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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The creation of community structures for naturgbrece management in Zambia and the
region represents an effort to forge mutually brnefpartnerships. These partnerships
should, however, be based on appropriate policregulatory and governance
frameworks for improved natural resource manageraedtsocio-economic, cultural and
ecological benefits to communities and other staldsrs.

There has been a tendency to create communitytstescin the natural resources sub
sectors. Community Resources Boards (CRB) for #éldForest Trusts for forestry and
Fisheries Management Committees are examples.

To compound the problem, authority for natural tese management feagmentedn a
variety of Government institutions and scatteredlifferent pieces of legislation. There
is also limited capacity in these institutions tmplement their mandates while
communities are not adequately empowered with ailyhand appropriate packages of
incentives for participation. This makes the whapproach of community based natural
resource managemeneffectivedespite the many important steps that have beem tiak
create an enabling environment.

This report is a synthesis of the lessons learn@ah tommunity structures for natural
resource management in Zambia and the region asstepein a policy direction that
recognizes a single community structure for mutiphtural resource management in a
given area. Rather than aim to create new oness ltetter to upgrade the most
established structure in a given area to becomgal Entity so that it is able to enter into
agreements with the appropriate Government Depatsrend statutory institutions for
natural resource management. This should be sgasriasf anecessariljjong process to
build capacity in community structures and imprgegformance. While there should be
efforts deliberately designed to achieve this, camity structures should be seen to be
demanding and using it.

In terms ofcompositiontwo types of community structures were found nanibbse
with membership made up of community members arabethwhose membership
includes other stakeholders thereby taking theathar of a governance structure. In
terms oflegal statusfive different types of community structures wéoeind including
Committees, Boards, Companies, Societies and TruSther types of existing
community structures include Constituency and Waedelopment Committees which
are currently not involved in natural resource nggmaent. One of the functions of
central Government earmarked for devolution todistrict and sub-district level by the
Decentralization Policy of 2002 is natural resourm@anagement. In light of this
community structurespecializedn natural resource management should be repexsent
on the Development Committees at the appropriatel leotwithstanding the overlap in
area of coverage and membership.

Most types of community structures were intendedddress multiple natural resource
management through an integrated approach budahelvedauthority originates from a



single resource institution and legislation heriee multiplicity of community structures
for natural resource management under differenslitgpon.

The objectives for community structures for natural resource ngamaent highlight
biodiversity conservation, community developmentl anstitution building consistent
with the principles of sustainable development Wwhi@mphasizes economic
advancement, poverty reduction and environmentateption. Membership of the
community structures ranges from those whose meshigers determined by legislation
to those that are required to define their own menstip. As a way of enhancing internal
legitimacy, community structures should define ttloevn membershipBenefits include

a percentage of income from user fees and accessldoted resources. Where benefit
sharing mechanisms are in place, they have littlen@ impact at household level.
Communities should be empowered economically ameentive for their participation
in natural resource management. Opportunities abdail under various Government
initiatives should be taken advantage of.

The mainlessonsindicate that where an appropriate mixture of eooic and other
incentives is in place, including clear resourgghts, strong institutional arrangements
and markets for natural resource products includougism, the magnitude of benefits
increases, stronger partnerships emerge and brsdiweconservation begins to take
place. It is important however that an enablingimmment is created especially to
support the devolution of rights and promote thprapriate incentives for stakeholder
participation and security of tenure on customagdl to avoid incidences of land
alienation which do not benefit the community.

In general theperformance of community structures is poor largely due toited
capacity, inadequate benefits, poor governancerauquate policy and legislation.

It is recommendedthat there should be a single community struckor@atural resource
management in a given area. The characteristissdf a single structure should include
acquisition of full legal status, linkages with Gorment and traditional authorities and a
plan for capacity building. Full legal status walso allow community structures to enter
formal partnerships with other legal entities. Régition as a Society provides the
minimum level of becoming a legal entity.

Attention should also be given tgovernanceincluding issues of transparency and
accountability in decision making and financial ragement. The single community

structure for natural resource management in angiwea should ultimately have control

over natural resources within their area of jugidn in the form of clear management
rights which form part of an incentive packageustify natural resource management at
the local level against other land uses and asia k& partnerships.



CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

The Government of the Republic of Zambia througle thlinistry of Tourism
Environment and Natural Resources (MTENR) has &shednl the Reclassification and
Effective Management of the National Protected Ar&ystem Project after securing
funding from Global Environment Facility (GEF) atiie United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP). The main purpose of the projsctoi strengthen the enabling
frameworks and capacities for managing the NatidPatected Areas System. The
project is putting in place appropriate policy, ukgory and governance frameworks in
order to provide new tools for public, private,itsociety, and community management
partnerships.

The Project is assisting Zambia to review and esifg its protected area systems and
develop models for more effective and sustainabteepted area management through
participatory approaches and capacity enhancemBnis process is nested within the
framework of the National Biodiversity Strategy ahction Plan (NBSAP).

High levels of rural poverty coupled with food iesety and limited income sources put
a serious strain on natural resources and thréatdogical diversity inside and outside
protected areas.

Community based natural resource management (CBNIRN) deliberate strategy to
promote sustainable rural livelihoods while revegsithe threats to and galvanizing
support for biodiversity conservation. CBNRM is approach based on transferring of
responsibilityand authority for natural resources management to defined corntiasin
together with the necessary incentives facilitabgdenabling policy and legislation.
Experience in Zambia thus far, suggests that thential for CBNRM achieving its
objectives is high. However, there is consideratifgage between stated intentions and
actual practice.

