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established in many countries. A net separation between the authorities, local communities
and wildlife was imposed, glossing over any kind of responsibility about early wildlife
depletion and severing any sense of community ownership or responsibility for natural
resources. With this went the increasing perception that hunting was a ‘marker of class’.
Initially it was reserved for the whites, and then only to the whites of higher status or
influence. The hunting reserves for the elites were established close to the land destined for
the game to recover – the early ‘protected areas’. Meanwhile, resident local communities
were expelled from both.

This brief recollection of elements of recent history in the African continent merely gives us
a glimpse of the socio-political events intertwined with conservation issues throughout the
continent. Today, both the enterprise for conservation and the enterprise for exploitation of
African natural resources and wildlife are complex phenomena, closely related with one another
and affected, among others, by the patterns of global trade and the insidious effects of war and
conflict. Obviously, among the phenomena that contribute to their on-going evolution and
change are the processes of independence from colonial powers and the birth of new political
regimes, as in the recent peaceful transition to democracy in South Africa.

African voices for a new social order, responsive to the needs of people and seeking the
democratisation of the state and society, have not been lacking. And yet, the patterns of control
over natural resources, be they for conservation or exploitation, find it difficult to disentangle
themselves from the legacy of colonialism and the ‘guns and fences’ operations of the not-so-
distant past. A first rather common step is to abandon the letter but not the substance of the
control through some form of more or less benevolent paternalism. The managers in power agree
that the communities eking a living at the borders of protected areas should be ‘consulted’ on
decisions, should receive ‘some benefits’ and, if things go far, should even be ‘compensated’ from
the on-going damages they suffer because of wildlife incursions in their villages (the paper on
Tanzania in this issue of Parks talks in a matter-of-fact vein of 200 people per year being casualties

Women mapping and discussing the traditional uses of forest resources around Mt Kilum (Cameroon).
Photo: Grazia Borrini-Feyerabend.
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of wildlife throughout the country). Are those examples of real ‘partnerships’ and has the
journey ended? Or is real partnership something else? Could it possibly be that real partnerships
demand a rethinking of the whole relationship between the state, the national and international
elites, the local communities and the natural resources? Could it possibly be that partnership
implies no less than a serious process of social communication, dialogue, shared assessment of
problems and opportunities, fair negotiation of decisions and actions, and setting in place
pluralist management institutions capable of learning through time?

The papers in this volume offer a glimpse of the historical ‘disentangling’ of African
protected areas from the old protectionist approach into a more ‘open’ and collaborative
management style. The readers will judge how far these cases have managed to advance along
the road to real partnerships. The cases do not pretend to do justice to the astonishing variety of
situations and challenges that exist among the protected areas in the continent. The papers have
been submitted by their authors to illustrate their work in progress and to provide all of us with
an opportunity to reflect on emergent trends and patterns of conservation practices. In the lead-
up to the IUCN World Parks Congress in September 2003, being held for the first time in Africa,
there will be a spotlight on conservation in Africa. These papers are helping us to advance our
comprehension of this complex, changing phenomenon.

The term ‘partnership’ is rather loosely applied in all sorts of contexts. Here, we will use it
to imply a collective, voluntary process and state of affairs by which a number of partners fairly
share among themselves the functions, rights and responsibilities for the conservation of a
protected area and/or related territories and resources. This understanding of ‘partnership’ is
far from idealised and can merely represent a complex interplay of interests. It is, however,
fundamental in spelling out the broad understanding that conservation, today, cannot afford to
remain a top-down affair and, on the contrary, needs the concurrence and support of a variety
of actors in society. The six case studies in this volume deal with ‘partnership’ arrangements
where biodiversity conservation and sustainable use of natural resources are a common thread.
Here are some broad reflections we derived:

Partners – the case studies illustrate a large variety of partners in conservation – from local
communities to district authorities, from state agencies to private entrepreneurs, from NGOs to
donors. Issues ultimately being raised are: ‘Who possesses a social legitimacy to participate in
managing the protected area and related natural resources? Who has the appropriate
characteristics to convene and facilitate such a management partnership?’ In recent decades, the
gulf between legality and legitimacy has appeared to many as more a part of the problem than
anything else. Increasingly, social actors are seen as justified in claiming a management role on
the basis of customary law, direct dependency on the natural resources for subsistence and
cultural survival, historical and spiritual relationships with the concerned territory, unique
knowledge and ability to manage it, proximity to the resources, loss and damage suffered, and
so on. Inclusion, rather than exclusion, becomes the approach of choice, and the triage of serious
versus non-serious candidates is taken care of by time, and by the onerous requirements to
contribute. Equity, however, remains a powerful concern, as the actors with the most capacity
to participate and make themselves heard are not necessarily the ones most entitled or deserving.
In addition, the recognition of customary rights and other types of non-legally based claims is
still an uphill battle in most African countries, with the recent exception of South Africa.
Fortunately, external agencies are becoming more capable of fostering and nourishing partnership
processes (see, for instance, the article on Takiéta, Niger) and more conscious of the need to
nurture equity and sustainability from their onset.

Occasions – in many of the case studies collected in this issue of Parks, the immediate occasion
to develop a new, partnership-based management system has been an external project, as for
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Agreements, institutions and commitments – there exist two typical products of a management
partnership. The first are agreements detailing the management purpose and the roles, rights
and responsibilities of the parties (as in the case of Mt Elgon and Kibale, in Uganda), often on a
contractual basis. The second are pluralist management organisations, including representatives
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The experience of Local Boards in
KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa

SIDNEY LUCKETT, KHULANI MKHIZE AND DEREK POTTER

This paper traces the initiatives taken by Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife, the nature conservation service in KwaZulu-Natal, South
Africa, to involve communities neighbouring protected areas as full decision-making partners in the management of nature
conservation. Against the backdrop of significant socio-political transformation in South Africa, the development and role of
statutory Local Boards is highlighted. Despite important progress, the initiative remains fragile, as may be expected in a
complex and ever-changing political environment. The future of the Local Boards remains largely dependent on decisions
about policies and resource allocation that are outside the control of Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife. This paper tells the ‘story’ of
the developing Local Boards and reflects on both the successes and the difficulties encountered. It is hoped that the
lessons learned in this process will contribute to the future involvement of resource-poor communities in nature
conservation.

EZEMVELO KZN WILDLIFE (EKZNW) is a parastatal nature conservation agency in the
Province of KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa. It was formed in 1997 through a merger of the Natal
Parks Board (NPB) and the KwaZulu Directorate of Nature Conservation (DNC) following the
advent of the democratic Constitution of South Africa.

This paper traces the initiatives taken by EKZNW and its predecessors to involve neighbouring
communities and other stakeholders directly in the management of protected areas. The most
recent of these initiatives is the introduction of statutory Local Boards in terms of the KwaZulu-
Natal Nature Conservation Management Act (1997). In this paper we tell the ‘story’ of these Local
Boards and reflect both on their successes and their difficulties, as an emergent partnership for
conservation in a period of political and social transition.

Nature conservation in KwaZulu-Natal: a brief historical background
People have inhabited the area known as the province of KwaZulu-Natal (KZN) for at least 5,000
years. These first inhabitants, the San, lived as hunter-gatherers and signs of their occupation can
still be seen in the rock paintings scattered throughout the province, most notably in the
Ukahlamba-Drakensberg mountain range. Iron-age farmers and pastoralists, from whom the
Nguni people (which include the modern amaZulu) are descended, migrated from the great
lakes region of C hie seen i(a.)]TJ
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By far the most important threat to biodiversity during the first half of the 20th Century was
the attempt by the authorities to eradicate nagana (trypanosomiasis), a cattle disease borne by the
tsetse fly, which also causes sleeping sickness in humans. In spite of the dangers that nagana
posed to domestic cattle, soldiers returning from the First World War were allocated land for
cattle ranching adjacent to the Umfolozi, Hluhluwe and Mkhuze reserves and within a very short
space of time cattle were dying of nagana. Lead by these commercial farmers, a concerted
campaign was launched by the South African government to eradicate tsetse flies by killing off
their hosts, the wildlife.

The campaigns to exterminate herbivores and the later aerial spraying of DDT and BHC
achieved the objective of eradicating tsetse fly but also had a severe impact on both biodiversity
and human settlements inside and outside the protected areas of north-eastern KZN. One
consequence was that people and cattle were deemed unable to coexist with wildlife. The
protected areas were established and fenced to separate people and cattle from wildlife, to
prevent infection of domestic cattle from wildlife-borne diseases, to avoid human-wildlife
conflicts and to bring a halt to hunting. In the period that followed, vigorous efforts were put in
place to secure the protected areas against human encroachment and use.

This approach to conservation, characterised by Wells as the ‘fences and fines’ approach
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In South Africa, independence from Britain was replaced by a system in which whites
retained political power. Because of the racial discrimination practised during the Apartheid era,
state and parastatal conservation bodies (such as the NPB) were not permitted to involve black
people in policy setting or management; but, in those areas of the country designated as
‘homelands’ (such as KwaZulu) this was not the case. As a result, the policy trajectories of the
NPB and the DNC differed with regard to the involvement of neighbouring communities. These
are discussed in the next section.

Strategies and structures for community conservation in KwaZulu-Natal
Despite the different legal frameworks within which the two organisations operated, both the
NPB and DNC independently realised that the ‘fences and fines’ approach was unsustainable.
Because of the high levels of poverty of the communities on the borders of the protected areas
managed by these organisations, the cost of patrolling protected area boundaries with increasingly
hostile neighbours was becoming untenable. Even more importantly, the emerging realisation
that the bulk of the indigenous biological diversity of the province lies outside of the protected
areas has convinced the conservation authorities of the importance of engaging the people of the
province in conservation.

In 1982, the forerunner to the DNC took the position that conservation and the development
needs of rural communities went hand-in-hand. This position later developed into a ‘Policy of
Sharing’, which established the principle of “encouraging rural communities to use the natural
resources within the game reserves and proclaimed lands through the use of traditional means
of harvesting” (Department of Nature Conservation 1994). Under this policy, reeds were
harvested from some of the reserves under its control, e.g. the Tembe Elephant Reserve and
Amatikulu Reserve. Using traditional fish traps as well as gillnets, fish were harvested in the
Coastal Fincn7sc .0107 T well as 0.035 r2augeaser dSt Luial Wetands Park
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The harvesting component of the policy continues to benefit communities although there are
questions regarding the sustainability of some programmes. The fish harvesting is a cause for
concern, as commercial interests have become apparent. Much more contentious is the policy of
sharing tourist revenue from the protected areas. The policy that was applied was that
traditional authorities neighbouring the protected areas would be provided with 25% of the
gross revenues of tourism in the protected area. This policy was dependent on the willingness
of the KwaZulu government to provide this benefit in the form of an increased subsidy to the
DNC, as many tourism operations were not profitable. The policy continued until the merger of
KwaZulu with Natal to form the new province of KwaZulu-Natal, and the formation of the new
parastatal EKZNW.

