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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

DAI implemented USADKenya's Conservat~on of Biodwerse Resource Areas (COBRA) 
Project over the five-and-a-half years from the end of 1992 to June 1998 The project was 
designed to help the Kenya Wildlife Serv~ce establish a lmk between wildlife as a national 
resource and w~ldlife as a source of economic and social well being for rural communities 
Over the course of the program, the Kenya Wildlife Servlce has evolved from being a 
paramilitary organization dedicated to preventing poaching of game in national parks and 
reserves to an agency that has the institutional structure and internal capacity to address its 
revised goals 

To maintain and develop a viable conservatlon area system, ensuring that a representative 
and sustainable sample of biodiversity is protected, 

To budd partnerships to conserve biodiversity and to ensure that custodians benefit, and 

To take a lead role in developing sustainable nature tourism by maximizing the economic 
benefit to the nation and minimizing negative environmental effects 

The goals of KWS closely reflect the overarching purpose of the COBRA program, which is 
to increase socioeconomic benefits to communities lmng adjacent to parks and reserves 
from conservatlon and sustainable management of w~ldlife and natural resources In 
this respect, one of the fundamental objectives of the program has been realized through 
changes in the misslon and mandate of KWS the concept and practice of community-based 
management of natural resources has been institutionalized 

The COBRA Project has five components and for each of these there have been 
demonstrable successes and specific lessons that have been learned over the course of 
program implementation These are summarized In the table below 

Overall success of the COBRA Project is evidenced by the central role that the partnership 
Department plays within KWS and the acknowledged importance of community-based 
management of wildlife in Kenya The concept of paiks beyond parks, which encapsulates 
the need to conserve wildlife throughout ecological landscapes for broader than the designed 
protected areas, is a central theme of the COBRA initiative 

The lessons that COBRA has taught us since 1992 should be used to help define the future 
strategy for donor involvement in conservatlon efforts nn Kenya KWS and the Partnership 
Department should also use them to assess their current needs and future development 
strategy The key lessons are 

a Mobilization is only the first step in developing a truly participatory approach to 
biodiversaty conservation control will remain in the hands of outsiders if a community 
development strategy is not promoted Since participatory development strategies share 
some level of control with local stakeholders, they are capable of generating significant 
levels of sustainability if the project output meets a strongly felt community need KWS 



I COBRA I I 
Accornpl~shrnents 

Creation of the KWS Partnership Department 
of KWS 
management 
support for the 
Community 
Wildlde Program 

Conflict Resolution Unit now resolves up to 
40% of animal control Issues through dialog 
Wildhfe Ut~lization Unit has helped change the 
perception of wildlife In rural communities 
Enterprise Development Unit has supported 
successful community enterprise lnitlatives 
Mob~hzat~on and Education Unit has 
supported the Naivasha Trainlng Institute 
thereby buildmg sustamabillty 
Trainmg of commun~ty game scouts, regional 
officers of KWS and game rangers 
Partnership Department has the capacity to 
defme and address trainmg needs 

Add~tional funds leveraged from other donors 
and from the Government of Kenya 
Development and implementation of an 
effective model for revenue sharmg and 
enterpr~se development that fully mvolves 
local groups 
Act~v~t~es extended beyond the original four 
focal areas to become a nat~onwide program 
Hundreds of community development 
programs ln~tiated 

Reports on critcal Issues ranging from w~ldl~fe 
conservatlon game counts and consumptive 
use of w~ldlife to analyses and draft revisions 
of wildlife law 
Support to KWS in key aspects of wildhfe - .  
poi~cy reform 
Key databases have been created and their 
use institutionalized the WDF database the 
mobil~zat~on and education workshops 
database the conflict resolut~on occurrence 
reglster and the knowledge, att~tude and 
practices survey database 

Lessons Learned 
Strong donor support for lnst~tutional development backed up 
by onsite techn;cal assistance IS essential - 

KWS decentralization has not received the necessary 
management support at the reg~onal level 
Devolution of authority plannlng and decision making will 
require further capacity buildmg withln KWS especially for mid 
level managers 

Modular courses must be adapted to the needs of the 
partlclpants 
It IS essential to ensure that people receiving intensive training 
are committed to staying with the organization 
Within KWS there IS a need for general tralning in financial 
administration information systems and management 
techniques 
The Partnership Departments community mob~hzation 
procedures are effectwe in designing and implementing 
enterprise development projects 
Confusion over the purpose of the WDF has hampered ~ t s  
usefulness in promoting enterprise development 
W~thout guidance there IS a tendency for PRAs to focus on 
problems and constraints rather than Identifying opportunities 
and buildmg successes 
Once a PRA IS completed ~t is essentlal to follow through with 
implementat~on 
The Partnership Department does not have the expert~se to 
provide the techn~cal support needed to develop busmess 
plans and financial and adm~n~strat~ve procedures for 
enterprises 
All community projects must be planned and coordinated with 
the full participat~on of relevant stakeholders and partners 
Community initiatives require skills In business management 
marketing legal services and conflct resolution 
There IS limited potential for creating viable commercial 
enterprises that rely on the sustainable use of wildlife 
resources 
By support~ng research and policy analyss COBRA has 
ensured that a broad range of stakeholders has a volce in the 
conservatlon agenda 
It essentlal to forge strong linkages across KWS operat~onal 
departments 

It is essential to des~gn and implement a project monltorlng 
system at the very outset of the program 
Users of an M&E system must be involved in its design and In 
the selection of indicators 
Wh~le sharing of data collect~on and analysis respons~bil~ties 
can be cost effective it IS essentlal that the mformat~on can be 
disaggregated allowing mdividual users access relevant data 
Many indicators reflect a lack of concern for the cost of data 
collection availab~lity of data relevance to users, user 
friendliness and gender sensitivity 
Diff~culties In ~mplementmg the COBRA and KWS MBE 
systems reflect a lack of understandmg of the purpose of M&E 
Inappropriate ind~cators, and heavy mvolvement of outsiders 
rather than users 



does not have the resources to undertake this effort alone In order to accomplish these 
goals, KWS must rely on other partners such as other government agencies, other donor- 
funded projects, NGOs and, most importantly, the private sector 

In order to ensure full participation in community-based natural resource management, 
stakeholders must be empowered to design as well as implement activities By placing 
the highest levels of responsibility and control in the participants' hands, the highest 
levels of potential sustainability can be attained However, if such an empowerment 
strategy is to be developed in Kenya, fundamental changes in land and natural resource 
tenure, and the potential for wildlife utilization will be essential The COBRA Project 
has helped launch a series of analyses of possible policy changes and these have 
generated considerable discussion The future direction of community-based natural 
resource management in Kenya hinges on changes in current policy 

Future funding for Partnership activities will require fundamental changes in the way the 
current WDF operates The private commercial sector, particularly tour operators and 
ranchers, will have to become much more involved in community planning if enterprise 
development projects are to succeed 

Overall, the COBRA Project has performed well, meeting most of its original performance 
objectives and outputs At this time, USAID should develop a strategy to reinforce the 
positive impact that the project has had on Kenyan institutions and on community-based 
wildlife management There are many lessons that have been learned and the accumulated 
knowledge should be disseminated to other programs and institut~ons in Sub-Saharan Africa 
USAID should promote opportunities for sharing information with similar programs that the 
agency sponsors elsewhere in Africa 



The bilateral Grant Agreement between the United States Government and the Government 
of the Republic of Kenya for the COBRA Project (Conservation of Biodiverse Resource 
Areas) was sagned in Aprd 1992 At that time, the Kenya Wildlife Serv~ce (KWS) had been 
In existence for less than 2 years having replaced the Wildhfe Conservation and Management 
Department (WCMD), whlch had been created as the central institutional structure for 
implementing the 1976 Wildlife (Conservation and Management) Act The creation of KWS 
and the launching of the COBRA initiative came at a critical period in the history of wildhfe 
conservation efforts in Kenya During the perlod from 1976 to 1990, Kenya saw a drastic 
reduction in wildlife populations to the point where several species were on the brink of 
extinction The elephant population had decreased by 85 percent and the number of 
remaining black rh~noceros had fallen to less than 500-just 3 percent of their former number 
The main reason for the decline of these two species was rampant poaching to feed the 
demand for ivory and rhino horn Over roughly the same period, however, most other game 
animals saw thew numbers fall to between 40 and 70 percent (Heath, 1995) The reasons for 
this decline included natural phenomena such as drought and disease, notably Rinderpest, as 
well as hunting and loss of habitat as a result of agricultural expansion 

The first order of business for the newly created Kenya Wildlife Service was to put an end to 
poachmg and to attempt to stabilize wildlife populations KWS was established as a 
uniformed and disciplined servlce by virtue of the 1989 amendment to the Wildllfe Act In 
addition, the organization had more administrative and financial autonomy than its precursor 
had been afforded ' These conditions enabled KWS to accomplish its immediate goals (no 
rhinoceros were poached from 1990 to 1997) and embark upon an ambitious program that 
was elucidated in the policy framework and development program (the Zebra Book) covering 
the period from 1991 to 1996 The stated goals of KWS were 

To conserve the natural environments of Kenya and their fauna and flora, 

= To use the wildlife resources of Kenya sustainably for economlc development, and 

To protect people and property from injury or damage from wildlife 

In order to accomplish these ends, KWS recognized that several fundamental changes in the 
approach to wildltfe management were essential Some 53,000 km2 of the country have been 
set aslde as 26 national parks, and 29 national reserves and sanctuaraes, this 8 percent of the 
land area harbors perhaps 25 percent of Kenya's wildlife (see map) In effect, the remaining 
75 percent of the natural flora and fauna of the country are found in areas that are not 
formally protected Moreover, many of Kenya's large mammal species are m~gratory, so 
even those that are found within protected areas often move to adjacent private land at certain 

I The WCMD had been under the Mlnistry of Tour~sm and Wddlife KWS was organized as a parastatal with 
much more autonomy from the mlnlstry The normal autonomy of a parastatal was further enhanced when 
the Kenya Government officially rele~ved KWS from certain requirements of the Parastatal Act 
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times of the year in search of food In effect, sustainable conservation efforts would 
necessitate that people living in areas with significant wildlife become more involved in 
conservation, management and utilization of these resources if the broad objective of 
conserving biodiversity as a national heritage was to be attained (Kibwana and Wanjala, 
1995) 

The COBRA Project was designed to assist and support KWS in its efforts to accomplish this 
overarching objective Today, six years after project inception, KWS has an institutional 
structure that more clearly reflects the organization's goals Moreover, administrative and 
operation procedures have been developed and staff have been trained to tackle the many 
challenges that face the organization in its efforts to fulfill its mandate The COBRA Project 
can rightfully claim much of the credit for these successes This notwithstanding, the past six 
years have seen enormous institutional, social and economic changes in Kenya and it is 
sometimes difficult to dissociate the strengths and weaknesses of COBRA from the successes 
and failures of other programs and policies that have had an impact on KWS and on wildlife 
conservation efforts in the country 

The purpose of this summary report is not to present an evaluation of the COBRA Project or 
DAI's institutional contract since both a mid-term evaluation (Hall et a1 , 1996) and a draft 
final assessment (USAID, 1998 b) have already been completed Rather, this summary aims 
to provide an overview of the achievements and successes of the project and to examine the 
problems that have been encountered in order to identify lessons that will help shape and 
determine the success of future initiatives 

General Ecological Information 

Kenya exhibits a great diversity of ecosystems ranging from arid deserts to humid forests, 
from mangrove swamps to soda lakes, and from coral reefs to alpine moorlands These 
habitats harbor a great variety of plants and animals, many of which are critically endangered 
and threatened with global extinction Overall statistics show a significant decline in the 
numbers of large herbivores since the mid-1970s despite the 1977 ban on hunting There are, 
however, significant variations in this trend from species to species and from region to 
region Nationwide, numbers of Burchell's zebra, Hunter's hartebeeste and ostrich increased 
between 1977 and 1994 In two districts, Kwale and Laikipia, overall numbers of large 
herbivores increased over this same per~od while in other districts there were major declines 
In Turkana, for example, 76 percent of the larger herbivores were lost and elephant and eland 
were virtually extirpated (Heath, 1995) 

The 1997 misslon statement of KWS acknowledges this unque natural herltage It states On behalf of the 
Government of Kenya KWS holds In trust for present and future generations locally nationally and globally 
the biological diversity represented by its extraordinary variety of animals plants and ecosystems ranglng 
from coral reefs to alpine moorlands and from deserts to forests Special emphasis is placed on conservation 
of large mammals found in few other places on earth (KWS, 1997 a) 



The reasons for these changes are diverse and often complex In addlt~on to natural 
phenomena that affect an~mal populations, socioeconomic factors have had a major 
Influence A rapidly growing human populat~on has placed Increasing pressure on natural 
resources particularly on land for agricultural expansion, on natural forests for fuel wood, 
and on wild an~mals for food and Income With the significant decrease in poaching over the 
past decade, the maln threat to malntalning ecolog~cally vlable animal populations remalns 
loss of habitat, especially as land IS fenced for farming As a result of landscape 
transformat~on, some of the main corr~dors of wild animal movement have been severely 
constricted or lost and the ecological viability of major herds of herbivores and their 
attendant predators 1s threatened 

This transformatlon IS occurrmg despite the fact that the economic and env~ronmental 
sustainabd~ty of both ranchmg and agriculture are uncertam in the semi-and rangelands that 
cover much of Kenya and the rest of East and Southern Afr~ca (Child, 1990) This 
notwithstanding, the absence of susta~nable economlc benefits accruing from such landscape 
conversion will not be a deterrent to further agricultural extensification if other broader 
economic fa~lures contlnue to protect ~ n d ~ v ~ d u a l  farmers from havmg to bear the true 
economic cost of the~r actions Moreover, the potential benefits of conservatlon cannot be 
reallzed if the markets for "conservat~on" products are missing or if there are d~stort~ons 
result~ng from government Intervention in the workings of the market place (Pearce and 
Moran, 1994) In Kenya, both market failure and government fa~lure have contr~buted to 
undervalu~ng of wildlife resources and a concomitant overvaluation of agricultural land use 
In areas adjacent to national reserves and in marg~nal environments 

In 1996, tourism accounted for 1 1 percent of GDP and 18 percent of wage employment in 
Kenya Over the past decade tourism has been the mam fore~gn currency earner in Kenya 
Most of this tourism is based on w~ld l~fe  wh~ch also has a h~gher value added than tourism 
based on coastal resources and, therefore, makes a sign~ficantly higher contr~but~on to the 
nat~onal economy Despite t h ~ s  macro-economic Importance of the wildlife sector, the 
benefits accnung to the people who bear many of the costs contmgent upon wildl~fe 
conservatlon have been uneven This discrepancy was to be addressed by COBRA, the goal 
of the project has been to promote socioeconomic development through conservatlon and 
sustainable management of Kenya's natural resources (USAID, 1991) 

While the economic valuation of biod~vers~ty is fraught w ~ t h  d~fficulty shadow priclng and efforts to 
quantify existence value indicate that wddllfe has an economic value far h~gher than I S  typically attr~buted 
to ~t (see Pearce and Moran, 1994) T h ~ s  notwithstandmg, the true worth of biodiversity cannot be reahzed 
by those who conserve natural resources unless mechanisms are developed to compensate them fully 



Landscape Approach to Conservat~on-Parks Beyond Parks 

The COBRA Project's support for community-based management of wildlife resources has 
helped KWS undertake a significant institutional reorganization and to effect a fundamental 
change in KWS' goals 

To maintain and develop a viable conservation area system, ensuring that a representative 
and sustainable sample of biodiversity is protected, 

= To build parternships to conserve biodiversity and to ensure that custodians benefit, and 

= To take a lead role in developing sustainable nature tourism by maximizing the economic 
benefit to the nation and minimizing negative environmental effects 

As of 1997, the objectives of KWS have been summarized by the slogan-parks beyond 
parks (KWS, 1997 a) This concept is central to the purpose of the COBRA Project, which is 
to increase socioeconomic benefits to communities living adjacent to parks and reserves 
from conservation and sustainable management of wildlife and natural resources 
(USAID, 1991) Considering the origins of KWS as a uniformed, paramilitary institution 
created to combat organized, armed gangs of poachers, such a change in emphasis reflects 
not only the successful achievement of the project's original mandate but also an inherent 
capacity to adapt to changing priorities in a dynamic political and socioeconomic 
environment This in itself should be seen as evidence of institutional strength and resilience 
that augurs well for future sustainability In 1997, the Community Wildlife Service was fully 
integrated into the institutional structure of KWS with the creation of the Partnership 
Department This should be seen as an acknowledgment of the importance of the 
fundamental tenets of COBRA by the senior management of KWS 

Community-based w~ldlife management as a formal conservation policy evolved in Africa in 
the 1980s notably with legislation that gave rise to the CAMPFIRE program in Zimbabwe 
and with efforts in Kenya to combat the incursion of pastoralists into the ~ m b o s e l i ~  and 
Maasai Mara protected areas This is not to say that the use of natural resources including 
wildlife has not been managed on a sustainable basis by many communities in Africa and 
elsewhere since pre-historic times Nevertheless, during the 2oth Century, population growth 
and the resulting need to adapt customary practices of natural resource use had rendered 
older, traditional systems non-sustamable in many developing regions of the world By the 
late 1980s, perhaps 65 percent of wildlife habitat in Africa had been lost and the populations 

It should be noted, however, that the Maasal were Intended from the beglnnmg to share In the management of 
the Ambosell ecosystem In fact, one of the reasons that the park 1s so small is that ~t was only Intended to 
guard a core area encompassing the usually dry lake bed to the north and the lush area around the 01 Tukal 
sprlngs In compensation, the Maasal were to have spring water piped to cattle troughs at a number of 
watermg points outside the park The Maasal were expected to collaborate or at least cooperate in the 
conservation of the ecosystem's wlldlife by permittmg elephants to live on or mlgrate through thelr land 
Ambosel~ was only gazetted as a park In the 70 s The reserve area that predated the park was much larger in 
extent and was open to multiple-use by the Maasai The Maasa~ would say that ~f any lncurslon had been 
made it was by the government Into their ancestral dry season watermg polnt 



of many large mammals had been reduced to less than 10 percent of their former numbers In 
effect, in the absence of formal policies governing the use of natural resources, the rate of 
environmental degradation had accelerated to a point where some feared that key species 
would become extinct by the end of the century (Bonner, 1993) 

By 1990, communities were actively participating in the creation of protected areas and 
management of wildlife on surroundmg in Zambia, Botswana, Tanzania, Uganda, the Central 
Afrlcan Republic, Niger, Burkina Faso, and Madagascar (Kiss, 1990) Though the approach 
was heralded by IUCN's World Conservation Strategy in 1980, there had been few 
demonstrable success stories by the time KWS, supported by COBRA, launched ~ t s  own 
initiative Two reasons for this lack of tangible success were the difficulty in being able to 
show, first, that wildlife populations had been stabilized at sustainable levels and, second, 
that real economic benefits were accruing directly to local communities and, thereby, 
encouragmg them to adopt viable wildlife management strategies 

