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High Conservation Values are the critical social and environmental values in ecosystems and
landscapes that long term multi-stakeholder processes have collectively identified as the key
values to be conserved in the management of natural systems. The latest definitions of HCVs
5 and 6 developed and agreed by the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) and now also
adopted by the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil are:
HCV 5 - Community needs: Sites and resources fundamental for satisfying the
basic necessities of local communities or indigenous peoples (for livelihoods,
health, nutrition, water, etc.), identified through engagement with these
communities or indigenous peoples.
HCV 6 - Cultural values: Sites, resources, habitats and landscapes of global or
national cultural, archaeological or historical significance, and/or of critical
cultural, ecological, economic or religious/sacred importance for the traditional
cultures of local communities or indigenous peoples, identified through
engagement with these local communities or indigenous peoples.1

These definitions (along with those of HCVs 1 to 4), developed in recognition of the fact that
the HCV approach has now come to be used outside its original context of certification of
natural forest management and even outside certification systems altogether, replace the
previous ones which referred only to High Conservation Value Forests. The revised approach
thus places emphasis on the values themselves that need to be maintained and enhanced and
then seeks to identify which areas need to be managed to ensure this. The main difference
between the new definition of HCV 5 and its previous one is that its value lies in securing
‘community needs’ rather than ‘community basic needs’. The new definition of HCV 6 now
also includes sites of global or national cultural importance, such as archaeological and
historical sites, in addition to sites of importance for local cultural identity.
b) Why do HCVs 5 and 6 matter?
The problematic consequences of conservation systems which seek only to protect
biodiversity and ecosystem values without taking into account the rights, livelihoods,
ambitions and knowledge systems of local residents, be they indigenous peoples or local
communities, is now widely recognised. International agencies such as the International
Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN), the World Parks Congress (WPC) and the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) have thus agreed on the need to respect rights,
secure ‘traditional customary use’, protect indigenous knowledge and ensure full
participation in land use planning. This need was long recognised by FSC from its inception
in 1993 and was also central to its thinking when it pioneered the concept of High
Conservation Value Forests in 1998. Ever since, definitions of HCVs include both social and
environmental values and seek to promote the simultaneous maintenance and enhancement of
both.
The challenges for maintaining and enhancing both social and environmental values in the
context of large-scale land conversion for monocrops such as oil palms are particularly acute.
Where large areas of customary lands, traditional use or local subsistence are taken over for
oil palm estates, and then substantial parts of the remaining areas are set aside for
1

Forest Stewardship Council 2012 The Revised Principles and Criteria V5. Available at
https://ic.fsc.org/download.revised-fsc-pc-v-5-0-high-resolution.a-1780.pdf
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conservation of biodiversity and other environmental values, then local peoples’ economies
are inevitably put under considerable pressure, and can potentially be seriously undermined.
Such pressure has important and long-term implications for the indigenous peoples and local
communities who inhabit these areas and depend on them for these livelihoods. Often, such
lands have been owned, used, managed and passed on for generations in line with customary
norms and practices. Often also they are the main means through which livelihoods are
secured and hold a central place in the social and cultural identities, as well as historical
attachments, of these communities. The adequate identification, monitoring and management
of HCVs 5 and 6 is thus critical to ensure that these communities’ basic needs can continue to
be met, and that their traditional cultural identities and practices can be sustained.2
Who are local communities and indigenous peoples?
The term ‘local communities’ can be used to refer to a community in a particular place, where
local people share common concern around local facilities, services and environment (RSB 2010).
Often, local communities attach particular meaning to land and natural resources as sources of
culture, customs, history and identity, and depend on them to sustain their livelihoods, social
organisation, culture and traditions, beliefs, environment and ecology. The term ‘indigenous
peoples’, as understood by modern international organisations and legal experts includes priority
in time with respect the occupation and use of a specific territory; the voluntary perpetuation of
cultural distinctiveness; self-identification, as well as recognition by other groups, or by State
authorities, as a distinct collectivity; and an experience of subjugation, exclusion or
discrimination, whether or not these conditions persist (Daes 1996). Both groups will tend to use
and manage land in accordance with customary tenure systems and associated rights, and should
therefore be treated as rights-holders over such lands and the natural resources therein,
regardless of whether such rights are formal or informal. Voluntary standards such as the RSPO,
which refer to both ‘indigenous peoples and local communities’, require the same processes and
respect for rights of both groups by member companies, including notably in relation to respect
for the right to give or withhold Free, Prior and Informed Consent.

The adequate identification and management of areas of social and environmental value to
indigenous peoples and other local communities, implemented with their full participation
and respect for their rights, is also in line with numerous international norms and evolving
jurisprudence, including inter alia, the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples, International Labour Organisation Convention No. 169 on Indigenous
and Tribal Peoples, International Labour Organisation Convention No. 107 concerning the
Protection and Integration of Indigenous and Other Tribal and Semi-Tribal Populations in
Independent Countries, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the
International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, the International
Convention on the Elimination of all forms of Racial Discrimination, the Convention on
Biological Diversity, the American Convention on Human Rights, the African Charter on
Human and Peoples Rights, the Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of
Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests in the Context of National Food Security, the
2

While this Protocol focuses on HCVs 5 and 6, community engagement should also feature as part of
monitoring and management of HCVs 1 to 4, given that communities are affected by these areas in
terms of their access to land and resources. HCV 4 also possesses both an environmental and social
dimension, and is relevant to local communities due to its focus on the provision of basic ecosystem
services in critical situations, including but not limited to, watershed protection and erosion control.
Where HCVs 1 to 6 overlap, it is particularly important that communities and companies together
decide on a management model that enhances both the social and environmental values of these areas.
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UNESCO Convention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage
and the UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage. See
Appendix II for a comprehensive analysis of HCVs 5 and 6 in the context of international
laws and norms.
The importance of securing adequate areas for community livelihoods
Field studies by Forest Peoples Programme in Indonesia have shown that very often HCV
assessments have only allocated very small areas as HCVs 5 and 6 and that existing HCV
Management systems have failed to secure the comprehension, let alone consent, of the
affected communities. This can give rise to a number of unfortunate consequences:
 Communities’ basic needs cannot be fulfilled on the remaining land and resources base
leading to poverty, malnutrition and ill-health as well as undesirable social and cultural loss
 Shifting cultivation cycles are shortened implying erosion of biological diversity, weakened
soils and increased erosion
 Faced with unforeseen land shortages, farmers clear marginal lands or areas that have been
set aside for other purposes
 Land clearance may directly or indirectly affect other HCVs, for example where new farms are
cleared in riparian forests, set aside to preserve water flow and quality, or peat soil areas, set
aside to avoid high carbon emissions (HCV 4).
 Hunting or farming may also intensify in areas set aside to conserve valued species,
ecosystems and landscapes (HCV 1 to 3)
 Impoverished or resentful community members may pilfer fruits from estates or
smallholdings
 Unanticipated population growth of local communities leads to scarcity and intensified use of
resources available in a non-sustainable way
 The results may be disputes between the company and the communities which spill over into
damaging conflicts, legal suits, violence and destruction of properties.
References: Colchester et al 2008; Colchester et al 2011; Colchester & Chao (eds) 2013
(forthcoming)

It is important to understand that HCVs are only one part of a comprehensive land use plan
that ensures sustainability. In land conversion contexts, such as plantations development, the
allocation of lands to monocrops inevitably reduces the amount of available land to fulfil
other needs including local livelihoods, social development and environmental values. Where
local communities’ and indigenous peoples’ rights are being affected directly and indirectly
by such changes, it is imperative first that these rights in land are recognised and second that
they provide their free, prior and informed consent to the overall land use plan, which may
imply restrictions on their rights and livelihoods which they may agree to in excange for new
development options and benefits.3 Without FPIC for the overall proposed land use plan, the
offer of negotiation and FPIC merely over remnant HCV areas does not provide communities
the security they need for their lives and cultures. As a workshop participant poignantly made
clear:
We cannot talk about High Conservation Values as a red dot on a map, or two red dots on
a map, or three, or a hundred. The whole landscape is of high conservation value to us,
because we have customary rights over the landscape, and a landscape cannot be broken
3

See Forest Peoples Programme 2008 FPIC and the RSPO: A Guide for Companies.
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down into little pieces, just like a flower, if you remove all its petals and scatter them
about, is no longer a flower.
Our land is taken from us without our consent and without consultation, and then you ask
us to tell us and help you identify which bits of it matter to us. Think about if it were your
own body: which part of your body is a ‘High Conservation Value’? Would you not say
all of your body was? Now think about if I wring off your arm, singe your hair, cut off
your fingers, and gouge out your eyes, and then ask you, which part of your damaged
body is a ‘High Conservation Value’, would you not still say that it was all of great value
to you, even if most of it has been destroyed? So it goes for our land and our rights.

c) Rationale
In contrast to literature and technical guidance on HCVs 1 to 4, there is a notable lack of
comprehensive data and guidance on best practices in the monitoring and management of
HCVs 5 and 6. In particular, the importance of community participation, consultation and
active engagement, where consented to by the communities, in the management and
monitoring of such areas has yet to be substantially explored or field-trialled. This is despite a
growing body of evidence suggesting that consultation with and participation of communities
in all three stages of the HCV process can engender positive outcomes for the protection and
enhancement of all 6 types of HCVs. It is with these considerations in mind that this Protocol
has been developed for HCVs 5 and 6.
This Monitoring Protocol for HCV 5 and 6 has been developed to accompany the HCV
Monitoring Protocol for Oil Palm Landscapes developed by the Zoological Society of
London (ZSL), thus ensuring consistency with the Charter of the High Conservation Values
Resource Network, which seeks to ensure that HCV systems address all 6 HCVs. Both
Protocols are to be used in conjunction with the Spatial Monitoring and Reporting Tool
(SMART) software.
d) Methodology
This Protocol has been developed by ZSL and UK-based international human rights nongovernmental organisation Forest Peoples Programme 4 (FPP). Since 2006, FPP and its
partners have carried out extensive fieldwork, and research on the social implications of oil
palm expansion in Southeast Asia for indigenous peoples and local communities, advocating
at a number of levels (including the RSPO) for the implementation of rights-based best
practices in the oil palm sector. Since 2011 FPP and its partners have been carrying out
similar work in Liberia, Cameroon and DRC. This document has been revised based on
inputs from two multi-stakeholder consultations held in Cameroon and Indonesia in 2013.
e) Expected outcomes
The expected outcomes of implementation of this Protocol are:

4

Forest Peoples Programme works with its partners to support forest-dependent indigenous peoples
and local communities secure their rights to land and natural resources in ways that ensure sustainable
livelihoods, equity and well-being based on respect for their rights, knowledge, cultures and identities.
For more information please visit www.forestpeoples.org.
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1) Increased capacity and competency of producers and other stakeholders to monitor,
manage and conserve HCVs 5 and 6, with the potential to provide additional baseline
evidence for reassessment of existing HCV 5 and 6 areas
2) More adequate inclusion of HCVs 5 and 6 within HCV audit reports and compliance to the
relevant RSPO P&C criteria that can be credibly reported, verified and assessed
3) Improved practices of communication and active engagement where relevant with
indigenous peoples and local communities in the monitoring and management of HCVs 5
and 6
4) Improved capacity and knowledge within companies to collect, store, analyse and report
data on HCV 5 and 6 for ensuing feedback into management practices
5) Improved management of HCVs 5 and 6 to ensure these fulfil their function of securing
indigenous peoples and local communities’ basic needs and self-determined development
through respecting their rights, livelihoods, cultures and food and water security
6) Increased sustainability of HCVs 5 and 6 based on multi-stakeholder engagement and
respect for the needs and rights of indigenous peoples and local communities, and which is
quantitatively and qualitatively measurable and verifiable

2. HOW ARE HCVs 5 & 6 MANAGED?
Monitoring is not an academic exercise. It is undertaken on a regular basis to feedback into
management. Where new threats are identified, values are not being maintained or enhanced
and problems emerge in management systems, then adjustments need to be made to the
management system to deal with threats, review regulatory systems, incentivise changes or
sanction violations. The kinds of management system and tenures adopted for maintaining
and enhancing HCVs have major implications for choosing the best methods for monitoring,
which should be an integral part of the management system. Management systems which are
seen as punitive and contrary to the best interests of those involved are unlikely to be
sustainable in the long term.
The latest version of Common Guidance for the Identification of HCVs produced by
ProForest and the High Conservation Values Resource Network proposes the need to:
Establish an appropriate monitoring regime to ensure that the management practices
are effective in their aim of maintaining or enhancing the HCVs. The monitoring
regime needs to translate the strategic objectives of the management regime into
operational objectives. Appropriate indicators must be chosen to assess the status of
the HCVs, and thresholds for action must be established to ensure that the HCVs are
maintained or enhanced.5

It is important to note that the HCV system is not proscriptive in the sense that any one value
is given greater importance than any other. Also, it is relatively rare that HCVMAs are
5

Brown et alii 2013 (October) Common guidance for the identification of High Conservation Values.
HCV Resource Network. http://www.hcvnetwork.org/resources/folder.2006-09-29.6584228415/cgfor-hcv-identification
.
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designated only to maintain or enhance a single HCV. Especially for HCV 5 but also often
for HCV 6, it is usual or common that the HCVMAs designated for conserving these values
are also areas that contain one or several other values – valued species, ecosystems,
landscapes and environmental services. This overlap of values has important implications for
management. Thus an important part of the design of a management system is to ensure that
multiple values do not conflict and this can best be assured by allocating sufficient areas of
lands and resources to provision the basic needs of both present and future generations of
local users.
Management systems suitable for maintaining and enhancing HCVs and 6 are very varied.
Very often local communities and indigenous peoples will retain rights to their lands and
resources and will seek to have these rights respected. These rights may be expressed in terms
of customary laws, traditional practices or informal norms and may also be recognised in
national laws, Constitutions, international human rights systems and through voluntary best
practices and certification systems. Limitations on these rights in HCV Management Areas
should only be agreed subject to the Free, Prior and Informed Consent of the communities
concerned as expressed through their own representative institutions.
Four basic management systems can be identified:
 Community managed areas (e.g. community joint wildlife management, community
management of hunting zones, community forest certification and community protection
of multi-use tree species)
 State managed areas
 Company managed areas
 Co-managed areas, which may involve either community and State agencies or
community and company agencies.
Management systems at a minimum should:
 Establish clearly the areas which need to be protected to ensure that the values are
maintained and enhanced
 Clarify the responsible legal parties charged with management
 Ascertain the main threats to the areas in question
 Provide systems and period evaluation to monitor the threats and assess whether the values
are being maintained or enhanced (see next section)
 Establish an agreed system of intervention to counter threats, incentivise reformed practice
or sanction violations
 Document activities
 Provide mechanisms for addressing grievance and resolving conflicts
 Provide a mechanism through which the impact of management actions is monitored
 Be continually adapted from monitoring feedback to ensure optimal results
Optimally a managed landscape will include a mosaic of management regimes and tenures,
some under direct State control, some managed by companies as part of their concessions and
some under community tenures which may or not be formally recognised, registered or titled
depending on the possibilities in local and national legal systems. Indeed management
systems are often quite seriously constrained by the possibilities offered by national laws and
administrative practices, which may provide relatively limited options for the recognition of
both company and community rights through tenurial instruments and the recognition of the
legal personality of management institutions. In addition, national laws may seriously limit
8
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the extent to which companies can set aside lands within their concessions for conservation,
making alternative tenures such as indigenous peoples’ and community controlled areas
(ICCAs) all the more necessary.
In some cases monitoring will also reveal that initial HCV assessments themselves were
deficient – is that some values were missed – or that HCVMAs are too small or
inappropriately located to secure values properly (see Box on page 5). Where the unforeseen
pressures on resources are coming from local communities within the consent based land use
system, possible adjustments in management may include the following:
 Additional areas are set aside as HCVMAs6
 Additional planted areas are allocated as smallholdings
 Enhanced profit-sharing between company and community is agreed to divert pressure off
primary resources
 Investments are provided to secure alternative sources of food, fuel, water or cash
 Local ecosystems are managed to yield enhanced quantities of favoured products, such as
fruits or game
 Excision of HCVs from HGU with legal recognition and endorsement of community
management of the excised area by the government (eg as community forest)
 Company provides support to communities to enhance productivity of existing HCV 5
through improved management practices in land-sparing adaptive management, subject to
the consent of the community following thorough negotiation

