Governance of PA-From Understanding to Action in 
Section 9.3 Identifying rights holders and stakeholders.  

Acknowledgement of indigenous rights requires that indigenous peoples be regarded as ‘rights holders not 
stakeholders’ in their homelands. This is a change in status with enormous ramifications for how state agencies 
and conservation NGOs interact with them and implement conservation programmes in their territories.  

Indigenous rights-based conservation requires that conservation be grounded in cultural affirmation and self-
determination. (these points may be best incorporated into Principle 2 under include all relevant stakeholders.)  

 

Page 2: Commented [R10] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 11:45:00 AM One of the challenges in the governance 
discussion in Canada is where non-Indigenous local communities find themselves in the conversation. The paper 
needs to clarify whether or not the term “local communities” also means local non-Indigenous communities. This is 
a critical point for discussion about governance and I would suggest equitable management.  

 

Page 2: Commented [R11] Reviewer 4 31/07/2017 2:43:00 PM It might be worth pointing out here or in the next 
paragraph Shreckenberg’s fourth point (alluded to in the 4 principals) which the other three are embedded in, 
regarded as the ‘enabling conditions or environment’- as this turns out to be a key driver to success 
(Schreckenberg et al. in Parks 2016, & further to this the UNDP Capacity Approach speaks to the evolution of 
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capacity approaches focus on strengthening endogenous approaches and addressing issues of power inequality in 
relations between rich and poor, mainstream and marginalized countries, groups and individual).  

UNDP: Capacity Development: A UNDP Primer, United Nations Development Programme, Capacity Development 
Group, New York, 2009. (The Capacity Development Glossary begins on page 53.)  

 

Page 2: Commented [R12] Reviewer 428/07/2017 9:46:00 AM Recognition also refers to (legal) rights holders and 
acknowledgement of different worldviews (Schreckenberg et al. 2016, McDermott)  

 

Page 2: Commented [R13] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 11:47:00 AM Inherent to the discussion of governance is 
asking the question: Who has power? Often, in examining “fairness” of a “thing”, it is assessed through the power 
structure of the dominant culture. We need to be careful that when we examine fairness, it is not fairness as the 
dominant culture/authority sees it. In this entire exploration of governance, in the context of Canadian decision-
making and power sharing, the systems through which we are looking and assessing are inherently biased to the 
governing body. I think focusing on “equitable”, challenges “fairness”, which is good. Let’s not forget “fairness” but 
let’s not rest easy with its influence over our understanding. This applies to the concept of equitable management 
as well.  

 

Page 2: Commented [R14] Reviewer 1 26/07/2017 9:23:00 PM Perhaps need to back up and discuss the norms 
and rules of the game ie institutions that govern --designate or declare protected areas. Need to involve all in 
designation of PAs. Ensure alignment of values, and goals (See Murray and King 2012 Human Ecology). Should not 
be starting with the status quo.  

 

Page 2: Commented [R15] Reviewer 428/07/2017 5:13:00 PM Mainly national parks- what about provincial and 
territorial?  

 

Page 3: Commented [R16] Reviewer 1 28/07/2017 8:59:00 AM A little informal for a formal paper  

 

Page 3: Commented [R17] Reviewer 1 28/07/2017 8:57:00 AM You seem to imply that community engagement is 
the way and the only way to achieve equity in PAs. There are many dimensions of effective governance and much 
has been written about “good governance”. I agree that engagement is important but I think you need to 
acknowledge that there are other factors (eg Fit, interplay and scale (Young et al)  
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Page 3: Commented [R18] Reviewer 428/07/2017 4:19:00 PM Could be expanded on below  

 

Page 3: Commented [R19] Reviewer 3 22/07/2017 3:48:00 PM Fair or equitable?  

 

Page 3: Commented [R20] Reviewer 427/07/2017 10:31:00 PM More detailed examples could be provided-see 
comments in sections  

 

Page 3: Commented [R21] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 1:00:00 PM The paper reads much more closely aligned with 
governance. Consideration should be given to focusing the review toward governance (as per the working title 
“Equitable Governance”, as this is an area of need in Canada ,if we hope to move quickly to achieve the Aichi 
Targets.  

 

Page 3: Inserted Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 10:37:00 AM [governance?]  

 

Page 3: Commented [R22] Reviewer 1 26/07/2017 9:26:00 PM Spell out  

 

Page 3: Inserted Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 10:36:00 AM and governance  

 

Page 3: Commented [R23] Reviewer 431/07/2017 10:36:00 AM Beyond equitable practises being an asset to 
effective management there is also the intrinsic value of adhering to the ethical realm of social equity in ensuring 
protected areas do not further disenfranchise already vulnerable populations who may have already been 
impacted by the global economy or colonization -so the social equity aspects could be unpacked and elaborated on 
better here. See Borrini-Feyerabend, 2004, Larsen, et al, 2006, Stephenson et al 2014, and Berkes, 2003). For an 
international comparison example, Australia’s Indigenous protected Areas were created to address restitution and 
heal historically broken relationships btw government and indigenous peoples. Reconciliation was the impetus for 
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recently changed parks legislation to accommodate a more inclusive approach and allow for joint management 
(Bauman et al, 2013).  

