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Simple Summary: Sustainable wildlife management is achieved when planning is based on a
thorough knowledge of the species to be harvested. The objective of this research was to generate
such knowledge in two rural communities in Mexico through a collaborative process that integrates
formal and traditional knowledge about bighorn sheep management. A program of community
workshops was implemented in which the communities discussed their interest in bighorn sheep,
trained villagers in their management, described their habitat, and planned their monitoring. During
the workshops, the communities identified their primary interest in the species as economic, identified
the main factors threatening its conservation, created a detailed map of its habitat, and designed the
strategy they would use to monitor its population. The workshop program proposed in this paper
aims to train rural communities, generate relevant information for the management of wild species,
and lay the foundation for a long-term conservation project.

Abstract: The description of natural history, and information on the factors threatening conservation,
the distribution area, and the status of species population are necessary for proper wildlife man-
agement. The objective of this research was to generate such information in two rural communities
and to engage residents in bighorn sheep management through a program of three workshops. The
first one covered training regarding natural history and management of the species. The second
one consisted in the description of the habitat of the species through a dynamic of participatory
mapping. The third, include a design of a one strategy to monitor the bighorn sheep population.
The workshops were attended by 37 people from the two rural communities. The results suggest
the economic element was the main interest of the inhabitants regarding the bighorn sheep. Eleven
risk factors were identified to the bighorn sheep in the study sites, a participatory map with relevant
information for the management of the species on each community was developed, and a monitoring
strategy of the bighorn sheep population was prepared. The workshop program proposed in this
research is a tool that can be applied in rural communities to lay the groundwork for a long-term
management project of wildlife species.

Keywords: community-based conservation; community-based management; community-based
monitoring; ethnozoology; participatory mapping; rural capacity building
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1. Introduction

Biodiversity conservation refers to the preservation of genes, species, and different
types of ecosystems [1]; and since human activities destroy these three elements, biodiver-
sity conservation necessarily implies the coexistence of people with nature [2] (pp. 1–14).
Hence, community engagement is extremely important for biodiversity conservation, be-
cause to protect natural resources it is necessary to work with people, their lives, their
aspirations, their fears, and the complexity of their society [1,3].

Community-based conservation programs emerged as a mean to engage local people
in the preservation of natural resources found on lands they own [4–6] and are recognized
as one of the major global forces for the protection and sustainable management of natural
resources [7]. The goal of community-based conservation is to improve human well-
being and conserve biodiversity through community development initiatives [5]. This is
achieved by empowering people living in natural areas to participate in land-use policy
and management decisions; by giving people ownership of wildlife resources; and by
providing local people with economic benefits from biodiversity conservation [4].

The community-based conservation programs have been implemented around the
world since the early 1980s, with significant environmental, social, cultural, and gover-
nance outcomes [8]. Environmentally, community-based conservation outcomes include
the recovery of wild populations, increased diversity of flora and fauna, an increase in
the number of trees planted on private lands, the preservation of critical environments,
and the protection of territories comparable in size to traditional protected areas [4–7,9].
Conservation programs create well-paying jobs for local people and bring a significant
amount of capital to communities, allowing them to finance productive projects, provide
loans, give scholarships to students, and build infrastructure [4–7,9]. The cultural benefits
of community-based conservation are perceived in people’s attitudes and behaviors to-
wards wildlife which become more reflexive and responsible. For example, the decrease in
the removal of carnivores that attack livestock and species that affect crops, in the reduction
in domestic use of firewood or the adoption of eco-friendly agricultural practices [4,6,9,10].
In terms of governance, community-based conservation has returned land ownership to
local people, strengthened local institutions, improve communication between government
agencies and community organizations, and included traditionally marginalized groups
such as women in decision-making [8,9].

The community-based conservation programs should considerate several factors that
hinder their proper implementation. Songorwa [11] reports that communities are generally
not interested in environmental conservation when their interest is temporary and strongly
influenced by the promise of economic benefits. In some cases, the economic benefits that
communities receive from conservation programs are lower than the benefits they receive
from illegal exploitation of natural resources [12,13], or they are not sufficient to cover the
costs of damage caused by wildlife, such a crop damage, and livestock depredation [13,14].
Another factor that causes community conservation to fail is the unequal distribution
of economic benefits from natural resource use, which occurs when the elites —local or
foreign— receive a disproportionate percentage of the profits or when conservation projects
employ only a small fraction of community members [5,12].

Community-based conservation begins with an intervention, usually promoted by
outsiders (government, NGOs, or academia), that seeks to promote the involvement of
local people in the management of natural resources [8]. The intervention must respect
the cultural and institutional diversity of the place, integrate traditional and modern
knowledge, and encourage reflection on the living conditions of place [7,8,15,16]. In this
way, the necessary conditions can be created for community members to take an interest in
the conservation project.

The community-based workshops are one of the methods used to implement con-
servation interventions. These are working sessions in which community members and
outsiders share their knowledge and perceptions on a topic of mutual interest through
various dynamics [17]. Community-based workshops seek to establish a sincere dialogue
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between local people and outsiders to create an atmosphere of trust that allows partici-
pants to express their opinions, evaluate the knowledge held in the community, exchange
knowledge, develop capacity, reach consensus on the interests and needs of the parties
involved, and establish the objectives of the conservation program [17–19].

Community engagement in biodiversity conservation is of relevance in Mexico, since
rural communities hold 32% of the country´s woodlands, forests, and scrublands [20].
Therefore, their involvement in wildlife management is key for the success and continuity
of biodiversity conservation initiatives [21,22]. The aim of this research was implementing
a workshops program in two rural communities in Northwest Mexico to provide and
generate information to propose wildlife species management strategies. The specific
objectives of the research were to provide community members with information on the
natural history, management, and monitoring of a wildlife species; to document the risk
factors that threaten its conservation in the study area; to locate sites in the study area that
are important for the target species; and to plan a population monitoring strategy in which
all stakeholders would have an opportunity to participate. The research questions posed in
this paper are threefold: (1) How should a community workshop be structured to facilitate
the exchange of information among stakeholders? (2) What wildlife management tools can
be produced in a community workshop? (3) How can formal and traditional knowledge be
integrated to develop a wildlife monitoring strategy?

Case Study: Bighorn Sheep in Two Rural Communities of Baja California, Ejido Cordillera Molina
and Ejido Matomí

The study was conducted in ejido Cordillera Molina and ejido Matomí. Ejido Cordillera
Molina is an agrarian society constituted by 72 ejidatarios (owners of the land), which is
located near the border with the United States. The ejido presented a surface area of
141,288.9 ha (https://phina.ran.gob.mx/index.php accessed on 22 March 2022), which is
suitable for the bighorn sheep in the Sierra Juárez mountain range [23] (Figure 1). There
are fourteen human settlements in the ejido, including ranches dedicated to cattle and
equine breeding, ecotourism, mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) hunting, and the exploitation
of forest resources (http://www.conabio.gob.mx/informacion/metadata/gis/unikloc1
0gw.xml?_httpcache=yes&_xsl=/db/metadata/xsl/fgdc_html.xsl&_indent=no accessed
on 22 March 2022). The ranches are connected by a network of dirt roads accessed by the
Federal Highways 2 and 3 (https://www.inegi.org.mx/app/biblioteca/ficha.html?upc=88
9463674641 accessed on 22 March 2022; Figure 1).

The ejido Matomí is an agrarian society constituted by 170 ejidatarios. It is located
on the coast of the Gulf of California south of the port town of San Felipe. The sur-
face area is 224,094 ha (https://phina.ran.gob.mx/index.php accessed on 22 March 2022),
which has the environmental conditions for the presence of the bighorn sheep in the
Santa Isabel mountain range [24] (Figure 1). This ejido has 30 human settlements, 29 of
which are fishing camps mainly dedicated to sport fishing; the remaining is a livestock
farm and hunting ranch, in which cattle and horses are raised, and mule deer hunt-
ing is practiced (http://www.conabio.gob.mx/informacion/metadata/gis/unikloc10gw.
xml?_httpcache=yes&_xsl=/db/metadata/xsl/fgdc_html.xsl&_indent=no accessed on
22 March 2022). The fishing camps are connected by the Federal Highway 5, while the
ranch is reached by a dirt road accessed by the same federal road (https://www.inegi.org.
mx/app/biblioteca/ficha.html?upc=889463674641 accessed on 22 March 2022; Figure 1).