3. GUIDANCE ON HCV 5 AND 6 MONITORING PROCESS
HCV identification, management and monitoring
The HCV process comprises three main stages: identification, to determine whether any HCVs
are present and where, which is usually done via an HCV assessment that entails desk-based
research, data collection, field visits and stakeholder consultation; management, based on the
development of a management plan to maintain or enhance HCVs and; monitoring, to ensure
that the implementation of the management plan is effective in maintaining or enhancing the
HCVs. While this Protocol provides guidance on monitoring and management processes, these
cannot and should not be dissociated from the process and outcomes of HCV identification, given
that the extent to which identification has been done adequately and comprehensively has a
direct impact on the implementation and potential impact of monitoring and management plans.
The guidance provided in this Protocol is in general also applicable to all three stages of the HCV
process, and should be read and implemented in this light.

Monitoring is designed to ensure that identified values are maintained and enhanced and that
management is effective and/or to identify weaknesses in management and threats to agreed
values. Monitoring systems should thus be designed through participatory engagement with
local communities and adopted at the same time as or subsequent to the consent-based
designation of High Conservation Value Management Areas (HCVMAs) and HCV
management agreements. HCV 5 and HCV 6 are for the most part values best understood by
6

This is likely to be difficult in areas where too little land has been set aside for HCVs and the rest is
already converted.
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the local communities and indigenous peoples to whom they are ascribed. The fact that they
exist today often testifies to long-term sustainable use by the local communities who have
customarily depended on and managed these areas for their livelihoods. It is thus logical that
in their very definition, HCVs 5 and 6 are described as sites and areas ‘identified through
engagement with these local communities or indigenous peoples’ (vide supra). Since HCVs 5
AND 6 are defined based on local peoples’ knowledge and participation, it is local peoples’
knowledge which is best equipped to ascertain if those values are being maintained, enhanced
or eroded.
The full and active participation of communities in consultations, the establishment and
activities of the Monitoring Teams, field visits, participatory mapping, information-sharing,
verification of findings and seeking alternative management options, is thus imperative to the
validity of the HCV 5 and 6 management process and outputs. While NGOs, academics, local
experts and local authorities can provide useful information to inform HCV 5 and 6
identification and management, local communities need to be involved in a consultative
process and agree to decisions through a process of FPIC. This means that any decision or
consent should be made without coercion or intimidation, with all relevant information
provided and prior to any damaging activities or interventions taking place. Long-term
transparent and rights-based engagement with communities through the HCV 5 and 6
monitoring process also places companies in a better position to understand community needs
and values (as well as changes therein), as well as to build trust between the parties as the
basis of a genuinely multi-stakeholder approach.
The guidance and data models provided in this section seek to ensure that processes are
conceived and implemented in ways that are anchored in, and conducive to, mutual trust,
open dialogue, freedom of expression, and respect for rights, cultures and livelihoods. Local
contexts, circumstances and needs should always be taken into consideration to inform the
models used and how these need to be adapted, elaborated and/or revised. Consultations with
local communities will provide the key indications of whether and what changes are needed,
and flexibility in implementing the Protocol will be key to effective and representative data
collection and use. The guidance below should thus be treated as indicative and nonexhaustive examples only, of potential issues to be identified and analysed in the monitoring
of HCVs 5 and 6. These suggested steps should not be understood as constituting a one-off
‘tick-the-box’ procedure but rather an iterative and ongoing process where particular
elements may need to be repeated, prolonged or repositioned within the broader process, and
where the diversity of actors and perspectives involved must be taken into account.
Information at all stages must be made accessible to the communities involved in a
transparent manner. Following each action, all actors need to be consulted and documented
track records need to be widely disseminated so that feedback can be received and the
ensuing steps of the process jointly developed.

10
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10 Basic Steps to Secure Community FPIC
(1) Scoping – are there communities who could be affected by the project?
Decision
No communities affected – no FPIC process needed, process ends here
Yes, some communities will be affected – FPIC process required, proceed to step (2)
(2) Go and meet the communities who might be affected, make introductions, provide copies of
all information on the project including area maps, the processes the company would like to
initiate, the rights of communities in those process, including to take advice (eg legal advice),
leave project information with communities, including a request that, if they want to proceed,
they should identify an appropriate representative structure that will adequately represent all of
the different interests in the community, male, female, young and old.
Ask for community consent to continue this discussion. Do they agree?
Decision
Community says NO – Discussion ends and no plantation is established on those communities’
lands.
Community says Yes – Proceed to next step (3)
(3) Community identification of representatives or representative institutions (avoiding company
employees where possible, since otherwise there is the potential for a real and perceived conflict
of interest that will undermine the credibility of the FPIC process).
(4) Provide the community representatives with information on the company processes,
including to agree the terms of engagement between company and community (the agreed
“rules of the game” – e.g. an MOU, possibly for signature – this should be approved by
independent legal advisor), and a calendar for the process. This will define how the community
and company will work together. The amount of time and visits that this will require will depend
on the context and community in question, but in all cases, sufficient time should be given for
communities to digest and reflect on information received, consult among themselves, and come
back with any questions requiring clarification or elaboration in follow-up meetings.
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(5) Working with those representatives, conduct participatory mapping to identify community
lands and key resources, and to refine the ESIA with regard to local conditions in the specific
communities concerned. Do this for each community (also this will help to refine the HCV
analysis).
(6) All of the results (including all documentation) from Step 5 should be shared with the full
communities (including maps for validation etc), and including agreed (or proposed) exact areas
where the development might take place (identified with communities during the participatory
ESIA mapping process) and linked/overlapped with all their customary areas mapped. All the
documentation should be left in the communities in a form that will be accessible to everyone
concerned – male, female, young and old, and especially those who use, control and claim lands
overlapped by the project area.
(7) The community should be given adequate time to consider all of this information. This
decision making process should involve the whole community, and there should be an
opportunity for the community to take advice (including legal advice).
Decision
No, the community does not want to proceed - No plantation
Yes, the community wants to proceed with the development – proceed to next step (8)
And if “no” then discussions could continue on how the project could be modified to suit both
parties.
(8) Open formal negotiations with the community, concerning benefit sharing, rental
agreements, compensation plans, the “social programme,” job guarantees, etc. This step
proceeds alongside the finalisation of various company Standard Operation Procedures (SOPs),
including for conflict resolution/management of grievances, etc. This process will lead to the
elaboration of an
AGREEMENT
During this phase there should be enough time for communities to reflect on all of the
information. The potential role of an independent observer throughout the process and at this
stage in particular (e.g. civil society, lawyer, independent monitor) is invaluable in making sure
the agreement that results can be relied on by all parties and is mutually agreed as satisfactory
by all parties. The communities should be supported to take legal advice, there should be time
for community consensus building and the whole community should be involved, especially those
who use land or hold land customarily.
Decision
No, the community does not agree – No plantation (even at this late stage)
Yes, the community agrees – proceed to next step (10)
(9) Formalise the agreement (with other signatures, approvals, etc) with the government,
traditional authorities, etc.
(10) Deliver the agreement and development as per the agreed plan to all community members,
including operational support for grievance processes, and independent auditing of the process.

12
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a) Establishing contact with communities
The first step to establishing contact with the communities is to identify who are the existing
rights-holders and land users in the targeted project area. This will help determine how local
communities make use of the land, as well as what kind of claims different groups may have
to the targeted land and natural resources therein, and who has the right to be consulted and to
give or withhold consent to the project. Given that communities should have been involved
by the company in previous processes anyway, including HCV identification and
participatory mapping, this stage refers specifically to establishing contact between the HCV
team and the communities to the end of discussing the monitoring and management process
and Monitoring Team composition and role. If this stage reveals that communities do not
know about HCVs, or have not been involved in the above processes, then ensuing steps will
be compromised. Lack of awareness or participation thus needs to be noted and addressed as
a critical element of ensuing stages of interaction.
Consult existing documents including the company’s Environmental and Social Impact
Assessment, HCV Assessment, social and land tenure surveys, participatory maps produced
with the communities, and relevant censuses and government sources. Note that the
identification of rights-holders should include all parts of the targeted project area as well as
bordering zones inhabited by communities who may have claims to or make seasonal use of
land within the project area, or resources affected by the activities therein (e.g. water) or have
other forms of tenure relationships with those within the targeted project area.
Identify the self-chosen representatives of each community as the first point of contact.
Communities have the right to be represented through individuals and institutions of their
own choice, and who are accountable and legitimate to those they represent, in consultation,
negotiation, decision-making and consent-seeking. This may be a customary institution, a
chief or elder, a cooperative, a local administrative body, a religious body or figure, a
novel/hybrid institution, a rotational system of representation, or a combination of the above.
The identification of community representatives can be achieved partly through a formal
statement from the community, complemented by informal side interviews with smaller
groups of community members. Communities should also be offered the option of choosing
an independent third party to support them in their interaction with the company, such as a
local NGO or legal adviser, or an actively neutral party who can ensure that all voices are
equally able to make inputs to the process. However it is crucial to be aware that those
claiming to represent the community may be those who have greater power by virtue of no
longer being dependent on these resources, and who may instead have spent their time
developing resources in terms of influence and power elsewhere. Their reliance on these
other resources often makes them uniquely badly placed to represent the community in this
process. Therefore it is crucial to support the community to identify representatives who
understand and can accurately represent the communities’ reliance on the resources –
including the different ways men and women, elders and youth etc rely on their forest lands.
Visit all communities separately and avoid homogenising them, even if they are adjacent
to each other or geographically very close. Land uses and tenures can vary even within the
same community, where different ethnic groups are present. Neighbouring communities can
also show divergent land use and livelihoods (for instance, if one has access to rivers and the
other does not), and thus it is important to visit all of them during the monitoring visits. Note
also that there may be different types of land users within a landscape, including for instance
land owners, land renters, land leasers, seasonal users (eg in rotational agriculture) and so
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forth. Each will have different associated rights and claims to land and land uses, all of which
must be taken into consideration from the preliminary stages of interaction with the
communities, to ensure the engagement and needs of all groups.
Inform communities as early as possible of your visit so that they have time to prepare
themselves in advance and communicate the visit to the wider community. Permission should
be asked for these visits, rather than assumed or imposed, and the times and dates of meetings
should be agreed to together with the community. One methodology is to adopt a 2-stage
approach: an initial visit that seeks permission for a substantive further meeting and that
decides on a mutually convenient date and time for it, enabling there to be time for
communities to contact, invite and include more remotely located members.
Ascertain if and how much, communities know about HCVs, and provide necessary
information and training where knowledge is found to be lacking. If HCV identification
was done in a participatory and transparent manner, then the likelihood of this situation will
be significantly reduced. Communities should know at least: the purpose of HCVs; the
difference between HCVs 1 to 6; who carried out the HCV Assessment and; where HCVs 5
and 6 are located. Communities should also have participated in the HCV Assessment and be
assured of continued secure access to HCVs 5 and 6. Remember that lack of knowledge
about HCVs in itself can become a source of dispute and eventually conflict, where
communities are uncertain as to what their rights of use, access, ownership over these HCVs
are, who identifies them, how, to what end, for how long. For this reason, this Protocol
considers ‘community knowledge about HCVs’ as a value, and lack of it as a threat. Training
and capacity-building for communities (not just those part of the Monitoring Team) to
understand and engage in the HCV monitoring and management process may be required to
remedy this, either by the company or an independent third party, and a HCV reassessment
where HCVs are found to be lacking or inadequately located.
The legal status of HCVs
It is important to clarify to communities the status of HCVs in the particular national context in
which the Protocol is being used. This includes: whether HCVs are recognised in national law; if
not, whether any legislation can be or has been interpreted as supporting the concept of HCVs;
whether any legal reforms towards incorporation of HCVs in national or provincial regulations or
in local district land use planning are underway and so forth. This will allow communities to
contextualise the concept within existing legal frameworks in addition to voluntary standard
certification frameworks.

