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SUMMARY OF OUTCOMES

CAP-SHARE is an Interreg NPA project that supports collaboration for biodiversity conservation by
developing a practical, community-driven capacity-sharing model across Arctic regions. The first of four
co-development workshops, Capacity Sharing for Biodiversity as Community and Regional
Development, examined how biodiversity conservation can support social, cultural, and economic
wellbeing, bringing together diverse stakeholders to share experiences and identify concrete actions.
Workshop 1 discussed key needs, barriers, and opportunities in relation to how biodiversity
conservation intersects with community and regional development. Participants emphasised the
importance of stronger collaboration, ethical engagement with Indigenous and local communities,
knowledge sharing, and the meaningful involvement of youth and intergenerational perspectives.
Despite identified social and structural barriers, participants highlighted strong community assets —
such as local knowledge centres, community-based science, locally grounded and regenerative
livelihood practices, and established networks — as concrete starting points for capacity sharing and as

a foundational contribution to the CAP-SHARE model.

INTRODUCTION

The aim of the first workshop was to bring together stakeholders from across the Arctic to discuss how
biodiversity conservation is linked to community and regional development. Participants explored the
social, cultural, and ecological dimensions of biodiversity, and discussed how shared capacity —such as

knowledge, networks, and resources — can contribute to collaboration among Arctic actors.

According to the Convention on Biological Diversity?, biodiversity refers to variability within species,
between species, and between ecosystems. Alongside this, Indigenous and Arctic knowledge systems
understand biodiversity through relationships among people, lands, waters, animals, and seasonal

cycles, forming interconnected socio-ecological systems?. Arctic biodiversity is currently in decline, with

ARCTIC M LAPIN YLIOPISTO
FRONTIERS NATTURU | Icelandic UNIVERSITY OF LAPLAND

MINJASAFN Museum

of Natural

ISLANDS | History



Co-funded by
HILCITCY n the European Union CAP-SHARE

Northern Periphery and Arctic

implications not only for ecosystems but also for local and Indigenous livelihoods, cultural continuity,

and future regional wellbeing®*.

For Arctic nature and communities to thrive together, collaboration must be grounded in reciprocal and
intergenerational dialogue that values local and Indigenous knowledge, supports relationship-building,
and creates space for shared reflection and collective action®. In this workshop, we explored the
intersections between biodiversity conservation and community development. Here, community
development is understood as a collaborative process through which people build networks, share
knowledge, and engage in collective action in ways that contribute to community wellbeing. This

working understanding aligns with international community development scholarship®.

The discussion therefore focused on how cooperation around biodiversity conservation in Arctic regions
can be approached, and how different forms of action may relate health, community wellbeing, and

social and economic opportunities in local contexts.

CAPACITY SHARING FOR BIODIVERSITY AS COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL

DEVELOPMENT

This CAP-SHARE online workshop, held on 11 October 2024 and hosted by the Icelandic Museum of
Natural History, focused on how biodiversity conservation can support community and regional

development across the Arctic.

The first part of the workshop featured a series of project presentations that introduced key concepts
and provided a shared foundation for discussion. Ragnhildur Gudmundsdéttir outlined the
characteristics of Arctic and subarctic biodiversity, highlighting the region’s distinctive species and
population diversity, ecological sensitivity, and the accelerating pressures caused by climate change.
Jessica Aquino discussed community development as a relational and participatory process and
emphasised the role of youth engagement in strengthening local capacities and fostering long-term

community involvement in biodiversity action. Pigga Keskitalo examined how Sami educational

ARCTIC M LAPIN YLIOPISTO
FRONTIERS NATTURU | Ic UNIVERSITY OF LAPLAND
MINJASAFN | M

iSLANDS | H



Co-funded by
HILCITCY n the European Union CAP-SHARE

Northern Periphery and Arctic

perspectives — including language, place-based learning, and culturally grounded pedagogies — shape
understandings of biodiversity, community wellbeing, and socio-ecological resilience, highlighting the
importance of Indigenous knowledge for ethical and locally rooted approaches to biodiversity

conservation.

Several other project speakers shared examples from their ongoing work. Kristin Vala brastardoéttir and
Eva Bjork Karadéttir illustrated how local knowledge centres and museums function as important
community hubs for documenting, interpreting, and sharing environmental knowledge, creating spaces
where biodiversity, cultural heritage, and public engagement intersect. Rauni Adrela-Vihriala examined
sustainability in the green transition, emphasising the need for regionally grounded approaches that
balance ecological goals with community wellbeing and local decision-making. Hanna Helander
demonstrated how language learning and culturally grounded educational practices can deepen young
people's sense of place and strengthen their connections to local nature, supporting awareness of the

environments they inhabit.

A full description of the speakers and presentations, as well as a recording of the session, is available

here.

WHAT DID WE LEARN?

Knowledge gained from the online workshop

In the second part of the workshop, participants were divided into four breakout rooms, each facilitated

by one or two members of the project team. The discussions were guided by three central questions:

1. What kinds of needs and challenges are present in Arctic regions in relation to biodiversity

conservation and community and regional development? What are the barriers?