The reasons why these two sites were chosen to implement the community workshop
program are diverse and unique to each of them. The ejido Cordillera Molina is a rural
community with which the research team has been collaborating on various conservation
projects since 2014. This has created a relationship of trust between the community and
the researchers; in addition, the mountain range in which this ejido is located, the Sierra
Juarez, is on the international border between Mexico and the United States and is a key
point of functional connectivity for bighorn sheep populations [25]. The research team had
no previous relationship with the ejido Matomí; however, it was decided to work with this
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community because the Sierra Santa Isabel, located within the ejido Matomí polygon, is
the mountain range with the largest contiguous bighorn sheep habitat in the state of Baja
California [24].
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The bighorn sheep is a resource that has not had a management plan in any of the ejidos
for over thirty years, due to the ban that exists in the state of Baja California for extractive
exploitation of the species [26]. This ban is in force due to the lack of a management plan that
guarantees that extractive exploitation of the species is sustainable in the short, medium,
and long terms. This situation has generated serious repercussions for the conservation of
the bighorn sheep, as it has caused the abandonment of the species distribution areas by the
community that is responsible for protecting them with the consequent proliferation of feral
fauna, and lack of control over poaching and illegal extraction of forest resources [27,28].

The greatest challenges to involving these two ejidos, and any other rural community
in Baja California, in bighorn sheep management are resentment of the academy and dis-
trust of government institutions. The resentment toward academia is due to the perception
in the rural communities of Baja California that academia is the main opponent of bighorn
sheep sport hunting. The mistrust of government institutions is due to the fact that in 2010,
the Baja California State Government approached the ejidos to develop a project with the
promise that the ban on bighorn sheep hunting would be lifted [29], but when the project
was completed, the ban continued.

Within this framework, the program of community workshops was developed with
the purpose of encouraging the bighorn sheep management in these two ejidos, based on
training community members, identifying risk factors for the species, and involving the
community in monitoring the species population.

2. Materials and Methods

The wildlife program was generated with three community workshops on each ejido
from October and December of 2021. In ejido Cordillera Molina, the first two workshops
were carried out on the same day (2 October ) and the third one a week after (9 October ).
In ejido Matomí, the first two workshops were carried out on the same day (4 December )
and the third one on 11 December. In order to invite the community to participate in the
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workshops, the research team contacted the ejido presidents and asked that they be allowed
to attend a “general assembly of ejidatarios,” a meeting held periodically and attended
by the majority of the community members. In one of these meetings, the invitation to
the workshops was issued, the project’s objectives were explained, the dates and place
were agreed upon and those interested in participating were registered. In addition, as
recommended by Benchimol et al. [30], it was explained that time spent in workshops
would not be paid. However, it was mentioned that organizers would provide meals
during each working session.

2.1. Setting

The workshops were held at places appropriate for projecting multimedia images.
There was a poster placed at the entrance of such sites with the name, the objectives, the
topics, and the activities to be conducted, as well as a registration table that served as a
sanitary filter to prevent the spread of SARS-CoV-2. The seating arrangement was U-shaped
to encourage attendees’ participation, and dialogue between them and with the workshop
facilitators [31]. Moreover, participants were encouraged to maintain an open posture (free
from crossed arms), because according to Barkai [32], this posture increases the listeners’
attention span. Each participant received a booklet that contained the topics that were
going to be addressed during the training workshop and also had space for note-taking.

2.2. First Workshop: Training

The first work session, prior to beginning, facilitators were presented, the objective of
the workshops was repeated, and facilitators and participants were given the opportunity to
set forth the reasons that encouraged them to participate on the project. In this presentation,
the facilitators highlighted the ecological, social, and cultural importance of the bighorn
sheep in Baja California. They also highlighted the environmental services that the species’
habitat provides to the surrounding towns and cities.

The first workshop was divided into three modules: the first module addressed the
natural history of the bighorn sheep; the second module focused on the species manage-
ment; and the third module discussed the monitoring of the bighorn sheep population.
The information flowed from the facilitators to the participants. However, if the facilitators
presented data that did not agree with local knowledge, a space would be opened to
discuss the issue and clarify the points of disagreement. Similarly, participants were asked
to share with the group any additional information they had in addition to that presented
by the facilitators.

The first module informs to participants regarding the most important features of the
species natural history, which include its characteristics, distribution, classification, life
cycle, behavior, and diet. The information was presented on a slide presentation, which
was designed based on the work of Geist [33], Monson and Sumner [34], Rezaei et al. [35],
and Valdez and Krausman [36]. At the beginning of this module and with the purpose of
capturing the participants’ attention, an image of a bighorn sheep was screened, and the
participants were asked to describe the specimen.

The management module began with an activity in which participants were or-
ganized into three work groups, each moderated by a facilitator, and the participants
were asked to identify the risk factors and their effect on the species. The work groups
chose a representative who presented such information. The risk factors and the ef-
fects that were not identified by the work groups, were pointed out and explained by
one of the workshop facilitators. The module ended with a learning session that de-
fined the concept of wildlife management, and described the activities normally associ-
ated with the management of the bighorn sheep according to Foster et al. [37], Lee [38],
Monson and Sumner [34], Smith and Krausman [39], and Valdez and Krausman [36]. The
learning session emphasized the benefits of the species and their value as resource if
managed well by rural communities.
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The last module includes ask to participants concerning about their participation in
bighorn sheep monitoring, the purpose of the monitoring, the method used, the materials
used, and the results obtained. After, a slide presentation was made to clarify the concept of
wildlife monitoring, and to lay out and explain the correct implementation of the methods
used to monitor the abundance, structure, and health of the bighorn sheep population;
such presentation was prepared based on the work of Burnham [40], Conroy et al. [41],
Guerrero et al. [42], and Perry et al. [43].

2.3. Second Workshop: Participatory Mapping

The second workshop generated a map of the geospatial information that participants
had of the land they share with the bighorn sheep [18,19,44]. Three topics were addressed in
this workshop: description of the territory, areas of importance for the bighorn sheep, and
risk factors for the species. The description of the territory consisted in naming mountains,
canyons, streams, and other structural elements that attendees recognized on the map,
and, verifying that all towns, ranches, and vehicular roads were found on the map. The
areas of importance for bighorn sheep include located water bodies that used by the
species [45] and the areas where sightings of these animals commonly occur were outlined.
The risk factors for the species that were pointed out in this workshop were domestic and
feral livestock grazing areas [46]; fences, roads, and breaches [47,48]; hiking routes [49];
mines [50]; open-pit dumps [51]; and areas in which poaching frequently occurs [52].

The dynamics of participatory mapping consisted of placing three 35 × 47 inch
maps in the center of the room, in which satellite images were shown, as well as the
localities (http://www.conabio.gob.mx/informacion/metadata/gis/unikloc10gw.xml?
_httpcache=yes&_xsl=/db/metadata/xsl/fgdc_html.xsl&_indent=no accessed on 22 March
2022) and the road network (https://www.inegi.org.mx/app/biblioteca/ficha.html?upc=
889463674641 accessed on 22 March 2022) of the northern, central, and southern regions of
the ejido at a scale of 1:20,000. Participants placed themselves around the maps, where they
pointed out the elements requested by facilitators with permanent markers on an acetate
sheet that was placed over the maps.

2.4. Third Workshop: Monitoring Strategy

The third workshop generate a sampling method to carry out community monitoring
of the bighorn sheep population. The sampling method was defined by discussion among
participants and facilitators, based on the resources available to the community and the char-
acteristics of the land in which the bighorn sheep inhabits, as well the resources as limiting
factors to monitor the species. After defining the sampling method, a format was created to
register the abundance, structure, health, and distribution of the bighorn sheep populations.
The monitoring activities were scheduled, and the responsibilities of the community and
facilitators were agreed upon during the implementation of community monitoring.