Over the past ten years, numerous specific studies and synthesis reports have attempted to 
tackle the frequently intractable issues surrounding sustainability in community-based 
management of natural resources (Kiss, 1990, Biodiversity Support Program, 1993, Byers, 
1996a, Lutz and Caldecott, 1996, Borrini-Feyerabend, 1997, Russell and Harshbarger, 1998) 
In Kenya, some early successful initiatives were implemented around Maasai Mara (Talbot 
and Olmdo, 1990) and Tsavo West (Poole and Leakey, 1996) In both these cases, however, 
economic benefits accruing to the communities were more in the nature of compensation 
rather than the result of sustainable, conservation-based economic development Moreover, 
the participation of community groups in determining the approach to these initiatives was 
less than optimal 

The COBRA Project was able to draw lessons from these foregoing efforts and over the past 
SIX years has been successful in helping KWS develop a process of community mobilization, 
planning and project implementat~on that is flexible enough to suit the needs of Kenya's 
diverse cultural and ecological heritage This approach differs greatly from those adopted 
elsewhere in Africa where legislation has provided communities with the right to manage 
their natural resources (notably in Namibia and Zimbabwe) or were strong local institutions 
or Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) have been able to fac~litate the process (as in 
Zambia and Tanzania) The Kenyan model that has been honed by KWS with the support of 
COBRA is well suited to the legislative, institutional, and cultural characteristics of the 
country and its diverse ecosystems That is not to say that the Kenyan approach is 
inappropriate elsewhere, or that lessons learned in other countries could not be helpful in 
improving the Kenya model Such opportunities for international collaboration and exchange 
of information and knowledge are discussed elsewhere (see annex 2) 

The COBRA Project is just one initiative that falls under the multi-donor Protected Areas and 
Wildlife Services (PAWS) program Some $143 million have been allocated to the PAWS 
program that was initiated in 1991 and is scheduled to end in September 1998 Donors to the 
overall program have lncluded The World Bank, the European Community, DFID (formerly 
ODA), KfW, the Dutch Government, JICA, and others 



Much of the support for KWS through the PAWS program has been in the form of support to 
cover recurrent operating costs, notably salaries and equipment, and for infrastructure 
development in several protected areas It is striking, however, that World Bank supervisory 
missions in October and November 1996 and November 1997 have focused much of their 
attention on KWS institutional development and efforts to move the organization toward 
financial sustainability These misslons and the preliminary work undertaken to design a 
PAWS follow-on program (Kiss, 1997, Kiss and Kaguamba, 1997) have been highly critical 
of KWS management and, to some extent, also of the work that KWS has undertaken in 
promoting commun~ty-based management of wildlife This debate has been polarized by 
some of the personalities that have been at its heart The recent exchanges in the journal 
Scaence demonstrate, if nothing else, that the work of KWS lies at the nexus where politics, 
conservation science and international development meet (McRae, 1998, Western, 1998, 
Benirschke et a1 , 1998, Raven, 1998) Although it is clear that KWS has not been successful 
in achieving all of the goals that were set in the early 1990s, it is inappropriate to attribute all 
the shortcomings to internal deficiencies KWS management has made significant strides in 
reducing recurrent costs through retrenchment in staffing levels (see, for example, KWS, 
1997 b) While the IDA Credit still funded 40 percent of operating costs in 1997, this was a 
50 percent decrease over the original level The recent decline in tourism resulting largely 
from security problems led to a 25-30 percent fall in gate revenues by mid-1997 and a 
predicted 70-80 percent drop in revenues for the 199711998 financial year (ending June 3oth) 
Under such severe budgetary constraints, it has been impossible for KWS to plan 
strategically and belt-tightening has had an inevitable detrimental impact on staff morale and 
on operating efficiency 

As will be outlined below, the future of KWS will require further refinement of its mandate 
that has become increasing broad and more diffuse over the past few years (KWS, 1997 b 
and c) In addition, efforts to achieve financial sustainability will have to be thoroughly 
reassessed-especially if KWS' responsibilities expand into areas where revenue generation 
for the organization is limited Very few protected area systems anywhere on earth can claim 
to be financially self-sufficient and economically sustainable The economic benefits 
accruing from the conservation of biodiversity are often difficult to quantify and impossible 
to realize in monetary terms (Pearce and Moran, 1994) Hence, the economic viability of an 
organization such as KWS can be accurately gauged only when the numerous externalities 
relating to wildlife and ecosystem conservation are entered into the accounts This question 
will be revisited below 

The COBRA Project was designed to help KWS establish a link between wildlife as a 
national resource and wildlife as a source of economic and social well being for rural 
communities (USAID, 1991) This was to be accomplished by focusing activities outside of 
the protected areas in regions where there was a potential for decreasing competition between 
people and wildlife and for promoting utilization of natural resources for socioeconomic 
development and increased incomes The development of ecotourlsm was seen to be a major 
potentla1 source of revenue for rural communities around certain key protected area 



The approach that COBRA was to adopt was based on the assumption that if communities 
could derive dtrect benefits from the presence of wildlife, either through conservation-based 
enterprises or ecotourism, they would have an increased incentive to conserve these natural 
resources since the benefits would outweigh the costs The possibility of deriving economic 
benefits from the consumptive use of resources was also seen as a potential incentive 
provided that it was carefully managed and monitored The goal of COBRA has been to 
promote socioeconomic development through conservation and sustainable management of 
natural resources The express purpose of this has been to Increase the socioeconomic 
benefits to communities adjacent to protected areas from the conservation and sustainable use 
of wildlife In general terms, this has been accomplished both through disbursement of funds 
through the Wildlife Development Facllity (WDF) and other commercial initiatives to whlch 
COBRA has lent support 

In designing COBRA and outlining USAID's expectations of the Project, three key 
assumptions were made 

That the Government of Kenya would maintain and continue to develop supportive 
policies relating to the environment and tourism sectors, 

That Kenya would continue to experience growth in the tourism industry with an annual 
increase in foreign exchange earning of 5 percent, and 

= That the Government of Kenya would remain committed to developing and 
operationalizmg principles of landuse management that are rational and sustainable 

It is debatable whether the first of these has proven to be valid, some would argue that the 
Government's poor handling of internal security and other polltical and economic issues has 
exacerbated the decrease in the number of tourists vlsiting Kenya ' The second is patently not 
the case since the tourism sector has seen a precipitous decline in the past year or two (1997 
and 1998) The third is also invalid since the present Government has been actively 
discouraging communal ownership of land and also encouraging further subdivision of group 
ranches through individual tltling (Mwangi, 1996) This has led to constriction and loss of 
wildlife corridors and to fencing of land in key dispersal areas around several protected 
reserves Elsewhere, fragmentation of integral ecosystems is occurring as land is converted to 
agriculture and woodlands are overexploited for timber and fuel and cleared for farmlng 

The COBRA Project Paper (USAID, 1991) identified two expected overarching 
achievements for the project 

Target community and landowner income and employment increased, and 

The slgnlficant declme in tourlsm has been attributed to a variety of factors It was probably a combination 
of security concerns aroused by the pre election v~olence at the coast lurid reporting In the European press 
about outbreaks of cholera and Rift Valley Fever due to the unusual El Nino weather the collapse In 
transportation mfrastructure owlng to lack of capital investment but brought to collapse by torrent~al ralns 
and the bad weather Itself In general the Kenyan tourist mdustry has long been based on troplcal beaches 



Distribution of no less than $4 7 million in KWS revenue sharing in four geographical 
areas where communities derive socioeconomic benefits 

Owing to a lack of socioeconomic data, it is impossible to obtain an objective assessment as 
to whether the first of these has been accomplished While the available information from 
follow-up surveys such as that undertaken for Amboseli (Ndung'u, 1998 a) provides a strong 
indication that many direct benefits have been realized and are increasing, employment 
figures do not show a great deal of change In the case of the Amboseli study, some 92 
percent of respondents classified themselves as farm owners and all respondents had a stated 
occupation Under these circumstance, it is unclear whether the level of employment is a 
valid indicator of changing economic conditions 

In the case of revenue sharing, over Ksh135 million were disbursed from the WDF up to 
June 3oth 1997 As of that date, about Ksh64 million was carried over to the l997/1998 fiscal 
year While the COBRA Project originally focused its activities on four focal areas, this 
policy changed in 1996 with the creation of the Partnership Department (PD) at KWS Since 
the PD had responsibilities nationwide, the COBRA Project was obliged to expand the 
geographical scope of its field interventions in order to maintain broad-based support for the 
department It should also be noted that WDF disbursements include funds contributed by the 
Government of Kenya, The World Bank and USAID in addition to the revenue sharing funds 
that were supposed to represent 25 percent of gate receipts from the KWS managed protected 
areas Taking into account a fluctuating rate of exchange, the total amount disbursed through 
the WDF was about $2 million up to June 3oth 1997 Assuming all available funds are 
disbursed during 199711998, this would represent an additional sum of more than $1 million 

THE COBRA PROJECT AGREEMENT AND ~NSTITUTIONAL CONTRACT 

The bilateral agreement between the United States Government and the Government of the 
Republic of Kenya (signed in 1992) originally called for a Project Assistance Completion 
Date (PACD) of September 3oth 1996 and a maximum level of fundmg of $7 million An 
amendment dated June 15 '~  1995 extended the PACD to December 161h 197 (with no change 
in funding) In March 1997 the PACD was further extended to December 31" 1999 and the 
level of funding was increased to $8 5 million 

The institutional contract (no 623-0247-C-00-3002-00) between USAID and a team headed 
by Development Alternatives, Incorporated (DAI) with the African Wildlife Foundation 
(AWF) and Management Systems International (MSI) as subcontractors, for implementation 
of the COBRA Project was signed in December 1992 The original contract was for a 
maximum funding level of $3 5 million but the amendment of June 1995 raised the level to 
$4 8 million and brought KWS grant funds under the institutional contract Originally 
scheduled to terminate on September 3oth 1996, the DAI contract was formally extended by 

KWS s contribution to revenue shar~ng 1s currently 5 percent of net income from national parks The 
original Presidential Directive called for 25 percent but KWS petitioned the President and he agreed that the 
contribution be reduced Draft 5 of WDF Guidelines (October, 1995) prov~des additional details 



the June 1995 amendment to December 16 '~ 1997 A further amendment extended the 
contract to June lath 1998 but reduced the total estimated cost from $4 8 mllllon to $3 8 
million and returned the respons~bility of administrating KWS grant funds to USAID 

COBRA PROJECT COMPONENTS 

The COBRA Project Paper (USAID, 199 1) ldentlfied four elements 

Development of KWS' management support for the Community Wildllfe Program 
(CWP), 

= Human resource development activities, 

= A community and enterprise development fund, and 

= Studies, research and policy analys~s related to the CWP 

Subsequently, a fifth component was added-support for project specific and related KWS 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) These five elements have remained essentially intact 
durlng the l ~ f e  of the project though the details and termmology have changed somewhat 

The following discuss~on will examine the specific goals and outputs that were expected 
from each of these components when the project was first designed and implemented It will 
go on to ~dentify the achievements of the project and will describe the problems that were 
encountered Finally, we w ~ l l  endeavor to identlfy specific lessons that have been learned 
during the course of the project and suggest how these can be used to help strengthen 
posslble future support for KWS and for commun~ty-based wildlife management initiat~ves 
in Kenya 

COBRA PROJECT COMPONENT I DEVELOPMENT OF KWS' MANAGEMENT SUPPORT 
FOR THE COMMUNITY WILDLIFE PROGRAM (CWP) 

The CWS was transformed into the Partnership Department when KWS was reorganized in 
1996 This In itself represented a fundamental success of COBRA efforts to inst~tutional~ze 
community-based management of wildlife resources In Kenya The Partnership Department 
IS one of the three core operational departments withln the new KWS structure the other two 
being the Biodiversity Conservation Department and the Tourism Department In the 
introduction to the first issue of the Partnership Department's newsletter, the Director of 
KWS, Dr David western? underlined the relevance of the creation of the new entlty He 
stated that 

I Subsequent to the complet~on of the COBRA ~nst~tutlonal contract (and preparation of the first draft of t h ~ s  
summary report), Dr Western was replaced as D~rector of KWS 



The establishment of the Partnership Department expresses the importance KWS 
places in reaching out to communities, government agencies, NGOs and other bodies 
with a significant role to play in conservation Partner shzps News, November 1997 

The stated goal of the department is to build partnerships, to conserve biodiversity and 
ensure that custodians benefit The department's mission statement is 

To enhance sustainable conservation of biodiversity outside protected areas by 
forming partnerships with communities and other appropriate stakeholders with the 
aim of building capacity, devolving responsibilities and increasing direct benefits 
from wildlife while protecting people and their property from wildlife damage 

These underlying tenets closely reflect the goals of COBRA support for the original CWS as 
outlined in the Project Paper (USAID, 199 1) This document also listed five expected outputs 
from COBRA support for KWS management of the unit These were as follows 

A functioning CWS Headquarters Unit team with qualified and capable staff to 
coordinate, carry out and monitor the community wildlife program, 

An established capacity within the CWS Headquarters Unit to identify, formulate, and 
mtegrate policy issues and concerns into the annual plans and activities of the community 
wildlife program, 

An established internal management information system that communicates priorities, 
strategies, operational guidelines and procedures in a timely fashion from the 
Headquarters Unit to the field, 

A CWS Headquarters Units that is able to effectively program and budget the resources 
made available in support of Headquarters and field operations, and 

An established capacity to ensure that planning reflects agency policy and the needs, 
conditions and perceptions of field personnel 

While it is very difficult to assess objectively whether these outputs have been achieved, 
there is strong evidence that the Partnership Department does embody most of these qualities 
and capabilities Despite budgetary constraints that have hampered KWS' ability to attain 
desired staffing levels, the Partnership Department has been structured to fulfill its mandate 
The Deputy Director of Partnership, Mr Simon Ole Makallah, reports directly to the Director 
of KWS Four unit coordinators report to the Deputy Director Mobilization and Education 
(Mr James Munyugi), Conflict Resolution (Mr Joachim Kagiri), Wildlife Utilization (Mr 
Philip Wandera), and Enterprise Development (a position that is currently open following the 
resignation of the coordinator in late 1997) 

The management style and approach of the Director, Dr Western (see footnote #7), and 
Deputy Director of Partnership, Mr Ole Makallah, have been criticized as bemg both 



insufficiently transparent and minimal devolution of decision making Whlle such an 
autocratic approach to management is not In vogue among many donor organizations, that IS 

not say that it IS necessar~ly mapproprlate or flawed More s~gn~ficantly, KWS' senlor 
management has also been faulted for the~r apparent inab~hty to develop coherent strategic 
plans and real~stlc budgets In part, thls may result from a lack of expertise with~n the ranks 
of senior management but, in all fairness, there has also been a lack of adequate technical 
support from donors in certain key areas such as financial management 

The regional and local staffing pattern of the department is the same as for the other two 
operational departments of KWS There are intended to be eight Regional Partnership 
Coordinators, 27 Area Partnership Officers, and a cadre of local Partnership Officers, 
Supervisors, Rangers and Technic~ans Agam, the need for retrenchment owing to severe 
budgetary problems largely resulting from a significant drop in revenues from park entrance 
fees, has constrained the KWS' ability to fully staff both its headquarters departments and 
line units 

Each of the coordination units has demonstrated major successes in fulfilling their objectives 
COBRA support for the Mobilization and Education unit was critical in training Partnership 
Officers The involvement of the Naivasha Training Institute in implementing the training 
program is seen to be a major step toward assuring sustainability in that there has been 
support not just for training field staff but also for training of trainers With the help of 
COBRA, the Conflict Resolution unit has evolved from a group responsible for fencing 
mainly rhinoceros reserves, into a unit that provides a wide range of support to rural 
communities Today, up to 40 percent of animal control issues are resolved through dialog 
with communities rather than resorting to expenswe fencing programs or to shooting rogue 
animals When fencing or other forms of wildllfe barriers are required, the Conflict 
Resolution unit now has the capacity to involve communities in the design, construction and 
maintenance of the projects Through community mobilization, tralning of fence technicians 
and subsequent monitoring, animal control projects are sustainable at the community level 

The Wildlife Utilization unit has experlenced major successes in its ability to work with 
communities as a result of the support it has received through COBRA Field staff have 
remarked that over the course of the project, rural communities have begun to refer to the 
local wildhfe resources as "our animals" whereas previously these were "KWS' an~mals" 
This fundamental change In perceptions is largely the result of commumty mob~l~zation work 
sponsored and supported by COBRA Moreover, the work undertaken by KWS In this area 
underscores the fact that KWS itself has successfully changed ~ t s  image through embracing a 
community-based approach to conservation 

The work of the Enterprise Development unit will be described in greater detail below In 
relation to the Wlldlife Development Facility that funds several enterprise development 
projects In additlon to this funding, COBRA has helped the Enterprise Development Unit 
identify additional sources of funding that have led to the creation of conservation-based 
enterprises such as the Kimana Wildlife Sanctuary in Amboseli, the Ilngwesi Tourist Bandas 
in Laikipla, the Golinl Mwaluganje Community Elephant Sanctuary and the Kitui honey 
enterprises and several fisheries project on the coast (see box) 



The Golini-Mwaluganje area is a corridor between the Shimba Hills National Reserve (and adjacent 
Mkonganr Forest Reserves) and the Mwaluganje Forest On the one hand, the elephants represent a 
threat to biodiversity in the area through their destruction of habitat, they also destroy property and 
crops of the farmers living in the area On the other hand, elephants are a major tourist attraction and 
the Sh~mba Hills reserve is close to the maln coastal tourrst resorts on Kenya 

KWS was convinced that more needed to be done to address the human elephant conflicts and also 
allow freer movement of elephants through the area One of the major challenges facing further 
efforts was the great diversity of stakeholders three distinct groups of landowners, several 
government agencies and a number of NGOs were involved The early involvement of the COBRA 
Project Enterprise Development Specialist helped facilitate the process The Eden Wildlife Trust (an 
NGO) took the first steps by funding the construction of a four-kilometer long electric fence to prevent 
elephants from entering agricultural areas In 1993, after a series of lengthy and sometimes 
contentious meetings, the Golini Mwaluganje Community Conservation Corporation was created The 
stated objectives were to reduce human elephant conflicts and generate greater benef~ts for 
community members while permitting the movement of elephants through the corridor The 
constitutional sub committee and an attorney who represented local farmers wrote a lengthy 
document, the Memorandum and Articles of Association of the Golini Mwaluganje Conservation 
Reserve It required that landowners "give legal right of vacant possession of their parcels of land" to 
the Corporation and agree not to dispose of their land or use it for collateral without the consent of the 
Corporation 

By 1995, fifty indigenous families were members of the Corporation The Sanctuary had been fenced, 
game-viewing tracks had been established and an entry gate with two ticket offices had been 
constructed In 1997, the Board of Directors distributed about one million Kenyan Shillings (over 
$16,000) to shareholders Payments ranged from Ksh 60,000 to Ksh 200,000 (about $1,000 to over 
$3,000) to each family holding title to their donated land In addition, an investor has agreed to build a 
lodge in the Sanctuary and has agreed to a concession payment of Ksh 50,000 (about $800) per 
month The plans call for employing up to about 50 local people 