The NPB followed different strategies. The extension services of the NPB had, since the mid-
1960s, promoted the sustainable use of indigenous flora and fauna, particularly game ranching
and conservancies amongst mainly white commercial farmers. Resource harvesting was also
permitted and groups from local (black) communities were allowed to collect thatch grass and
reeds from these protected areas on a harvest sharing basis. In 1991, the NPB formally
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is disbursed to projects identified by the immediate neighbours of the protected areas. Although
the fund is of interest, the focus in this paper is on the development and role of the Local Boards
and their responsibilities regarding the use of the Community Levy.

The Local Boards are constituted by sectoral representatives (of traditional authorities,
regional councils, business sector, formal agriculture, regional tourism and special interest
groups). The 15 member boards possess far-reaching responsibilities including the responsibility
to compile and monitor the implementation of the management plans for protected areas, subject
to the approval of the Board. These management plans are expected to, inter alia, promote the
development of protected area neighbours, promote conservation education and determine
local policies with regard to resource protection and management and eco-tourism.

It fell to EKZNW to initiate the implementation of this policy, which it was agreed should be
in phases. EKZNW identified four protected areas for the first phase of the establishment of Local
Boards and the first meeting of a Steering Committee to set up the Local Boards was held in June
1999. A major publicity campaign, involving meetings with different groupings in the
neighbouring communities as well as with other sectors to be represented on the Local Boards,
was conducted by EKZNW to explain the purpose of the boards and to seek nominations from
these groupings. The public nomination process was concluded with the appointment of Local
Boards by the provincial Minister of Agriculture and Environmental Affairs, and the Local
Boards were finally inaugurated in October 2000.

Successes
Given that the idea of Local Boards, with statutory powers, was first mooted in 1995 at the
WESSA symposium and that the Local Boards were only inaugurated in October 2000, some
remarkable successes can be claimed for this initiative.
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In itself, the statutory recognition of neighbour involvement in the compilation of management
plans is a radical departure from the previous practice of liaison forums where the participation
of neighbours was dependent on the willingness of the protected area management for establishing
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it was felt that this policy was not sustainable. The traditional authorities were angered at the
revoking of this policy. Instead the neighbouring communities were only entitled to 90% of the
Community Levy for development projects, which worked out to be substantially less for
specific protected areas than 25% of gross revenue. There were two issues here: the considerable
difference in the size of the allocation, and the fact that the funds were now destined to community
development projects rather than to traditional authorities. The matter was only resolved at the
end of 2001 through the intervention of two provincial cabinet ministers and the payment of funds
outstanding before the promulgation of KZN Nature Conservation Management Act.

Other problems have been encountered but none of them so serious that they have jeopardised
the functioning of the Local Boards. The problems concern the extent of the jurisdiction of the
Local Boards vis-à-vis other institutions of authority. Some of those municipalities whose area
of jurisdiction borders on the protected areas have accused EKZNW of ignoring their development
priorities as set out in their Integrated Development Plans (IDPs). This criticism has had the
effect of delaying the disbursement of funds from the Community Levy Fund.

The amaKhosi are other significant institutions of authority in rural areas – perhaps even
more so than the democratically elected municipal and regional authorities. We have seen how
in one case the amaKhosi accepted the jurisdiction of the Local Boards in the allocation of
Community Levy funds. A second case that illustrates this issue of the extent of the jurisdiction
of Local Boards was the introduction of lions into Tembe by EKZNW. This was done with the
consent of the amaKhosi. The reason for the introduction was to attract tourists into the area.
However, the Local Board was not consulted and voiced their concern over this decision, even
though the amaKhosi are represented on the Local Board. Some members were concerned that
because local people were harvesting reeds in Tembe under a controlled harvesting programme,
the lives of those people would be jeopardised by the introduction of lions. In terms of the Act
it is clear that the Local Board should have been involved in this decision, but the practice
established by the old DNC has been to consult only the amaKhosi. This case illustrates the
fragility of the statutory powers of the Local Boards in those areas where the traditional power
of the amaKhosi is still strong. The authority of the Local Boards with regard to decision-making
concerning the allocation of protected area resources is dependent on the goodwill of the

A meeting between agency officials and the members of a local community. Photo: Jean Harris, EKZNW.
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amaKhosi. There are many other contradictions of this nature, and they must be regarded as
features of an emerging democracy.

Challenges
Three major challenges to the idea and functioning of Local Boards are discussed below.

Community representation
In EKZNW’s neighbour relations policy, the representative role of the amaKhosi is acknowledged
though the structure of the Local Boards. However, they are not regarded as the sole representatives
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Many staff in EKZNW have perceived these claims to be an opportunity for developing
meaningful conservation strategies with the claimant communities rather than as a threat to
biodiversity conservation in the province. Together, EKZNW and South African National Parks
recommended an important principle to the Land Claims Commission. In terms of this principle,
the title deeds to the land are returned to the (legitimate) claimants but the land use remains that
of nature conservation. The implication is that joint management agreements are negotiated
between EKZNW and the claimants. These agreements retain the responsibility for biodiversity
conservation in the hands of EKZNW and the Local Boards, where applicable, whilst the
management and rewards of tourism investment in eco-tourist ventures are negotiable.

However, in many cases, the communities or sections of the communities become disillusioned
with the negotiated settlement or its slow progress and simply occupy the land. To date, the Local
Boards have played no role in negotiating these settlements nor have they intervened in
situations where there have been illegal occupations of the land. However, because some
members are part of the affected communities or represent the interests of these communities on
the Local Boards, the boards are well placed to become involved in the negotiations and/or the
conflicts. This would indeed test the maturity of the Local Boards.

Conclusions
The key issue this paper attempted to illustrate is that of community participation in the
management of protected areas, including the prickly aspect of the allocation of funds. The
following are some key conclusions.

Firstly, the concept of ‘community participation’ is often simplistically applied in the
literature on biodiversity conservation and resource management. This paper suggests that both
‘community’ and ‘participation’ need to be unpacked. ‘Community’ needs to be disaggregated
into the different groups and interests that comprise any community, several voices need to be
heard in each community, and appropriate representatives need to be identified to stand for
them. Failure to do this results in domination by the powerful voices as illustrated in the case
studies above, for example, those of the amaKhosi and the municipalities. In structuring its Local

Figure 2. Protected areas and sites of Local Boards in
KwaZulu-Natal. Map: EKZNW.

Figure 3. Land claims (indicated in dark grey) on
protected areas in KwaZulu-Natal. Map: EKZNW.
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Boards, EKZNW adopted the principle of sectoral representation. This appears to have worked
relatively well, but there are still grassroots community voices that remain unheard. ‘Participation’
can mean different things and can occur at different levels, as conceptualised by Pimbert and
Pretty (1995). The extent or depth of the development of participatory democracy in the new
South Africa should not be assumed. This paper suggests that in developing contexts, the
implementation of policies that effectively promote participatory democracy is slow and
painful. Effort, time and goodwill on all sides are required if those representing local communities
are to become sufficiently empowered to engage in effective participation.

Secondly, success in the implementation of new policies, such as the introduction of
community participation, seems to depend on the attitudes and commitment of those individuals
involved. Where Local Boards have operated with some success, there appears to have been a
willingness and commitment on the part of all involved, including those representing the
protected area authorities and those representing the neighbouring communities. Mutual trust
and understanding has been built up slowly and cannot be legislated into existence.

Thirdly, this paper represents a process evaluation of the four pilot Local Boards that have
been established, and such an evaluation is all that has been possible at this early stage of their
development. A full outcomes evaluation will need to be conducted once the implementation
has been taken to scale. Such an evaluation could address the socio-political impact of the Local
Boards and their effectiveness as partners in the management of protected areas. It is expected
that such an evaluation will inform policy. It is, however, important to be aware that the
literature on policy implementation suggests that policy is seldom implemented as intended by
the policy-makers. Instead, it gets re-written in the process of implementation. The re-writing of
the policy on EKZNW’s community participation is a process that will be informed by the
ongoing monitoring and evaluation of the impact of the Local Boards partnership arrangement.
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Developing a Community Conserved
Area in Niger

BACHIR AMADOU, GILL VOGT AND KEES VOGT

This article describes a process by which local communities and other concerned actors organised themselves and
negotiated with the State the exclusive rights to manage the Takiéta Forest Reserve in Niger. In this they created de jure
and de facto their own Community Conserved Area, with its specific management institutions and rules, today fully
recognised by the State. The lessons learned in this process and, in particular, the lessons learned for external agencies
willing to support similar initiatives elsewhere, are illustrated in the paper at some length. These lessons can be
confidently applied in other protected area management situations affecting, and affected by, local actors. Whatever the
context, in fact, the key challenge is to create an enabling environment in which the local communities themselves take
responsibility and act.
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In the sense mentioned above, the management of common property natural resources
(including the resources under state property, which is a form of common property) should be
a long term, flexible and evolutionary process driven by people (‘the managers’), in which the
inclusion of stakeholders is assured at the level they chose. Such a process should first recognise
and capitalise on existing local knowledge and skills and then build on them through a process
of joint reflection, analysis and learning through experience. New technical information could
then come in as required. Effective systems of social communication are needed to enable this
process to take place, not only in order to equitably and rationally manage the resource, but also
to counteract the realities of social inequity, sabotage, and power-play by groups who perceive
organisation and decision-making at the base as a threat to their own interests.

The experience at Takiéta, Niger
We will describe an on-going experience of local stakeholders successfully working together
towards shared management of a strategic common property resource. This experience does not
offer a management model but illustrates well the complexity of the socio-political environment
in which shared management usually needs to take place and the kind of issues that it may stir.
It highlights the need to create enabling environments in which effective, decentralised and
equitable local management can take place. And it shows how crucial it is to invest in the long-
term viability of local collaborative management through appropriate social communication
strategies.

Takiéta Forest Reserve is located in the agro-pastoral zone of the department of Zinder, Niger
(Figure 1). The area is typically Sahelian with a highly variable annual rainfall of between 250–

Figure 1.     Location of the Takiéta Forest Reserve.
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400 mm. Covering an area of 6,720 ha, the Forest Reserve represents the largest non-cultivated
area in the region and is regarded by both resident and non-resident users as an important silvo-
pastoral resource in a zone where land is otherwise entirely occupied by agricultural fields (it is
rare to find a few square metres of idle land).

Created in the 1950s and theoretically owned, managed and protected by the State, the
Reserve soon became subject to uncontrolled and destructive exploitation by local people and
outsiders, with unchecked and rapidly expanding agricultural clearance taking place both at
the boundaries of the forest and in the forest itself. In addition, pressure on the rapidly
dwindling and degraded pastoral resources within the reserve progressively increased as
sedentary communities diversified into livestock production (which brought them into
increased competition with transhumant pastoral groups). Despite its degraded state, the resource
continued to play a strategic role in local production systems, but was also threatened by an
influential local ‘de-reservation’ lobby that aimed to convert what was a de facto common property
resource (through absence of management/presence of the State) into private land.
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■ Promote inclusive processes, in which all groups have a legitimate place at the negotiation
table and the capacities of the weakest groups are supported to make their voices heard and
to ensure that what is invisible becomes visible.