Explain clearly and in simple terms the purpose of the monitoring visit and the
establishment of the Monitoring Team. Documents relevant to the monitoring process (e.g
Protocols, maps, letters) should be translated (if necessary) and shared as hard copies, with
sufficient time given to the community to read and digest the information, and come back
with questions or clarifications. Also clarify what follow-up there will be to the visit in
agreement with the community. Where land and social conflicts have been reported, it is
important to clarify what monitoring visit is not about or able to achieve in itself, in order to
avoid raising undue expectations on the ground.
Bring relevant documents to share with the communities. This can include HCVAs, HCV
maps, RSPO P&C, guidance on HCVs 5 and 6, any additional commitments, SOPs, Codes of
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Conduct, or CSR policies on HCVs from the company. Copies of these documents should be
given to the communities to consult independently outside the meetings.
Hold community consultations in the villages in question rather than bringing community
members to nearby cities or urban centres. Communities often feel more comfortable to
discuss matters of relevance to their livelihoods in their own setting. If meetings have to be
held elsewhere than the village, the Monitoring Team or sponsor should cover the costs of
transport and accommodation for the community members.
Carry and show ID to local communities so they are aware of the role and function of the
Monitoring Team members. Giving out business cards is an informal way of establishing
future communications where necessary.
Avoiding as much as possible carrying weapons or wearing military uniforms when
monitoring HCVs inhabited by indigenous peoples and local communities. This is
particularly true for areas with reported conflict – entering such areas armed may cause fear
and panic on the part of the communities, especially where there have been precedents of
armed security forces having been hired by the company to deal with the conflicts. Coming
into such areas armed may in fact increase the chance of reactive violence from communities
and is not conducive to trust or willingness to engage in consultations in a level playing field.
Land and other conflicts
Where there are past or ongoing conflicts between communities and companies in plantations,
this will inevitably have an impact on the way HCV monitoring and management processes are
perceived and engaged in (or not) by communities. In many cases, resolution of land conflicts will
be the major concern of communities, and therefore the Monitoring Team will need to identify
with the communities ways in which better HCV monitoring and management processes can lead
to resolution, mitigation, prevention and/or attenuation of land conflicts where possible.
Note also that where land has been acquired by companies without respect for FPIC, or where
conflicts and grievances have resulted from the operations and activities of previous operators in
the area, then HCVs will be perceived as a compromise from the perspective of communities.
While this makes it even more important that communities should be fully involved in HCV
monitoring and management processes, in part to remedy this situation, most often wider
processes of land restitution and remedy for impacted communities will be needed to resolve
such conflicts. Many communities will also have customary rights over landscapes and territories
within which are located specific sites of value, and this context needs to be acknowledged and
appreciated by the Monitoring Team.
Simple considerations, such as not involving military forces or security personnel during
consultations and monitoring, referring to the Team as a Monitoring Team rather than a Patrol
Team, and avoiding carrying weapons of any kind, can make a big difference towards avoiding
intimidation, stimulating open dialogue and building community’s confidence to engage with the
company. Mutual trust is key to success: building this will depend a lot on previous community
experiences with the same (or previous) operators in the area. Remember that re-building trust is
much harder than establishing it right from the start.

b) Establishment of Monitoring Team
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Where communities give their consent to the activities of the Monitoring Team, a crucial
consideration to ensure that the results of monitoring are trusted by the community and the
company, and can thus be acted upon effectively, is the selection of the Monitoring Team.7
While numeracy and literacy may be important criteria for some members of the team,
equally valuable is local and historical knowledge, practical knowledge from resource users.
The optimum composition of the Team will also relate to who the managers are. In the case
of company management, then detailed consultations should be undertaken to engage
appropriate community members in the Monitoring Team. In the case of co-management,
then teams should be jointly selected and agreed by both parties in the management. In the
case of community management, the need remains for broad community agreement to the
selection of Monitoring team members.
Reach agreement with the community as to who from the community will be part of the
Monitoring Team. The process of establishing the Monitoring Team is likely to require
more than one consultation with the community, as adequate time should be given for them to
reach a decision on whether and how they wish to engage in the Team. Individuals selected
must be freely chosen by the community and will ideally represent the range of generational
differences within the community (i.e. elderly and young individuals), as well as majority and
minority ethnic groups, and both men and women, as these variances will allow a more
comprehensive understanding of the value of the HCVs 5 and 6 areas to different segments of
the community in question.
Reach agreement with the community as to the mandate and activities of the
Monitoring Team. This should include its membership, contact details, anticipated schedule
and frequency of meetings, expected schedule and frequency of field visits, logistical
arrangements (including cost coverage), processes for recording data and reporting back to
the wider community and to the company managers, processes for the revision of the
Monitoring Team membership and mandate, and processes for sharing and verifying findings.
All these steps should involve the community either through its self-chosen representatives
and Monitoring Team members, or through broad community-wide consultations. Rotational
membership can also be explored for different community members to be involved. A
grievance or complaint mechanism and point of contacts for this should also be agreed.
Communities should also be provided with means and information to contact Monitoring
Team members so they can report concerns over HCVs 5 and 6 on an ad hoc basis, in
addition to the Monitoring Team’s routine.
Formalise the agreement on the above with the wider community. This could be a written
document, a ritual ceremony, a contract signed by all parties in the presence of an
independent witness, or a combination of the above. In all cases, communities have the right
to make the agreements binding according to their customary practices, should they so wish.
Copies of the agreement should be provided to all community members.
Provide training to the Monitoring Team community members. This should include the
use of GPS, the Smart Software, data sheets, questionnaires, cameras, and any other
equipment used. Training should be provided as required by the community members, given
that they are likely to be unfamiliar with these tools, and in languages and forms that are
accessible to them. Interpreters may be needed where local dialects are spoken. It should be
7

It is preferable to refer to and introduce the concept of the Team as a Monitoring Team rather than a Patrol
Team as the term ‘patrol’ may have negative connotations for local communities of control, authority and force,
particularly where communities have had negative experiences with the police, security forces or military.
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ensured that community members are fully confident in the use of the materials needed prior
to field visits and community consultations. Note that community members may suggest
changes or improvements to the materials and methods anticipated, and these should be taken
into due consideration in the revision and optimalisation of the process in the particular locale
in question.
Respect the fact that communities have the right to withhold their consent to
engagement in the HCV monitoring and management process. It is imperative that the
processes delineated in this Protocol be anchored in recognition and respect for this
possible outcome, as should be the land acquisition by companies in the first place. Where
communities refuse to engage, the Monitoring Team should attempt to find out from them the
reasons why, and whether previous or parallel company operations and impacts are part of
the cause. These should be fed into resulting recommendations made by the Monitoring Team.
Contributions for community participation in the Monitoring Team
The issue of providing payment of some kind to community members engaged as part of the
Monitoring Team can raise difficult questions depending on the cultural context. On the one
hand, in some cultural contexts (such as in Indonesia) this could lead community members to feel
obliged to the company for cultural reasons, and also lose legitimacy in their own community, or
lead to co-optation and corruption. On the other hand, community members will be giving their
time and energy to the process, which impacts on their daily lives and livelihoods, and some sort
of compensation would be good practice. In other cultural contexts (such as in Cameroon) it
might be seen as apropriate for community representatives on the Monitoring Team to receive
recompense for their time and also for their community to receive recompense. In any case, such
a decision needs to be made with the community in question as a collective, and compensation
will need to take a form that is suited to local cultural norms and traditions. In Indonesia, for
example, this might include company contributions to customary rituals, and ideally not cash
payment. If cash compensation is chosen by the community, this compensation might ideally be
shared among the wider community, particularly if the community representative engaged in the
Monitoring Team does so on a rotational basis, giving other community members an opportunity
to take on this role. Where a community representative on the Monitoring Team decides (and is
able) to advance within the company system, their status would shift to being a company
employee, and another community member would participate in the Monitoring Team as a
representative of the community.

c) Community consultations
Following first contact with the communities and agreement over the membership and
mandate of the Monitoring Team, consultations, formal and semi-formal interviews, and field
visits will be integral to the collection of data on HCV 5 and 6 and how these are and could
be better managed.
Seek to involve as wide a range of community members as possible in consultations, as
perceptions, needs and relations and use of the land will differ depending on the age, gender
and status of different segments of society. This includes the elderly, youth, women and
children. Try to get as many of these community members to participate, rather than letting
one or two (generally male) high-level representatives dominate. However, encouraging
multi-stakeholder participation from the community itself should be done in ways that reflect
cultural sensitivity and respect for local norms and traditions. The advice of a local NGO
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familiar with the culture and customs of the community in question, or academics and
researchers, can be useful to gain awareness of such norms. Where there are pro and contra
faction within and among communities in relation to the company’s operation, as far as
possible, the participation of all groups should be encouraged in consultations, given that
both will likely continue to depend on HCVs 5 and 6 and benefit from improvements in the
monitoring and management of these areas.
If cultural norms prohibit the participation of women in consultations, hold separate
side-meetings between female members of the Monitoring Team and community women.
In some communities, women have their own spaces of congregation, either in a public place
or in the home of an elderly woman with honorary male status. Opt for these rather than
setting new spaces for discussion, as it is likely that the women will not be familiar with such
consultations in the first place, and may not feel comfortable in a new environment.
Respect communities’ own schedules in holding consultations, to ensure that these do not
interfere with their daily activities (e.g. hunting, farming, resting, bathing, praying). This is
easily achieved if times and dates of meetings are set jointly with the community from the
start. Decide together with the community the frequency of monitoring visits. At the same
time, it is likely that time devoted to such meetings is time away from subsistence activities.
Consider how the community can be materially recompensed for time spent at these meetings,
otherwise the process may help impoverish rather than sustain communities.
Share questionnaires with the communities in the appropriate forms and languages.
Where illiteracy is prevalent, read through the questionnaires with the community, giving
them time to digest the information and respond. Use drawings and diagrams to explain
concepts and ideas. Also try to get the community’s views on the questions raised in the
questionnaire, whether they are relevant, whether others have been missed out, and how it
could be improved to better incorporate issues that matter to them. In other words, be flexible
with the materials used to do justice to realities on the ground.
Keep lists of meeting attendance, agenda and notes of meetings and share these with the
communities in languages and forms that are accessible to them. Also make sure to clarify
that these attendance lists are not to be interpreted as anything other than evidence of
participation, and not of consent to any particular issue discussed in the consultation.
In holding consultations, try out various formats to see which works best. For instance, a
first trial could begin with a large collective consultation of several villages, followed by
village-level meetings, followed by break-out groups within a same village (e.g. on HCV5,
on HCV6, women’s group, men’s group, youth group, elderly group). The community itself
will have a mode of consultation that they use among themselves, and it is important to take
this into consideration when deciding on the format of the meetings.
Carry out consultations orally but share the findings (for example, data fact sheets and
any participatory maps produced) with the communities to ensure they can participate
and also have ownership of the consultation process and outcomes.
Cross-check information obtained through rephrasing, repetition and triangulation to
ascertain veracity. Where contradictory information is identified, bring the topic in question
back into the conversation later in the discussion, in a different context if possible, to
ascertain where the misunderstanding lies.
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Audio/video-record consultations if permission is given by the community and share
these records with the community. Likewise with photograph-taking.
Avoid yes/no questions in favour of questions that require descriptive answers. Where
oral culture and transmission of knowledge is prevalent, you may find that community
members ‘wrap’ their answers in longer and broader narratives, which are to them relevant to
reaching the answer to the question asked. Give them time to develop answers, if necessary
through leading questions to direct the discussion more specifically, but leaving yes/no
questions till last to confirm the descriptive answers, rather than trying to extract definitive
answers from the start.
Give time and space for communities to engage in the consultation process. Let them
speak first, then bring the focus down to the questions. Offer the communities the option of
caucuses or ‘time out’ to digest and discuss information and their responses.
Always offer the opportunity of anonymity where dealing with sensitive issues, such as
land conflict, intra- and inter-community frictions, conflicts with the company, reported
human rights abuses and so forth. This is particularly important to avoid negative
repercussions on whistleblowers and a consequent reluctance on the part of communities to
divulge such information.
Wear culturally appropriate clothing to show respect for the culture and way of life of the
community. In many rural communities, both men and women dress relatively conservatively,
and particular dress codes may be expected of women (particularly young women). Ask
about these before going to the field, as appropriate clothing can make a big difference to
facilitating discussions and interactions with both genders.
Bring a small contribution for the communities at each consultation. Sugar, coffee, tea or
biscuits – or, better still, more substantial shared meals - that can be consumed during the
consultations are a good way of establishing a convivial atmosphere and is conducive to
dialogue. Avoid making monetary contributions, unless there is a specific community need,
as these may not always go to the wider community, and can create intra-community tensions,
as well as the unwanted perception of the Monitoring Team ‘buying off’ the community.
If having to stay overnight at the village, ask permission well ahead of time and provide
a contribution to the community. Consumable items such as food, candles or petrol are
normally better than money.

d) Fieldwork and participatory mapping
Field visits and participatory mapping should be carried out by the Monitoring Team but the
wider community should also be invited to participate, and all findings should be made
available to the wider community.
Agree with the Monitoring Team members as to the frequency and itineraries of
planned field visits. Bear in mind that that some communities may be mobile, engaging in
seasonal migration depending on their mode of livelihood across a territory. Examples may
include hunter-gatherers, pastoralists, shifting agriculturalists and temporary labourers.
19

Monitoring protocol for High Conservation Values 5 & 6
Seasonal variations and subsistence activities of the community will shape these decisions, as
will cultural norms, particularly for visits to sacred sites in HCV 6, so be prepared to be
flexible.
Especially where visiting HCV 6, ask permission to the community first as there may be
cultural protocols and norms to follow. Certain individuals may not be allowed access to
these areas for cultural or religious reasons (for instance, women, youth, menstruating or
pregnant women, festival or ritual times, funerals, rites of passage and so forth). Any rituals
upon entering or exiting certain sites should be respected in line with customary norms.
Equip the Monitoring Team members with the necessary materials. This should include
at least a GPS unit, datasheets and stationary, binoculars, wet weather gear, a digital camera,
plantation and HCV area map, any existing participatory maps, a basic First Aid Kit, a
compass, a torch, a machete, an audio and video recorder, and any other items that
community members deem necessary, possibly on the basis of their traditions and beliefs.
Train Monitoring Team members in use of geomatic technologies such as GPS and GIS.
Where literacy levels are low, use iconic/pictogramme-based GPS systems which use pictures
and colour-codes rather than text, so that community members are not disadvantaged in the
mapping process. Smartphone software provide a widely available and cheap way of
recording and mapping data simultaneously. Some software can also be used to track timestamped and personalised chains of activities (such as location, individuals involved, purpose
of activity, outcome of activity and so forth).
Take time and date-embedded photographs and make audio and video recordings to
complement GPS and written data. It is likely that community members will be more
comfortable expressing themselves orally, and video recordings can then be shared with the
community to validate the findings.
Ensure that all Monitoring Team members are actively involved in the monitoring
process. This could involve a rotation of tasks (GPS use, photography, video-recording,
questionnaire-filling, path-leading and so forth) and will also ensure that all Monitoring Team
members are confident in using the materials provided to record data.
Give adequate time to community members to describe, explain and answer questions.
Where explanations given are unclear, ask for clarification through specific examples. Take
breaks during the field visit to sit down and go over the findings if necessary, and to make
sure everyone in the Monitoring Team is on the same page (especially if the Team has split
up to cover more ground).
Include a representative range of rights-holders, including women, youth, poor families
and elders, should be involved in the mapping, as this will reflect the range of values, uses
and resources that need to be included in the maps. For example, elders are often the most
knowledgeable about sites of historical and cultural importance. Men and women may use
lands and resources differently. Resource users with detailed knowledge of current resource
use patterns (such as hunters, fisherfolk, farmers, collectors of natural products, herbalists,
herders etc) should be taken into consideration and engaged. Where community members are
not directly part of the mapping team, they should be consulted throughout the process to
make sure that the map also represents their understanding and use of the land and natural
resources.
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Remember that different sections of a communities (eg men, women, elders, youth) are
likely to want to engage in separate mapping activities, and where membership is
defined according to different livelihoods, ethnicities, group memberships, then it is
even more likely that the zones they lay claim to will be different, their claims will be
overlapping, and/ or they may have unequal levels of tenure security to the same land. Each
community, and each sub-section, must be given equal opportunity to take part in mapping
processes if they wish to be involved. Where various communities share rights to an area,
asserting the rights of only one group is likely to lead to conflict. Neighbouring communities
should be involved in mapping boundaries to build consensus about demarcation and to
clarify rightsholders. All information gathered should be triangulated as far as possible (both
within and between communities) for confirmation and clarification, and information from
different sources should be compared for corroboration in order to get a better idea of the
overall situation on the ground.
Participatory mapping
Participatory mapping is carried out by communities to map their territories and indicate which
places and which resources are used for which purposes (customary use). These maps
demonstrate the scope of indigenous territories and illustrate the significance and importance of
the territories and associated resources for the lives of indigenous and local communities.
Community members can be given training of using GPS and GIS technology and then employ
these skills in the field in combination with the knowledge of various resource users who know
the territory or specific parts of it very well. Data and locations are collected and all information
is compiled into digital maps. All technology is set up at the local level and adapted to local needs
and circumstances.
Where maps are hand-drawn, these will need to be geo-rectified against actual geographic
features. With the current generation of satellite imagery and relatively cheap and sturdy canvas
banners, it is also possible to print out maps of villages and surrounding landscapes on large scale
banners and use these during consultations. Where literacy levels are low, iconic/pictogrammebased GPS systems which use pictures and colour-codes rather than text can be used, so that
community members are not disadvantaged in the mapping process. Smartphone combined with
new software ‘apps’ provide a widely available and cheap way of recording and mapping data
simultaneously.
Where several maps have been made by different communities, these should be cross-compared
and data gathered for comparative purposes collated. The maps produced should also be
compared with any existing maps produced by government bodies, NGOs and possibly other
private sector companies that have/are operating within and/or close to the targeted project
area. Maps produced should be made available to the communities and agreement reached with
the communities as to procedures through which the maps can be accessed by other parties.