Several pieces of legislation and policy documentside for one form or another of co-
management and grant some rights for natural resoumanagement to the local
community (MTENR 2005; CONASA 2001; 2002; MENR 1%9%he Wildlife Act No
12 of 1998 allows for co-management of Game Managemreas (GMA) between the
Zambia Wildlife Authority (ZAWA) and the CommunitRResources Board (CRB) and
devolves authority to CRBs for wildlife managemeiuint Forest Management (JFM)
also provides for co-management of forest resoufmeshe benefit of forest residents
and stakeholders in support of sustainable resama@agement. Similarly, the revised
Fisheries Act of 2007 provides for the creationFigheries Management Committees
(FMC) as co-management structures in Fisheries §remant Areas (FMA).

While the Wildlife Act (1998), as an example, pr®$ for community participation in
the management of wildlife resources in GMASs, restd have limitedormal, legal



rights to benefit from the management of any natrgsources. Progress in GMAs is
hampered by the existence of a multiplicity of secuthorities. Most of them have
limited capacities while the primary stakeholdegles community, have little decision-
making authority. The forestry and fisheries sectye in a similar situation.

1.2 Problem statement and justification

Zambia has one of the highest percentages of ladicated to protected areas which
includes protected areas for wildlife, forests,héses/aquatic life and national or
historical monuments. In spite of this, Zambia Ilkany developing countries has limited
financial resources for natural resources and enwiental management (Changa
Management Consultants 2006; Murphree 2004; Jegkibdwards 2002; MENR 1999).
Outside protected areas, there is no formal manageai natural resources.

Environmental degradation in Zambia has been redotd be worsening across the
country despite the preparation of a National Eorvinental Action Plan in 1994
(MTENR 2005b). Mechanisms for promoting stakeholdarticipation, especially the
private sector and communities in environmental aatliral resource management are
ineffective incentive mechanisms aabsent property rights to resources and land are not
clearly defined and valuation of natural resourcas beerdistortedleading to serious
environmental threats (MTENR 2005a). Poor resowedlation especially where
proprietorship does not rest with those who shamed | with resources leads to
replacement of wildlife and forests by other lasgsithat are of higher economic benefit
to communities occupying the land. This is partciyl so if the costs of conservation are
not matched or exceeded by its economic benefitsrfhtee 2004; Whiteside 2000;
Hachileka et al 1999).

The mobilization of communities and sharing of W#seincluding income from
utilization of natural resources provides incergif@ community participation (MTENR
2005a; Child 2004; Hachileka et al 1999; Marks )9@Mfortunately, most community
structures have limited capacity to effectivelytjggpate in natural resource management
and the benefits of doing so are inadequate leadiraglevel of performance in CBNRM
which is below expectation (Blaikie 2006; Struhgagieal 2005; MTENR 2005a; Hutton
et al 2005; Hulme & Murphree 2001; Oates 1999; Mar®99; Gibson & Marks 1995).

This is not to ignore the fact that the mobilizati@f communities has led to
improvements in prospects for natural resource gement inside and outside protected
areas (Hulme & Murphree 2001). However the succdsthese initiatives is open to
debate as most empirical data indicate that resodepletion is still a serious threat to
biodiversity despite the adoption of CBNRM appraxiiStruhsaker et al 2005; MENR
1999; Oates 1999). The problem could, however, Hagen worse if community
participation had not been deliberately introduicedne form or another.

The emphasis on community structures arises froenfalet that most of the land in
Zambia is customary land and some of it is higmgaved with natural resources. Most
of it, however, is vulnerable to abuse and is uetigped. The level of poverty is high.



Villages are scattered and far from Governmentisesvand markets (WCS 2007;
Metcalfe 2005; Manning 2005; van Dixhoorn persocammunication). Additionally,
since resource ownershipdsntralizedin the State, communities see little benefit from
maintaining natural resources especially at houddbuel (Hachileka et al 1999).

Centralized resource ownership and centralized gemant through a system of
protected areas was intended to protect resoumesdered as being of local, national
and global significance. It is nonetheless bothlgand difficult to control and manage
natural resources centrally (Murphree 2004; MENB2)9

In the face of the problems mentioned above, theatson has quickly deteriorated to
defactoopen access resource tenure. It is characterigetheo owner of the resources
being far away so everyone helps themselves toréiseurces and nobody takes
responsibility. The fragmentation of authority foratural resource management,
inadequate coordination of efforts, concentrationprotected areas and formation of
different community structures for the managemehtsiogle resources has further
compromised natural resource management.

This report is a review of the lessons learned frammunity structures for natural
resource management in Zambia and in the regioa esntribution to policy debate
through the Natural Resources Consultative ForurRGN) to allow for a single
community structure for multiple natural resourcan@gement in a designated area.

1.3 Objective of the consultancy

The objective of this consultancy was to conduatdew and synthesis of lessons
learned concerning optimum forms of community mamagnt structures for multiple
resource management in Zambia and in Southern asigie Africa.

1.4 Tasks

1. Prepare an inception report on the work to be eadmut in the consultancy;

2. Review the existing forms of community managemenicsures for multiple
resource management in Zambia and in Southern asigie Africa;

3. Review and synthesise lessons learned concernitrgwop forms of community
management structures for multiple resource managenm Zambia and in
Southern and Eastern Africa;

4. Present a detailed report on the review and syisthet lessons learned
concerning optimum forms of community managemenicsires for multiple
resource management in Zambia and in Southern astéifa Africa and the way
forward in designing a single community managem&niicture for multiple
resource management in Zambia to key stakeholdeenflorsement;

5. Write final report to the Ministry of Tourism, Emenment and Natural
Resources.
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1.5 General Methodology

As the target group in the enquiry was more or [@&sdetermineda non-probability
sampling approach was adopted. Semi-structurech-alepth interviews using open-
ended questions were used to obtain views fromebktdklers (Bernard 2002). Where
possible, focus group discussions were held edpe@igth representatives of existing
community structures.

Interviews and focus group discussions were aridngeadvance. An interview guide
was prepared but it served only as a list of issoid® raised.