2. What barriers shape how biodiversity conservation is currently approached in different local

and regional contexts?
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3. What opportunities for capacity sharing do participants identify across Arctic regions, and what

forms of action do they see as relevant or meaningful in their own contexts?

These questions were designed to direct the conversations toward what participants, as local
stakeholders, identify as the most significant gaps and opportunities at the intersection of biodiversity
and community development. They also encouraged reflection on practical next steps that Arctic
communities consider essential for strengthening collaboration, improving knowledge sharing, and

supporting long-term wellbeing through biodiversity action.

DISCUSSION OUTCOMES: Needs and barriers regarding biodiversity conservation actions for

communities

Communication and engagement Knowledge and awareness

* Better conflict resolution through * Local museums and schools as places for
communication and engagement of local knowledge and capacity sharing
communities = Land-oriented curricula

+ Highlighting case studies that show how * More resources for education in rural areas
communities are taking action = Raising biodiversity awareness and

* Biodiversity mapping by and for communities consequences of biodiversity loss

+ Communication that respects intergenerational
knowledge

\ /

Nature connection and place
* Need for a model of how to
effectively engage and connect youth

Intergenerational knowledge sharing

* Respecting flow of knowledge
between elders and youth

¢ Supporting intergenerational with local biodiversity
activities and storytelling in nature to . . * Interaction in nature to build
preserve traditional knowledge and community and regional connection to place and the land
activities development?

What are the needs in the
Arctic areas regarding
using biodiversity
conservation actions for

Supporting and validating traditional knowledge and livelihoods

* Local and indigenous communities recognized as key stakeholders

* Active and tangible engagement in policymaking

* Mitigate actions that go against traditional knowledge and livelihoods

= Taking into account the past and present effects of colonialism affecting
indigenous communities for justice in policymaking
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Figure 1 presents the needs identified by participants, which centred on improving collaboration and
connection — specifically by improving knowledge sharing between stakeholders, fostering closer
relationships with nature and community, and ensuring ethical and respectful engagement with local

and Indigenous communities.

Disconnection to nature and Loss of knowledge sharing Conflict and trauma

* Rural outmigration causes a loss of opportunities for * Resource management conflicts between industrial interests,
intergenerational knowledge sharing economic activities, cultural heritage, and biodiversity

* Urban areas experiencing disconnection to nature preservation

+ Local museums not used for knowledge sharing by and for locals = Government policies and industrial practices leading to loss of

land, climate refugees, and contributing to generational trauma

* Connection between land, identity, and health - Long-term
impacts on mental health, well-being, and life-expectancy
Community, culture, and effects of Climate change
colonization *  Rapid shifts in Arctic ecosystems and
* Common feeling of not being "Sami What are the barriers in biodiversity leaqir'lg. to lgss of economic
enough” especially for youth the Arctic areas regarding and cultural act\.v.ltles, disasters and
+ Disconnection from heritage dangerous conditions

* Colonial legacy of museums and * Smaller population sizes and less
institutions leading to infrastructure in rural areas leading to

using biodiversity

conservation actions for

misrepresentation and distrust community and regional capacity challenges
dEVE‘LOD ment? = Arctic biodiversity underestimated
leading to fewer biodiversity protection
schemes
Barriers to education Lack of support for youth engagement in decision making
* Restricted school curricula leaving little room for innovation * Young people have little tangible influence in local and
* Outdated infrastructure, constrained budgets, limited access to international politics
technology * “Lack of opportunities and a platform to be heard regarding
* Lack of community development projects involving youth to environmental policy

support their training while still living in the countryside

Figure 2 presents the key barriers identified by participants, most of which were social in nature — such
as limited connection between stakeholders, insufficient knowledge sharing, and unethical or
extractive engagement practices that can lead to conflict. Climate change was additionally highlighted
as a factor that intensifies these social barriers and further complicates biodiversity conservation

efforts.
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DISCUSSION OUTCOMES: Opportunities seen for capacity sharing in the arctic regions towards

biodiversity conservation to address needs and barriers

Building a platform to work together

* Museums and similar institutions as
spaces for knowledge and capacity
sharing between different types of
stakeholders

* Promoting Hope Spots as
opportunities for community-led
conservation areas

Funding

* Increased funding for diverse
projects that focus on community
and regional development could
support initiatives for
environmental resilience

Learning from each other

» Nordic and Arctic regions have
common needs and experience
similar barriers

* Possible to learn from lessons

learned and successes in the
projects of others *  EU funding specifically for

* More efficient solutions biodiversity could support
implemented faster at larger What opportunities do you see for community projects that prioritize
scales capacity sharing in the arctic regions conservation and sustainable

towards biodiversity conservation that regional development
would address these needs and barriers?