Problems still remain Since profit sharing is based on the amount of land contributed to the 
Sanctuary, it IS critical that ownership is clear, however, the adjudication and titling process has been 
extremely slow in some areas Sanctuary management has also posed problems with the selection of 
a manager being handled by the Board of Directors rather than all members of the Corporation In 
addition, the recent disastrous decline in tourism to Kenya is likely to have a detrimental effect on 
gate receipts Nevertheless, the Sanctuary provides a valuable lesson in what is needed to create 
such enterprises broad participation, transparent decision making, equitable distribution of benefits, 
and the forging of partnerships with NGOs and the private sector 

With the institutionalization and thorough integration of the Partnership Department into 
KWS and many of its field operations, the expected objectives of COBRA have been 
achieved Certainly, as described above, some managerial and administrative d~fficulties 
have been encountered but none of these are insurmountable within the present 
organizational framework The biggest constraint facing the department is one that faces the 

From Cocheba D J & Ndlrangu, J (1998) The Golm Mwaluganja Commun~ty Elephant Sanctuary a 
community conservation poised for success but plagued by an elephant management dllernma Unpublished 
Paper 



whole of KWS the attamment of financial sustainablllty and the Impact thls will have on 
staffing and development of human resources through staff training At this time, there 
appear to be some problems In the flow of information between Headquarters and the field 
offices It is uncertain whether these difficulties are the result of systemic problems wlth 
communications and information management or whether a lack of capacity building and 
staff shortages at the regional level have exacerbated the situation The COBRA Project has 
been successful in creatmg information management systems wlthln KWS that have helped 
improve operatlonal efficiency and that provlde broader and easier access to data (Fishbem, 
1997) Perhaps the most significant shortcoming of the Partnership Department has been the 
inability to use WDF funds for more than a few slgnlficant enterprise development projects 
Thls will be discussed further below 

Lessons Learned 

= Strong donor support for institutional development backed up by on-slte technical 
assistance with the means to provide support for capaclty budding across a broad range of 
areas has been highly effective 

= USAID originally conceived COBRA'S support to community wildlife management as 
being focused on building lnstltution capacity at KWS headquarters This has 
undoubtedly been accomplished Nevertheless, KWS has undergone significant 
decentralization and there has been relatively llttle management support at the regional 
level Whde systems are in place for communicating priorities, strategies, operatlonal 
guidelines and procedures to the field, the capacity of field units to respond remains very 
llmited Without appropriate feedback mechanisms, the potential for efficient, adaptlve 
management of KWS programs will remaln severely constrained 

If KWS is to have a less top-heavy chain of command, devolution of authority, planning 
and declsion making will require further capaclty building withln the organization The 
mid-level managers in the Partnership Department are all hlghly proficient field 
technicians that have been promoted on merit In future, they wlll require tralning In 
management and a broad range of administrative skills ~f thelr demonstrated abilltles are 
to be put to effect at KWS Headquarters 

COBRA PROJECT COMPONENT I I  HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

As orlglnally concewed, the COBRA Project's support for human resources development 
was to focus on trainmg of CWS field officers and extension workers, NGO personnel, and 
community leaders, as well as some specialized tralning for KWS Headquarters staff 
(USAID, 1991) Durlng the course of the project, considerable support was provided in all of 
these areas Moreover, as was pointed out above, COBRA also attempted to build Kenyan 
capaclty to sustaln a training program for community wildlife management through close 
collaboration wlth the Nalvasha Trainmg Instltute 



The COBRA Project Paper identified three expected outputs from this component 

Over 500 KWS staff oriented to the community wildlife program strategy and 
philosophy, 

rn 36 well trained wildlife extension officers and 29 community wildlife wardens effectively 
implementing the program in the field by year 3 of the project, and 

I An established capacity within CWS (Partnership Department) to define and address 
training requirements for the community wildllfe program 

Undoubtedly, in terms of numbers of individuals trained in the many different aspects of 
community-based wildllfe management, COBRA'S efforts have been a resounding success It 
is unfortunate that poor administrative procedures on the part of project staff (including the 
original DAI Chief of Party and DAI's subcontractors) have rendered it impossible to 
determine the exact numbers of people trained over the course of the project Nevertheless, 
by 1995 over 30 people were trained in natural resource and wildlife management techniques 
and at least 90 village game scouts had been trained (AWF, 1997) In the second half of 1997 
alone, 88 community game scouts were tralned, as well as 40 Area Partnership Officers and 
160 game rangers who received training in techniques of problem animal control through the 
efforts of the Partnership Department This clearly demonstrates that the department now has 
the capacity to define and address the training requirements to support its community wildlife 
management agenda 

The COBRA Project has supported the development and implementation of a series of 
modular courses that have dealt with various aspects of wildlife management Whlle the 
trainlng was generally well regarded, concern has been expressed that the courses were too 
long in duratlon resulting in key managers being away from their field posts for prolonged 
periods In addition, the curriculum was at times too broad in scope for the specific needs of 
the some participants Another problem has been that some individuals that received 
intensive training through COBRA subsequently left KWS for higher paying positions in the 
prlvate sector It has also been noted that with the reorganization of KWS, training funds that 
had previously been allocated specifically to support the CWS became available to other 
departments resulting in some resentment on the part of Partnership staff 

Lessons Learned 

Modular courses must be adapted to the needs of the participants Boilerplate approaches 
to the design of courses may have been appropriate and an efficient use of resources in 
the early days of COBRA'S support for CWS but follow up courses should be more 
focused The existmg modules should perhaps be subdivided to allow more specialized 
and shorter tra~ning sessions 



Try to ensure that people receiving Intensive training--especially long-term, overseas 
courses-are comm~tted to staying with the organization Thls might be accompl~shed 
through modified contractual arrangements between KWS and the individuals concerned 

There IS a need with~n KWS for general training in varlous areas ranging from financial 
adminlstratlon, mformation systems and management techniques Clear differentiation of 
the varlous components of trainlng budgets must be undertaken at the outset of the 
project and when institutional changes threaten to blur eliglbllity for support 

COBRA PROJECT COMPONENT Ill WILDLIFE FOR DEVELOPMENT FUND 

The KWS Wildlife for Development Fund (WDF), or Wildlife Development Facility as it IS 

sometimes known, has undergone cons~derable change since a Community and Enterpr~se 
Development Fund was originally launched through COBRA Its purpose was to assist rural 
communities make fuller and more susta~nable use of protected area revenues that MWS had 
committed to share with the communities adjacent to protected areas that were obliged to 
bear many of the costs assoc~ated w ~ t h  wildl~fe conservation The component was designed to 
asslst communities develop sound proposals for accessing shared revenues, to help 
communities develop, market and administer wildlife related enterprises, and ensure that 
communit~es had an actwe voice in developmg wildlife management plans that would 
integrate conservation and development 

The expected outputs of this component were 

= Organizat~on and implementation of admin~strative models for revenue-sharing in at least 
4 geographic areas where communities derive socioeconomic benefits, 

Establ~shment and implementation of at least 4 wildlife management units/plans that 
incorporate community roles/concerns, 

Enhanced local community expertise In w~ldlife management and util~zat~on methods 
being employed in up to 4 locat~ons' 

Establishment of approximately 2 wildlife users/operators associations, and 

Establishment of at least 24 community development projects and/or enterprises 

One of the major problems that this component has encountered since the early days of the 
project resulted from the amalgamation of the KWS revenue sharing funds and the USAID 
Community and Enterprlse Development Fund to create the WDF This blurred the overall 
purpose of the fund since revenue sharing was largely seen as a compensatory measure while 
the CED was intended expressly for enterprise development Despite these difficulties (that 
are discussed further below), the WDF has been successful In leveraging additional fundmg 
from both the Government of Kenya and The World Bank From July 1" I994 to June 3oth 
1997, the avadable funds (which include unspent funds from the previous fiscal year) have 



climbed steadily from about Ksh32 million, to Ksh69 million and Ksh95 million last year 
(1996/1997) 

Notwithstanding the problems, the COBRA Project has been successful in developing an 
effective model for revenue sharing and enterprise development that fully involves local 
communities and other shareholders in the design and decision-making process The project 
activities have been expanded beyond the original four geographical focal areas and 
numerous communlties have taken the opportunity to access the funds and develop wildlife 
management and utilization plans In addition, several wildlife forums have been created 
(such as those in Laikipla and Machakos) These have been successful in mobillzing people 
and financial resources to take charge of developing ecologically sustainable and financially 
sound wildlife management plans with the initial assistance and support of COBRA and the 
Partnership Department 

The community development projects that have been initiated through access to the WDF 
number in the hundreds Owing to the confusion over the purpose of the funds, the nature of 
projects are diverse and many must be class~fied as compensatory schemes that are neither 
financially sustainable nor focussed on any wildlife conservation agenda Table 1 shows the 
percentages of total WDF disbursements that fall within four broad categories education, 
infrastructure development (other than schools), salaries (other than paid to teachers), and 
enterprise development 

It should be noted that some community development projects that are not classified as 
enterprise projects could be designed to generate income These might include dispensaries, 
tree nurseries and boreholes where user fees could be charged In reality, this is not the case 
Conversely, some enterprise development schemes do not have a strong financial rationale 
and their benefits to wildlife conservation are at best tenuous Nevertheless, table 1 does 
provide a representative summary of WDF disbursements It should be noted that although 
many compensatory, good-will schemes that have been funded are probably not 
economically sustainable, they do play a critical role in informing communities about the 
benefits of conserving wildlife and they help "break-the-ice" in efforts to open participatory 
dialog these groups It has been noted in Zambia that revenues from the ADMADE program 
have frequently first been used to build palaces for traditional, local leaders While such 
projects may not be beneficial to the community as a whole, they do make a strong, and 
usually positive, impression that helps promote subsequent broad participation 
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It should also be noted that the low total amount of d~sbursement In 199611997 is largely the 
result of the difficulties that KWS field operations experienced during the phase of 
reorganization 

The community development approach that COBRA has helped KWS' Partnership 
Department develop IS a model that can be used throughout Kenya Moreover, lt IS an 
approach that has much merit and one that is applicable to other Sub-Saharan countries The 
model comprises the following dlscrete steps 

Identification of areas of importance for conservation of b~od~vers~ty-these might 
Include forest areas, wetlands or other ecological significant ecosystems, or wildlife 
dispersion corridors The Biodiversity Department of KWS IS responsible for 
identification of these areas The department has recently completed its draft map and 
inventory of the "m~nimum conservation network" for Kenya This Identifies all of 
Kenya's national parks, reserves, wildllfe sanctuaries and other areas of importance for 
malntainlng biological diversity and also defines the main areas of marine and terrestrial 
dispersal for key migratory species 

Community extension prior to undertaking a Partmpatory Rural Appraisal to ensure that 
expectations are not unrealistic and that the objectives and goals of the upcoming PRA 
are clear 

Completion of a Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) that helps familiarize communities 
and other stakeholders wlth the work of KWS and builds trust and confidence in KWS 
field staff and other partners A major theme of the PRA IS to assist communltles or 
discrete interest groups think beyond solvlng their immediate problems and satisfylng 
imminent needs The goal of the PRAs IS to help stakeholders identify opportunities that 
can generate tangible economic benefits from the sustainable use of natural resources At 
present, most opportunities for sustainable development ~nvolve non-consumptive use of 
resources, mainly In the form of ecotourism There are, however, examples of 
sustainable, consumptive util~zat~on such as game ranching, game cropping and game- 
bird hunting that have been implemented on a limited scale 

Preparation of a Community Action Plan (CAP) that outlines the community's and then 
partners' approach to sustainable use of natural resources in the area The plan ident~fies 
how constraints to development will be dealt with and how environmental Impact will be 
monitored KWS has been instrumental in developing ~ t s  own procedures for undertaking 
Environmental Impact Studles based largely on proposed national procedures though 
with some modifications that have resulted from training workshops organized by 
COBRA and USAID 
Legal registration of the group, association or enterprise When outsiders are involved In 
developing enterprlses on community land, it  is essential that the community IS legally 
entitled to establish a binding agreement with the developers that ensures that each 
party's interests, and those of other stakeholders, are protected (Johnson & Dannenmaier 
1997) 



Continued technical support and capacity building from partners during project 
implementation 

This model has evolved over several years and, indeed, it was first tested in Kenya in the late 
1980s and early 1990s In Tsavo (Snelson & Lembuya, 1990), Amboseli and Maasa~ Mara 
(Talbot & Olindo, 1990) and elsewhere (Poole & Leakey, 1996) There have undoubtedly 
been difficulties and there are still several problems that need to be resolved It has become 
clear that whlle KWS' Partnershlp Department has been doing a remarkable job at 

The K~manafl~kondo Group Ranch IS located east of the Amboseli National Park It has hosted three 
tour~st camps, one of wh~ch dates back to the 1920s In the 1990s, the members of the ranch have 
gone step further by sett~ng as~de 40 acres surround~ng a swamp that attracts abundant w~ldlife 
Through this conservation effort, the swamp and ~ ts  sprmgs are off lrmits to Maasal cattle, except In 
severe drought when the group ranch comm~ttee can vote to allow access In~t~ally, the Maasal were 
reluctant to undertake th~s venture because they had lost much of the best dry-season grazing when 
Ambosell was created Through the efforts of KWS and the COBRA project, members of the ranch 
vis~ted a successful commun~ty enterprise In La~kip~a and decided to proceed KWS helped draw up a 
business plan and pledged half of the Ksh 9 m~ll~on needed for rnfrastructure and capac~ty bu~ld~ng, 
the remainder wlll be financed from the sanctuary profits 

The Kuon~ Travel Group (U K ) funded construct~on of a gatehouse, purchase of the scouts' un~forms 
and prmtlng of brochures and trckets The sanctuary opened for business in 1996 and hosted more 
than 800 vrs~tors that year The response from tour~sts and tour operators has been extremely 
pos~twe A surprise development was the Br~tish Gu~ld of Travel Wr~ters cho~ce of Klmana as ~ts  
lnternat~onal Tourism Project of the Year 

The next front~er wdl be domestic marketing Kimana has entered mto one commlsslon agreement 
with Abercromble & Kent In add~t~on to spreadmg the word among Kenyan tour operators, the group 
ranch comm~ttee now must reassure its own members that by conservmg the w~ldl~fe around the 
swamp and adoptmg a more compet~t~ve land use, they w~ll real~ze greater benefits than from cattle 
ranch~ng alone, now and In the future Tangrble benefits such as cash for school fees or improved 
health care are hkely to be the deciding factor A group of mvestors has approached the committee 
w~th a proposal to burld an excluswe hotel -In exchange for sole access to the sanctuary 

These developments hold promise for addit~onal enterprise ~n~tlat~ves In future Local farmers have 
recognized the demand for fresh vegetables for the tourst mdustry and have expanded their 
hort~culture activrties Concom~tant w~th th~s, however, is the need to protect the farm plots from 
w~ldhfe-espec~ally elephants This requ~red add~t~onal investment In electric fencmg and other 
protectwe measures The KWS Partnershlp Department and the COBRA team have been 
~nstrumental in nurturmg these lmkages and supporting thew ~mplementatron This notw~thstanding, 
several Ambosel~ group ranches are In the process of dlscussmg poss~ble subdw~slon, wh~ch IS hkely 
lead to fencmg and fragmentation of the broader ecosystem (Dav~d Lovat-Sm~th, pers com , 1998) 
These Issues can only be addressed through broad part~c~pation In an open dialog that leads to 
consensus on a development plan In wh~ch all part~es have a s~gn~f~cant degree of ownersh~p Thls In 
~tself IS problematic when rndividuals may have to walk 100 km or more In order to partlapate In 
meetrngs 

Based in part, on the Kenya Wildlife Serwce 1996 Annual Report (KWS 1997 a) 



mobilizing local communities, ~t has limited expertise when it comes to providing support in 
specific technical areas notably financial management and business development plans The 
most successful development projects have involved local or foreign entrepreneurs who have 
asslsted communities by providing these services or helping build capaclty In these areas 
Examples include recent developments with the Kimana Community Wildlife Sanctuary 
nearAmbosel1 (see box), where support was provided by a British tour operator, the Golini- 
Mwaluganje Elephant Sanctuary (Sh~mba Hills) where the Eden Trust provlded essential 
technical and financial support, and Ilngwesi Community Wildlife Sanctuary (Laiklp~a), 
where a neighboring private wildlife sanctuary provides bookkeeping assistance 

It is believed wlthin KWS that without a significant change in the current WDF drsbursement 
policy, it will be difficult to channel funds into vlable enterprise development schemes 
DAI's COBRA proposal suggested that enterprise development funds should be used to 
provide loans to commun~ties and busmess that were able to demonstrate the economic 
merlts and ecolog~cal sustainability of their projects This approach was never attempted 
though In 1996 the outgomg COBRA Enterprise Development Spec~alist reiterated ~ t s  
importance (Makilya, 1996 a and b) Now, more than six years after the start of the COBRA 
Project, senior management within KWS has strongly endorsed such a strategy 

At present in Kenya, there is very limited potentlal for developing enterprises that are based 
on the consumptive use of wlldllfe Game ranching and cropplng have proven to be 
economically risky operatlons even when the best expertise, adequate infrastructure 
(abattoirs, transport and good roads) and markets are available Current wildlife policies do 
not allow sport hunting in Kenya (wlth the only exception being gamebird hunting) and law 
forbids the export of trophies Community-based wlldlife management programs in 
Zimbabwe and Zambia derive virtually all thelr revenues from sport and trophy hunting The 
potentlal to develop a slmllar industry in Kenya is currently belng explored with the 
preparation of a new Wildllfe (Conservation and Management) Bill (Klbwana & Wanjala, 
1995, Government of Kenya, 1998) 

The COBRA Projected has supported several studies of potential wlldlife off-take rates (for 
example, for large herbivores and game birds) Heath's (1995) estimates of off-take rates and 
the value of cropped game and trophy animals, suggested that there is a potential for a highly 
lucrative huntlng industry In some districts It should be noted, however, that these estimates 
are based on ecological and economic data from southern Africa and they do not take all the 
likely costs into account Moreover, such consumptive use of wildlife is not allowed at 
present without special permission from the Director of KWS" and any changes would 
require revision of current Kenyan policies and laws 

In several cases where WDF funds have been used to implement education and infrastructure 
projects, there has been a woeful lack of coordination between KWS and other Government 
of Kenya agencies Examples of understaffed or under-attended schools represent a serlous 
waste of resources and unconscionably poor plannlng Elsewhere water tanks have been 

lo The D~rector's permlsslon 1s requ~red for game cropplng operatlons trophy hunting 1s not allowed under 
Kenyan law 



constructed without provision for water supply and community projects that cannot be 
adequately maintained owing to high recurrent costs have been funded 

