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DBCEII'1'RALJ..SIJIG~ PROPERTY RESOURCES NAJlAGEMEIIT: A CASE
STUCY OF THE lfYAJr,U(YAJO: DIS'MUCT COOIICIL OF ZDmABIfE'S 1t1LO)LIPE

IlMAGDIEIIT PROGR"1Um

btroduction

T~e decentralisation of the wildlife resources of Zimbabwe's
Communa: ~nds (CLs) has been occurri~g within the policy framework
of the Communal Areas Management Programme for I:"ldigenous Resources
( CAMPFIRE, . This is a programme designed by the govertment' s
Department of National Parks and Wildlife Management (DNPWM; to
devolve the management and decision maki~g regarding common
property resources (CPRs) to those local communities who incur the
costs of management (~artin 1986\. Given its origins in the
wildlife department, CAMPFIRE necessarily focuses primarily on the
management of wildlife resources of the communal areas. Since its
inception, however, the CM'.PFIRE concept has increasingly been
applied to the manaaement of other CPRs, particularly grazing and
forest resources and to a lesser extent fisheries. which are for
a variety of reasons in a state of ecological decline.

The implementation of CAMPFIRE has taken different fo~s in
different CLs, the maior difference between the various CAMPFIRE
initiatives being the degree of devoiution to the district or sub
district levels. This paper examines the implementation and
problems of CAMPFIRE in one District Council (DC) and concludes
with a discussion of the various poiicy implications of thi~

particular model of decentralised CPR management.

The DecaDtrali••tioD of Local GDVerneent

A 1984 Prime Minister's directive to decentralise the local
goverl'lilent structure resul tfld in the c~eation of sub-district units
of local goU'ernll@nt froll the village to district coun-::il level
explicitly designed to facilitate local level participation in
decision lIaking. It was envisaged that this n_ systell of
decentralised local C/overnlllent would stimulate and facilitate
bottoll-Up as opposed- to to~-down initiatives in developlllent
planning and adllinistration. Studies of the resultant systell have
d'9l1onstrated that While in sOlie cases the new sub-district units
of local govern_nt have led to increased local participation in
decision lIakiOl;l, this is not always the caBe (Dewalk and W1Jkwek,
1990) .

It has also been suggested th~t in some instances the 1'1_ atruc~ure

haa actu~lly $trengthened top-down planning by creating convenient
fora for dll!velopaent planners and adJIinistrators to IIObilize local
partH;ipation in developtll4!nt proqra_s/projects envisaged and
iJllplellented in a top-110wn !lIshion. Nhira (i9~1 fH'~ that this

1



is a desirable d~elo~nt beceuse it leads to a convergence of
top-down and bctto.-up i::'li tiatives. rat.'2er than to a contradiction
between the two approaches.

The st..-uctures of iocal ;overn-.nt for the CLs are as follows
resul tL,q fro. the decentralisation proqra_ ar~ presented i:l
Figure 1 below:

FIGtiRE 1

DBCDtRAr ISm L(!"'!.I GDVIRDRIIT S'1'RIJC'J."OR or ZT!!8AB11!

ICENTRAL GOVERNMENT (MOL..:.lltJD).:.J

I
IPROVINCIAL COUNCIL (PROVINCIAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

jDISTRICT COUNCIL inSTRICT DEVELOPMENT COMJII::TTEE( 1) I

: WARD DEVELOPMElfT COMMITTEE (2!

!VILLAGE
i

VILLAGE DEVELOPMElfT COMMITTEE (3)

* Ministry of Local Government. Rural and Urban Develop..nt.

1. A District Council consists of Councillors de-.ocratically
elected fr~ all the wards in the district.

2. A Ward is II unit area of popUlation approxi.ately 6.000 people,
repre.ented on d.velopaent .atters by a Ward Developaent co..itt••
(WADeO) elected fro. a~nq the adult population of the ward.

J. A village is a unit of 100 hou.eholds represented on develop.ent
_tt.rs by a Village Develop.ent Co..itt.e (VIDCO) elected froa
a~nq the adult re.idents of the villaqe. 6 villaq.. constitute a
ward.

The actual functioninq of th••e decentralised unit. of local
qovern..nt ha. been haapered by the fact that central qovarn..nt
planninq r ...in. aect.oral, with the central planning authority I tha
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Mi~istry of Fi~ance, Economic ?lanni~ and Devel~pment (MCFEPD),
s~ill cen~ralised and unrepresented a~ the District level.
lIIost gover.'lJllent departlllents do ~ct hav'e operations at the district
level and are t.':lus net represented 1n the District Cevel.opme=-:t
Commit'~ee (~OC). Consequently, and given t.':lat develop_nt ~s

financed sectorally, the ~OC has remained largely ineffec~ive as
a planning committee.

~us although development plans have been produced at all levels
of the new hierarchy, t.':lese have not been implemented because of
financing and sec~oral coordination problems. Hence development
planning has remained centralised and any pctent1al 'that the
decentral ised local government i::'lsti tutions Illigh~ have had has been
stymied.

DecentraliSed developmen~ planni::'lg has also been rendered
ineffective by the fact that ~~e generation of revenue,
particularly at the district and sub-distr1ct levels, is difficult.
Most District Councils depend on grants from central government to
finance their development ac~iviti€s. vIDCOs, ~ADCOs and DOCs do
not have budgets. Most Des have attempted to supplement their
grants by levying a tax, referred to as a 'Development Levy', on
their constituencies. This has not been successful in most
instances because of collection problems and also because of the
10W incoaes of most communal lands populations. Moreover, in some
districts, incomes are so low that this tax was never imposed.

~centralised local government institutions have. however, been
very valuable for Non-Government organizations (NGOs). Typically,
NGOs have implemented their community development programaes at the
district and Sub-district levels and thus have tended to use these
institutions as the principal fora for organization and
implementation. Hence much of the 'empowerment' of local level
institutions has come from this sector.

A Brief outline of C&'PltRB

The CAMPFIRE progra..e, under which the Nyaminyami DC was granted
"appropriate authority" to manage the wildlife resources of the
district, was designed within the context of the decentralisation
policy. Appropriate authority refers to the status conferred upon
a local authority (in this case a DC) under the Parks and Wildlife
Management Act amendment of 1982 to manage the CPRs of that area
subject to certain rules and regulations by the DHPWM. Des with
appropriate authority are empowered to manage the wildlife
resources in their area~ for the benefit of their residents.

