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On 15 – 16th May, a workshop was held at the UNEP-World Conservation Monitoring Centre, in Cambridge, 
UK to review approaches, methodologies and tools for the social assessment of protected areas. The 
workshop brought together participants with a wide range of experience and interests, including protected 
area practitioners, representatives from NGOs and government, and academics from the biological and 
social sciences.

The workshop was facilitated and supported by the Protected Areas, Equity, and Livelihoods (PAEL) 
Taskforce, the UNEP-WCMC Vision 2020 project, the International Institute for Environment and 
Development (IIED) Poverty and Learning Group, CARE International and The Nature Conservancy1.  The 
meeting constitutes one stage in a wider process to identify and develop methodologies for assessing the 
social impact of protected areas, with the potential to incorporate these assessments into national and 
international protected areas policy. 

The goal of the overall process, defined by discussion at the workshop, is to:

‘identify/develop and evaluate a range of methodologies and tools for assessing the social 
impacts of protected areas that enable conservation policy and practice to better adhere to the 
globally accepted principle that protected areas should strive to contribute to poverty reduction 
at the local level, and at the very minimum must not contribute to or exacerbate poverty’.  

Following participant presentations and a discussion, all agreed on using the following question to guide the 
overall work of the project’s next steps:  To what extent are protected areas contributing to changes 
(positive/negative/intended or not) in human wellbeing at the local level? (the term “well being” is 
broadly applied in this case and includes local understanding(s) and definitions of poverty –in context of 
access and benefit sharing, rights cultural aspects, etc).

The workshop produced several outputs (all available in detail at Conserveonline): 

 A table of potential users of social assessment methodologies, and their objectives 
and requirements

                                               
1 The organizing team consisted of: Colleen Corrigan and Lauren Coad (WCMC), Phil Franks (CARE), Lea 
M. Scherl (TNC) and Dilys Roe (IIED)

1. Summary
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 A table outlining the different characteristics of social assessment methodologies
 A synthesis of the methodologies used, and lessons learned, by the workshop 

participants
 A timetable and work plan, outlining the next steps of the working group.

Next steps include:

 Organization of Workshop to coincide with the World Conservation Congress, October 5-9, 20082. 

a. The October workshop should be used to organise 2 – 3 groups to field-test different 
methodologies (from rapid to comprehensive assessment).

b. Two sub-groups were formed at the workshop to better understand two approaches to 
protected area impact assessment methodologies.

i. Comprehensive Social Assessment: Patrick Christie, Patrick Fong (coordinating 
with GEF), Paul Ferraro, Lee Risby, Phil Franks, Lauren Coad and Kwaw Adnam. 
Kwaw will coordinate the group.

ii. Rapid Social Assessment: Colleen Corrigan, Phil Franks, Lea Scherl, Neil 
Burgess, Seema Bhatt, Luis Pabon, David Wilkie, Moses Mapesa. Colleen will 
coordinate the group.

 Development of a Work plan for the testing of methodologies:

a. Engage the Convention on Biological Diversity Secretariat (SCBD) to help take the lead in 
producing a framework for Parties. NGOs will help by providing capacity and assist countries 
in adopting methodologies. 

b. Site Selection for Field-testing: A number of participants suggested that they could help 
find field sites for testing methodologies. Sites need to test both methodologies so that more 
comprehensive assessment can be used to validate rapid assessment and vice-versa. 

c. Funding: The working group is currently identifying funding opportunities for the testing of 
the two methodologies, and a further meeting of the working group in October. 

In addition, an overall project workplan will need to be developed that includes the following essential 
components (some in progress, some requiring funds):

 A formal assessment of the existing approaches, tools, methodologies (including application of 
these as informed by a global survey), against a set of questions that aim to elucidate the 
relevant elements of social assessments [Note to talk about impacts and benefits does not make 
sense because impacts can be either positive, ie. benefits, or negative] (addressed as part of the 
workshop, and being continued at UNEP-WCMC).  

 A formal assessment of representative case studies against a set of questions and criteria 
developed by the Protected Areas, Equity and Livelihoods (PAEL) Task Force that scores each 
study in terms of what elements of social assessments it has addressed (work underway at 
UNEP-WCMC)

 A global, comprehensive formal literature review of the grey and scientific literature on protected 
areas, their social costs and benefits (completed for forest protected areas: PDF).