e) Information-sharing and validation
Upon completion of field visits, carry out a de-briefing meeting with the Monitoring
Team and wider community to share findings. This can be complemented by sharing
photographs and videos taken, audio-recordings and any diagrams or preliminary maps
produced. Agree with the Monitoring Team and community as the follow-up steps in sharing,
validating and using the data collected. The verification meetings should involve the
spectrum of rights-holders and land users, and including marginalised groups such as women,
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the poor, the landless and youth. In these meetings, community members should be
encouraged to raise any contestations and possibly the need for further field verification.
Always offer respondents anonymity and maintain anonymity of inputs where requested. One
key point here is that the wider community is not simply being asked to verify the findings
but to reflect on whether these findings represent the overall picture or whether key aspects
are being missed out, and so further data gathering may be needed to ensure the emerging
picture is not misleading.
Where several maps have been made by different communities, these should be crosscompared and data gathered for comparative purposes collated. The maps produced
should also be compared with any existing maps produced by government bodies, NGOs and
possibly other private sector companies that have/are operating within and/or close to the
targeted project area. Make the maps known to all actors and made available where requested
in accessible forms and languages.
Agree with the communities to formalise the ownership of the maps and information
collected by the Monitoring Team, either through a signed document or any other form
acceptable to the communities, and by agreeing on procedures through which the information
can be accessed by other parties.

4. DATA COLLECTION – TOWARDS DATA MODELS
Data can be collected by the Monitoring Team via a number of media, which can include
questionnaires (see sample in Appendix I), audio recordings, video recordings, time and dateembedded photographs and GPS-coordinated participatory maps, prior to incorporation of
this information into the SMART software. The following tables provide indicative and nonexhaustive data and follow-up actions to be taken by the Monitoring Teams, community and
company, as well as related indicators of success. The categories and concerns identified
below should be seen as adaptable to varying local contexts and issues identified in the field
monitoring process, and redesigned in consultation with the communities.
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Value

1. Hunting

Monitoring
objective

Prey species
and numbers
sufficient to
sustain basic
needs

Monitoring method

Number and types of
species

Species count during
transects

Community concerns

Decrease in species
number and types

Destruction of habitats
and water pollution as
cause of game decrease

Existing
management
model
Community
managed

State managed

Transects

1=low
intensity
threat

Photographs of disused trails and water
sources

Use of game (subsistence,
commercial, or % of each)

Customary restrictions on
certain types and amount
of game hunted

(By Monitoring Team

Insufficient HCV5
identified to secure game
access

Reporting

Community

Verification

Cross-checking
with community

By company
By community

Neighbouring
communities

By government
By any third parties involved
By combination of the above)

Cross-checking
with
neighbouring
communities

Indicator of success

Prey species increasing
to sufficient numbers
and types

Illegal poaching curbed
and penalised

Sustainability
Manager
Food security ensured

Managed
Transects
Bullet shells

Population increase (thus
strain on resources)

(Renewed) participatory mapping
of HCV5 with local communities

HCV Manager
Conflict resolved

Animal body parts
Other models

Food security at risk
Community needs for
each type of species (per
day/week/month/year)
and any changes thereof
(increase/decrease)

Recommended action

Past and current game catch comparison

Co-managed
Game uses (eg food,
skins, furs, medicinal
uses)

Intensity
(1 to 10)

10= high
intensity
threat
Company

Method of hunting (rifles,
spears, traps, bows) and
any changes thereof
(increase/decrease)

Evidence

Identify further information on
illegal poachers (eg identity,
residence)

Traps and snares

Estate Field
Manager

Renewed participatory
map leads to sufficient
land identified as HCV5
to sustain hunting needs

Field Coordinator

Illegal poaching and
appropriation of
community resources

Photos of deforestation and destruction
of species habitats

Other HCV
Monitoring Teams
Photos of water pollution

Conflict with illegal
poachers, intimidation,
bribing, coercion and/or
threats to personal
security (physical and/or
psychological)

Restricted access to HCV
5 (eg due to presence of
no-access HCV 1 – 4 on
the way there, signposts
forbidding hunting)

Encroachment into nonHCV areas as result of
lack of HCV 5

Identify existing and potential
sites of poaching

Regular monitoring of poaching
sites
Relevant
government bodies

Participatory map of game-hunting areas
(present and past) with reduction in area

Contact details for reporting
illegal activities
Relevant NGOs

Restricted access to rivers (eg signposts,
fences)

Signposts/placards forbidding
illegal poaching and imposing
sanctions

Population census

Photographs/video recordings of illegal
poaching activities

Review weaknesses and
strengths of existing
management model

No action
Criminalisation as result
of encroachment into
non-HCV 5 areas

Photographic evidence of poaching sites,
poaching activity
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Access to hunting
grounds secured

Improved management
model developed

Notes

Any other
relevant
information
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Transactions and/or agreements with
illegal poachers
Hunting of younger game
due to decrease in
availability
Photographic evidence of physical
intimidation by illegal poachers
Hunting of previously not
hunted game due to
decrease of availability

Species poached

Number of animals killed

Evidence of where poached animals are
transported/sold to

Evidence of malnutrition (eg in infants)

Mapping shows overlap of HCV 5 with
other HCVAs as reason for restricted
access
Value

Monitoring
objective

2. Aquaculture

Prey species
and numbers
sufficient to
sustain basic
needs

Monitoring method

Number and types of
species

Community concerns

Decrease in species
number and types

Existing
management
model
Community
managed

Evidence

Transects

Intensity
(1 to 10)

1=low
intensity
threat

Photographs of polluted rivers
Species count during
transects

Destruction of habitats
and water pollution as
cause of game decrease
and contamination

Recommended action

(By Monitoring Team

Photographs of contaminated fish

By community

By any third parties involved
By combination of the above)

Community needs for
each type of species (per
day/week/month/year)
and any changes thereof

Cross-checking
with community

Cross-checking
with
neighbouring
communities

Sustainability
Manager

Indicator of success

Fish species increasing
to sufficient numbers
and types

Renewed participatory
map leads to sufficient
land identified as HCV5
to sustain fishing needs

Managed
Insufficient HCV5
identified to secure
access to rivers

Restricted access to HCV
5 (eg due to presence of
no-access HCV 1 – 4 on
the way there, signposts
forbidding fishing)

Transects

Past and current game catch comparison

Co-managed

Location of fishing sites
(rivers, watersheds) and
any changes thereof

Neighbouring
communities

By government

Company
Method of fishing (line,
net, trap, harpoon,
poison, electroshocking)
and any changes thereof
(increase/decrease)

Community

Verification

By company

State managed
10= high
intensity
threat

Reporting

Participatory map of fishing areas
(present and past) with reduction in area

Access to rivers secured
Investigate water quality and any
pollution and causes thereof (eg
within concession, upstream)

HCV Manager

Estate Field
Manager

Other models
(Renewed) participatory mapping
of HCV5 with local communities
to ensure access to rivers

Population census

Field Coordinator
Population increase (thus

Restricted access to rivers (eg signposts,
Dialogue and agreement with
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Refer to water
pollution data
from
government
sources

Water pollution
addressed and resolved

Compensation/remedy
form and amount
provided for loss of fish

Notes

Any other
relevant
information

Monitoring protocol for High Conservation Values 5 & 6
(increase/decrease)

strain on resources)

fences)

Use of fish (subsistence,
commercial, or % of each)

Food security at risk

Mapping shows overlap of HCV 5 with
other HCVAs as reason for restricted
access

Possible conflict with
neighbouring
communities over access
to rivers

neighbouring communities over
river use

Other HCV
Monitoring Teams

No action

Relevant
government bodies

Evidence of malnutrition (eg in infants)

Improved management
model developed

Relevant NGOs

Encroachment into nonHCV areas as result of
lack of HCV 5

Criminalisation as result
of encroachment into
non-HCV 5 areas

Hunting of younger
aquatic fauna due to
decrease in availability
Value

Monitoring
objective

3. Livestock farming and
ranching

Grazing land
and fodder
sufficient and
accessible to
sustain range of
livestock for
basic needs

Monitoring method

Types and number of
livestock

Community concerns

Decrease in types or
number of livestock

Existing
management
model
Community
managed

Evidence

Photographs of former grazing lands
outside HCV 5

Intensity
(1 to 10)

1=low
intensity
threat

Recommended action

(By Monitoring Team

Food and economic
activities threatened

State managed

Past and current livestock type and
number comparison

10= high
intensity
threat

By any third parties involved

Managed

Photographs of over-grazed land and
vegetal/soil degradation

By combination of the above)

Photographs of water pollution affecting
livestock

(Renewed) participatory mapping
of HCV5 with local communities
to ensure access to sufficient
grazing lands

Uses of livestock
(subsistence, commercial,
or % of each)
Location of grazing areas
within HCV 5 insufficient
or wrongly demarcated
Location and area of
grazing land within HCV 5
and any changes thereof
(increase/decrease)

Location and types of
fodder available and
required

Co-managed

Cooperative or
Union
Landscape degradation as
a result of over-herding
over smaller areas

Neighbouring
communities

By government

Company
Population increase and
strain on resources

Community

Cross-checking
with community

Investigate water quality and any
pollution and causes thereof (eg
within concession, upstream)

Cross-checking
with
neighbouring
communities

Indicator of success

Renewed participatory
map leads to sufficient
and appropriately
located land identified
as further HCV5 to
sustain livestock

Sustainability
Manager

Water pollution
addressed and resolved

HCV Manager

Access to grazing land
secured

Estate Field
Manager
Photographs of livestock (physical state
to demonstrate nutritional intake
sufficiency)

Verification

By company
By community

Contribution to
community nutritional
intake (per
day/week/month)

Reporting

Compensation/remedy
form and amount
provided for loss of
livestock

Field Coordinator

Other models
Improved management

Participatory map of herding areas
Lack of grazing areas and

Dialogue and agreement with

25

Other HCV

Notes

Any other
relevant
information

Monitoring protocol for High Conservation Values 5 & 6
(increase/decrease)

fodder

(present and past) with reduction in area

Water pollution affecting
herds

Restricted access to herding areas (eg
signposts, fences)

Competition over land
with neighbouring
communities

Mapping shows overlap of HCV 5 with
other HCVAs as reason for restricted
access

Restricted access to
existing HCV 5 (eg due to
presence of no-access
HCV 1 – 4 on the way
there, signposts
restricting
ranching/grazing)

Population census

neighbouring communities over
grazing land use

No action

Monitoring Teams

model developed

Relevant
government bodies

Cooperative or
Union

Relevant NGOs

Evidence of encroachment in non-HCV 5
areas

Testimonies of criminalisation for
encroachment into non-HCV 5 areas

Encroachment into nonHCV areas as result of
lack of HCV 5

Number and species of livestock stolen
Criminalisation as result
of encroachment into
non-HCV 5 areas

Evidence of malnutrition (eg in infants)

Theft of livestock due to
lack of grazing land

Diseases affecting herds
resulting from decreased
available land and higher
herd intensity
Value

4. Agriculture

Monitoring
objective

Cultivable land
and water
resources
sufficient and
accessible to
sustain range of
agricultural
activities for
basic needs

Monitoring method

Types of crops grown

Location of crops grown
and ecosystem types
(forest fallows,
mangroves, marshes,
mountains, plains)

Community concerns

Insufficient or
inadequately located HCV
5 to sustain agricultural
needs

Existing
management
model
Community
managed

Evidence

Soil samples and quality assessment

Intensity
(1 to 10)

1=low
intensity
threat

Soil fertility

Recommended action

(By Monitoring Team

Shorter rotational
agricultural cycles

By community

Value of crops produced per ha

Neighbouring
communities

By government
By any third parties involved

Company
By combination of the above)
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Community

Verification

Cross-checking
with community

By company

State managed
10= high
intensity
threat

Reporting

Sustainability
Manager

Cross-checking
with
neighbouring
communities

Indicator of success

Renewed participatory
map leads to sufficient
and appropriately
located land identified
as further HCV5 to
sustain agricultural
needs

Water pollution

Notes

Any other
relevant
information

Monitoring protocol for High Conservation Values 5 & 6
Total area of crops grown

Environmental
degradation as result of
intensified agriculture on
reduced land

Amount of each crop
produced (per
month/year)

Managed

Cooperative or
Union

Water samples and quality assessment

Participatory mapping of extent of
agricultural land within and beyond
existing HCV 5

addressed and resolved
(Renewed) participatory mapping
of HCV5 with local communities
to ensure access to sufficient and
adequately located agricultural
lands

Changes in crops as result
of reduced land available

HCV Manager
Access to agricultural
land secured
Estate Field
Manager

Co-managed
Type of cultivation (eg
rotational agriculture,
agro-industry, smallscale)

Comparison of amount of each crop
produced (increase/decrease)
Undermined food
security and barter/trade
of agricultural products –
and see ‘Barter and
Trade’ below

Uses of crops (eg
commercial, subsistence,
or % of each)

Purposes of crops (eg
food, trade, bark, fruit,
roots, leaves, seeds,
medicinal purposes, ritual
purposes)

Changes in agricultural
production (eg location,
types and total area of
different crops, yields,
shifting cultivation
changes)
(increase/decrease)