Lessons Learned 

With the support of the COBRA Project KWS' Partnership Department has established 
effective community mobilization procedures that can be used to design and implement 
enterprise development projects The model is suffic~ently flexible and the Partnership 
personnel have been well trained enough to allow its application throughout Kenya This 
is a major accomplishment of COBRA and KWS and information about the model should 
be more w~dely disseminated in the region 

Confusion over the purpose of the WDF has severely hampered its usefulness in 
promoting enterprise development 

As has been noted elsewhere (see, for example, Byers, 1996a), Participatory Rural 
Appraisal techniques can often provide a forum for a communlty or groups within the 
community to air their grievances Without the guidance of experienced practitioners, 
there can be a tendency for participants to focus on social and economics problems and 
constraints to development rather than Identifying opportunities and building on past 
successes PRA teams must be aware of these potentla1 pitfalls 

Once a PRA is completed, it is essential that the team follow through with helping 
implement the proposed actions If this is not done, the communlty loses faith in the 
process, in the team and the organizations it represents 

KWS' Partnership Department does not have the m-house expertise to provide 
communities with all the technical support that is required to develop viable busmess 
plans and appropriate financial and administrative procedures for enterprises While 
continuing to support community mob~lization, in future, the Partnership Department 
should focus on facil~tatlng the creation of partnerships between NGOs and the private 
sector to help communit~es launch enterprises 

It 1s essential that all community projects-whether good-w~ll or enterprise development 
schemes-are thoroughly planned and coordinated w ~ t h  all relevant stakeholders and 
partners, not the least of which are other government agencles and donors working In the 
same locality 

Most of the successful conservation-based community enterprise schemes in Kenya have 
relied on technical support from the private sector and NGOs The importance of such 
mentoring cannot be over-estimated Community initiatives require skllls in business 
management, marketing, legal services and conflict resolution-none of which are 
typ~cally available within the communities or through government agencies 



At present there IS limited potentlal for creatmg vlable commerc~al enterprises that rely 
on the sustamable use of wlldllfe resources The past few years have seen the successful 
launchmg of several tourism enterprises but the current downturn In visitors to Kenya 
does not augur well for thelr future Additional sources of revenue from wlldlife should 
be explored these could lnclude various possibilities for consumptive use that may be 
opened as a result of changes in wildlife utllization policy and law 

COBRA PROJECT COMPONENT IV STUDIES, RESEARCH AND POLICY ANALYSIS 

The COBRA Project has been very active In this area though many of the speclfic activities 
have been reported under other components of the project For example, studles on carnivore 
conservation (Frank, 1998), game-bird hunting (Bennun et a1 , 1997), and various game 
population counts (Department of Resource Survey and Remote Sensing & Mpala Research 
Centre, 1997) and potential harvesting analyses (Dobson and Georgladls, 1997) have been 
undertaken In relation to WDF and enterprise development activities A complete llsting of 
reports relatlng to thls component is provlded in annex 3 

The COBRA Project Paper (USAID, 1991) identified four maln areas of research wildlife 
utilization rlghts, revenue sharing mechanisms, community and tourism sector mtlatives, 
and landuse planning All of these have been the subject of COBRA studies and policy 
discussion though landuse planning has received comparatively llttle artentron other than 
studles on how land tenure issues relate to KWS' ability to develop ecologlcal sustamable 
conservation unlts based on broader landscapes Present KWS management has long 
acknowledged that in Kenya the maintenance of viable conservation areas must include 
preservation of wildlife dispersal zones and corridors around the core protected areas 
However, current pressure on land 1s resultmg In changlng land-ownership patterns and 
conversion of open rangeland to agricultural land that must be fenced In the case of Nairobl 
Natlonal Park, for example, the wlldllfe dispersal corrldor that leaves the park open to the 
southeast is gradually being closed as the land is bought, developed as residentlal property or 
small farms, and fenced As a closed park, thls area has little ecologlcal viability owing to ~ t s  
small slze and the wildlife population dynamics required to maintain the current diversity of 
herbivores and their predators 

The expected outputs of this component as listed In the Project Paper were 

Landuse management plans in COBRA Project target areas that reflect the results of 
community assessments definmg socioeconomic and legal systems or concerns 

CWS Unlt develops draft strategy/pan for collaboration with private sector on CWP 
initiatives 

CWS unlt documents models for revenue sharing and operational guidelines 

Preparation and presentation of a "white paper" or slmilar options paper definmg 
additional reforms/changes needed to effectively regulate and promote utllization 



As is mentioned above, there remains a need to define KWS' role in developing landuse 
management plans in zones lying outslde of the designated protected areas The Biodiversity 
Department's efforts to map a minimum conservation network for Kenya is an essential first 
step Future efforts will have to focus on more difficult issues relating to land tenure, zonlng, 
and the perennial issue of wildlife utilization rights COBRA has assisted KWS undertake a 
series of policy studies relatmg to revision of the 1976 Wildlife (Conservation and 
Management) Law and its 1989 amendment (Kibwana & Wanjala, 1995) and specific issues 
of wildlife utilization (Johnston and Dannenmaier, 1997) 

Lessons Learned 

= By supportmg KWS' research and policy analysis work, the COBRA Project has been 
able to maintain a crucial involvement in environmental and wildl~fe policy development 
in Kenya and, thereby, has been able to ensure that a broad range of stakeholders has had 
an opportunity to contribute to the agenda This contribution should not be 
underestimated Wh~le efforts to strengthen Kenyan civil society have been fraught with 
difficulties and setbacks in recent years, the experience in wildlife policy has been more 
positive The COBRA Project's work in strengthening capacity to promote and sustain 
community-based natural resource management through both policy initiatives and field 
activities provides a valuable lesson for future efforts in other sectors 

= Durmg the course of the COBRA Project it has become clear that community 
partic~pation In wildlife management and conservation of biodiversity is a complex and 
necessarily multi-sectoral undertaking COBRA has focused its efforts on supporting 
what is today KWS' Partnership Department Yet, it has been essential to forge strong 
linkages with the two other operational departments of KWS-Biodiversity and 
Tourism-as well as supporting senior management's efforts In policy development The 
ties with the Biod~vers~ty Department are espec~ally critical smce not only is that 
department responsible for Identifying priority conservation areas and liaislng with other 
government agencies such as the Forestry Department, it also now has responsib~lity for 
monitormg and evaluation across KWS These are all critical areas for ensuring effective 
performance of the COBRA Project Future efforts should build on the linkages that 
COBRA has forged within and beyond KWS and must continue to seek out opportunities 
to build new partnerships 

COBRA PROJECT COMPONENT V MONITORING AND EVALUATION (M&E) 

A discrete COBRA Project M&E component was not envisaged in the Project Paper 
(USAID, 1991) though its importance was acknowledged at the very outset of the activity It 
became evident early in the project that w~thout efficient monitoring of project activities it 
would be extremely difficult to assess performance and to make necessary adjustments to the 
project design as the mst~tutional landscape and policy env~ronment evolved Despite the 
attempts to develop an effluent M&E system for COBRA (Lambert, 1995, Little & de 



Queiroz, 1997, see also Little, no date), this aspect of the project has seen little substantial 
progress and remains today a significant shortcoming Having said this, the COBRA Project 
has been instrumental in helping the Partnership Department and KWS as a whole develop an 
M&E system that is not only functionmg well but is based upon strong in-house capacity 
such that the potential for sustainability is very high 

To be useful, any M&E system must track both perjonnance toward achieving results 
identified in work plans and the zrnpact of these achievements on Income generation, the 
sustainabihty of natural resource use, and foremost, the conservation of biological diversity 
By establishing a monitoring system with efficient feedback to planners and stakeholders, it 
is possible to ensure that programs are adjusted periodically to maximize opportunities for 
achieving results, while simultaneously maintaining vigilance to identify quickly activities 
that do not meet their targets This is a cornerstone of adaptive management A r~gorous and 
sustainable M&E system must be based on four pillars 

w A participatory approach to system design and indicator selection, 

w A strong reliance on community-based monitoring of field activities, 

w Reporting and feedback procedures that aid programmatic decision making and adaptive 
management, and 

w Evaluations for thorough analysis of performance-related Issues as required for decision 
making 

The COBRA Project should have established an efficient performance monitoring system 
around good indicators, cost-effective and reliable data collection, rigorous analysis, effic~ent 
reporting procedures, and measures to ensure information is readily available to declsion 
makers and stakeholders It was incumbent on COBRA to establish a fully functional 
monitormg system for an extended period of time, perhaps ten years or more, to ensure that 
the long-term impacts were measured in three key areas of results institutional sustainability, 
work plan performance in community development, and socioeconomic and environmental 
impacts 

The purpose of this should be to monitor continued political and institut~onal support for 
wildllfe management policies, legislation, and investments, and for community participation 
in conservation and development activities 



Measuring COBRA Work Plan Performance for Commun~ty-based 
Development 

A customer-based approach to data collection could have helped achieve three objectives (1) 
to instill a sense of ownership over monitoring data among stakeholders that will encourage 
self-assessment of their achievements and necessary modifications to future work plans for 
adaptwe management, (11) to ensure data will be collected in a timely manner to expedite 
reporting, and (111) to promote cost-effective data collection Mechanisms for data collection 
may include, among other approaches, having communities and other stakeholders record 
economlc and ecological information in logbooks 

Measunng B~ophys~cal and Soc~oeconom~c Impacts 

Measuring the impact of COBRA and KWS activ~ties on wildlife numbers and species 
diversity, household incomes, and other key parameters, is critical for determining the 
success of the overall program While KWS has developed basic procedures and guidelines 
for environmental impact assessment (KWS, 1998), much more work will be needed before 
these can be made operational 

In addition to monitoring and assessing the impacts of these aspects of the project, the 
COBRA team should also have formally tracked the critical assumptions regarding 
Government of Kenya performance that were outlined in the Project Paper (USAID, 1991) 

KWS Monltorlng Systems 

The collection of monitoring data must not become an end in itself Rather, the data must be 
carefully interpreted and reported to partners and stakeholders for informed decision making 
and improved management Such reporting and feedback mechanisms are still lacking In the 
KWS M&E system The present system is based on sound indicators but data collection is 
neither efficient nor systematic The follow-up work on the 1993 knowledge, attitude and 
practices surveys for Amboseli and Tsavo West were well executed but were not undertaken 
until 1997 (Ndung'u, 1998 a and b) indeed, the results of the 1993 surveys were not 
distributed until January, 1996 Similarly, assessments of the progress and impact of 
Partnership Department projects In the four focal areas have not been conducted regularly 
though those that have been completed are extremely valuable (Ndung'u et al , 1996, 1997, 
Ndung'u and Kaaria, 1997 a and b) 

The COBRA Project helped the Partnership Department develop and maintain several key 
databases the WDF database, the mobilization and education workshops database, the 
conflict resolution occurrence register, and the knowledge, attitude and practices survey 
database (that is now maintained by the M&E specialist who is now within the Biodiversity 
Department) (COBRA Project, 1996, Fishbein, 1997) These databases have been 
institutionalized and, provided that basic training is available for new or replacement staff, 
the systems are sustainable 



Lessons Learned 

It is essential to design and Implement a project monitoring system at the very outset of 
the program This monitoring system should include indicators that gauge impact of the 
activities as well as indicators of performance toward achieving project outputs 

A monitoring and evaluation system is a management tool and, as such, its users must be 
involved in its design and in the selection of indicators This applies equally to a project 
monitoring system and a system for KWS and its various departments 

While it can be efficient and cost effective to share data collection and analysis 
responsibilities among KWS departments (and with affiliated projects such as COBRA), 
it is essential that the information can be dlsaggregated to enable Individual users to 
access relevant data The merging of the COBRA Project M&E system with that of the 
Partnership Department and the rest of KWS has resulted in the inability to access crucial 
information on project performance 

Many indicators for both the proposed COBRA M&E system and that of KWS are poorly 
conceived Many reflect a lack of concern for the following cost of data collection, 
availability of data, relevance to users, user-friendliness, and gender sensitivity 

The difficulties experienced in implementing the respective M&E systems appear to 
reflect the following a lack of understanding of the purpose of M&E, inappropriate 
indicators, and heavy involvement of outsiders rather than users In addition, the 
following have been lacking readily accessible data, inexpensive data, adequate 
collaboration and participation, and very limited community involvement 

For further information on the design and implementation of M&E systems, the reader is 
referred to USAID'S Environmental Indicators Working Group study, Performance 
monztonng of USAID envu onmental program an zrztr oductzon to performance nzorzztor zrzg 
and a revlew of current best practzces (US AID, 1998 c) 

OVERALL ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE COBRA PROJECT 

Over the past SIX years, the COBRA project has helped the Kenya Wildlife Service undergo a 
fundamental cultural change Formerly a uniformed, paramilitary agency with the primary 
expressed objective of combating poachmg of key mammal species, KWS has reinvented 
itself and is now focused on conserving Kenyan biodiversity through building partnerships 
with rural communities and helping stakeholders realize the economic benefits from the 
sustainable use of wildlife These are the fundamental principles that guided the design of the 
COBRA Project The project has accomplished its expressed goals in all areas though some 
specific outputs have been less than originally expected (notably the amount of 
disbursements from the revenue sharmg fund) 



The COBRA Project has been successful in developing a model for involving local 
communities in the management of wildlife in areas without any formal conservation zones 
as well as near national parks and reserves This model was developed through the efforts of 
COBRA and KWS field staff who have tested it repeatedly and modified it accordingly 
Today, Kenya has a model for community-based wildlife management that is flexible enough 
to be applicable to the wide diversity of ecological, cultural, and economic conditions that are 
found throughout the country The legacy of COBRA will be that this utilitarian model can 
be used by a well tramed cadre of extension workers In virtually any setting in Kenya to 
achieve effective community participation in conservation and development projects 

Specific COBRA successes include 

The transformation of a concept of community-based conservation into a well-defined 
procedure 

= The elevation of the Partnership Department as a core operating group within KWS 

The creation of landowner associations and other entities for the purpose of generating 
revenues from the sustainable use of wildlife resources 

The transfer of tangible benefits to rural communities 

The improved perception of KWS' role in the eyes of rural communities 

The expansion of the partnership program beyond the original four COBRA focal areas 
to a national scale 

The replication of community conservation programs throughout Kenya 

Undoubtedly, there have been problems in implementation of the COBRA Project One of 
the biggest of these stemmed from the requirement that KWS share 25 percent of its gate 
revenues with communities adjacent to the protected areas In retrospect this was an 
impossible goal to achieve and at the same time maintain any semblance of financial 
sustainability for KWS Indeed, the organization was crippled in 1993/1994 as a result of this 
requirement 

The performance of DAI subcontractors on the COBRA Project has been mixed MSI played 
a more minor role than originally expected when a significant proportion of training funds 
were redirected to in-country training rather than overseas study tours The performance of 
the African Wildlife Foundation (AWF) has been criticized While AWF has acknowledged 
that the organization was 111 prepared to deal with the administrative requirements incumbent 
on a USAID contractor (or subcontractor) (AWF, 1997), there are other fundamental issues 
that appear to have contributed to problems In certain areas As a conservation NGO, AWF's 
strength lies in undertaking field research While the organization's work In Tsavo West (and 
Tanzan~a) certainly focused on community involvement In conservation, AWF appears to 
have been 111 equipped to carry this work to fruition in terms of implementing viable 



programs An academic (research-oriented) approach and a lack of entrepreneurial sk~lls and 
commercial savvy seem to have hampered AWF efforts AWF's work on developing the 
modular training programs In some ways exemplifies these shortcomings Though extremely 
thorough, the training courses were found to be too long in duration for the members of the 
professional staff who were obliged to fulfill their operat~onal duties Moreover, the courses 
were often too comprehensive, incorporating more material than was useful for many 
~nd~vidual participants 

The participation of development NGOs in KWS-sponsored community development 
programs remains far less than was originally anticipated or is currently warranted In part 
this IS because development NGOs have tended to steer away from conservation-based 
activities leav~ng these to those NGOs that have traditionally focused on wildlife-related 
activities In addition, and perhaps as a result of this de facto divlsion of responsibilities, 
many rural communities in Kenya have regarded these NGOs with susplclon In many areas, 
KWS Partnershlp staff has won the trust of local communit~es and IS in a strong positlon to 
facilitate in the identification and implementat~on of conservation-based development 
projects However, the expertise required to accomplish these goals does not exist within 
KWS Russell and Harshbarger (1998 p 18) have remarked that 

the next phase of conservation and development actlvity will focus on the general 
barriers to sustainable development-lack of savings opportunities, markets and 
infrastructure, access to mformation-rather than on spec~fic types of enterprrses But 
to facilitate this work, partnerships with other groups outside of the conservation 
sphere will be essent~al 

In the future, KWS' Partnership Department must play a role In helping partner organlzatlons 
work with rural communities to Identify these barrlers to development and then either 
circumvent, reduce or ehmmate the constraints It IS unlikely that these partners can be found 
wlthin the NGO community Improved lmkages with the pr~vate sector both w~thm Kenya 
and beyond appear to hold the most promise 

Lessons learned 

Thorough institutional integration of the origmal Community Wildlife Service Into KWS 
as the Partnership Department was an essenttal step toward creating a fully funct~onal 
service The COBRA Project was the key to achieving t h ~ s  

Through the support of the COBRA Project, KWS' Partnershlp Department has become 
highly effective at mobiliz~ng rural communities Yet, mobilization is only the first step 
in developing a truly part~cipatory approach to biodiversity conservation control will 
remain in the hands of outsiders if a community development strategy is not promoted 
(BSP, 1993) Smce participatory development strategies share some level of control w ~ t h  
local stakeholders, they are capable of generating significant levels of sustainability if the 
project output meets a strongly felt community need KWS does not have the resources to 
undertake this effort alone In order to accomplish these goals, KWS must rely on other 



partners such as other government agencies, other donor-funded projects, NGOs and, 
most importantly, the private sector 

= In order to ensure full participation in community-based natural resource management, 
stakeholders must be empowered to design as well as implement activities By placing 
the highest levels of responsibility and control in the participants' hands, the highest 
levels of potential sustainability can be attained However, if such an empowerment 
strategy is to be developed in Kenya, fundamental changes in land and natural resource 
tenure, and the potential for wildlife utilization will be essential The COBRA Project has 
helped launch a series of analyses of possible policy changes and these have generated 
considerable discussion The future direction of community-based natural resource 
management in Kenya hinges on changes in current policy 

Future funding for Partnership activities will require fundamental changes in the way the 
current WDF operates The private commercial sector, particularly tour operators and 
ranchers, will have to become much more involved in community planning if enterprise 
development projects are to succeed 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS OF THE KENYA WILDLIFE SERVICE AND THE COBRA PROJECT 

As throughout its history, KWS finds itself in a politically charged arena The organization's 
mandate-the conservation of wildlife and management of national parks-places KWS in a 
position of great economic importance to Kenya and imparts a high international profile 
Furthermore, KWS' responsibility over large tracts of land and natural resources in Kenya 
continues to attract the often-unwelcome attentions of politicians and politically well 
connected private sector interests Whether KWS7 senior management like it or not, the 
organization will always be in the political spotlight and under the close scrutiny of the 
Government of Kenya and international donor organizations KWS7 future will be 
determined largely by people outside of the organization 

This notwithstanding, the Director and senior management play a preeminent role in shaping 
and promoting the vision of KWS and are responsible for maintaining the image of the 
organlzatlon both nationally and internationally Present uncertainties about the tenure of the 
present Director, Dr Western, threaten to undermine his authority and place KWS in an 
insecure position in terms of both its institutional status and its financial security Over the 
past few weeks, Dr Western was removed from the Directorship by the President of Kenya 
(on May 21") and then reinstated a week later (May 2sth) The turmoil that this caused within 
KWS was mirrored outside of the organization as the Government of Kenya and key bilateral 
and multilateral donors sought reassurances from each other that KWS would continue to 
receive adequate political and financial support to ensure that its ability to meet its immediate 
respons~bilities would not be impaired At t h ~ s  time (June 5th) it remains unclear whether 



either the government or the donor community have sufficient faith in KWS to maintain the 
level of support that it has enjoyed over the past few years " 

Against this backdrop of institutional instability, KWS must reassess its role and 
responsibilities with respect to its own mandate and those of other government agencies The 
vision of wildlife conservation that the Director (see footnotes #7 and #11) brought to KWS 
requires that its efforts not only extend to broader ecological landscapes (parks bejond 
parks) but also that a far broader array of stakeholders are implicated in conservation efforts 
(local communities, NGOs, the private sector, and more) (KWS, 1997 c) This approach has 
blurred some of the lines of responsibility between various agencies For example, while 
KWS has signed a Memorandum of Understanding with the Forestry Department, it remams 
unclear what the two agencies7 precise roles are in protecting and managing the few 
remaining forest areas In Kenya Similarly, KWS' heavy reliance on revenues from park gate 
receipts means that it has a major role to play in promoting tourism though clearly this sector 
is the mandate of another government agency Many of these areas of potential conflict of 
interest will have to be addressed over the next few months as discussions on the proposed 
new Wildlife (Conservation and Management) Bill progress (Government of Kenya, 1998) 

If KWS is severely weakened politically and financially as a result of the recent 
machinations, it will be obliged to reassess its current strategy and future goals The 
possibility of dividing the institution into two or more separate agencies has been discussed 
If KWS was to focus only on its core area of park management, it is likely that its financial 
condition would improve since it could hive off activities that do not generate income 
However, such a strategy would run counter to all the reorganizational efforts that have been 
undertaken over the past few years and would require a major change in KWS7 strategic 
approach to conservation The question that must be asked is if KWS does opt to take a 
backseat in wildlife policy development and the broader aspects of its ~mplementation, who 
will be capable of taking on these responsibilities? 