References:  

Bauman, T., Haynes, C., and Lauder, G. (2013) Pathways to the co-management of protected areas and native title 
in Australia, Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies (AIATSIS Research Discussion Paper 
No. 32)  

Stephenson, Berkes, Turner, & Dick, (2014), Biocultural conservation of marine ecosystems: 
Examples from New Zealand and Canada, Indian Journal of Traditional knowledge; Vol. 13 (2)  

Berkes, F, (2003) Rethinking Community-Based Conservation, Conservation Biology, V. 18, No. 3pp 621-630  

 

Page 3: Commented [R24] Reviewer 1 26/07/2017 9:27:00 PM In all aspects of management or all management 
decisions from designation to implementation and day to day operation  

 

Page 3: Commented [R25] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 10:39:00 AM I’m not sure that’s what the empirical evidence is 
suggesting without mentioning the need for financially resourced enforcement programs. Agree that Stern’s paper 
describes well the importance of trust. He also writes about the significance of respect for local knowledge and 
culture.  

 

Page 3: Commented [R26] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 10:42:00 AM This is a very important term. Knowledge drives 
at and supports the concept of equitability. Here, the term “local knowledge” imparts recognition of both 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous knowledge, which is absolutely important to advancing relationships with 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous communities.  

 

Page 3: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 11:44:00 AM and design of participation processes - Page 3: Inserted 

Reviewer 505/08/2017 11:45:00 AM in decision making - Page 3: Commented [R27] Reviewer 518/07/2017 

11:45:00 AM Is somewhat vague. How about: the degree to which stakeholders and managers have a shared 
understanding and common purpose directly influences effectiveness…  

 

Page 3: Inserted Reviewer 505/08/2017 11:45:00 AM in decision making - Page 3: Commented [R28] Reviewer 

431/07/2017 2:36:00 PM Another reason why important; Accountability to the  
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broader society. This is true for large NGOs and government agencies that might not be used to transparency and 
formal  

mechanism for accountability in decision-making, but also for local customary institutions with a history of 
discrimination on  

the basis of gender, family lineages or ethnicity. (IUCN Governance and Protected Areas)  

 

Page 3: Commented [R29] Reviewer 3 22/07/2017 4:19:00 PM Is this sentence about establishment of a PA or 
something else? I think it is connecting establishment of a PA with legislation that is clear about sharing power and 
decision-making. May wish to clarify by using the term establishment in the sentence – if that is in fact the 
connection being made.  

 

Page 3: Commented [R30] Reviewer 1 28/07/2017 9:01:00 AM The paper does such a good job of the issue of 
community and stakeholder engagement that perhaps you should consider a new title – Engagement in PA 
Planning and management and not governance, a much broader topic.  

 

Page 4: Commented [R31] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 10:50:00 AM Here is where governance is given focus in the 
paper. It is however introduced as a subset to management. The use of the quote by Dovers, reinforces this 
positioning.  

 

Page 4: Commented [R32] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 1:01:00 PM Bennett and Dearden (2014) observed “subsuming 
governance … under the auspices of management does not do justice to the full complexity of governance” (p. 98).  

Article reference: “From measuring outcomes to providing inputs: Governance, management, and local 
development for more effective marine protected areas”. Marine Policy, 50, 96-110. 
doi:10.1016/j.marpol.2014.05.005  

 

Page 4: Commented [R33] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 1:02:00 PM Dovers’ quote is a good quote. It may be helpful 
though to discuss the difference between governance and management and the state of research / knowledge 
related to those differences. My understanding is that this is an emerging area of study. Eagles, Lockwood, Jones 
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(Peter), Bennett, Dearden and others, have provided / are providing good insight through their work on 
governance.  

 

Page 4: Inserted Reviewer 1 05/08/2017 11:46:00 AM paradigm’  

 

Page 4: Commented [R34] Reviewer 1 28/07/2017 9:03:00 AM Not a sentence – is something missing here? Or 
part of the sentence before?  

 

Page 4: Deleted Reviewer 1 05/08/2017 11:46:00 AM paradigm’  

 

Page 4: Inserted Reviewer 405/08/2017 11:48:00 AM in  

 

Page 4: Commented [R35] Reviewer 431/07/2017 10:39:00 AM Perhaps more could be said on the new 
‘paradigm’ shift in ecology toward a systems view of the environment that sees humans as a part of, and the 
resulting emergence of participatory management (Berkes, 2003).  

“A group of leading scientists argue that reconnecting humans to the biosphere requires a new social contract for 
sustainability, based on a shift of perception: from people and nature seen as separate parts, to interacting, co-
evolving and interdependent social-ecological systems” (Stephenson et al, 2014)  

 

Page 4: Deleted Reviewer 405/08/2017 11:48:00 AM in  

 

Page 4: Commented [R36] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 10:51:00 AM This sentence is incomplete.  
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Page 4: Commented [R37] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 1:02:00 PM This sentence, describing the shift, places 
management in relation to governance in a way that is helpful to the reader to understand the relationship.  

