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Introduction  
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 There is substantial research on CWM/WMAs, but there are gaps and quality concerns, and a lack of a 
central space where information can be collated, accessed and shared.   

 Historical and current regional CBNRM experiences can provide lessons for Tanzania – both positive and 
negative. Tanzanian CWM stakeholders should continue to engage with regional partners for shared 
learning and action.  

 Key areas for action for improving CWM governance include: 
 Action research/ applied research  
 Reviewing and enhancing the national CWM policy and legal framework. 
 Improving CWM’s economic viability, including through a focus on developing stronger incentives 

and economic opportunities for communities and their partners 
 Promoting good governance, better management practices and more accountable and institutions. 
 Understanding/ supporting a diversity of approaches to CWM: WMAs may be best in some contexts 

/ geographies, but may fail to meet their conservation and development objectives in others.  
 Supporting training, education, and capacity building. 
 Promoting networking, information sharing, learning and advocacy. 

 Participants agreed that the roundtable was a useful starting poBT
17 6ne0Do Qs that far more disco Qssion and action 
is required among a broader group of stakeholders. Formation of a CWM Working Group was proposed.  

Session I: LearnBng from Successes and Challenges with CWM in TanzanBa  

Tanzanian law, policy and regulations support community wildlife management, primarily through the 
mechanism of Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs), with the6ne0multiple and inter-linked aims of conserving 
biodiversity and enhancing livelihood security, poverty alleviation, and the quality of life of rural pe6neople.  WMAs 
have received substantial support from different stakeholders, including the participation of village governments 
and local government authorities, donor support, technical and implementation support from iT
17ernational 
N
1GOs, priva7e investment, and research. But it is clear that WMAs are not a paT
1acea towards achieving CWM in 
Tanzania – they are not appropriate or viable in all cases. CWM must be seen to be broader than WMAs. 

 

PROGRESS AND EXPERIENCES TO DATE 

There have been substantial successes in the de6nevelopment of WMAs, including formalization of 14 pilot projects 
into fully fledged WMAs governed by Ao Qshorized Associations (AAs). The Authorized Associa7ion Consortium 
(AAC) has also recently been formally established with the objective of providing services to AA me6nembers in 
Tanzania to improve their social and economic welfare6ne. Nonetheless implementation has been slow (although it 
is gaining some momentum) and establishing equitable and effective 
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 Insufficient awareness and under-developed capacity at all levels, e.g., capacity constraints at the AA level 
in running WMAs as a business operation with appropriate management systems and procedures, as well as 
capacity for carrying out fair negotiations in contracting with prospective investors 

 WMAs are often not yet self-sustaining businesses, and reliance on donor support and international NGOs 
continues to be high. Pathways that greatly reduce such dependencies need to be established and 
implemented. 

 Land and natural resource conflicts, and continued insecurity of tenure and natural resource access rights 
for communities
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 The wildlife sector will likely be among the first in being incorporated into Devolved Natural Resource 
Management – a forthcoming Sector Wide Approach in Tanzania. The specific implications for WMAs are 
not yet clear, but CWM in general needs to be understood in the broader DeNRM context, where CWM and 
community-based forestry management approaches are likely to become increasingly integrated. 

 WMAs are grounded in community based natural resource management (CBNRM) theory (user rights lead 
to benefits which create the requisite conservation incentives). However, the performance of WMAs to date 
raises the question about whether or not, or to what extent, the approach adopted by WMAs has thus far 
sufficiently embodied a full ‘rights-based approach’. There is a need to take a step back and re-examine 
practices to date and reflect on fundamental questions about how and for whom CWM is working now... Is 
this ‘development’? Does CWM help realize this vision, in reality? Is this the ‘right’ theory of development, 
and is it a theory and vision that is driven by the communities who are supposed to benefit? What other 
visions exist?   

Session II: Comparative Experiences in CWM from Southern Africa 
 Historical and current regional CBNRM experiences will provide lessons for Tanzania–
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Session III: Alternative CWM approaches and community voices 
 While the WMA approach is Tanzania’s only official CWM mechanism, CWM is broader than the WMA 

modality. 