Even if KWS' current structure is retained, the Partnership Department will have to reassess 
its precise role in promoting community-based management of wildlife resources It has 
become evident that while KWS has been extremely good at mobilizing local communities, it 
has not always enjoyed the same degree of success when greater levels of stakeholder 
participation have been required Partnership Officers do not have the entrepreneurial skills 
needed to help communities and fledgling associations develop business plans and market 
their products Other partners will have to take on these roles 

11 The inst~tutional turmo~l has continued smce the complet~on of the COBRA institutional contract Dr 
Western was replaced as Dlrector of KWS In late 1998 with the appointment of the former Director Rl~hard  
Leakey, for at least an mterlm period The fundamental differences In management style philosophy and 
approach between the two D~rectors wlll undoubtedly have a profound mfluence on the future d~rection that 
KWS will take It is likely that t~ghter management w~thln KWS and a more limlted operat~onal role w1I 
find favor w ~ t h  certaln donors, notably the World Bank In contrast a posslble move away from communlty- 
based wlldl~fe management might encourage other donors to focus the~r  support for conservat~on efforts In 
Kenya through implementing agencies other than KWS 



During the remaining 18 months of the COBRA Project (to December 1999), USAID will 
play an important role in determ~ning the future of KWS COBRA Project funding has been 
crit~cal to maintainmg many of the activities of the Partnership Department especially during 
the past year when KWS finances have been in severe difficulty Moreover, it must be 
acknowledged that the tang~ble support that USAID has provided to KWS (in the form of 
both technical assistance and funding) lends a significant amount of prestige and political 
power to KWS By diluting this level of support or its visibility, USAID will undoubtedly 
have a significant impact on KWS' ability to have a voice in determining its own future 

Future Challenges 

Some of the most fundamental challenges facing KWS over the next few months have been 
discussed above Here we will focus on some of the speclfic areas where it is possible to 
draw lessons from the accompl~shments of the COBRA Project and the lns~ghts that the 
project has prov~ded into the operations of KWS 

Fmancmg of KWS 

The most immed~ate challenge will be assuring financing of KWS' current operating costs 
and, in the longer term, making the organization financially sustamable The present polit~cal 
and institutional wrangling has added to the uncertainty of continued donor support for KWS 
Without this support from The World Bank, USAID, DfID, KfW, the EU, the Dutch 
Government and others, there IS llttle hope that KWS will survive The downturn in tourism 
has resulted in a 70 percent fall in gate receipts and this has created a heavy reliance on 
increased funding from the government and international donors The present crisis presages 
the imminent collapse of KWS It can be resolved only through an immediate infuslon of 
funds 

In the longer term, the financial sustainability of KWS will require both continued 
restructuring of the organization to reduce recurrent operating costs and some new 
approaches to attracting funding or generating revenues Retrenchment has been underway 
for some time and will undoubtedly continue (KWS, 1997 b) If donor fundlng is to continue, 
donors should explore the possibilities of using mechanisms that differ from those that have 
been employed to date Considerable progress has been made in recent years in creating 
v~able trust funds for financing environmental programs and institutions in developmg 
countries (see Ellsworth, 1997, The road tofinanczal sustarnabzlzty how managers, 
government, and donors m Afrzca can create a legacy of vrable publzc and nun-profit 
organzzatzons) In addition, innovative approaches to leveraging financing through a new 
generation of debt-for-nature swaps, carbon sequestration credits and other economic 
instruments are showing considerable promise Within Kenya, various fiscal measures could 
be adopted to provide support to KWS These might Include revision of the present park 
system to enable KWS to obtain revenues from the reserves currently controlled by county 
counc~ls (such as the Maasai Mara), and new or additional taxes p a ~ d  by tourists and tour 



operators At this time, it IS uncertain whether there IS the political will to Implement any of 
these measures since they are sure to arouse the wrath of key interest groups 

Fmancmg of the WDF and Partnersh~p Department Act~v~tres 

Undoubtedly, the present form and structure of the WDF requlres major revision As is 
discussed above, there has been heavy bias toward funding good-will projects that 
compensate rural communities for the direct or opportunity costs they bear as a result of 
being In close proximity to conservation areas Because of thls, there are very few WDF 
sponsored projects that are demonstrably sustainable This notwithstanding, the good will 
that the WDF funds has generated can now be put to good effect 

Future funding should focus on enterprise development projects that can be shown to be both 
based on conservation of wildlife and economically viable In order to achieve this, it will be 
necessary to develop better guidelmes on procedures for designing such projects and having 
them approved for WDF funding At present such procedures exist but they are weak and are 
often either circumvented or ignored A best-practices manual should be developed (see DAI, 
1997, MZCI oenterprzse best practices grant plaiznzng and managerneizt document) 

The possibility of using either the WDF or a new fund to provide loans for enterprise 
development should be explored The present confusion regarding the purpose of the WDF 
(owlng to the mlxing of revenue sharlng funds with enterprise development funds) must be 
addressed If a separate enterprise development fund is created (whether for disbursement of 
loans or grants), ~t will be essential to investigate innovative ways of managlng the capital 
and of attracting a far broader variety of donors and contributors to the fund The creatlon of 
a trust fund, perhaps independent of existing institutions, should be explored Several 
successful models for such trusts are to be found in Africa (for example, Madagascar's Tarzr 
Meva) and Latin America (for example, Mexico's Fondo Mexzcano para la Corzsen~atlorl de 
la Naturaleza) (also see Ellsworth, 1997) Once again, there are many opportunities to 
capitalize such funds using "non-traditional" economic instruments and involving institutions 
other than the major bilateral and multilateral donors Experience in Madagascar has shown 
that since being formally established, the Tany Meva Foundation has been able to attract 
funds from conservation NGOs and private foundations in addition to traditional donors 

Other sources of funding for community enterprise development projects can also be 
accessed New programs such as the jomt EUIWorld Bank initiative, MELISSA (Managing 
the Environment Locally in Sub-Saharan Africa), and the Overseas Private Investment 
Corporation's support for US businesses looking to make foreign mvestments, provide 
genuine opportunities to promote development In addition, organizations such as the 
International Finance Corporation and USAID have allocated funds to support small 
enterprise development programs IFC's Small and Medium-scale Enterprise Program 
(funded jomtly with the Global Environmental Facility) specifically targets enterprises that 
promote the sustainable use and conservation of biodiversity for long term, low interest rate 
loans (up to 10 years at 2 5 percent pa) 



As has been discussed above, the key to accessing such funds is the preparation of thorough 
and realistic business plans This is beyond the capacity of KWS' Partnership Department 
and will require that communities and associations enter into agreements with private 
enterprises KWS9 Partnership and Legal Departments should build on their experience to 
date (with Kimana for example) to help broker such deals 

Monitormg and Evaluation 

If KWS is to strengthen its political and financial position, it is essential that the organization 
can demonstrate that its performance IS strong and that its impact is positive In order to 
accomplish this, the institution must have a rigorous M&E system that includes cost-effective 
data collection and analysis, and an efficient system for reporting results to decision-makers, 
managers, field staff and customers 

While KWS' M&E Specialist has been doing an excellent job, the unit's new place within 
the Biodiversity Department threatens to weaken the linkages with the Partnership 
Department KWS management must ensure that the M&E unit continues to serve the needs 
of all of its departments and there must be a renewed commitment to providing M&E support 
to all activities It will be especially critical to establish procedures for monitoring the impact 
that changes in wildlife policy have on biodiversity and the socioeconomic wellbeing of rural 
communities 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 

With the support of the COBRA Project, KWS has developed rigorous EIA guidelines KWS, 
1998) There are several good examples of how EIA procedures have been implement to 
evaluate fencing projects that have been supported by KWS However, the existing 
guidelines are bureaucratically cumbersome and will require the continual training of staff 

An essential component of an EIA is the design and implementation of a plan to monitor the 
impact of mitigation measures (as well as compliance with the proposed measures) This 
requirement presents an excellent opportunity to develop synergy between the M&E unit and 
KWS staff responsible for EIAs 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR USAID SUPPORT TO WS AND 

COMMUNITY-BASED WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 

Whether KWS survives the current political and financial crisis or not, or whether or not 
USAID continues to provide direct assistance to KWS following the completion of the 
current COBRA Project Grant Agreement (in December 1999), USAID should build upon 
the successes of COBRA to provide further support for community-based wildlife 
management In Kenya The unique ecological characteristics of Kenya and the international 



importance of the country's w~ldlife resources prov~de a compellmg reason to asslst Kenyans 
conserve t h ~ s  natural her~tage and derwe tang~ble benefits from ~t Under the present systems 
of land tenure and natural resource utilization r~ghts, there is a real danger that population 
growth and economic decline will contlnue to lead to loss of natural habitat and, In turn, 
compromise the ecological viab~lity of the protected area system and other wildlands 
Community participation in the management of wildlife and other natural resources IS the 
most promising approach to achiev~ng sustainability in attempts to conserve b~odiversity The 
COBRA Project has demonstrated that this approach can work well In Kenya 

Several specific areas that should be considered for continued USAID support for such 
initiatives should be signaled out 

KWS' Partnership Department has demonstrated that ~t has the skilled staff, established 
procedures, and good reputation needed mobilize rural communit~es-an essential first 
step in developing part~clpatory approaches to resource management USAID should 
asslst KWS in budding on t h ~ s  competitive advantage by providing technical and 
financial support 

Monitoring and Evaluat~on continues to be an area In need of techn~cal support Data 
collection and analysis procedures requlre strengthenmg Mon~tor~ng of biodlvers~ty is 
critical for assessing the impact of conservat~on inltiatlves typically ~t IS a complex and 
costly undertaking and will probably require the financial support of donors 

USAID has a strong techn~cal advantage In providing training and technical support for 
designing and implementmg rigorous EIA procedures USAIDfKenya and REDS0 
should cons~der prov~dmg add~tional support to Kenyan env~ronmental mstltutlons In t h ~ s  
area 

Whether the WDF survlves In ~ t s  present form or not, ~t 1s hkely that KWS will continue 
to share revenues with communities that bear the economlc burden of liv~ng with wddlife 
in areas adjacent to protected areas Improved management of WDF capital and 
d~sbursement procedures will require addlt~onal technical support T h ~ s  is another area 
where USAID has acknowledged expertise and a demonstrable compet~t~ve advantage 

Fundmg for enterprise development ln~tiatives should become distinct from the KWS 
revenue sharmg program (as was originally antic~pated In the COBRA Project Paper) 
USAID should cons~der creating an enterprise development fund that is unfettered wrth 
KWS' bureaucratic problems and the constraints that the highly pol~t~clzed WDF has 
experienced USAID might also consider prov~d~ng techn~cal asslstance In leverag~ng 
addit~onal funding from other sources (other donors, commercial institut~ons, other 
programs, and so on) 

In addition to a presslng need for fundmg for enterprise development projects (whether 
through grants or soft loans), technical support 1s require to promote and encourage 
h~gher levels of community particlpat~on in such schemes KWS' Partnersh~p Department 
does not have the relevant expertise to prov~de t h ~ s  type of assistance USAID should 



consider helping establish a program that leverages support from the private sector to 
build viable enterprises In Kenya, the NGO community has yet to demonstrate that it can 
provide such assistance to communities Indeed, many NGOs are in need of capacity 
building in this area This notwithstanding, the poss~bility of creating linkages between 
NGO strengthening programs and participatory community development initiatives 
should be explored 

If USAID declines to continue supporting KWS, or if KWS' mandate is significant 
altered, there is a distinct danger far less competent agencies organizations will be 
accorded the responsibility of dealing with issues relating to wildlife policy Many of 
these are emotive, politically charged issues that are best addressed by a neutral body If 
USAID does not maintain a role in this area of policy, there is a danger that past and 
future efforts to promote community-based management of natural resources will be 
undermined 

Overall, the COBRA Project has performed well, meeting most of its original performance 
objectives and outputs At this time, USAID should develop a strategy to reinforce the 
positive impact that the project has had on Kenyan institutions and on community-based 
wildlife management There are many lessons that have been learned and the accumulated 
knowledge should be disseminated to other programs and institutions in Sub-Saharan Africa 
USAID should promote opportunities for sharing information with similar programs that the 
agency sponsors elsewhere in Africa-notable through support to the Southern African 
Development Community's (SADC) Community-based Natural Resource Management 
Network and country-specific initiatives in Namibia (LIFE), Botswana (NRM), Zimbabwe 
(CAMPFIRE), Zambia (ADMADE), and Malawi (COMPASS) 
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ANNEX I1 

OVERVIEW OF COMMUNITY-BASED WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT IN AFRICA 



1 -WHY ATTEMPT COMMUNITY-BASED WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT? 

Community-based management of wildl~fe populations is nothing new in Sub-Saharan 
Africa Many rural communities have practiced the sustainable use of w ~ l d  animals and other 
natural resources since prehistoric time During the course of the 2oth Century, however, 
increases in human population have placed increasing demand on these resources and, in 
many regions, over-exploitation has led to severe depletion and, in some cases, extirpation of 
certain species of wildlife It has been estimated that about 65% of Africa's natural habitats 
have been lost as a result of agricultural expansion and deforestation (Kiss, 1990) While 
many countries have set aside significant areas of land for national parks and other 
conservation units, it is clear that often these are inadequately maintained Moreover, the 
migratory habits of many large herbivores in Africa require geographically broader 
approaches to conservation The dual threats of poaching and loss of critical habitat have 
threatened the ecological viability of many protected area systems in Africa 

From the economic viewpoint of rural communities, wildlife conservation has a different 
connotation With the widespread banning of hunting for meat, skins, ivory and rhino horn, 
and severe penalties for poaching wild animals, wildlife has lost virtually all of its economic 
value to these people Moreover, the creation of many protected areas represented a 
significant opportunity cost as the surrounding communities were also barred from 
harvesting wood and other products (grass for thatchmg, wild food, and traditional 
medicines) When the cost of crop damage caused by wild animals, the higher incidence of 
disease and depredation on stock, and the threat of attack on humans, are taken into account, 
many communities have regarding wild animals as a hindrance to economic development and 
a threat to their families 

In the 1980s it became clear to many conservation groups and international donor 
organizations that successful conservation strategies in Afrlca (and elsewhere) would require 
actlve participation of communities neighboring key protected areas Moreover, for 
community participation to succeed, the groups would have to realize tangible economic 
benefits in order to convince them of the benefits accruing from conservation The basic 
tenets of community-based natural resource management were spelled out in the 
International Union for the Conservation of Nature World Conservatzon Strategy (IUCN, 
1980) Since then international donors and conservation groups, and many government 
institutions and NGOs have built up a wealth of information and knowledge about different 
approaches that have been tested through numerous initiatives around the world Many case 
studies, tool kits, guidelines and lessons learned have been published over the past few years 
see, for example, Kiss (1990), Biodiversity Support Program (1993), Brown and McGann 
(1996), Byers (1996a), Lutz and Caldecott (1996), Borrinl-Feyerabend (1997), Russell and 
Harshbarger (1998) 

Here, we will review some of the community-based wildlife management initiatives that 
have been implemented over the past ten years or so in Sub-Saharan Africa Many of these 
efforts are now coordinated through the Southern Afrlcan Development Community's 
Coordinating Unit for natural resource management based in Lilongwe, Malawi However, 
there has also been much of great relevance that has been accomplished beyond the 14- 



member SADC region-notably in Kenya This is not presently part of the knowledge base 
that has been compiled for southern Africa The purpose of this overview is to examine the 
main characteristics of the different community-based wildlife management programs that 
have been initiated in Africa The goal is to identify broad similarities and differences in the 
hope that the lessons learned from specific success and failures may be extrapolated to other 
countries where either the approach is less advanced or where difficulties have been 
encountered that threaten to derail the process The following table provides general 
information on the relationship of population density to protected areas and animal 
populations in the countries discussed here 

The intention here is not to undertake an evaluation of the individual programs or, indeed, to 
assess whether the principles of community-based wildlife management are appropriate or 
viable for conservation of biodiversity in Sub-Saharan African Evaluations of most of the 
programs have been completed or are in progress and the broader issues are beyond the scope 
of this brief review 

2-CBNRM PROGRAMS IN EAST AND SOUTHERN AFRICA 

Parameter 
Land area 
(km2) 
Populat~on 
dens~ty 
People1 
Cow 
People1 
Elephant 
Protected 
areas km2 
People1 
protected 
area km2 

