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This paper summarises the scientific basis for inclusive
conservation in the context of protected area management, and
provides an update on ENVISION’s activities in 2019. It is intended
for members of ENVISION’s local and inter-site knowledge alliances
so that they can better understand the scientific directions of the
ENVISION project. The ideas presented in this paper will be further
developed over the course of the project based on the data collated
and the insights shared by alliance members.

‘Inclusive Conservation’ is a
trans-disciplinary approach to
balancing stakeholder visions, and
promoting shared agreements for
the future management of protected
areas. Inclusive conservation
involves developing and applying
inter- and trans-disciplinary tools
and processes to identify, compare
and balance the consequences of
different visions for how nature
should be conserved.
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Trends in the management of protected
areas and the effectiveness of
management actions
Protected areas are the most widely known, well-accepted strategy for
conserving biodiversity in the face of land use changes (e.g. ecosystem
fragmentation and agricultural intensification), ecosystem pollution and
deterioration1, 2 and a tremendous source of essential and distinctive
ecosystem services3. The planet’s network of protected areas includes
more than 14% of land, 2% of the marine and more than 10% of coastal
ecosystems4, 5, 6. Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity aim to
increase the percentage of protected areas coverage through Aichi Target
11, calling for the protection of 17 per cent of terrestrial areas including
inland water areas and 10 per cent of coastal and marine areas by 2020.
However, the world is not on track to realize these goals, and other Aichi
biodiversity targets7. While protected areas have had variable successes,
many fail to fully maintain their biodiversity8, and are poorly resourced9,
compromising the capacity to provide ecosystem services and human
well-being10. Additionally, global change, land use modifications and
pressures from growing population are challenging the expected
outcomes from protected areas11.

What are the challenges for the
management of protected areas?
Despite progress in coverage by protected areas, several major
challenges remain regarding their implementation:
•

Exploring differences in visions and levels of support among local and
national governments regarding protected area management, and low
stakeholder and resident awareness of the benefits of protected areas12.
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•

Accounting for the role of other effective conservation measures
(OECMs) in conservation policies and research13, 14, 15.

•

Balancing societal, economic and policy goals for protected area
management16, 17.

•

Recognising and assessing the dynamic relationships between
people and nature proposed in recent approaches to valuation19,
20, 21, 22
in a way that enables effective monitoring of conservation
achievements23, 24.

•

Investigating the uncertain effect of drivers of change on the
conservation of protected areas25, and issues concerning the role
of various power relations on the acceptance of protected area
management strategies26.

•

Navigating plurality and conflict among different approaches to
conceptualizing and assessing the diverse values of nature, including
intrinsic, instrumental and relational values27, 28, with the goal of
better representing the perspectives of scientists and practitioners
regarding conservation policies29, 30.

•

Assessing, monitoring and integrating social equity and
environmental justice, including the rights of multiple actors in
protected area management31, 32.

•

Disentangling trade-offs and synergies between biodiversity
conservation and the provision of ecosystem services within and
outside of protected areas33, 34, 35.

•

Assessing the influence of landscape scale processes (including
feedbacks and flows) on biodiversity and ecosystem service36, 37.

•

Evaluating the quantity and quality of protected areas in terms of
general sustainability indicators, ecological and area-based measures,
social impacts and social justice38.
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Addressing these challenges through
inclusive conservation
An introduction to ENVISION’s approach
Scientists, practitioners, stakeholders and local communities have
varying perspectives on what conservation and protected areas entail. A
comprehensive consideration of the above-mentioned challenges using
an inclusive conservation approach is critical to safeguarding biodiversity,
ecosystem services, and human well-being39, 40, 41.
In response, ENVISION is a trans-disciplinary research project that develops,
tests, and validates a novel, inclusive scenario approach for engaging
multiple stakeholders and local communities in protected area management
and biodiversity decision-making at multiple scales (Figure 1). We propose
that by identifying and balancing these different perspectives and visions,
and by understanding the importance of different human values and
relationships with nature, we can move towards outcomes which are
expected to equally improve social and conservation outcomes in protected
areas42.
Broadly, the ENVISION project addresses the research questions of:
1) to what extent is balancing diverse visions possible and, 2) how
can strategies based on collectively defined visions be translated into
protected area management at multiple scales?
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context | new vision | the project | methodologies | study cases