The CAMPFIRE progra..e constitutes the DHPWM's decentr~'isation of
wildlife management from the centre. As Pangeti (1990:1) points
out: "The depart.ent's [ONPWM] policy of advocating the conferMent
of appropriate authority status over wildlife under certain
conditions is consistent with Government's policy of decentralised
self management and self sufficiency ... ".

3



r.1e CAllIPfIRE prcx;raaae i ~;e+ a1 i" seelcs to:

".. obtain the voluntary participation of co.-unities in a
flexible progra-.e whicn incorpo~ates long tera solations to
resource problems;

- introduce a new system of group ownership and territorial
rights to natural resourcps for the co~unities resident in
the targ~t areas;

- provide the appropriate institutions under which resour=es
can be legi t.ilAtely IIAnaged and explci ted by the resident
co..unities for their own direct benefit

- previde technical and financial assistance to coa-unities
which join the progra_e to enable them to realize these
objectives." tMartin 1986).

In setting-up these objectives for the progra... , the DHPWM was
guided by the recognition that wildlife _nage_nt is a viable land
use fOnl particularly in natural regions 4 and 5, constituting
semi-arid land, usually with very poor soils and rugged terrain,
that is least suitable for agricultural activity.

However, because of the colonial policy of land expropriation, a
si.;rnific~:lt percentage of Zilllbabwe's co_una1 lands are also
situated in these regions. Wildlife is abundant in so.. of these
marginal c~unal areas, partiCUlarly in the Zaabezi Valley. Most
of the Zaabezi valley vas, until recently, tsetse fly infested,
thus precluding pastoralism. Because agriculture is s.verely
restricted by low rainfall and poor soils. and animal husbandry ~.

precluded by tsetse fly, wildlife has co.. to be seen a. the -est
economically viable land use system in these fragile ecosyst....

Moreover, the Parks and Wildlife Act of 197 5. tarqeted at the
'owners and occupiers of alienated land', gave such owners and
occupiers the right to utilise the wildlife resource. on t~eir land
subject to residual control by the DNPNM. Alienated land refers
to larae scale and small scal. co...rcial faraland h.ld under
freehold and leasehold tenure and excludes all co_una1 land.
Sine. CLs are excluded by this Act from the right to utili•• their
wildlife resources, wildlife in such area. has tended to con.titute
a great cost to CL residents in the fora of crop and livestock
destruction and the killing and injury of people. while not
producing any econo.ic benefit for the people incurring such costs.
Hence wildlife did not become an economically viable land use in
CLs.

An a..nd.ent to the Act in 1982 mad. provision for the Minister of
Natural Resources to designate DCs as the Appropriate Authority for
wildlife for lands under th.ir jurisdiction and thus grantinq th..
the "rights and responsibilities accorded to the owners or
occupiers of ali~naLed land•... " (Pangeti 1990:3)

Panqeti (199U) also outlin.s the criteria for the oonfe~nt of
appropriate authc~ity on District Councils. Thus the DC IIUSt:
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present ~a management ~licy ~'d plan to i~dicate ~~at councils
have considered ~~e relev&I':t range of issues a..,d reac..~ed a
consensus on aajor goals and policies". The return of benefits to
producer co_unities is considered tc be t.."te cornerstone of t.."'le
progra_. ~~e key IIechanisa for ~"l. effective custodianship cf
wildlife resources is to give it focused value for t.."'lose who are
i ts ~ ~ aanagers. These managers are those communi ties.
typically wards, who have the resources and pay fer its existence."
(Pa..,geti 1990:5)

Hovever, while the conferment of appropriate authority grants CL
populations "rights and responsibilities accorded to the owners and
occupiers of alienated lands~, usufruct rights are not recognised.
This is a serious shortcoming of the C~FIRE programme that will
be considered in a later section.

Because of the uneven distribution of wildlife, ~NPWM also requires
that benefits are returned to producer communities defined on a
ward basis t:> ensure that levels of benefit reflect production
levels. DNPWM also recommends that nes levy a service charge that
s~ould not exceed 13-1St of revenue. Des however retain control
over t..~e use and distrl~ution of wildlife revenues by the wards.

~ The use and distribution of wildlife revenues in producer
communities is legally a determination to be made by district
councils, but ~t is expect@d that councils will delegate
increasing responsibility to producer co_unities for this
function" (DNPWM, 1991:5).

In this connection DNPWM prescribes a "formu:a for the distribution
of revenues and compensation for livestock and crop damage".
According to this formula;

- 15\ of gross revenue will be paid to the District Council
as a l.vy.

- a maximua of 35\ .ill be retained for resource manageaent
(Le. paYllent of Game Guards' salaries. provision of CJalie
water supplies, setting-up of tourism infrastructure etc.) by
the DC or its designated wildlife management agency.

- a minimua of 50\ distributed to the wards at the rate of the
ward's contribution to the wildlife revenue. Payaent of crop
and livestock compensation will be subtracted froa this
dividend.

Thus while CAMPFIRE obviously attellpts to devolve control over
wildlife revenues to local authorities, several potential probleas
are evident. Firstly, CAMPFIRE assumes that producer co..unitie.
are necessarily .ards. However, the decentralisation process did
not create the wards on the basis of access to coaaon resources or
of sOlie existing resource use practices between coaaunities.
Rather, wards were arbitrarily set up mainly on a demoqraphic
basis. A ward siaply constitutes six village. of approxia.tely 100
ilous.holds _ch. That: it doe!': not necessarily repr•••nt a
, co_uni ty r or reRource ~ 15 @Vi ;~nc.d by the llIlOunt: of
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boundarY reneootia'!:ion t."lat characterised t.'1e i1llPleJtentation of
decentralisation (Murombedzi,1986).

CAMPFIRE does not, hovever, attempt to defi~e a 'community', In
such a situation, it is likely to be difficult for to"e ward to
evolve coherent user rights and obligations regarding access to and
utilisation of wildlife revenues. Where such rights are evolved
and defi~ed by 'outsiders', a ward is net likely to have suffici~ut

legitimacy to enforce thea.