The field format was tested, where participants were divided into three work groups
and each group was provided with a field format and photographs, and videos of bighorn
sheep were projected. The teams were asked to register the number of animals that were in
the projections, the class, age, gender [33], and body condition [42] of each individual, and
the location of the sighting. After this activity, participants shared their opinion regarding
the use of the format and indicated the necessary changes to make it easier to use.

At the end of the workshop, agreements reached in the community workshops were
summarized, and a discussion was conducted regarding the future of the species manage-
ment project and its goals.

2.5. Salience Index

A list was created of the participants’ responses to the descriptive characteristics of
bighorn sheep. In the list, the responses were separated by participant and the order
in which they were expressed was maintained. The salience index [53] of the responses

http://www.conabio.gob.mx/informacion/metadata/gis/unikloc10gw.xml?_httpcache=yes&_xsl=/db/metadata/xsl/fgdc_html.xsl&_indent=no
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was calculated to determine the importance of these attributes in the rural communities’
perceptions of bighorn sheep.

The salience index of the lists of bighorn sheep risk factors developed in the manage-
ment module of the first workshop was calculated. Based on the results of this analysis, the
risk factors most important to rural community members were determined.

2.6. Community Ivolvement

Community involvement in the Bighorn Sheep Management Project was determined
by their participation in population monitoring of the species. The use of field formats
and the participation of community members in monitoring expeditions were evaluated.
The number of sheep recorded in the field formats per participant, the number of sheep
observed in each encounter recorded in the field formats, and the number of people who
participated in the monitoring expeditions were compared between the two ejidos. We also
compared the number of records obtained from direct encounters with the species with
those obtained from social media. The nonparametric Mann–Whitney test was used for
statistical analysis because the data were not normally distributed.

3. Results

The participants that attended the workshops were 37, 21 from ejido Cordillera Molina
and 16 from ejido Matomí, who indicated that among the reasons for their participation
were the economic interest they hold in the species, as well as the abandonment of the
animals, the incidence of poaching on their land, and the fact that this project represents
the first approach they had with the academia to work for the conservation of the bighorn
sheep and promote the development of their communities.

3.1. Community Knowledge

Attendees at the community workshops describe the bighorn sheep as a wild animal,
with large, curled horns, wooly, noble, docile, and territorial, which has many needs,
requires a lot of care, and is poorly maintained in the state of Baja California (Table 1).
Regarding the distribution, classification, life cycle, behavior, and diet of bighorn sheep, the
participants in both ejidos did not provide additional input to the information presented by
the facilitators. Participants noted that most of the information presented on these topics
was new to them.

Table 1. Salience index of bighorn sheep attributes identified by workshop participants.

Attribute Salience Index

Large and curled horns 0.905555556
Wooly 0.851851852

Wild animal 0.781481481
Poorly maintained 0.777777778

Territorial 0.644444444
Which has many needs 0.611111111

Docile 0.444444444
Noble 0.316666667

Requires a lot of care 0.277777778

Participants in both communities agreed that to preserve the bighorn sheep, it is nec-
essary to perform extractive management, as this would generate the necessary resources
to carry out activities to protect the species and its habitat, as well as to provide water
and food for animals. In ejido Cordillera Molina, one of the participants expressed it as
follows: “If we had a permit to hunt, we would have money to do what is necessary to
take care of the species.” Meanwhile, in ejido Matomí someone explained it in a simpler
way: “If it (the bighorn sheep) gives you an important income, you will take care of it.”
However, although participants in the workshops expressed that they are highly interested
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in the extractive management of the bighorn sheep, they also recognized that ecotourism
projects that focus on the sighting of these animals are a good alternative to take economic
advantage of the species.

In ejido Matomí, one point of controversy was the impact of burros on bighorn sheep
conservation. When the facilitators pointed out that managing bighorn sheep habitat meant
eradicating feral burros, one of the participants disagreed. He argued that burros are very
important to the ranches in Baja California because they serve as pack animals and as food,
so they should not be removed from natural areas.

In ejido Cordillera Molina, participants reported that they monitored bighorn sheep in
2003. They stated that they used binoculars, spotting scopes, and GPS. They also pointed
out that in doing this work they learned to look for the animals and classify them by sex
and age. When asked what method they used to monitor the population of the species,
they said that the method consisted of traveling the mountain range in search of herds and
counting the individuals they observed.

3.2. Risk Factors for the Bighorn Sheep

The workshops identified 11 factors that threaten the bighorn sheep in the study
locations since they cause the reduction in their population and the loss and fragmentation
of their habitat. On both ejidos, a total of nine factors had a negative effect, while fires and
drug cultivation appear to be relevant only in ejido Cordillera Molina as they were not
mentioned in ejido Matomí (Table 2).

Table 2. Bighorn sheep risk factors in research study locations.

Factor Salience Index
Cordillera Molina Ejido Matomí

Impact

Fires 0.02273
Habitat loss ---

Drug cultivation 0.12175

Mining 0.14286

Habitat loss
Open landfills 0.29383

Off-road Racing 0.22890
Ecotourism 0.16071

Fences 0.21104 Habitat fragmentation
Roads 0.16883

Poaching 0.34253
Population declineLivestock 0.31818

Misinformation from the
authorities and the community 0.22727

Participants reported that fires, drug cultivation, mining, and open-pit dumps, a
significant amount of bighorn sheep habitat is lost in their lands. They also indicated
that off-road races and ecotourism contribute to this habitat loss, since these activities
bring crowds to the mountains, causing contamination and adding new roads and trails to
the area.

On the other hand, highways, roads, and fences affect the bighorn sheep’s habitat and
make it difficult for the animals to move through the territory. They also pointed out that
these structures represent a risk for the bighorn sheep by causing severe injuries, such as
being run over or trapped between the barbed wires of the fences.

The biggest threats for the bighorn sheep on their lands, according to attendees, are
poaching, livestock, and misinformation from authorities and the society in the state of
Baja California regarding the hunting of the species. Poaching, as they said, is an activity
that causes death not only of adult male sheep, but also of females and lambs. Regarding
this activity, they identified that it is performed on their properties by national hunters,
organized crime members, and army personnel. As for livestock farming, participants
indicated that it is an activity known to drive the species away from their land due to
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the fact that livestock compete with sheep for food, water, and space. In addition, it
was mentioned that livestock represents a source of diseases for the bighorn sheep. In
relation to misinformation in Baja California regarding hunting exploitation of the species,
it was considered that this is the reason that prevents them from generating the economic
resources required to implement the necessary measures for the conservation of the species
in their ejidos. In their view, this problem is caused mostly by the fact that state authorities
and the community in Baja California only focus on negative aspects of sport hunting, and
do not consider how costly the protection of the vast territory populated by the bighorn
sheep is.

3.3. Territory Description

The participatory mapping workshop in each ejido named twenty-five structural
elements found within the bighorn sheep habitat, which include: mountains, mountain
ranges, canyons, and streams (Figure S1: Participatory map of ejido Cordillera Molina;
Figure S2: Participatory map of ejido Matomí). The participants of ejido Cordillera Molina
reported fifteen natural watering areas and two artificial drinking stations accessible to the
species (Figure S1: Participatory map of ejido Cordillera Molina). In ejido Matomí, a total
of five watering areas and three oases used by the bighorn sheep were present (Figure S2:
Participatory map of ejido Matomí).

In ejido Cordillera Molina, participants noted that sheep flocks move all over the
canyon area in Sierra Juarez. Regardless, they also noted that the El Tajo, Guadalupe and
Palomar canyons are of great relevance to the species due to their year-round running
waters and the fact that the majority of the species’ sightings occur between La Rumorosa
highway and Las Palmas military checkpoint, as well as Cañón de los Llanos, because of
the high number of travelers in those areas.

In ejido Matomí, participants noted that sheep sightings in their lands occur along the
highway; nonetheless, they admit most of these are concentrated in front of the Cinco Islas
field and the Miramar and El Huerfanito creeks. Moreover, they mentioned that one of the
most important areas for the species in the ejido can be found around the Matomí ranch.