Our inclusive approach to conservation
Transforming visions into integrated protected area management
strategies; improving biodiversity and human well-being

Considering
multiple visions for
Informing
protected area
management
biodiversity and
protected area
management policy

Assessing the
consequences of
each vision

Social learning and
collectively defining
new visions

Assessing
uncertainty and
building resilience

Acknowledging
power relations and
rethinking
governance

Co-creating,
communicating and
upscaling knowledge

Promoting
continuous learning

Inter-site knowledge
alliance

Local site knowledge
alliances

Considering multiple visions for protected area
management
•

To compare different understandings of inclusive conservation and
visions of protected area management across researchers, protected
area managers, industry groups, local communities and policy makers.

•

To establish an integrative socio-ecological approach for inclusive
conservation that considers multiple visions and scenarios for protected
area management, and provides a foundation for knowledge co-creation.
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Figure 1: Our ENVISION
team will investigate
various aspects of
exploring visions
for management of
protected areas, including
consequences and tradeoffs, social learning, power
relations, uncertainty
and resilience, and
communication

Assessing the consequences of each vision
•

To quantitatively assess the consequences of different scenarios and
associated visions on biodiversity, ecosystem services, and human
well-being by drawing on socio-economic and ecosystem attributes;

Social learning about the consequences of
each vision
•

To test how, and to what extent, social learning about the
consequences of each vision changes values and enables the
development of collectively defined visions for protected area
management.

Assessing uncertainty and building resilience
•

To better understand how uncertainties in the pathways towards
collectively defined visions can be dealt with and translated into more
resilient protected area management strategies.

Acknowledging power relations and rethinking
governance
•

To propose inclusive governance models and instruments that are
sensitive to power relationships and stakeholders’ collectively defined
visions, and capable of informing protected area decision-making at
multiple scales.

Informing biodiversity and protected area
management policy
•

To communicate and disseminate project findings to diverse
stakeholders within and across study areas. We will support the ongoing
development of a post-2020 global biodiversity framework to be
adopted by the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity in 2020.
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What has ENVISION achieved to date?
ENVISION started in January 2019. In the first 12 months we have
conducted the following activities:

Across all sites
•

A webinar on inclusive conservation involving 46 members of the public

•

A fact sheet on inclusive conservation for policy makers

•

Informing important debates as part of focus group discussions on
the post-2020 biodiversity agenda, including discussions relating
to the formation of the EU Biodiversity framework, and post-2020
Convention of Biological Diversity targets.

Västra Harg nature reserve and the wider
Östergötland region, Sweden
•

30 interviews have been conducted with
members of the local knowledge alliance to
better understand how their knowledge and
values relate to their visions for protected area
and integrated landscape management.

•

Approximately 430 respondents completed a
participatory mapping survey that examined
the relationships between place-based
values and preferences for conservation
and protected area management in Mjölby
municipality, with a specific focus on
strategies for the management of oak
woodlands and wild boar.
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•

Plans have commenced for a wider survey on the differences
between scientific and traditional knowledge concerning biodiversity,
ecosystems and management of landscapes in the Östergötland
region, recognizing that different knowledge systems may have
different visions for protected area management

•

In the early stages of a social and ecological values modelling activity
based on different scenarios of biodiversity, ecosystem services and
climate change.

Scientific outputs from these activities will inform landscape resilience
assessments in 2020. Knowledge alliance members will be asked to
consider cross-scale dynamics that are influencing protected area
management based on ENVISION’s data and their own experiences. Also,
there will be opportunity to discuss the types and levels of uncertainty
associated with the different visions for protected area management based
on the social and ecological consequences presented through the science.

