[image: image1.jpg]


[image: image2.jpg]


[image: image3.jpg]


[image: image4.png]



[image: image5.png]


[image: image9.png]



ABCG and FRAME Meeting on Community-Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM): Impacts and Lessons Learned
www.frameweb.org/cbnrmlessons
On 7 May 2007, the Africa Biodiversity Collaborative Group (ABCG) and FRAME held a meeting in Washington, DC, on Community-Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM): Impacts and Lessons Learned. The objectives of the meeting were to: 1) explore the impacts of CBNRM on poverty, policies, economics, health and biodiversity; 2) hear about recent assessments of CBNRM activities in Southern Africa; and 3) share experiences and lessons learned.  
Community Based Natural Resource Management: Impacts and Lessons Learned from Southern Africa
Bob Winterbottom of IRG and Mike McGahuey of USAID presented the results of a study by IUCN-The World Conservation Union in collaboration with the FRAME project.  The study was launched with the aim of assessing approaches for biodiversity conservation and mainstreaming CBNRM into the implementation of the U.N. Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD).  Five country studies were undertaken in: 1) Botswana, 2) Malawi, 3) Namibia, 4) South Africa, and 5) Zimbabwe.  In addition, two cross-cutting papers were commissioned that looked at the linkages between CBNRM and desertification control, and CBRNM and livelihoods.

The affinities between CBNRM programs and efforts to combat desertification – and specifically the UNCCD national action plans were outlined.  Both promote the following:

· favorable enabling environments (policies, legislation, recognition of rural organizations);
· participatory, integrated approach with emphasis on capacity building and partnerships;
· increased management by local communities;
· sustainable utilization and improved management of natural resources;
· diversification of income generating activities and increased livelihood security; and
· increased emphasis on impact monitoring and improved reporting. 

In short, CBNRM has proven to deliver results targeted by UNCCD.  While CBNRM is not a panacea, it can be embedded in broader sustainable livelihood / rural development strategies.

The impacts of CBNRM on biodiversity conservation were also presented.  Case studies demonstrated significant, positive impacts on wildlife populations following community mobilization for patrols and monitoring, and transfer of rights for increased local benefits and sustainable use.  In addition, wildlife utilization has emerged as an alternative land use (SLM) which is more likely to prevent or reverse degradation than traditional agriculture / livestock grazing.  Finally, positive impacts on biodiversity are now affecting large areas outside of protected area networks, for example, 11 million hectares are covered by 50 Conservancies in Namibia.
The impacts of CBNRM on livelihoods and poverty reduction were presented.  Case studies demonstrated that CBNRM has generated significant material benefits to households, although average direct economic impacts are still generally modest.  Livelihood options and benefits from CBNRM programs can supplement income from agriculture and livestock, and reduce dependency on traditional land uses.  In addition, CBNRM has served as a vehicle to accessing micro-credit in Botswana, while contributing to increased food security in Malawi.  Other important non-material benefits were also discovered, including: diversification, expanded economic options, empowerment, negotiation with joint ventures, enterprise development opportunities, and improved relations with government.
The impacts of CBNRM on good governance were presented.  CBNRM proponents served as catalysts for legislation to devolve authority and strengthen local role in NRM.  CBNRM efforts to clarify community rights to benefit from wildlife have also encouraged the organization of transparent, democratic institutions to manage wildlife and benefits distribution.  Community-based organizations (CBOs) have also served as a fora to reconcile conservation / economic development objectives.  Functioning CBOs provided a means for local level implementation of UNCCD action plans.  Finally, emerging federations of CBNRM organizations have served to amplify the voice of local CBOs in national dialogue.
Overall lessons learned included:

· Programs were originally launched with an emphasis on conservation objectives and revenue sharing from wildlife based tourism, but longer term support is tied to effectiveness in addressing poverty reduction and enterprise development opportunities.
· Economic impacts are more easily leveraged in areas with abundant wildlife resources; there continues to be a challenge in generating positive impacts and local buy-in from less well endowed areas.
· Synergies could be enhanced by paying more attention to information sharing and cross sectoral collaboration with UNCCD.
· Continued attention is needed for capacity building and long term institutional development, clarification of rights, equitable benefit distribution, and facilitation of market access.
A lot of experience exists in the sub-region that has resulted in both expected as well as a lot of unexpected outcomes.  Many results are still being seen years after projects have ended.  Classical evaluation has tended to look at end of project results, but we know that many projects continue to have impacts many years after a project ends.