  There are 
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 WMAs should be approached as one part of people’s broader lives, including coupling them wi
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 Facilitating establishment of accountable private sector partnerships and sustainable conservation 
businesses.  

 Ensuring that WMA investments and benefit sharing/ revenue distribution mechanisms sufficiently 
reflect costs.  

 Developing and distributing comprehensive technical guidance and toolkits for, among others, 
CWM/WMA economic and business planning, benefit sharing arrangements, etc. Guidance should be 
accompanied by appropriate training and capacity strengthening.  

 Establish independent reviews and watchdog mechanisms for WMAs finances.  
 

4. Good governance, management and institutions, including:  

 Local level institutional development. 

 Fair, equitable benefit sharing.  

 Full and effective (empowered) participation. 

 Recognizing institutional complexity (including customary institutions).  

 Addressing inter-institutional conflicts.  

 Monitoring, assessment, evaluation including environmental/ biophysical issues and livelihood, rights 
issues. 

 Supporting communities in governance assessment of their WMAs. 

 Establishing independent auditing and certification. 

 Develop comprehensive, practical guidance on improving CWM/ WMA governance, supported by 
targeted training.  

 
5. Understanding/ supporting multiple approaches to CWM, including:  

 Taking a holistic approach to CWM, including permitting alternative approaches to be pursued. 

 Recognizing multiple types of conservation knowledge and values.  

 Integrating traditional conservation and natural resources practices in new models. 
 

Proposed guiding principles for approaches to CWM/ WMA that support equity and sustainability include:   

 Informed and equitable participation by all stakeholders including communities in planning and decision 
making 

 Local communities (or land users) must benefit from the revenues gained and costs need to be 
understood 

 Local land users/ communities need to decide how to use the revenues earned  

 Communities must be able to withdraw or cancel the arrangements (under appropriate terms…) 

 Appropriate and empowering education and training with CWM stakeholders, including communities 

 Livestock can co-exist with wildlife - this must be respected in pastoralist lands  

 Conflict resolution mechanisms must be locally based  

 The CWM arrangement must be linked to the village government (village council) 
 
6. Training, education, capacity building, including:  
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Annex I: Full Meeting Report  

OPENING  
The roundtable was chaired by Mr. Bakari Mbano (Wildlife Conservation Society [WCS], former Director of 
Wildlife in the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism [MNRT]). In his opening speech, he spoke about the 
objectives of CWM as contributing to biodiversity conservation and socio-economic transformation, including 
enhancing livelihood security, poverty alleviation, and an improved quality of life for rural people.  These 
objectives align with the Tanzania Vision 2025 and the Wildlife Policy of Tanzania 1998 (rev 2007). He 
emphasized the considerable potential for CWM to benefit rural communities. In this regard the Wildlife 
Management Area (WMA) Regulations (2005) permit the use of wildlife, forestry, fisheries and mineral 
resources by WMA/ Authorized Associations (AAs) on behalf of and with communities.  
 
Mr. Mbano outlined successes to date, which include the development and implementation of supportive 
policies, legislation and regulations; the formalisation of 14 pilot WMA CBOs into AAs; the development of 
photographic and tourist hunting investments - demonstrating that WMAs have tourism potential; and the fact 
that infrastructure and tourism facilities in WMAs have been improved. However, he also identified a number of 
challenges for CWM, including: the exorbitant cost of establishing WMAs - including the process for CBOs 
becoming an AA; insufficient capacity of WMA institutions - including among village game scouts (VGS), AA 
Councils and AA Administrations; and weak governance. 
 
