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THE dust has yet to settle on the
recent conservation storiesthat com-
mandeered the nation’s attention.
After-images of empty forests and
vanishing tigers compete with those
of strident campaigns of the tribal
rights lobbies, typical of the media-
manoeuvred discourses on wildlife
conservation. Much to ones’ despair,
these complex debates on wildlife
and livelihood matters have deterio-
rated into emotional polls on who —
humans or animals — enjoys priority
inIndia sforestsandwhether environ-
mentwinsover development.

Worse, the television channel
approach to problem solving iseven
employed by several national and
international environmental organisa
tions concerned with conservation,
and eventually the results of these
pollsjustify the formulation of laws
and policiesthat are often asmyopic
as the television debates. The dead-
lock over conservation and deve-
lopment perseveresat varying scales,
ranging from tribal communities to
entiresectorssuchasagriculture, for-
estry and mining.

Our post-independenceattempts
at legislating on matters of the envi-
ronment have significantly contri-
buted to positioning ‘ conservation’
against ‘development’. A range of
specialised environmental lawsdeve-
lopedfromthe’ 70sonward. Although
there are other laws governing natu-
ral resourceuse—such asagriculture,
fisheries and revenue laws — all of
which have significant environmen-
tal implications, the attention of con-
servationistshasremainedfocusedon

thelineup of specialisedlegislations,
namely the Wildlife Protection Act
(WLPA), theEnvironment Protection
Act 1986, andtheForest Conservation
Act 1980, to name afew. Many of
theselawswerearesult of activelob-
bying efforts of environmentalists
themselves.!

The economic reforms process
undertaken by the government since
1991 hascrystallised certaindevel op-
ment prioritiesas|ndiaworksitsway
towards ‘ developed country’ status.
Theforays of the welfare stateinto a
capitalist eraintensified the angst
against environmental laws, seen as
antithetical tothedevel opment of the
country. Inresponsetoindustry ireand
under theWorld Bank’sinsistence, the
Government of Indiaembarked on a
drive to re-engineer environmental
clearance proceduresandredraft cer-
tainenvironmental laws.?

Theresultisthat theselawsread
morelikedevel opment laws, obfuscat-

1. See M. Rangargjan, ‘Indira Gandhi: Ideo-
logy, theEnvironment and Policy’, 11C Quar-
terly, Summer 2006; Also see S. Chainani,
In Defence of Heritage — a Bombay Diary
(Unpublished draft).

2. SeeK. Kohli and M. Menon, Eleven Years
of the Environment Impact Assessment
Notification, 1994. Kd pavriksh, Just Environ-
ment Trust, Environment Justice Initia-
tive (HRLN), 2005; A. Sridhar, R. Arthur,
D. Goenka, B. Jairaj, T. Mohan, S. Rodriguez
and K. Shanker, Review of the Swaminathan
Committee Report on the CRZ Notification.
Draft submitted to UNDP, New Delhi. URL:
http://www.undp.org.in/dmweb/tsunami;
accessed 20 May 2006; A. Sridhar, Environ-
mental Governance Reforms, Rephrasingthe
Reform Process. Draft Submitted to Inter-
national I nstitutefor Environment and Deve-
lopment, New Delhi, 2006.
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ing the difference between the two.
Ironically, evenaspowerful industrial
|obbiesseemto bewinningthebattle,
marginalised communities continue
tostrugglewith conservationistsover
lawsthatimpacttheirlivelihoods.And
astheselawsgetincreasingly applied
inecosystemslikemarineareaswhere
other flexible management systems
operate, thenumbersembroiledinthe
impasseisontheincrease.