Moreover, while CAKPFIRE recognises inter-ward differences of
endowment with wildlife resources, it does not recOQnise intra-ward
differences, which may be crucial in determi~ing benefits.

Second~y, while the ~~ogramme clearly sets out the rights, duties
and obligations of the nc to the resources, it does net define the
rights of 'producer communities' to t."lese resources ~ the nco
By failing to define the process by which the nc should devolve
management to producer communitie~. the programme runs the risk of
prescribing 'centralization' at the district level with Iittle
scope for local participation in management.

Thirdly, CAMPFIRE explicitly devolves control over revenues
qenera~ed froa wildlife utilisation to the DC level. It does not,
however. define the riahts of local communities to the wildlife
resource itself. It - is my contention that such rights and
obligations are cruc~al to the success of any devolved resource
.anagement progra..e.

These problems are discussed in a later section within the context
of the implementation of CAMPFIRE in the study area, the Hyaainyami
District.

The Inai nyuri District

The Hyaminyami District covers 367,000 ha and consists of three
CLs: ~ay, Kanyati and Gatshe Gatshe, situated in the north western
Zambezi Valley, south of Kariba town. Matusadonha National Park,
which is state land and therefore nOL under the jurisdiction of the
DC, stretches for 137,000 ha, in the centre of the district. The
popUlation of the district is estimated at over 38,000 people in
1990 (~ e.g. Reynolds, 1991).

The aajority of the omay popUlation are Tonga, although the
vaShangwe constitute a significant proportion. Gat.he Gat.he is
also predominantly Tonga while Kallyati has been settled .ainly by
Karanga immigrants fro. Masvingo province.
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TAWIl

IIYAIlDIYAIII DIS'l'R.ICT: LldID CI..ASSIP'ICATIOII AlID POPOLATIOR *

CLASSIFICATION

Oaay Co_unal Land
Gatshe Gatshe Communal Land
Kanyati Coamunal Land
Matusadonha National Park

TOT.U

AREA (HECTARES)

287,000
18,000
62,000

137,000

504,000

PQPCLATTON

24,267
895

12,995
+

38,157

• This is an estimate based on the 1984 Central Statistical Office
and an annual growth rate of 2.9'. "It does not account for
immigration into the district, which has been considerable
following the eradication of tsetse fly.

+ The National Parks populatior consis~s only of employees of the
departJlent.

Agricultural production in caay and Gatshe Gatshe CLs is very low,
even in good years, and both CLs are chronically dependent on
central govern.~nt for food aid. Drought relief was first
distributed in ).ay in 1980 and has continued to be distributed
annually since then. Kanyati CL, on thCi other haM, is better
endowed with higher rainfall and more fertile soils. A-ricultural
production is considerable and although this CL was only recently
settled, it is food self-sufficient in good years.

caay CL is endowed with abundant wildlife resources as indicated
in Table 2 below, while Gat5he Gatshe and Kanyati are less well
endowed.

The Nya.inya_i District council (NDC) came into existence in August
1981, becoaing the first DC for the Rariba district. Prior to this
the district had been administered by a District co..issioner froa
the town of Kariba. DCs were created by an Act of Parliament in
1981 to provide for the representation a~d participation of the CL
population in the government and development of their own are.s.
The act provided for the election of local representative. to •
council .erviced by civil servants e.ployed by and accountable to
the central government. The new DCs were explicitly required to
strive for econoaic .elf-sufficiency. However, because of liaited
revenue generation facilities in the CLs, most DCs have ra.ainad
dependent on grants froa central govern..nt for both capital and
recurrent expenditure.
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Taw! 2

SPB'UjS AIIJ) !l[]llBp;RS or Gan !'UP! 5 U /"Pu AIIP 'l'RQPBY rgs
PAyaBlE It $APABI QPlRI:nps

Species Mwabers Trophy h •• (Z$)

Rhino 12 25,000 *
Elechant 2,500 3,500
Lion 200 1,500
Sable 200 800
Leopard 150 700
Hippo 100 600
Buffalo 2,500 500
Eland 250 400
Zebra 800 400
Crocodile 150 300
Waterbuck 600 300
Kudu 1,250 250
Bushbuck 1,050 150
Hyena 150 150
R.eedbuck 150 150
Klipspril'l ~r 300 100
Illpala 5,000 50
ltlarhoq 1,200 50
Bushpiq 1,000 40
Grysbok 700 20
Duik.r 600 15

Adapted fro. The WLA'ife Of Nyaainya.i 1987

* Rhino huntinq is prohibited.

The &71P9'ig BpI. at I1ldlif. in 'Y'-joyw_i

so as to aaminister one of the least developed districts in the
country because of decade. of colonial neqlect, the council with
the assistance of so•• NGOs .et about tryinq to provide so.. very
basic social infrastructure schools, health faciliti•• ,
cO~lnication. network. etc. - of which there w.re virtually none
in ttl. district.
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TABLE 3

IDe; lOCH ASD GJWI'1' REYOuts BY FDWfCL\I, DAR. (1982-198"'-:

1982/83 1983/84 1984/85 1985/86

Galle Proceeds 14,346

~~er Local ~evenues 16,647

Total Local Revenues 30,993

Total Grant Revenues 30,693

TOTAL REVENUE 61,629

Game Proceeds as
\ of Total Revenue 23.3\

73,200

31,014

104,214

46,881

151,v95

48.5\

37,000 109,707

23,339 47,647

60,339 157,174

50,217 55,164

110,556 212,338

Source: S.M. Hove (Senior Executive Officer) MDC 1988.

Ta~le 3 above shows how wildlife revenues ca.e to play an
increasingly important role in financing ~~e ~DC in the 1~80••
Wildlife revenues have constituted a significant proporti.on of the
MDC revenue since its inception.

That wildlife revenue did not playa acre siqnificant role in local
develop..nt prior to the ti.. MDC was qrant.d appropriate authority
in 1989 was due .ainly to the ad.inistrative bottleneck. i.posed
by the centralised syste. of wildlife revenue collection. By 1989,
NDC had r.ceived fro. Treasury only 41.5' of its wildlife revenues
in the wildlife Industrie. Mew Developaent For All (WINDFALl.)
progra.... Although not receiving full revenue., MDC realised the
potential of using wildlife revenues to finance district projects
during this tiae.