In ejido Cordillera Molina, participants outlined the desert plains near the sierra’s
slope as the domestic and feral livestock grazing area. They also indicated that the only
road that goes through the bighorn sheep’s habitat is Federal Highway number 2. Moreover,
they traced four hiking routes which go through the species habitat, and they located three
stone material mines. Finally, they identified an open landfill, as well as two areas where the
incidence of poaching is frequent (Figure S1: Participatory map of ejido Cordillera Molina).

In ejido Matomí, they mentioned that the cattle on their land are located near the
Matomí ranch, which is the only one dedicated to cattle ranching. Participants also noted
that there are four roads that go through the bighorn sheep’s habitat: Federal Highway
number five, the dirt roads ranging from San Felipe to the Matomí ranch and from Cataviña
to the Santa María Mission, and the Matomí Creek, which is used to move from the Letty
field to the Matomí ranch. They also noted that the main hiking route in their territory
is the one that goes from the Santa María Mission to the Las Arrastras viewpoint. They
marked a mine, from which they said stone materials are extracted, an open landfill and
three areas where poaching is frequent (Figure S2: Participatory map of ejido Matomí).

In addition to the information requested during the participatory mapping workshop,
attendees considered it important to indicate the location of water wells in their territory.
In ejido Cordillera Molina, they also marked the sites of archaeological importance within
their territory, and in ejido Matomí, participants included the polygons of co-ownerships in
the ejido.

3.4. Monitoring Strategy

In ejido Cordillera Molina it was concluded that the most feasible way to monitor the
bighorn sheep population is through trail cameras placed in water catchments, because
according to the participants’ words “these are the spots where the bighorn sheep gather”.
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It was agreed to install cameras on three of the fifteen water catchments of the ejido: El
Sapo, La Mora and La Cachucha (Figure S1: Participatory map of ejido Cordillera Molina).
It was agreed as well to check cameras every four months. In ejido Matomí it was also
agreed that the best option to monitor the species population is through camera trails. They
decided to install cameras in the water catchments known as Huerfanito, Miramar and San
Luis (Figure S2: Participatory map of ejido Matomí) and check them every four months.
The location of the trail cameras was determined based upon accessibility to the places, as
well as their distribution along the ejido and the probability of being visited by the species.
The timing for checking the trail cameras was suggested by facilitators, based on battery
duration and the storage capacity of the memory cards of the devices.

During this workshop, participants commented to have occasional encounters with
bighorn sheep specimens while they carry out their everyday activities in their farms
and fishing camps or when they move from one place to another along the ejido. They
also indicated that some sightings of the species happen on highways or trails used by
people who practice outdoor sports, who usually share photos on social media. In order to
make the monitoring more complete, in both localities they agreed to keep record of those
occasional sightings.

Participants from both localities committed to purchase the trail cameras, install them,
and check them every four months to monitor the population of the species. They also
agreed to keep record of all the sightings there might be of bighorn sheep and investigate
about the sightings that take place on their lands and get posted on social media. On their
behalf, facilitators committed to direct the monitoring during the first year and analyze the
results to deliver a report on the state of conservation of the bighorn sheep population in
both ejidos.

The field format elaborated to keep record of the community monitoring data, consists
of two elements: a twenty-page booklet where they will write the details of every observa-
tion (Figure S3: Booklet for keeping record of the sightings of bighorn sheep specimens:
(a) cover page; (b) back cover page; (c) back of front page; (d) interior of the back cover
page; (e) front page; (f) back of the front page; (g) front of the registration page; (h) back of
the registration page) and a leaflet showing the location of the sightings (Figure S4: Leaflet
to mark down the location of sightings of bighorn sheep: (a) front; (b) back).

On the booklet, they will write the date and time of the sighting, the number of
animals observed, gender, age type, body condition, and the activity of each individual at
the moment of the sighting. The registration pages also have a space in which the observer
can write any detail that catches his attention during the sighting. Upon request of the
attendees, the logo of each ejido was printed on the back of the cover, and graphic elements
were added to help mark gender, age type as well as the body condition of the sheep.

On the front page of the leaflet, there is a photographic guide to identify gender, age
type and body condition of the sheep. On the back of the front page, there is a map of the
ejido on which they will mark with a number the observation, the place of the encounter
with the animals. Under the map, there is a space to write down the sighting date, which
will help link both parts of the field format.

In the workshops held in both ejidos, it was decided that, in order to have a wider
area to register sheep sightings, besides including the ejido’s polygons and the names of
the most important mountains, canyons and streams, to also add elements that could only
be useful as spatial reference, such as settlements, water catchments, oasis, wells, watering
holes, mines, highways, and paths. It was also agreed to add icons easy to identify for the
user, such as houses for settlings, the symbol of water for water catchments, palms for oasis,
wells for wells, a drop of water for watering holes, and picks for mines.

3.5. Future Perspective

During the final discussion of community workshops in the ejidos, it was agreed
that the aim of the project would be to promote responsible use of the bighorn sheep.
The elaboration of a management plan of the species based on the results of community
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monitoring was set as the main goal. The key components of this management plan will
be the mitigation of risk factors that threaten the bighorn sheep, the implementation of an
ongoing population monitoring program for the species, and the sustainable use of the
resource to promote community development. It was also agreed that the communities
would fund the development of the management plan and that the facilitators would seek
funding to support the process.

3.6. Community Involvement

In the study sites, 51 field formats were distributed to record occasional sightings of
bighorn sheep, 27 in ejido Cordillera Molina and 24 in ejido Matomí. In ejido Cordillera
Molina, five people reported sightings of the species and in ejido Matomí, four people
reported sightings of bighorn sheep. In both communities, participants reported encounters
with the species that they had personally experienced and learned about through social
media (Table 3).

Table 3. Occasional encounters with bighorn sheep reported by community monitoring participants.

Community Participant
Recorded
Sightings Date Place

Sheep
Observed

Classification of
Sheep Observed Source

Ram Ewe Lamb

Cordillera
Molina

Alfredo V. 1 20 February 2022 Carretera de
La Rumorosa 1 1

Facebook
Víctor Q. 1 12 March 2022 Cañón de

los Llanos 4 4

Miguel Q. 1 3 June 2022 Carretera de
La Rumorosa 1 1

Rogelio R. 1 7 August 2022 Carretera de
La Rumorosa 1 1 WhatsApp

Gerardo V. 1 2 October 2022 Mirador de
los Borregos 5 3 1 1 Direct Sighting

Matomí

Agustín R. 11

4 January 2022

Cinco Islas

3 3

Direct Sighting

20 January 2022 18 18
9 February 2022 8 8

10 February 2022 7 7
23 February 2022 5 5
24 February 2022 6 4 2
25 February 2022 4 4

29 March 2022 1 1
13 July 2022 1 1

13 January 2022
Miramar

8 8
22 January 2022 16 16

Daniel P. 1 20 April 2022 Pápa Fernández 2 2

José C. 3
1 March 2022 Huerfanito 1 1 Instagram

9 July 2022 Rancho Grande 2 1 1 WhatsApp8 August 2022 Puertecitos 1 1

The average number of sheep records generated per participant was 0.19 in ejido
Cordillera Molina and 0.63 in ejido Matomí. There was no difference between the number
of sheep records generated per participant in the two sites (Mann–Whitney U = 309.5,
p = 0.68). There was also no difference between the number of sheep observed in each
encounter (Mann–Whitney U = 22, p = 0.18) in ejido Cordillera Molina (X = 2) and ejido
Matomí (X = 5). Another item in which there was no difference (Mann–Whitney U = 6,
p = 0.73) was between the number of records generated by direct sightings (X = 4) and
those obtained through social media (X = 1).

In ejido Cordillera Molina, community members provided seven trail cameras for
community monitoring of the bighorn sheep population. The cameras were installed in
January 2022 and checked three times during the year: in April, August, and December. In
ejido Matomí, the community provided three trail cameras for community monitoring of
the bighorn sheep population. Eight monitoring expeditions were conducted in this ejido,
seven to check the camera traps (February–August) and one to survey the area around the
Matomí ranch (November). In both ejidos, the monitoring team consisted of the research
group and community members (Table 4); the community members who participated in
the monitoring expeditions paid their own expenses. The participation of the community
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in the monitoring expeditions was higher in ejido Cordillera Molina (X = 7) than in ejido
Matomí (X = 3; Mann–Whitney U = 4, p = 0.01).