Themost popularterrestrial wildlife
conservation approach has been the
declaration of Protected Areas (PA)
andthelisting of wild specieson pro-
tected lists, both facilitated by the
Wildlife (Protection) Act (WLPA),
1972. These national parksand wild-
life sanctuariesoften prohibit human
presence and use of resourceswithin
their boundaries. Thehealthof India’s
biodiversity isoften projectedthrough
the extent of area under official PA
cover. Many conservation research
programmesand advocacy effortsaim
at theinclusion of additional species
onthe‘scheduledlists' of theWLPA.
This simple listing does not distin-
guish between geographical varia-
tions in the status of populations,
thereby foreclosing the option of
applying varying conversation meth-
odsindifferentareas. Oneruleapplies
to speciesin all areas. For example,
oliveridley turtles which arrivein
thousands to Orissa's mass hesting
beachesareaccordedthesameprotec-
tion as solitary individual s that visit
other partsof India scoast.

The WLPA isitself drafted on
thesingular ideathat physically sepa-
rating humans from wildlife is the
appropriateapproachtoall conserva-
tionchallenges. It, therefore, doesnot
provide much of aconservation plan
beyond penaltiesand punishmentsfor
human intrusioninto PAsand human
use of protected species. Human-
wildlifeinteractions, socio-ecological
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institutions, organisations and phe-
nomenaand even simpledependence
regimes are given short shrift in this
law. No wonder, the real challenges
to conservation persist and in many
instancesarenot even acknowledged
in the race to expand PA networks
and scheduledlistsof theWL PA.

Althoughtheacademicapproach
tounderstanding biodiversity conser-
vation hasevolved considerably, with
concepts like socio-ecological resil-
ience and community-based appro-
aches gaining popularity, the overall
conservation effort in the country is
still one that separates humans from
wildlife habitats. If only government
reports and presentations on India's
PAs were accompanied by descrip-
tions of the nature and extent of con-
flict in these areas, the ‘success' of
this‘onesizefitsall’ model would be
evident.

The rigidity of this exclusionist
approach in terrestrial area manage-
ment, specifically throughthenarrow
options offered by the WLPA, isin
stark contrast totheflexible, socially
appropriate and case-specific meth-
ods applied for the management of
fishery resourcesby fisher communi-
ties. It bears repetition that even the
formal marine fisheries regulation
laws of the state governments are
not based on the physical exclusion
of people.

Marine ecosystems require
management measures that are dis-
tinct from those currently practiced
interrestrial areas. In practice, how-
ever, theterrestrial approachisbeing
increasingly applied to marine wild-
lifeprotection, asmoreconservation-
ists look towards the WLPA and its
designto provide solutionsto marine
challenges. This trend needs to be
examined and revised as reports of
conflict over these styles of marine
conservationpour in. Thereareimpor-

tant lessons for the conservation of
terrestrial areasfrom existing marine
management strategies. Likewise,
theconflictsover terrestrial conserva-
tionand environment protectionlaws
provide several insights for design-
ing coastal and marine conservation
measures.

Marine ecosystems and coastal
communities are poorly represented
inthe public debateson India’ senvi-
ronmental problems. The 2001 Cen-
sus shows that there are nearly 10
million fisherfolk. Our understand-
ing of these communities through
sociological research is, however,
comparatively limited. Thereareseve-
ral differences between terrestrial
and marinesocio-ecol ogical systems.
Obviously, water is not a natural
human environment, though humans
haveevolved arelationship with this
medium and those depending on it
recognisebothitspower andthelimi-
tations of their knowledge about it.
Fishingis, therefore, often compared
togambling.

The dependence on the seaisa
daily one, first for safety and second
for livelihood. Various fishery prac-
tices have evolved from assiduously
studying and understanding the sea,
its creatures, their behaviour and the
power equati on between manand sea.
Fishermen face definite and distinct
challengesthat limittheir control over
the sea and its bounty. These natural
challenges posed by the seaare com-
pletely different fromthoseof terres-
trial areas. Fisheries development
programmes aim at increasing the
fisher’s control over the capricious
sea, intensifying production and
reducing riskswhiledoing so.