The presentation concluded by suggesting that rather than ask, “how should we conserve biodiversity?”, we now have the experience to ask, “how has biodiversity been conserved – where have people done it – how did they do it?”  Experience demonstrates that the more people participate in rule making, the better the conservation of biodiversity.  To the extent that statement is true, the presentation suggested that USAID and other donors should ask the following of the programs it funds:

· Do local populations participate in rule-making processes and do these rules address local interest? 

· Are rules an artifact of an outside-driven project and therefore require long-term funding to enforce?

CASE STUDIES

Namibia National CBNRM Programme
Raymond Peters of WWF-LIFE presented the lessons learned and impacts of Namibia’s LIFE program.  Namibia’s national program aims to empower local communities to manage and benefit from their natural resources in a sustainable fashion. The program’s strategies include: working through partnerships; empowering communities through devolved rights; and creating linkages between NR management utilization, benefits and responsibilities.  

The development of the program would not have been possible without the enabling legislation that granted rights of ownership over huntable game, rights to revenue from the sale of game and game products, and rights for tourism to conservancies.
Conservancies must have the following characteristics: defined boundaries, registered members and a representative committee.  Along with rights granted to conservancies come the following responsibilities: ensuring a sustainable wildlife monitoring and management plan, as well as a fair and equitable benefits distribution plan.
Conservancies have enjoyed impacts in terms of NRM, governance, and the generation of benefits.  With respect to governance, 80 communities have been mobilized including approximately 200,000 people (up from 700 people in 1996).  With respect to economic benefits, conservancies generated approximately N$25 million in benefits (including income, salaries, and meat) in 2006, with most funds generated from tourism (36%).
After years of support, the program looks to be fully sustainable.  The data demonstrate that even as external funding has decreased, incomes from conservancies continue to increase.

The major lessons learned from the program include:
· local ownership is critical;
· incentive based policies work;
· a program needs a vision; 

· including women is critical;
· conflict can lead to good governance and transparency; and
· partnerships are critical - without partners, LIFE would be difficult to implement.
The overall conclusion was that it can take up to 15 to 20 years for this type of project to be successful and sustainable.

Questions

1) A question was posed about the non-economic benefits of LIFE.  Raymond Peters responded with a slide showing the increases in wildlife populations.

2) A participant commented that LIFE covers approximately 13% of land nationally, but a much larger percentage of communal lands.
3) A question was raised about lessons learned from benefits distribution plans.  Raymond Peters responded that plans are easy to establish on paper but more difficult to implement.  Nyae Nyae is the only conservancy to distribute funds at the household level.  Other conservancies use funds for community projects.

4) A question was raised about continued potential for generating income.  Raymond Peters stated that there is still untapped potential with respect to tourism ventures.

5) A participant commented that live game sales are potentially a great opportunity, but are currently constrained by policy.

Establishing Wildlife Management Areas: Impacts of CBNRM on Biodiversity and Communities in Tanzania
Hussein Sosovele of WWF-Tanzania and University of Dar es Salaam talked about the establishment and impacts of Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs) in Tanzania. Before the changes in the government policies, communities were not benefiting from the resources, natural resources were increasingly degrading, there was inadequate awareness among stakeholders about sustainable use options, and there was inadequate participation of local communities. 

Beginning in 1998, natural resource management policies were updated and changed. Today almost all natural resource policies in Tanzania promote stakeholder participation and involvement of local resource users. 
CBNRM in Tanzania has its roots in the new policies and legislations that promote greater authority to local communities in the control and utilization of natural resources in their jurisdiction. This is a significant change from the former centralized approach. The Wildlife Policy of Tanzania (WPT) supports and promotes this shift. 
WMAs, established by communities, are part of conservation programs and are located outside of protected areas. They are established in strategic locations within corridors and migratory routes for wildlife. WWF started implementing WMAs in Tanzania in 2002 and currently is implementing 6 and advising 10.