Table 4. Community participation in the monitoring expeditions.

Community Expedition Participants

Ejido Cordillera Molina

January 15
April 3
August 5
December 7

Ejido Matomí

February 1
March 1
April 1
May 1
June 1
July 1
August 1
November 16

During the first expedition in ejido Cordillera Molina, there was an encounter with
organized crime. Due to this situation, the cameras were installed in different locations
than those agreed upon in the workshop. The new places where the cameras were installed
were La Virgen, La Mora, and Las Palmitas.

During the first expedition in ejido Matomí, all the water bodies identified in the
workshop were visited. Based on the observations made in the field, the research team
decided to change the location of the trail cameras to the sites where more evidence of the
presence of the species was observed. The sites where the trail cameras were installed were
Tinaja del Miramar, Cinco Islas, La O, and Las Palmitas. Trail cameras monitoring was
interrupted in August due to the passage of Hurricane Kay, which swept away the cameras
that had been installed.

During community monitoring in ejido Matomí, a local resident reported an incident
of poaching near Cinco Islas field. As a result, the community called the research team for
advice on how to prevent this type of activity on their land. The suggestion was to post
“No Hunting” signs. The community purchased 20 signs with their own funds.

3.7. Structure of the Community Workshop Program

Based upon the experience in ejidos Cordillera Molina and Matomí, on Table 5 a
plan of three community workshop programs was proposed. These workshops could be
held during two weekends, to involve rural communities in wildlife management. The
time invested in each workshop will mainly depend on the experience of the participants
regarding the management of the target species. The topics and dynamics of each workshop
can be modified according to the community’s needs in which they are applied and the
characteristics of the species of interest.

Table 5. Structure of the program of community workshops.

Topic Objectives Information Activity Time

Introduction

Introduce the technical team that
will facilitate the workshops;

clarify the objective of the
workshops; lay out the reasons

that encourage the participation of
the technical team and
community members.

Situations that motivated the
organization of the workshops;
ecological, social, and cultural

importance of the target
species; environmental
services that the species’

habitat provides.

Statement of reasons. ~15 min
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Table 5. Cont.

Topic Objectives Information Activity Time

Training

Natural History
Communicate the most important

aspects of the natural history of
the target species.

Characteristics, distribution,
types, subspecies, life cycle,

behavior, and diet of
the species.

Learning session on the
natural history of

the species.
~40 min

Management

Identify the risk factors that
threaten the species; explain what

management of the species
is about.

Risk factors that threaten the
species; definition of the

concept of wildlife
management; activities

comprised in the management
of the species.

Work groups to identify
the risk factors that
threaten the species;

learning session
regarding the

management of
the species.

~40 min

Monitoring
Present the methods used to

monitor the population of
the species.

Monitoring: Definition of the
concept; material and methods

for monitoring abundance,
structure, and health of the

species population.

Training session for the
correct implementation

of the sampling
methods of the

species population.

~40 min

Territory Description

Description of
the Territory

Building integral knowledge
regarding the territory where the

species lives.

Structural elements,
settlements, and roads that are

found in the habitat of
the species.

Participatory mapping.

~20 min

Key Areas

Locating bodies of water
where the species drink water,

as well as its feeding and
breeding areas.

~20 min

Risk Factors

Locating elements and
activities that fragment,

deteriorate, contaminate, or
destroy the habitat of

the species.

~20 min

Monitoring strategy

Sampling Method

Establishing the sampling method
to be implemented to monitor the

population of the species;
scheduling of monitoring

activities; outlining of
responsibilities of the technical
team and community members;

develop an action plan to address
the various contingencies that may

arise during monitoring.

Resources and limiting factors
to monitor the population of
the species in the study area;

contingencies that may
interrupt monitoring.

Brainstorming. ~40 min

Field Format

Create a field format that can be
easily used by community
members to monitor the

population of the species.

Field formats used for formal
monitoring of the species;

proposal of field format by the
technical team

Training session for the
correct filling out of the

field formats for
monitoring the species

and testing the
operation of the field

format proposed by the
technical team.

~40 min

Future Plan
Inform participants about the

activities that will come after the
community workshops.

Activities that will be carried
out after the workshops; goals

to be achieved following
the workshops.

Informative session. ~40 min
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4. Discussion

Wildlife management workshops often attract a large number of people in rural
communities because local people see them as an opportunity to share their opinions,
concerns and interests regarding the use and conservation of wildlife species, or to acquire
new knowledge that will allow them to make better use of the resources they have in
their area, or to engage in dialogue with all stakeholders to find a solution to a particular
problem [54–56]. In the ejidos Cordillera Molina and Matomí, the workshops were well at-
tended: in the case of ejido Cordillera Molina, 29% of the community members participated
in the workshops, while in ejido Matomí only 9% of the community members participated,
but these were the leaders of the different groups in the ejido, each representing the interests
of at least ten people. In both cases, the participants in the workshops were motivated by
their interest in using the bighorn sheep as a means for the protection and development of
their communities.

The participatory approach of community workshops offers several advantages for
wildlife management programs: it builds bridges between stakeholders, improves un-
derstanding of resource–user interactions, raises awareness of the benefits of respon-
sible wildlife management, and promotes cooperative and constructive action among
participants [54,56]. However, the success of the participatory process depends on the
workshops creating the necessary conditions for participants to be able to reconsider their
positions based on the points of view of others, so that even if complete consensus is not
reached, agreements are reached on the basic points of wildlife management [56–58]. In
the workshops held in the ejidos Cordillera Molina and Matomí, the participants were able
to be open and reflective to the opinions of others by giving everyone the opportunity to
state from the beginning the reasons why they decided to participate in this activity, and by
showing that although the motivations of each person were different, they all converged
on the same point: the conservation of the bighorn sheep.

Participants in the community workshops in the two ejidos acknowledged that their
primary motivation for attending the workshops was economic, as they are interested in
utilizing bighorn sheep through sport hunting, an interest that Eaton and Martinez [59]
noted has existed in rural communities in Baja California since the 1990s. However, despite
the great interest for the extractive use of the species they expressed, they did not know key
aspects about this activity, such as the specimens’ value and how to commercialize them.
Moreover, although the attendees mentioned several investments they would make for the
conservation of the sheep to improve their communities with the profits from hunting, none
of both ejidos have a business plan that demonstrates the feasibility of such investments,
neither an agreement to guarantee that the money from the extractive use of the bighorn
sheep would be used on such activities.

In the community workshops, it was clear that knowledge of bighorn sheep natural
history, management, and monitoring in the study sites was limited. As evidence, during
the natural history module and the session on learning to manage the species, participants
expressed that most of the information presented by the facilitators was new to them, and
they did not contribute to the topics discussed. This lack of knowledge is common in rural
communities, where the information available about wildlife comes from the interactions
and relationships that local people have with it [3]. Therefore, local knowledge focuses
on the characteristics that are easier to observe and those that are more relevant to the
use of wildlife species: uses, diet, distribution, breeding season, population trends, and
threats [60–63].

In ejido Matomí, the impact of burros on bighorn sheep populations was discussed.
One of the participants defended the presence of feral burros in bighorn sheep habitat,
even though burros have been shown to be a threat to bighorn sheep populations [46] and
that feral burro control is an important measure in bighorn sheep management plans [39].
It is common that not all wildlife information from formal knowledge is consistent with
that held by rural communities, as local people’s knowledge is influenced by their needs,
management practices, and worldviews [3].
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In ejido Cordillera Molina, the bighorn sheep population was monitored in 2003. The
people in this community indicated that they knew how to use the equipment used to
monitor bighorn sheep, and that they knew how to look for specimens, count them, and
classify them. However, they did not know that the method they were using to monitor
the species was the line transect method, and that they were not implementing it correctly,
because they were not collecting data on the distance or angle of sightings, which is
essential information for estimating the size of a population according to the description
of this method [40]. The limitation of this knowledge in this community is due to a lack
of accompaniment by the professional team that directed the monitoring, since they are
responsible for training the local people to apply the methods appropriately [21,30].