The approach was qualitative. A literature reviewl a field visit to Masaiti, Bangweulu
Swamps and the Luangwa Valley were undertaken. Sarmas of case studies are
attached in appendix one. Seven case studies feombia and four from the region were
reviewed. A list of the persons interviewed and itireerary are attached as appendix
two.
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CHAPTER TWO: COMMUNITY STRUCTURES

This chapter highlights the different types of commnity structures for natural
resource management. It also examines the objectsjebenefits, membership and
performance of the structures and highlights the estence of parallel structures at
community level. Lessons learned and recommendatis for the way forward are
highlighted.

2.1 Types of community structures for natural resource
management

A community structure may be created under relelemislation by an Act of Parliament
or by the prospective members. The primary purpdsthe structure is to support the
community in achieving the stated objectives. Theppnents and participants or
intended beneficiaries must be the community memb@ommunity structures may be
distinguished bgompositioror bylegal status

In terms of composition, there are those that amposed of community members only
and those that have community members with reptasess of other stakeholders.
Lower level structures such as Village Action Gui¥AG) and Village Resource
Management Committees (VRMC) are composed of contgnumembers only while
higher level structures such as Community ResoBoagds (CRB), Forest Management
Committees (FMC) and Fisheries Management Comrsitt¢eMC) have other
stakeholders (Local Authority, Traditional ruler ar representative, Private Sector,
Government Departments or anybody they chose) asberws partly to promote
stakeholder participation and partly to improve ggoance.

In terms of legal status, there &®/E main types of community structures:

Committees or Boards These are formed under sector-specific naturabuee
legislation for purposes of co-management. Theim#dion, membership, objectives,
functions and mechanisms for benefit sharing aesgibed in the legislation which also
regulates them. Examples inclu@@mmunity Resources Boards (CRB Fisheries
Management Committees (FMi@)Zambia

Societies, Trusts or CooperativesThese are community based organizations (CBOs)
which are legal entities in their own right. They aequired to obtain formal registration
upon fulfilling stipulated conditions. By definitoCBOs define their own membership
and objectives, are self-regulating and have lggaisonality to enter into formal
contracts with other legal entities.

They are required to meet statutory requirementarmmnnual basis including audited

accounts, minutes of the Annual General Meetingdetdils of any changes in the name
of the organization or composition of the highestigion-making organ.

12



Examples includeMukuni Development Trush Livingstone, which has entered into
contracts with tour operators to give a percenta@fgacome from tourists visiting Chief
Mukuni’s area (AWF 2006).

Forest Trusts under Joint Forestry Management (JFMYambia are registered as
Societies and relate to the Forestry Departmenutiir amemorandum of understanding
(PFAP 1l 2005).

Other examples includ€Eommunity Trustgh Botswana an@€onservanciesn Namibia.

In Botswana, one of the main conditions for comrtiesito obtain secure access to a
wildlife quota, which they can use to go into jougntures with the private sector, is that
they register as @rust or Cooperative (Rozemeijer & van der Jagt in Shackleton &
Campbell 2000). In Namibia groups of farmers or pamities must define their
boundaries and membership, show capacity to mahag#s, produce a constitution
supporting sustainable management and utilizatiogame as well as a benefit-sharing
mechanism among the members before they can beteegl and their boundaries
gazetted as a Conservancy (Jones & Mosimane irkigaic & Campbell 2000; Child et
al 2001). These community structures are considasetkgal holders of the rights for
natural resource management devolved from CentrakfBment.

Companies This option is mainly used for purposes of ddmginess and entering into
business partnerships.

Giving community structures the status to engadeusiness profitably and diversifying
their sources of income from natural resources sgaificant step in capacity building.
This type of structure offers the option of a naofpp making organization (company
limited by guarantee under section 19 of the CongsarAct), which allows the
conducting of business not for distribution amoigreholders but investment in the
stated objectives of the company.

The Community Markets for Conservatig@OMACO) is a registered company limited
by guarantee which is a partnership involviag international NGO (Wildlife
Conservation Society), the District Council and themmunity Resources Boardst
community level, COMACO establishé&3onservation Trading Centre€CTC), which
provide stable prices and a guaranteed market doicwdtural produce for farmers
complying with conservation farming techniques ardcal land use plan (WCS 2007).

Another example is théMukuni Cultural Tours Limitedformed under theMukuni
Development Trush Livingstone mentioned above already.

Traditional authorities: Although traditional authorities no longer hauee tsame
authority over resources as they had before, tlikyhave an influential role in society
especially in land administration (Mbewe 2007; Hamle 2007). Traditional
authorities historically owned and administereduredt resources including land on
behalf of their subjects until natural resource ewhip was nationalized (MENR 1999).
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The Barotse Royal Establishment (BRE) provides labagate system of community
structures for natural resource management thr@ugkpresentative structure, a set of
rules and regulations about accessing and usimginess, a system aburtsto monitor
the performance of the rules and centralized ovmeisf all resources in the kingdom by
theLitungaon behalf of the community (Mbikusita-Lewanika atet).

The BRE demonstrates clearly how elaborate, edeit@amd comprehensive some
traditional systems for resource management are.€eftectiveness of such systems is,
however, eroded by various factors including modetion, migration, nationalization
and a break down of customs and of ultimate trawdti jurisdiction. However, the
positive synergies of this system should be cukigaespecially as traditional authorities
still play an influential role in all matters indin areas.

The poor performance of community structures istpady related to perceptions among
the general membership of poor accountability ek lof transparency among the
leaders including traditional rulers (Dalal-Clayt&rChild 2003). Experiences in JFM in
Malawi suggest that where tribal composition is endiverse, traditional leadership is
not held in high respect but in such areas commusituctures tend to be more
successful (Kayambazinthu in Shackleton & Campl2800). Thelesson is that
regardless of the type of community structure,rdfcal concern isvhetherandhowthat
structure addresses its objectives and enhagoesrnancein its administration and
activities.