Community-based natural resource management has been institutionalized in at least ten 
countries in Sub-Saharan Africa including Botswana, Kenya, Madagascar, Malawi, Namibia, 
South Africa, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe Other countries are in the process 
of developing the legislative, institutional and procedural frameworks required to formalize 
these types of approaches As SADC's efforts in this area increase through the support of 
bilateral and multilateral donors, Mozambique, Angola, Congo and others are likely to 
expand their current initiatives The following figure summarizes the evolution of 
community-based natural resource management initiatives in the countries of the Southern 
African Development Community 
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Progress of CBNRM In Sub-Saharan Africa 

CBNRM PROGRESS IN SADC REGION 

Here we will briefly describe the main characteristics of the largest programs 

Z~mbabwe Commun~ty Area Management Program for lnd~genous 
Resources (CAMPFIRE) 

The CAMPFIRE project has been widely regarded as one of the most successful models for 
community-based wildlife management in Africa It is certain one of the earliest examples of 
institutionalization of the approach in the region It has also attracted considerable attention 
internationally This high profile has at times helped in gaining support for the program, at 
other times it has been a hindrance 

CAMPFIRE was officially launched in 1989 though it is founded on legislation dating from 
1975 that allows private property holders to claim ownership of wildlife on their land and to 
benefit from its use A precursor, the Windfall Project, differed significantly in that it 
provided revenues and meat from the culling of animals on state land and reserves to 
neighboring communities (Murindagomo, 1990) In contrast, CAPFIRE was not intended to 
support the creation and maintenance buffer zones around such protected areas Rather, its 
purpose was to encourage rural development through empowerment of rural communities 
However, the inhabitants of rural communities, unlike private landowners, have only very 
weak property rights and the smaller villages and wards have only lim~ted authority over 
thew resources (Child, 1996) In this respect, the situation resembles that in Madagascar 
(GELOSE) where efforts are underway to implement legislation enabling community-based 
natural resource management 



Through the CAMPFIRE process a rural community's elected representatwe body (the Rural 
District Council) requests that the government's wildlife department grants them legal 
authority to manage local wddhfe resources In domg this, the community must demonstrate 
that ~t has the capacity to undertake this management Rural communlt~es have developed a 
wlde range of projects Most commonly, the communities sell hunt~ng concessions to tour 
operators having established quotas and other rules in consultation with the wlldhfe 
department Other projects are based on selling photography concessions or on the villager's 
own use of wlldlife and other natural resources In a recent case, a community sold the timber 
from a eucalyptus plantation that had been managed by the village for more than 20 years 

Revenue from the CAMPFIRE projects go dlrectly to the rural households though the rural 
councils have the right to impose a levy Profits can be used to fund other communal 
projects Since 1992, there has been an increasing fear that the success of CAMPFIRE will 
be compromised ~f the rural councils are not adequately financed to fulfill their expanded 
mandate (Chlld, 1996) By 1996, ten of the rural councils where at a point were about 75% of 
the wildlife revenues reached the producer communities 

Implementation of the CAMPFIRE program is facilitate by a collaborative group of 
institutions that is comprised of the CAMPFIRE Association representing the Rural Dlstrict 
Councils (coordination), the Ministry of Local Government, Rural and Urban Development 
(administration), the Department of National Parks and Wildlife Management (technical 
support), Zimbabwe Trust (training and capacity building), WWF (advisory support), the 
Africa Resources Trust (policy monitoring), the Centre for Applied Social Sciences 
(socioeconomic monitoring) and Action (environmental education) 

Zamb~a Admrnlstrat~ve Management Deslgn (ADMADE) 

Zambia's Department of National Parks and Wildlife Services (NPWS) operates the 
ADMADE program An act of Parliament established ADMADE as the official instrument 
for promoting and enforcing wildlife conservation outside the national parks In effect, the 
program is far more closely linked with an individual institution than CAMPFIRE in 
Zlmbabwe Its purpose is to promote community-based conservation of wildlife in Zambla's 
40 or so Game Management Areas (GMAs) These cover more than 100,000 km2 (about 20% 
of the total area of the country) 

The program was originally conceived in the early 1980s when the merits of two different 
approaches to wildlife conservation in Zambia where being publicly discussed One approach 
involved the creation of a new management entity outside the prevailing government 
structure, the other involved modifymg and strengthening existing institutions Both 
approaches were adopted the former through the Luangwa Integrated Rural Development 
Project (LIRDP) that operates in the South Luangwa National Park and two GMAs with 
funding provided by Norwegian Aid (NORAD), and the latter through ADMADE, which 
receives minimal donor funding mainly from USAID ADMADE has gone through a 
development phase that lasted from 1989 to 1994 and a subsequent strengthening phase from 
1995 to 1998 



Revenues comprise fees from hunting licenses (that are shared equally between the 
government and the Wildlife Conservation Revolving Fund) and concession fees paid by 
safari operators that are all credited to the WCRF WCRF revenues are intended to be used 
for ADMADE administration (25%), field operations of Wildlife Management Units (40%), 
and community development (35%) In practice, regional administrative costs of the WMUs 
reduce the amount available for field units to about 25% of the total WCRF revenues 

ADMADE is headquartered at NPWS and extends to 12 regional commands The 
headquarters unit also houses the WCRF Since ADMADE is a program rather than an 
institution, most NPWS staff plays a role in ~ t s  implementation At the field level, each GMA 
(or each chief's area withln a GMA) is under the responsibility of an ADMADE Unit 
comprising NPWS scouts and village scouts Parallelmg each Unit there is a Sub-Authority 
comprising an elected body chaired by the traditional chief made up of a Financial 
Management Committee, a Community Development Committee, and a Resource 
Management Committee Up to 12 members of each of these committees are representatives 
of Village Area Groups, each of which has a committee made up of representatives of 
stakeholder groups or other elected members A senior village headman, who is also an 
appointed member of each Sub-Authority's Community Development Committee, leads each 
VAG 

A key component of the ADMADE Program is the Nyamaluma Training Institute that 
provides training to all local players and monitors all activities 

Namlbla Lwng In a Fnte Environment (LIFE) and other CBNRM ln~t~at~ves 

Unlike CAMPFIRE and ADMADE that were originally conceived and launched in the 
1980s, USAID'S LIFE program and other CBNRM initiatives in Namibia are founded on the 
1996 enactment of legislation that empowered rural communities to manage and derive 
benefits from their natural resources (the Nature Conservation Amendment Act) Being a 
new initiative, it is difficult to assess the impact of the activities that have been promoted 
through the enactment of the Nature Conservation Ordinance (though this dates from 1975) 
In November 1997, the Nyae Nyae conservancy (900,000 ha) became the first to receive full 
government approval and by September 1998 another three had been added Torra (Kunene) 
(352,000 ha), Khoadi Hoas (335,000 ha) and Salambala (Caprivi) (92,000 ha) 

Through donor support, community members have been trained in participatory techniques 
and Improved natural resource management strategies Community institutions such as 
conservancy committees have been created, and the communities have fielded game guards 
and resource monitors An immediate impact has been an apparent decline in poaching of all 
animal species including elephant 

Unlike in Zimbabwe and Zambia, revenues generated through the LIFE program do not come 
from hunting-though some consumptive use of natural resources is promoted The draft 
Conservatlon of Biodiversity and Habitat Protection Policy (1994) and Parks and People 



Pol~cy (1997) w~l l  allow communities located In protected areas to benefit from the 
sustainable use of wildl~fe In addition to crafts product~on and tourism-based enterprises, 
USAID assisted programs In N a m ~ b ~ a  have also involved harvestmg and sale of thatching 
grass and reeds by local commun~ties 

Though overall successes to date have been modest, the LIFE program has attracted 
considerable interest in Sub-Saharan Africa through ~ t s  approach to addressing gender Issues 
and performance monitorlng The program has a rigorous M&E system that uses six tools to 
measure overall progress and Impact At this tlme CBNRM IS not bemg Implemented through 
a national, ~nst~tutional~zed program in Namibia though it does have a sohd legal 
foundat~on ' This contrasts sharply with CAMPFIRE, wh~ch is well establ~shed 
institutionally but is not thoroughly grounded In Zimbabwean law slnce the author~ty to use 
wildlife resources IS delegated to District Councils purely at the government's discretion 
(Katerere, 1997) Another marked contrast between Namib~a's CBNRM efforts and those of 
Zimbabwe and Zamb~a IS the degree of involvement of NGOs At present, both CAMPFIRE 
and ADMADE are bemg implemented largely by government agencies though exlsting 
organizational structures While NGOs are Involved at various levels, their involvement in 
community level activities IS less significant than with the LIFE program in N a m ~ b ~ a  

Kenya Conservat~on of B~od~verse Resources Areas (COBRA) 

The COBRA Project was in~tiated In 1992 as part of USAID/Kenya's support for the multl- 
donor PAWS Program It has focused on bu~lding support and ~nstitutional capaclty for 
commun~ty-based wildlife management inltlatives implemented under the auspices of the 
Kenya W~ld l~fe  Services (KWS) In this respect, it has certain s~milarit~es with ADMADE In 
Zambia but Kenyan law precludes the possibility of consumptlve use of wildlife In effect, 
benefits are generated malnly through tourism and not from hunting 

Kenya's Wildl~fe (Conservation and Management) Act of 1975 and its 1989 amendment 
prov~de the legal foundation for commun~ty-based w~ldlife management In the country 
Current discuss~ons on revising t h ~ s  leg~slation have centered on broadening the possibil~ty of 
consumptlve use of w~ldl~fe-particularly through hunting Desp~te the severe l ~ m ~ t a t ~ o n s  on 
consumptlve use, Kenya has developed an effect~ve CBNRM program W ~ t h  the support of 
COBRA, KWS's Partnership Department has developed a systematic process for Identifying 
priority conservation areas lying beyond the protected area system and mobilizing local 
communities to develop wildlife management strateg~es Commun~ties can apply for grants 
from a Wildl~fe and Development Fund (WDF) that is capitalized uslng a portlon of nat~onal 
park gate receipts as well as addit~onal funds from USAID, the World Bank, and the 
Government of Kenya This fund provides tangible benefits to those communities 
participating in w~ldl~fe  conservation and supports efforts to developed enterprises such as 
tourist camps, cultural centers, and other natural resource-based business ventures The 

I It is recogn~zed that the ~nstltutlonal capaclty of Namlbla s Wildlife Department will require strengthening 
The agency currently highly centrahzed In ~ t s  operations and cannot prowde the necessary field support that 
will be essential ~f the LIFE program 1s to be expanded (Hagen, et a1 1998) 



COBRA project has been instrumental in helping several community groups and 
conservation associations achieve legal recognition-a step that has proven essential in 
developing formal agreements with business partners 

Wildlife management in Kenya rest squarely on the shoulders of KWS, an organization that 
has enjoyed considerable donor support since it was created in 1989 Decentralization of 
CBNRM activities has been accomplished largely through this parastatal institution-neither 
local authorities nor other government organizations have been significantly involved in this 
process (as they have in Zimbabwe) Nor has there been a major involvement of NGOs in 
CBNRM activities in Kenya though conservation organizations did play an important role in 
promoting community-based programs in the late 1980s Some of the most successful 
examples of community-based wildllfe management have involved collaboration community 
or conservation associations and the private sector 

Botswana Natural Resources Management Program (NRMP) 

Initiated in the early 199OYs, the USAID funded Botswana Natural Resource Management 
Project is closely affiliated with the Department of Wildlife and National Parks (DWNP) 
Unlike in Zambia, however, institutionalization of Botswana's CBNRM program is still in its 
early days USAID is working wlth the DWNP to demonstrate the feasibility of creating 
economic incentives to manage wildlife sustainably, by decentralizing the authority to 
manage natural resources, and ensuring that the economic benefits accrue to local people 
(Curry, 1994, Painter, 1995) 

The importance of llvestock in the economy of Botswana has given rise to increasing confllct 
between ranchers and conservationists as the desire to fence rangeland has increased It is 
estimated that the construction of the Kuke fence resulted in the death of about 80,000 
wildebeest in 1964 and another 50,000 in 1983 when the animals' migration routes to food 
and water were cut off (SARDC, 1994) To date, wildlife management in Botswana has 
focused largely on consumptive use of resources mainly through hunting In addition to other 
off-take quotas, Special Game Licenses (SGLs) for subsistence hunting are issued to people 
living in remote areas In 1995 there were about 800 to 1000 active licenses The resulting 
off-take has not been tracked and there is poor monitoring of the impact on biological 
sustainability of hunting Overall, there has been sharp decline in the numbers of most 
wildlife species The DWNP is mandated to promote commerc~alization of the wlldlife 
utilization sector but a host of related issues must also be addressed These include 
establishing hunting quotas, community access to natural resources in Wildlife Management 
Areas (WMAs) and national parks, land use planning for conservation, ranching and 
agriculture, problem animal control and conflict resolution, and the role of CBNRM in 
income generation for rural communities (Lawson and Mafela, 1990) Recent efforts have 
focussed on a broader approach to managing natural resources that includes harvesting of 
grass and wild fruit, forestry, fish~ng and tourism In 1994, for example, three villages 
created a community-based organization (CBO) that in 1996 harvested 50 tonnes of wild 
marula fruit (Sclerocarya bzrr ea) that is used for maklng fruit juices and a variety of other 
products 



NRMP has asslsted In the creatlon of CBOs and trusts and a fund has been created to help 
support the development of constitutions and to prov~de training and enterprise development 
grants The Chobe Enclave Conservation Trust was created in 1993 and represents five 
vlllages All adults In each village are elig~ble to vote to elect a 10-member Vlllage Trust 
Committee that then selects two members to sit on the Trust's board The model IS not 
d~ssimilar to that being promoted through ADMADE though in Zambia the lmks to the 
traditional vlllage h~erarchy are markedly stronger 

Madagascar (GELOSE), Malaw~ (COMPASS) and Tanzan~a 

Several other countries In Sub-Saharan Africa have experimented with CBNRM and others 
have developed polic~es and legislat~on that w~l l  enable rural communities to take charge of 
the management and use of their natural resources 

In Madagascar, legislat~on has been prepared that will enable communities to enter Into 
agreements wlth government to implement management plans (GELOSE-Gestion Locale 
Securisi) Communities and associations will be able to obtaln financ~al and technical 
support through programs that have been established as part of the second five-year phase of 
the country's Environmental Actlon Plan Several community forestry projects have been 
launched in Madagascar through lnlt~atlves funded by bdateral donor organizations and 
supported by conservation NGOs USAID has designed a program that w~l l  provide technical 
and financial support for the creation of conservation-based enterprises In four different 
ecological reglons of the island 

In ma law^, USAID has designed a CBNRM program called COMPASS (Community 
Partnerships for Sustainable Resource Management) that wdl support both community-based 
mtiat~ves and strengthen~ng of NGOs The pollcy framework for such programs is st111 
evolvmg In Malawi and changes in land and natural resource tenure st111 require clar~ficat~on 
Wh~le  Malawi's natural resource base differs markedly from that of ne~ghborlng countries 
(see table), future approaches to CBNRM wlll undoubtedly draw heavily from experiences 
throughout the region 

Tanzania started experimenting with CBNRM In the late 1980s when the African W~ldlife 
Foundat~on (an international conservation NGO) collaborated with Tanzania National Parks 
to help establish a community conservation service A pilot project In the Lollondo Game 
Controlled Area adjacent to the Serenget~ National Park explored the possibilit~es presented 
by different revenue generatmg opportunities based on huntlng as well as tourism Other 
CBNRM initiat~ves have followed including the Selous Conservation Program that is 
est~mated to reach over 80,000 local people People l~ving near hunting areas In Tanzan~a 
receive a percentage of the l~cense fees Nevertheless, though the legal framework that w~l l  
allow communlt~es to take full responsibility for management of the resources has been 
elaborated, tmplementation has lagged (SARDC, 1994) 



 WHAT ARE THE SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES? 

Legal Framework 

The legal underpinnings for CBNRM differ greatly in the various countries described above 
In Kenya, for example, consumptive use of wildlife is rarely allowed and only with the 
special permission of KWS In Zamb~a and Botswana, the authorities responsible for wildlife 
management grant hunting licenses In Zimbabwe, the central authority must approve 
community-based wildlife management plans In Namibia, tenure over natural resources is 
being devolved to local communities through the creation community conservancies that 
have considerable rights to manage wildlife In many countries in southern Africa, tenure 
over natural resources is closely tied to systems of land tenure In many countries in the 
region, village land is either communally owned or state-owned and, hence, the authority to 
use natural resources rests with national, local or traditional authorities In many cases, this 
has constrained efforts to develop community-based approaches to resource management 

CAMPFIRE has demonstrated that grass-roots initiatives can be implemented successfully 
without full legislative support In Zimbabwe, the authority to use natural resources can be 
devolved only to the rural councils and not to the local communities (Child, 1996, Katerere, 
1997) Moreover, the groundswell of support has encouraged the revision of national policies 
and laws Child (1996 p 133) noted that 

The key to thzs model is proprietary self-interest, wzth ownership bezng exerted at the 
communzty level, represented by the village development commzttee For thzs to work, 
howevei, ngrarzan laws must be changed toward przvate community resource ownershrp, 
and to achzeve thzs a polztzcal process zs unavozdable 

Resource Base and Soc~oeconom~cs 

While some tribal groups in southern Africa are traditionally dependent on wildlife (notably 
in parts of Namibia and Botswana), in most countries the hunting of wild animals is 
restricted Under such conditions, wildlife represents a cost rather than a benefit to rural 
communities This contrasts sharply with the reliance on other natural resources notably 
agricultural land, water, wood for fuel, and other plant materials for building, food and 
medicines In effect, wildlife is regarded in a different light than other natural resources and 
strategies for its management must take this into consideration Sustainable use of a natural 
resource often relies on providing economically viable alternatives to a resource that is being 
unsustainably exploited The depletion of a resource that is perceived to be a free good by 
rural populations cannot be prevented if behavioral change comes with an added cost to the 
resource users Communities must derive tang~ble benefits from changes in their practices if 
these changes are to be sustained If greater benefits can be derived from activities that 
conserve natural resources than from those practices that deplete the same resources, 
individuals will be inclined to move away from the destructive practices Similarly, if living 
in close proximity to wildlife incurs a cost to rural communities it must be offset in some 
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way by providing an economic or social benefit Such benefits may be in the form of direct 
monetary compensation (for example, sharing a percentage of park entrance fees with those 
neighboring communities that Incur an opportunity cost through loss of access to natural 
resources) Alternatively, support can be provided for natural resource based enterprise 
development that can be based on either consumptive or non-consumptive use of the 
resources 

What Generates Revenues and Income? 