 Development of a proposed general framework for PA assessment, set of tools (or tool), and 
guidelines that can be put forward for discussion and endorsement by the WCPA and the CBD.

                                               
2 August 2008; Co-ordinating team held a phone conference to plan a small meeting at WCC. The meeting will clarify: 1) 
the intent and aims of each methodology 2) scope for field application and 3) requirement for site selection. The team 
also discussed the agenda for an early 2009 workshop, to review and finalise the methodologies and provide training for
key field staff at selected sites. More details will be available in October 2008.

2. Background and Workshop Objectives
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Protected areas (PAs) should strive to contribute to poverty reduction at the local level, and at the very 
minimum must not contribute to or exacerbate poverty (rec. #29 of the World Parks Congress 2003).  
Despite various reviews and the favourable political environment provided through the Convention on 
Biological Diversity’s Programme of Work on Protected Areas (POWPA) (notably activity 2.1.1 on 
assessment of costs and benefits of PAs), little information has been collected in a systematic way to test
whether PAs are making a positive or negative contribution to the livelihoods of people living within, 
immediately adjacent to, or further away from them.  Evidence of social impacts3 is frequently derived 
indirectly from process indicators and the little information that does exist rarely looks at differentiation of 
impact within or across communities.  Much attention has been focused on the participation of communities 
in PA management but it cannot be assumed that this leads to improved social conditions, and often it 
doesn’t.  As this is such an important issue, various agencies and individuals have started to develop or 
adapt methodologies to assess the social impacts of protected areas. However, at present there is no 
standardized approach for undertaking these kinds of assessments. 

Social Assessments of protected areas are a complex undertaking fraught with both conceptual and 
methodological challenges.  In the absence of common understanding on key concepts and consensus on 
approaches, a multitude of different methodologies and tools have been developed and applied.  Not 
surprisingly studies using these different approaches frequently come to very different and often conflicting 
conclusions.  This confusion and conflict is undermining efforts to address the social dimension of PA 
conservation, and specifically progress in delivering on commitments made at the World Parks Congress and 
in the CBD Programme of Work on PAs.

A number of conservation and humanitarian initiatives and agencies have identified this as a challenge that 
needs to be addressed, including the recently formed Protected Areas, Equity and Livelihoods (PAEL) Task 
Force (under the Strategic Direction of Governance, Equity and Livelihoods cross-cutting two technical IUCN 
commissions: the Commission on Environmental, Economic and Social Policy and the World Commission on 
Protected Areas), and the UNEP-WCMC Vision 2020 project which seeks to expand the World Database on 
Protected Areas (WDPA) to cover social, cultural and economic issues as well as develop indicators related 
to PAs and social impacts.

The workshop described in this document is part of a process to address this challenge that is being 
facilitated and supported by the Protected Areas, Equity and Livelihoods taskforce (WCPA-CEESP, IUCN) 
Task Force, the UNEP-WCMC Vision 2020 project, the IIED Poverty and Conservation Learning Group, 
CARE International and The Nature Conservancy.  The (provisional) objective of this process is to 
identify/develop and evaluate a range of methodologies and tools for assessing the social impacts of 
protected areas that enable conservation policy and practice to better adhere to the globally accepted 
principle that protected areas should strive to contribute to poverty reduction at the local level, and at the 
very minimum must not contribute to or exacerbate poverty.

The process comprises the following stages:

1. A literature review of all relevant scientific and grey literature on approaches, methodologies and 
tools for assessing social impacts of PAs leading to:

o Preparation of a background paper (available as an online PDF)
o An initial characterization of existing methodologies and tools.

2. A first workshop in mid May 2008.

3. A second workshop near the World Conservation Congress in October 2008 to design/plan a field-
testing program for selected methodologies/tools.

4. Field-testing of selected methodologies and their associated tools (Jan-Sept ’09).

                                               
3 The term “social impact” is used here to include any impact (of a PA), positive or negative,  that affects the 
social, cultural and/or economic wellbeing of indigenous and local communities 
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5. A third workshop in late 2009 to synthesis experience to be documented in the form of best 
practice guidelines.

Given the range of different potential users with different objectives, it is important to note that we are 
referring to social assessments of PAs in the broadest sense.  This includes simple and quick forms of 
assessment as well as more rigorous forms of evaluation.

Workshop Objectives

1. Develop a framework that characterizes the different objectives in social assessment of PA, and 
the different ways in which results may be applied to conservation policy-making and practice.