Another central differenceis
that therearenowatertight boundaries
that can be drawn within the marine
space.Althoughecosystemslikecoral
reefs that surround small islands do



haveadiscernablephysical boundary
in the form of lagoons, this does
not impede the dynamic exchange
of water, nutrients, pollutants and
marinespecieswithintheseareas. The
socia configurationsof fishing com-
munities are closely modelled along
the patterns of marine areas. Reef
fishingandfishing arrangementsare,
therefore, different fromthoseseenin
the open seas. Fishing patterns, the
distribution of fish catch and income
from fish catch all depend on the
natureof thefisheryitself. Thisinturn
depends on the behaviour of thefish
anditsenvironment.

For example, thetraditional fishing
practiceusing shoreseines(still seen
in parts of Karnataka, Goa, Orissa,
AndhraPradeshand Tamil Nadu) that
target near shorepelagicfishrequires
between 30-50 men, if not more, to
work the boat and net. The rules of
shore seining and the share system
that has evolved in each region are
minutely shaped by the characteris-
tics of marine environment and its
resources. Infact, thechoiceanddesign
of fishing craft and gear are directly
dependent on the targeted resource,
coastal geomorphol ogy and sea con-
ditions. Fishingcommunitiesinindia
by and large have been marked by
community cohesion, ahighlevel of
autonomy and havebeenlargely self-
governingcommunitieswithminimal
interactions with the mainstream
until recently. Thishasgivenrisetoa
‘cultureof fisheries whichalsoshapes
various aspects of fishing communi-
ties, their social organisation, institu-
tionsandidentity. Itis, therefore, only
natural that the perspective and app-
roach to the marine space be distinct
fromtheterrestrial one.

Why is emphasising this point
important?At theheart of the conser-
vation-environment argument is the
issueof whowill enjoy priority access

and user rightsover natural resources.
In the backdrop of the debate on the
Recognition of Forest Rights Act,
2006, fisher |eaders have stated that
they shouldbeaccordedsimilar rights
astribals, asthey tooarehunters, simi-
lar to their terrestrial counterpartsin
forests. Nested in this articulation
areseveral importantissues. Clearly,
while the nature of fishing described
earlier provides legitimacy to the
identity of the ‘hunter-tribal’, this
categorisation servesmorethanades-
criptivepurpose.

Thepower strugglebetweenthestate
anditsvariousconstituentshingeson
identity politics. Fisherfolk too have
been active in this struggle for over
half acentury, althoughthey aresome-
what invisible in the present debates
on conservation and tribal rights. As
apolitical constituency, fisherfolk
havestruggledfor greater control over
the seas and resource management,
struggles which have been directed
both inward as well as against the
state. Control over the territorial
waters of the country is vested with
thecentral government*whilefisher-
iesin the coastal watersupto 12 nau-
tical milesis managed by the state
governments. Although therearetra-
ditional arrangements to manage
resources in these waters, individual
or community rights over the waters
still do not exist asin the case of land
titlesor pattas. Inaligningwithatribal
identity, fishers have expressed the
desire to be treated with the same
attention asreceived by forest dwell-
ingcommunities.

Another important reason why
fisher leaders are advocating a ‘ sea-

3. The full title of the law is ‘ Scheduled
Tribesand Other Traditional Forest Dwellers
(Recognition of Forest Rights) Act, 2006’ .

4. See, The Territorial Waters, Continental
Shelf, Exclusive Economic Zone and Other
MaritimeZonesAct, 1976.

tribal’ political identity isthat they do
not enjoy rightsover land either. The
natureof fisheriesrequiresthat many
fishingcommunities, particularly the
traditional fisherfolk, be mobile and
moveresidenceacrossthecoastlinein
different seasons. Consequently in
many states, fishing communities do
not even possess|and titlesin coastal
areas despite their growing numbers
across the coast.® This has implica-
tions not just for their entitlement to
housingandrelatedinfrastructurebut
moreimportantly intheir say over deve-
lopment inareasoccupied by them.

It is important to recognise
thisaspect of fisher settlementswhile
designing building regulations and
coastal devel opment lawsand prevent
the further marginalisation and alie-
nation of this constituency. Thisis
one reason why fisherfolk echo the
slogans of the tribal campaigns for
forest rights to further their own
demands for land and water rights
andensuregreater accesstothestate's
devel opment programmes. Thisarti-
culation unfortunately has not found
space in the momentous political
exercise of restoring rights to mar-
ginalised peoples of India, asin the
case of the Recognition of Forest
RightsAct, 2006.