Field Coordinator

Photographic evidence of crop defects or
impoverishment

Dialogue and agreement with
neighbouring communities over
agricultural land use

Comparison of rotational agricultural
cycles (increase/decrease)
No action

Other HCV
Monitoring Teams

Relevant
government bodies

Pollution of water
sources affecting crops

Evidence of encroachment in non-HCV 5
areas

Cooperative or
Union

Impacts on culture and
traditions resulting from
lack of agricultural
products used for ritual
purposes

Testimonies of criminalisation for
encroachment into non-HCV 5 areas

Relevant NGOs

Competition over land
with neighbouring
communities

Mapping shows overlap of HCV 5 with
other HCVAs as reason for restricted
access

Reports of conflict with neighbouring
communities
Restricted access to HCV
5 agricultural areas (eg
due to presence of noaccess HCV 1 – 4 on the
way there, signposts
forbidding agriculture)

Compensation/remedy
form and amount
provided for loss of
agricultural products

Other models

Access to water sources

Limited access to water
sources

Investigate water quality and any
pollution and causes thereof (eg
within concession, upstream)

Evidence of malnutrition (eg in infants)

Encroachment into nonHCV areas as result of
lack of HCV 5

Criminalisation as result
of encroachment into
non-HCV 5 areas
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Improved management
model developed

Monitoring protocol for High Conservation Values 5 & 6
Value

5. Water

Monitoring
objective

Monitoring method

Water supplies
sufficient, clean
and accessible
to sustain range
of water uses
for basic needs

Identification of sources
of water (eg rivers, lakes,
marshes, springs, wells)
within and outside HCV 5
(&4)

Uses of water (eg
drinking, cooking, fishing,
river transport, bathing
and sanitation)

Means and ease of access
to water supplies (eg
distance from village,
mode of transport, costs)
within and outside HCV 5
(&4)

Community concerns

Water pollution

Water scarcity (eg in
drought or dry season)

Insufficient water sources
within existing HCV 5 (&4)

Existing
management
model
Community
managed

Evidence

Water samples and quality tests reveal
chemicals or other pollutants (eg based
on colour, floating material, odour,
deposits, organic/non-organic solid
waste)

Pollution sources and
origins (eg mill effluents,
upstream activities such
as mining, chemicals or
pesticides)

1=low
intensity
threat

Recommended action

(By Monitoring Team

By community

Company

Upstream activities contributing to
pollution (eg mill, mining, logging)

10= high
intensity
threat

Reporting

Community

Verification

Neighbouring
communities

By government
By any third parties involved
By combination of the above)

Cross-checking
with community

Water pollution
resolved

Cross-checking
with
neighbouring
communities

Compensation/remedy
agreed to and provided

Sustainability
Manager

All types of water uses
secured

Managed

Contamination of aquatic
and riverbank vegetation

Contamination of aquatic
species (eg fish, algae,
crustaceans) – and see
‘Aquaculture’ above

Co-managed

Participatory mapping to generated
comparative data on locations,
abundance, access to and quality of
water available to communities
(increase/decrease)

Contamination of crops
by polluted water – and
see ‘Agriculture’ above

Contamination of
livestock by polluted
water – and see
‘Livestock farming and
ranching’ above

Economic costs of
purchasing clean water
where not available

HCV Manager

Estate Field
Manager

Photographs and medical certificates
testifying to water-related health
problems

Photographs of affected crops, livestock,
aquatic species

Photographs of restrictions to access to
water sources (eg signboards, fences)
Decrease in game due to
polluted water – and see
‘Hunting’ above

Commission water quality
investigation by relevant
government body (eg Ministry of
Environment)

Other models
Distance between water supply and
community

Mapping shows overlap of HCV 5 with
other HCVAs as reason for restricted
access

Establish cause of water pollution
(eg mill effluents, upstream
activities of same or other
company) and dialogue with said
entity over resolution of pollution
problem

Impacts of polluted water
on health (eg skin
irritations, allergies,
diarrhoea, vomiting)
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Field Coordinator

Other HCV
Monitoring Teams
Immediate provision of clean
water supplies to community
pending resolution of water
pollution issue

Review of existing HCV 5 (&4) to
include full range of water
resources needed (eg longer river
stretches, inclusion of previously
unidentified water sources such
as springs)

Relevant
government bodies

Relevant NGOs

Cross-checking
with relevant
government
bodies

Cross-checking
with upstream
operations
(own company
or other entity)

Decrease in waterrelated illnesses

Upstream activities
monitored and
regulated to avoid
water pollution
downstream

Access to and use of
water sources secured

Fishing access, quality
and quantity restored

HCV 5 (&4) location and
extent revised to secure
water needs

Improved management
model developed
No action

Photographs of uses of water supplies
(eg fishing, transport, bathing, drinking
water, sanitation, cooking)

Indicator of success

By company

State managed

Water quality within and
outside HCV 5

Sufficiency of water
supplies within HCV 5
(&4)

Intensity
(1 to 10)

Notes

Any other
relevant
information

Monitoring protocol for High Conservation Values 5 & 6
Restricted access to
water sources (eg specific
river sections) (eg due to
presence of no-access
HCV 1 – 4 on the way
there)

Restricted mobility where
riverine transport is
practiced

Restricted trade and
barter opportunities
where riverine access is
limited – and see ‘Barter
and Trade’ below
Value

6. Energy production
and mining

Monitoring
objective

Monitoring method

Customary
mining and legal
mechanised
mining
regulated,
sustainable and
free of conflict

Mode of energy
production (eg mining
and quarrying, oil and gas
drilling, customary or
mechanised, legal/illegal,
chemicals used/not used)

Mining products (eg gold,
zircon, coal, rock, sand,
other)

Uses of mining products
(eg barter, trade, hunting
and fishing equipment,
utensils, cultural artefacts
and ritual objects) - – and
see ‘Barter and Trade’
below

Community concerns

Illegal mining on
customary lands and
appropriation of
community resources

Existing
management
model
Community
managed

Evidence

Photographs of of mining sites and
mining activity (including transport of
products)

Intensity
(1 to 10)

1=low
intensity
threat

Recommended action

(By Monitoring Team

By community

Conflict with illegal
miners, intimidation,
bribing, coercion and/or
threats to personal
security (physical and/or
psychological)

Mining by noncommunity members
carried out without
consent or respect for
FPIC of community (even
where legal)

Company

10= high
intensity
threat

Community

Neighbouring
communities

By government
By any third parties involved
By combination of the above)

Sustainability
Manager

Status of sites (eg active,
inactive, newly
developed, exploratory)

Changes in amounts of
each product extracted

Sound, air and/or water
pollution resulting from
mining activities

Degradation of
vegetation resulting from
mining activities

Health problems resulting

Cross-checking
with community

Cross-checking
with
neighbouring
communities if
relevant

Managed

Cooperative or
Union

Co-managed

Photographs of end products of
extracted products (eg utensils, cultural
artefacts)

Participatory mapping of proximity of
mining sites to water sources (eg rivers,
wells, swamps, springs)

Collect further information on
miners (eg identity, residence,
legality)

HCV Manager

Estate Field
Manager
Identify sites of mining

Field Coordinator
Location and area of
mining sites

Verification

By company

State managed
Participatory mapping of mining sites and
types (eg mining and quarrying, oil and
gas drilling, customary or mechanised,
mining product in question, active,
inactive, newly developed, exploratory)

Reporting

Other models
Water samples tested for quality and any
chemicals from mining activities

Photographs and GPS points of any
mining waste processing units

Photographs and/or samples of soil
pollution, vegetation degradation, fish,
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Regular monitoring of mining
sites
Other HCV
Monitoring Teams
Contact details for reporting
illegal activities
Relevant
government bodies
Signposts/placards forbidding
illegal mining and imposing
sanctions

Cross-checking
with relevant
government
bodies

Cross-checking
with mining
operators
(either own
company or
other entity)

Indicator of success

Customary modes of
energy production
secured across range
and uses of extracted
products

Use of chemicals
regulated and
monitored to avoid
water contamination

Reassessment of HCV 5
to ensure inclusion of all
relevant mining
locations

No further exploration
outside revised HCV 5

Illegal mining
addressed, reported
and terminated

Compensation/remedy
provided to community
by responsible entity (eg
miners, company, other

Notes

Any other
relevant
information

Monitoring protocol for High Conservation Values 5 & 6
(by week/month/year)
(increase/decrease)

Proximity of mining
locations to rivers and
watersheds

Pollution of water
resulting from mining
activities

from mining operations
(eg from contaminated
water)

game and livestock contamination
resulting from mining operations

7. Timber

Monitoring
objective

Quantities and
types sufficient
and accessible
to sustain range
of timber uses
for basic needs

Monitoring method

Number and types of
timber used (eg species
per ha, planted or
primary)

Transactions and/or agreements with
illegal miners

Decrease in game
resulting from mining
activities

Restricted access to
former mining sites (eg
due to presence of noaccess HCV 1 – 4 on the
way there, signposts
forbidding moning)

Community concerns

Insufficient or restricted
access to timber
resources across range of
uses and species required
(eg due to presence of
no-access HCV 1 – 4 on
the way there)

Legal mining proceeds
with FPIC of community

Health problems
decrease

Game and fish numbers
increase

Photographic evidence of physical
intimidation by illegal miners

Sound, water and air
pollution by mechanised
mining addressed and
mitigated

Testimony, transactions or photographic
evidence of where illegal products are
sold/traded/transported to

Existing
management
model
Community
managed

Evidence

Participatory mapping of location of
different types of timber used

Intensity
(1 to 10)

1=low
intensity
threat

Recommended action

(By Monitoring Team

By community
State managed

Participatory mapping shows overlap of
HCV 5 with other HCVAs as reason for
restricted access

10= high
intensity
threat

Cooperative or
Union
Competition and conflict
with neighbouring
communities as result of
insufficient identification
of HCV 5

Community

Neighbouring
communities

By government
By any third parties involved
By combination of the above)

Managed

Reporting

Collect further information on
loggers (eg identity, residence,
legality)

HCV Manager

Estate Field
Manager
Co-managed

Illegal logging curbed

Cross-checking
with
neighbouring
communities

Re-HCVA identifies
sufficient timber
resource areas for
community

Map key sites of logging

Cross-checking
with logging
operators (own
company or
other)

Conflict between
communities ceases due
to larger extent of HCV
5 available

Community access to
timber resources
secured

Photographs of young or previously not
logged species of timber collected
Field Coordinator
Other models

Encroachment into nonHCV areas as result of

Cross-checking
with community

Indicator of success

Sustainability
Manager

Photographs of timber-collection and use
activities

Photographs of intensive timber
collection in specific sites

Verification

By company

Company

Some timber resource
areas not included in HCV
5

Timber uses (eg fuel for
heating/household
lighting/cooking, housing
materials (eg poles,

Cooperatives or
Unions

Identity of miners (private sector, State
company, legal/illegal, community)

Locations of types of
timber used (eg scattered
or concentrated, forest,
mangrove, swamps,
plains)

Method of timbercollection (eg mechanised
or non-mechanised or %
of each) and any changes
thereof
(increase/decrease)

communities)

No action

Exploration into non-HCV
5 areas as result of
insufficient HCV 5s
identified to sustain
mining needs

Value

Relevant NGOs

Regular monitoring of logging
sites
Photographs of erosion resulting from
Other HCV
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Customary logging
methods and uses
sustained (measurable

Notes

Any other
relevant
information

Monitoring protocol for High Conservation Values 5 & 6
thatching), utensils,
barter, trade,
transportation such as
boats, cultural artefacts,
scented woods, ritual
objects, medicinal uses
or % of each) and any
changes thereof
(increase/decrease) - –
and see ‘Barter’ below

Community needs for
each type of species (per
day/week/month/year)
and any changes thereof
(increase/decrease)

lack of HCV 5 available for
timber collection

intensive logging

Monitoring Teams

increase in both)

Relevant
government bodies

Community timber uses
(eg barter, fuel,
housing) secured

Contact details for reporting
illegal activities
Criminalisation as result
of encroachment into
non-HCV 5 areas for
timber collection

Information on illegal loggers (eg
identity, residence, employment)

Samples of water pollution resulting from
logging activities
Logging of new tree
species as result of
restricted access to
timber (eg primary forest,
precious woods)

Logging of younger tree
species as result of
restricted access to
timber

Photographs of changing timber
collection methods resulting from
intensified use over smaller area (eg
mechanised instead of non-mechanised)

Photographs of increase in use of nontimber products for former timber-based
needs (eg housing materials, fuel,
transportation)

Signposts/placards forbidding
illegal logging and imposing
sanctions

Dialogue with neighbouring
communities on shared timber
use to avoid conflict

Remedy/compensation to
community for loss of timber
resources due to inadequate HCV
5 identification

No action
Illegal logging on
customary lands and
appropriation of
community resources

Conflict with illegal
loggers, intimidation,
bribing, coercion and/or
threats to personal
security (physical and/or
psychological)

Evidence of logging of primary forest
previously not logged

Identity of identified loggers (private
sector company, State company,
legal/illegal, community)

Logging by noncommunity members
(even where legal) carried
out without consent or
respect for FPIC of
community (even where
legal)

Sound and/or water
pollution resulting from
logging activities

Degradation of
surrounding vegetation
resulting from logging
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Cooperative or
Union

Relevant NGOs

Improved management
model developed

Monitoring protocol for High Conservation Values 5 & 6
activities

Decrease in game
resulting from logging
activities

Restricted mobility where
timber scarcity prevents
building of boats for
transport

Value

8. NTFPs

Monitoring
objective

Monitoring method

Community concerns

Sustainable
access to,
quantities and
types sufficient
to sustain basic
needs

Types of NTFPs used (eg
rubber, honey, medicinal
plants, orchids, fruit,
resin, firewood, fodder,
bark, nuts, berries,
mushrooms, fish)

Not all areas required to
collect NTFPs mapped as
HCV5

Uses of NTFPs gathered
(eg food, barter,
medicinal, ritual
purposes, household
heating) - – and see
‘Barter’ below

Customary regulation on
collection and use of
NTFPs (eg restrictions on
certain NTFPs, specific
time periods for
collection, specific
individuals required to
collect NTFPs,
sacred/cultural value of
NTFPs)

Community members
involved in NTFP
collection (eg men,
women, children, ritual

Community
managed

Evidence

Participatory mapping of location of
various NTFP sites

Intensity
(1 to 10)

1=low
intensity
threat

Recommended action

(By Monitoring Team

Restricted access to
existing HCV 5 (eg due to
presence of no-access
HCV 1 – 4 on the way
there)

Areas identified as HCV 5
for NTFP collection
wrongly located (eg too
far from village)

Trading and bartering
ability diminished by lack
of NTFPs

10= high
intensity
threat

Neighbouring
communities

By any third parties involved
By combination of the above)

Verification

Indicator of success

Notes

Cross-checking
with community

Re-HCVA identifies
sufficient NTFP resource
areas for community

Any other
relevant
information

Sustainability
Manager

Cross-checking
with
neighbouring
communities

Conflict between
communities ceases due
to larger extent of HCV
5 available to collect
NTFPs