2.2 Community structures as legal entities

In Zambia the CRB is the most established, mosibieisand most tested of the
community structures and is covered by approppatey and legislation. Although the
CRB is created under an Act of Parliament and therehas legal status under the
Wildlife Act No 12 of 1998, it has no legglersonalityof its own as it has no formal
status outside wildlife legislation. Furthermotee CRB does not have the same rights to
other resources as it does to wildlife. This lirditguthority is part of the problem with
community structures created under sector legmiatAWF 2006; Murombedzi 2003).
To overcome this legal technicality, the recentlyated Forest Trusts for JFM in Zambia
are registered as Societies giving them full legaius and personality (PFAP Il 2005).

Community Trusts as CBOs have both legal statudeayad personality and can therefore
negotiate contracts with other legal entities. Zambia Trusts are very few and do not
have any rights to any natural resources (Metc2li@5) except the new Forest Trusts
which have not really been tested yet. The desonpif the Mukuni Development Trust

in Livingstone though located in open areas pravida important model for natural

resource based economic development supported &3 lempowerment through

acquisition of legal status and improved land agsburce tenure (AWF 2006). The
Kabuwebulwe Trust in Mumbwa is the legal ownertd tand and the Kafumba Kwale

Community Lodge which was built with support frorARIDA.
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In Namibia and Botswana and recently under the rewestry Act in Zambia,
communities have to organize themselves into legéties before they can be granted
any rights to resources in their areas followingady laid down procedures and
stipulated requirements.

Community structures created as legal entitiedbatter placed tacquirethe necessary
recognition including rights to natural resourcenaigement and taccessother types of
support. Recognition of community structures asllemtities creates opportunities for
economic empowerment throughartnershipsandjoint ventures

The lessonis that there are important advantages and opptds where community
structures have acquired legal status.

Recommendations

2.2.1 Community structures should have full legal statsslegal entities with legal
personality This status will allow community structures toteaninto formal
agreements, joint ventures and partnerships witlerotegal entities including
Government agencies as aqual partner This is also part of capacity building
(AWF 2006).

As a first step, a community structure may be tegesl as a Society for the
purpose of acquiring legal status under which apamg limited by guarantee

(non profit making organization) may also be reggistl for business development
and partnerships. Where bigger capital projects ass@ts are involved, a Trust
may be incorporated under the Lands (PerpetualeSsmm) Act which requires

initial registration as a Society anyway.

2.2.2 Community structures should define their own bouredawithin which they have
jurisdiction and where devolved rights can be eisedc Communities should also
be aware of the status of resources within thea.ar

Guidance is required to ensure ecosystem wide ageethrough negotiation
rather than declaration. Additionally, smaller snivf jurisdiction within an
ecosystem or an established management unit shaukla uniform approach to
avoid a multiplicity of management structures apgraaches in the same area as
is likely in Mumbwa and Lupande GMAs where each Biaschiefdoms and
consequently, six CRBs.

2.2.4 A community structure for natural resource nagement should have a
constitution that is approved by the membership t#wedappropriate authorities.
The constitution must demonstrate the communiti@srest in and commitment
to natural resource management. The constitutianldhbe in place before the
community applies for recognition. It is also aurgment for formal registration.

15



This will allow communities to take time to develdpeir constitutions and

promote ownership of the process. The constitutrarst define a governance
structure to promote transparency and accountabiiitluding the keeping of

books of accounts and opening of bank accountsnust also indicate the

willingness and interest of the community to paptite in sustainable resource
management and use as well as define a mechanisibefefit sharing and

membership participation. (Also see recommendatibisl; 2.6.4; 2.6.5; 2.6.6;

2.7.1;2.8.2)

2.2.5 Community structures should be subjected @édopmance reviews by the
appropriate partners including financial and p##tory system audits and
compliance with other statutory requirements.

Where community structures are granted rights &mource management the
granting Government Department or Statutory Institu should provide
performance criteria and standards for complianbdewat the same time, they
need to be seen to be taking practical steps o their community partners to
improve. This could include representation of tledéevant institutions on the
community structure. (See 2.5.3)

2.2.6 Community structures as legal entities shaaggregate at district level for
information sharing and advocacy.

2.3 Multiple natural resource management

Although none of the existing community structuregiewed have the official mandate
as the single community structure for multiple matuesource management, the more
established community structures unddgidlife legislation in Zambia are addressing
issues undefiorestryandfisheriesalready The combination of objectives for community
structures and the context within which the objexgiare set suggest a multiple natural
resource management approach by a single strud¢tareexample, the first function of
the CRB isto promote and develop an integrated approach ¢éonlanagement of human
and natural resourcesind some community structures are even named ds esgc
Village Natural Resource Management Committees (WIIR

Additionally, there is already an understandingt ttwaere a community structure for
wildlife (CRB) is present, a new structure for fetry (Forest Trust) should not be
created. The opposite should also be true provida&cthe community structures are legal
entities and they are given the necessary manadengts or authority. A similar
understanding could be reached with Fisheries wiihésds possible as is the case on the
Bangweulu Swamps where the Fisheries Managementn@tee works closely with
Mulakwa CRB on resource protection.

The Fisheries Amendment Act of 2007 provides fanstdtations with the CRB before
forming a Fisheries Management Committee whereslhdfies Management Area (FMA)
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is declared within an existing GMA. The same shoapgly to Forest Trusts when an
FMA is declared in an existing JFM area.

Thelessonis that an approach that promotes multiple nat@sbdurce management by a
single community structure in a given area is ayeleing practiced to a certain extent
unofficially. Such a single community structure for multipletunal resources
management, however, must have the necesdamacteristicsandcapacityto perform
its functions in a multiple stakeholder environmdntis cheaper and more efficient in
terms of transaction costs for all involved if thels a single community structure
responsible for all natural resources under theisgliction. The multiple natural resource
management approach must, however, be facilitatethenabling policy environment.