 

Page 4: Commented [R38] Reviewer 1 28/07/2017 9:05:00 AM Three what?  

 

Page 4: Commented [R39] Reviewer 428/07/2017 5:28:00 PM “….we may need to consider broader definition of 
conservation….perhaps western concepts are too simplistic,…we need to diversify the base of people who speak 
for the earth and build constituencies for conservation (Berkes 2003)  

 

Page 4: Commented [R40] Reviewer 430/07/2017 5:37:00 PM Community… ‘caution on the idealized coherant 
unified community’…it is actually difficult to find cohesive communities…more productive to focus on institutions 
(Ostrum 1990) and further to that the development of capacity or community organizations. Ask -How do different 
actors relate/have access to the resource in question? Concepts of “local elites” alluding to the local scale below 
(Berkes 2003)  

 

Page 4: Commented [R41] Reviewer 430/07/2017 5:53:00 PM Australia would be a good example, with the IPA 
and even their commonwealth parks that changed their legislation to allow for joint management with majority 
indigenous owners (Bauman et al, SVA  

 

Page 5: Commented [R42] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 1:03:00 PM Entirely agree that scale is a key issue. “Context” 
and “Scale”, will drive governance, shaped by federal, provincial/territorial and local governments’ legislation 
associated with devolution of powers and delegation of powers. Governance in the Canadian context must / can’t 
avoid addressing the issue of “fettering the minister”. This concept of fettering is worth introducing to the 
discussion paper.  

 

Page 5: Commented [R43] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 1:28:00 PM There is another scale here that is important and 
that is the PA network / regional / greater park ecosystem scale (different agencies may use different labels). Every 
PA & OECM (or almost every) will reside in a region with other PAs &/or OECMs nearby. They may share 
watersheds, surrounding institutional arrangements, and other ecological / human dimensions characteristics. For 
these PAs & OECMs they will share local communities, potential partners, stakeholders, etc. From an efficiency and 
effectiveness perspective it would make sense that they would want to invest in shared EM strategies at a 
regional, cross boundary scale. In fact, from my own experience working in a number of national parks over the 
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years, this PA network / regional / greater park ecosystem scale may be the most important scale to develop and 
deliver EM on the ground. From figure 2 this scale would share attributes from the Institutional and Site scales but 
be focused on shared costs/benefits in a specific place-based area that is collectively delineated by local partners / 
stakeholders. This approach has been the basis for the designation of a couple UNESCO biosphere reserves in the 
country. In fact, I wrote the nomination form submitted to UNESCO for the Georgian Bay Littoral Biosphere 
Reserve. This BR was supported by regional partners specifically because it was seen as an effective mechanism to 
deliver EM throughout the eastern Georgian Bay region.  

 

Page 5: Commented [R44] Reviewer 518/07/2017 11:53:00 AM A key point that deserves a little more: consider 
adding: …in the form of legislation, policy, organizational culture, resourcing etc.  

 

Page 5: Commented [R45] Reviewer 431/07/2017 11:36:00 AM  

Equitability cannot be measured or solved by monetary values alone, and should incorporate how to ensure the 
relationship between people and the land and [often the intangible benefits of] that relationship are realized 
(Larsen, p 56). The ‘Working On Country program’ in Australia such as the Kanayirnipnpa Jukurrpa program in 
Western Australia, have generated “transformative changes” directly related to the amount of time spent on the 
land being employed and trained as rangers and these include reinforcement of traditional authority structures, 
maintaining cultural connection to the land, and less jail time. In turn, the Government, private investors and not 
for profit organizations have benefited by being able to meet program mandates, potential cost savings, and tax 
revenue increases.  

 

Page 5: Commented [R46] Reviewer 431/07/2017 11:41:00 AM The ‘Working On Country Program’ In Australia is 
a successful model of empowering local indigenous peoples to deliver management and monitoring, provides 
training based on the facilitation of a partnership approach, achieving environmental benefits in the National 
Interest and supporting human well-being (Caring for Our Country Fact Sheet, 2013). In Contrast, the Guardian 
Watchmen program in BC is jeopardized by not being adequately resourced or legitimized. Further threatening the 
conservation effectiveness is insufficient DFO staff to effectively monitor and patrol remote regions (Coastal 
Stewardship Network, Regional Monitoring System). However, Berkes (2004) points out that fairness in the 
distribution of of benefits and empowerment, defined by Chambers (1983:11) as "the process through which 
people, especially poorer people are enable to take more control over thair lives, and secure a better livelihood...", 
therfore equity and empowerment issues are co-related.  

 

Page 5: Commented [R47] Reviewer 430/07/2017 11:02:00 PM Further to this it might be worth mentioning the 
efforts to develop cross cultural literacy and understanding and creating what Larry McDermott refers to as 
“ethical spaces” such as becoming aware of the laws of the indigenous populations in the protected area. Further 
ability to consier different forms of conservation management such as the cultural landscape laws  



 

46 
 

 

Page 5: Commented [R48] Reviewer 431/07/2017 12:21:00 PM endogenous approaches  

 

Page 5: Commented [R49] Reviewer 1 28/07/2017 9:06:00 AM Be careful of confusing scale and level of societal 
organization.  