Mr. Mbano welcomed the roundtable as a timely forum for taking stock of CWM /WMA progress in Tanzania, 
particularly as some long standing pilots are beginning to become success stories, and as the challenges that 
need to be addressed are becoming clearer. He reminded participants that the roundtable’s objectives are in 
part to suggest a way forward for: 
 Reviewing and revising processes for establishing WMAs, to make them more affordable and technically 

feasible for community members to access and meaningfully engage in;  
 Increasing sensitization, education and training of CWM stakeholders; and  
 Improving governance at all levels, including within AAs.   
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SESSION I: LEARNING FROM SUCCESSES AND CHALLENGES WITH CWM IN 
TANZANIA  

 
The CWM landscape in Tanzania ς A political economy analysis 
Presenter: George Jambiya (WWF) 
 
CWM in Tanzania has to be understood in its broader historical, political economy and policy context. In sum, 
while there are increasingly significant contributions from wildlife tourism and hunting to GDP and employment, 
these gains are threatened unless poverty and environment issues are addressed. Key problems include 
mismanagement, under-pricing, loss of revenues, and poor benefit sharing with the rural communities 
participating in the initiative.  
 
The vision for the wildlife sector is, according to the Wildlife Policy (1998), to:  
 Promote conservation of biological diversity;  
 Administer, regulate and develop wildlife resources;  
 Involve all stakeholders in wildlife conservation and sustainable utilisation, as 
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also lack a clear sense of whether we are using WMAs effectively, such that the full range and extent of benefits 
are being realized.  
 
Finally, we have to add the challenges and benefits of climate change to the WMA picture.  WMAs (and 
conservation more broadly) must be proactive in understanding and responding to the challenges and the 
opportunities… not being reactive. REDD, for example, potentially provides new funding opportunities, but also 
stands to compound the existing challenges highlighted above.  
 
So are we at a place of hope or despair going forward? The business as usual scenario for CWM is neither 
acceptable nor tenable. Wildlife resources must contribute to a positive change in rural people’s quality of life 
and create opportunities (livelihoods) in the present and the future. The broader political economy of the 
country is changing and the sector must adjust. But there is hope on the horizon, should the shortcomings of 
WMAs be addressed sooner rather than later and their advantages be multiplied, as we shall hear from coming 
presentations and experiences.  

Points of discussion: 
  
Grounding WMAs in their broader contexts 
The wildlife sector needs to change to be more viable and sustainable in the context of new and growing 
pressures for “development” - from biofuels, oil and gas exploration, commercial crop agriculture, etc… 
Additionally, the broader governance context of WMAs needs to be considered. Governance dynamics at 
community level are important, but the effort and work can’t only be done at the community level. In many 
cases in the region, community members have made great contributions to wildlife areas, but the community 
members have not benefited, and/or wildlife conservation efforts have not been successful, due in large part to 
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WMAs are also not a panacea, as stressed by Marshall Murphree. They are not the solution for all social and 
environmental issues in rural areas, and they will not work everywhere.  We need to ask ourselves difficult 
questions about where
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Recent research on CWM in Tanzania ς Successes, benefits, and challenges 
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Highlights of Recent Studies 
effective management of wildlife resources by communities within the WMA context.  

USAID, Health & Development International Consultants, Africare, FZS, WWF (2010) Socio-economic 
baseline studies in selected WMAs under the WWF cash-for-work program: Enduimet, Burunge, Ikona, 
Ipole, MBOMIPA 
 Population size, growth and characteristics, economic activities, source of income in the WMA, 

expenditure of income from the WMA, people’s knowledge. awareness and attitudes of CBNRM and 
WMAs 

Round Table Africa (2011) How can WMAs be turned into viable sources of income for communities, 
business and government while also achieving conservation objectives – based on four case studies: 
Enduimet, Burunge, Ikona, Ngarambe-Tapika.  
 An assessment of earnings/ economic benefits, processes, and governance/policy issues in WMAs, 

and the conservation role  of business investors, communities, government, and conservation-
oriented NGOs 

 
Overall, key findings of this recent research raise major concerns about the state of CWM policy and 
implementation in Tanzania, including the following:  
 
• CBNRM/WMA implementation processes have led to unexpected and disappointing outcomes.  
There is often little genuine community participation and evidence that communities have sometimes been 
forced to accept WMAs. More generally WMAs are typically being implemented though a top-down approach. 
In many cases it is not clear who has authority and responsibility for WMA management, and there are major 
concerns regarding transparency in revenue collection and generation. There is little devolution of power in 
practice. Inconsistencies and conflicts between the law and regulations are partly responsible for these 
problems, as well as the centralized nature of Tanzania's (lucrative) tourist hunting industry. Further, local 
(district and village) authorities still have inadequate capacity to support WMAs.  
 