■ Recognise that management is a long-term, evolving process in which external organisations
are only temporary partners and should not be active in decision-making.

■ Be sincere in the belief in and respect for peoples’ rights and capacities to decide for
themselves in an informed way throughout the management process.

■ Invest the time necessary to facilitate the emergence and establishment of strong locally-
driven processes: give people time to reflect and make informed decisions.

■ Understand that ‘facilitating’ (unlike ‘manipulating’) means refraining from directing or
controlling the process, striving to be neutral and supporting frameworks where the actors
themselves negotiate, where nothing is preconceived and where everything is discovered
collectively.

■ Aim at reinforcing independent local capacity to manage by starting with what people know,
their joint analysis of the situation, options open to them and collective needs; by stressing
the value of learning by experience before providing formal training; by appreciating
mistakes as well as successes as positive learning experiences as long as they are analysed and
action is taken.

The project strictly limited its role to that of ‘facilitating’ a process in the sense described above,
meaning that it too became a learner in the process and that its timetable was that of the
stakeholders. Such a hands-off approach is not the easiest option, particularly in a project
context. However, SOS Sahel believed that the capacity of actors to negotiate and manage could
only be demonstrated via a suitably enabling environment in which they effectively owned the
process.

In practice, the activities carried out in the process towards local collaborative management
can be characterised into the following three main types:
1. Challenging traditional concepts and behaviour relating to resource management and

promoting participation in decision-making processes.
2. Encouraging dynamic communication systems for information exchange, collaboration and

negotiation between actors.
3. Defining new roles and inclusive and representative structures compatible with local

management objectives for the resource.

The key steps in the process are listed below:
a) Stakeholder identification – clear identification of the natural resources at stake, and their

limits, and identification of all direct and indirect actors affecting and affected by the
management decisions.

b) Information, analysis and discussion at the individual ‘actor’ level – this involved an
analysis by each group of the natural resources at stake and the role they play in their system
of production. It covered historical NRM strategies/roles, the current situation,
decentralisation, including stakes and perspectives for local management, and changing
roles and relations.

c) Sharing information between actors – the collated and unmodified information from the
different groups was shared among all the actors, exposing each actor to the analysis made
by others.

d) Organising a series of stakeholder workshops – three workshops were held where 180–200
representatives debated subjects as varied as: the situation, their joint interest and commitment
to doing something about it and how it should be done. Collective decisions were formalised
as written recommendations of the workshops.
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e) Election of delegates/ members of the local management structure (LMS) – this was carried
out internally within each stakeholder group, according to the criteria and modalities agreed
in the stakeholder workshops.

f) Preliminary meetings of all the delegates to the LMS – these meetings served to allow
delegates to get to know one another, share information about the resources to be managed,
retrace the process leading to the creation of the LMS, discuss and reach agreement on the
LMS’ structure and proposed function, determine internal roles and relationships as well as
rules and regulations, define what ‘management’ means to the LMS and the people it
represents, elect an Executive Committee from amongst the delegates, and formally present
the LMS Executive Committee members to the local and regional administrative and
traditional authorities, which had also been present at stakeholder workshops. The meetings
thus included:
– planning and programming activities;
– sharing experiences with other LMSs (inter-structure exchange); and
– finalising the Internal Rules and Regulations for the structure and presenting them to the

communities at the base for comments and ratification. e s  a t  t h j d  f u u c t , i e d

rulon good govInterieewectund prrocratmaldraf tpo. Opulat ions the



22 PARKS Vol 13 No 1 CONSERVATION PARTNERSHIPS IN AFRICA 2003

answerable to, the resource users at the grassroots and recognised as an actor in dialogue with
the local and national authorities. The Association was treated with curiosity by outsiders, with
pride by the communities involved, and tolerated but feared by certain groups within the local
socio-political environment, unaccustomed to large scale collaborative, powerful initiatives
from the base.

At the end of the project, the Forestry Service, as key State partner of the Association, signed
an agreement clearly outlining its support for and obligations concerning the Association and
the participatory management process. The agreement formally stated the mutual roles and
relations and the support to be provided. The final evaluation of the project explored the local
perceptions of the process leading to the establishment of the LMS Association, it evaluated it



23

planting, improving the pasture, carrying out soil and water conservation works). This was done
together with the help of local people, who mobilised themselves on a purely voluntary basis.
Some initiatives to develop the natural resources (honey production, fishing, creation of
rural fuel-wood lots, etc.) also took place. In short, the local stakeholders through their
Association have been more effective in a two-year period than the Forest Department has been
in forty.

Yet, this is still the beginning of the collaborative management process and many aspects of
the organisational challenge of sharing management authority and responsibility among multiple
stakeholders have to be resolved. Some of the positive and negative experiences of the Association
in this recent period are noted below, as well as some of the key lessons learned (highlighted in
italics).

Positive experiences related to the internal functioning of the structure
■ The replacement of particularly inadequate delegates by their own communities or groups.

This improved the internal capacity of the structure and the circulation of information. The
quality and role of delegates is the foundation of good communication and management.

■ The organisation by the Association of its own study visits, links with partners and training
in various skills and techniques such as honey production, fuel woodlot management,
monitoring and evaluation, and conflict management. It is important to know what
support/skills are needed and how to acquire them.

■ Local groups exercised their rights to examine the Association’s accounts. On a specific
occasion a demonstration was orchestrated concerning the proposed application of a by-law
previously agreed by the Association. Feedback mechanisms and the flexibility to respond
need to be built into the system.

■ The first General Assembly of Stakeholders was held after 18 months of autonomy. Initially
the Association had underestimated the importance of this forum but the experience
reinforced the relations between the structure and the individual resource users as well as
providing quality, binding solutions to problems beyond the authority of the management
structure alone. Bringing actors together to discuss issues and make collective
recommendations is an extremely powerful tool.

■ The Forestry Service as an institution, despite initial reservations, now recognises the
credibility of the Association as a result of its proven capacity to organise physical improvement
of the resource on a large scale as well as rationally controlling exploitation. Actions speak
louder than words.

Negative experiences related to the internal functioning of the structure
■ The original two-tiered structure involving geographical sub-committees as intermediate

decision-making forums was never established, and this has meant that decision-making has
not always been able to take place at the right level or on time. Subsidiarity in decision-
making means that problems can be solved more effectively.

■ The members of the Executive Committee have tended to allocate (financially) interesting
posts and activities to themselves rather than to ordinary members, which would be
strategically more appropriate for reinforcing local links and relations. While profiting from
a position is generally bad practice, it needs to be recognised that there are limits to
voluntary work.

■ In cases where communication has been too weak, information has circulated by rumour and
has presented problems for the Association. One experience laid the Association open to
unsubstantiated claims of financial irregularities, which the Association’s detractors were
quick to exploit. Credibility is easily damaged even by false information; it follows that
good communication systems are essential.

BACHIR AMADOU, GILL VOGT AND KEES VOGT
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Positive experiences related to the external environment
■ Over and above management costs, a percentage of revenue gained from the exploitation of

the resource is reinvested in local development initiatives. This encourages people to support
continued management by the Association. Direct and indirect benefit sharing by stakeholders
should be an integral component of the management system.

■ Through visits made and received, the Association has learned how to present itself and its
work, profited from exchanges with others and made friends and allies. 
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■ that socio-political realities are taken into account and addressed; and
■ that people take control of their own development.

Respectful facilitation
The specific understanding and approach towards participatory management utilised by
outside agencies contributes strongly to success or failure of initiatives. Facilitating but not
leading/driving/manipulating means:
■ believing in and respecting the capacity of people to develop themselves and bring about

constructive change together;
■ having strong principles and ‘sang-froid’;
■ being open, frank and sincere;
■ being ready to pose the necessary questions and promote local analysis and reflection;
■ making time for informed discussion and decision-making, and allowing time for people to

reflect;
■ creating the conditions in which actors themselves decide what the stakes are as well as their

own level of commitment to a common process;
■ being convinced of the principles and values implicit in the approach; and
■ operating in a flexible participatory working environment which recognises and applies the

principles.

What the project knows or understands is not as important as what people know and the quality
of the analysis they are capable of carrying out. It is important not to distance the management
institution from the local reality: too much money and ‘support’ can be a distraction rather than
a facilitating agent. A little support/money well placed is more effective than ‘throwing the
package’ all at once.

Enough time
If one is not willing or able to invest the time necessary to allow people to control the decision-
making process, then it is best not to start. The process will take the time it takes, but time
invested at the beginning will facilitate the process later on.

Actors as partners
If the inclusion of all concerned actors is sincerely promoted, then even the most negative or
reluctant will nearly always voluntarily go with the process, even if it is against some of their
immediate to long term personal interests (persuasion by inclusion and popular demand).

The local legitimacy of decision-making processes, management structures and rules and
regulations are more important than their legality. It must also be understood that people are
human. Therefore:
■ the behaviour and attitude of actors will change with their perception of the stakes at any

given time;
■ contradictory behaviour by certain actors is to be expected given the complexity of the socio-

political environment and the multiple spheres of influence in which they operate; and
■ institutions (stakeholder or partner) taking part in shared management processes and the

people who represent them, often have their own weaknesses which can impact negatively
on the process.

Capitalising and institutionalising the results of collective decision-making is important in
linking the words to the act with certain actors. Indicators of progress and success need to be
particularly supple and subtle when analysing process approaches (i.e. behaviour changes,
adoption of an idea, mechanisms being used and working etc.).
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management was questioned, and dialogue was initiated with people whose lives were affected
by wildlife management practices and policies. In 1988, conservation programmes that involved
people were initiated in the newly formed Bwindi Impenetrable National Park and concerted
efforts were made to minimise conflicts between the people and National Parks. In 1996 the
institutional arrangements for wildlife management were reviewed. As a result, the Game
Department and Uganda National Parks were merged to create the Uganda Wildlife Authority.
This move ended extensive duplication of human and financial resources.

Fifty years of wildlife conservation in Uganda has revealed the following important realities:
1. without the participation of affected communities, conservation initiatives can neither be

effective nor equitable;
2. a negative attitude of local communities towards protected areas still prevails;
3. many rural Ugandans still depend on in-park resources for their subsistence; and
4. benefits (income) from conservation must be shared with those who are negatively impacted

by them.

The legal, policy and institutional framework for protected area management in Uganda has
been modified progressively since the mid-1990s to take into account these realities and to forge
partnerships with local communities for the conservation of protected areas. The Wildlife
Statute (UWA 1996) makes provision for local communities to harvest resources in protected
areas, and to be involved in the management of those areas. Another measure introduced in the
Statute makes provision for the sharing 20% of gate receipts from National Parks with local
communities. In an effort to address the problem of crop raiding by wildlife, a range of animals
including bush pigs, baboons and velvet monkeys, were declared vermin, and can now be legally
destroyed by farmers if found raiding crops.

These measures are helping to reorientate protected area management from traditional
protectionist models which alienate rural people, to a partnership model which puts people at
the centre of conservation policies and practice. This aspiration is clearly expressed in the new
mission statement of UWA “to conserve and sustainably manage the wildlife and protected
areas of Uganda in partnership with neighbouring communities and other stakeholders for the benefit
of the people of Uganda and the global community.”