The followinq co.parison of the expected (and hence budqeted.)
wildlife utilisation funds .s a'lainat tho.e funds actually received
by NDC fro. central treasury highliqhts the frustrations of the
WINDFALL progr.... .nd provide. .0.. useful insights into the
expectations of NDC to finance recurrent expenditure with wildlife
revenu••.
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IIQC GAil! Q'!'IuSAnOl rmms· 8QDGBDO ys AC'1'IW. PX(jIlR&."i 1982-1986

1982/83 1983/84 1984/85 1985/86

Budgeted 130,000 HO,OOO 125,000 150,000

Actual 14,000 73,000 37,000 109,000

Actual as \
of Budgeted 11.04\ 52.3\ 29.6\ 73.14\

Source: S.M. Hove (Chief Executive Officer) HOC 1988.

During this period, wildlife utilisation funds were used .ainly to
finance the Council's recurrent expenditure with the difference
being lIade up for by central treasury grants as indicated in table
5 below.

TANI 5

lIlIe.ePIC ROC B'BCQRBDT IJPIIIDl"l'QRBi 1986-1989

Local Revenue
Total Recurrent Exp.
Difference

1986/87

275,173
169,488
106,000

1987/88

192,641
186,692

5,549

1988/89

341,753
235,614
106,139

Source: S.M. Hove (Senior Executive Officer) HOC 1989.

Given that wildlife utilisation revenue constitutes the larger
percentage of local revenues, and given also that local rev.nues
are crucial in financing the recurrent expenditure of council, it
is hardly surprising that the MOC was the first OC to set in JIOtion
tne process of acquirinq Appropriate Authority fro. central
qovern.ent to lIanage its own wildlife resource. and thereby
circumvent central treasury. The motivation at this sta~~ .a. not
to institute participatory local .anaqe..nt and uti-lisation of
resources but rather to capture wildlife utilisation funds at the
local level to finance district level recurrent expenditure.

Thus froll th.. outset the objective of HOC in applyinq for
Appropriate Authority never was in order to involve local people
in decision .aking. The lIinimull require••nts for qualifyinq for
Appropriate Authority are however such that HOC had at so.. stage
in the developNent of its application to start seriously
considering ways of involving local people in ..nage..nt and
decision .aking, if only a. a way of getting the application
granted. Moreover, the negotiation proce•• with NGOa operating in
the area, particularly the ZillbabIM Trust (ZiJrtrust) which
eventually financed the first year of the HOC wildlife lIan_g•••nt
prOCJra... (by finanGl.ftq all the capital expenditure and the general
.anager's .alary and budget), ensured that provision for local
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;~=ticipation ~a5 made. It is s';-ifica~t to ~ote, however, that
~~e local pop~lation did not ~n a~y signifi~an~ way participate in
tte ~roc~ss leading ~? to ap~licat~c~ for Appropriate Authority.

Having th~s decided that wL,jl:,fe revenues were vital to financin<;
the MDC's ~ro~=amme for ~~e ~evelopment ~f Nyam~nyami,the MOC set
up a steering co~ittee in OCtober 1985 to draw up a management
pr~rallDlle for t.';e d~" '.~ict's wild~ ife resources that would entail
the direct payment of w~ijlife rev~nues to t.~e Council. Oifferences
regarding t~e nature of local '?&rticipa~ion led to the resignation
<: ~ two prominent members of '::.he steering c01llllli ttee. Concessions
were made an~ the steering ,:ommittee's work culminated in the
establishment o~ th€' Hya",inYl!lm~ Wildlife Management Trust (miMT)
in 1988. Jansen (1990) observe,s that wh~le community parti·-:ipation
was an i~teqral component. t.~e motivation fer the Trust's formation
was mainly economic.

'!'De .y••iny••i !(ilg:ife lanaq'ewmt Trnp....

The Trust \l1as r,:et up 3S an arm of the DC responsible for the
sustainable lDal"lagement of its w'lilife resources. Melllbership of
the Trust il"'cl ..des all counc.lliors from the district's 13 wards,
the 4 Chiefs from O1IIay's 4 chieftaincies, the 3ellior Executive
Of~~cer of the DC, the District Administrator (representative of
centr~l government at the local level) representatives of NGOs
operating in the district (i.e. WWF MUltispecies Project, Save The
Children Fund U.K, centre for .~.pi=iied Social Sciences (CASS)),
representatives of the commerci",l i-,terests of'elating in the
district (i.e. the hotel l!:.nd holiday resorts and the Kapenta
fisheries on the shores of ~ake Kariba), and a representative of
the cooperl!tive organizati ons opera':ing in the district. The
organizational structure and member~hip of the NWMT is preser.ted
in appendix I.

The hierarchical administrl!ltive structure of the Trust at this time
is presented as figure 2, It emerges froll t!" is organization
tiiaqram that the NWMT fl~OIl the outset is developing a very
hierarchical structure based on the employment of some very
specialised cadre to impl@'lIIent its wildlife management proqra....
The Ward Wildlife Managelller,t COllllllit.tees are ~eJlocratically elected
and are not employed by ~he trust. Area Managers have not yet been
recruited though this idea is still ~ing actively considered.
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lXt:;tJU 2

rez·usanQPIT $XRWfQU c·p 'alB UIIIT'YIIIT wtJDXTn waV'tRtih

I BOARD OF MANAGEMENT

WILDLIFE

COMMITTEE DRIVERS ETC I

This top heavy .anaq...nt stnlctur. was principally a r..ult of the
iaple..ntinq aqency's (Zi.tru.t) in.istence on developinq council
capacity to .ana'1. wildlif.. Capacity bUildinq was considered to
be .ynon)'1lOus with the recrl1it..nt of outside skill. This is
reflected in an incr•••• of recurrent expenditure fro. Z$66,488 in
1989 to Z$214,725 in 1990.