Photographs of customary NTFPcollection and use activities
Map key sites of NTFP collection
and review HCVA accordingly

Co-managed

HCV Manager

Photographs of intensified NTFP
collection in specific sites
Cooperative or
Union
Photographs of young or previously not
collected NTFP being collected

Dialogue with neighbouring
communities on shared NTFP use
to avoid conflict

Estate Field
Manager

Field Coordinator
Other models
Photographs of erosion resulting from
intensive logging

Information on illegal loggers (eg
identity, residence, employment)

Remedy/compensation to
community for loss of NTFP
resources due to inadequate HCV
5 identification

Alternative or improvement NTFP
collection and use management
model (eg Union or Cooperative)

Samples of water pollution affecting
NTFPs
Environmental
degradation due to
intensified NTFP

Community

By government

Company
Managed

Encroachment into nonHCV 5 to collect NTFPs as
result of limited
identification

Participatory mapping shows overlap of
HCV 5 with other HCVAs as reason for
restricted access to NTFPs

Reporting

By company
By community

State managed

Food security affected by
lack of comestible NTFPs
Location of NTFPs
collected (eg forest,
swamps, plains,
mountains, riverbanks)

Existing
management
model
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Relevant
government bodies

Relevant NGOs
No action

Photographs of changing NTFP collection

Other HCV
Monitoring Teams

Community access to
NTFP resources secured
and practical

Customary NTFP
collection methods and
uses sustained
(measurable increase in
both)

Improved NTFP
collection and
management model
developed

Monitoring protocol for High Conservation Values 5 & 6
specialists, other
communities)

Frequency and amount of
collection of each NTFP
(eg once a
day/week/month)

Changes in quantities of
NTFPs available
(increase/decrease)

Any Cooperative or
Union to manage NTFP
collection use and trade

Value

9. Barter and trade

Monitoring
objective

Adequate and
sustainable
access to
bartered and
traded items
and markets for
basic needs

collection over smaller
area leads to decrease in
number and quality of
NTFPs +

Water pollution affecting
quality and quantity of
NTFPs

Competition and conflict
with neighbouring
communities or other
entities over NFTPs

Purchase rather than
collection of NTFPs on the
increase

Monitoring method

Community concerns

Types of items bartered
and traded (eg timber,
NTFPs, fish, game,
minerals, coal) and any
change thereof
(increase/decrease)

Access to markets for
bartering and trading
restricted (eg physical
boundaries, HCVs 1 – 4
on the way that are out
of bounds, plantation
crops)

Source of items bartered
and traded (eg forest,
rivers, mountains,
swamps, lakes)

Amount of each element
bartered and traded
(eg % for barter/trade
and % for own
subsistence) and any
change thereof
(increase/decrease)

methods resulting from intensified use
over smaller area (eg mechanised instead
of non-mechanised)

Types and number of
different items bartered
and traded decreasing
due to lack of access to
sufficient HCV 5 and 6 to
obtain these

Inability to provide for
basic needs from
bartering and trading (eg
schooling, hygiene, cash,
basic foodstuffs)

Existing
management
model
Community
managed

Evidence

Increase/decrease in times, types and
number of items bartered and traded

Intensity
(1 to 10)

1=low
intensity
threat

Recommended action

(By Monitoring Team

Participatory mapping reveals restricted
access to HCV 5 or insufficient HCV 5
demarcated to support bartering and
trading for basic needs

10= high
intensity
threat

Community

Neighbouring
communities

By any third parties involved
By combination of the above)

Company

Sustainability
Manager

Cross-checking
with community

Cross-checking
with
neighbouring
communities

Indicator of success

Bartering and trading
needs of community
secured

Types, number and
frequency of former
bartering and trading
restored

Managed
Participatory mapping and
revision of HCVA
HCV Manager
Cooperative or
Union
Agreement with community over
definition and extent of bartering
and trading to support ‘basic
needs’

Co-managed

Estate Field
Manager

Field Coordinator
Other models

Purpose of barter and
trade (satisfy basic needs
eg subsistence, basic
hygiene provisions,
school equipment or
other)

Verification

By company
By community

State managed

Reporting

Restrictions on access to
resources customarily
bartered and traded
where seen as not
satisfying ‘basic needs’

Other HCV
Monitoring Teams

Relevant
government bodies
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Access to HCV 5 to
obtain products for
barter and trade
secured

Notes

Monitoring protocol for High Conservation Values 5 & 6
Frequency of bartering
and trading (eg several
times a day, once a
week/month, special
occasions)

Cooperative or
Union

Relevant NGOs
Agents of barter and
trade within community
(eg men, elders, village
chiefs, households,
shopkeepers)

Entities bartered and
traded with (eg within
community, other
communities)

Access to markets for
bartering and trading
(location, distance,
transport, costs) and any
changes thereof
(increase/decrease)
Value

10. Cultural sites

Monitoring
objective

Access to,
identified
locations and
conservation of
cultural
adequate

Monitoring method

Location of cultural sites

Types of cultural sites (eg
graveyards, sacred
forests, medicinal
gardens, ritual
performance sites (+types
eg marriage, funeral, rites
of passage, community
meetings, sites of
worship, sacred hunting
grounds)

Nature of cultural site (eg
forest, clearing,
mountain, valley, cave,
river, swamp)

Distance of cultural site
from village and mode of
access (eg foot, boat,
motorbike, horse) and
any changes therefore

Community concerns

Not all cultural sites
mapped as HCV 6

Existing
management
model
Indicator of
Community
managed

Evidence

Participatory mapping of new and former
cultural sites, types, location, extent,
users, distance from village and
typography

Intensity
(1 to 10)

1=low
intensity
threat

Recommended action

(By Monitoring Team

State managed
Participatory mapping shows overlap of
HCV 6 with other HCVAs as reason for
restricted access to cultural sites
Company

10= high
intensity
threat

Community

Verification

Indicator of success

Notes

Cross-checking
with community

All cultural sites
correctly identified and
access by community
secured through
participatory mapping

Any other
relevant
information

By company
By community

Restricted access to
existing HCV 6 (eg due to
presence of no-access
HCV 1 – 4 on the way
there)

Reporting

Neighbouring
communities

By relevant government agency
By any third parties involved
By combination of the above)

Sustainability
Manager

Cross-checking
with
neighbouring
communities

Remedy/compensation
provided for looting or
damage of HCV 6 where
company involved

Managed
Encroachment into nonHCV 6 to establish new
cultural sites as result of
limited identification (eg
graves, sacred hunting
grounds)

Areas identified as HCV 6
wrongly located (eg too
far from village)

Recorded frequency of use and any
changes thereof (increase/decrease)
Co-managed
Photographs of activities carried out in
cultural sites where permitted

HCV Manager

Estate Field
Manager

Cooperative or
Union
Photographs of damaged cultural sites
Other models

Looting or removal of

Identify: looters (identity, origin),
extent of looting, types of
artefacts looted, possible
markets where the items are
being traded/sold

Photographs of customary and non-
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Discuss remedy with affected
community members where
company staff have been
involved in damage of HCV 6

Buffer zone established
around HCV 6

Customary use of
cultural sites secured
(increase)
Field Coordinator

Other HCV

Customary restrictions
on access to and use of
cultural sites
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(increase/decrease in
time needed to access
site)

Users of cultural sites (eg
community, other
communities, shared
access, ritual specialists,
elders, women, children,
adolescents, medicine
experts) and any changes
thereof

Status of cultural sites (eg
actively used, inactive,
being developed)

cultural artefacts

customary demarcation of cultural sites

Conflict with or
harassment/intimidation
from looters

Photographs testifying to looting (eg
former location of cultural artefacts)

HCV 6 re-mapping to identify all
sites of cultural importance in
correct location

documented and shared
with company staff (eg
location, reason, timing)

Relevant
government bodies
Establishment of buffer zone
around HCV 6 within agreed
perimeter (eg no
clearing/planting/road building
within 1 km of site)

Photographs of areas adjacent to cultural
site and impact on ease of access to site
(eg plantation, fences, railings, large
road)

Cultural and spiritual
erosion resulting from
restricted access to HCV 6

Monitoring Teams

Looting sanctioned and
ceases
Relevant NGOs

Signposts to demarcate location
of HCV 6 and rights of access of
community

Damage to existing
cultural sites (eg due to
road building and
vehicles, clearing,
planting, looting)

Frequency of visits to
cultural sites (eg once a
day/week/month/year,
on specific occasions) and
any changes thereof
(increase/decrease)

Customary and noncustomary demarcation
of cultural site (eg natural
boundaries such as
riverbank or forest,
signposts, fences)

Any new cultural/spiritual
sites established
(purpose, location, users,
frequency of visits,
demarcation, typography,
distance from village)
Value

11. Areas of global and
national importance

Monitoring
objective

Areas of global
and national
importance
conserved and
enhanced

Monitoring method

Location of areas of
global/national
importance

Types of are (eg
monument, building,
conservation area,
residential area, river,

Community concerns

Restricted access to
customary lands due to
establishment of area of
global/national
importance

Existing
management
model
Indicator of
Community
managed

Evidence

Mapping of location and extent of area

1=low
intensity
threat

Mapping of proximity of area to village
and livelihood base areas of communities
International
agency-managed

Loss of access to
livelihoods and basic

Intensity
(1 to 10)
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(By Monitoring Team

Reporting

Community

Verification

Indicator of success

Notes

Cross-checking
with community

Community access to
HCV 5 and 6 within area
secured

Any other
relevant
information

By company
By community

10= high
intensity
threat
Photographs demonstrating restricted

Recommended action

Neighbouring
communities

By relevant government body
By international agency
Sustainability

Cross-checking
with
neighbouring
communities

Agencies responsible for
area aware of and
respects rights of use
and access of
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lake, spring, mountain)

needs resources

State managed

access to area by communities

By any third parties involved

Manager

By combination of the above)
Associated value of area
(eg ecosystem,
biodiversity, culture,
religion, history, politics)

Distance of area from
neighbouring
communities

Date of establishment of
area

Agencies responsible for
establishment and
management of area (eg
local/provincial/central
government body,
international institution,
community, Cooperative
or Union)

Users of cultural sites (eg
local/foreign tourists,
community members,
researchers) and any
changes thereof

Mode of access to area
(eg free access, payment
upon entry, permit
required, restricted
number of visitors per
day, restricted times of
access)

Status of area (eg actively
used, inactive, being
developed)

Costs associated with
passage through area

Company
Managed

Cultural sites within area
no longer accessible as in
past

Lack of participation of
community in
identification,
management and benefitsharing from area

Co-managed

Cooperative or
Union

Mapping shows restricted access to area
by communities (eg fence, entrance
building, rails)

HCV Manager
Dialogue with agencies
responsible for monitoring and
management of areas to ensure
community access

Receipts testifying to costs incurred to
enter area by community
Dialogue on community access
and use of HCV 5 and 6 in area
Background information on value of area
(eg from reports, statistics, government
sources, academic sources)

Other models
Deed testifying to date of establishment
of area and institutions involved

Negotiation on terms of access to
HCV 5 and 6 areas within site (eg
payment, transport, frequency,
permits)

Agreements over co-management terms
with communities
Proximity of area to
village and livelihood
activities affecting both

Overlap of area with HCV
5 or 6

Harassment of
communities seeking to
access area

Statistics on frequency of visits to site
and by which users (note
increase/decrease of community
members)

Participatory mapping shows overlap of
area with HCV 5 or 6 (both identified and
not identified)

Photographs or records of harassment of
communities seeking to access area

Testimonies from security
personnel/guards of area of terms and
restriction of access to communities

Frequency of visits to
area (eg once a
day/week/month/year,
on specific occasions) and
any changes thereof
(increase/decrease) and
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Field Coordinator

Other HCV
Monitoring Teams

Relevant
government bodies

Area established without
FPIC

Over-exploitation of area
by users (eg tourists,
researchers)

Estate Field
Manager

Exploration of alternative area
management and monitoring
models, involving communities

Relevant
international
agencies

Relevant NGOs

community
Cross-checking
with relevant
government
bodies

Cross-checking
with relevant
international
agencies

Benefit-sharing
mechanisms in place for
communities from area

Establishment of area
does not negatively
impact livelihoods and
resources of community
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by who (eg community,
tourists, researchers)

Customary and noncustomary demarcation
of cultural site (eg natural
boundaries such as
riverbank or forest,
signposts, fences,
entrance building)

Overlap of area with
other HCVs
Value

12. Community
awareness of HCVs

Monitoring
objective

Broad
awareness of
community of
concept,
purpose and
location of
HCVs 5 and 6

Monitoring method

Community
understanding of HCV
concept (% thereof with
range [none, basic,
adequate, fully
informed])

Community
understanding of
difference between HCV
1 – 6 (with range for each
HCV type [none, basic,
adequate, fully
informed])

Community
understanding of HCV 5
and 6 specifically (%
thereof with range [none,
basic, adequate, fully
informed])

Community awareness of
location of HCV 5 and 6
(% thereof with range
[none, basic, adequate,
fully informed])

Community awareness of
existing terms of access
and use of HCVs 1 – 6 (%
thereof with range [none,
basic, adequate, fully

Community concerns

Existing
management
model

No or little understanding
of HCV concept

Evidence

% of community members aware of and
able to describe HCV concept adequately

Intensity
(1 to 10)

1=low
intensity
threat

Recommended action

(By Monitoring Team

N/A

% of community members aware of and
able to describe difference between HCV
1–6

10= high
intensity
threat

No or little awareness of
location of HCVs (inc HCV
5 and 6)

No or little awareness of
existing models of
monitoring and
management

No or limited
participation of
community in existing
monitoring and
management models

Awareness of elements
above limited to certain
sections of community

Neighbouring
communities

By relevant government bodies

Consultations with communities
to explain concept, purpose,
location, terms of access and use,
and existing management and
monitoring models

Legal training for communities on
HCV concept and derivates under
national and local laws

% of community members participating
in and able to explain existing monitoring
and management models

Legal training for communities on
HCV concept in context of
international laws and norms

% of community members involved in
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Cross-checking
with community

Community fully aware
of concept of HCV

Any other
relevant
information

Cross-checking
with HCV
Assessors

Community participates
in HCVA and
participatory mapping
of HCV 5 and 6

Cross-checking
with company

% of community members aware of and
able to explain existing models of
monitoring and management

% of community members aware of and
able to explain existing terms of access
and use of HCVs 1 – 6

Notes

Sustainability
Manager

% of community members able to explain
HCV 5 and 6 purpose specifically

% of community members aware of and
able to point to location of HCVs (inc HCV
5 and 6)

Indicator of success

By any third parties involved
By combination of the above)

No or little understanding
of HCV 5 and 6
specifically

Community

Verification

By company
By community

No or little understanding
of difference between
HCV 1 – 6

Reporting

HCV Manager

Estate Field
Manager

Field Coordinator

Other HCV
Monitoring Teams

Cross-checking
with relevant
government
bodies

Community aware of
and participates in
monitoring and
management of HCV 5
and 6

Community aware of
right to FPIC and
derivative rights (eg
right to food, water,
land, livelihoods,
representation)