2. Identify key criteria that can be used to characterize/differentiate different impact assessment 
methodologies/tools in terms of key differences in approach, scientific methods, purposes, 
underlying values and cost.

3. Identify gaps requiring methodology development.

4. Identify future working group objectives and activities, and develop a timetable for further work.

A copy of the workshop agenda is included in Annex 1. 

Day 1: Thursday 15th May

The workshop began with an introduction from Jon Hutton, welcoming participants to the workshop, and 
providing an introduction to UNEP-WCMC and the Centre. This was followed by self-introductions from all 
the participants. 

Phil Franks (CARE) began the morning session with a presentation on the overall framework and objectives 
of the workshop, and the working group. This was followed by a group exercise to identify the main users of 
methodologies/tools to measure the social impact of protected areas, and the objectives and questions that 
these users may want to address, facilitated by Colleen Corrigan and Lea M. Scherl

In the afternoon Neil Burgess (WWF US) began the session with a presentation on existing methodologies 
and tools. This was followed by 10-minute presentations by each of the participants, providing an overview of 
the methods that they have used, and their pros and cons. During these presentations, participants were 
asked to write down criteria for differentiating between, or characterising different methodologies, on cards 
provided. 

Day 2: Friday 16th May

The morning session began with a brief discussion on the goals of the overall aims of the working group and 
the questions that the group aims to address, facilitated by Lea Scherl. Following this, the criteria for 
characterising different methodologies were synthesised to produce a table of methodology characteristics. In 
the afternoon, the next steps of the working group, following on from the workshop, were discussed, and the 
group agreed on a timetable for further work. 

3. Workshop Agenda
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4.1 Introductory Session4

The workshop was opened by the director of WCMC, Dr. Jon Hutton, welcoming participants to the 
workshop, and providing an introduction to UNEP-WCMC and the Centre. 

Following Jon Hutton’s opening remarks, he invited questions on UNEP-WCMC’s current work concerning 
protected areas and local livelihoods. There were some questions from participants regarding whether 
UNEP-WCMC had built on their poverty mapping work, following the 1999 – 2000 ‘Forest and Poverty 
Mapping in South Asia’ project. During a brief discussion the following points on poverty mapping were 
raised:

 Mapping poverty with conservation actions/conservation priority areas would be welcomed. 
However, broad-scale data is not often refreshed, and poverty mapping can be difficult to interpret.

 Conclusions drawn can depend on the indicators used; for instance whether the proportion of the 
population is under the poverty line, or poverty density?

 There should be greater efforts for national statistics to be incorporated into poverty mapping 
efforts.

Jon Hutton also introduced the current work by protected areas and climate change programmes at UNEP-
WCMC, studying the potential impact of Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD) on 
protected areas and local livelihoods, and highlighted that UNEP-WCMC believes that IUCN protected area 
categories V and VI have an important role to play in forest protection. UNEP-WCMC reviews of the costs 
and benefits of protected areas to local livelihoods, the efficacy of protected areas in reducing deforestation, 
and the potential impact of REDD on protected areas and local livelihoods can be found online at:
http://www.unep-wcmc.org/protected_areas/pubs.htm

The session continued with a quick round of introductions, during which participants introduced themselves, 
including their specific interests in measuring social impacts of protected areas, and their previous 
experience in this area (Table 1). Before the workshop began, each participant had sent a 2-page overview 
of their research to the workshop organisers, and details on each participant, together with their 2-page 
overviews have been collated in Annex 2 (a and b).

                                               
4 Vanessa Richardson from WCMC worked as the rapporteur for the workshop.

4. Day 1 Thursday, 15th May 
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4.2 Presentation on Workshop Background and Objectives: 

Phil Franks from CARE International gave an introduction to the workshop background and objectives, 
PowerPoint slide summaries can be found in Annex 3.

Briefly, the presentation outlined:

 Protected areas policy and social impacts: Reference to the social impact of protected areas by the 
World Parks Congress and CBD programme of work on protected areas.

 The definition of ‘social impact’ for the purpose of this initiative and workshop as ‘any type of impact 
(of a PA) that affects social, cultural and/or economic wellbeing’.