• Local communities are �}�(�š���v���š�Z�����^losers�_���]�v���t�D�����‰�Œ�}�����•�•���•�����v�����}�µ�š���}�u���•�U�����v�����}verall WMA 

acceptability to communities is low.    
There are often high conservation-induced costs - crop damage, livestock depredation, opportunity costs of land 
and related resources. Benefits are often very limited, or absent all together. Thus, WMA benefits frequently are 
significantly outweighed by the costs imposed by conservation measures. This creates little incentive for people 
to continue engaging in the WMA. Where WMAs do bring benefits, they are often granted as communal/public 
goods, rather than being directly captured by households
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Quality of research methods and content  
 
While recent research raises many important concerns, participants generally felt that there is also an overall 
research bias towards problems and negative issues. We need to better understand the objectives and agenda 
of research projects before we can fully interpret the results. Perhaps research might be equally well framed in 
terms of understanding when, where and why successes happen. We also need to understand the difference 
between ‘data’ (what the research tells us at the most basic level) and how that information is framed and used 
for management purposes and politically.  
 
In this regard, there are too few linkages between research and policy: research is often weakly grounded in 
policy, research questions are often not sufficiently directed towards pragmatic policy-making, and policy 
makers have too little access to / interest in research results. Weak policy-practice linkages are partly related to 
perceived research biases, as policy makers often do not trust research.  
 
Research needs to be more inclusive. There is too little reflection of the views of, among others, government 
bodies. Government stakeholders are unlikely to effectively respond to and incorporate research that does not 
take account of their perspectives. Other participants raised the concern that the research does not sufficiently 
respond to communities’ real experiences especially communities who aren’t in AAs 
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Prospects of the Authorized Associations Consortium (AAC) 
Presented by Mr. Boniface Wambura on behalf of the AAC leadership 
 
The AAC is an umbrella body for all Authorised Associations (AAs) that manage Wildlife Management Areas 
(WMAs) in Tanzania. It is a CSO intended to provide a platform to the AAs to articulate their views, concerns 
with different stakeholders. AAC was registered as a CSO on 22nd January 2010 and its leaders have been 
democratically elected.  
 
14 Registered AAs agreed to form AAC include: 
AA WMA District 
NALIKA  Tunduru Tunduru 
MAGINGO Liwale  Liwale 
MUNGATA Ngarambe/Tapika Rufiji 
WAMI-MBIKI SOCIETY Wami-Mbiki Morogoro, Bagamoyo & 

Mvomero 
MBOMIPA Pawaga-Idodi  Iringa 
JUHIWAI  Ipole Sikonge 
UWIMA Uyumbu  Urambo 
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there can be proper integration of wildlife and other livelihood strategies and land uses (crop farming, livestock 
keeping, etc.) 
 
The AAC could be part of bringing a landscape approach to WMAs. While discussion and action around WMAs 
often focuses on conserving specific areas, we also need to consider the broader ecosystem and landscape in 
which WMAs are situated. Approaches to WMAs should avoid a narrow protected areas approach or ‘islands’ of 
conservation.  
 
Capacity strengthening and resources development 
 
There is a significant capacity gap among many AA leaders that AAC activities can help address. It was 
specifically suggested that the AAC and partners develop detailed guidelines and tools for communities to use in 
WMA management and governance.  
 
Under the terms of the 2009 law, AAs are allowed to manage concessions. However, there are major capacity 
gaps in ensuring that communities can effectively exercise this right. WWF is hosting a workshop on enhancing 
concession management (8-10 Nov 2011) to present different templates for supporting communities.  
 