Recommendations

2.3.1 There should be a single community structure fortipla natural resource
management in a given area. Apart from becominggallentity this structure
must:

» Be representative of its membership

» Be committed to natural resource management

* Have the status to develop formal relationship$ wther stakeholders

* Have capacity to fulfill its objectives and explo@pportunities for
economic development

» Hold devolved rights for all natural resourcesofabground) in the area

Existing community structures that meet the necgssmuirements should become
the single community structures for natural reseumanagement in their areas.

2.3.2 A single community structure for multiple watl resource management must
have a formal linkage with the appropriate organGafvernment for external
legitimacy. This linkage should be formalized eittierough amemorandum of
understanding or agreemeas is the case with Forest Trusts under the Féwst
of 1999 or through 8tatutory Instrumerthat not only confers the status of single
community structure for natural resource manageraadtthe associated bundle
of rights in a specified area but also provigaglelinesandregulations

2.3.3 The procedure for acquiring the status ofirgle community structure for
multiple natural resource management in a givea ara fulfilling the necessary
conditions should be clearly elaborated as it is @mmunity Trusts in
Botswana, Conservancies in Namibia and Forest 3insfambia. As it might be
a lengthy process, the application process shdwédetore be broken down in
stages and should include the following steps:

» Initial application to the relevant body
» Definition of membership and production of a menshay list
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» Elaboration of a structure and election of a regméstive management
committee with ability to manage funds

* Opening of a bank account

* Preparation of a constitution supporting sustamafanagement and
utilization of resources

* Preparation of a plan for the distribution of batsef

 Formation and registration of the appropriate legaitity to the
satisfaction of the district and other relevantauties

* Preparation of a land use or management plan oures inventory

* Preparation of an action plan

» Full application of resource rights

2.3.4 The structure should also have a formal jekaith the traditional authority. The

2.3.5

2.3.6

traditional authority in a given area should haspacific role to play in support
of the community structure for natural resource agament. This role should
however beeremonialrather tharexecutiveas is the case with CRBs where
chiefs argyatrons Chiefs should however be sensitized on how téoparthis
role.

Community structures should preparaamagement plafirst as an indication of
their commitment to natural resource managementerddtive community
centred ways of developing management plans are avaiable in the region.
The plan is developed and reviewed in a poster dorimat includes a zonation
map, objectives and an action plan that it is gadisplayed at public meetings
(Stuart-Hill personal communication). The manageinptan should be gazetted
so that it is a legally binding document enforcediy the holder of management
rights (PFAP 1l 2005).

Community structures should be granted fudhts for natural resource
management with both authority and responsibilitythim their area of
jurisdiction. In line with regionalbest practice (Murphree 2004; Jones &
Murphree in Child 2004; Jones 2004; 2003) and cdroballenges(MTENR

2005a; MENR 1999), policy should:

* Cover all natural resources in a given area in seoh management,
control and utilization within stipulated and negt¢d limits

» Recognize and develop linkages with other sectbrsugh integrated
planning

* Reward good actions rather than concentrate orspmant

* Be broad based to provide a range of options ferhtbiders of devolved
rights to justify natural resource management atroonity level

» Be flexible enough to cater for diversities in cud, social organization,
resource densities, climatic conditions and otkalities that might affect
performance.
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* Recognise the community structure that fulfils tleeessary conditions as
the holder of the devolved rights and create arblergenvironment for
these rights to be exercised

Adequate time, support and resources should beda@vo community structures
directly or indirectly to allow them acquire thecessary capacity and skills for
holding these rights. (See also 2.5.2; 2.7.2; 3.6.1

2.3.7 Policy should provide incentives to promote tperformance of community
structures in natural resource management. Huttobe&der-Williams (2003)
introduced the term “incentive-driven conservatiotd motivate people to
conserve wild living speciesA mixture of economic and other incentives
including, devolution and proprietorship increaskances of conservation taking
place particularly as they are also a basis fordéeelopment of partnerships.
Incentives could include a bigger share of resowttézation or licence fees
working towards 100% retention of revenue wheiis fgfroduced (Dalal-Clayton
& Child 2003), direct negotiation with private optars, de-control of the quota
in terms of animal fees, animal auctions (Shackl&dCampbel 2000) and other
financial measures such as subsidies (positive) penalties (negative),
empowerment through livelihood enhancement (HutfonLeader-Williams
2003), training, improved communication and engagr@niRozemeijer 2003).

An incentive mechanism should be graduated to geowicremental benefits and
responsibilities according to the level of perfono@a and compliance with agreed
benchmarks. This should be seen within the comtegtomoting an ecosystem or
landscape approach which captures all concerrmsatsiand mitigation measures
within an integrated framework while building stgpcommunity structures.

When a community structure is recognized as thddnaf devolved rights, negotiations
should be held with the state and traditional autiles to confer the status tiolders of
land and resource rightssubject to agreed conditions. This does not impgnation of
customary land but formalizing of such an allocataf land through a legal document.
(See 3.6.4)

2.4 Objectives of community structures

The two main objectives of the different commungyructures arebiodiversity
managemenand community developmernthe lessonis that both of these objectives
require additional capacity to achieve. Given tlicdlties that are being experienced in
the running of community structures, future diret for CBNRM suggest that there
should be much more emphasis iostitution buildingthrough increased and extended
engagementdf the community in a process of internal capabiiyfding (Murphree 2004;
Jones & Murphree in Child 2003; Rozemeijer 2003)isTwill require investment in the
community structures so that they have accesstoebessary technical services both on
a short term and long term basis.
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The Zambia Wildlife Act provides for Community Resoes Boards to have full time
secretariats to carry out their day to day acewitiThis has generally not been achieved
except for a few leading to a situation where baasinbers are performing jobs that are
meant for full time employees. This partly accoufasthe poor performance of most
community institutions (Changa Management Constdt2006). Presently, ZAWA has
employed Unit Leaders that will act as Secretaaed technical advisors to CRBs at
ZAWA's cost.