Community self-chosen
representatives
involved in HCVA

Relevant
government bodies
Participatory mapping to ensure
revised HCVA involves
communities fully and based on
FPIC

Exercise of FPIC secured
Relevant NGOs
Remedy/compensation
provided where original
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informed])

(eg only village leaders,
only men, only plantation
workers)

HCVA

Community awareness of
existing models of
monitoring and
management of HCV 5
and 6 (% thereof with
range [no participation,
limited, adequate, full
participation]

% of community members able to explain
adequately purpose, process, content
and outcomes of HCVA

Community participation
in existing models of
monitoring and
management of HCV 5
and 6 (% thereof with
range [none, minimal,
shared equally, mainly
community, only
community])

Evidence of encroachment into non-HCV
5 and 6 areas resulting from inadequate
understanding of HCV concept and
locations

HCVA did not involve
communities or map
sufficient and
adequately located
HCVs 5 and 6 – and see
all points above in
relation to the values of
these HCVs

% of community members able to explain
concept of FPIC adequately

Encroachment in nonHCV 5 and 6 areas
ceases based on revised
HCVA

Alternative model of
management and
monitoring developed
that fully involves
community members

Participation in,
validation of and access
to HCVA based on respect
for community right to
FPIC ([none, minimal,
sufficient, complete])

Community individuals
involved in HCVA are selfchosen representatives of
community (yes/no)

Awareness of right to
FPIC [none, minimal,
sufficient, complete])

Social range of
community members
with different elements
of knowledge above (eg
women, men, elders,
youth, plantation
workers, village chiefs)
Value

Monitoring
objective

13. No clearing or
planting in HCVs 5 and 6

HCV 5 and 6 are
free from

Monitoring method

Location and extent of
areas where

Community concerns

Threat to HCV 5 and 6

Existing
management
model

Evidence

Photographs and maps of
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Intensity
(1 to 10)

1=low
intensity

Recommended action

(By Monitoring Team

Reporting

Community

Verification

Indicator of success

Cross-checking

No clearing/planting in

Notes
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by company

company
planting or
clearing

clearing/planting is taking
placed

Agents of
clearing/planting (eg
company, other
company)

clearing/planting
Intimidation or
harassment from planting
agents or security
personnel

threat

N/A

By company
By community

Agreements with community over
clearing/planting based on FPIC

10= high
intensity
threat

By any third parties involved
Sustainability
Manager

Restriction of living space,
livelihoods, basic needs
and sociocultural values
Date of clearing/planting

Status of
clearing/planting
(planned, new, ongoing,
completed)

Agreement with
community over
clearing/planting (yes/no)

Cease clearing/planting
immediately
No benefit-sharing from
planting/clearing to
communities

Remedy/compensation for
communities who have lost
access to HCV 5 and 6 as result of
clearing/planting

Communities not
consulted and no FPIC
prior to clearing/planting

HCV Manager

Estate Field
Manager

Field Coordinator

Sanctioning of agents responsible
for clearing/planting

Other HCV
Monitoring Teams

Relevant
government bodies

Relevant NGOs

Farmers’
Cooperatives or
Unions
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HCV 5 and 6

Cross-checking
with company
(own or other)

Remedy/compensation
provided to community
based on mutual
agreement

Neighbouring
communities

By government

By combination of the above)

with community
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5. DATA INPUT AND OUTPUTS
Detailed information is provided in the step-by-step SMART Software Training Module,
which can be used in combination with the Threat Monitoring Training Module, in order to
train staff with the required skills. Data input should be done on a daily basis following the
day’s patrol where possible. It is recommended that Monitoring Teams are trained to
download GPS and input data into the SMART Software at the ‘User Level’, in order to
prevent mistakes in data entry and later interpretation.
The SMART Software is highly flexible and can generate, amongst others, the following
outputs that can be used by HCV managers and the Monitoring Team:
• Graphic display of each patrol together with waypoints of the threats found
• Threat and HCV 5 and 6 encounter distribution maps
• Key Performance Indicators for patrol staff
• Summary tables
• Queries for any variable or groups of indicators with correlation information
• Reports with maps, tables, charts, encounter rate trends, graphs and changes over time
A full list of outputs and an overview of training on the use of SMART software for data
analysis
and
reporting
can
be
found
on
the
SMART
website
(www.smartconservationsoftware.org) and detailed training on generating outputs and
analysis can be found in the SMART Software Training Modules.

6. REPORTING AND VERIFICATION
While reporting procedures, timelines and formats will vary according to context, at the
minimum these need to cover reporting both to the community and reporting to the company.
Reporting back to the communities should be carried out in line with the guidance in Section
2 above. Where communities have chosen to be supported by third party organisations, such
as NGOs or governmental bodies, these will also need to be reported to. Agreement over
reporting procedures should be reached by the company together with the community in the
early consultation phases, such that roles and responsibilities, as well as information-sharing
terms are cleared and mutually accepted. The same applies for where reporting procedures
are deemed to need amendment or improvement based on field conditions and concerns
identified. A clear structure with delineated steps for reporting back will be essential to
ensure roles are clear and contact points well established.
While regular reporting should be done with the company’s Sustainability Manager, HCV
Manager, Estate Field Manager, Field Coordinator and other HCV Monitoring Teams, it may
be found that based on the findings of the monitoring, further staff may need to be consulted
and involved following initial reporting back. This may include, for instance, security
personnel where intimidation has been reported or plantation workers where conflict with
communities has been reported. Reporting timelines will be developed by the Monitoring
Team together with the community, but it is recommended that reporting back be carried as
soon as possible following the field monitoring to both the community and the company.
Because initial findings may be both subjective and based on partial information and yet,
where threats or loss of values are uncovered, may suggest that specific individuals or
40
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institutions are responsible, special care needs to be taken both to protect monitors and avoid
calumny. The Monitoring Team should thus be integrated into the management system in
such a way that data are both verified and made as objective as possible before being widely
shared and yet are not subject to suppression. Contested information should be triangulated
with a wide range of community members, neighbouring communities if necessary, and the
company.
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7. FURTHER RESOURCES
African [Banjul] Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights.
http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/instree/z1afchar.htm
Akwé:Kon Guidelines for the conduct of cultural, environmental and social impact
assessments regarding developments proposed to take place on, or which are likely to impact
on, sacred sites and on lands and waters traditionally occupied or used by indigenous and
local communities. https://www.cbd.int/doc/publications/akwe-brochure-en.pdf
Brown E, N Dudley, A Lindhe, DR Muhtaman, C Stewart and T Synnott (eds) 2013 (October)
Common guidance for the identification of High Conservation Values. HCV Resource
Network. http://www.hcvnetwork.org/resources/folder.2006-09-29.6584228415/cg-for-hcvidentification
Colchester M & S Chao (eds) 2013 Conflict or Consent? The Palm Oil Sector at a
Crossroads. Forest Peoples Programme & Sawit Watch, Bogor.
Colchester M, P Anderson, N Jiwan, A Darussaamin and A Kiky 2011 Securing High
Conservation Values in Central Kalimantan: Report of the Field Investigation in Central
Kalimantan of the RSPO Ad Hoc Working Group on High Conservation Values in Indonesia.
RSPO. http://www.forestpeoples.org/topics/palm-oil-rspo/publication/2012/securing-highconservation-values-central-kalimantan-report-fi
Colchester M, P Anderson, N Jiwan, Andiko & Su Mei Toh 2008 HCV and the RSPO:
Report of an Independent Investigation into the Effectiveness of the Application of High
Conservation Value Zoning in Palm Oil Development in Indonesia. Forest Peoples
Programme, HuMa, Sawit Watch and Wild Asia.
http://www.forestpeoples.org/sites/fpp/files/publication/2010/08/rspoindonesiahcvstudyreport
oct09eng.pdf
Daes I 1996 Supplementary Report of the Special Rapporteur on the Protection of the
Heritage of Indigenous Peoples, UN Sub-Commission on the Prevention of Discrimination
and the Protection of Minorities. 48th Session. E/CN.4.Sub.2/1996/22.
Forest Peoples Programme 2008 FPIC and the RSPO: A Guide for Companies.
http://www.rspo.org/files/resource_centre/FPIC%20and%20the%20RSPO%20a%20guide%2
0for%20companies%20Oct%2008%20(2).pdf
Forest Stewardship Council 2012 The Revised Principles and Criteria V5.
https://ic.fsc.org/download.revised-fsc-pc-v-5-0-high-resolution.a-1780.pdf
Indigenous Peoples’ and Community Conserved Territories and Areas (ICCAs).
http://www.iccaforum.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=95&Itemid=10
9
International Convention on the Elimination of all forms of Racial Discrimination.
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/ProfessionalInterest/Pages/CERD.aspx
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.
http://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/ccpr.aspx
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International Labour Organisation Convention No. 107 concerning the Protection and
Integration of Indigenous and Other Tribal and Semi-Tribal Populations in Independent
Countries.
http://www.oas.org/dil/1957_Convention_concerning_Indigenous_and_Tribal_Peoples_ILO_
Convention_No_107).pdf
International Labour Organisation Convention No. 169 on Indigenous and Tribal Peoples.
http://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=NORMLEXPUB:12100:0::NO:12100:P12100_ILO_
CODE:C169
IUCN World Parks Congress official website.
http://www.iucn.org/about/work/programmes/gpap_home/gpap_events/gpap_wpc/
Official website of the United Nations Special Rapporteur on the Right to Food.
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/issues/food/Pages/FoodIndex.aspx
Principles and Guidelines on Indigenous and Traditional Peoples and Protected Areas. Joint
Policy Statement. IUCN - World Conservation Union/WCPA - World Commission on
Protected Areas and WWF - World Wide Fund For Nature.
http://www.wwf.fi/wwf/www/uploads/pdf/indigenous_people_policy.pdf
Protocol on Water and Health to the 1992 Convention on the Protection and Use of
Transboundary Watercourses and Lakes.
http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/documents/2000/wat/mp.wat.2000.1.e.pdf
Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels 2010 Use of Terms for the RSB Principles &
Criteria (Glossary).
The right to water and sanitation in international law. The Rights to Water and Sanitation.
http://www.righttowater.info/progress-so-far/timeline/
UNESCO Convention on Cultural and Natural Heritage.
http://whc.unesco.org/archive/convention-en.pdf
UNESCO Convention on Intangible Heritage.
http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/en/convention
United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity. http://www.cbd.int/doc/legal/cbd-en.pdf
United Nations Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against
Women. http://www.un.org/womenwatch/daw/cedaw/text/econvention.htm
United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.
http://www.un.org/disabilities/convention/conventionfull.shtml
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child.
http://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/crc.aspx
United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.
http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unpfii/documents/DRIPS_en.pdf
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Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and
Forests in the Context of National Food Security.
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/newsroom/docs/VG_en_Final_March_2012.pdf
Zrust M, L D’Arcy, L Sadikin, A Suhada, E Hermawan, L Leonard, Rudiyanto, S Wahyudi,
R Amin, O Needham & D Priatna 2013 HCV Monitoring Protocol for Oil Palm Landscapes.
The Zoological Society of London, London.
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APPENDIX I: SAMPLE COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR BASIC NEEDS IN HUNTING
The following sample community questionnaire draws from elements of the table in Section 3. It uses possible questions to ask in relation to monitoring how basic needs in hunting are secured by existing HCV 5s. The
questionnaire content and sequences of questions should be treated as suggestive only and flexible to adaptation to varying local contexts, cultures and livelihoods. The question and issues raised should be then crosschecked again with the community following action taken following the monitoring, to assess progress towards success indicators.

Question
Type of game usually hunted?

Responses
Wild boar

Monkey

Deer

Snake

Bird (species)

Kangaroo

Increase (0 – 50%)

Increase 50 – 100%)

Decrease 0 – 50%)

Other (100%+
increase or decrease)

None

Per day

Per week

Per month

Decrease (50 –
100%)
% of each

Increase/decrease in number of game
caught?
Number of game needed to sustain one
household?
Increase/decrease in game needed to
sustain one household?
Increase/decrease in number of game
caught?
Any restricted or forbidden types of game?
Any restricted or forbidden types of game
now hunted?
Any hunting of young game now due to lack
of availability?
Usual method of hunting?
Any new methods of hunting?

Increase (0 – 50%)

Increase 50 – 100%)

Decrease 0 – 50%)

Other (100%+
increase or decrease)

None

Per day

Per week

Per month

Decrease (50 –
100%)
% of each

Increase (0 – 50%)

Increase 50 – 100%)

Decrease 0 – 50%)

Increase 50 – 100%)

Decrease 0 – 50%)

Wild boar
Increase (0 – 50%)

Monkey
Increase 50 – 100%)

Deer
Decrease 0 – 50%)

No

Few cases

Several cases

Other (100%+
increase or decrease)
Other (100%+
increase or decrease)
Bird (species)
Other (100%+
increase or decrease)
Other

None

Increase (0 – 50%)

Decrease (50 –
100%)
Decrease (50 –
100%)
Snake
Decrease (50 –
100%)
Numerous cases

Rifle
Rifle

Spear
Spear

Traps
Traps

Bows
Bows

Usual uses of game?
Any changes in uses of game?

Food
Increase (0 – 50%)

Skins
Increase 50 – 100%)

Furs
Decrease 0 – 50%)

Purpose of hunting?
Any changes in purpose of hunting?

Subsistence
Increase (0 – 50%)

Barter and trade
Increase 50 – 100%)

Commercial
Decrease 0 – 50%)

How is hunting monitored/managed?

Community
managed
% of community
fully satisfied
Forest
Increase (0 – 50%)

State managed
% of community
satisfied
Mountain
Increase 50 – 100%)

Company
managed
% of community
moderately satisfied
Plains
Decrease 0 – 50%)

Water pollution

Sound pollution

Suggested source of water pollution?

Upstream activities

Suggested source of sound pollution?
Suggested agent of source of pollution
identified?

Increase/decrease in type of game caught?
Number of game usually hunted?

Satisfaction with current
monitoring/management model?
Location of hunting?
Any changes in location of hunting?
Any disturbances to game?

Information on poachers?

Cassowary

Rodent

Other

% of
each

Kangaroo
None

Cassowary

Rodent

Other

None

Blowpipe
Blowpipe

Other
Explosives

% of each
Poison

Electrocution

Other

% of
each

Medicine
Decrease (50 –
100%)
Ritual purposes
Decrease (50 –
100%)
Co-managed

Other
Other (100%+
increase or decrease)
Other
Other (100%+
increase or decrease)
None

% of each
None

Other

None

Mill

Mining

Logging

Upstream activities

Mill

Mining

Logging

Private sector
operation by
company
Names

Private sector
operation by other
company
Residence

State project

Other communities

% of community very
unsatisfied
Riverbanks
Other (100%+
increase or decrease)
Infrastructure
development
Infrastructure
development
Infrastructure
development
Other

Other

Logging

% of community less
than satisfied
Swamps
Decrease (50 –
100%)
Mining

Frequency of visits

Other
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None

None

% of each
None
Other

Lake
None

Other

Clearing/planting

Poaching

Other
Land
clearing/planting

Other

None
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Any disturbances from poachers?
Type of game poached?
Frequency of poaching?