But progress in developing these partnerships is slow. A negative attitude to conservation
persists and conflicts with local communities in several National Parks are still a major concern
for UWA. New approaches are being developed and tested aimed at overcoming these conflicts
and changing attitudes to conservation. In the case of Kibale and Mt Elgon National Parks, UWA
has been working in conjunction with IUCN to develop strategic partnerships with local
communities as a means of reducing conflict and improving protected area protection and
management. The strategic approach developed in these two National Parks and lessons learned
are discussed in the following sections.

Developing strategic partnerships
Both Kibale and Mt Elgon National Parks are known for their rich biodiversity (Howard 1991).
But they are very different in terms of their ecological, socio-economic, demographic and agro-
ecological conditions. Kibale National Park (KNP) is a tropical rainforest in western Uganda at
the foot of the Rwenzori Mountains, conserved largely for its biodiversity including its rare
chimpanzee and forest elephant populations. Mt Elgon, in eastern Uganda on the border with
Kenya, is the fifth highest mountain in Africa (4,321 m) and is conserved partly for its afro-alpine
ecology and its rare endemic species, but also for its valuable forests and its water catchment
functions.

Both Parks are surrounded by rich agricultural lands and have dense neighbouring
populations, ranging from 96 to 133 persons/km2 at Kibale, and from 120 to over 700

PURNA CHHETRI, ARTHUR MUGISHA AND SEAN WHITE
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approval by UWA. With this, Mt Elgon National Park will have involved 20% of its
surrounding parishes including over 10,000 households in collaborative resource management
agreements.

As it was new and innovative, the process of negotiating agreements has also been slow. It
was necessary to train park staff to conduct the CRM process, including group dynamics,
participatory resource assessment and negotiation skills. Numerous meetings were required to
identify all resource users, gain their trust, familiarise them with the concept of CRM and help
them to negotiate the terms of resource-use agreements. These early agreements took
approximately two years to negotiate but currently the process is reduced to about six months
as the staff is better skilled. Resource management agreements for single resources, such as the
putting on site of beehives, are less complex than those for multiple resources and take less time.

Initial impact of CRM
The agreements have enabled local communities to gain access to much needed resources, but
the real measure of success is how well the communities have responded by fulfilling their
responsibilities to protect the area and regulate resource harvesting. In both Parks the resource
use committees have shown initial enthusiasm in undertaking their responsibilities. At Mt Elgon
for example, the resource use committee at Tangwen Parish devised a system of monthly permits
to regulate entry to the forest by their members, and to control the quantities of resources
harvested. They carry out regular forest walks to check on the status of the forest and to ensure
members are complying with the terms of the agreement. However, the communities do need
the support of the UWA rangers especially in the early stages of implementation.

At Kibale, local communities have been cooperating with park rangers in protecting the
forest. They reported over twenty illegal incidents to park management (Box 1). In some cases,
the users have arrested the poachers, confiscated their tools and handed the offenders over to
local council and park management. Local communities have also removed several snares and
put out fires in the park. Such actions on the part of local communities were unheard of before
the agreements, and have contributed to reduced park management costs in CRM sites.

PURNA CHHETRI, ARTHUR MUGISHA AND SEAN WHITE

A woman collects firewood in Mt Elgon National Park. Photo: Sean White.
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Empowering local communities to manage selected park4.2sources has engendered a senseo f 4 . 2 s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  t h e r e b y  b o o s t i n g  t h e i r  i m a g e  a n d  s t a t u s .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  w i t h  t h e  f o r m a t i o n  o f

s p e c i f i c 4 . 2 s o u r c e  u s e r  g r o u p s ,  t h e r e  h a s  b e e n  a n  i n c r e a s e  i n  i n t e r a c t i o n  a m o n g  t h e  m e m b e r s .

R 2 s o u r c e  u s e  m e e t i n g s  h a v e  p r o v i d e d  a  f o r u m  t o  d i s c u s s  i s s u e s  r e l a t e d  t o  b o t h  . 2 s o u r c e  u s e  a n d

o t h e r  s o c i a l  m a t t e r s .  T h e  p r o t e c t e d  a r e a s  h a v e  b e n e f i t e d  t h r o u g h  i m p r o v e d  c o m m u n i t y  r e l a t i o n s ,

r e d u c e d  l a w  e n f o r c e m e n t  e f f o r t ,  a n d  a  r e d u c t i o n  i n  p o a c h i n g  a n d  i l l e g a l  u s e .  T h u s ,  C R M  h a s  a l s o

c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  b u i l d i n g  s o c i a l  c a p i t a l  i n  n e i g h b o u r i n g  c o m m u n i t i e s . S t r a t e g y  2  –  p r o b l e m - a n i m a l  m a n a g e m e n t I n  K i b a l e ,  t h e  l o s s  o f 4 c r o p s  t o  p a r k 4 a n i m a l s  i s  p e r h a p s  t h e  b i g g e s t  s o u r c e  o f 4 c o n f l i c t  b e t w e e n  l o c a l

c o m m u n i t i e s  a n d  p r o t e c t e d  a r e a  m a n a g e r s .  T h e  p r o b l e m  i s  l e s s  s e v e r e  i n  M t  E l g o n  b u t  i s  s t i l l  a

c a u s e  f o r 4 c o n c e r n . I n  K i b a l e ,  U W A  i n  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  w i t h  l o c a l  c o m m u n i t i e s ,  t e s t e d  a  n u m b e r  o f 4 d e t e r r e n t s  t o

k e e p  t h e  p a r k 4 a n i m a l s  f r o m  e n t e r i n g  t h e  f a r m e r s  f i e l d s .  T h e y  i n c l u d e d  d i g g i n g  a  t r e n c h ,  l i v e

f e n c i n g  w i t h  M a u r i t i u s  T h o r n  ( C a e s a l p i n i a 4 d e c a p e t a l a

) ,  p l a c i n g  s h a r p  o b j e c t s ,  s c a r e - s h o o t i n g  a n d g r o w i n g  b u f f e r  c r o p s  s u c h  a s  t e a  a n d  s o y b e a n  t h a t  a r e  n o t  e a s i l y  e a t e n  b y  w i l d 4 a n i m a l s .  O f  t h e s e ,

t h e  t r e n c h  a n d  M a u r i t i u s  T h o r n  f e n c i n g  w e r e  f o u n d  t o  b e  t h e  m o s t  e f f e c t i v e  m e a s u r e s  t o  d e t e r

b u s h  p i g s  a n d  e l e p h a n t s .  T h e  p l a c e m e n t  o f 4 s h a r p  o b j e c t s  ( s t o n e s  a n d  s t i c k s )  w a s  f o u n d  t o  b e

i m p r a c t i c a l  a n d  e x p e n s i v e .  S c a r e - s h o o t i n g  t o  d e t e r 4 a n i m a l s  w a s  d i s c o u r a g e d  a s  t h i s  c o u l d 4 c a u s e

p a n i c  a m o n g  p e o p l e  a l r e a d y  p l a g u e d  b y  p e r i o d i c 4 . 2 b e l  a c t i v i t y .  I n  N o v e m b e r  2 0 0 1 ,  l o c a l

c o m m u n i t i e s ,  w i t h  t h e  h e l p  o f 4 K N P ,  d u g  a  7 6   k m  l o n g  t r e n c h .  T h e  c o m m u n i t y  c o n t r i b u t e d  3 0 %

o f 4 t h e  c o s t  i n  t h e  f o r m  o f 4 l a b o u r .  T h i s  i n i t i a t i v e ,  i n  w h i c h  U W A  a n d  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  a l o n g  t h e

b o u n d a r y  w o r k e d  t o g e t h e r  t o  t a c k l e  t h e  p r o b l e m  a n i m a l  i s s u e ,  h a s  n o t i c e a b l y  i m p r o v e d  p a r k 4 –

p e o p l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  a n d  r e d u c e d  t h e  a m o u n t  o f 4 c r o p  r a i d i n g  b y  e l e p h a n t s .
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Strategy 3 – demarcate park boundaries through boundary agreements
Poorly-defined park boundaries are a major source of conflict between parks and people. The
problem was particularly extreme in Mt Elgon where the boundary was obliterated by past
agricultural encroachment. The high density population and fertile soils ensured that disputed
areas were hotly contested. During a resurveying exercise in 2000, when the true boundary was
found to be outside the existing boundary (i.e. in farmers’ fields), the resulting conflict was
extreme and resulted in a number of court cases. Similar cases arose in Kibale and other National
Parks, and this prompted UWA to undertake a major review of park boundaries nationally
resulting in the de-gazetting of some disputed areas in 2001.

At Mt Elgon, UWA has entered into partnerships with some five communities adjoining the
park to protect and manage the boundary which consists of five lines of Eucalyptus trees
planted at 2 m spacing. This is done through formal boundary management agreements that
allow people to plant crops under the boundary trees, periodically harvest rows of boundary
trees, and manage the coppice re-growth. The agreements have provided an incentive to people
to protect the boundary and have brought benefits to both local livelihoods and to conservation.

PURNA CHHETRI, ARTHUR MUGISHA AND SEAN WHITE

Building an elephant trench outside Kibale National Park. Photo: Purna Chhetri.



34 PARKS Vol 13 No 1 CONSERVATION PARTNERSHIPS IN AFRICA 2003

Strategy 4 – partnerships to reduce pressures on protected areas
In both Kibale and Mt Elgon, UWA is working in partnership with IUCN and the neighbouring
district authorities to promote sustainable development in parishes neighbouring the parks.
These projects, which are also working with local NGOs, have helped to reduce pressures on the
parks by promoting the growing of alternatives and substitutes for park resources and by
promoting revenue-generating enterprises based on the parks such as beekeeping and local
tourism. The main activities being promoted are:
■ agroforestry to reduce pressure on the parks for firewood, poles and timber and other tree

products;
■ beekeeping (honey production) which helps to reduce the incidence of forest fires from wild

honey hunting;
■ improved farming systems including soil fertility management;
■ domestic pig farming to generate income, provide meat for household consumption and to

provide a readily available substitute for bush meat in Kibale;
■ growing coffee for cash income around Kibale National Park; and
■ fruit growing for cash income and household consumption surrounding both Kibale and

Mt Elgon National Parks.

Unsustainable development outside the Parks forces people, especially during times of
environmental stress, to resort to Park resources for food, subsistence products and even to
generate cash income. By collaborating with the district authorities to promote environmentally
sustainable development outside the Parks, UWA is helping to reduce pressures on the Parks,
and is contributing to livelihood security and improvement. The integrated conservation and
development projects around Kibale and Mt Elgon National Parks (funded by the Dutch
Government and NORAD respectively) are also supporting the districts to develop their
environmental planning and management capacity and to incorporate environmental concerns
into development planning. These measures to support environmentally sustainable
development are targeted specifically at supporting conservation through reducing pressures
on the Parks.

Strategy 5 – sensitisation
The education and sensitisation of local communities regarding environment and conservation
issues was given a high priority by both Parks.