Recommendation

2.4.1 Providing capacity to community structuresustl be seen as an objective both
for community structures themselves and suppoudnggnizations. Practical steps
should be taken to achieve it.

2.5 Benefits to communities

One of the pillars of community participation intmal resource management,galicy
andpractice is the delivery of economic benefits in the fasmincomes, jobs and rural
development (Blaikie 2006; MTENR 2005a; Jones 20@drembedzi et al 2003; Child
2003). However, the actual availability and disitibn of benefits is challenging (NRCF
2007; MTENR 2005; Murphree 2001; Whiteside 2000ciile@ka et al 1999; Marks
1999; Lewis & Phiri 1998) as benefits are not edgugpportunities for generating them
are limited, capacity for exploiting them low andechanisms for distributing them
inadequate. Other benefits are ecological and malltm the form ofserviceswhich
communities are supposed to manage in a sustainayeUnfortunately, unsustainable
harvesting of resources leading to general enviesrial degradation and natural
resource depletion continues in light of the liditeenefits and capacity to address the
situation.

It is this poor delivery of promised benefits toralucommunities and inadequate
management of natural resources in spite of commyyairticipation that is the basis of
skepticism about community based natural resour@agement (Blaikie 2006;
Struhsaker et al 2005; MTENR 2005; Hutton et al®20Dates 1999; Gibson & Marks
1999). It is also the motivation for approachest f|@mote economic empowerment
(CONASA 2004; Jones 2004; Hutton & Leader-Willia303; Child 2003; Western in
Western & Wright 1994) and clear resource rightsireentives for natural resource
management at local level.

One of the reasons why the CRB is the most estaglisommunity structure for natural
resource management is the 50% share of huntirgnuev It is anticipated that future
revisions of this mechanism will be on account @od performance in meeting
identified and mutually agreed benchmarks.

Opportunities for generating benefits will differom place to place depending on

available resources, market value of the resoutwesian and resource densities and
accessibility (Jones & Murphree in Child 2004). Tlessonis that where densities of
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high value resources are higher more benefitsheilenerated. However, a high human
population might jeopardize the impact of theseefiesiand their distribution. Another
lessonis that the distribution of benefits is likely be easier and more equitable where
membership is well defined and a membership ligtex

Where producer or user groups are organized inlsmoglused, productive and self-
reliant groups, distribution of benefits and gehenabilization are likely to improve.
This approach has been adopted by the DANIDA/GRANRB!I Mumbwa Project, the
North Luangwa Wildlife Conservation and Community ev@lopment Project
(NLWCCDP), the Community Markets for ConservatiddOMACO) and the Forest
Trusts for Joint Forestry Management (JFM).

A single source of benefits e.g. safari huntinghisrefore doomed to failure in areas of
low resource densities (Jones & Murphree in Chd@4) unless the generation of income
from other resources (e.g. forestry, fisheriesnass, tourism) is possible under a single
structure for multiple natural resource managenetitat particular area. Since benefits
are simply not enough to go round and influenceabetur priority should be given to
the creation of the necessary environment for comiyuparticipation in economic
activities.

Anotherlessonis that adopting an enterprise approach to natasalurce management at
various levels ranging from producer groups tamgehouseholds to community owned
business entities will combine biodiversity managatwith sustainable use and increase
socioeconomic, ecological and cultural benefitsotlgh diversification. Economic
activities can serve as an incentive for compliglodand husbandry practices. Where the
community structure is a legal entity and enter® ipartnerships, the potential for
increasing the magnitude of benefits also increases

Recommendations

2.5.1 There should be a deliberate effort to intoedcompatible economic activities for
community members including developing markets adding value at source as
a way of diversifying sources of income within arfrework that links livelihoods
with natural resource management.

2.5.2 For areas with wildlife and other naturabreges the ultimate benefits should be
in the production, management and utilization & #vailable natural resources
based on devolved rights to recognized communityctires. There should,
however, be adequate incentives and an enablingypehvironment to make
conservation as the economically justified land oggon of choice. Community
Tourism, Community Game Ranching, granting quotascommunities to
negotiate or auction with the private sector reguauthority, regulation and
special conditions to empower communities to dothe

2.5.3 Partnerships with the private sector shoeldié&veloped to enhance capacity for
wealth creation based on sustainable use of thiableresources.
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2.6

A benefit sharing mechanism must be develap®donly at the higher policy
level but also at the level of the community stmwet It should evolve with
experience and respond to the situation on thengiincluding the magnitude of
benefits available to be shared, size of memberahg potential for generating
benefits through business development and partipstsbBeliberate proportional
distribution of benefits will ensure equity and twinclude the following options
based on regional best practice (Simasiku & Sima&07):

» Direct cash payments to individual members

* A revolving or social fund to respond to househdddel financial
pressures

» Allocations to a number of villages collectively &re the amounts are
negligible at household level

» Support to social services — roads, schools, vabiergroups, farming
activities etc.

The community structure should select the mostblétoption(s) depending on
their specific circumstances through consultatigth wtakeholders.

Government should invest in the activitiescofmmunity structures as legal
entities dedicated to natural resource manageméhtliwkages to other issues
and stakeholders in sustainable development. Theyide a credible partner for
development provided that deliberate steps arentakebuild capacity. Such
structures should be able to access Governmens fiandllow them to engage in
productive activities to contribute to wealth creat environmental protection
and poverty reduction in line with general Governingolicy and obligations to
the relevant international instruments.

Opportunities created under the Fifth National Depment Plan, the Citizens’
Empowerment Act, Vision 2030, Policy on Environmemtd Decentralisation
Policy such as financing, preferential treatmentisfdvantaged groups should
be exploited.