 

Page 6: Commented [R50] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 11:53:00 AM Governance should be introduced as an area also 
requiring attention.  

 

Page 6: Commented [R51] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 1:43:00 PM A key limitation, in addition to the ones described 
here, is the range of capacity among PAs & OECMs to deliver EM in a meaningful way. I notice that many examples 
and case studies presented in this report are from Parks Canada. However, Parks Canada is really not the typical PA 
agency in Canada. All national parks have locally-based staff who live and work in the area and focus on the needs 
of an individual national park (usually). Most PAs & OECMs do not have dedicated staff. Many national wildlife 
areas or provincial parks, for example, do not have permanent locally based staff who are embedded in local 
communities. Many of these areas are centrally managed through  

some main office who have a minimal or sporadic local presence. How should PA & OECM management agencies 
deliver EM from a local community perspective if they are not a permanent part of the local community? Parks 
Canada, who does have staff working and living in local communities, will be able to plan for EM in a 
fundamentally different way than agencies who manage their PAs & OECMs remotely. It’s hard to develop and 
nurture local relationships if you’re not around. What approaches and indicators of EM should be used for PAs & 
OECMs with a local presence versus those without? This distinction has important implementation ramifications 
and it would be good if this can be explored a bit in the final paper. This is one reason why the PA network / 
regional / greater park ecosystem scale is so important because agencies with lower local capacity can piggyback 
on the efforts of other agencies.  

 

Page 6: Commented [R52] Reviewer 1 28/07/2017 9:07:00 AM Or documents are available  

 

Page 6: Commented [R53] Reviewer 431/07/2017 10:47:00 AM I wouldn’t say undocumented as Northern Parks 
such as Nahanni National Park Reserve as well as Haida Gwaii follow the engagement processes in this Parks 
Canada, ‘PROMISING PATHWAYS’: strengthening engagement and relationships with Aboriginal peoples in Parks 
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Canada heritage places. http://intranet2/about-parks-canada/aboriginal-affairssecretariat/aas-home-page.aspx 
http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/agen/aa/saa-aas.aspx  

 

Page 6: Commented [R54] Reviewer 518/07/2017 11:57:00 AM There is quite a bit of published research on best 
practices for engaging communities, theoretical and applied case studies. I think it is unreasonable to expect 
informal communications to be documented.  

 

Page 6: Commented [R55] Reviewer 518/07/2017 11:58:00 AM Doesn’t need to be as long as you capture the 
research noted in previous comment.  

 

Page 6: Deleted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:00:00 PM That said, through increased collaboration  

 

Page 6: Commented [R56] Reviewer 403/08/2017 11:16:00 AM The majority of Canadian jurisdictions have 
provisions within their protected areas legislation to create advisory bodies that provide advice on establishment 
and/or management of protected areas.  

IUCN recommends that protected areas legislation include the authority to establish advisory bodies for scientific 
and other matters on an ongoing or issue-specific basis.  

 

Page 6: Deleted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:00:00 PM  

between parks,  

 

Page 6: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:00:00 PM There is much research on the value of community 
engagement, and  

 

Page 6: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:01:00 PM that can be applied.  
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Page 6: Deleted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:01:00 PM learned may be shared, facilitating more effective 
community engagement  

 

Page 6: Commented [R57] Reviewer 403/08/2017 12:57:00 PM According to our legislative review in preparation 
for a new protected areas act in NWT, some Canadian jurisdictions require public involvement in management in 
their legislation, although for jurisdictions where it is not required in the legislation, public involvement may be 
required by policy or practice.  

BC Parks has a formal public review processes built into their Management Agreement Process, as does the Yukon 
and hopefully soon in the NWT (don’t quote me on that!). EAEO in protected areas administered and managed by 
BC Parks is delivered through the granting of park use permits to undertake activities consistent with an approved 
management plan. It does not include direct award of front country and backcountry operations contracts or other 
means inconsistent with the Financial Administration Act.  

 

Page 6: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:01:00 PM similar to the practices of pubic consultation, most  

 

Page 6: Deleted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:02:00 PM many  

 

Page 6: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:02:00 PM design and application  

 

Page 6: Deleted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:03:00 PM and so a guideline would only take you so far.  

 

Page 6: Inserted Reviewer 405/08/2017 11:48:00 AM trust  

 

Page 6: Commented [R58] Reviewer 403/08/2017 12:55:00 PM Very true and a key concept here is having a 
mechanism in place to increase understanding of the perspectives of various parties and beyond that is how to 
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integrate their perspectives into decision making which remains to be limitations to be carefully considered and 
addressed for authentic engagement. Some interesting opportunities exist within the consensus decision making 
model(below) and as for engagement strategies, there is a growing body of research on engagement 
methodologies. One recent graduate student who interviewed our team for her paper on Engagement in Northern 
Parks describes the limitations of engagement in that at some point a decision needs to be made and all 
stakeholders need to be able to see how their perspectives were integrated into the final decision and they may 
disagree with the final oucome. Important to have perspectives reflected in outcome, or provide rationale for not 
having the information influence the decision. Ultimate goal would be to allow for information to influence 
decisions.  