Fisher communities, particularly
those of thetraditional communities,
find themselves most impacted by
this alienation, as the development
drive has left them marginalised.
Prior toindependence, marinefishing
wascarried out at asubsistencelevel

5. SeeJ. Kurienand A. Paul, Nets For Social
Safety: AnAnalysisof theGrowthand Chang-
ing Composition of Social Security Pro-
grammes in the Fisheries Sector of Kerala
State, India. International Collective in Sup-
port of Fishworkers, Chennai, 2000; Also see
J.KurienandA. Paul, Social Security Netsfor
Marine Fisheries. Working Paper 318, Octo-
ber 2001. Centre for Development Studies,
Thiruvananthapuram, 2001.
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exclusively by traditional fishers. Over
time there has been a cultural trans-
formationinthefisheries—aprocess
conscioudly facilitated by thestate.

The current state of fisheries finds
its genesisin the modernisation pro-
grammeintroduced by thegovernment
of Indiato ‘develop’ the sector. For
example, the Government of Kerala
wel comedthel ndo-Norwegian Project
for Fisheries Community Devel op-
ment toincreasereturnsfrom‘ fisher-
men’'sactivities ,improvedistribution
of freshfishand ensureahigher stand-
ardof livingin project areas.

The basic idea was to remove
the' drudgery’ of fishingandimprove
the economic condition of fishing
communities. Several programmes
for motorisationof fishingcraftswere
simultaneously taken up across the
country, such as the Bay of Bengal
programme on the east coast. The
South Indian Federation of Fisher-
men’sSocieties(SIFFS) inKeralaand
the government of Kerala's coopera-
tiveinitiative, theMatsyafed, actively
promoted motorisation programmes,
ensuring loansto acquire motorsand
fishing nets, better accesstoimproved
fishing technol ogiesand equipment.®

Unfortunately these projects
werecarried out without much assess-
ment of the impacts of modernisa-
tionand mechanisationontheculture
of fisheries and social arrangements
within communities themselves. For
instance, fisherfolk were proud that
they were people who earned inde-
pendently and did not dependent on
wages. In fact wage labour was per-
ceived asshameful and communities
faced severe conflict because of the
changing labour definitions because
of mechani sationand modernisation’.

6. V. Salagrama, The Story of Globalisation,
Modernisation and the Artisanal Fisheries
of India. Asian Fisherfolk Conference, Hat
Yai, 2002.
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As aresult development has been
encouragedwithout sufficient empha-
Sis on resource conservation as also
increased disparity in the social and
economic status of various fishing
groups, with traditional fisherfolk
falling at the bottom of the spectrum.
Thus although fisheries laws were
introduced for better management of
thefishery resourcetoensureitsavail-
ability for all categoriesof fisherfolk,
the law has not been able to respond
aseffectively withthenational obses-
sion for development through the
maximisation of production.

Far moredensely inhabited than most
forests, thecoastsarenecessarily used
by numerous fishing communities
concurrently. Traditional community-
based systems of fisheries manage-
ment includefishinggear restrictions,
closed seasonsin specificareas, or ban
on particular formsof fishing such as
night fishing or dynamite fishing.
In the late 1970s, modern fishing
methodsthreatened thelivelihoodsof
these communities and coastal eco-
systems, as mechanised craft and
gear, principally trawlerswithbottom
trawling methods, severely impacted
fishing stocks.