Membership of community structures

Individual natural resource sector legislation prées the membership of community
structures which it creates such as CRBs and Férasts (PFAP Il 2005; MOT 1998).
Other types of structures such as Community Baseghrisations define their own
membership and areas of coverage (boundaries) Kfebhac & Campbell 2000).

Prescription of membership represents a desirenfmact entire communities and to
promote equity. Where organizations define theirnomembership, conditions for

membership are set and only those who fulfill thosaditions can become members.
The definition of membership should include meckars for reaching disadvantaged or
vulnerable groups in order to avoid discrimination.

22



Policy expects communities to accept natural resoaoranagement as the main land use.
Communities are required to promote it and beaothEortunity cost of conservation. In
return, such a community should be considered asataral resources producer
community and should be benefiting the members béwr the opportunity cost. This is
why membership should be defined more clearly. Hamewhether membership should
be at individual or chiefdom level, or based ortipgration or customary land tenure and
how to provide for governance is a matter requifinther debate (AWF 2006).

Most community structures have large and looseljndd membership spread over a
very wide geographical area usually coinciding witiefdom boundaries (Zambia) or
administrative boundaries (Botswana) or open to(déimibia) (AWF 2006). In some
cases ordinary community members do not even smasiives as members because
there is little or no interaction with the commuyndtructure in their area. Some VAGs
under Shakumbila CRB in Mumbwa are over 20km apssked about their financial
situation, VAG members responded that they didevan know that the CRB received
significant amounts of money. ThHessonis that mobilization of membership and
participation over wide geographical areas is difi and expensive.

Another lesson is that where mobilization, participation, capgcibuilding and
information gathering concentrate on the lower cdtmes, the higher structures are
stronger than where these efforts are captured ahblyhe highest level. This also
improves internal governance from increased pezsspire. Membership should therefore
be defined and conditions agreed at the lowestl.ldnereased contacts, training and
planning at VAG level improved the performance &E3 in the South Luangwa Area
Management Unit (SLAMU) (Child 2003). An audit ofGRB finances in Mumbwa and
discussing the findings both at CRB and VAG lewdalenga 2004) led to increased
community participation in financial decision madyin

Where membership is defined and membership regem&sragreed, it is more likely to
exclude vulnerable groups which are still likely® excluded even when membership is
not defined. Théessonis that special conditions or exceptions to ensuat vulnerable
groups are not excluded should be put in place.eUtite DANIDA/CBNRM Mumbwa
Project, communities were asked to identify theneuhble groups who were then
selected to form their own groups. These includechen, widows, widowers, the elderly
and the physically handicapped.

Where the benefits of membership are clear andatdsj defining membership through
setting requirements and roles provides a mechari@mmobilizing communities
provided that the process is open and inclusivenbirship registers were maintained at
the VAG level during the time when the Luangwa ¢gnéged Resource Development
Project (LIRDP) experimented with household disttibn of cash from hunting revenue.

Communities are not unified homogenous entities arg in fact heterogeneous,
fragmented and subject to manipulation by diffeieteérests which further complicates
the definition of membership (Jones & Murphree indC2004). Anothetessonis that

the current level of engagement and mobilizatiomas enough to enable community
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structures acquire the necessary capacity as mehipeorganizations serving their
members’ interests.

Recommendations

2.6.1

2.6.2

2.6.3

2.6.4

A community structure must define its membigraind prepare a membership list
within the existing areas of jurisdiction based participation and chiefdom
boundaries (customary tenure). This must includplaa for mobilizing the
broader community and how to involve them in decisimaking. The key
component is that communities take responsibittymiobilizing themselves.

Criteria and conditions for membership should béneée to help determine
membership and should include:

* Residence in a given area

* Regular attendance of meetings

» Compliance with good land husbandry principles

» Willingness to participate in activities and prdagc

» Payment of a membership fee where applicable

* No involvement in illegal activities

» Performance of allocated tasks and other memberstap
» Cooperation with other members

In the long term, however, the definition of mendt®p should progress with
debate towards alignment either with identifiedtsirof production (GMAS) or
ecosystems which might fall outside administrabeeindaries.

Community structures should have represeetdtiwer structures organized by
democratic election from the grassroots to prorgoted governance, membership
participation and interest in the affairs of thentounity structure. These lower
structures are the entry point fdecision making, capacity building, information
sharing, mobilizatioranddistribution of benefits

Lower level structures should be further divided into user groups or producer
groups focusing on productive activities preferafdyural resource based but not
necessarily so provided they are environmentaliyndo

Representative structures should be accdentaheir lower organs and not the
other way round. Downward accountability shouldpbemoted through budgets,
work plans, activity reports, financial reports,ogorecord keeping, income and
expenditure reporting using a regular schedule eétimgs including an annual
general meeting and monitoring (Dalal-Clayton & I@2003; Child 2003; Child
2004).

The representative body of the community structliveuld be allowed to make
decisions up to certain level beyond which a gdmaegeting should be called.
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2.6.5 Community structures should take interestdesigning their own internal
governance structures because if they are legdiesnthen they are supposed to
be self regulating and should not be over dependerexternal stakeholders for
good governance. This includes a commitment to aotbally promoting
reporting, communication, internal reviews, selélesation and compliance with
requirements.

2.6.6 Capacity building for good governance suchleasiership and membership
training in the differentoles andresponsibilitiesshould be part of a deliberate
regular programme that includes participatory naimg and evaluation to
strengthen internal capacity. Training should beied out at the lowest level and
should involve as many members as possible - rigtaofew selected leaders.

2.7 Performance of community structures

The performance of most community structures obtir@htresource management in the
region is affected by many different factors. Hysthe extent to which policy and
legislation create an enabling environment or gteexternal legitimacyparticularly in
devolving authority and responsibility for naturalsource management to community
structures including rights to benefit is very galic

Secondly, the level ahternal legitimacywithin the community structure derived from
membership participation in decision making basedlevels of accountability and
transparency as well as the integrity of leadesdss important.