Regular dialogue with local communities and their political representatives was undertaken
to explain the wildlife management policies and laws and to explain and discuss Park management
actions which impact on the communities. Indeed, when developing the long-term management
plan for Mt Elgon National Park in 1999, an extensive series of consultative meetings were held
with communities neighbouring the Park. It has been found that regular dialogue also provides
a forum in which to discuss potential conflict issues and can also act as an important conflict-
mitigation measure.

In addition, methods such as community workshops, radio broadcasts, posters and road
shows were used to spread conservation messages to communities. At Mt Elgon, a residential
environmental education centre was set up in cooperation with IUCN, and this has provided
very successful short courses for school children on environmental issues, educating a new
generation on the value of conservation.

Emerging issues and challenges
The experience in Kibale and Mt Elgon has shown that local communities can take on the
responsibility for protection and regulation of resource-use areas and that collaborative resource
management does bring significant benefits to local people living around protected areas while
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improving local attitudes to conservation. However, there are still problems, with implementation
that need to be resolved and the processes themselves are still evolving.

Developing the agreements is a long and costly process involving training of ranger staff,
collection of data on resource users, sensitisation of resource users and negotiation of terms and
conditions of agreements. To date this has been achieved through technical and financial support
from IUCN and donors. It remains to be seen if this can be sustainable in the long-term.

Collaborative resource management
Observations from both Kibale and Mt Elgon suggest that ranger interest fades once agreements
have been signed, and that the back-up support to resource use committees which is critical in
the first months, is inadequate. This may be partly because community conservation rangers are
few in number, and are constantly under pressure from local communities and UWA to negotiate
and sign new agreements. Collaborative resource management (CRM) necessitates the provision
of adequate financial and human resources, which at the moment are not prioritised in National
Park budgets. Indeed, the Park’s community collaboration unit remains with inadequate human
and financial resources to carry out its expanding duties. In the early stages of implementation
the Resource Use Committees, despite their enthusiasm, lack experience and do not have the
capacity to effectively undertake their responsibilities to regulate and protect the resource use
areas. If they are not closely monitored and supported by community conservation rangers,
there is a danger that they will get disillusioned by problems they are unable to solve, and
consequently lose interest.

At Mt Elgon, only about 20% of communities have access to resources through agreements
(including those which are now ready for signing). There is a strong demand from the
remaining communities to develop agreements quickly so that they too can have access to

PURNA CHHETRI, ARTHUR MUGISHA AND SEAN WHITE

The Chairman of the Resource Use Committee of Kapkwai (Mt Elgon) makes a point about the use of tree bark in
traditional medicine. Photo: Sean White.
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adequate to yield a significant income to surrounding communities. An additional concern is
whether this money will actually benefit those directly affected by conservation along the Park
boundaries. A difficulty with this type of measure is that the benefits target the community level,
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An impressive yet vulnerable
comanagement partnership in Congo

MARCEL TATY, CHRISTIAN CHATELAIN AND GRAZIA BORRINI-FEYERABEND

The Conkouati-Douli National Park, Congo, offers a rich example of how a successful management partnership can be
developed even while facing some of the most challenging conditions in the world. The paper illustrates a number of
practical lessons in the process and describes the concrete results achieved. Despite the enthusiasm and hard work of the
involved parties, however, these results remain vulnerable. Too much power is still in the hands of external actors who can
readily decide to reverse the participatory approach and adopt counter-productive forms of ‘repression’ of illegal activities. A
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In Conkouati, tensions are possibly even higher than in Brazzaville itself. The local communities
perceive themselves as completely abandoned by the state. There is no administrative authority
in place, nor a system of police. There are no communication facilities, nor means of transportation
deserving of this name. There are no schools, no health services and no agricultural services. The
Faunistic Reserve of Conkouati has never been visited by Water and Forests Ministry staff, who
are located less than 100 km away. There is no protected area manager (Conservateur) nor any
warden patrol or surveillance. The reasons for the creation of this protected area of 300,000 ha,
in 1980, were actually void of any environmental considerations. The aim, at the time, was to
protect the border with neighbouring Gabon. Indeed, in 1989 the protected area was reduced to
half of its original size under the pressure of timber exploiters and oil prospectors. Each
modification was conceived and executed by distant authorities, without even minimal
involvement of the local residents.

The key actors misunderstand and distrust each other
In 1994, the World Conservation Union (IUCN), the organisation chosen by PROGECAP to
promote the sustainable management of Conkouati’s natural resources, arrived to confirm a
critical state of affairs. To the external eye, the protected area appears as a place of anarchy, a
kingdom of poachers. Besides some ‘heavy’ and ineffective Village Committees set up by the old
administrative system of the one-party state, the official village organisations seem insignificant.
Local clans gradually restore their original powers and try to reinstate themselves, and the social
fabric is severely damaged. Certain villages are almost completely abandoned, with 90% of their
people living in the heart of the forest, where it is easier to exploit the wildlife resources.

The central government is not keen to see any improvement in the situation in Conkouati,
basically because it does not wish to offer any help to its political opposition in the area. On the
other hand, the local political parties do not have any particular reason to promote the
conservation initiative either, as they receive benefits from the already well-established logging
companies. The local administration, lacking finances, is at times susceptible to corruption and
is certainly envious of the international conservation organisations and their means. Indeed,

MARCEL TATY, CHRISTIAN CHATELAIN AND GRAZIA BORRINI-FEYERABEND

An inner lake of Conkouati-Douli National Park. Photo: Christian Chatelain.
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they are struggling to survive, and are not in the least interested in Conkouati – a sparsely-
inhabited territory, virtually cut off from all normal means of communication. In all, the
communities of Conkouati are purely and simply abandoned. They have only themselves and
their survival skills to rely on in a socio-economically hostile environment.

In this situation, the arrival on site of the IUCN component of the PROGECAP GEF-CONGO
had little effect. The resident people believe that ‘the project’ has come to forbid hunting and
fishing, to resettle the villages outside of the protected area, to build fences and barriers, and so
on. Their first reactions are at the level of their fears, and included roadblocks, personal threats
and even the sequestration of the Chief Technical Advisor for a few days.

Organising and negotiating towards a management partnership
Promoting an environment favourable for dialogue
From the beginning participatory management is taken as the desired setting for the protected
area and, as a first step towards it, a large emphasis is given to social communication activities.
The IUCN staff recognises the importance of traditional systems of resource management and
the need to offer a minimum of social support to destitute communities. These are crucial
decisions. In addition, two other decisions are significant – the first is the recruitment of a person
native to the region, with good communication skills, who becomes the ‘face’ of the project for
the communities in the protected area. The second is to invest time and resources in analysing
in detail the beliefs, preconceptions and practices of the local residents with the help of an
anthropologist, also native to the region. The need to continue this dialogue will remain
throughout the process, but these key choices in social communication are vital in determining
a new partnership climate between the main actors.

Promoting a better comprehension among the actors
The social communication process gradually creates some new and positive perceptions of the
social actors with respect to one another. The ‘project’ becomes to local eyes a set of resources and
opportunities, including the opportunity to control external access to their local territory.
Gradually, former enemies discover that they had interests in common and can become allies;
the fear of exclusion was transformed into collaboration for improved management of natural
resources. Thus, while the local actors and resource users in Conkouati understand the intentions
of the project staff, the latter understands that the natural resources are being ‘appropriated’ at
different levels and by different institutions. The agents of the state, which at the beginning of
the initiative had perceived the local residents as a group of environmental predators and
irresponsible poachers, begin to change their mind. At the same time, the local residents, who
had not considered the state as anything more than an institution to forbid, repress and steal,
moderate their opinions. Slowly, a mutual trust starts to develop between the project and the
local residents. More in-depth work can begin, engaging the parties vis-à-vis one another so that
they become ‘partners’, who work together for mutual benefit. The ‘command and control’
approach of the state and the ‘laziness’ of the local people face one another over the negotiating
table. The parties are obliged to find solutions together – not as police and robbers but as social
actors sharing an interest to maintain the abundance of natural resources in the reserve.

Helping the parties to perceive the natural resources as a common patrimony
The people of Conkouati have norms, rules and perceptions with respect to their forests, lagoons,
wildlife and fisheries. These are very different from those of the Water and Forests Administration.
In fact, they represent for every actor a set of strategic tools, to be deployed according to the
circumstances. The system of reference is continuously changed and manipulated according to
the social position of actors and the interests at play. By recognising such norms – deploying the
rules, understanding the perceptions, studying in detail who has rights over what and by virtue
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of what entitlements and means – it is realised that at least three levels of ownership lay claim
to the same natural resources. The first is the level of the lineage, defining the clan rules of
appropriation over the land. The second is the level of the village, which presides over the rules
of resource management. The third is the level of the state, which, through its agents, attempts
to impose the body of prevailing law. With the arrival of the IUCN project, a fourth level
suddenly materialises before the local eyes, a level potentially powerful, more or less allied to the
state and with the capacity of destabilising the whole system and appropriating for itself all of
its values. That the clans, the villages and the state can dispute among themselves the access to
the resources is still conceivable but that is unthinkable for an external project. An external
project cannot and must not touch the local patrimony, as it has no entitlements over it. This
reaction is very positive. It is in fact to the local patrimony that the project needs to pay attention,
and the project engages in what at times is referred to as ‘patrimonial mediation’.

Negotiating participatory management agreements
The patrimonial mediation work, essentially a work of conflict management on the basis of the
common interests to maintain the local patrimony of natural resources, is long and complex. It
is often a case of one step forward and two back. The process begins by identifying all entitled
actors, and with them making a preliminary evaluation of the status of the natural resources.
Everyone realises that they are all threatened, and that they all wish to maintain the abundance
of the natural resources. From there, each group of actors (or ‘stakeholders’) develops a
proposition for the management of those resources, basically a voluntary form of zoning, with
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communities, of the state administration, the NGOs locally active in environment and development
issues and some locally elected officials. The legitimisation of the institution and its deliberations
are accomplished through the signing of a Comanagement Charter by the national and local
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quotas set by the Park management). Even in the Zones of Partial Protection, the capture and
killing of turtles is strictly forbidden. Only turtles accidentally captured and found dead in the
fishing nets can be consumed locally. Turtles captured alive have to be freed. Turtle eggs and
carapaces cannot be sold. It is even forbidden to carry lamps on beaches at night. Specific
sanctions are applied to anyone breaking these rules.

Manatees – the manatee is listed in Appendix 1A of the CITES Convention and is protected by
Congolese law. The last specimens in the country (Trichechus senegalensis) are found in Conkouati-
Douli National Park. The COGEREN agreement takes into account the fact that this animal is
perceived by many local residents as sacred. The agreement reinforces the law, forbidding or
limiting certain types of fishing practices that disturb the animal in its habitat (for instance the
practice known as ‘tapping-tapping’, by which the fishermen cause fish to concentrate in a part
of the lagoon by making a tapping noise on the water). The agreement also includes the
establishment of several strictly protected zones including manatee habitat (see Figure 3); the
prohibition of netting at the confluence of the arms of the lagoon; the determination of an open
and closed season for certain types of fishing practices; a system of sanctions for the infringements
of these rules; and a manatee monitoring system.