 

Page 6: Deleted Reviewer 405/08/2017 11:48:00 AM trust  

 

Page 6: Commented [R59] Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:03:00 PM I do not think a gap exists. There are many many 
lessons of community engagement and cooperative management and many guidelines which have direct 
application to equitable management. Equitable management is a basis for engagement. You have established that 
basis well in this paper. The next point should be: now that we understand the meaning and principles of em, we 
can use the many examples of community engagement and participation to design the right type of program that 
supports em.  

 

Page 7: Commented [R60] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 1:53:00 PM I can think of more Parks Canada examples here 
(ie, Tuktut Nogait National Park is the only park with a formal co-management board with a “consensus-based 
decision making approach” formally in the park’s establishment agreement explicitly to maximize EM throughout 
the beneficiary communities identified in the park establishment process. I’ve done a lot of work for this park and 
have participated in many co-management board meetings. It’s pretty cool.). However, this section is too Parks 
Canada focused. Other existing approaches should be highlighted. Selecting a Canadian biosphere reserve to 
highlight would be a good idea (check out the Thousand Islands BR or Georgian Bay Littoral BR online for good 
examples). Some P/T examples would be good too. What about Algonquin Provincial Park who engages local and 
Indigenous communities on issues of park management?  

 

Page 7: Formatted Reviewer 1 05/08/2017 11:48:00 AM Strikethrough  

 

Page 7: Commented [R61] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 1:06:00 PM What is the relationship between ecosystem based 
management and equitable management and good governance? Establishing the theoretical and policy platform 
on, and through which, management effectiveness and/or governance is operating builds certainty with 
practitioners and those affected by the decisions being made.  
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Page 7: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:08:00 PM in the context of linkages in the greater ecosystems, as well 
as  

 

Page 7: Commented [R62] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 1:09:00 PM Shouldn’t reference be given to NMCA Act as well?  

 

Page 7: Commented [R63] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 3:41:00 PM  

Much of Parks Canada’s policy and legislation related to public consultation was developed after the establishment 
of many national parks. In these cases opportunities for public engagement during the park establishment process 
has past. Particularly for national parks not involved in active land claims agreements / negotiations, this leaves the 
formulation of management plans as a primary opportunity where Parks Canada is required to consult the public. 
However, our management planning cycle has been extended from 5 years to 10 years for a management plan 
review. This means that, in some cases, a full decade passes before a national park invests in “comprehensive” 
public consultation and local engagement related to overall PA management. Some issue-based consultation may 
occur in the intervening years but these tend to be smaller scale and focused on specific issues (ie, critical habitat) 
and not overall PA management. These kinds of implementation issues reduces the impact these policies and 
guidelines can have. This will be true for other PA agencies as well.  

 

Page 7: Commented [R64] Reviewer 403/08/2017 12:55:00 PM Aboriginal Engagement Strategies - The Parks 
Canada Aboriginal Affairs Secretariat, now called the Indigenous Affairs Branch, was created in 1999 to provide 
national leadership and support within Parks Canada on matters relating to Indigenous peoples and to facilitate 
the strengthening of relationships with Indigenous Peoples. The Indigenous Affairs Branch is divided into three key 
program areas to ensure the delivery of the Agency's Program Activity commiRents:  

Indigenous Engagement - The Policy Advisors/Officers support the Field Units in the development of engagement 
practices and structures with Indigenous communities. They also advise federal deparRents on PCA's position 
regarding engagement practices in the Agency and provide expert advice and analysis to senior management on 
Indigenous engagement and policy development.  

Indigenous Consultation - The Policy Advisors/Officers support the Field Units during negotiations and 
implementation of consultation protocols with Indigenous communities. They also advise federal deparRents on 
Parks Canada’s position regarding consultation and provide expert advice and analysis to senior management on 
Indigenous consultation and policy development.  

Also see  

Nesbitt, T.HD, (2015), Increasing Cooperation and Advancing Reconciliation in the Cooperative Management of 
Protected Areas in Canada’s North, Springer International Publishing, Switzerland, R Hermann, T Martin (eds), 
Indigenous People’s Governance of Land and Protected Territories of the Arctic  
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Page 7: Commented [R65] Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:11:00 PM Please see my earlier note about two updated 
documents that are relevant here.  

 

Page 7: Commented [R66] Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:11:00 PM Previous note  

 

Page 8: Commented [R67] Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:12:00 PM Please see my earlier note and bulletin from 
Indigenous Affairs Branch which states that within PC, the term co-management is interpreted as affecting 
Minister’s powers or jurisdiction, and is therefore not used in the PC context.  

 

Page 8: Commented [R68] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 11:23:00 AM  

Is this intended to communicate that such arrangements exist with Indigenous and non-Indigenous communities? 
It would be helpful to clarify.  

 

Page 8: Commented [R69] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 11:26:00 AM Does the term cooperative management really 
have equivalency in recognition (in law and policy) with terms such as co-management, and joint management? 
This is a tricky area for discussion but important to clarify for the purposes of understanding governance 
arrangements in Canada. Clarifying this here, helps the following “text boxes” make sense to the reader.  