Sierra de Guadarrama, Spain
•

Approximately 35 interviews have been
conducted with local knowledge alliance
members concerning their place-based values
and visions for protected area management,
as well as their perceptions of different drivers
of landscape change. STREAMLINE was used
as a tool for eliciting drivers of change.

•

An additional 85 interviews have been
completed aimed at exploring the networks
and relations between institutional members
and how governance arrangements and
interactions shape Sierra de Guadarrama
conservation outcomes.

•

More than 200 responses have been received on a survey conducted face-to
face with local residents from the buffer zone of the national park in relation
to human values, local ecological knowledge, attitudes and visions about
nature conservation and perceptions of inclusive conservation.

•

Workshops are being planned for May 2020 to explore how these data can
inform different scenarios for the management of Sierra de Guadarrama.
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Kromme Rijn and Utrechtse Heuvelrug regions,
The Netherlands
•

Using the STREAMLINE tool approximately
58 interviews have been conducted with
recreationists / residents, policy-makers from
regional governments and representatives
of environmental organizations in order to
better understand the perceived importance
of different landscape functions, as well as
to explore their knowledge of trade-offs and
preferences for landscape multi-functionality.
These data will be complemented with
analysis of policy documents of main
stakeholder organizations in the area and
more interviews (when need be) in order
to identify main visions for the area and
integrated landscape management.

•

Spatially referenced social and ecological data are currently being
collated to inform the modelling of the consequences associated
with the dominant stakeholder visions. Workshops are being planned
where modelled consequences are presented to stakeholders and
new visions as well as pathways to reaching them are identified
through deliberation.
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Denali National Park, United States
•

Meetings have been held with around 100
stakeholders for informal and formal interviews.
To date, we have completed 36 semi-structured
(recorded) interviews that have explored topics
including place meanings, environmental
governance, management practices for grappling
with landscape change, and knowledge exchange.

•

A total of seven focus groups have been held to
build an in-depth understanding of the socialecological landscape around Denali.

•

Conducted fuzzy cognitive mapping exercises to
identify drivers of change and to understand the
mental models of stakeholders around Denali
(N=43).

•

Expanded our local knowledge alliance to guide our work with
community members to include the State of Alaska, federal government,
local government, industry, local business, and Alaska Natives.

•

Presentations have been given at several venues (e.g., General
Assembly meeting for the Denali Borough, community events) to build
relationships and raise awareness of the project.

In summary, the ENVISION project is making excellent progress. We look
forward to working with the knowledge alliance and other key stakeholders
during the next stages of the project.

- 11 -

References
1.

Chape, S., Harrison, J., Spalding, M. & Lysenko, I. Measuring the extent and effectiveness of protected areas
as an indicator for meeting global biodiversity targets. in Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B:
Biological Sciences (2005). doi:10.1098/rstb.2004.1592.

2.

Gray, C. L. et al. Local biodiversity is higher inside than outside terrestrial protected areas worldwide. Nat.
Commun. (2016) doi:10.1038/ncomms12306.

3.

Martín-López, B., García-Llorente, M., Palomo, I. & Montes, C. The conservation against development
paradigm in protected areas: Valuation of ecosystem services in the Doñana social-ecological system
(southwestern Spain). Ecol. Econ. (2011) doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2011.03.009.

4.

Sala, E. et al. Assessing real progress towards effective ocean protection. Mar. Policy (2018) doi:10.1016/j.
marpol.2018.02.004.

5.

Juffe-Bignoli, D. et al. Protected Planet Report 2014 - UNEP-WCMC. UNEP-WCMC’s official website Protected Planet Report 2014 (2014).

6.

UNEP-WCMC, IUCN and NGS (2019). Protected Planet Live Report 2019. UNEP-WCMC, IUCN and NGS:
Cambridge UK; Gland, Switzerland; and Washington, D.C., USA..