By the early 1980s, many coas-
tal statesin India had responded by
introducing legislation and formalis-
ing some of the existing management
measuresintheform of MarineFish-
eries(Regulation) Acts. For example,
the OrissaMarineFisheries(Regula-
tion) Act (OMFRA), 1982, prohibits
al trawlers from fishing within five

7. N.B. Gomathy, The Role of Traditional
Panchayatsin Coastal Fishing Communities
in Tamil Nadu, With Special Reference to
Their Rolein Mediating Tsunami Relief and
Rehabilitation. Proceedings of Regional
Workshop on Post-tsunami Rehabilitation of
Fishing Communities and Fisheries Based
Livelihoods, 18 and 19 January 2006, Inter-
national Collectivein Support of Fishworkers
(ICSF), March 2006.

kilometres off the shore. In recent
yearsthe state has also regulated the
use of certain fishing gears and fish-
ingzonesthat permitsonly lowimpact
fishing practicesin areasof seaturtle
congregation.

These laws are not designed to
exclude people from their marine
environments. The fisheries depart-
ments and government institutes,
such asthe Central Marine Fisheries
Research Institute, have systemsin
placefor monitoring stocksof marine
species (even if only partially reli-
able). It appears that these conser-
vation measures al so recognise that
humans have historically ‘used’ or
consumed marine species, including
thosenow classifiedas' endangered' .
Thus, fisheries management while
prescribing conservation optionsthat
allow for the presence of humansand
human activity, also call for modifi-
cationsintherange, intensity and na-
ture of fishing activity. For example,
in Gujarat, the fisheries regulations
prescribe prohibitionson the catch of
gravidlobsters. TheTamil Nadufish-
eries|aws prescribe rules on species
of shanks that can be harvested and
theirsize.

U nfortunately, the official style of
managingterrestrial systemsisbeing
extended to the management of
marine species and their habitats as
well. Furthermore, thelittle datathat
exists on marine species and their
habitats has not been able to inform
appropriate management decisions.
In reality, the wildlife department’s
responseto demandsfor marineman-
agement has been to create a conser-
vation mechanism identical to the
terrestrial style as seen in the five
marineprotected areasinthecountry:
Gahirmathain Orissa, Gulf of Kutch
in Gujarat, Gulf of Mannar in Tamil
Nadu and two protected areas in the
Andamanand Nicobar | slands.



In response, fishing communi-
tieshaveobjectedtothecompl eteban
on human presenceintheseformerly
open access areas, the specific con-
toursof theconflictsdependingonthe
intensity with which these bans have
beenenforced. Theexampleof Orissa
isapt here. For thelast few years, con-
servationistshavebeentryinginvain
to prevent olive ridley turtles from
being trapped in trawl fishing nets.
National and international effortsto
introduceturtleexcluder devicesand
keep trawlers out of the Gahirmatha
Marine Sanctuary havefailed, inpart
due to the strong resistance from the
trawlingcommunity. The1997 decla-
ration of the Gahirmatha Marine
Sanctuary generated considerabledis-
content among various fishing com-
munities, asit deniedthemall fishing
rights within adelineated core zone.
Conservationists now recognise that
it would be more effective to focus
efforts on the protection of mobile
offshore turtle congregation ‘repro-
ductive patches' containing mating
turtle pairs. They also recognise that
within these congregation areas, cer-
tainformsof fishing might bebenign.

U nmindful of thesefacts, theOrissa
Forest Department now plans to
declaretheother two known offshore
congregation areas—off the Devi tur-
tlerookery and the Rushikulyarook-
ery —as marine wildlife sanctuaries.
Thiswould impinge on the rights of
eventhenon-mechani sed sector rather
thansimply restrict harmful activities.
Ironically, since most major turtle
congregations occur within a few
kilometresoff theshore, merely enfor-
cing the fishing regulations of the
OMPFRA, which bansall mechanised
fishing within five kilometres off the
coast, would help in effectively con-
serving these turtle populations. In
contrast to laws governing protected
areas, the OMFRA also hastheflexi-

bility to formulate creative rulesthat
arearea, activity andtimespecific.

Though conservation is widely
believedtohavelagged behindterres-
trial conservation, it is possible that
marinemanagement rules, suchasthe
fisheries laws, are more appropriate
since they view the protection of the
environment as the conservation of
‘resources’ that have human uses, a
more realistic approach within this
particular context. Many believe
that wildlifeconservation cansucceed
if it is done through means that pro-
tect peopl€e’slivelihood rights rather
than those of a single endangered
Species.