The community workshops also proved to be a useful tool to build a general outlook
regarding the pressure that bighorn sheep populations suffer, since risk factors and impacts
that threaten the preservation of the species were identified in the study locations (Table 2).
From the issues identified in the workshops, the main causes of the decline of the species’
population were mining, off road races, ecotourism highways, roads, fences, cattle ranching,
and poaching [46–49,52,64,65]. Open-air landfills, planting of narcotic drugs have not been
directly related to the decrease in bighorn sheep population; although these two issues
are acknowledged as serious threats to wildlife [51,66–68]. In terms of society’s negative
opinion of sport hunting, this situation has been identified as a threat to community-based
conservation projects in Central Asia, where pressure and campaigns to ban trophy hunting
are increasing, despite evidence that the resources generated by trophy hunting in that
region help prevent habitat conversion and biodiversity loss, and support conservation
efforts in protected areas [9].

Nevertheless, not all the factors mentioned in the workshops by the participants pose
risk for the bighorn sheep, but on the contrary, they could benefit the populations of the
species. For example, wildfires were rated in a negative way in the workshops, but it has
been demonstrated that they are necessary to restore their habitat and they also open new
areas for the species to inhabit [69–71].

On the other hand, the participative maps elaborated based on the information gener-
ated during the second workshop are important tools to manage the bighorn sheep in the
study locations, since besides locating the important areas for the species, they show if these
areas are impacted by any of the risk factors above-mentioned (Figure S1: Participatory
map of ejido Cordillera Molina; Figure S2: Participatory map of ejido Matomí). In ejido
Cordillera Molina it can be considered that the information given during the participative
mapping workshop is precise because the areas pointed as important for the species match
with the ones identified in Sierra Juárez by Ruíz et al. [23] who identified them through
a potential distribution model; while in ejido Matomí, participative mapping allowed to
identify important areas for the species that had not been identified in other studies held in
mountain range Santa Isabel [24].

The strategy that will be applied to monitor the bighorn sheep population in the study
locations, borrows elements from the programs called Citizen Science Projects and from
community monitoring [72], to include participation of different sectors of the community
and not only of men of working age, who are the only ones who usually get involved in
this type of projects [21,30]. Moreover, the proposed strategy allows that the number of
members in the monitoring team is not limited by the amount of people who can attend
the monitoring expeditions, since every person who wants to participate in the monitoring
will be given a field format so they can keep a record of their encounters with specimens of
the species or those of which they may hear that happened within the limits of their ejido.

In the two ejidos, very few people used the field formats (Table 3). This is attributed
to the fact that the material for reporting occasional encounters with the species was
produced in a printed format, which did not motivate community participation. Modern
citizen science programs use digital platforms for people to record their observations [72].
These platforms have demonstrated the ability to engage large numbers of people in
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citizen science projects, largely because they can be used on a variety of devices, project
information is updated in real time, and they encourage competition among users [73].

The information collected on the field forms indicates that it is possible to identify
areas of importance to the bighorn sheep and to determine the size and composition of its
herds from records of occasional encounters with the species. However, in order to make an
accurate analysis of these ecological aspects of the species, it is necessary to have a greater
number of records than those generated by the field forms [72,74]. Reporting occasional
encounters with the species can be a means of generating relevant information about the
bighorn sheep population in the study areas if a means of recording sightings is developed
that encourages community participation.

Most people who reported bighorn sheep sightings learned about them through social
media; however, there was no difference between the number of records obtained through
social media and those generated by direct sightings. This is due to the presence of human
settlements in the study areas near areas heavily used by bighorn sheep, such as the Cinco
Islas field, which results in frequent encounters with the species. These results suggest that
social media can be an important tool to complement bighorn sheep monitoring, just as
they are for generating information on other wildlife species [75,76].

The study communities actively participated in the trail camera monitoring of the
bighorn sheep population: they invested in the purchase of the necessary equipment to
conduct the study and participated in the monitoring expeditions with their own resources,
i.e., in ejidos Cordillera Molina and Matomí, the community monitoring was carried out
without the help of external funding. This is a great achievement of the management project
initiated with the workshops, because in general, in community monitoring, the material
and expeditions are financed by government agencies or NGOs, and these initiatives are
so dependent on this financing that when the economic support ends, the studies stop
abruptly, even those that focus on game species [21,30,77]. However, the enthusiastic
participation of the communities in the monitoring is also due to the strong economic
interest they have in the bighorn sheep, as it is one of the most valuable wildlife species in
the world [38] and motivates people to invest in actions that allow them to promote its use.

Ejido Matomí had the lowest participation of community members in the monitoring
expeditions because the ejido authorities assigned the person with the most knowledge of
the area to accompany the research team on the expeditions to install and check the trail
cameras (Table 4). This decision was made to make the monitoring more efficient because
the person assigned to accompany the research team, in addition to being the person who
knows the area and the animals best, is also the person who lives closest to the monitored
area, which also made it easier to make the monthly trips to check the cameras. Similarly, the
lower participation of the community in monitoring the trail cameras cannot be attributed
to a lack of interest in the management project, since 16 local people participated in the
expedition to Rancho Matomí, and when the poaching incident was reported, the ejido
invested in the proposed measure to prevent poaching on their land.

In ejido Cordillera Molina, there was greater community participation in the monitor-
ing expeditions (Table 4). In the first expedition, 15 local people joined the work team, but
the encounter with the organized crime group on that occasion discouraged people from
participating in community monitoring. The presence of organized crime in the study area
not only affected community participation and forced the modification of the monitoring
planned in the workshops, but it is also a factor that threatens any conservation initiative
to be implemented in the area [78–80].

The method used to monitor the bighorn sheep population was based on that pro-
posed by Perry et al. [43], which consists of deploy trail cameras in areas frequently used
by bighorn sheep and analyzing the results with the Lincon-Petersen method, with the
difference that in the ejidos Cordillera Molina and Matomí, the cameras were placed only in
natural water catchments used by the sheep, while in the Perry et al. [43] study, the cameras
were placed in areas with and without surface water. This decision was made based on
the results of the same study by Perry et al. [43], who found that water catchments were
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the main congregation sites for bighorn sheep and therefore where the greatest number of
records of the species could be obtained. In addition, the use of trail cameras, especially in
water catchments, to monitor bighorn sheep populations has been used by other authors
with good results [42]. It should be noted, however, that since the trail cameras were not
distributed throughout the habitat available to the species in the study areas, the population
size estimate obtained will only correspond to the region where the camera traps were
placed, i.e., in the ejido Cordillera Molina, only the population in the central part of the
Sierra Juárez will be estimated, while in the ejido Matomí, the estimate will be for the
population inhabiting the coastal region of the Sierra Santa Isabel.

5. Conclusions

The program of community workshops proposed in this document allows the inhabi-
tants of rural communities to learn about the natural history and management of wildlife
species, to identify elements that threaten the conservation of these organisms, to design a
monitoring strategy of these populations that favors the involvement of different sectors of
the community, and to motivate people to participate in a wildlife management project. In
addition, through this program of community workshops, it is possible to identify the main
interests of the community for wildlife species, to map the knowledge that members of the
community have about the territory that the species inhabit, thus creating an important tool
for wildlife management, and laying the groundwork for the establishment of a long-term
management project.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https://www.
mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ani13203171/s1, Figure S1: Participatory map of ejido Cordillera Molina;
Figure S2: Participatory map of ejido Matomí; Figure S3: Booklet for keeping record of the sightings
of bighorn sheep specimens: (a) cover page; (b) back cover page; (c) back of front page; (d) interior
of the back cover page; (e) front page; (f) back of the front page; (g) front of the registration page;
(h) back of the registration page; Figure S4: Leaflet to mark down the location of sightings of bighorn
sheep: (a) front; (b) back.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, E.d.J.R.-M., G.R.-F., R.P.-M. and L.A.T.-C.; Formal analysis,
E.d.J.R.-M. and G.R.-F.; Funding acquisition, G.R.-F.; Investigation, E.d.J.R.-M., G.R.-F., R.P.-M. and
L.A.T.-C.; Methodology, E.d.J.R.-M., G.R.-F., R.P.-M., L.A.T.-C. and L.A.M.-R.; Project administration,
E.d.J.R.-M.; Software, L.A.T.-C.; Supervision, G.R.-F.; Writing—original draft, E.d.J.R.-M. and G.R.-F.;
Writing—review and editing, C.S.V.-B., M.E.A.-G., I.G.-C. and E.A.L.-C. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by Universidad Autónoma de Baja California trough project
number 400/2975.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: Data are available on reasonable request to the corresponding author.