The process of establishing WMAs involves consultations with all villagers, meetings to get support, setting aside an area, participatory land use planning, an approval process, and formal registration and application steps. This is not an easy process, and especially demarcating the area takes time and many consultations.
WMAs have increased the area under conservation in Tanzania to an estimated 23,086.09 square kilometers. In terms of other impacts on biodiversity, there are reported increases in the population of indicator species such as elephants.  Poaching has reduced drastically and vegetation cover has improved.

Impacts on communities have included a strengthening of civil society—through enhanced governance in NRM through participation; increased awareness on rights and obligations; and strengthened institutional arrangements—and the opportunities for increased revenue and employment.

Despite established successes, challenges remain including the need for expanding support for awareness raising and exchange visits; ensuring participation of all stakeholders; providing empowerment and devolution of authority for resource monitoring, protection, and policing; guaranteeing government support to field technical teams for CBNRM; increasing investment in training and capacity building; increasing access to economic benefits; and moving away from a single-sector approach to CBNRM.  A holistic approach to CBNRM is needed.

Questions

1) A question was asked about the rights of WMAs. Hussein Sosovele explained that user rights specify the type and amounts of resources that users can use (like a quota).  The community has a right to that resource, but can also sell that right. The rights include being able to hunt certain animals under certain circumstances, but the community also has obligations under the WMA to provide appropriate protections. 
2) A participant wondered if users are economically able to make a living from the WMAs. Hussein Sosovele said that even though recent studies have not been done, earlier studies from before WMAs were established indicated that there are more benefits from this kind of land use compared to other uses.

Outcomes of Zimbabwe's CAMPFIRE Program Post 2000
Judith Mashinya of WWF-US presented two case studies from the CAMPFIRE program in Zimbabwe focusing specifically on the situation post-2000.  CAMPFIRE is widely considered the “grandfather of CBNRM”.
Governance was described as a key component of CBNRM.  Governance is a “complex bundle of interacting variables which include: devolution, participation; transparency, corruption control; and accountability and capacity”.
The logic behind CAMPFIRE was that good governance and economic incentives will lead to revenue generation that will positively impact development that in turn will lead to conservation. This was seen as a win/win for people and wildlife.
CAMPFIRE received major donor funding including support from USAID of approximately $32 million over 10 years. The program experienced substantial success through 2000, with 90% of revenues generated through sport hunting.  A major criticism of the program was that it supported limited devolution. Devolution of rights were limited to the to district government, not local communities.  While limited devolution is commonly sited as a major problem of CAMPFIRE, the program still generated important benefits.

The nature of the program changed considerably in 2000.  The year 2000 marked both the end of donor funding as well as the beginning of the national crisis.  As a result of donor funding ceasing, many NGOs withdrew their important oversight of and support to program efforts.  The national crisis was characterized by increased political oppression, seizure of white-owned farms, and economic collapse (2002% inflation).

The first case study looked at Mahenye in the Southeastern corner of Zimbabwe.  Research was conducted in 2004.  Originally a model community, the project took a down turn when, contrary to CAMPFIRE procedure, the leadership was overtaken by the ruling clan.  As a result of the elite capture of benefits, the 
social and economic benefits to the community members declined.  At one point the project generated approximately $20 to $30 per family, it currently generates less than $1, despite the revenues remaining the same.  

The second case study looked at Nyaminyami in the Northwestern corner of Zimbabwe.  Research was conducted in 2006.  This had also been a model community but is now in decline due to lack of accountability of councilors.  Hunting revenues in the community were over $750,000 yet the revenue was neither disbursed nor invested in community projects.  Surprisingly, despite these difficulties, there continue to be positive conservation outcomes.

The presentation concluded that good governance is essential, as such, the current conditions in Zimbabwe make progress unlikely in the short term.  
Questions

1) A question was raised about the positive conservation outcomes given the poor governance structures.  Judith Mashinya responded that since hunting is still a major source of income for the elites that enforcement of wildlife conservation measures continue.