AAC also needs to ensure that people stay well informed at the village level – not just within the AAs. The AAC 
will assist with this as part of their existing two-year plan, though it remains a major challenge.  USAID is working 
on a toolkit for existing and new AAs to support WMA development, including a checklist for planning and best 
practices to date.  
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NGOs Support to WMAs in Tanzania:  Experiences and Challenges 
Presenter:  Hussein Sosovele  
(Programme Coordinator, CBNRM Policy Programme, WWF-Tanzania Country Office) 
 
The Government of Tanzania adopted CBNRM as key policy and is supporting WMAs as a viable land use in rural 
areas. 
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are perceived by communities as donors, rather than service providers or technical support organizations. 
Further, there is very little networking and coordination among NGOs, though the recent establishment of a 
WMA Support Unit under MRNT WD, with responsibilities including coordination of the NGOs supporting 
WMAs, is expected to help address this weakness. Most of the NGOs are also confined to specific geographical 
areas, and thus 
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Private sector engagement in WMAs ς Hunting sector reflections  
Presenter: Michel Mantheakis (Michel Mantheakis Safaris) 
A long time investor and business manager engaged in the hunting sector  
 
When the idea of WMAs was introduced in the 80s, it sent shock waves through the government. There was 
concern that if you take power away from the Wildlife Department regarding which companies should be 
allowed to engage in hunting,
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CWM in context of broader DENRM in Tanzania 
Presenter: Kahana Lukumbuzya (Independent Consultant)  
 
In the interest of increased efficiency and effectiveness, there is a movement towards greater Decentralized 
National Resources Management (DeNRM) in Tanzania. This is being supported and promoted by several 
stakeholders, including major development partners. However, there are various approaches and perspectives 
on what decentralization means and how it should be carried out. It is important to understand the broader 
DeNRM context in which CWM is situated. Towards that end, it is helpful to first take a step back and look at the 
terminology and key concepts (though the definitions and their distinctions are not consistent across sources):  
• CBNRM – Community Based Natural Resource Management, Collaborative NRM 
• DeNRM/DNRM – Decentralized NRM 
• DENRM – Decentralized Environment and Natural Resources Management 
 
CBNRM and DeNRM have the same goal:  �^�•�µ�•�š���]�v�����o�����v���š�µ�Œ���o���Œ���•�}�µ�Œ�������u���v���P���u���v�š�����š���š�Z�����o�}�Á���•�š��
���‰�‰�Œ�}�‰�Œ�]���š�����P�}�À���Œ�v���v�������o���À���o�_�X CBNRM is a broad term, while DeNRM is about devolved responsibility and 
ownership of NR on village or adjacent land (i.e., forests, bees, honey, fish, wildlife, wetlands, etc.) through local 
government structures under Decentralization by Devolution (“D by D”) processes.  
 
Participation in planning is a key component of decentralization approaches. In part it is grounded in the 
Tanzanian National Vision 2025, which promotes, among other things: situating the private sector as the engine 
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Across the natural resource sectors, progress in implementing CBNRM mechanisms has been mixed, with CBFM 
(community based forest management) being the most widespread to date.  
 

        Progress in implementing CBNRM as of 2011 
Projects No. Of Villages Area in Ha 

WMA 145 3,000,000 

CBFM 1,457 2,345,000 

JFM 
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• Who are the different partners at each level (village, district, regional, national) and what activities are most 
appropriate at each level?  

• What is the appropriate share of support to go towards investment, planning capacity development, etc? 
• How can climate change and DeNRM support be harmonized? Would a unified and comprehensive sector 

dialogue under NRM be the best means of coordinating climate change activities with natural resources 
management in villages? 

• What are the benefits and weaknesses of a phased approach (either geographically or sub-sectorally)? If it is 
to be a phased approach, how should starting districts/sectors be selected?  

• What should the opportunities be for the participation of non-state actors (NGOs, CBOs, private sector) in 
accessing SWAp resources, e.g. for purposes of supporting local service provision, monitoring, advocacy, 
etc.?  

• How should incentives be developed to strengthen natural resource revenue collection and reinvestment 
into the sector? 

• How can collection of revenues from sustainable natural resource use (versus unsustainable use) be 
promoted? 

• For allocation, how should minimum conditions and access criteria be set, and what is the appropriate 
allocation formula for grant qualification and disbursement?  