Rattan – besides its natural role in the ecosystem, rattan (Eremospatha sp.) plays an important part
in the socio-economic life of Conkouati. It is the raw material for many artefacts, such as chairs,
beds, baskets, nets, it is also a roofing material,  and is utilised by more than 80% of local residents.
The objective of the COGEREN agreement is to prevent the over-exploitation of this resource by
the adoption of rules that forbid cutting it in the Zones of Strict and Partial Protection and totally
exclude its commercial use, in accordance with National Park rules. The utilisation for local
purposes is authorised only for the rattan found within the zones of eco-development, and even
there only according to quotas fixed by an ad-hoc management body at village level. Sanctions
are established in case of rule infringement, graded according to the status of the resources.

MARCEL TATY, CHRISTIAN CHATELAIN AND GRAZIA BORRINI-FEYERABEND
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Sharing power and enhancing sustainable livelihoods
The process that developed the participatory management institutions had two other major, if
perhaps unintentional, results. The first is a certain restoration of moral standing between the
state (manager) and the residents (poachers/predators) in Conkouati. The second is an effective
step towards improved local options for sustainable livelihoods.

Ten years ago the Conkouati residents lived in a disconcerting and anxious state of limbo.
They were closed to innovation, lacked interest in organising themselves and were basically
unaware of the opportunities they could have grasped to pursue the very changes to which they
aspired. At that time the forest service was squarely set in a centralist mode of management,
focused solely on timber and wildlife and employed only repressive means to ‘ensure’
conservation. The process that led towards setting up the participatory management
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the protected area extremely precarious. In those days, the IUCN project could only ‘hope’ for
the engagement of local actors in management. A few years later, the members of the COGEREN
and the residents of Conkouati developed a patrimonial vision of their natural resources and
began talking about their own comanagement setting with understandable pride – a major
achievement.

The comanagement results in Conkuati, arresting and impressive as they are, remain
vulnerable and are, even now, under various forms of external threat. It is true that a participatory
management system is an evolving process, which can hardly ever be considered ‘finished’,
which needs to adjust to ongoing constraints and which must adapt to the changing interests and
realities of the parties concerned. It is also true, on the other hand, that some influential interests,
basically opposed to the sharing of power with the resident communities, are capable of
sabotaging participatory management in a variety of direct or subversive ways.

With regard to the comanagement institutional arrangements, further improvements are
needed to achieve the effective inclusion of some important actors who, until now, have only
been ‘watching from outside’. These include business operators (timber companies, oil companies,
transport companies) and certain state agencies and services (fishing, tourism, environment).

Surprisingly, however, another major improvement regards the role played by a major
conservation NGO that came into the area after the end of the IUCN project. The Park
management would improve immensely if a more sophisticated understanding and appreciation
of the local participatory setting could be encouraged by this NGO. Unfortunately, instead of
valuing the advantages of the situation it found in place, the personnel of the NGO chose to
follow a more conventional and outdated ‘protectionist’ and ‘repressive’ approach. In Conkouati,
given the experience before and after the development of the comanagement partnership, such
an approach is clearly inappropriate and bound to be ineffective. Indeed, it is undermining hard-
won mutual trust and comanagement arrangements, and consequently having a negative
impact on local biodiversity.

The IUCN project concluded its work in 1999. From then until 2001 COGEREN activities
continued with the financial support of the Netherlands Committee of the IUCN (it was at this
time that the specific agreements for the manatee, the marine turtles and the rattan were fully
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(who was non-native to the area) entirely changed the management style. This has so far
prevented both the official signature and the application of the agreements—in particular the
agreement for the protection of marine turtles—a bizarre result when one considers that one of
the objectives of the relevant NGO is the protection of this very animal. Even more worryingly,
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a policy and while facing counter-productive management decisions and new threats,
COGEREN is still alive.

The experience of the Conkouati-Douli National Park demonstrates that a participatory
management arrangement is possible and can be successful even when facing some of the most
challenging conditions in the world. It also demonstrates, however, that in the absence of specific
policy-backing and continuity of support for the time it takes to adequately gain a strong
foothold, such a comanagement partnership remains vulnerable to external threats. The
conservation advocates interested in preserving the natural wealth of the area have a clear path
to follow: restore as soon as possible a more effective and sensible management approach, and
regain the trust and cooperation of the local communities.

We believe that the experience of Conkouati deserves to be widely advertised. On the one
hand such transparency will help to give it its due credit and to attract further badly-needed
support. On the other, it will also convey important lessons, and a concrete example to other
protected areas willing to adopt a participatory approach towards more effective, equitable and
sustainable management.

Marcel Taty was Coordinator of the IUCN project in Conkouati from 1997 to 2000. He currently works for the Congolese Ministry
of Agriculture in Pointe Noire, coordinates the Technical Support Team for COGEREN and is responsible for the IUCN CEESP
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Seeking conservation partnerships
in the Selous Game Reserve,
Tanzania

ROLF BALDUS, BENSON KIBONDE AND LUDWIG SIEGE

During the 1980s a rapid increase in poaching led to a significant drop in elephant numbers in the Selous Game
Reserve, one of Africa’s oldest and largest protected areas. Since 1987, the Governments of Tanzania and Germany
have cooperated there in a joint ‘Selous Conservation Programme’ to rehabilitate the reserve. Other agencies
subsequently joined in a seldom-achieved partnership between donors. The programme managed to significantly reduce
poaching and enhance management capacity. Income from safari-hunting (90% of the total) and photographic tourism
greatly increased. A ‘retention fund scheme’ has been established, whereby half of the income generated remains with
the reserve for management and investment purposes (around US$ 1.8 million per annum). Consequently, the reserve
stands on its own feet financially, although complementary outside assistance is continuing. Collaborative arrangements
with private sector investors have been developed as well as with local authorities and 51 communities in the buffer
zones, which now manage their own wildlife areas and have a share in the conservation benefits. This experience of
‘Community-based Conservation’ has largely served as a model for Tanzania’s new wildlife policy, now incorporated into
the national Wildlife Act.

THE SELOUS GAME RESERVE (SGR) with an area of approximately 48,000 km2—representing
more than 5% of Tanzania’s land surface—is the largest uninhabited protected area in Africa.
Founded in 1896, it is also one of the oldest. It is a biodiversity hotspot, comprising miombo
woodlands (70%) as well as open grasslands, riverine forests and acacia bush. The SGR contains
some of the largest and most important populations of elephants, buffaloes, antelopes, cats and
wild dogs in Africa.
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wildlife was increasingly seen as a natural resource with a potential for sustainable use; and
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mapping of the SGR, and 1,000 km of boundary demarcation. In the late 1990s, the African
Development Bank, a multilateral donor, also provided a loan for construction purposes,
training and CBC.

Donor coordination: often proclaimed and finally achieved
The Stephenson Report (1987) proposed a multi-donor approach, which was adopted by all
parties concerned, including the Wildlife Division. FZS supported the SGR with equipment and
in particular, an aircraft and road-building machinery. The African Wildlife Foundation assigned
a mechanic, equipped with a mobile workshop in the SGR’s headquarters in order to help with
the maintenance of the growing vehicle fleet and machinery. The Worldwide Fund for Nature
provided an elephant and rhino biologist. Together with the Wildlife Division the four donors
jointly planned the necessary activities and implemented them in a coordinated and coherent
way. In retrospect it can be said that this partnership venture led to a fast but thorough
rehabilitation of the SGR and contributed greatly to the tremendous anti-poaching success
within a three-year period. In 1999 the European Union joined the partnership by supporting the
‘Selous Rhino Trust’, a Tanzanian NGO. Mainly for administrative reasons GTZ became the
facilitating agency for this aspect.

Donor coordination has been a constant theme of international development assistance in
recent decades, but nevertheless has often left a lot to be desired. The SGR emergency programme
was a rare example of a conflict-free and equal partnership between donors of differing
backgrounds and vastly different budgets. One of the reasons for this was the high level of
commitment to a shared and ambitious programme.

Board members and village game scouts of Jukumu Society—a community-based organisation managing the
Wildlife Management Area of 21 villages in the northern buffer zone of the Selous Game Reserve—during the
opening of its offices, scout station and campsite. Photo: Rudolf Hahn.
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Hands-on intervention: rehabilitation, infrastructure development and
capacity-building
The objectives of the SCP were defined in a joint planning process as follows:
1. to safeguard the existence and ecological integrity of the SGR as a conservation area; and
2. to significantly reduce conflicts between the SGR and the local population by implementing

a programme of sustainable wildlife utilisation by local villages.

To achieve these objectives, the SCP focused on assisting in the rehabilitation and management
of the SGR, and establishing, in cooperation with local villagers, a programme of sustainable
wildlife utilisation in buffer zones adjacent to the SGR.

In the beginning poaching was by far the biggest problem (the elephant population fell under
30,000 in 1989) and the rehabilitation programme started with strengthening the anti-poaching
efforts. As no time was to be wasted, an unbureaucratic ‘hands-on’ approach was followed
concentrating on clear conservation priorities. Later a Management Plan was introduced to base
all activities on professional procedures and on agreements between the different parties
concerned. Coordination processes were complex due to the multitude of stakeholders from the
governmental and private sectors. During the rehabilitation phase, the SCP concentrated on the
following fields:
■ equipping, training and motivating the ranger force;
■ extending stations and new outposts;
■ improving the standard of living of scouts and their health and social conditions;
■ extending and maintaining a basic road system (from 1,700 km to 15,000 km);
■ improving communications (HF/VHF radio system) and transport (from three to 47 vehicles

and lorries);
■ supporting general management, including finance and business aspects;
■ planning for tourism; and
■ monitoring ecological indicators (including regular aerial counts).

General research was not part of the initial priorities but gained some importance in recent years
after the rehabilitation process had been concluded.

The road towards financial sustainability
The SCP was started with the clear understanding between all partners that external assistance
would in time be phased out and that the SGR in the long run would have to become self-
sustaining. The SGR’s budget in 1987 was funded entirely from the Government Treasury and
amounted to approximately US$ 3.00/km2. After difficult negotiation processes with the
Ministry of Finance it was finally agreed in 1992 that the SGR should be allowed to retain 50%
of its income (referred to hereafter as the retention fund). This became effective two years later
and since then the SGR’s management has had a strong incentive to increase the income from
photographic and safari tourism.

Revenue generated from photographic tourism has increased 15-fold over 15 years and now
contributes to 10% of overall income and 20% of the retention fund income (Table 1). Hunting
revenue has trebled and accounts for approximately 90% of income and 80% of the retention fund
income. To maintain sustainability of the hunting revenue, there will be a need to improve the
revenue collection system while maintaining hunting quotas at the same level of off-take.

Quotas are set by the Ministry on the basis of aerial counts and available ecological
information. They are mostly conservative (well under or at sustainable off-take levels), but
growing demand might create pressure to increase quotas. Common species to be hunted are
buffalo, antelopes, leopard and lion as well as up to 50 elephants per year. Trophy exports are
in line with CITES-regulations.