Sustainable ecotourism and nature tourlsm are the most widely practiced types of non- 
consumptive natural resource use In Kenya, community associations have been moderately 
successful in establ~shing business agreements with tour operators and entrepreneurs who 
pay the associations for the right to have access to community conservation areas and camps 
Communities in Zimbabwe, Zambia, Namibia and Botswana have made similar 
arrangements Despite providing alternative sources of income from various types of 
employment, ecotourism in Africa has rarely generated significant benefits for rural 
communities Even in Kenya, which has tradit~onally been a preferred destination for 
European and North American ecotourists, many enterprises have reallzed only limited 
success 

In Zimbabwe, over 90% of all CAMPFIRE revenues in 1993 were from sport hunting fees 
the remainder coming from tourism and ancillary activities Two-thirds of the revenues from 
hunting came from elephant trophies with another quarter from buffalo leopard and sable 
antelope By 1996, about 35 tonnes of elephant ivory, worth about US$5 million, was stored 
in Zimbabwe as a result of the 1989 ban on international trade (Child, 1996) The high 
reliance on elephant hunting to generate income for the program has attracted considerable 
debate not least because of the African elephant's status as an endangered species The 
animal was listed in Appendix A of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered 
Species (CITES) until 1998 when the elephants status was relaxed for Zimbabwe, Botswana 
and Namibia 

In Zambia, most of the revenues generated by the ADMADE program come from hunting of 
lion and leopard Again, this has attracted criticism on ecological as well as ethical grounds 
In order to assess the ecological impact of these programs, a rigorous monitoring system is 
essential In Zimbabwe, about 22% of CAMPFIRE revenues are reinvested in wildlife 
management and in Zambia about 40% of ADMADE revenues go toward meeting the 
operational costs of Wildlife Management Units (though over one-third of this is allocated to 
regional commands rather than field operations) 

The ethical issues raised by the reliance on hunting of wildlife to fund these community- 
based natural resource management programs have prompted rancorous debate USAID's 
support for CAMPFIRE and to a lesser extent ADMADE has sparked public criticism from 
the Humane Society and other organizations Though opinions on the ethics and morality of 
the hunting of wildlife should not be d~scounted, they are often far removed from the reallties 
of wddlife management, community development and conservation in East and Southern 



Africa Relaxation of the CITES regulations governing the African elephant reflect a 
fundamental change in the attitudes of many conservation groups and governments in 
southern Africa It was only in the early 1990's that many of these same groups were 
instrumental in iinposlng the worldwide ban on the trade in ivory The potential for allowing 
greater consumptive use of wildlife is currently under discussion in Kenya, which currently 
has the most restrictive regulations of the countries considered here Similarly, with the 
recent changes in CITES, the pressure to expand wildlife management programs in Botswana 
and Namibia to include more community-sanctioned sport hunting will undoubtedly increase 

Who Is Prowdmg Support? 

Ostensibly the community-based wildlife programs of East and Southern Africa are intended 
to be financially self-sufficient, generating revenues for administration and wildlife 
management as well as for community development In some cases, notably in Zambia, the 
potential for achieving such sustainability appears to be good In contrast, in Kenya, the 
heavy reliance on tourism to generate revenues has resulted In severe financial woes in recent 
years as park gate receipts have fallen up to 70% The International donor community has 
provided significant financial support in Kenya, the PAWS program receiving over $140 
million up to 1998 USAID has been a key donor and provider of technical assistance to the 
wildlife management programs in Zimbabwe, Zambia, Botswana, and Botswana Without 
this and the support of other bilateral donors and many conservation groups lt is unlikely that 
most of these programs could be sustained 

Governance and Tenure Systems 

The extent to which communities have the legal authority to use the natural resources on 
their communal lands differs greatly from country to country in the region In Kenya, wildlife 
management is the responsibility of the state through the Kenya Wildlife Service In contrast, 
individual and community tenure over land is strong The situation in other countries IS often 
the reverse Namibia's new laws on natural resource tenure provide some of the strongest 
legislative mechanisms for empowering local commun~ties to take charge of the management 
of their resource base However, several tribal groups in the country do not have any 
traditional systems of land tenure since they do not comprise sedentary communities (Byers, 
1996b) Elsewhere, state ownership of conservation land and areas where natural resource 
use is controlled presents a challenge for developing systems of co-management that are 
beneficial to both the state and local stakeholders In Malawi, changes in legislation are 
currently being considered that may allow communities greater access to state-managed 
woodlands but, in return, the state may require a greater say in how communities manage the 
resources on their own land 

Systems of governance also differ wldely from country to country and, indeed, from regional 
to reglon and among trlbal groups As a result, adherence to traditional land use practices and 
authorities can vary markedly In Zambia, the success of the ADMADE program in some 
areas has been attributed to the support provided by traditional leaders This has also 



attracted criticism since revenues accnung to communities have sometimes been used to 
construct palaces for local chiefs Though t h ~ s  has been cited as evldence of the inequ~table 
use of revenues, simllar to the use of the WDF in Kenya to fund "good-will projects", such 
investments do often build confidence and support Exper~ence throughout the region has 
shown that there is no set formula for designing the administrative structure of communlty- 
based resource management programs If traditional leadership is strong, it must be included 
in the organlzat~onal structure If it 1s weak, mechanisms must be created that compensate for 
this through a process that is consensual Western concepts of democracy and governance are 
not necessar~ly the best approach in parts of Madagascar traditional systems of tenure hold 
sway over national laws, and in Zambia attempts to by-pass the involvement of traditional 
leaders in ADMADE has proven problematic 

What's Workmg and What's Not? 

If donor funding is not available to support the bureaucratic infrastructure (or if revenues fall) 
is there a danger that natural resources will be overexploited to compensate? 

The goals of the various community based w~ldhfe and natural resource management projects 
that are currently operational in southern Africa are often very different While all the 
programs are intended to help conserve natural resources through Improved stewardship by 
rural communities and other stakeholders, some have also been charged w~th  covering 
associated support costs In Zambia, for example, the ADMADE is expected to contribute to 
financmg of game rangers and regional administration of the program This contrasts sharply 
with CBNRM initiatives In Kenya, which are funded primarily by international donors and 
the central government Here, only about one-thlrd of funding available to the Wildlife and 
Development Facility that supports community programs came from revenues generated 
from wildlife management (in this case gate receipts from parks) In Zimbabwe, Botswana 
and Namibia many of the costs associated with the admin~stration and management of the 
community-based programs are borne by donors and central government In the case of 
CAMPFIRE, the goal has been to retam just 20% of revenues for management (15%) and 
administration (5%) In reality, between 1989 and 1993, the rural district councils have been 
obliged to retain more of the revenues for reinvestment in wildlife management 

There will always be competing demands for funds for supporting community inltiatives, for 
administration, and for Improved wlldlife management to ensure that the programs are 
ecologically sustainable In the case of both CAMPFIRE and ADMADE, revenues have been 
channeled to meet these needs and the potential for financial susta~nability exists In the case 
of ADMADE, t h ~ s  potential has been demonstrated on a local scale but many wlldlife 
management areas have been all but neglected In Zambia, and to a lesser extent Zimbabwe, 
there remains a pressing need for information on the ecological susta~nability of the 
inltiatives In Kenya, Botswana and Namib~a, where there is less potentla1 for revenue 
generation d~rectly from wildlife, financial sustainability is less certain Though there are 
concerns about the environmental sustainabllity of wildlife management programs in each of 
these countries, they relate more to competition for land than to exploitation of w~ldlife 



Who Is Benef~tmg? 

The fundamental goal of most of the community-based natural resource management 
programs in that USAID has supported in East and Southern Africa is to demonstrate that it 
is possible to create economic incentives for the conservation of resources and management 
of wildlife In order to accomplish this, it is acknowledged that local people must have the 
authority to make decisions regarding the use of the resources and they must realize the 
benefits Many of the programs described here have demonstrated that the distribution of 
benefits 1s infrequently equitable Often the people whose access to resources is reduced as a 
result of stricter management and those who are charged w ~ t h  direct management of the 
resources (often one and the same), are not the principal beneficiaries In Kenya, Zambia and 
Botswana, revenues from tourism and hunting licenses help support the government 
departments responsible for wildlife and protected area management In several counties, 
regional or local authorities impose a levy that covers the cost incurred administering the 
programs In all cases, the distribution of revenues at the local and community level is in the 
hands of traditional leaders or committees that appear rarely to represent the interests of those 
stakeholders that are ultimately responsible for management of the natural resources Hence, 
in Namibia and Botswana, groups that are traditionally reliant on hunting are not well 
integrated into the LIFE and NRMP programs Notably in Kenya but elsewhere too, the 
participation of women in decision making on the use of resources and distribution of 
benefits is all but insignificant 

Ultimately, the resolution of these shortcomings will require major changes in local 
governance and many fundamental societal attitudes Such changes will not come quickly or 
easily, so it is incumbent on those that support efforts at improving the management of 
natural resources to work within the constraints of existing policies, legislation and practices 
while striving to encourage their reevaluation and revision 

Painter (1995) and Child (1996) stressed that successful CBNRM requires enabling local 
populations to take informed decisions in managing wildlife and other resources through a 
full and active exchange of information at the local level In order to achieve this, community 
institutions must represent all stakeholders and procedures for fair resolution of conflicts 
must be in place In addition, it is essential that national policies and legislation support such 
devolution of resource tenure and governance that provides the authority to make decisions 
on resource use at the local level All this must be supported by extension services that 
provide the knowledge and skills to manage resources sustainably to communities where 
literacy levels are low 

Mon~tor~ng and Evaluat~on 

Monitoring of the performance and impact of CBNRM program is essential in order to assess 
what is working and what is not While an activity is being implemented, it is important to 
track whether performance targets are being met At a broader level, however, it is critical to 
evaluate periodically whether the fundamental precepts of the program are being borne out 
In other words, is the approach that 1s being implemented generating the social and economic 



benefits that were ant~c~pated and, even more ~mportantly, is the Impact on the natural 
resource base both positlve and sustainable 

Monitoring systems are management tools All too often the soclal and environmental 
monitorlng systems that have been ~mplemented for CBNRM programs have been poorly 
constructed since they do not address the fundamental ~ssues of performance and impact 
Many are reliant on costly, time consummg data collection and have little regard for the 
needs of the end-users, wh~ch are typically program managers and local practlt~oners Data 
collection must not become an end In ~tself The data must be collected economically, 
analyzed promptly, and the results disseminated widely In a form that is readily understood 
by the target audience Commun~ty-based mon~toring can prov~de a means to ach~eving these 
objectives If community groups are mvolved in the ident~ficat~on of both mdicators and 
performance targets, then willingness to contr~bute mformation and participate In data 
collection IS more likely It 1s essential, however, that the results of the monltor~ng are 
reported back to these same stakeholders in a way that is read~ly understandable and useful to 
them 

Community-based monitorlng can be effect~ve for collecting both soc~oeconomic data and 
ecological information It is ~mportant that all the commun~ties wlthin a single program area 
use the same or very similar mdicators in order to facll~tate compar~son (Goodman, 1996) In 
addition, the quality of the data must be periodically assessed by ~ndependent means In 
Kenya, the COBRA project has supported aerial game counts that provide an essential 
regional baseline agamst which regular, local counts can be compared It is also essential that 
the analysls and interpretation of monitoring lnformat~on draws on local expertise and 
knowledge In Zambia, for example, the number of snares found In d~fferent districts has 
been used as an ~ndicator of the prevalence of poaching When the numbers increased 
significantly in one area, ~t was assumed that the ADMADE program there was failing In 
reality, there were more snares because poachers were obtaining w ~ r e  from recently installed 
telephone lines (USAID, 1998 a) 

&TOWARDS A CBNRM PARADIGM 

The protracted search for a southern Afrlcan CBNRM paradigm highlights one of the 
greatest constramts to ach~ev~ng sustainable natural resource management) inappropriate 
legal and inst~tut~onal arrangements At one extreme, some ~nslst that governments should 
devolve respons~bdlty for NRM to rural commun~ties and traditional structures that have a 
better understandmg of local conditions Others argue that devolution is not the panacea to 
current environmental, economic and social problems (Katerere, 1997) 

Undoubtedly, nat~onal policles and leg~slation must be conduc~ve to encouraging and 
enabling local resource users to manage those resources sustainably In addit~on, however, 
the knowledge and skllls to implement durable CBNRM activ~t~es must be available along 
with the ablllty of local institutions to resolve conflicts and administer access to resources 
and distribution of benefits Most importantly, however, the lncent~ves for susta~nable 



resource management must be tangible and the benefits must be realized equitable with those 
that bear the highest cost also reaping the greatest rewards 

To date, in East and Southern Africa and elsewhere, CBNRM initiatives have focused on 
alleviating policy constraints, building institutional capacity, establishing baseline 
socioeconomic and ecological conditions, and promoting community enterprises that help 
generate revenue through the sustainable use of natural resources We are now at a point 
where it is clear that the further progress is largely constrained by limited capacity to create 
benefits that tangibly offset the lost opportunities and other costs implicit in limiting free 
access to resources (see, for example, Barrett and Arcese, 1995) 

Russell and Harshbarger (1998) argued that future support for conservation-based enterprise 
development must focus on providing wider access to credit and savings opportunities, to 
markets, and to market information Without these, businesses cannot succeed and their 
failure will be seen as an indictment of CBNRM efforts The lessons learned through the 
COBRA project over the past six years demonstrate that government agencles and 
conservation groups can help mobilize local communities but they are poor providers of 
business expertise These skills must come from private sector entrepreneurs who are willing 
to provide their expertise and other services In exchange for commercial considerations such 
as business franchises or easements that provide access to community lands or other 
resources 

5--WHAT DO THE AFRICAN MODELS LOOK LIKE? WHERE DO THEY 
FIT IN THE PARADIGM? 

Several of the CBNRM programs that USAID has supported in Afrlca have promoted 
partnerships between the private sector and community enterprises The ADMADE and 
CAMPFIRE programs rely heavily on forging commercial agreements between tour and 
safari operators and local communities In Kenya, where conservation-based enterprises are 
largely reliant on tourism, linkages with European tour companies has proven lucrative for 
several community enterprises despite the catastrophic decline in tourism in the country over 
the past two years Similarly, NRMP in Botswana has supported tourist development efforts 
In a few areas - notably Chobe In all these countries, however, the benefits from such 
undertakings have been limited to relatively few communities or districts Elsewhere, viable 
commercial enterprises are rare The creation of cultural centers and curio ventures are often 
of a small-scale and rarely generate significant income When business management skills 
are lacking, the distribution of profits can be contentlous and the reinvestment of income to 
promote growth is often a low priority This notwithstanding, the LIFE program in Namibia 
has helped community cooperatives establish such enterprises and they are generating both 
profits and broader interest in neighboring communities 

The revenues that are prov~ded by small-scale commun~ty-based enterprises need not be great 
to generate interest and encourage slmilar ventures Nevertheless, they must provide tangible 
benefits that more than compensate for the direct and opportunity costs If women are 



involved In mak~ng curlos or staffing a stand, another member of the household must be 
available to undertake other duties such as collecting water and fuel wood, cooklng, 
gardenlng, and so on 

Even more importantly from an environmental standpoint, the commercial enterprises must 
be demonstrably linked to improved resource management The manufacture and sale of 
crafts should be environmentally sustainable in themselves (not based on exploitation of rare 
tree species, for example) but must also rely on a robust tourist Industry that is based on 
wildllfe conservation and environmental protection 

~-WHAT'S NEEDED AND WHAT WORKS? 

Murphree (1 993) listed five optimal conditions under which community-based management 
of natural resources is hkely to be successful They are as follows 

1 - the resource(s) must have a measurable value to the community, 

2 - differential contributions must result in differentlal benefits, 

3 - higher quality management of the resource must be rewarded with greater benefits, 

4 - the unlt within the community or group that makes decisions on resource use must 
undertake the management activities and reap the rewards, and 

5 - the unit of proprietorship should be as small as posslble 

Based on the experiences to date In East and Southern Afr~ca, the 
opportunities for successful implementation of CBNRM initiatives are limited to those 
countries and communities where the following policy and governance conditions are met 

1 - there is legal authority for the community to make decisions on how to use the resources, 

2 - there 1s local authority to decide who can use the resources, and 

3 - there are mechanisms in place to ensure equitable distribution of benefits and resolve any 
conflicts that arlse 

In addition, however, there are other prerequisites Including that 

1 - natural resources are ava~lable for sustainable use (other than subsistence), 

2 - markets exist or can be developed for those resources, and 

3 - information is available on how to manage the resources to ensure that economic 
mcentlves and ecological benefits are sustamed 



Though there will always be a need to reassess and revise natural resource policies as social, 
economic and environmental conditions change, perhaps the greatest shortcoming in current 
approaches to CBNRM is the need for developing durable, market-based incentives for 
conservation of resources by rural communities 

Future directions in community-based management of natural resources must focus on 
greater private sector involvement in the design and implementation of conservation-based 
enterprises The private sector can provide the business management skills and marketing 
knowledge required to develop viable commercial enterprises These skills cannot be 
supplied by government agencies or by most NGOs In return, community groups will have 
to negotiate agreements with businesses in order to compensate them for providing 
knowledge and services Experience in Kenya has shown that community groups must have 
access to legal services if they are to negotiate binding agreements that spread the business 
risks evenly and distribute potential benefits in an equitable fashion 

On a broader scale, the current trend toward supporting community involvement in natural 
resource management must be encouraged Undoubtedly, there are instances where 
conservation of natural resources is neither feasible nor practical owing to the social or 
economic climate Just as individual conservation enterprises may succeed or fail, so too will 
CBNRM programs in different parts of the world CBNRM will not provide the solution to 
environmental degradation and resource depletion in developing countries Nevertheless, 
experience to date in Africa and elsewhere has demonstrated that policies that support 
CBNRM and local initiatives that encourage it, can provide powerful incentives for the 
conservation of natural resources In the medium to long-term this will make these 
developing economies more robust 

One of the biggest threats to the future success of CBNRM in Africa is opposition to the 
commercialized hunting of wild animals Such opposition comes largely from conservation 
groups in North Amer~ca and Europe In the late 1980s and early 1990s the focus of these 
groups was largely on a perceived threat to endangered species This resulted in the 
international ban on the trade in elephant ivory In 1998, the relaxation of the status of the 
African elephant (in Zimbabwe, Botswana and Namibia) within the terms of the Convention 
on the International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES), represented a swing in opinion 
away from strict non-consumptive use of wildlife Yet, in the United States the lobbying of 
the Congress and pressure being exerted on USAID to discontinue support for programs such 
as CAMPFIRE (and others) threatens to undermine the progress that has been made In 
CBNRM In Kenya and elsewhere it has been demonstrated that unless local communities 
realize tang~ble benefits from conserving wildlife, they are unwilling to accept the 
responsibilities of being its stewards The Kenyan experience also shows that viable wildlife 
populations cannot be confined to discrete protected areas that can be fenced and patrolled 
In Africa, wildlife populations are highly dynamic and their mobility must be assured ~f they 
are to remain ecologically viable To accomplish this, the international community (including 



donors and NGOs) must work with national governments to implement polic~es and 
strengthen mstitutlons that encourage and support local participation in wildllfe management 