 
Next steps in the development of DeNRM in Tanzania include:  
• Developing a common understanding and vision among key stakeholders: June – Sept 2011(delayed) 
• Developing an action plan and next steps: Dec 2011 
• Formulation of the full DeNRM programme: 2012 
 
Regarding development partners’ positions on DeNRM, at this stage, Finland, Denmark, and Belgium are 
committed to supporting DeNRM. Norway, USAID and possibly DfID have aligned their support so that it 
complements DeNRM. 
 
In further discussion on DeNRM it was noted that wildlife was one of the first sectors to start engaging in the 
DeNRM. The point was also raised that DeNRM is in some senses a parallel initiative to the on-going 
decentralized development planning mandated under the local government reform programme. It is not clear 
if/how these separate initiatives will align. In all cases, the specific implications of the national DeNRM 
programmes for the wildlife sector are not yet clear.  
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The CBNRM Forum has been involved in, among other things:  
• Development of training manuals;  
• Capacity building and support to conservancies through the National Association for CBNRM Support 

Organisations;  
• Reorientation and promotion of the direct payment system in Zimbabwe;  
• Supported the development of the national CBNRM policy in Botswana and follow up reviews and 

discussions;  
• Policy lessons learned across the region;  
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communities, and are supporting thousands of community projects. They provide effective incentives for 
conservation and support sustainable rural development. And there is still great potential for their expansion in 
still wild, remote, undisturbed areas.  
 
However, GMAs still face many challenges. The Community Resources Boards are very weak as institutions, and 
subject t
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Land tenure and wildlife ownership  
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SESSION III: ALTERNATIVE CWM APPROACHES AND COMMUNITY VOICES 

 
Experiences from community-private sector CWM partnerships at local level in 
northern Tanzania   
Presenter: Edward Loure (UCRT) 
 
UCRT and partners are working with pastoralist communities, primarily the Maas
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Despite this success, it is not clear whether the programme can continue because there is significant external 
pressure against it. The original idea was for a model in which participating, adjacent villages could prepare land 
use plans that collectively create wildlife corridors across bordering villages. However, there is extensive 
external pressure not to do this, as this ‘grassroots’ conservation planning is not controlled by higher authorities 
and directly conflicts with already established game controlled areas.  The communities in these areas are also 
facing a number of other pressures and challenges, including possible expansion of protected areas (national 
parks) that may lead to further evictions/ displacement, and increasing land privatization and fragmentation. 
 
Nonetheless these and other experiences in northern Tanzanian demonstrate that if communities are 
empowered and given time they can become good wildlife managers and conservationists, using money from 
tourism to effectively enhance community wellbeing. But more discussion and support is needed for developing 
such opportunities. Currently, people are reacting to rapidly changing landscapes rather than being able to lead 
or participate in empowered ways.  
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Experiences from community representatives within and outside of WMAs 
 
FROM WITHIN WMAs 
 
Presenter: David Mgalla AAC Vice-Chair, Mbarang�[���v���µ���t�D���U��Namtumbo-Ruvuma  
 
Awareness-raising on the importance of CWM on improving rural livelihood needs to dwell on the tangible 
benefits from WMAs such as in contributing to
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Points of discussion: 
�d�Z�����Œ�}�o�����}�(���Z���o�š���Œ�v���š�]�À���•�[���š�}���t�D���•���(�}�Œ�����t�D�� 

 
Participants discussed whether the CWM model developed in northern Tanzania (or similar models) are in line 
with national law and regulations, whether the outcomes and benefits can be tested, and whether the model is 
replicable. It was stressed that the efforts and experiences of communities should be supported and shared, 
regardless of whether there is consensus about their sustainability, because they provide an opportunity for 
experimentation, leaning and empowered action on CWM.  
 