ROLF BALDUS, BENSON KIBONDE AND LUDWIG SIEGE
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It is recognised that Tanzania does not have the resources to adequately manage its extensive
network of protected areas (covering 25% of the country). Whereas the National Parks fall under
a financially independent para-statal institution, the Game Reserves depend on allocations from
the central budget. They are generally greatly under-financed and because of this cannot be
properly managed. The SGR is an exception, due to its ability to retain revenues from tourism
and the financially successful hunting industry. The SGR currently spends US$ 2.8 million or
approximately US$ 58.00/km2 (excluding investment but including salaries). This is exceptional
by Tanzanian standards, but still low when benchmarked internationally.

As far as the long-term financial status of the SGR is concerned there are two scenarios:

Scenario 1 – basic management on self-finance basis
The basic functions of management (e.g. anti-poaching, administration of the tourism industry,
maintaining the necessary infrastructure, minimal ecological monitoring) can be maintained
with the retention fund. This does not, however, allow for an expansion of infrastructure, the
provision of services to neighbouring communities or activities like research. This scenario
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Duthumi Village along the Ruvu River was awarded a hunting quota for crocodiles after 11 people were killed by
crocodiles in less than two years. Photo: Rolf D. Baldus.
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maintained over a long period between various agencies with the will to resolve problems and
seek solutions. But is this partnership only about government and donors?

The role of the private sector: public-private partnerships and carefully
regulated competition
In line with Tanzania’s formerly socialist orientation, the tourism industry, including safari
hunting in the 1980s, was largely in the hands of the government. The trend, however, was
towards privatisation, as the failure of a state-run economy was particularly obvious in this
industry. The SCP greatly supported this trend and encouraged private sector investment rather
than state-run businesses as the future source of funding for the SGR. In the case of the SGR, the
private sector is represented by the safari hunting companies and a number of photographic
tourism investors.

A good number of them were greatly interested in the recovery of the SGR, not least in their
own business interest. A protected area with dwindling animal numbers and carcasses strewn
all over the place cannot remain a tourist destination. Before the retention fund was in place,
funding was sub-optimal. Many essential activities required external support, and a partnership
was developed with those companies who were willing to providing funds or in-kind support,
e.g. for grading roads or building airstrips.

Over the years the revenues have expanded, partly through higher fees or improved fee
structures and partly through increased utilisation. Presently six tourist camps are operational
in the northern sector of the SGR and around 20 hunting companies in the 44 hunting blocks of
the SGR. Demand and consequently pressure for more intensive tourism threatens to compromise
ecologically-justified restrictions for photographic and hunting tourism as laid down in the
management plan. It proved difficult to convince the private sector to accept restrictions on
business activities. Whereas the idea of a voluntary partnership sufficed for achieving the
purpose of the emergency rehabilitation programme, it was idealistic to assume that this level
of engagement could govern the relations between the administration and investors in the long
term.

The question remains whether and how the administration can best guarantee optimal
participation of the private sector. Tourist and hunting companies are concerned with profits in
the first instance, and their support for conservation objectives is secondary, and quite naturally
so. The strongest tool to force private investors to be efficient might be strong competition, since
in a competitive environment investors must be successful in order to survive and to maintain
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practically implementing people-oriented wildlife conservation in Africa. Since then, libraries
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The number of villages engaged in CBC facilitated by the SCP increased from 15 villages in
1990 to 51 villages in five districts in 2001. More villages have expressed their intention to join
and have requested advisory services. The proposed Wildlife Management Areas of all villages
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The voluntary benefit-sharing between the SGR and the communities is complemented by a
statutory allocation of a share in hunting revenue (effectively less than 10% of total revenues)
from the Treasury, which is paid to the districts. In fact, poverty alleviation is one of the
objectives of the national Wildlife Policy and the SGR administration feels that supporting the
communities in these development activities will contribute. At the same time it reciprocates the
goodwill and physical response of the communities to conservation of wildlife and wilderness
of the SGR. The SGR has clearly become a focus for a more cooperative and coordinated set of
interventions that create a variety of benefits.

Communities and conservation: partnership or participation?
In Tanzania, as in other African countries, villagers have since colonial times been alienated from
wildlife use by restrictive legislation. The prevailing attitude of authorities during this period
was that every villager was a potential poacher. On the other hand, local communities widely
regarded conservation as a tool of oppression. The government seemed to believe that it was in
control of the natural resources and was able to efficiently manage and protect it countrywide.
The reality, however, was quite different. Whereas the protection of wildlife inside the parks and
reserves was to a certain extent successful, very little effective law enforcement took place
outside these protected areas. As a result the wildlife resources were, and increasingly are today,
suffering major depletion.

Out of the wide range of ‘people-oriented conservation’ approaches neither joint management
of the SGR nor mere benefit-sharing models were regarded as effective when the SCP started. To
distribute only some share in revenue on a voluntary basis, as is now practiced by the
‘Community Conservation’ concept of the National Parks in Tanzania may be useful, but it does
not result in a sufficiently strong motivation to actively conserve. The model finally chosen was
one that allows the villages to manage the wildlife on their land in their own economic interest.
Conservation success directly influences the benefits accruing to them. Some benefit sharing
from the protected area is being practised, but this is only complementary to the main strategic
approach.

ROLF BALDUS, BENSON KIBONDE AND LUDWIG SIEGE

Village Scouts register impounded elephant tusks, Likuyu, Southern Selous. Photo: Cassian Mahundi.
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It has taken time for the government to finally codify the procedures for CBC. The state still
retains ownership of wildlife, and neither the degree of autonomy of the communities nor their
share in revenue from wildlife has finally been decided. This shows that the process remains
complicated and that there is still a long way to go. However, a major policy and legislative
reform process is underway, which is likely to change the conservation and wildlife management
regime.

Against this background it would be naïve to assume that a partnership between the
communities and the conservation authorities is functioning today or will be developed in the
near future. In the best case, the conflicts arising from differences in interest have been turned
into issues which can be solved by negotiation and collaboration. The process of devolution of
power is a lengthy one, not only in the field of natural resources. However, it is possible to foresee
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Tanzania Wildlife Conservation Monitoring. 1999. Aerial census in the Selous Game Reserve, Mikumi National Park and
surrounding areas. Dry Season October 1998. Arusha.

Tanzania Wildlife Conservation Monitoring. 2003. Aerial census in the Selous Game Reserve, Mikumi National Park and
surrounding areas. Dry Season October 2002. Arusha (Draft).

Dr Rolf D. Baldus, an economist, was a university staff member, a company manager and a consultant before he became a
ministerial ghost-writer and later personal assistant to the Minister for Development Cooperation. He managed the SCP from 1987
to the end of 1993. Upon return to Germany he became head of the Development Section in the Chancellor’s Office in Bonn. Since
1998 he has been CBC advisor in the Wildlife Division in Dar es Salaam and assists in the creation of a new National Park at Saadani.
Benson Kibonde joined the Tanzanian Wildlife Department in 1977. He received a Diploma from the Mweka Wildlife College in
1985. He was posted to Rungwa and Selous Game Reserves, before he took over an antipoaching unit in a critical area in the north
of the country in 1990. Since 1994 he has been the Chief Warden of the Selous Game Reserve.
Dr Ludwig Siege is a GTZ staff member since 1980 and has worked as an economist in various capacities in Germany and abroad.
From 1983 to 1985 he had his first assignment in Tanzania. At the end of 1993 he took over from Rolf Baldus and since then has
been coordinator of the SCP.
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Maasai community wildlife
sanctuaries in Tsavo-Amboseli,
Kenya

MOSES OKELLO, SIMON OLE SENO AND BOBBY WISHITEMI

This paper describes the establishment of community wildlife sanctuaries around the Tsavo and Amboseli National Parks
and explores the conditions for their successful implementation. Most Maasai communities support the initiative, but they
wish to manage the sanctuaries themselves and do not want to hand over authority to tourist investors. They want access
to natural resources guaranteed through transparent, accountable and professional management, as well as equitable
distribution of tourism revenues. And yet, the conditions for successful tourism also include access to areas of high large
mammal density and diversity in order to attract and maintain the interest of tourists. Developing effective partnerships with
other stakeholders such as community leaders, the Kenya Wildlife Service, local conservation organisations, tour companies
and tourists is critical for the success of the Maasai wildlife sanctuary.

WILDLIFE IN KENYA is under threat from human encroachment, poaching for commercial and
subsistence purposes, encroachment of incompatible land uses, loss of migration and dispersal
areas, and increasing human-wildlife conflicts. Wildlife-induced damage to human property
and life are neither controlled nor compensated – bringing losses to local people, rather than
benefits – and leading to strong negative attitudes towards wildlife conservation (Okello and
Megquier 1999; Okello and Conner 2000; Okello and Hadas 2000). In contrast, the Kenyan
government and other foreign investors continue to draw large amounts of foreign income from
protected areas through the lucrative tourism industry. For decades, local communities such as
the Maasai in the Tsavo-Amboseli ecosystem felt that their value as stakeholders, their lives,
livelihoods and aspirations were conveniently ignored. Today, the establishment of ‘community
wildlife sanctuaries’, which confer to communities the rights to manage and benefit from
wildlife and contribute to wildlife conservation in dispersal areas adjacent to protected areas, is
beginning to address these disparities.

The Tsavo and Amboseli National Parks are Maasai traditional lands that were taken away
from them without compensation or consultation. As international tourists enter and exit their
backyard, all the Maasai can do is to sell carvings, sing traditional songs and dance for meagre
returns while others capture the major benefits (Okello and Hull 2001; Okello and Nippert 2001).
Clearly, this situation has to be reversed to ensure that the community benefits accrue from
effective wildlife conservation and tourism. This must be seen in the light of current events,
which include changes in land use practices (e.g. the development of Group Ranches, which are
communal land holdings, usually managed cooperatively by the community), corruption and
lack of transparency within Group Ranch leadership, lack of local skills or stewardship of natural
resources, and, in general, the widespread consideration of wildlife as merely a burden to local
livelihoods.

Several options have been identified for transforming wildlife into an economically useful
resource and bridging the gap between community interests and wildlife conservation (Sindiga
1995). These include:
■ providing consumption user rights to the local community;
■ designing a proper land use plan to allow multiple land uses that maximise community

benefits;
■ establishing a conservation fund to lease ranges for wildlife (alongside pastoralism) from the

Maasai at current market prices; and/or



63

■ encouraging communities to tap into the lucrative tourism industry by establishing their
own community wildlife sanctuaries.

The establishment of community wildlife sanctuaries has gained support from conservation
organisations, tourism investors and government. In 1996, the Kimana Group Ranch became the
first formally established community wildlife sanctuary in Kenya. Other Group Ranches are
now voluntarily following this example, with high expectations of converting disenfranchised
local communities into legitimate stakeholders and partners in wildlife conservation. This paper
examines the conditions necessary for the successful development of these sanctuaries, and uses
the Kuku Community Conservation Area (KCCA) as a case study. In KCCA, the following three
lessons were documented:

Local communities are key stakeholders and the real owners of wildlife in most African countries. For the Tsavo-
Amboseli Ecosystem the Maasai are also a cultural attraction for tourists. Photo: Brian Peart.