Regenerative tourism Youth empowerment and education

*  Opportunity to share knowledge about *  Sami Youth Parliament, Arctic Youth Network, and
hiodiversity and conservation through tourism other youth-led institutions give young people a

*  Forexample, closing trails in the Faroe Islands for voice
restoration and using this as a marketing and * Teachers and educators can help youth form
communication strategy independent perspectives on biodiversity issues

* Potential for tourism that is sustainable for the * Potential to use inclusive and ethical
local economy and the local biodiversity methodologies that respect local, indigenous, and

western science

Figure 3 shows that knowledge sharing, education, and engagement were highlighted as key
opportunities, reflecting the rich networks, resources, and existing knowledge within Arctic
communities that can help transform barriers into possibilities. Participants identified several concrete
resources and methods available in the region - including funding opportunities, knowledge-sharing
networks, local livelihood practices, museums, and nature conservation schemes — that can support

collective action toward biodiversity conservation.
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DISCUSSION OUTCOMES: Actions needed to move forward

Knowledge and capacity sharing Regenerative tourism
* Hiring and involving local and indigenous people in * |Initiatives that involve tourists in hands-on
museums conservation to foster environmental social respect
* More opportunities for Sami connectedness across for visited communities
colonial borders to share capacity * Reducing tourism impacts with a focus on biodiversity
* Strengthening collaboration between scientists and preservation, ethical land use, and community well-
storytellers being
* Call to action campaigns that encourage locals and * Acknowledging that the understanding of regenerative
volunteers to participate in enviranmental actions tourism comes from indigenous world views

Creation of an ethical co-creation
platform
*  Museums, science centres, and

Equitable policymaking
*  Community voting systems for
development projects

* More active engagement of Arctic What actions need scientific institutions can reach out to
residents in policies to reflect local to be taken right and compensate local knowledge
needs and knowledge — T (@ e holders

* Legal reforms in places like Iceland forward? = Communities can reach out for help

depending on local needs

*  Could be used for translating co-
created knowledge directly into
decision-making processes

and the Faroe Islands lacking ocean
and seabed conservation

Ethical, inclusive, and accessible education Biodiversity as local and regional development

* Equal opportunities for education in rural and *  Mapping out cultural pathways between biodiversity
urban areas and increased access to remote and local communities to identify needs for
education sustainable regional development

*  Acknowledging and valuing indigenous knowledge = Long-term biodiversity monitoring based on
within the educational systems and official community needs linked to youth engagement
curricula * Aligning biodiversity preservation with regional

* Leveraging popular media platforms and video development goals to ensure economic opportunities,
games for accurate environmental education ecological health, and community well-being.

Intergeneration involvement, engagement, and knowledge sharing

* Hands-on learning for youth and engagement in action, policy, and community at local to internaticnal levels

* Engagement connected to long-term education and intergenerational exchanges to learn what biodiversity means for culture,
economy and health

* Funding for intergenerational exchanges and mobility within countries for youth to visit their home areas

+ Opportunities for youth to learn the skills are needed locally to support this socio-ecological web for career development in their
home areas
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Figure 4 highlights the key themes discussed in relation to taking action. Focusing on the resources and
opportunities available, participants reflected on what is needed to overcome existing barriers and
respond to Arctic communities’ needs for better knowledge sharing, engagement, and connection in
biodiversity conservation. The key points centred on actions to strengthen and systematise tools and
methods for policymaking, engagement, education, and regional development. The discussion also
emphasised that social, environmental, and economic priorities are interlinked and must be addressed

together rather than separately.

HIGHLIGHTING THE IMPORTANCE OF COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT

The discussions uncovered three main themes that highlight the importance of community and regional

development.

Fostering connection to place, nature, and community

Participants emphasised the need to strengthen connections between people, nature, and their local
communities. Youth engagement was seen as particularly important for building awareness of local
environments, alongside more inclusive and place-based approaches in both formal and informal

education. These were identified as opportunities to foster deeper relationships with local biodiversity.

Ethical engagement of communities in decision and policy making

Participants stressed that community and regional development depend on ethical engagement
practices that ensure meaningful involvement of local and Indigenous communities in environmental
decision making’®. Creating inclusive opportunities for dialogues between communities and

policymakers was considered essential for developing fair and effective policies.

Community-based action for biodiversity

ARCTIC [ ] LAPIN YLIOPISTO
FRONTIERS NATTURU | lcelandic UNIVERSITY OF LAPLAND

M|NJASAFN Museum

of Natural

iSLANDS | History



Co-funded by
HILCITCY - the European Union CAP-SHARE

Northern Periphery and Arctic

The workshop further highlighted several community-based approaches that support biodiversity
conservation. Community science was noted as a valuable way to facilitate reciprocal knowledge
sharing between communities, researchers, and between industries’. Local knowledge centres and
museums were also recognised as important spaces for dialogue and collaboration, offering holistic,
integrative, and democratic approaches to working together’. In addition, the discussion addressed
locally grounded pathways to connect biodiversity action with livelihoods and regional development.
Together, these examples illustrate how community-driven initiatives can contribute to building shared

capacity for biodiversity conservation.

CONCLUSIONS

Overall, discussions during the workshop highlighted the importance of fostering engagement,
collaboration, connection, and knowledge sharing for nature and biodiversity conservation as tools for
community and regional development.. Social, environmental, and economic justice are strongly linked
to each other, and participants focused on opportunities to develop Arctic communities through actions

that benefit this entire system.
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