Integrating WMAs with other land uses  
 
It was also stressed that livestock grazing is allowed in WMAs, though typically there are controls on the number 
of animals and different times and locations they can graze. These restrictions are written into community by-
laws. However, there are often problems that arise as people bring animals in from outside the community to 
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SESSION IV: LINKING BASIC ECONOMICS WITH LOCAL ECONOMIES AND 
ENTREPRENEURIALISM 

The New Economics of Conservation in Kenya 
Presenter: Dr. Mike Norton Griffiths (Senior Research Fellow, ICRAF, Nairobi, www.mng5.com) 
 
Natural resources management has ‘everything’ do to with the nature and strength of land and natural 
resources. When looking at the productivity of farms, there are major differences based on the strength of 
tenure of the land. All other things being equal, the stronger your property rights, the stronger the 
management, the more wealth generation, etc. The same is true across the region, and particularly with regard 
to wildlife. In Kenya, where the government perpetuates what is essentially a command and control system, the 
wildlife loss has been 80%.  
 
The role of land tenure is also central to understanding public vs. private conservation. Public conservation is 
what the state does on behalf of the broader public. In this model the state retains complete control. However, 
the state often makes the mistake of trying to conserve by command and control outside of government 
protected areas. Rather, on lands outside of government-controlled areas, incentives are more effective. In 
Kenya, the only places where wildlife is remaining as a viable enterprise is where people have strong use rights.  
Wildlife populations have been decreasing while cultivation, off-take, population, and livestock numbers have 
been increasing across Kenya’s rangelands over the last 35 years. This includes continual expansion of cultivated 
areas into Kenya’s arid and semi-arid rangelands. Overall livestock dynamics suggests a switch from extensive to 
more intensive methods of production, with greater involvement in the cash economy. Wildlife dynamics 
demonstrate an overall decline (-3.2%pa from mid 1970’s to 2000’s). A recent analysis suggests that the trend 
has continued unchecked, and is now as strong inside the Protected Areas as outside.  
 
Part of the problem is that the economic returns to wildlife are too low throughout the region to encourage 
wildlife conservation over cultivation or livestock keeping. So why are the returns to wildlife so low? It is a 
combination of: 
 Policy Failures – Insufficient utilization is allowed and control is still too centralized (maintaining too much 

of a ‘command and control’ system). 
 Institutional Failures – The Kenya Wildlife Service acts as an enforcement agency, rather than an enabling 

agency. Conservation NGOs are also insufficiently involved in addressing market failures.  
 Market Failures – Wildlife rents are poorly distributed. Benefits are not going to the producers of wildlife. 

They go instead to the service side, e.g., tour operators. Land owners are getting so little benefit that they 
are not conserving the resources.  

 
In addition to these three ‘failures’ the evolution of property rights in Kenya has also been a major contributing 
factor. Along with this fundamental change in the pastoral production system we see a rapid transformation of 
property rights from large parcels of land under group or communal ownership to small parcels of land under 
private ownership. In the Mara Area, the same area that was recently comprised of 45 large Group Ranches has 
now been subdivided into 60,000 small private plots. The same process of sub-division is happening in the 
Kitengela region. This sub-dividing of property rights has important implications for wildlife: for every % 
decrease in size of landholding there is a 0.4% LOSS of diversity and 2% LOSS of density in wildlife. The main 
drivers of this sub-division of landholdings are:  
 
Defensive drivers: 
 To improve security of tenure from corrupt group ranch committees, political and economic elites, and 

conservation NGOs 
 To prevent the further dilution of group or communally owned resources 

 

http://www.mng5.com/
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WMAs: Poor Land Use Economics but Good Entrepreneurship Incubators?  
Presenters: Damian Bell (Honeyguide Foundation) and Rehema Tukai (REPOA)  
 
Eco-tourism is a ‘natural’ partner for communities. It can be a 
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 social services (schools, etc) 
 employment (tourism) 
 security  
 governance capacity building more broadly  
 business opportunity and finance  

 
In further discussion, participants raised the point that we need to develop more realistic assessments of real 
costs (including opportunity costs) and benefits, recognizing that there are many hidden opportunity costs, but 
also that there are many values and benefits from the natural environment that often go unrecognized. One 
third of household income is from the sale of natural resources. Pastoralism, when you look at the whole supply 
chain, is often worth as much as wildlife. We also do not calculate the additional, broader benefits of improved 
governance, land use planning, and other activities that are supported by WMAs. 
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 The CWM arrangement must be linked to the village government (village council). (A related proposal to 
amend WMA governance structures to be village government based was identified as a topic requiring 
substantial further discussion.) 