As a result of COBRA, CAMPFIRE and other community-based wildlife management 
programs, the perceptions of rural communities toward wildlife are changing Increasingly, 
the cost of livmg in close proximity to wildlife is being supplanted by an appreciation of the 
economic values and environmental benefits Through the empowerment of local 
communities to derive benefits from the sustainable use of these resources, the communities 
themselves have developed a greater sense of independence and are encouraged to build a 
collective vision for the future 
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COBRA REPORTS 



COMPONENT I MANAGEMENT AND OPERAT~ONAL SUPPORT 

African Wildlife Foundation AWF Sub-Contract Report - Sumniaiy of Issues, Actzvltzes, and 
Lessons Learned August, 1997 

Basharat, Sherali COBRA Accountzng System (CAS), November 1995, rev May 1996 

COBRA Work Plan and Budget 1 July 1995 - 30 June 1996, September 1995 

DeLucco, P COBRA Technzcal Repoi t on Project Implementation 1 January - 30 June 
1995, October 1995 

DeLucco, P COBRA Technzcal Report on Project Implementatzon 1 July - 31 December 
1995, June 1996 

DeLucco, P COBRA Technical Report on Project Implementatzon I January - 30 June 
1996, December 1996 

DeLucco, P COBRA Technzcal Repoi t on Project Implementation 1 July - 31 December 
1996, February, 1997 

DeLucco, P COBRA Technical Report on Project Implementation 1 January - 30 June, 
1997, August 1997 

Goldensohn, M Trip Report Monztorlng and Plarznzng Consultancy to the COBRA Project, 
April 1995 

Mznutes of A WFDAI Conti act meeting, February 1994 

Smith, Richard Conservation of Bzodiverse Resource Areas (COBRA), Inter zm Contract 
Report May 1994 

Smith, Richard COBRA Technzcal Report on Project Implementatzon I J u l ~  - 31 December 
1994, January 1995 

Abdouch, C D Report of Modular Traznzng Course Currzctdum Development for the 
Comrnunzty Wzldlzfe Servzce Department of the Kenya Wzldlzfe Sewzce zn 1993 

Bess, M and Sommerlatte, M Proposal for Community Wildlife Service Modular Trainmg 
Course for Wlldlife in Commun~ty Development Concept Paper for Discussion by the 
CWPICOBRA Training Sub-Group First Year Nalrobi, 1993 



Community Wddlife Service (CWS) ,  A report on the U S  A Study Tour Undertaken bj 
CWSrs Communzty Mobzlzsatzon Speczalzst and the Fzeld program Co-ordznators between 28 
August and 38 September 1993 

Community Wildlife Service (CWS)  Report On Stiateglc Plannzng Wol kslzop for CWS 
Senzor Staff Members Held at Fazrvzew Hotel, Nazrobz January 1996 

Keli, E Mznutes of Tt aznzng Commzttee meetlngs January 1994, February 1994, March 
1994, Aprzl 1994, and June 1994, June 1994 

Keli, E Monthl) Traznzng Reports Januarj 1994, February 1994, March 1994, Aprzl 1994, 
and May 1994, June 1994 

Keli, E Community Wzldlzfe Management Modulat Course Outlzne, May 1995 

Keli, E Game Scout Traznzng for Lazkzpza and Sambur u Dzstrzcts, June 1995 

Kenya Wildlife Service A Report of the Anzboselz-Tsnvo Ecosystenz Management Workshop 
Held at Kzmana Lodge, Novenzbet 22 - 25, 1995, November 1995 

Lelo, F K , Ayieko, J 0 A Report of the Workshop to Revze~t PRA Traznzng for Kema 
Wzldlzfe Servzce S tag  November 1995 

M7Ruiga, K D M , Nyagah, J , Lokaale, J L Leadershzp, Adnzznzsttatrve, and Buszness SXzlls 
Course for Mokogodo Dzvuzon, Lazkzpza Dzstr zct, Language and Cultural Services, 
November 1995 

MAJU Consulting Services A Traznzng Held fot Kenya Wzldlzfe Servzce Co??lr?zzlnzh 
Comnzzttee Leaders of Lazkzpza Dzstrzct February 1996 

Murphree, M W Report of the Traznzng Plannzng Consultancy, 19 - 29 Aprll 1993 
L 

Murphree, M W COBRA Training Planning Consultancy II,6 - 1 1 September 1993 

Sommerlatte, Wddlzfe Utzlzsatzon and Conznzzrnzt) Development - A Stud) Tour of Zmbab1.t e, 
AWF 1993 -- 

- 
Sommerlatte, M Zzmbabwe Wzldlzfe Utrlzzatzon, Comnzunzty Developnzent Short Coutse, 
June 1994 

Sommerlatte, M And Sinnary, A M Commzmzty Wzldllfe Management Course Module 
Three WzMlzfe Utzlzzatzon Course Report, July 1995 

TACK International Project Plannzng and Contr 01 Written for CWS Training February 
1994 



Thiongo, J And Getambu, A Module One Introductzon to Communzty Wzldlzfe Management 
Processes and Practzces, August 1995 

Wishitemi, B E L , COBRA Traanzng Plannmg Consultancy, 6 - 11 September 1993 

COMPONENT 111 WILDLIFE FOR DEVELOPMENT AND REVENUE SHARING 

AGRECHS Development Consultants Annotated Bzblzography of Soczo-Economrc Aspects 
of Natural Resources Management zn Pastoral Areas October, 1997 

Barrow, E G C D~af t  TOWSOWfor KWS-COBRA Utzlzzatzon Study November, 1993 

Barrow, E G C Dzscusszon document COBRA Trackzng M/E Indzcators December 1993 

Barrow, E G C KWS-CWS Informatzon, Trackang, Monztorzng and Dzssemznatzon report and 
r ecomnzendatzons from a one day workshop held on 1/3/93 at KWS headquarters March, 
1993 

Bennun, L A , Simiyu, A , and Matiku, P Conzmunzty Management of Gameblrd H~lntzng - 
August to December 1997 December 1997 

Bess, M Articles of Association and Bye-Laws Mombasa Boat Operators Association 
(MBOA), revised January 1994 

Bess, M Draft Constitution for the Association of Mount Kenya Operators (AMKO), 
December 1993 (revised and submitted to Naro Mom and Chagoria Interim Committees in 
January and February 1994) 

Bess, M Executive Summary for Revenue-Sharing and the Wildlife for Development Fund 
(WDF), January 1994 

Bess, M Field Visit Report Narok Focal Area, 17th - 19th February 1994, 27 February 1994 

Bess, M Field Visit Report Samburu Focal Area, 28th February - 3rd March 1994,6 March 
1994 

Bess, M Memorandum of Association of the Mwaluganje-Golini Community Wildlife 
Reserve Limited (first, second and third drafts, January - March 1994), with draft 
Management, Membership and Constitutional Sub-Committee Bye-Laws 

Bess, M Minutes of a Meeting of the Mwaluganje-Golint Community Wildlife Reserve 
Committee Held at Kwale County Council Chambers, Tuesday, 15th February 1994 

Bess, M Minutes of the Flrst AMKO Joint Meeting Between Chogoria and Naro Mom Interim 
Committees, Embu, Izaak Walton Inn, 10th March 1994 



Bess, M Minutes of the Second Chogorla Porters and Gu~des Meetmg, Meru County Hotel, 
25th February 1994 

Bess, M Notes on Kenya Ostrich Producers Association (KOPA) and Poss~ble WDF 
Assistance, 4th March 1994 

Bess, M Operational Summary for Revenue-Sharing and the Wildlife for Development Fund 
(WDF), January 1994 

Bess, M Proceedings of the Chogor~a Porters and Guides Workshop (Mt Kenya Nat~onal Park) 
at Greenlands Holiday Resort, I 1 th - 14th January 1994 

Bess, M W~ldlife for Development Fund (WDF) - Enterpnse Development Spec~alist 
Implementation Plan 1 April 1994 - 31 March 1995, 12th March 1994 

Bess, M Wildlife for Development Fund (WDF) - Monthly Reports for Enterpnse 
Development Spec~alist (EDS)", October 1993 - March 1994 

Cocheba, D Technzcal Conszderations for an Anzboseli/Tsavo Area Group Ranch Combzned 
Tourzst Lodge and Educatzon Center 14 May 1997 

Kenya Wildl~fe Service and Kenya Ostrich Producers Association Guidelines On 
Management of Ostrzch Farming In Kenya February 1996 

K~puri, N and Munei, K Soczo/Cultural and Land Tenure Issues Afecting Resource 
Management in Kenya's Semz-Arzd Lands October, 1997 

Koech, M Summary of the P o k y  Paper on Envzronment and Development November, 
1997 

- 

Leitoroh, E A Report on the Revzew of Partnerslzzp Enterprise Workshop for Nazrobl Ai en 
23 - 25 th June 1997 June 1997 

Mak~lya, John Technzcal Report Wzldlfe for Developlnent Fund and Enterprzse 
Development December 1996 

Masinde, P WzldlEfe Utzlzzatzon Semznar for Leroghl - Kzr zsza Conservancy, 7th - 9th Mar 
1997, Jamar u Hotel, Maralal May 1997 

Mwadzaya, H From Revenue Sharrng to Benefit Sharzng and to Enterprzse Developrnerzt - 
Creatmg Incentzves for Sustainable Conservatzon In Kenja August, 1997 

Njuguna, S Towards the Development of the Kenja Wzldlfe Servzce (KWS) Envir onr~zentnl 
Impact Assessment (EIA) and Adminzstl atzve Gz~idelines November, 1997 



Njuguna, S Emergzng Issues foi Kenya's Resource Ecology November, 1997 

Stanley Price, M R Kenya Wzldlzfe Sewzce Community Wildlzfe Servzce An Approach to a 
utzlzzatzon Study fronz the Afrzcan Wzldlzfe Foundatzon September, 1993 

Wafula, Benson M , Feaszbzlzty Study on Establzshment of a Wzldlzfe Conservancy at Nagum 
Olmoran Locatzon, Ngarua Dzvuzon, Lazkzpza Dzstnct - Kenya African Centre for Climatic 
Change and Environmental Strategies (ACCESS), 7 May, 1997 

Wafula, Benson M , Feaszbzlzty Study on Establzshment of a Wzldllfe Conservancy m Salama 
Locatzon, Rumurutz Dzvzszon, Lazkzpza Dzstrzct - Kenya African Centre for Climatic Change 
and Environmental Strategies (ACCESS), 15 May, 1997 

Wandera, P , Njuguna, W , Wekesa, C , et a1 A Report on the Wzldlzjie Use Rzghts, 
December 1995 

Amulavu, T and Wafula, J Partzczpatory Rur a1 Appr azsal (PRA) - Mt Kenya Forest Lzne 
Thazta, Karzko, Kuban, Gzthuthuma, Sublocatzons Kamwetz and Kangalta Locatzons, Ndza 
and Gzcucu Dzvzszons, and Kznnyaga Dzstrzct May, 1997 

Bennun, L , and Simiyu, A Report on the Fzeld Traznzng Course - An Intr oductzon to 
Gamebzrd Bzology, 25 May to I June 1997 June 1997 

Community Wildlife Service (CWS) Proceedzngs of the Energy Conservatzon Senzznar at 
Hotel de Lemu, Kztengela March 1996 

Lembuya, P and Wafula, J 0 K Partzczpatory Rural Apprazsal (PRA) Report - Ilngtvesz 
Group Ranch (Lazkzpza), February 1995 

Munyugi, J W M Nyanzbene County Counczl Semznar (Bomen Hotel Iszolo) 14 - 17 July 
1996 December 1996 

Munyugi, J W M Mwzngz County CounczUKWS MOU Semznar, 16 December to 19 
December 1996 December 1996 

Munyugi, J W M COBRA Success Story Samburu Focal Ar ea Tz111996 December 1996 

Munyugi, J W M KWS Sponsored Partzczpatory Rural Apprazsal (PRA) Report - Ngutuk 
Ongzron and Gzrgzr Group Ranches (Samburu), June 1995 

Munyugi, J W M Partzczpatory Rural Apprazsal (PRA) Report - Oldonqz~ o (Sumbur u), 
March 1995 



Munyugi, J W M Partzczpatory Rural Apprazsal (PRA) Report - Sarara-Sapashe 
(Samburu), May 1995 

Munyugl, J W M and Wafula, J 0 K Tour OperatorsrMeetlng wrth CWS - Sanzburu and 
Lazkzpia, May 1995 

Ntiati, P , Masinde, G Partzczpatory Rural Apprazsal (PRA) Report - Kznzana Group Ranch 
(Kajzado), March 1995 

Ntiati, P , Masinde, G , et a1 Partzczpatory Rural Apprazsal (PRA) Report - 
Olgululuz/Olalarash Group Ranch, July 1995 

Ntiati, P , Masinde, G , et a1 Partzapatop Rural Appraisal (PRA) Report -Eselenkez Group 
Ranch, August 1995 

Ogle, H Partzczpatory Rural Apprazsal (PRA) Report - Kltengela/Enzbakas Area 
(Kajzado/Machakos), April 1995 

Ogle, H Partzczpato~ Rural Apprazsal (PRA) Report - Shornpole Group Ranch (Kajzado), 
June 1995 

Partnership Dept PARTNERSHIPNews November, 1997 

Wafula, J 0 K Report on Partnershzp Semlnat Held on 25 July 1996 at Veter znan' 
Complex KWS Headquarters Nazrobz August, 1996 

Wafula, J 0 K Mountazn Regzon Partnershzp Stakeholders Semznar 4th - 6th J ~ m e  O~rtspan 
Hotel Nyerz July, 1997 

Wafula, J 0 K Partzczpatorv Rural Apprazsal (PRA) Report - Kuri-Kzrrz Group 
RancWMukogodo (Lazkzpza), April 1995 

Wafula, J 0 K KWS/CWS Comnzunz~ Sernzizar Repol t - N~?ahururu, February 1995 

Wafula, J 0 K , et a1 , Partzczpatorv Rural Apprazsal (PRA) Report -Szrzma/Tzgzthi, 
September 1995 

Wafula, J 0 K Report On a Partzczpatory Rtiral Apprazsal (P R A )  Exerczse for Makzuza 
Locatzon June 1996 

Wanjau, M Partzczpatoq Rural Apprazsal (PRA) - Upper Chogorza and Mzlrugz Sub- 
Locations (Sublocatzons Nerghboring Mt Kenya Forest Reserve), Mtvzinbz Dzvzszon, That aka 
Nzthi Dzstrict May, 1997 - 



Wanjau, M Pat tzczpatory Rural Apprazsal (PRA) - Upper Kznzahurz & Kzrzma Sub-Locatzons 
- Kabaru Locatzon (Sub-locatzons borderzng S W Mt Kenya (Kabaru) Forest Reserve, Kzenz 
East Dzvzszon, Nyerz Dzstrzct April, 1997 

COMPONENT IV STUDIES, RESEARCH, AND POLICY 

Afrlcan Wddlife Foundation Wddlije Utzlzsatzon Study, 7 vol s, January 1996 
Tack International (Kenya), Ltd Report No 1 Marketzng 
African Development and Economlc Consultants Report No 2 Economzc 
Analyszs 
Stockwatch, Ltd Report No 3 Technzcal 
Grootenhuis, J G Report No 4 Veterznaiy 
Gichere, S Report No 5 Polzcy & Instztutzonal 
Glchere, S Report No 6 Workshop on Wddlije Utzlzsatzon Polzcy 
Stockwatch, Ltd Report No 7 Implementatzon Strategy 

Frank, L Lzvzng Wzth Carnwores m Laikzpza Dzstrict, Kenya - Interznz Report 30 June 1997 

Frank, L Lzvzng Wzth Lzons Ca~nzvore Conservation and Lzvestock zn Lazkipza Distrzct, 
Kenya February, 1998 

Kibwana, K and Wanjala, S Wzldltfe Law Reform In Kenya - Interzm Report, January 1995 

Kibwana, K and Wanjala, S Wzldlzfe Law Reform In Kenya - Second Interlm Repol t, 
September 1995 

Kibwana, K and Wanjala, S Background Paper to the Wzldltfe (Conservatzon and 
Managenzent) Bzll, August 1996 

Kibwana, K and Wanjala, S Wzldlzfe Law Reform In Kenya - Draft Fznal Report, September 
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Kabwana, K , Wanjala, S The Wzldltfe (Conservatzon and Managenzent) Bzll, 1998 January 
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Stanley Price, M R Kenya Wlldlife Serv~ce Ut~llzation Study - Scope of Work Draft by the 
Afr~can Wildl~fe Foundation January 1994 

COMPONENT V MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

de Queiroz, J and Little, P A Plan of Actzon f o ~  Monztorzng and Evaluatzon (Analyszs) at the 
Kenya Wildlije Servlce - Intennz Report June 1997 



Barrow, E G C (compded) Guzdelznes and notes for KWS-CWS field staff for hterature 
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held at the Dzrector's house KWS on 3/2/1994? March, 1994 
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Barrow, E , Lembuya, P , Ntiatl, P , and Sumba, D Knowledge, Attztudes, and Practices 
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1995 
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June, 1997 

Fishbein, L Interm Report on COBRA Project Informatron S~stem Issues May 1997 

Irigia, Bernard K Envzronmental Impact Assessment of the Proposed Kzmarza Wzldllfe 
Sanctuary, June 1995 

Ivarsdotter, K , et a1 Posztzon Paper No l B  for the 1996 Mzd-Teim Revrew of the Piotected 
Areas and Wzldlzfie Sewzces Project, 24 November 1995 

KPMG Peat Marwick USAID Funded COBRA Project No 615-0247Audztfoi the 51 montiz 
perzod ended 30 June 1996 10 September, 1997 

Lalkipla Wildllfe Forum, Mpala Research Centre A Total Count of Her bzvores zn LazXlpla 
Dlstrzct September 4 - 6, 1996 - Prelzmznary Results November, 1996 

Lambert, V Monztor zng and Evaluatzon Plan Corzsewatzon of Bzodzver se Resource Ai ens 
Project, June, 1995 

Little, Peter Soc~oeconom~c Indicators for Monztorzng Natural Resour ces Managenzeizt 
Programs A Case Study of the Consewatzon of Bzodzver se Resource Areas (COBRA) 
Project, Kenya Summary of Pi elzmznary Fzndzizgs, July 1995 

Mwadzaya, H , Ndung'u, M , Sumba, D , Knowledge, Attztudes, and Practzses Assessment 
Concernzng Communzty Conservation zn the Areas that Nelghbour the Kwzte Mpungutl 
Marzne Park and Reserve, August 1995 

Ndung'u, M , Kaaria, B Assessment of WDF Funded Projects/Actwrtzes zn Sambur u Dlstrict 
August, 1997 

Ndung'u, M , Kaana, B Assessment of WDF Funded Projects/Actzvztzes uz LarXzpza Drstr zct 
October, 1997 



Ndung'u, M , Kaana, B , Awich, G Assessment of WDF Funded Projects/Actzvztzes In Coast 
Regzon October, 1997 

Ndungu, Margaret Kajzado Project Survey, May, 1995 

Ruhm, J , Mwathe, K , Masinde, P , et a1 Wzldllfe Count m Sanzburu Dzstrlct 1997 
September, 1997 