7.

Tittensor, D. P. et al. A mid-term analysis of progress toward international biodiversity targets. Science (80-. ).
(2014) doi:10.1126/science.1257484.

8.

Barnes, M. D., Craigie, I. D., Dudley, N. & Hockings, M. Understanding local-scale drivers of biodiversity
outcomes in terrestrial protected areas. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences (2017) doi:10.1111/
nyas.13154.

9.

Butchart, S. H. M. et al. Shortfalls and Solutions for Meeting National and Global Conservation Area
Targets. Conserv. Lett. (2015) doi:10.1111/conl.12158.

10. Butchart, S. H. M. et al. Global biodiversity: Indicators of recent declines. Science (80-. ). (2010)
doi:10.1126/science.1187512.
11. Palomo, I. et al. Envisioning protected areas through participatory scenario planning: Navigating coverage
and effectiveness challenges ahead. Parks (2017) doi:10.2305/IUCN.CH.2017.PARKS-23-1IP.en.
12. Blicharska, M., Orlikowska, E. H., Roberge, J. M. & Grodzinska-Jurczak, M. Contribution of social science
to large scale biodiversity conservation: A review of research about the Natura 2000 network. Biological
Conservation (2016) doi:10.1016/j.biocon.2016.05.007.
13. Palomo, I. et al. Incorporating the social-ecological approach in protected areas in the anthropocene.
Bioscience (2014) doi:10.1093/biosci/bit033.
14. Rees, S. E. et al. Bridging the divide: Social–ecological coherence in Marine Protected Area network design.
Aquat. Conserv. Mar. Freshw. Ecosyst. (2018) doi:10.1002/aqc.2885.
15. Diz, D. et al. Mainstreaming marine biodiversity into the SDGs: The role of other effective area-based
conservation measures (SDG 14.5). Mar. Policy (2018) doi:10.1016/j.marpol.2017.08.019.
16. Lemos, M. C. et al. To co-produce or not to co-produce. Nature Sustainability (2018) doi:10.1038/s41893018-0191-0.
17. Turnhout, E., Tuinstra, W., Halffman, W. & Turnhout, E. Environmental Experts at the Science–Policy–
Society Interface. in Environmental Expertise (2019). doi:10.1017/9781316162514.019.