 The objective of the overall initiative to ‘identify/develop and evaluate a range of methodologies and 
tools for assessing the social impacts of protected areas that enable conservation policy and practice 
to better adhere to the globally accepted principle that protected areas should strive to contribute to 
poverty reduction at the local level, and at the very minimum must not contribute to or exacerbate 
poverty’.

 The main partners of the initiative to date: Theme Group on Indigenous/Local Communities, Equity, 
and Protected Areas (TILCEPA) (WCPA-CEESP, IUCN), Protected Areas, Equity and Livelihoods 
(PAEL) taskforce (WCPA-CEESP, IUCN), United Nations Environment Programme- World 
Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC), International Institute for Environment and 
Development (IIED), CARE, The Nature Conservancy (TNC)

 The timetable of the overall initiative:

 Meeting at WCMC in February 2007 (workshop report available with other documents on 
ConserveOnline)

 Literature review of relevant scientific/grey literature on approaches, methodologies and tools for 
assessing social impacts of PAs

 Workshop in mid May 2008  (THIS EVENT)
 Meeting before World Conservation Congress in October 2008 to plan the design of 

methodologies and field testing program for selected methodologies/tools
 Field testing of selected methodologies and their associated tools (Jan-Sept ’09)
 Workshop in late 2009 to synthesis experience, to be then documented in the form of best 
practice guidelines

 The two levels of assessment rigor that could be used:

 Rapid Assessment, inexpensive indicators
 More robust, comprehensive which can give scientifically credible results

 The main objectives of the workshop (already outlined in ‘background and workshop objectives’ 
above)

Questions were invited on the presentation, and the workshop objectives. Some main views raised were:

 If we are trying to provide policy makers with the ability to assess protected area livelihood impacts 
globally, both in the present and over time, then this is a large and ambitious scope. A WDPA-type 
system to simply analyse and inform policy makers on impacts is one level; how much detail and 
depth of information do we want? Some users need detail whereas most will not want 90 page 
documents per protected area.
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 This process, and the outputs, should not just be for policy makers. It should also be for protected 
areas managers. 

 What will protect areas managers / policy makers / governments do if their results are predominantly 
negative? Will this result in decisions not to designate protected areas?

4.3 Glossary of terms

A glossary of terms was circulated during a short break. After the break, participants suggested modifications 
and additions to the glossary, and the updated glossary can be found in Annex 4.

4.4 Identifying Users of Methodologies and Tools5

To identify the main users of methodologies and tools to assess the social impacts of protected areas, a 
table was created, outlining the main users/ user groups, and their key objectives and considerations when 
choosing a method/tool. 

 Users were divided into four categories:

 Civil Society and NGO’s
 Government
 Private institutions and Academics
 International Organisations and Donors

For each category of users, the aim was to identify:

 The different types of users within the overall category
 The overall purpose of social impact assessment for each user
 The focus of the investigation (research questions) for each user
 The key considerations, when choosing a methodology/tool, for each user

To answer these questions, the workshop split into four groups with each group focussing on one of the user 
categories. The workshop participants chose which group to join depending on which user category they 
knew the most about. Groups spent one hour filling in a table for their chosen category, and after this 
participants reconvened in the conference room. Each group briefly presented the information on each user 
that they had identified, and the tables for each of the four categories were merged to form an overall table of 
potential users. The final table can be found in Annex 5.

During this session, the workshop participants raised a number of questions and points:

 The table was constructed to identify the appliers of the methodology on the ground (the primary 
users) and the secondary uses of the information generated. It was suggested that only the ultimate 
(secondary) users needed to be looked at, as primary users (ie local field assistants) were not users 
of the information generated. However, others pointed out that collectors of the information can be 
the same as those who then use the outputs (ie protected areas managers, NGOS, private users 
etc). 

 It is hard to divide methodologies by user, because a certain user may need a range of 
methodologies. For instance a conservation NGO working in several protected areas may need a 

                                               
5 This session was facilitated by Colleen Corrigan and Lea M. Scherl
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rapid methodology in one protected area, but need an in depth methodology in another where the 
impact of the protected area needs to be known in more detail. The information that they need may 
be different in different places; i.e. an economic impact assessment of livestock losses by wolves is 
required around Yellowstone National Park (United States), whereas this will not be needed in other 
US parks.

 When categorising users, we should start from case studies – i.e. situations that we have direct 
knowledge of, not just random theoretical groups/ users (this lead to the decision to break into four 
groups, depending on previous experience, and to only add users where one of the group members 
had direct experience of the type of user, and so could provide accurate information).