For example, protecting the
interests of the traditional fisherfolk
through the implementation of the
OMPFRA would simultaneously pro-
tect the turtle congregations.? Today,
conservationists and fisherfolk have
rallied under the banner of the Orissa
MarineResourcesConservation Con-
sortium to work towards common
marineconservation objectives. This
aliance is possible because the fish-
eries laws only exclude certain acti-
vitiesrather than people. Notonly can
thispractical, context-specificmodel
form the basis for marine conserva-
tioninfuture, it could also serveasa
powerful tool in refining terrestrial
conservation methodswhich in most
casesmandatethecompl eteexclusion
of people.

Other than not being able to
adequately protect marine species
themselves, Marine Protected Areas
(MPASs) as envisaged and operated
through the WLPA, fail on another
count. Since the focus remains on
protecting thehabitatswithinbounda-

8. K. Shanker, ‘Deconstructing Sea Turtle
Conservation in India’, in Ghazala Shaha-
buddin and Mahesh Rangarajan (eds.),
Making Conservation Work. Permanent
Black, 2007.

ries, thelawissimply unresponsiveto
threats outside MPAs. All the MPAs
of the country have some experience
of this.

Take the example of the Gulf
of Mannar Marine National Park
(GOMNP). This MPA (measuring
about 560sgkm, including2lislands
and their surrounding waters) liesin
the core area of the ecologically sen-
sitive Gulf of Mannar Biosphere
Reservemeasuring 10,500 sgkm. Yet
all efforts at protection are concen-
trated only in the islands off the
GOMNP. The Palk Bay and Gulf of
Mannar are considered as distinct
water bodies with varied conditions,
seasond cyclesand ocean-met param-
eters, although they are inextricably
linkedtoeach other viaAdamsbridge
and the Pamban Pass. The seagrass
beds and coral reefsin the Palk Bay
and other areasoff theGulf of Mannar
Biosphere Reserve make thisregion
as fragile and important as the
GOMNP. However, sincetheseremai-
ning regionsof the biospherereserve
or the Palk Bay (which ishometo a
number of protected scheduled spe-
cies such as sea fans, sponges, sea
cucumbers and corals) have no lega
protection for the habitats, thisloop-
hole has been well-utilised by the
proponentsof thecontroversial Sethu-
samudram Ship Canal Project (SSCP).

The SSCPisa 167 km long ship-
ping canal whichisto passthroughthe
Gulf of Mannar, the Palk Strait and
thePalk Bay. It involvesdredging in
an 89 kilometre stretch for awidth of
300 metres and a depth of 12 metres
for shipslessthan 30, 000 DWT with
draft restricted to 10m. A large per-
centage of this cargo is projected to
be petroleum oil and lubricants. Des-
pite the detailed and informed criti-
cismslevelled against it, this project
has overcome the challenges, ridden
roughshod over the environment
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impact assessment notification and
obtained environmental clearance.
Dredging activity has been ongoing
since 2006 and without any require-
ment that the Chief Wildlife Warden
beconsultedfor environmental clear-
ance.® Park managers remain mute
spectators not just to the destruction
of seagrassbedsand coral reefswithin
the MPA from increased sedimenta-
tion caused by the SSCP, buttotheloss
of floraand faunaall along the canal
andoutsidetheMPA aswell.

Similarly, the authorities in
charge of the Gahirmatha Marine
Wildlife Sanctuary in Orissa have
beenunabletohalt theconstruction of
the Dhamra port, just ten kilometres
north of theMPA. Similarly, the Gulf
of Kutch Marine National Park in
Gujarat islocated in the middle of
an active shipping route and itsfrag-
ile islands have been subjected to
several oil spillsfrom bargesin the
past. The green and brown lawshave
only worsened existing marine con-
servationblues.