 

Page 8: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:15:00 PM operative  Page 8: Deleted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:15:00 

PM -  Page 8: Inserted Reviewer 505/08/2017 11:45:00 AM was facilitated through a planning team with 
Indigenous representation, and  Page 8: Deleted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:17:00 PM outlines that  Page 8: 

Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:17:00 PM   In 1994 Riding Mountain National Park established a consensus 

round table of stakeholders to cooperatively develop the park management plan.  In 1995 Grasslands National 
Park established an advisory committee of stakeholders to cooperatively develop the park management plan. 
Page 8: Commented [R70] Reviewer 403/08/2017 12:15:00 PM Might consider adding Gwaii Haanas, Nahanni, 
Saoyu Edahcho National Historic Site-which all utilize a method called ‘consensus decision making’ and notably the 
first two do not require there to be agreement on land tenure ship yet the parties can continue to proceed on 
management. Model of ‘cooperative management’ when differing viewpoints exist on sovereignty, title, and land 
ownership can work together.  
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The process of consensus decision making is the mechanism to ensure the equitability of the shared governance 
structure, as this process acts to maintain the rule or the condition that consensus must be reached by the board 
members before any recommendations are submitted to the final decision making authority. The positive side is it 
fosters equitability; the challenge is progress tends to move at a slower pace as divergent views on a topic may 
take longer to reach agreement on before they go ahead. Consensus decision making secures that all voices have a 
chance to emerge and creates a space for increased communications and understandings to emerge and prevents 
power imbalances. It acts like a check and balance for equitability.  

 

Page 9: Commented [R71] Reviewer 1 28/07/2017 9:14:00 AM These are not really case studies, (not fully 
developed case studies) but rather examples of co-management in Parks Canada  

 

Page 11: Commented [R72] Reviewer 403/08/2017 12:46:00 PM Very Thorough  

 

Page 11: Commented [R73] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 2:11:00 PM A better list or description of these 12 sets, and 
the range of jurisdictions they represent, would be good.  

 

Page 11: Commented [R74] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 1:19:00 PM I think we need to be quite cautious about 
confusing management and governance.  

 

Page 11: Commented [R75] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 2:14:00 PM I think this is great! The distillation of multiple 
sources into a concise table is exactly what NAP/NSC/ICE is looking for. I wish other ETT papers did more of this 
instead of spending 30+ pages simply describing the current state of info. Synthesis of info is good. I assume this 
was Karen’s idea. ;-)  

 

Page 11: Commented [R76] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 2:30:00 PM I’m of the opinion that there is no single set of 
“correct” principles. These look good to me so I won’t really comment on them directly too much.  
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Page 11: Commented [R77] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 1:20:00 PM Where is the work being done to address the 
questions that come when exploring governance? How would a PA manager address this?  

 

Page 11: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:22:00 PM 2. Build institutional capacity for community engagement, 
including organizational culture and competency in assessment and process design Page 11: Commented [R78] 

Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:21:00 PM  

 

On which topics? Need a little more definition.  

 

Page 11: Commented [R79] Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:24:00 PM Perhaps the new number two would cover this 
off?  

 

Page 11: Commented [R80] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 12:00:00 PM Again, an important point to clarify that this 
does mean local non-Indigenous knowledge as well.  

 

Page 11: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:25:00 PM to be able to participate in shared decision 
making/participation Page 11: Commented [R81] Reviewer 403/08/2017 1:07:00 PM Allow for learning 
opportunities to increase understanding different perspectives and try to achieve a shared vision or common 
ground on divergent conservation appraoches  

 

 

Page 11: Commented [R82] Reviewer 403/08/2017 12:48:00 PM Addressing barriers for those more vulnerable to 
being left out-women, youth elders, ethnic minorities- hiring and contractual policies  

 

Page 11: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:25:00 PM design 1. Page 11: Commented [R83] Reviewer 

403/08/2017 12:51:00 PM Looks like the enabling environment is captured in here. Another key aspect here is 
allowing for time and resources for this to be possible.  
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Page 11: Deleted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:26:00 PM 3. Promote ongoing learning Page 11: Inserted Reviewer 

518/07/2017 12:26:00 PM where possible or appropriate Page 11: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:26:00 PM , 
techniques and approaches, including effective process design Page 11: Deleted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:27:00 

PM and benefits from Page 11: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:27:00 PM and Page 11: Inserted Reviewer 

518/07/2017 12:27:00 PM 7. Design processes with participants as much as possible. Page 12: Commented [R84] 

Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 1:17:00 PM  

 

It may be helpful to reference Dearden, P., Bennett., M., & Johnston, J. (2005). Trends in Global Protected Area 
Governance, 1992-2002. Environmental Management, 36(1), 89-100. It may help give the reader context for 
change toward inclusivity in PA decision-making. This remains an important first study in global governance.  

 

Page 12: Commented [R85] Reviewer 1 28/07/2017 9:16:00 AM This is not a description but rather a list – need to 
present and discuss.  