Physical
Wild boar
Per day

Threats
Monkey
Per week

Intimidation
Deer
Per month

Coercion
Snake
Unsure

Bribery
Bird (species)

Shootings
Kangaroo

None
Cassowary

Number of game poached?
Uses of poached game?

0
Subsistence

1-5
Barter and trade

5-10
Commercial

10-15
Ritual purposes

15-20
Other

20+
% of each

Unsure

Location of poaching activities?
Knowledge of where poached animals are
transported/sold to?
Any hunting grounds not identified in HCVA?

Forest
Within village

Mountain
In other village

Plains
In town

Swamps
In city

Riverbanks
Export

Lake
Unknown

Other

Unknown

1-3

4-6

6–9

9 - 11

11+

No knowledge of
location of HCV 5

No

% of community
fully satisfied
Increase (0 – 50%)

% of community
satisfied
Increase 50 – 100%)

% of community
moderately satisfied
Decrease 0 – 50%)

No

Little

Several

% of community less
than satisfied
Decrease (50 –
100%)
Numerous

% of community very
unsatisfied
Other (100%+
increase or decrease)
All

No participation in
HCVA
Other

Signboards

Fencing

Planted palm

Clearing

No

Few cases

Several cases

Numerous cases

Infrastructure
development
All cases

Community
managed
0
None

State managed

Company
managed
2
Disease (and types)

Co-managed

None

3
Lack of protein

By company

By government body

By community

Yes

By other companies if
relevant
No

4
Other diseases or
conditions
By other community

Armed
Yes

Threats
No

Intimidation
Ongoing process

Quarrel

Coercion

Satisfaction with identification of HCV 5 to
meet hunting needs?
Any population increase in the community
affecting game needs?
Any restrictions on access to hunting
grounds in HCV 5?
Type of restrictions of access?
Any encroachment into non-HCV 5 areas due
to lack of identified HCV 5s?
Any recommended models for monitoring
and management of hunting grounds?
Perceived intensity of threats to hunting?
Evidence of threat to food security resulting
from lack of game?
Actions to date taken
Any conflict with neighbouring communities
over access to hunting grounds?
Type of conflict?
Conflict resolved?

1
Malnutrition
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Other
Rodent

Other

None
Unsure where HCV
5s are
Threats

Other
Criminalisation

None

Other

8

Unsure where HCV
5s are
Other

Other

5

6

7

By security
personnel

None

Other

9

10
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APPENDIX II: HCVs 5 AND 6 IN THE CONTEXT OF
INTERNATIONAL NORMS
Lands, Territories and Resources
The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, along with the
complementary ILO Convention No. 169 on Indigenous and Tribal Peoples are based on
the recognition of the particular significance and cultural and spiritual values that indigenous
peoples attach to their lands and territories, which go far beyond their simple monetary or
productive value. Both instruments stipulate that indigenous peoples have the right to
determine the priorities and strategies for development and use of their lands, territories and
resources. ILO Convention No. 107 concerning the Protection and Integration of
Indigenous and Other Tribal and Semi-Tribal Populations in Independent Countries
provides that the right of ownership, collective or individual, of the members of the
populations concerned over the lands which these populations traditionally occupy shall be
recognised. Rights to land, territories and resources are further underpinned in other
international and regional human rights instruments such as the International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights, the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights, International Convention on the Elimination of all forms of Racial
Discrimination, ILO Convention No. 111 on discrimination in employment and
occupation, the Convention on Biological Diversity, the American Convention on
Human Rights and the African Charter on Human and Peoples Rights. The Convention
on Biological Diversity recognises the close and traditional dependence of many indigenous
and local communities embodying traditional lifestyles on biological resources, and provides
guidance in its related ‘Akwé:Kon Guidelines for the conduct of cultural, environmental and
social impact assessments regarding developments proposed to take place on, or which are
likely to impact on, sacred sites and on lands and waters traditionally occupied or used by
indigenous and local communities.’ The Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible
Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests in the Context of National Food
Security notes that State and non-state actors should acknowledge that land, fisheries and
forests have social, cultural, spiritual, economic, environmental and political value to
indigenous peoples and other communities with customary tenure systems.
Representative institutions
UNDRIP gives indigenous peoples the right to participate in decision-making in matters
which would affect their rights, through representatives chosen by themselves in accordance
with their own procedures, as well as to maintain and develop their own indigenous decisionmaking institutions. This right to self-chosen representation is reiterated in the Voluntary
Guidelines which requires that States and non-State actors work together with representative
institutions of affected communities and in cooperation with affected communities. ILO
Convention No. 169 requires that States consult the peoples concerned, through appropriate
procedures and in particular through their representative institutions, whenever consideration
is being given to legislative or administrative measures which may affect them directly;
establish means by which these peoples can freely participate, to at least the same extent as
other sectors of the population, at all levels of decision-making in elective institutions and
administrative and other bodies responsible for policies and programmes which concern them
and; establish means for the full development of these peoples' own institutions and
initiatives, and in appropriate cases provide the resources necessary for this purpose.
Likewise, the Akwé:Kon Guidelines recommend that in addition to representation on any
body established to advise on impact assessment process phases, the full and effective
participation and involvement of affected indigenous and local communities should
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contemplate using participatory models of community engagement during the conduct of the
impact assessments, including in decision-making.
Free, Prior and Informed Consent
UNDRIP requires States to consult and cooperate in good faith with the indigenous peoples
concerned through their own representative institutions in order to obtain their free and
informed consent prior to the approval of any project affecting their lands or territories and
other resources, particularly in connection with the development, utilization or exploitation of
mineral, water or other resources (and likewise for the Voluntary Guidelines). The Human
Rights Committee and the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights have
frequently interpreted the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR)
and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) as
recognising the right to Free, Prior and Informed Consent as an expression of all peoples’
right to self-determination. ILO Convention No. 169 prohibits the removal and/or relocation
of indigenous and tribal populations from their territories without their free and informed
consent. The standard of ‘approval and involvement’ in the Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD) has also been equated with the right to FPIC, and affirmed in the CBD’s
Akwé: Kon voluntary guidelines.
Right to Food
The United Nations Special Rapporteur on the Right to Food has stressed that States have
an obligation to implement the right to adequate food at the national level, in line with the
recommendations of the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. This includes
the obligation to: respect existing access to adequate food and not taking any measures that
result in preventing such access; to ensure that enterprises or individuals do not deprive
individuals of their access to adequate food; to pro-actively engage in activities intended to
strengthen people's access to and utilization of resources and means to ensure their livelihood,
including food security. While all the rights under the Covenant are meant to be achieved
through progressive realization, States have some minimum core obligations which are of
immediate effect. They have the obligation to refrain from any discrimination in access to
food as well as to means and entitlements for its procurement, on the grounds of race, colour,
sex, language, age, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property,
birth or other status. States are further prohibited to take retrogressive measures, i.e.
deliberate measures which result in the deterioration of current level of fulfilment of the right
to food. The International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights also
requires that States take whatever steps are necessary to ensure that everyone is free from
hunger and as soon as possible can enjoy the right to adequate food and to ensure the
satisfaction of the minimum essential level required to be free from hunger. The Voluntary
Guidelines provides guidance to State and non-State actors to improve the governance of
tenure of land, fisheries and forests with the overarching goal of achieving food security for
all and to support the progressive realization of the right to adequate food in the context of
national food security. The Akwé:Kon Guidelines recommend that in social impact
assessments, social development indicators consistent with the views of indigenous and local
communities should be developed and should include food and livelihood security aspects.
Water Rights
Resolution 64/ 292 of the United Nations General Assembly formally recognised the right to
water and sanitation in 2010, acknowledging that clean drinking water and sanitation are
integral to the realisation of all human rights. Whilst it is non-binding and a long way from a
treaty on the right to water and sanitation it is still a welcome step in the right direction. In
48

Monitoring protocol for High Conservation Values 5 & 6
her first report as Independent Expert on the Issue of Human Rights Obligations Related to
Access to Safe Drinking Water and Sanitation, Albuquerque defined the inextricable links
between sanitation and fundamental human rights, including the right to an adequate standard
of living, the right to adequate housing, the right to health, the right to education, the right to
water, the right to work, the right to life, the prohibition of inhumane or degrading treatment
and the prohibition of all form of discrimination. In 2007, the Human Rights Council passed
resolution 2/104 entitled ‘Human Rights and Access to Water’. The right to clean water is
also stated in the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, the Convention
on the Rights of the Child, the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of
Discrimination Against Women and the Protocol on Water and Health to the 1992
Convention on the Protection and Use of Transboundary Watercourses and Lakes.
General Comment No. 15 of the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights in 2002
interprets the Convention on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights as confirming the right
to water in international law as essential to the realisation of the right to adequate standard of
living and right to health.
Sustainable Customary Use
Article 10c of the Convention on Biological Diversity requires that States protect and
encourage customary use of biological resources in accordance with traditional cultural
practices that are compatible with conservation or sustainable use requirements. This is
further reiterated in the Voluntary Guidelines and in the Akwé:Kon Guidelines.
Access and Benefit-sharing/Protection of Indigenous Knowledge
The Convention on Biological Diversity requires that States respect, preserve and maintain
knowledge, innovations and practices of indigenous and local communities embodying
traditional lifestyles relevant for the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity
and promote their wider application with the approval and involvement of the holders of such
knowledge, innovations and practices and encourage the equitable sharing of the benefits
arising from the utilization of such knowledge, innovations and practices.
Social and Environmental Impact Assessments
Impact assessment procedures and methodologies embodied in the Akwé: Kon Guidelines
provide information on the cultural, environmental and social impacts of proposed
developments and how to prevent their potential adverse impacts on the livelihoods of
indigenous and local communities. They are intended to provide a collaborative framework
ensuring the full involvement of indigenous and local communities in the assessment of
cultural, environmental and social concerns and interests of indigenous and local
communities of proposed developments. Guidance is also provided on how to take into
account traditional knowledge, innovations and practices as part of the impact-assessment
processes and promote the use of appropriate technologies.
Community-based monitoring and information systems
The Akwé: Kon Guidelines note the importance of exchanging experiences and information,
including through traditional means of communication, to help to raise awareness about best
available methods and useful sources of information and experience concerning both the
conduct and integration of cultural, social and biodiversity-related concerns of indigenous
and local communities in environmental impact assessment and in strategic environmental
assessment. It further recommends that communication between assessment practitioners and
indigenous and local community members with experience in cultural, environmental and
social impact assessment be enhanced through, for example, the focal point on Article 8(j)
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and related provisions of the clearing-house mechanism of the Convention on Biological
Diversity.
New paradigm for protected areas
At the World Parks Congress held in Durban in 2003, some 5,000 assembled
conservationists announced their adoption of a ‘new paradigm’ for protected areas which
would respect the rights of indigenous peoples and local communities. The Accord celebrated
the conservation successes of indigenous peoples. It expressed concern at the lack of
recognition, protection and respect given to these efforts. It noted that the costs of protected
areas are often borne by local communities. It urged commitment to involve indigenous
peoples in establishing and managing protected areas and participate in decision-making on a
fair and equitable basis in full respect of their human and social rights. To implement this
new vision, the ‘Durban Accord: Action Plan’ notes that the costs of the past success in
establishing a global protected area system have been inequitably borne by local communities.
To rectify this, a major ‘outcome’ that it now seeks is that the rights of indigenous peoples be
recognised and guaranteed in relation to natural resources and biodiversity conservation. The
Action Plan relating to the recognition and guaranteeing of indigenous peoples’ rights sets
out three major targets: 1) All existing and future protected areas shall be managed and
established in full compliance with the rights of indigenous peoples, mobile peoples and local
communities 2) Protected areas shall have representatives chosen by indigenous peoples and
local communities in their management proportionate to their rights and interests and 3)
Participatory mechanisms for the restitution of indigenous peoples’ traditional lands and
territories that were incorporated in protected areas without their free and informed consent
established and implemented by 2010.
Indigenous Peoples’ and Community Conserved Territories and Areas (ICCAs)
At the 5th World Parks Congress in Durban in 2003, a breakthrough was made by
indigenous peoples – and mobile indigenous peoples in particular – effectively arguing that
the respect of their rights would actually advance, rather than diminish, conservation
outcomes. Shortly after the Durban Congress, the Convention on Biological Diversity, at its
Conference Of Parties (COP) 7 meeting in Kuala Lumpur (2004), approved the CBD
Programme of Work on Protected Areas (PoWPA). PoWPA supports a “new approach” to
protected areas, calling for attention to governance types and quality, equity in conservation,
and indigenous peoples’ rights. Numerous IUCN Resolutions attest to the will of IUCN
members to recognise and support ICCAs, including Resolution 5.094, adopted at the World
Conservation Congress in September 2012. WCC4 in Barcelona also approved new IUCN
technical guidelines for protected areas, explicitly stating that different governance types –
including ICCAs – can fully contribute to developing national protected area systems. The
Principles and Guidelines on Indigenous and Traditional Peoples and Protected Areas
of the IUCN, World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) and World Wide Fund for
Nature (WWF) further supports the new approach to protected areas, recognising that there
should be no inherent conflict between the objectives of protected areas and the existence,
within and around their borders, of indigenous and other traditional peoples, who should be
recognised as rightful, equal partners in the development and implementation of conservation
strategies that affect their lands, territories, waters, coastal seas, and other resources, and in
particular in the establishment and management of protected areas.
Tangible and Intangible Cultural Properties
The UNESCO Convention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural
Heritage requires that States recognize their duty of ensuring the identification, protection,
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conservation, presentation and transmission to future generations of the cultural and natural
heritage situated on its territory. Towards realising this duty, States should inter alia adopt a
general policy which aims to give the cultural and natural heritage a function in the life of the
community and to integrate the protection of that heritage into comprehensive planning
programmes; and set up within its territories, where such services do not exist, one or more
services for the protection, conservation and presentation of the cultural and natural heritage.
The UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage, with
reference to the Universal Declaration on Human Rights, the International Covenant on
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights and the International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights, requires that States take the necessary measures to ensure the safeguarding of the
intangible cultural heritage present in its territory, including through identifying and defining
the various elements of the intangible cultural heritage present in its territory, with the
participation of communities, groups and relevant non-governmental organizations. To
ensure the safeguarding, development and promotion of the intangible cultural heritage
present in its territory, each State Party should adopt a general policy aimed at promoting the
function of the intangible cultural heritage in society, and at integrating the safeguarding of
such heritage into planning programmes, and ensuring access to the intangible cultural
heritage while respecting customary practices governing access to specific aspects of such
heritage.
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