4.5 Presentation of Existing Frameworks and Methodologies for Assessing Social 
Impacts

A discussion document, outlining the current frameworks and tools used to assess social impacts of 
protected areas, was written by Neil Burgess (WWF US), Dilys Roe (IIED), Phil Franks (CARE) and Dan 
Brockington (Manchester) for distribution at the PEP meeting in Washington in February, and is available 
online at: http://www.unep-wcmc.org/protected_areas/docs/methodologies_Overview_2007.pdf

Neil Burgess gave a presentation summarizing this paper. (The PowerPoint slides presented by Neil can be 
found in Annex 6

In brief, the presentation outlined:

 Some of the potential problems with assessing social impacts
 The different ways of measuring social impacts: Frameworks and Indicators
 Social Impact datasources and existing tools
 Field data collection methods
 A proposed way forward for the working group:

o A formal literature review of the grey and scientific literature on protected areas, their social 
costs and benefits (completed for forest protected areas: PDF)- requires expansion so as to be 
considered a comprehensive, global assessment

o A formal assessment of the available literature against a set of questions/criteria developed by 
the PAEL Task Force that scores each study in terms of what elements of social impacts / 
benefits it has addressed (work underway at UNEP-WCMC– contact Vanessa Richardson at: 
vanessa.br.uk@gmail.com)

o A formal assessment of the existing approaches, tools, methodologies against a set of 
questions that aim to elucidate the elements of social impacts / benefits they address 
(addressed as part of the workshop, and being continued at UNEP-WCMC).  

o A proposed general framework for PA assessment and set of tools (or tool) that can be put 
forward for discussion and endorsement by the WCPA and the CBD (one of the wider 
objectives of this working group).  
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4.6 Presentations of methods used by workshop participants

Participants were asked to briefly present any methodologies/tools they had personally used in a 10-minute 
summary. Presentations were structured around 5 questions:

1) Why did you do the study: What is the overall purpose?
2) What are the key questions of your investigation?
3) Provide a quick overview of the approach.
4) Describe the critical considerations that drive the approach (i.e. cost, audience, urgency).
5) What are the strengths, weaknesses, constraints of this approach (i.e. lessons learnt)?

Twelve participants presented their studies and methods. Information on the studies carried out by each 
participant was provided before the workshop as a 1 – 2 page summary, and can be found in Annex 2.

While listening to each presentation the participants were asked to write down on cards the key concepts or 
characteristics that might be used to differentiate between, or characterise, methodologies. These cards 
were collected by the workshop facilitators at the end of the presentations and were used on day 2 of the 
workshop.

At the end of the 12 presentations, Lea M. Scherl closed Day 1 of the workshop.

5.1 General Discussion on Overall Objectives of the Workshop, and Working 
Group6

The participants began Day 2 with a general discussion regarding the tasks and objectives for the working 
group and the overall process. Main points and questions from the discussion are listed below. The original 
minutes taken from the session are more comprehensive and can be obtained from UNEP-WCMC.

 How many users should we be targeting?

A number of participants suggested that we are attempting something very challenging with a very 
broad scope: there are a wide range of different users (as we saw from yesterdays exercise) from 32 
countries. Some users will require complex information (such as the World Bank Living Standards, 
which has hundreds of questions), but some National Park managers just need a basic indicator to 
tell them what are their main problems. 

To identify and understand all these methodologies in two days is a tall order. Some workshop 
participants suggested that 1 or 2 priority users that we wish to target should be identified, and only 
the methodologies required for the users focused on. One example of a key user given was the 
CBD, but it was also pointed out that the CBD is made up of many parties, which can itself contain 
many different types of users. 

Organizers of the workshop agenda wished to make it clear that the production of methodologies for 
each of the users identified on Day 1 of the workshop was not the aim of the workshop. Identifying 
the users, and outlining possible methodologies provides a snapshot of the possible users and 
methodologies, which can be used as a base when deciding in the future which users and 
methodologies should be focused on. Mapping out who might be involved and what methods might 

                                               
6 This session was facilitated by Lea M. Scherl 

5. Day 2 Friday, 16th May 
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be used is an important step. This characterization of users and methodologies was designed to be 
just the first step in a longer, more focused, process. To decide on the methods to be tested, and the 
target users, further sessions will be held at the WCC to plan the next two years of work, and 
methodology testing will start in 2009.