Bet..e r • 1989 .nd 1990, wildllfe recurrent expendH:ure incr•••ed by
37 • 2~ of which 17. 4t wa. due to labour related expen.e.. Thi.
de~Jn.trates that the ••naqerial structur. being dev.loped by the
RWMT i. negatively .ffactinq the net wlldlif. revenue and hence
reducing the fund. available for di.bUr....nt to the individual
ward. • Jan••n (1990 : 11) not.. that "The IIWMT'. first year of
operation [1989] a. appropriate authority over the .1ldl.ife
resource can be ~ • 8UCC••', with a strong
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ecological/_nagement performance. It scores less _11 froa a local
participation point of view".

The fact that NOC had a surplus of Z$252.8ti5 (c.Z$5:1tJS$) for
disbursement to ~~e wards in 1989 is. however. largely aue to the
fact ~~at ~~8 council received substantial ~upport from a local
NGO. Zimtrust. to get the wildlife mana~ement proqra..e off the
ground. According to Jansen (1990:14). in 1989 "Zimtrust financed
Z$20.093 of recurrent expenditure as well as Z$191.683 of cap~tal

expenditure".

Zilltrust continued to finance capital and recurrent expenditure in
1990 under the auspices of a proposed agreement with the JIIDC. Thus
in 1990 ~~ received funds to purchase two Kapenta fishing rigs
and ellploy a Kapenta Manager froll Zimtrust. This is another highly
capitalised venture which is yet to produce any satii!faetory
returns on inv,,;·stllent. The problems of reliance on subsidie.~. high
recurrent costs and investment in highly capitalised ventures are
discussed in the following section.

It is also evide,lt froa the NWMT's financial state..nts 1989 and
1990 that the NWMT relies on safari hunting for IIOSt of its
revenue. Safari hunting's contribution to net wildlife revenue
increa~es from 85.23\ in 1989 to 90.16\ in 1990. Thus safari
hunting and grants froa the Zi.trust account for nearly all of the
NWMT's revenues froa wildlife management thus far.

The crucial question that eaerges here is whether. especially given
the hiah subsidies. household level revenue. are sufficient
incentive for local participation in wildlife aanage..nt.

The Iy"jvy.wj _11411(. BanaUMnt Praqre_i TOC'} Particip'tigp
or B9C8Dtralizatiqn at the District Leyel'

Being th~ first district council to be granted Appropriate
Authority. the NWMT wildlife aanagement progra... is very auch a
pilot progra..e. It is inevitable in such a situation that aistakes
will have been made. It is also inevitable. given the pilot nature
of the progra.... that decisions will have been taken and
i~ple.ented that do not facilitate the achieve.ent of the
objectives of CAMPFIRE but rather detract froa it.

In order to evaluate the NWMT prograaae thus far. and the ~FIRE
progralUle generally. this paper will now consider the econoaic
viability. the extent of local control/devolution and the nature
ana extent of institutional developaent in the NWMT progra... in
turn.

1. ~aic Viability; The Probl.a of Incentive.

CPR a.nageaent theory suggests that the degradation of CPRs. and
for that ..tter resources held under other property reqi.... is
usually a result of insufficient inc.nt1V8B for effi~i~ r~~
utilisation. Runge (1986) argue. that strong incentives are
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required for collective action i~ the 'village economy', which is
characterised by i~terdependentdecision making regarding reso~rce

use. Bromley and Cernea (1989) have developed a lledel which
deaonstrates ~~at due to poverty, poor resource endowments and a
fragile ecosystem, and insufficient incentives to the hOllsehold for
efficient resource use lead to resource degradation.

Lawry (1989) cautions that the changing nature of the 'village
econoay' is such that individuals have alternative income sources
to declining CPRs. Moreover. the natural resources used by
individuals are both private and communal in character.
Agricul tural income. which constitutes the principal source of
incom., is gained from crop production on individual holdings.
Remittances also constitute a significant source of income as
villagers seek al ternati ve non-agricultural sources of income.
Lawry concludes that " these circumstances can lead to greater
competition, and not cooperation, in the use of (':ommunal resources"
(~~., p.6). The availability of alternative sources of income to
declining CPRs leads to what Lawry (1989) calls "the problem of
incentives" •

Citing a body of case stUdy literature on the probleas of community
.anageaent of common resources, Lawry concludes that there are two
aajor policy lessons to be learned from these experiences regarding
the problem of incentives:

a). "Collective action is acre likely to result where the co..on
resource is critical to local incoaes and is scarce.

b). "Collective action will be lIOre difficult to achieve where
interest in the resource as a source of inco.e varies. or
Where resource use strategies differ significantly" (Lawry.
1989:9).

2. ls-Kild1ifl Critical to Household Incoaes in Kyaainya.i?

The CAMPFIRE programme attempts to give villagers a share of the
revenues generated from the utilisation of wildlife in their areas.
CAMPFIRE is based on the basic tenet that "the key mechanism for
the effective custodianship of wildlife resources is to give
focused value for 'those who are its d. facto managers" (Pangeti
1990:5). These Jlanagers are recognized as the cOlllllunities who incur
the costs of management.

The probleJl of turning wildlife into a critical resource in the
co..unal areas of Zimbabwe is not one of improving existing common
property management arrangements because thfllse do not exist and ar.
only nov being implemented, but one of replacing an inefficient
state manageRent system with new local JlanageRent. Wildlife as a
resource has been alienated from the co..unal popUlations since the
promUlgation of the "King's Galle" laws at the turn of the century.
Consequently, CL populations have coae to see wildlife as a cost
rather than II benefit. CAMPFIRE atte1lPts to i~e~it:lrt. local
aanag_t: &4: the same time that it chang.s this perception of
wildlife. Given such a scenario, it is necessary for wildlife to

14



demonstrate its ability to earn inc~mes for rural households ~at
are in excess of their _agre inco_s from other sources.

In the case of Nyaminy..i, these rev.nues have amounted to Z$99. 00
per househ~ld in 1989 and Z$24.25 per household in 1990. It is,
however, interesting to not~ that the nWllber of households
recognis9d in the RWMT's financial statements doubled from 2,000
in 1989 to 4,000 in 19~. It is not clear why this is so since
there was never any renegotiation of what co~stitut.s a household
during this time. A probable explanation would be that the council
is imposing its own definition of household on the co.-unities. The
figure of 4,000 households is BOre lik.ly to be accurate if it is
assumed that average household size is 10, in Which case the total
popUlation of ~~e district would be around 40,000. If ~~er. were
4,000 households in 1989, then per capita income froa wildlife
revenues in that year was Z$49.50, and not the Z$99.00 suggested
in the financial statement.