- 12 -

18. Sherrouse, B. C., Semmens, D. J., Ancona, Z. H. & Brunner, N. M. Analyzing land-use change scenarios for
trade-offs among cultural ecosystem services in the Southern Rocky Mountains. Ecosyst. Serv. (2017)
doi:10.1016/j.ecoser.2017.02.003.
19. Díaz, S. et al. Assessing nature’s contributions to people. Science (80-. ). (2018) doi:10.1126/science.
aap8826.
20. Fagerholm, N. et al. Cross-site analysis of perceived ecosystem service benefits in multifunctional
landscapes. Glob. Environ. Chang. (2019) doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2019.04.002.
21. Jacobs, S. et al. The means determine the end – Pursuing integrated valuation in practice. Ecosyst. Serv.
(2018) doi:10.1016/j.ecoser.2017.07.011.
22. Raymond, C. M., Giusti, M. & Barthel, S. An embodied perspective on the co-production of cultural
ecosystem services: toward embodied ecosystems. Journal of Environmental Planning and Management
(2018) doi:10.1080/09640568.2017.1312300.
23. Mace, G. M. Whose conservation? Science (2014) doi:10.1126/science.1254704.
24. Carpenter, S. R. et al. Science for managing ecosystem services: Beyond the Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America (2009)
doi:10.1073/pnas.0808772106.
25. Jones, K. R. et al. One-third of global protected land is under intense human pressure. Science (80-. ).
(2018) doi:10.1126/science.aap9565.
26. Sandbrook, C. Weak yet strong: The uneven power relations of conservation. ORYX (2017) doi:10.1017/
S0030605317000618.
27. Raymond, C. M., Kenter, J. O., van Riper, C. J., Rawluk, A. & Kendal, D. Editorial overview: theoretical
traditions in social values for sustainability. Sustain. Sci. (2019) doi:10.1007/s11625-019-00723-7.
28. Kenter, J. O. et al. Loving the mess: navigating diversity and conflict in social values for sustainability.
Sustain. Sci. (2019) doi:10.1007/s11625-019-00726-4.
29. Tallis, H. & Lubchenco, J. Working together: a call for inclusive conservation.” Nature News 515.7525
(2014): 27. Nat. News (2014).
30. Pearson, R. G. Reasons to Conserve Nature. Trends in Ecology and Evolution (2016) doi:10.1016/j.
tree.2016.02.005.
31. Zafra-Calvo, N. et al. Towards an indicator system to assess equitable management in protected areas.
Biological Conservation (2017) doi:10.1016/j.biocon.2017.05.014.
32. Bennett, N. J., Blythe, J., Cisneros-Montemayor, A. M., Singh, G. G. & Sumaila, U. R. Just Transformations to
Sustainability. Sustainability (2019) doi:10.3390/su11143881.
33. Maes, J., Paracchini, M. L., Zulian, G., Dunbar, M. B. & Alkemade, R. Synergies and trade-offs between
ecosystem service supply, biodiversity, and habitat conservation status in Europe. Biol. Conserv. (2012)
doi:10.1016/j.biocon.2012.06.016.
34. Castro, A. J. et al. Do protected areas networks ensure the supply of ecosystem services? Spatial patterns
of two nature reserve systems in semi-arid Spain. Appl. Geogr. (2015) doi:10.1016/j.apgeog.2015.02.012.
35. Santos-Martín, F. et al. Protecting nature is necessary but not sufficient for conserving ecosystem services:
A comprehensive assessment along a gradient of land-use intensity in Spain. Ecosyst. Serv. (2019)
doi:10.1016/j.ecoser.2018.11.006.

- 13 -

36. Schirpke, U. et al. Integrating supply, flow and demand to enhance the understanding of interactions among
multiple ecosystem services. Sci. Total Environ. (2019) doi:10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.09.235.
37. Castro, A. J. et al. Ecosystem service trade-offs from supply to social demand: A landscape-scale spatial
analysis. Landsc. Urban Plan. (2014) doi:10.1016/j.landurbplan.2014.08.009.
38. De Santo, E. M. Missing marine protected area (MPA) targets: How the push for quantity over quality
undermines sustainability and social justice. Journal of Environmental Management (2013) doi:10.1016/j.
jenvman.2013.01.033.
39. Muhar, A. & Siegrist, D. Synergies between tourism, outdoor recreation and landscape stewardship. in The
Science and Practice of Landscape Stewardship (2017). doi:10.1017/9781316499016.019.
40. Metzger, M. J. et al. How do Europeans want to live in 2040? Citizen visions and their consequences for
European land use. Reg. Environ. Chang. (2018) doi:10.1007/s10113-016-1091-3.
41. Plieninger, T., Woltering, M. & Job, H. Implementation of the Ecosystem Services Approach in German
Biosphere Reserves. Raumforsch. Raumordn. (2016) doi:10.1007/s13147-016-0438-z.
42. Oldekop, J. A., Holmes, G., Harris, W. E. & Evans, K. L. A global assessment of the social and conservation
outcomes of protected areas. Conserv. Biol. (2016) doi:10.1111/cobi.12568.

- 14 -

ENVISION is a 3-year research project funded through
the 2017-2018 Belmont Forum and BiodivERsA joint
call under the BiodivScen ERA-Net COFUND
programme.
DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.4304015

Partners

For more information
Christopher Raymond christopher.raymond@slu.se
inclusive-conservation.net
@Envision2050

Funders