 

Page 12: Commented [R86] Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:28:00 PM See earlier comment – I think this needs the 
benefit of a little more explanation  

 

Page 12: Commented [R87] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 1:18:00 PM Critical point.  

 

Page 12: Commented [R88] Reviewer 1 28/07/2017 9:18:00 AM Many assumptions in this statement – yes they 
are a range of governance typs but how do they relate to public participation and how does that ensure equitable 
management?  

 

Page 12: Commented [R89] Reviewer 1 28/07/2017 9:19:00 AM Again, the institutions are not involved in 
equitable management, but rather are a range of different governance types that may or may not lead to or 
ensure equitable management  
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Page 12: Commented [R90] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 2:29:00 PM I’m not a fan of this figure. It insinuates that 
government-managed PAs tend to “ignore and repress” or “inform and consult” whereas community conserved 
areas tend to “devolve, restitute, recognize”. I think this is a false assumption. Maybe this figure doesn’t assume 
that the top row links to what is beneath it but that’s how it reads to me.  

Page 12: Commented [R91] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 1:34:00 PM I’d be cautious about using figure 3 given the 
considerable work undertaken on governance of PAs since 1996. Borrini-Ferabend’s, et al, 2013 “Governance of PA 
From Understanding to Action” (also referenced in this paper), qualifies the continuum from the perspective of 
actors (p.45). Perhaps the 2013 reference and figure might represent the intent of the paper’s point?  

Page 12: Commented [R92] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 12:12:00 PM It read odd to me that Bolivia was suddenly 
introduced. Can’t we reference Canadian studies that represent the points being made? I can assist in providing 
references if interested.  

Page 13: Commented [R93] Reviewer 1 28/07/2017 9:21:00 AM This could be part of a literature review of 
literature relating to equitable management in other parts of the world. – or if not a geographical review, then a 
review of tools to ensure or promote equitable management  

Page 13: Commented [R94] Reviewer 403/08/2017 12:53:00 PM Multi level enabling environment at all levels  

 

Page 14: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:31:00 PM  

Participants are committed to process and outcomes. Page 15: Commented [R95] Reviewer 403/08/2017 1:08:00 

PM Process to identify in  

 

Page 15: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:31:00 PM 1. 5. Effective stakeholder and issue analysis  

 

Page 15: Inserted Reviewer 405/08/2017 11:48:00 AM community 1. Page 15: Commented [R96] Reviewer 

403/08/2017 1:16:00 PM Using indigenous languages, visual tools, see Healthy Country Planning CCNET Adaptive 
management model which has been highly successful at integrating the indigenous world views into conservation 
planning strategies in ways that engage and build capacity in local communities. Conservation Measures 
Partnership. (2016). Incorporating Social Aspects and Human Wellbeing in Biodiversity Conservation Projects. 
Version 2.0. Available from: http://cmp-openstandards.org/guidance/addressing-human-wellbeing/.  
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Page 15: Deleted Reviewer 405/08/2017 11:48:00 AM community 1. Page 15: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 

12:32:00 PM 1. 5. Give a voice the the “hidden voices”; those persons with a stake or interest but are not reached 
through conventional means. Page 15: Commented [R97] Reviewer 403/08/2017 1:09:00 PM How would this look 
in implementation: Building on comments on “What is Equitable management”- Indigenous Peoples and Equitable 
Management : differentiating between rights holders and stakeholders is important and how they will be 
integrated into process- There exists a difference and therefore when it comes to management and shared 
governance the different structures are important- for governance it would include rights holders representation 
within while for management it would include stakeholder advisory boards on special topics as required, or 
periodic management plan reviews as well as the public review process to establishment.  

 

Page 16: Commented [R98] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 2:37:00 PM This paragraph reads to me as if it makes an 
assumption that costs/benefits take the form of economic costs/benefits. Given the topic is PAs and biodiversity 
conservation a brief mention of the emotional / spiritual / health & well being benefits could also be included. 
These non-monetary benefits have a very high, but often not enumerated, value.  

 

Page 16: Commented [R99] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 2:41:00 PM Section 3, the discussion of principles, feels 
unfinished. Tables or figures are inserted with no meaningful discussion of them or mention as to why they are 
included. Without any discussion explicitly pertaining to these figures they feel disjointed and unnecessary. Maybe 
you ran out of time (which is understandable). For the final paper some better context or discussion of the figured 
throughout section 3 should be provided.  

Page 18: Commented [R100] Reviewer 403/08/2017 1:18:00 PM Public education needs to be emphasized prior 
to engagement and during to legitimized the issues being discussed.  

Page 18: Commented [R101] Reviewer 403/08/2017 1:20:00 PM CCNET Healthy Country planning integrates the 
indigenous worldviews and social equity goals into planning as mentioned. Cross cultural awareness will be 
important in areas where indigenous populations are involved to help create ‘ethical spaces”.  