It must also be borne in mind that this dividend has been ..de
possible by a loan to the local authority froa Zimtrust. Without
this loan, the dividends would certainly have been auch lower or
not even available. The question that then arise. is does this
dividend represent a sufficient econoaic incentive for individual.
households to participate in co_unity management of wildlife?
Alternatively, the question aight be posed: "is the level of inco..
such that wildlife constitutes a critical resource to the household
economy"?

The answer to this is that wildlife inca.. is definitely not
critical to the household economy. A stUdy of land use strategi..
and household inco_s carried out in the OIIay CLa in 1990/91
(Muro~zi, forthcoming) suggests that a significant proportion
of household cash inco..s in Nyaainyami are froa wag. labour in the
fora of rp.aittances earned as casual labourers on co.-ercial faras
or other co_unal areas during the peak agriCUltural s.ason. Many
individuals also earn cash incolMs fro. agricultural and other
foras of wage labour wi thin the district (such .s con.tructing
houses or clearing fields for those who can afford to pay for the
service) .

The aajority of households in the study also had access to inco..
fro. livestock saltls (typically goats) and thestl are sold wh.n
there is a netld for the c.sh, usually to pay school fees, to buy
seed, to get a field ~loughed cr to travel.

The stUdy also shows that most of the cash inca.. e.rned by the
household is invested in crop production, in the fora of purch••••
of inputs (lIO.tly s ••d and so.... ni.al draught aacninery as well
as hand imple••nts) and ..chanica~ draught power. About 60' of the
households in the survey had hir.d a tractor to plough .t l •••t 1
.cre of their land during 1988/89 and 1989/90 agric1lltural .eason••
The cost of ploughing I ~cre i. Z$32.00, while the cost of a 20
kilogram bag of seed .aiz. (suffici.nt for 1 acre) i. about Z$25.00
locally. Hence the revenue .arned from wildlife i. already auch
'.ess th.n what the average hous.hold invest. in 1 .cra of its land
per ••••on.
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The study also establishPd that L~e majority of households (about
901) do not consider wildlife as being of any benefit to t.!'lea.
L,stead it still constitutes a cost and the typical solution
suqqected is that wild animals should simply be driven away frca
the cr.. and fenced-off in nearby Matusadonha National Parle. The
_jority of tho•• households that perceive so.. benefit in wildlife
typically see it as so.. aesthetic rather than econoaic benefit.

However, L"le study also deJlOnstrates that the level of cash incolles
of the a/ljority of households is low. As such wildlife can still
~onstitute a future critical econoaic resource to the household
inco.. if revenues increase and per capita dividends rise
significantly. However, the levels of incoaes appear to be greatly
uneven. The amount of differentiation calls for different
s~rateqies which are considered in the next section.

3. Household pifferentiation and Resource Use Strategies

Lawry (1989:11) observes that "when groups of households vary in
their econollic interests in the co..unal resource, and in their
aanaqe..nt practices generally, so too they lIay vary in their
willinqness and ability to adopt certain aspects of &nl comaunal
..nage..nt sch.... The dile..a is one of aChieving coordinated,
co-.on behaviour in an environllent characterised by producer
diversity".

The proble. of household differentiation as it affects the value
of wildlife is a crucial one in the Hyallinyalli CAse a~d one that
has not been qiven the attention it deserves by the local authority
and their advisers (including CASS). Ttle distribution of benefits
has been on an equal basis to all wards in the Olley, Kanyati and
Gat.he Gatshe CLa without any ~eqard to differences in the
contribution of each ward to revenue. However, acre than 90\ of all
wildlife revenue is earned fro. the OIIay CL, which also has the
lowest agriCUltural inco.. and the hi9hest incidence of crop and
livestock destruction by wild anillals. It follows froll this that
wildlife inco.. is likely to be acre critical to a.ay households
than to those in the other CLs in the district and as such OIIay'.
benetit froa the wildlife revenue should be proportional to it.
contribution.

Secondly, following the eradication of tsetse fly, there has been
an influx of aiqrants into the OIIay CL. Typically, the.e i ..igrants
are enterprising individuals fro. other CLs outside the district
whose aain ai. is to open up large tracts of land to engage in cash
crop production, or to bring in large herd. of cattle to graze on
the vest unexploited pastures of the Zallbezi Valley. The local
authority has found it difficult to stop this in-.igration,
principally becau.e it is supported by the long tera resident. of
the Olley who ••e advantages in a larqer popUlation bas.. The
advantaqe of in-.igration for the OIIay population is twofold:
Firstly, in-aigrants iDel •••• the ranqe of hu.an .ettle.ent and
thus paripheralize wildlife ~and hence also reduce the aaount of
crop and livestock destruction). Secondly, the aiqrants brinq in
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livestocJt and hence draught power to which the lone; terJI residents
of oaay have access (Ruro.oedzi. forthcomine;).

The MDC has attempted to exclude these households from the benefit
of wildlife revenue by net compensating them for crop and livestock
destruction. However. the ward revenues are being inve.ted in ward
projects from which the miqrants will no doubt benefit even though
they are not dependent on this CPR for their livelihood.

Thirdly, because of differential access to non-agricultural foras
of inco.. , the population of oaay itself is very differentiated and
is thus very likely to have different ai.. regarding co..-on
property resources. The survey of land use strategies ( Muroabedzi.
forthcoming) shews that those households with high inco... are
typically investing in livestock and see wildlife as potential
competition for qrazing. Their typical solution is once again that
wildlife should simply be driven out of the CL as it does not
benefit anyone. Such households do not perceive "'y economic value
in wildlife because incomes are so low compared with their other
incomes as to be insignificant.

Thus it is necessary for the NWMT prcqr.... to pay attention to
differentiation in the distribution of benefits if it i. to
facilitate collective action in local level wildlife aanage..nt and
if wildlife is to beco.. critical to the inco... of those
households who.e livelihoods depend on acc.ss to the co.-on.. As
Lawry (1989:4) observes: "Local c01UlOn property aanage..nt will not
emerge simply by giving greater official reign to local action.
Policy initiatives will have little impact unless an important
array of incentives supportive of co.-on property aanaqe..nt are
operating at the local level".