 Should we be getting involved at the national level?

 How should the process feed into the CBD, and when should this begin?

Is getting social impact assessment into the framework of the CBD our focus? What does the CBD 
want?

 Are we providing methodological tools, or answering a research question? 
Since 2003 the conservation community has been focusing much more intensely on the poverty/PAs 
relationship.  Paul Ferraro’s quasi experimental work in Costa Rica is interesting including other 
countries where PA’s are still to be established… A huge sample from lots of countries to see if it 
contributes to exacerbating poverty, which may be unrealistic and limit our scope.  

We don’t have to focus on one objective; different methods can be run for different purposes (i.e. 
have one ‘indicator’ as a monitoring tool and one comprehensive methodology to fully understand 
the PA/poverty linkages). Where will the funding come from for the more comprehensive studies? 

 Which questions are we asking?

Every user has different questions.  PA manager perspectives may be framed differently depending 
on the user or the target.  Are we asking HOW protected areas impact local livelihoods, or WHY they 
impact local livelihoods, or both?

Participants eventually agreed on using the following question as the overarching research question 
that this process addresses:  To what extent are protected areas contributing to changes 
(positive/negative/intended or not) in human wellbeing at the local level? (this includes the 
broader sense of “well being” including local understanding(s) and definitions of poverty –in context 
of access and benefit sharing, rights cultural aspects, etc).

5.2 Characterising Existing Methodologies7

Following this general discussion, it was decided that the workshop should continue by characterizing the 
existing methodologies. 

During the final session on day 1, workshop participants had written down possible criteria for characterizing 
methodologies, while listening to individual presentations. These cards were sorted into 4 broad categories:

 Methods
 Sensitivity
 Scope
 Other

Participants were divided into four groups, 1 group for each of the broad categories. Each group produced 
criteria for characterizing methodologies, within their category.  After 1 hour, the participants then 
reconvened in the conference room, and presented the categories that they had identified. The final table of 
methodology characteristics can be found in Annex 7.

                                               
7 This session was facilitated by Dilys Roe and Phil Franks
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5.3 Next Steps8

.A discussion of the next steps took place as the last session of the workshop, with the following 
agreements:

 Existing methodologies to be compiled by Vanessa Richardson, at UNEP-WCMC, as part of her 
MSc thesis via an e-mail and online survey.

 A Workshop/meeting to be organised to coincide with the World Conservation Congress. (possibly 
the 1st week in October)

 Work plan for the testing of methodologies (comments from participants):
The CBD will take the lead in producing a framework for parties, NGOs help by providing capacity 
and countries adopt methodologies. Field testing work plans should be organised soon, as if the 
process takes too long there is potential for it to ‘dissolve’. 

 The October workshop should be used to organise 2 – 3 groups to field test different 
methodologies (from rapid to comprehensive)

- Funding and in kind support: some participants/organizations are looking into funding 
possibilities (eg; CARE searching for  funding to support  development and testing of rapid
methodologies, TNC looking for possibility to incorporate and fund the testing within some 
of its programs and projects,, (any one else wants to be more specific here?) A number of 
other participants suggested that they could help find field sites for testing methodologies. 
Fundraising is required for the more comprehensive assessment – GEF suggested as a 
potential funding source

- Sites need as much as possible to test both methodologies, so that comprehensive 
assessment can be used to validate rapid assessment.

- Two groups suggested to start organising for the October meeting and field testing: 

Comprehensive Social Assessment Patrick Christie, Patrick Fong (coordinating 
with GEF), Paul Ferraro, Lee Risby, Phil Franks, Lauren Coad and Kwaw Adnam. 
Kwaw will coordinate the group

Rapid Social Assessment: Colleen Corrigan, Phil Franks, Lea Scherl, Neil 
Burgess, Luis Pabon, David Wilkie, Moses Mapesa. Colleen will coordinate the 
group.

UNEP-WCMC CARE, TNC, and IIED would like to thank the many participants who attended the meeting, 
especially the international participants who traveled long hours, for contributing their time and expertise. 

Due to their size, the Annexes for this workshop report have been placed in a workspace on conserveonline. 
The Workspace is called “Social Impact Workshop”. Key Annexes (2a, 4, 5, and 7) have additionally been 
appended to the end of the report.

                                               
8 This session was facilitated by Phil Franks and Lea Scherl.
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