2) A question was raised about trophy hunting continuing under the current political situation.  Judith Mashinya explained that the trophy hunters do not seem to worry about the political situation.

The Wildlife/Livestock/Human Health Interface and Its Relevance to CBNRM in Southern Africa
Steve Osofsky of the Wildlife Conservation Society discussed how WCS believes that “win-win” solutions to health, land-use, and broader socioeconomic challenges are attainable. AHEAD (Animal Health for the Environment And Development), created to foster a sharing of ideas that will lead to concrete and creative initiatives addressing conservation and development challenges at the livestock/wildlife/human health interface, can help catalyze these solutions. By bringing regional expertise together to compare lessons learned, fostering communications networks that are often lacking even among practitioners in relatively close proximity, and by bringing a global perspective to problems that can benefit from the experiences of other regions, this initiative can pay dividends for protected areas as well as buffer zone communities, for core areas as well as conservancies and corridors – the places where tensions and challenges at the livestock/wildlife interface are greatest. Conflicts between livestock and natural resources must be dealt with if there is to be any hope for peaceful coexistence between the two sectors upon which so many people’s livelihoods depend.
There is probably no region on earth where animal health policies and their downstream consequences have had as tangible an effect upon the biotic landscape as in Africa, southern Africa in particular. In many parts of the world, land-use choices are often driven by government (domestic and/or foreign) incentives or subsidies that can favor unsustainable agricultural practices over more ecologically sound natural resource management schemes. Of course, livestock will remain critically important both culturally and economically in much of the region. But provided with a better understanding of disease epidemiology and grasslands ecology, land-use planners can begin to take the true costs associated with both disease control schemes and environmental degradation related to live stock management practices not well-suited to a particular ecosystem into account, and therefore more often favor a return to natural production systems. For example, in semi-arid parts of southern Africa, foot and mouth disease control programs, implemented to support beef production for an export market, may not be as profitable or as environmentally sustainable as a return to multi-use natural systems emphasizing endemic wildlife species (consumptively and non-consumptively). When it comes to animal health programs and policies in transboundary landscapes, where domestic as well as wild animals have opportunities to cross international borders, making the right decisions becomes even more critical. Clearly, animal health issues – and their implications for human health and livelihoods – must be addressed by any regional agricultural or natural resources management strategies if they are to succeed.
As we look around the world, impacts from interactions between livestock and wildlife (and habitat) are often profound. The issues at this interface represent an unfortunately all-too-often neglected sector of critical importance to the long-term ecological and socio -political security of protected areas and grazing lands worldwide.
As socioeconomic progress demands sustained improvements in health for people, their domestic animals, and the environment, we hope we’ve been successful in drawing attention to the need to move towards a “One Health” perspective. 

The examples given in Dr. Osofsky's talk [Great Limpopo TFCA, LIFE conservancy-based program in Namibia, mountain gorilla conservation and public health issues, Kenya pastoral issues and economics of disease impacts vs. problem predators, COMACO program and food security linkages (incl. poultry health-related issues) in Zambia, the GAINS (Global Avian Influenza Network for Surveillance) program, etc.] reinforced the relevance of the health entry point for engaging and assisting communities and for CBNRM more broadly.
Respondents
Peter Balint of George Mason University raised a number of questions for the participants to consider.  These included:

1. Can there be a CBNRM template or will CBNRM always be an experiment due to differing cultural, political and ecological conditions?

2. How much will governments permit full devolution and how possible is it for communities to have full control of local natural resources?

3. Presenters expressed both the need for national/ regional/ large-scale management plans, as well as the importance of involving local communities. How do we manage these different needs?

4. Sustainable local institutions appear to be critical.  Can we develop institutions that can exist without external support?