CAMPFIRE assu... that wildlife is necessarily viable wherever it
occurs in co_ereially exploitable densities, i.e. where it is
attractive for the tourist/safari industry. Very little scope i.
given for local management strategies that might not involve
co...rcial exploitation to create revenues for invest..nt in other
proqra_es/projects. There is an urgent need to give local
co.-unities capacity to actually utilise the wildlife re.ourc..
rather than to simply accept existing utilisation patterns on the
basis of .conomic viability for safari operators. The MOC ha. not
considered investing in the safari industry and thus locillisinq all
wildlife revenue. Ultimately, this might prove the only viable
solution for instituting a MOC/co_unity co-manage..nt arrange..nt
which would not onlj guarantee local participation in the actual
exploitation of the resource but would generate considerable local
••ployaent.

4. Decentralising CPR Manage..nt; The Extent of LAc.l Control in
Iy.minyami

In impl...ntinq CAMPFIRB, DNPWM circumvented other line ministrie••
particularly the Ministry or Local (Ju\1ern_nt: and Rural end~
Development (MOLGRUD) • by negotiating with individual local
authorities anti 'coaauniti.. ' through an llGO. Thia ha. ha.pered the
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participation of soae government departments wnose participation
is otherwise vital for t~e successful implementation of ~e

Proqra....

This is particularly true of the MOLGRUO which !HIS been slow in
recognising Appropriate Au~ority and hence in giving local
authorities sufficient scope to decentralise resource management
to local cc.munities.

CAMPFIRE also assumes that district councils are willing and will
be able to further devolve management to wards and villages. The
literature on decentralisation suggests that this is neither a
siaple pro;ess 'lor one that can be put in motion by outsiders (de
Valk and Wekwete 1990). Moreover, devolution to the w~rd or
district level ~~~~ not represent the best management solution for
co.-on properties, in '8Ost cases the most viable institutional
options involve some co-management between different levels each
with clearly defined rights and obligations both to the resource
and with regards to other co-managers. (Berkes and Favar, 1988;
Lawry 1989, Murphree 1990).

The NWMT is in the process of setting-up ward wildlife management
coaaittees. These committees are elected by universal adult
suffrage and have the task of planning and managing the investment
of wildlife utilisation funds. They are not asked to make any
decisions regarding the earning of the revenue itself. Moreover,
the new institutions do not decide on the projects in which they
are to invest their ward dividends. This decision is typically made
by the DC, upon submission by the ward co..ittees of a number of
different project proposals. NOC retains the right to veto any
proposal or suggest one that it deeas more "viable" or
"sustainable".

The fact that wards have to sua-it project proposals for
ratification by council, while it can be defended on the grounds
of • need to coordinate development and provide expertise that is
lacking within the coaaunities, is reminiscent of the relationship
that existed between DCs and central treasury under the WIHDFALL
Proqra.... Under WINDFALL, development funds to DCs on th~ basis
of develop.ent plans had to be approved by Treasury.

It is also worthwhile to note here that the decision to disburse
funds to the ward for investment in ward projects was not taken by
the wards theaselves, but rather by the HOC.

The question of administrative accountability is also crucial to
CAMPFIRE implementation. Because of the structure of local
govern.ent, OC employees are accountabla to the government rather
than to the Council and their actions are thus designad to conform
to the requireaents of their departments than to council policy.
Moreover, DCs are theaselves not accountable, in practice, to the
consti tuenci.. they purport to repre.ent. This raises a Whole
seria. of questions about the nature and extent of. local
participaU~ i"fl CMfPFlRE.
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MOC seems to have retained all control over wildlife revenu.s, and
the skill and capital intensive structure t.~at has been developed
to manage wildlife is likely to be difficult to replicate at the
community level. It would appear that the proqra... runs the risk
of centralising at tl'le level of t.'1e DC, as indicated by the
following observations on the distribution of revenue.

Discussing the decision-making process by which wildlife revenues
were allocated for various ~urposes, Jansen (1990:14) observes:

"The fact that only 10' of the funds were retained by the
district council as a levy and only 12' retained in a reserve
fund w~s the result of "co~tervailing forces" wi~~in NWMT •
. .. The district counci llors, representing the wards, required
the support of outside lIelllbers of the board of managelMnt
aeeting to assist thell in lIaking a strong case for a sizeable
"i_ediate" benefit to each ward. They arqued against the need
to retain funds for capital expenditures ... ".

The fact that MDC is interested in lIaintaining the bulk of wildlife
revenues for capital expenditure seeas to sugge.t that local
control over the resources is liaited. A typical response to the
question: "who in your opinion owns the wildlife resources of this
co_unal area?" is either the district councilor the wildlife
lIanager (Nuroabedzi, forthcolling). Local people arque that they do
not even participate in aaking decisions about wildlife and
therefore cannot consider the resource to be their own.

5. Institutional peyllqpaent in CPR Manag.went in "yawinyawi

The problem of developing appropriate co_on property resource
management institutions at the local level is obviously part of the
wider CPR problell which includes the issues of incentive. and
control. In the CAMPFIRE case, the creation of local institutions
to replace inefficient state control assu.es that the ward, created
at local level, if not an appropriate institution for CPR
aanagellent, is at least an appropriate basis on which to build such
a desired institution. It is also assumed that the ward will be
able to develop some enforceable rights to the resource in relation
to other interest groups. Con.equently, IIOst CAMPFIRE efforts at
institutional ising local .anagement of wildlife have focused on
developing ward capacity.

CAMPFIRE assu.es further that communities can be defined siwply as
wards or villages and that they are amorphous. How.ver, soae very
serious conceptual and practical problew. constrain 'IIOst
definitions of co.-unity and the level of differentiation in aost
aee.. to suggest that the target popUlations may not have similar
objectives reqarding the resource in question (Couains 1989,
Scoone. and Wilson 1989).

The CAMPFIRE focus on the ward is relevant in 80 far as the ward,
being a cr.ation of central govern.ent, already has 80.e political
le9itiaacy as well as a defined place in the development planninq
proc•••. It also haa the advantage that it would not create other
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institutions that would compete with existing local institutions
in establishing authority and control over CPRs.