MOSES OKELLO, SIMON OLE SENO AND BOBBY WISHITEMI
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1. the views of the local community must be acknowledged and respected in the ongoing
planning and management of the sanctuary;

2. the potential for revenue generation from tourism depends on the area’s ecological and
physical endowments as well as its socio-cultural and economic context; and

3. a partnership among all stakeholders needs to be skilfully woven and maintained.
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opinions of the initiative were positive with indications that they would be willing to visit the
KCCA (Table 3). The KCCA’s advantage is that it is located in an established area including the
Tsavo and Amboseli National Parks, and would benefit from this association and proximity to
an existing tourism market.

The majority of tourists come to the Tsavo-Amboseli area to see wildlife as the primary
attraction (Okello and Nippert 2001; Okello and Adams 2002; Okello and Garnett 2002). In
addition to these wildlife attractions, some tourists indicated that they also visit the area for its
scenic beauty and culture. A majority of tourists coming to the ecosystem indicated that
they would be willing to visit a community-owned wildlife sanctuary, preferring that a portion
of the fees they pay would directly benefit the local people and contribute to conservation
(Table 3).

Currently, most tourists erroneously think that local communities are already benefiting
from wildlife. Many tourists want local communities to benefit from their revenue as a way of
rewarding their stewardship of the wildlife. They recognise wildlife as a local community
heritage that should be used to uplift a community’s socio-economic livelihood. From these
surveys it is evident that any marketing strategy for attracting tourists to the KCCA must exploit
the uniqueness of seeing local people living alongside wildlife as well as the notion of community
ownership of the wildlife sanctuaries and its direct impact on community development and
wildlife conservation. For this to succeed, ongoing education of tourists about the role of
communities in conservation is required.

Table 2.  Projected annual tourist revenue of the proposed Kuku Community Conservation Area (KCCA) based
on actual tourist numbers in the Tsavo-Amboseli Ecosystem (November 2001–March 2002).

Conservation Area (CA)

Amboseli NP Tsavo West NP Proposed KCCA

Area of CA Considered
Iremito Kimana Chyulu (Kimana & Chyulu
Gate Gate Gate Gates–double counted)

Mean number of

non-resident tourist 717.8 859.6 1,093.8 1,528.55

visitors per month

Potential number of

tourists (based on

65.28% willing to visit – – – 997.84
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T a b l e  2 .  A s s e s s m e n t  o f  t o u r i s t  o p i n i o n s  i n . 4  g a r d s  t o  t h e  p r o p o s e d  K C C A  a n d  o t h e r  c o n s e r v a t i o n  i s s u e s  i n

T s a v o - A m b o s e l i  E c o s y s t e m ,  K e n y a . % % %
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The spectacular scenery and landscape of Group Ranches in Tsavo-Amboseli Ecosytem are popular with tourists.
Within view of each other are Mt Kilimanjaro and Chyulu Hills. Photo: Noah Cardeira.

Avoiding competition with the National Parks through market segmentation
Having established the willingness of tourists to visit the sanctuary, there is a need to avoid
potential competition with the adjacent National Parks. Solutions to this are approached by
considering a diverse set of activities for the sanctuary, investigating the provision of
complementary activities to the National Parks and exploring specific niche markets through
market segmentation. Among such ‘diversified activities’ are bird hunting, walking safaris,
camel and horse safaris as well as marketing the area as a cultural attraction. A partnership
arrangement with the National Parks has been considered, which had potential for
marketing the entire ecosystem as a package. There is potential for tourism activities to be
diversified and the increased tourism revenue shared between the National Parks and the
adjacent sanctuary.

MOSES OKELLO, SIMON OLE SENO AND BOBBY WISHITEMI
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An examination of the profile of tourists coming to the area, indicated that most are foreign
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the other hand, tourism revenue is needed to supplement household income, educational,
health and pastoralism services. In this sense, it is essential that the community wildlife
sanctuary allows for multiple land uses and maintains decision-making within the community.
The Group Ranch members indicated that they wanted a new professional, transparent and
accountable local committee to handle the wildlife sanctuary and ensure equitable revenue
sharing. This contrasts with the experience of the local management of the Kimana Community
Wildlife Sanctuary, where revenue sharing was not achieved, and the sanctuary is now leased
to a tourism investor.

Key to establishing a management structure and identifying human resource requirements
is the need to bridge the tension between local aspirations and the practical realities of managing
a wildlife sanctuary. For the proposed KCCA, community leaders support the initiative (Table 5)

The Tsavo-Amboseli Ecosytem is a hub of tourism in Kenya because of the leading attraction: wildlife in their
natural habitat. Density, diversity and the probability of seeing large mammals is important to tourists.
Photo: Noah Cardeira.
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encore trop de pouvoir. Ces derniers peuvent facilement renoncer à l’approche participative et adopter des méthodes
« répressives » contre les activités illégales, qui s’avèrent contreproductives. Il faut une politique nationale claire défendant les
paramètres d’un mode de gestion participatif, ainsi qu’un soutien renouvelé, cohérent et qui s’inscrit sur le long terme, aux
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participación, así como un apoyo coherente, renovado y de relativo largo plazo de las iniciativas en el campo que, como en
Conkouati-Douli, están abriendo paso a asociaciones de administración real.

En busca de asociaciones para la conservación en la Reserva de
Fauna du Selous, Tanzanía

ROLF BALDUS, BENSON KIBONDE Y LUDWIG SIEGE

Durante la década de los ochenta el rápido aumento de la caza furtiva acarreó una baja significante en el número de elefantes
del Coto Selous, una de las áreas protegidas más grandes y antiguas de África. Desde 1987, los gobiernos de Tanzanía y
Alemania han cooperado allí en conjunto en un Programa de Conservación de Selous con el propósito de rehabilitar la reserva.
Otras agencias se unieron posteriormente en una asociación muy raramente lograda entre donantes. El programa consiguió
reducir la caza furtiva de manera significante y mejoró la capacidad administrativa. Los ingresos de la cacería en los safaris (90
% del total) y la fotografía turística aumentaron considerablemente. Se ha establecido un sistema de “retención de fondos”, por
medio del cual la mitad del ingreso generado permanence en la reserva para ser usado en administración y en inversión (alrededor
de $US 1.8 millones por año). Como consecuencia, la reserva se mantiene a sí misma financieramente, aún cuando la asistencia
exterior complementaria continúa. Se han desarrollado acuerdos de colaboración con inversores del sector privado y también
con las comunidades locales y 51 unidades en las zonas amortiguadoras y éstos ahora administran sus propias áreas de fauna
y flora y tienen participación en los beneficios de la conservación. Esta experiencia de la “Conservación basada en la Comunidad”
ha servido, en buena parte, como modelo para la nueva política de la fauna y flora de Tanzanía que ahora ha sido incorporada
dentro del Acto Nacional de la Fauna y de la Flora.

Los santuarios de fauna de las comunidades Maasai alrededor de
Tsavo-Amboseli, Kenia

MOSES OKELLO, SIMON OLE SENO Y BOBBY WISHITEMI

Este artículo describe el establecimiento de santuarios comunitarios de fauna alrededor de los Parques Nacionales de Tsavo
y Amboseli y explora las condiciones para su implementación exitosa. La mayoría de las comunidades Maasai soportan la
iniciativa pero desean administrar los santuarios ellos mismos y no quieren entregar la autoridad a los inversores en turismo.
Quieren acceso garantido a los recursos naturales a través de una administración transparente que rinda cuentas y que maneje
todo profesionalmente, así como también una distribución igualitaria de los ingresos del turismo. Para que los santuarios de fauna
de las comunidades Maasai tengan éxito es crítico que se desarrolle una asociación efectiva con otros interesados tales como
los líderes de la comunidad, el Servicio de la Fauna y de la Flora de Kenia, las organizaciones locales de conservación, las
compañías de excursiones y los turistas.

RESUMENES
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IUCN – The World Conservation Union
Founded in 1948, The World Conservation Union brings together States, government agencies and
a diverse range of non-governmental organisations in a unique world partnership: over 950
members in all, spread across some 139 countries.

As a Union, IUCN seeks to influence, encourage and assist societies throughout the world to
conserve the integrity and diversity of nature and to ensure that any use of natural resources is
equitable and ecologically sustainable.

The World Conservation Union builds on the strengths of its members, networks and partners
to enhance their capacity and to support global alliances to safeguard natural resources at local,
regional and global levels.

IUCN, Rue Mauverney 28, CH–1196 Gland, Switzerland. Tel: ++ 41 22 999 0001, fax: ++ 41 22 999
0002. Email: <mail@hq.iucn.org>

World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA)
WCPA is the largest worldwide network of protected area managers and specialists. It comprises
over 1,300 members in 140 countries. WCPA is one of the six voluntary Commissions of IUCN – The
World Conservation Union, and is serviced by the Protected Areas Programme at the IUCN
Headquarters in Gland, Switzerland. WCPA can be contacted at the IUCN address above.

The WCPA mission is to promote the establishment and effective management of a worldwide
network of terrestrial and marine protected areas.

IUCN Commission on Environmental, Economic and Social Policy (CEESP)
CEESP, the IUCN Commission on Environmental, Economic and Social Policy, is an inter-
disciplinary network of professionals whose mission is to formulate effective policies for equity
and conservation  rooted in successful practice. CEESP members are driven by a common objective
to understand the dynamic social, political and economic factors that underlie the interaction
between people and nature. CEESP’s 700 members span all regions and its secretariat is based at
CENESTA, an Iranian NGO. For more information, please see http://www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp

UICN – Union mondiale pour la nature
Fondée en 1948, l’Union mondiale pour la nature rassemble des Etats, des organismes publics et un
large éventail d’organisations non gouvernementales au sein d’une alliance mondiale unique: plus
de 950 membres dans 139 pays.

L’UICN, en tant qu’Union, a pour mission d’influer sur les sociétés du monde entier, de les
encourager et de les aider pour qu’elles conservent l’intégrité et la diversité de la nature et veillent
à ce que toute utilisation des ressources naturelles soit équitable et écologiquement durable.

Afin de sauvegarder les ressources naturelles aux plans local, régional et mondial, l’Union
mondiale pour la nature s’appuie sur ses membres, réseaux et partenaires, en renforçant leurs
capacités et en soutenant les alliances mondiales.

UICN – Unión Mundial para la Naturaleza
La Unión Mundial para la Naturaleza, fundada en 1948 agrupa a Estados soberanos, agencias
gubernamentales y una diversa gama de organizaciones no gubernamentales, en una alianza única:
más de 950 miembros diseminados en 139 países.

Como Unión, la UICN busca influenciar, alentar y ayudar a los pueblos de todo el mundo a
conservar la integridad y la diversidad de la naturaleza, y a asegurar que todo uso de los recursos
naturales sea equitativo y ecológicamente sustentable.

La Unión Mundial para la Naturaleza fortalece el trabajo de sus miembros, redes y asociados,
con el propósito de realizar sus capacidades y apoyar el establecimiento de alianzas globales para
salvaguardar los recursos naturales a nivel local, regional y global.
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