Page 18: Commented [R102] Reviewer 403/08/2017 1:33:00 PM 

http://assets.wwf.org.uk/downloads/wwf_parthershiptoolboxartweb.pdf  

Methods Caution: There have been some interesting developments with social media however, online 
engagement tools reach some audiences- but never a substitute for face-to-face meetings. The Key is having a 
variety of tools such as Focus group s, open houses, community meetings, surveys and online engagement  

 

Page 18: Commented [R104] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 12:15:00 PM This is well written and clearly communicates 
important points.  
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Page 19: Commented [R105] Reviewer 403/08/2017 1:30:00 PM Consider organization’s placement on the 
spectrum- incremental change  

 

Page 19: Commented [R106] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 2:56:00 PM I like this table because there are real costs to 
public participation that sometimes outweigh the benefits. Especially at a project scale versus site or institutional 
scale.  

 

Page 20: Commented [R107] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 3:43:00 PM This may be just me but I think this is a horrible 
figure. What do the linear and non-linear responses in this chart even mean? As someone with a strong statistical 
background, this chart hurts me.  

 

Page 20: Commented [R108] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 1:24:00 PM The text and the figure didn’t help me 
understand the point. I immediately wanted to see the “set” of different conditions that resulted in the three lines.  

Page 21: Commented [R109] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 12:40:00 PM The table’s information is not clear. Where is 
the “degree of involvement”?  

 

Page 21: Commented [R110] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 3:44:00 PM A good table that deserves some more attention 
in this paper. Some of these techniques strike me as more robust or useful to satisfy a range of degrees of 
involvement (eg, geospatial/decision support system, scenario analysis, consensus conference). At different times 
in my career I have used many of these techniques. Exploring what some of these techniques actually are and how 
they can best be used at different EM scales (institutional, PA network, site, project) would be some important 
analysis that would be useful for NAP/NSC/ICE. Since these tools lead to on-the-ground action of new potential 
programs I think they deserve more attention. These tools are where the rubber hits the road.  

Page 22: Commented [R111] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 3:11:00 PM This is where I would mention things like:  

- PAs & OECMs in land claim areas versus not (sometimes EM approaches are mandated through legal 
agreements).  

- PAs & OECMs managed remotely versus managed with ongoing community presence.  

- Shared EM needs and attributes across PAs and OECMs within a region.  

- Existing PAs & OECMs versus new sites in the establishment process.  

- Explicit links of EM to Management Effectiveness theme.  
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Page 22: Deleted Reviewer 1 28/07/2017 9:24:00 AM a snapshot of  

 

Page 22: Commented [R112] Reviewer 1 28/07/2017 9:25:00 AM I don’t think the very colloquial, informal 
language throughout the paper works. I understand the attempt to speak directly to the reader and not use 
academic language but I think there is a happy medium.  

 

Page 22: Commented [R113] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 1:48:00 PM An important approach to governance in 
Canada is addressed in Jones’ book “Governing Marine Protected Areas: Resilience Through Diversity” (2014). 
There he directs consideration to co-evolutionary hierarchical governance, addressing the reality that in many 
cases, “the state is still a key actor that actually continues to play a crucial role in governance [Bell and Hindmoor, 
2009], contrary to the view amongst many governance analysts that government by the state has been replaced by 
networked governance amongst civil society actors and organisations” (p. 75). This discussion paper may wish to 
make clear that “the state”, despite the popular sentiment that inclusivity in decision-making is the popular 
approach, studies and theory, suggest that not all communities are keen to take on the responsibility and 
accountability for decision-making.  

 

Page 23: Commented [R114] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 12:45:00 PM Important to discuss how such a tool would be 
implemented. Who would administer it, collect and analyze the results? These questions go to core of governance 
and equitable management.  

 

Page 24: Commented [R115] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 3:46:00 PM Section 4 also seems unfinished. If I was on NAP 
or NSC I’d like to see the following....  

At the beginning you mentioned 3 scales for EM (I think there are 4 with a PA network / regional / greater park 
ecosystem scale). You then list 4 principles. You also have here 9 indicators. Previously you list a set of tools (table 
4) that presumably can be used to measure these indicators. It would be great if you could do some analysis that 
matches all this up (perhaps in the form of some comparative matrix). For a given scale, what are the indicators & 
tools that may be most useful in addressing the principles? Are all principles, indicators and tools equally 
important across all scales? Can some sort of decision support system (eg, decision tree?) be developed to help 
guide practioners to select the best tools given their scale, level of capacity and community presence? Are some 
indicators & tools most appropriate for reporting on Canada Target 1 (we’re not going to report on all 9 of these 
indicators). Are there 1 or 2 measures that are most correlated with PAs that are managed equitably? This is the 
kind of analysis of options that I think would really make this paper great.  
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Page 24: Commented [R116] Reviewer 3 23/07/2017 12:47:00 PM Suggest that any such tool be validated by 
others (academics and practitioners) before being confirmed. This may be worth indicating in the paper.  

 

Page 24: Commented [R117] Reviewer 2 28/07/2017 3:19:00 PM Some of these to me are indicators (ie, 
frequency of participation, diversity of participants). They are things with units of measurement and are directly 
quantifiable. Other things (ie, voice, relationships) are concepts but not indicators per se as they are not directly 
measureable without further definition.  

 

Page 24: Inserted Reviewer 518/07/2017 12:40:00 PM  Is there a shared understanding of issues? 