 
6. Training, education, capacity building, including�Y�� 

 Developing CWM toolkits for multiple levels and users, and anchoring these in schools/ colleges. 
 Providing independent legal support to communities, including for negotiating and contracting. 
 Developing tools to better assess full costs (including opportunity costs) incurred by communities, and 

full benefits generated, to facilitate benefit sharing.  
 Create M&E/ assessment tools for WMA performance.  
 Support stakeholders’ capacity strengthening on, inter alia, good governance, resource management, and 

business management. This should include AA capacity.  
 Undertake a training stocktaking to understand what has already been done, and a needs assessment to 

inform a curriculum and training plan to address gaps. Impacts/uptake of new training should be 
monitored to better target training going forward and to track needs. Training programmes can be 
developed around multiple thematic areas. Training programme can be led by the AAC, with specific 
functions to be delegated to supporting stakeholders. For example, private investors or organizations like 
Honeyguide Foundation can provide support / technical guidance for business development training, etc.  
 

7. Networking and �]�v�(�}�Œ�u���š�]�}�v���•�Z���Œ�]�v�P�U���]�v���o�µ���]�v�P�Y 
 Develop CWM forum/ networks at multiple levels, including link to SADC initiative, for information 

sharing, etc.  
 Facilitate cross-community lessons learning exchanges.  
 Develop information sharing and communications strategy, including anchoring learning in schools and 

other appropriate institutions.   
 Linking networking and information sharing initiatives to research initiatives and training programmes.  

 
  



 46 

SESSION VI: AGREEING ON THE WAY FORWARD  
 
Participants agreed that the discussions at the roundtable provided a useful starting point, but that far more 
discussion is required among a broader group of stakeholders, and that a process is needed for developing and 
facilitating collaborative action on supporting improvements in CWM governance. It was proposed that 
stakeholders form a CWM Working Group for further dialogue and action on improving community wildlife 
governance.  
 
At the close of the meeting, participants agreed that a small group of volunteers should prepare a draft concept 
for a CWM Working Group to which all stakeholders can then be invited. It was agreed that the small drafting 
team will be coordinated by Baruani Mshale (Independent Consultant, engaged under TNRF for purposes of this 
group) and include Simon Anstey (WWF), Boniface Wambura (AAC Executive Secretary), Susan James (Savannas 
Forever), and John Balarin (Wildlife Division - Wetlands Unit).  
 
It was further agreed that TNRF will serve as interim Secretariat for the proposed CWM Working Group, with 
formal election of a Secretariat to occur when/if the group is more formalized. 
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Annex II: Meeting Participants  

 
NO Name Organization  
1 Simon Anstey WWF-Coastal East Africa 
2 John  D Balarin DANIDA 
3 Damian Bell Honeyguide Foundation 
4 Matt Brown The Nature Conservancy 
5 Jessica Campese Freelance consultant (supporting TNRF) 
6 Krissie Clark PAMs Foundation  
7 Jessie Davie TNRF 
8 Mike Norton Griffiths ICRAF  
9 Mary Hobbs USAID 
10 George Jambiya WWF –Coastal East Africa 
11 Susan James 
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41 Hussein Sosovele WWF 
42 Laura Tarimo Round Table Africa 
43 Patricia Tarimo TNRF 
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Annex III: Meeting Agenda 

NB: Schedule was adjusted in the course of meeting to accommodate discussion. Times below are approximate 
only.  
Time Topic Presenter / Facilitator  

DAY 1 -
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Evening 
Cocktail hour and showing of videos on community wildlife 
management in Tanzania and southern Africa   

All  
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Bringing it all together…     

17:00 – 
17:30 

Plenary discussion and agreement on institutional arrangements for the 
way forward  

Facilitator –  
Baruani Mshale 

17:30 – 
17:45 

Concluding remarks and thoughts 
Meeting closes  

Chair - Bakari Mbano 

 

                                                           
i
 This roundtable also built upon a June 24, 2011, TNRF hosted learning event on community based wildlife management in Tanzania.  