5. What is the appropriate relationship between outsiders and insiders?

6. How can we ensure a fair distribution of benefits?

7. The general tone of the presentations was positive.  Are we being realistic or are we discounting the negative?

Peter Balint also highlighted a point made by Raymond Peters that “Conflict can be a positive driver”.  Community-based institutions can be strengthened by addressing conflict.  It is important to recognize that conflict is not necessarily a bad thing as it can play a role in strengthening institutions.
Tim Resch of USAID clarified that although CAMPFIRE is often called the “grandfather of CBNRM”, the CAMPFIRE experience was informed by community based woodlot management efforts in the Sahel, West Africa.

Tim suggested deconstructing the components of CBNRM to consider the following:
1. What is community?

2. What natural resources (forests, wildlife, fisheries)?
3. What level of management?  What level of participation?

Discussion

Questions:

· Are there enough good examples of CBNRM?  Is this a model we can pursue? Or in other words, what is the opposition to expanding this?
· Have we covered all of the land that we want from a biodiversity conservation perspective, if not, what are the constraints?

· What are the standards for devolving rights? Are there any CBNRM standards?
· How does CBNRM work with other institutions and arrangements that are also active?

· How much poverty reduction can come out of CBNRM?

· Climate change is increasingly an issue – will CBNRM structures help address challenges of climate change?
Comments:
· How can we define CBNRM?
· While many organizations claim to support CBNRM, not many projects have all of the components.  Although we have examples of fully operational CBNRM programs, we are still in an experimental phase.
· Governments typically are willing to hand over degraded lands for management by communities.
· In marginal areas, natural resources are the obvious building block for reaching out to other sectors.
· It remains a challenge to sell CBNRM as a concept.  The CBNRM community has been most successful in gaining support for CBNRM by demonstrating the cross sectoral benefits (e.g. CBNRM benefits to conflict, security, governance, economic growth, and poverty alleviation).
· CBNRM engages with communities in a substantial way—this is about long-term relationships. 
· We impose our biases that “incomplete devolution” is not enough devolution.
· The transaction costs of CBNRM projects are lowering which is an important success.
· Diversification is essential. You can start with tourism and wildlife, but you need to move into other areas.
· Need to focus on “after sale service”.  There is little infrastructure to support systems.  
· CBNRM is a useful approach in dealing with conflict.
· While countries and communities are different, a CBNRM model (such as the ones presented today) can be a basis. 
· It would be interesting to look at CBNRM projects that do not work – and why they did not work.
· The role for the private sector in CBNRM needs attention. It is important to identify the roles for the private sector for working with the community, e.g. related to sports hunting, logging, and tourism.
· There are both communal and individual benefits from CBNRM.
· How do you define a community? In some cases you have to create those structures.

Special Thanks to:
· Graeme Patterson of the Wildlife Conservation Society for chairing the meeting.
· Bob Winterbottom, Mike McGahuey, Raymond Peters, Hussein Sosovele, Judith Mashinya, and Steve Osofsky for presenting.

· Peter Balint and Tim Resch for being respondents.

· WWF for hosting the meeting at their office.

· All of the participants for sharing their time and thoughts on CBNRM.

Meeting Organizers
FRAME is a program funded by USAID to build knowledge sharing networks of natural resource management (NRM) professionals and to help NRM practitioners and decision makers to access and use the existing body of knowledge on successful NRM experiences. The program’s two main goals are to: 1) Foster discussion on emerging trends in environmental and natural resource management across disciplinary and geographical boundaries, and 2) Provide timely and relevant information on innovative and strategic options to address these issues. See: www.frameweb.org
The Africa Biodiversity Collaborative Group (ABCG) comprises U.S.-based international conservation non-governmental organizations (NGOs) with field-based activities in Africa. ABCG organizations include: African Wildlife Foundation, Conservation International, IUCN-The World Conservation Union, Wildlife Conservation Society, World Resources Institute, and World Wildlife Fund. ABCG meets regularly to explore emerging conservation issues, share lessons learned, and seek opportunities for collaboration. Recent issues explored by ABCG include: HIV/AIDS and Conservation Linkages; Parks and Poverty: and Payment for Ecosystem Services. ABCG has been funded by The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, The Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund, the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), and our members. See: www.abcg.org Contact: nancy.gelman@wwfus.org
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