Acknowledgments: To the presidents of ejidos Cordillera Molina and Matomí, Gerardo Vizcarra
Rivera and José María Carrillo, for their great support promoting the project in each of their com-
munities. To the attendees who participated enthusiastically in the community workshops. To the
Fundación UABC, A.C. for arranging funding for this project.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Pimm, S. What is biodiversity conservation? Ambio 2021, 50, 976–980. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Western, D.; Wright, R. The background to community-based conservation. In Natural Connections: Perspectives in Community-Based

Conservation; Western, D., Wright, R., Eds.; Island Press: Washington, DC, USA, 1994; pp. 1–14.
3. Berkes, F. Community-based conservation in a globalized world. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2007, 104, 15188–15193. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Bajracharya, S.; Furley, P.; Newton, A. Impacts of community-based conservation on local communities in the Annapurna

Conservation Area, Nepal. Biodivers. Conserv. 2006, 15, 2765–2786. [CrossRef]

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ani13203171/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ani13203171/s1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-020-01399-5
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33566326
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0702098104
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17881580
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-005-1343-x


Animals 2023, 13, 3171 18 of 20

5. Galvin, K.; Beeton, T.; Luizza, M. African community-based conservation: A systematic review of social and ecological outcomes.
Ecol. Soc. 2018, 23, 39. [CrossRef]

6. Nilsson, D.; Baxter, G.; Butler, J.; McAlpine, C. How do community-based conservation programs in developing countries change
human behaviour? A realist synthesis. Biol. Conserv. 2016, 200, 93–103. [CrossRef]

7. Kothari, A.; Camill, P.; Brown, J. Conservation as if people also mattered: Policy and practice of community-based conservation.
Conserv. Soc. 2013, 11, 1–15. [CrossRef]

8. Waylen, K.; Fischer, A.; McGowan, P.; Thirgood, S.; Milner, E. Effect of local cultural context on the success of community-based
conservation interventions. Conserv. Biol. 2010, 24, 1119–1129. [CrossRef]

9. Adhikari, L.; Khan, B.; Joshi, S.; Ruijun, L.; Ali, G.; Shah, G.; Ismail, M.; Bano, K.; Ali, R.; Khan, G.; et al. Community-based
trophy hunting programs secure biodiversity and livelihoods: Learnings from Asia’s high mountain communities and landscapes.
Environ. Chall. 2021, 4, 100175. [CrossRef]

10. Walters, G.; Schleicher, J.; Hymas, O.; Coad, L. Evolving hunting practices in Gabon: Lessons for community-based conservation
interventions. Ecol. Soc. 2015, 20, 31. [CrossRef]

11. Songorwa, A. Community-Based Wildlife Management (CWM) in Tanzania: Are the Communities Interested? World Dev. 1999,
27, 2061–2079. [CrossRef]

12. Campbell, L.; Vainio, A. Participatory Development and Community-Based Conservation: Opportunities Missed for Lessons
Learned? Hum. Ecol. 2003, 31, 417–437. [CrossRef]

13. Holmern, T.; Røskaft, E.; Mbaruka, J.; Mkama, S.; Muya, J. Uneconomical game cropping in a community-based conservation
project outside the Serengeti National Park, Tanzania. Oryx 2002, 36, 364–372. [CrossRef]

14. Drake, M.; Salerno, J.; Langendorf, R.; Cassidy, L.; Gaughan, A.; Stevens, F.; Pricope, N.; Hartter, J. Costs of elephant crop
depredation exceed the benefits of trophy hunting in a community-based conservation area of Namibia. Conserv. Sci. Pract. 2020,
3, e345. [CrossRef]

15. Lawrence, A. ‘No personal motive?’ Volunteers, biodiversity, and the false dichotomies of participation. Ethics Place Environ.
2006, 9, 279–298. [CrossRef]

16. Wiesenfeld, E. Las intermitencias de la participación comunitaria: Ambigüedades y retos para su investigación y práctica. Psicol.
Conoc. Soc. 2015, 5, 335–387. Available online: https://revista.psico.edu.uy/index.php/revpsicologia/article/view/276 (accessed
on 6 November 2020).

17. Picketts, I.; Werner, A.; Murdock, T.; Curry, J.; Déry, S.; Dyer, D. Planning for climate change adaptation: Lessons learned from a
community-based workshop. Environ. Sci. Policy 2012, 17, 82–93. [CrossRef]

18. Ramírez, S.; Brown, G.; Sie, A. Participatory mapping with indigenous communities for conservation: Challenges and lessons
from Suriname. Electron. J. Inf. Syst. Dev. Ctries 2013, 58, 1–22. [CrossRef]

19. Walter, R.; Hamilton, R. A cultural landscape approach to community-based conservation in Solomon Islands. Ecol. Soc. 2014,
19, 41. [CrossRef]

20. Hernández, D.; Pulido, M.; Zuria, I.; Gallina, S.; Sánchez, G. El manejo como herramienta para la conservación y aprovechamiento
de la fauna silvestre: Acceso a la sustentabilidad en México. Acta Univ. 2018, 28, 31–41. [CrossRef]

21. Lavariega, M.; Ríos, J.; Flores, J.; Galindo, R.; Sánchez, V.; Juan, S.; Soriano, I. Community-Based Monitoring of Jaguar (Panthera
onca) in the Chinantla Region, Mexico. Trop. Conserv. Sci. 2020, 13, 1–16. [CrossRef]

22. Porter, L.; Ruiz, I.; Camacho, C.; McCandless, S. Community Action for Conservation Mexican Experiences; Springer: New York, NY,
USA, 2013. [CrossRef]

23. Ruiz, E.; Romero, G.; García, M.; Lozano, E.; Valdez, R. Potential distribution model of Ovis canadensis in northern Baja California,
Mexico. Therya 2018, 9, 219–226. [CrossRef]

24. Escobar, J.; Álvarez, S.; Valdez, R.; Torres, J.; Díaz, S.; Castellanos, A.; Martínez, R. Detección de las preferencias de hábitat
del borrego cimarrón (Ovis canadensis) en Baja California, mediante técnicas de teledetección satelital. Therya 2015, 6, 519–534.
[CrossRef]

25. Buchalski, M.; Navarro, A.; Boyce, W.; Vickers, T.; Tobler, M.; Nordstrom, L.; Alaníz, J.; Gille, D.; Penedo, M.; Ryder, O.; et al.
Genetic population structure of peninsular bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis nelsoni) indicates substantial gene flow across US-
Mexico border. Biol. Conserv. 2015, 184, 218–228. [CrossRef]

26. SEDUE (Secretaría de Desarrollo Urbano y Ecología). Acuerdo que establece veda del aprovechamiento de la especie borrego
cimarrón (Ovis canadensis) en su subespecie (Ovis canadensis cremnobates), en el Estado de Baja California, para la temporada
1990-1991, y se prohíbe estrictamente la caza, captura, transporte, posesión y comercio de dicha subespecie. DOF 1990, 447, 20–21.

27. De Forge, J.; Osterman, S.; Toweill, D.; Cyrog, P.; Barrett, E. Helicopter survey of peninsular bighorn sheep in northern Baja
California-1993. Desert Bighorn Counc. Trans. 1993, 37, 24–28. Available online: https://www.desertbighorncouncil.com/app/
download/7088709904/DBC+Transactions+1993+Volume+37.pdf (accessed on 20 December 2020).