However, the creation of local institutions necessarily has to
consider other ~r. crucial issues if such institutions are to be
of any value in ~bilising the participation of thos£. whose incomes
depend on the co.-ons in their management.

Firstly, the WADCQ as an institution of local government is not
necessarily representative of those members of the community whose
livelihood is critically linked to access to commons. It is more
likely to be repre~entative of those _mbers of the co_uni ty whose
interest in local governaent is to secure their incomes from other
sources.

secondly, the ward a:ii a unit of local govern_nt is not necessarily
a comaunity. It rather represents a divergence of interests and use
rights in the coamon property resources. It is therefore possible
that so.. groups within the ward can capture this institution for
interests which exclude the sustainable .anage_nt of common
property.

A more funda_ntal shortcoming is that CAMPFIRE does not recognize
custo.-ry usufructuary rights and the processes by which they are
defined as being crucial in implementation or definition of
"appropriate local institution', yet this may Ultimately determine
the extent of local participation in the progra... (lla e.g.
Berkes and Farar 1990; Muroabedzi 1990; Lawry 1989; 1990).

While state control Over wildlife resources for well over a century
may well have eroded such USUfructuary rights in the resource as
may have existed, it is also pcssible that local responses to ~tate

control consisted of redefining such rights. one of the major
proble.. faced by DNPWM was to control "poaching" or "infol"llal
cropping" by local residents of the co_ural areas. It is not clear
whether poaching was a coordinated respo.nse of people against state
control of the wildlife resources or whether it was an individual
enterprise.

Indications are th~t poaching is more extensive than is officially
recognised and that it is also possibly organised around groups of
hunters. In this case, it is also possible that there is a system
of distrib\lting the proceeds of poaching among clearly defined
beneficiaries. To the question: "Do you know of anyone who hunts
or traps wild ani.als for .eat?", the typical response has been
"Yes". The answer to the question that seeks to establish the
existence of any network for distributing the ..at has been Rore
evasive, perhaps because of the legal i.plications. However, most
respondents say that ..at is uS\lally sold or exchanged for grain
in other districts to avoid detection (Muroabedzi, forthco.ing).

It is thus not clear whether there is any organised off-take of
ani.als in the Ny.ainy.ai. The point, however, is that the very
axis~ ef ill~l off-taxe .1qht i.ply so.e underlying
institutional arrange..nt which defines rights etc. and which .ay
prove a valuable starting point in identifying local usufructuary
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riqhts in the wildlife resource. It is necessary for research to
identify any such riqhts and aake pol icy reeo...ndationa on bow
they can best be built into the policy process.

In addition to defini~ usufructuary riqhts, CAMPFIRE lIUSt
recognise lec;itiaate local interests in the resource. The current
focus on hunting as the ~t viable ..thod of qenerating revenue
froa wildlife aay have the effect of curtailing the develo~nt of
other local interests in the resource, such as local hunti~. If
they are not recognised and given full scope to develop, such
interests aay yet again be driven underqround and thus act to
undercut the authority of local institutiona. Thus while state
interests in wildlife are clearly defined, CAMPFIRE does not define
local interests in the saae resource.



Qpw;lJ111i"'••net PRJ 1ST Be +.Rsatigna

The tollovinq ..jor conclusions can be drawn froll the toreqoinq
discussion ot the RyaAinyaai experience.

Ther. is an urqant naed to ensure that sufficient incentives
exist for individual households to participate in local
aanag...nt of wildlife.

It i. nec.ssary that local authoritias avoid investllent in
high capital projects as the.e can easily becolle self
perpetuat.;'nq, with the r.sult that the bulk of wildlife
revenues are used to finance recurrent expenditure rather than
to beco.. an iJIPOrtant par of household inco_s.

Benefits should include illproved crop and livestock
protection, e.ployaent opportunities, better acce•• to the
wild ani..ls th....lv.s, and local control or intluence in the
decision aaking process.

Local authorities, as veIl as other institutions developed to
.anage wildlife resources, should be acr. accountable to the
peopla for vnoll that reSOT~ce is unaged.

It is al.o nec...ary, in this connection, tor the distribution
ot benatits to take account of difterential resource
endovaents, interests in and contributions to the aanageaent
ot the resource.

Right. in wildlife, particularly custoury USUfructuary
right., need to be acre clearly detined if local institution.
are to becOlle viable units of local laval CPR unage_nt. The
right ot c~unities to certain lIinill1Dl benefit. trOll wildlife
should also be specitied. In this connection, differancas in
rasource endOVllents as well as ditterantiation within the
cOllllUniti.s concerned should be considered.

Tha co-unaga..nt relationship between the local co-.unitia.
and council. shOUld al.o be clearly detined and givan a leg.l
basis in order to pr..apt the pos.ibility of recantralization
at council level.

All govarnaent depart_nts at all lavals with an interest in
CPRs should be involved at all staga. of proqr....
illpla..ntation to prevent cOllpetition and lIisunderstandinq.
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IlfYAJUlfYAA! DISTRICT comrCIL (Chair) I 113 Councillors

IlfYAMIlfYAMI DISTRICT COtJlllCIL I....S_._E_._O_._1 _

IXOLGRUD IDistrict Adainistrator/

IGOVERJQIENT IIIJHSTRIES

IDISTRICT DEVELOPMENT FUND

IMON-GOVERNXERT ORGANIZATIONSI
ICOMMERCIAL SECTOR

I"TRADITIONAL" AUTHORITIES

I DNPWM

14 representative. a I

Isenior Field Officerl

12 repr.sentatives •

11 repr_entative

IAll 4 Chiefs in o.ayl

I 1 representative

Senior Executive Officer of Council.

Representative. of .inbtrie. actually operatinq at
the d.istrict level, in this ca.e the .iniatrie. of
Natural Resource. and. Touri•• , Landa Aqriculture and
Rural Settl...nt, Ccmaunity and cooperative
Develop_nt, and. Manpower PlanniftCJ and. Social Welfare.

Repre.entativ.. of MOOs actually operatinq in the
District. However, the trust board now constU:ut_
repre••ntativ_ of two MGOa (WWP Multi.peci_ Project
and the university of Ziababwe'a Centre for Applied
Social Sciences).
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