It isclear that the state hasno single
integrated positiononwildlifeconser-
vation (bothterrestrial andmarine) in
thecountry asepitomised by therange
of contradictory legidationsand poli-
cies. Critics of environmental laws
have shown that much of the legal
text onthesubjectiscontradictory and
deliberately vague, creating an ideal
environmentfor corrupt statemachin-
ery.1°Theconcurrent operation of the
Wildlife (Protection) Act along with
pro-industry and controversial envi-
ronment lawsand policiessuchasthe
National Environment Policy, 2006,
the EIA Notification, 2006 and the
newly proposed Coastal Zone Man-
agement Notification, 2007 aside

9. S. Rodriguez, ‘ Review of the Environmen-
tal Impactsof the Sethusamudram Ship Canal
Project (SSCP)’, Indian Ocean Turtle News-
letter 6, 2007, 16-20.
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from numerous other environment
related lawspointstothenational con-
fusiononenvironmental governance.
This confusion impacts marine eco-
systemsastheWLPA isincreasingly
appliedinthisregion.

Although fishery laws approach
conservationfromaresourceuseand
management standpoint, thereby pos-
sessing thepotential tointegrateboth
conservation and development, a
continued reliance on the WLPA for
marinemanagement cannot but result
in a state of heightened mayhem.
Would things have been different if
environmental considerations were
factored into existing resource use
laws?Would there be arolefor envi-
ronmentalists and conservationists
if wewereto focus more on defining
and implementing development
goals?Clearly, thereisneedtorevisit
thedrawing board.

Fisherieslawsarefar from per-
fect. The record of non-implemen-
tation is almost as old as the time of
promul gation of theselaws. Thefault
however, doesnot lieintheapproach
of these laws as much asit doesin
design. While the approach of inclu-
sioniscommendableinfisherieslaws
as far as resource extraction is con-
cerned, thelawsarenot asdemocratic
in their implementation plan, where
communities are far removed from
thisaspect.

The challenges to marine man-
agement systems are not uncompli-
cated. Marine management systems
based on restricting activities work

10. See M. Menon and A. Sridhar, ‘An
Appraisal of Coastal Regulation Law in Tsu-
nami-Affected Mainland Indid , in Report on
Ecological and Social Impact Assessments
Post-Tsunami in Mainland India; Submitted
to UNDP. Post-Tsunami Environment Initia-
tive, 2007, pp. 105-149; Also seeM. Menon,
S. Rodriguez, A. Sridhar, Coastal Zone Man-
agement Notification ' 07 — Better or Bitter
Fare?ATREE, Bangal ore, 2007, p. 21.

well only wherefishingcommunities
areanintegral part of the monitoring
and enforcing mechanisms. Rapid
technological advancementsin fish-
eriesand anoticeabl esystemicbreak-
downwithinthefishingcommunities
make conformity to rules difficult.
It is seen that only where fishing
communitiesare still socially organ-
ised (such as the Mogaveera fisher
caste membersin Karnataka and the
Pattinavarsof Tamil Nadu) andwhere
the level of awareness and political
representationisgrester, havethecom-
munities been able to enforce some
formof indigenousor official fishing
regulations. People are undoubtedly
central to successful marine conser-
vation efforts.

Whileitisclear that the terres-
trial model does not fit the marine
regime, there are experiences from
terrestrial model sthat tell uswhat not
to emulate for marine conservation.
A combination of modelsistherefore
required from both terrestrial aswell
asthemarineparadigms, particularly
where the mistakes of theformer are
avoidedinthelatter.

-l-he revision of conservation meth-
ods must start with the constituency
which is most vocal on these mat-
ters. Itistimefor conservationiststo
look within. As new entrants to an
old arena, loversof turtles, dolphins,
sharks and other marine creatures
must accord the fishing space the
respect this age-old industry and its
people deserve. The satirist H.L.
Mencken said that every complex
problem hasasimple solution, and it
isusually wrong! Experience shows
that as conservationists we could do
well to avoid a general reductionist
approach and simplistic responsesto
the challenges of conservation. It is
timeto embrace complexitiesby for-
getting old ideas and learning from
past mistakes.