28. Nieblas, E.; Zataráin, J. Conservación y Manejo Sustentable del Borrego Cimarrón en Baja California. In Estudios Sobre el Borrego
Cimarrón en el Noroeste de México; Eaton, R., Guevara, A., Tapia, J., Eds.; Universidad Autónoma de Baja California: Mexicali,
Mexico, 2017; pp. 218–234.

29. SPA (Secretaría de Protección al Ambiente). Estrategia estatal para la conservación y manejo sustentable del borrego cimarrón
(Ovis canadensis cremnobates) en Baja California. Periódico Of. Del Estado De Baja Calif. 2013, 120, 3–126.

https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10217-230339
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.05.020
https://doi.org/10.4103/0972-4923.110937
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2010.01446.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envc.2021.100175
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-08047-200431
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0305-750X(99)00103-5
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1025071822388
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605302000716
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.345
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668790600893319
https://revista.psico.edu.uy/index.php/revpsicologia/article/view/276
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2011.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1681-4835.2013.tb00409.x
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06646-190441
https://doi.org/10.15174/au.2018.2171
https://doi.org/10.1177/1940082920917825
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-7956-7
https://doi.org/10.12933/therya-18-571
https://doi.org/10.12933/therya-15-284
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2015.01.006
https://www.desertbighorncouncil.com/app/download/7088709904/DBC+Transactions+1993+Volume+37.pdf
https://www.desertbighorncouncil.com/app/download/7088709904/DBC+Transactions+1993+Volume+37.pdf


Animals 2023, 13, 3171 19 of 20

30. Benchimol, M.; von Mühlen, E.; Venticinque, E. Lessons from a community based program to monitor forest vertebrates in the
Brazilian Amazon. Environ. Manag. 2017, 60, 476–483. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Moslemi, M.; Mohd, M. Exploring students behavior on seating arrangements in learning environment: A review. Procedia Soc.
2012, 36, 287–294. [CrossRef]

32. Barkai, J. Nonverbal communication from the other side: Speaking body language. San Diego Law Rev. 1990, 27, 101–125. Available
online: https://digital.sandiego.edu/sdlr/vol27/iss1/5 (accessed on 15 December 2020).

33. Geist, V. Mountain Sheep: A Study in Behavior and Evolution; University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 1971.
34. Monson, G.; Sumner, L. The Desert Bighorn, Its Life History, Ecology and Management; The University of Arizona Press: Tucson, AZ,

USA, 1980.
35. Rezaei, H.; Naderi, S.; Chintauan, I.; Taberlet, P.; Virk, A.; Naghash, H.; Rioux, D.; Kaboli, M.; Pompanon, F. Evolution and

taxonomy of the wild species of the genus Ovis (Mammalia, Artiodactyla, Bovidae). Mol. Phylogenet. Evol. 2010, 54, 315–326.
[CrossRef]

36. Valdez, R.; Krausman, P. Mountain Sheep of North America; University of Arizona Press: Tucson, AZ, USA, 1999.
37. Foster, J.; Harveson, L.; Pittman, M. Use of guzzlers by bighorn sheep in the Chihuahuan Desert. Desert Bighorn Counc. Trans.

2005, 48, 12–22. Available online: https://bri.sulross.edu/pubs/proceedings/DBC2005_sm.pdf (accessed on 20 December 2020).
38. Lee, R. Economic aspects of and the market for desert bighorn sheep. Desert Bighorn Counc. Trans. 2011, 51, 46–49. Available online:

https://www.desertbighorncouncil.com/app/download/7105030004/DBC+Transactions+2011+Volume+51.pdf (accessed on
20 December 2020).

39. Smith, N.; Krausman, P. Desert bighorn sheep: A guide to selected management practices. A literature review and synthesis
including appendixes on assessing condition, collecting blood, determining age, constructing water catchments, and evaluating
bighorn range. Biol. Rep. 1988, 88, 1–27. Available online: https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/pdfs/ADA322926.pdf (accessed on
23 December 2020).

40. Burnham, K.; Anderson, D.; Laake, J. Estimation of density from line transect sampling of biological populations. Wildl. Monogr.
1980, 72, 3–202. Available online: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3830641 (accessed on 6 January 2021).

41. Conroy, M.; Harris, G.; Stewart, D.; Butler, M. Evaluation of desert bighorn sheep abundance surveys, southwestern Arizona,
USA. J. Wildl. Manag. 2018, 82, 1149–1160. [CrossRef]

42. Guerrero, I.; Álvarez, S.; Gallina, S.; Corcuera, P.; Romero, G.; Lozano, E.; Tovar, I.; Guerrero, I. Estimación de cambios temporales
de la condición corporal del borrego cimarrón (Ovis canadensis weemsi) a partir de fotointerpretación, en la sierra El Mechudo,
BCS, México. Acta Zool. Mex. 2020, 36, 1–14. [CrossRef]

43. Perry, T.; Newman, T.; Thibault, K. Evaluation of methods used to estimate size of a population of desert bighorn sheep (Ovis
canadensis mexicana) in New Mexico. Southwest. Nat. 2010, 55, 517–524. [CrossRef]

44. Sletto, B.; Bryan, J.; Torrado, M.; Hale, C.; Barry, D. Territorialidad, mapeo participativo y política sobre los recursos naturales: La
experiencia de América Latina. Rev. Colomb. Estad. 2013, 22, 193–209. [CrossRef]

45. Escobar, J.; Valdez, R.; Álvarez, S.; Díaz, S.; Castellanos, A.; Torres, J.; Delgado, M. Utilización de aguajes por el borrego cimarrón
(Ovis canadensis cremnobates) y análisis de calidad del agua en Sierra Santa Isabel, Baja California, México. Acta Univ. 2016, 26,
12–19. [CrossRef]

46. Seegmiller, R.; Ohmart, R. Ecological Relationships of Feral Burros and Desert Bighorn Sheep. Wildl. Monogr. 1981, 78, 3–58.
Available online: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3830689 (accessed on 10 January 2021).

47. Epps, C.; Palsbøll, P.; Wehausen, J.; Roderick, G.; Ramey, R.; McCullough, D. Highways block gene flow and cause a rapid decline
in genetic diversity of desert bighorn sheep. Ecol. Lett. 2005, 8, 1029–1038. [CrossRef]

48. Helvie, J. Bighorn and fences. Desert Bighorn Counc. Trans. 1971, 15, 53–62. Available online: https://www.desertbighorncouncil.
com/app/download/7088669604/DBC+Transactions+1971+Volume+15.pdf (accessed on 15 January 2021).

49. Papouchis, C.; Singer, F.; Sloan, W. Responses of desert bighorn sheep to increased human recreation. J. Wildl. Manag. 2001, 65,
573–582. [CrossRef]

50. Sonter, L.; Ali, S.; Watson, J. Mining and biodiversity: Key issues and research needs in conservation science. Proc. R. Soc. B 2018,
285, 1892. [CrossRef]

51. Plaza, P.; Lambertucci, S. How are garbage dumps impacting vertebrate demography, health, and conservation? Glob. Ecol.
Conserv. 2017, 12, 9–20. [CrossRef]

52. Irby, L.; Swenson, J.; Stewart, S. Two views of the impacts of poaching on bighorn sheep in the upper Yellowstone valley, Montana,
USA. Biol. Conserv. 1989, 47, 259–272. [CrossRef]

53. Smith, J.; Borgatti, S. Salience counts—And so does accuracy: Correcting and updating a measure for free-list-item salience.
J. Linguist. Anthropol. 1997, 7, 208–209. [CrossRef]

54. Bogomolni, A.; Nichols, O.; Allen, D. A Community Science Approach to Conservation Challenges Posed by Rebounding Marine
Mammal Populations: Seal-Fishery Interactions in New England. Front. Conserv. Sci. 2021, 2, 696535. [CrossRef]

55. Lawson, B.; Neimanis, A.; Lavazza, A.; López, J.; Tavernier, P.; Billinis, C.; Duff, J.; Mladenov, D.; Rijks, J.; Savić, S.; et al. How to
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