Thirdly, the lack of capacity in community struataris a common problem. The extent to
which community structures are supported as pad deliberate strategy by different
stakeholders has a major influence on their perhmca.

In such circumstances and given the general conseaisout the importance of this
approach, innovative ways of mobilizing additionasources and different stakeholders
to support capacity building need to be found. Anfal or informal consortium of
stakeholders with the requisite skills and expe&gepnan for example pool resources,
develop a shared vision for developing the perforeeaof community structures and
understanding the critical issues for moving fomvar

Examples of this approach include the Namibian Asgimn of Community Based
Natural Resource Management Support OrganizatioASQD); the IUCN/SNV
CBNRM Support Programme in Botswana; the Coordamatinit for the Rehabilitation
of the Environment (CURE) in Malawi; and the CAMRHE Collaborative Group in
Zimbabwe.

The main findings of the SWOT Analysis of the conmityistructures gave the following
general picture:
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2.7.1 Strengths

» Cooperation with Government in natural resource agament interventions and
decision making processes

* Rights to some benefits as a result of this paiton

* Improved relations with stakeholders

» Adirect linkage with the traditional authorities

2.7.2 \Weaknesses

* Low membership participation

* Inadequate and poor distribution of benefits
* Low transparency and accountability

» Limited capacity to achieve objectives

2.7.3 Opportunities

* Empowering policy and legal frameworks

» Stakeholder willingness for partnerships with comitias including the private
sector and NGOs

» Training

* Formal mechanisms for recognizing community stmesu

2.7.4 Threats

» Absence of an integrated approach to natural reeauanagement

» Inadequate resource rights and limited devolution

* Inadequate capacity (finances and personnel) ine@owent Departments and
statutory institutions for natural resource managemand for supporting
community structures

* Inadequate benefit and incentives for stakeholdeigypation

» Absence of a deliberate policy for CBNRM

* Natural resource depletion and environmental degial

Given that there is institutional weakness andtéohicapacity at many levels, this means
that there are improvements needed within the comitynstructures (Jones & Murphree

in Child 2004). More effort is required not only @éneating an enabling environment for

improved performance of community structures (MTERB5a; Jones 2003; 2004) but
deliberate and quality support to improve capatyild 2004; Rozemeijer 2003).

Community members easily loose interest in theiraffaf the community structure that
they are supposed to be members of as a resultt dfawing adequate information or not
being involved by their leaders. Sometimes thisased on actual incidences of abuse of
authority or lack of accountability and transpasencfinancial management. Thesson

is that poor accountability or transparency in @@mmunity structure or a poor
perception of the leadership by the general merhierieads to apathy and affects
participation negatively. Where the opposite is ¢thse, performance of the community
structures in terms of support and the number a@fpts started and completed improved
(Dalal-Clayton & Child 2004). Chiundaponde CRB wdissolved after allegations of
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abuse of funds and assets caused tension betwe&RiB, the Chief and the community.
Attendance of VAG meetings was reported to be lmMkhanya CRB because members
did not see any benefit in doing so.

The Wildlife Management Sub Authority (WMSA) at efdom level during the era of
the Administrative Management Design for Game Managnt Areas (ADMADE)
before CRBs was dominated by political, civic amdditional leaders. A lack of
accountability to the community in decision makiiMpewe 2007; ADC 2000) was part
of the justification for recommending that CRB leeghip positions should be through
democratic elections and not by appointment oramo@nt of position. It was also on this
basis that the role of traditional rulers was cleghfyjom arexecutiveone to aceremonial
one. Anothefessonis that special attention should be given to fnstnal development
in order for community structures to be seen t@imsving into stronger institutions with
internal governance procedures providing direcao input from the membership in
decision making regarding the affairs of the comityustructure.

Yet anotherlessonis that the creation of community structures amstribution of
benefits alone is not enough to control resourgdetien unless the linkage between the
benefits and natural resource management is stndglemonstrated in livelihood terms.
This will encourage communities to see natural ues® management as the land use
option of choice from an economic point of view.hé&wise, Whiteside (2000) found
that communities in Sichifulo and Mulobezi GMAs wdyenefiting far much more from
their agricultural and informal activities for thesubsistence than from wildlife. In the
South Luangwa Area Management Unit (SLAMU), highels of snaring were found in
one community even when that community was recgitte highest level of household
cash income compared with other chiefdoms. LewiBl&ri (1998) suggested that this
may have been a result of poor linkages betweesdhece of the income distributed to
households and natural resource management. Tlsey haghlighted the need for
investing in capacity building at community level.

The desired outcome of improved performance of camiy structures in natural
resource management is a long process that requirels more effort, time, capacity and
money than is presently available at all leveldgsThaquires a revision of the assumptions
on which CBNRM programmes have been based so facylarly regarding community
mobilization and capacity building (Rozemeijer 2D03he Ministry of Tourism,
Environment and Natural Resources (2005a) hasdstatd the lack of incentives for
community and private sector participation in nakuresources and environmental
management has rendered CBNRIdffective

Recommendations
2.7.1 Deliberate steps should be taken to improeewntability and transparency in
financial management and decision making inclu@imgploying accounting and

executive staff, training, designing appropriat&ficial accounting and reporting
systems for community structures and regular inspe¢Malenga 2004; Dalal-
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Clayton & Child 2003; Child 2003). There shoulddhedelines for financial
management.

2.7.2 There should be adequate incentives for naturalree management including
measures to address socioeconomic needs of péwplagland with resources
and providing proprietorship rights to serve assi®for developing beneficial
partnerships as justification for conserving witgksies (MTENR 2005a; Hutton
& Leader-Williams 2003). There should be guidelif@spartnership
development. (See 3.6.1)

2.7.3 There should be an informal voluntary Working Graopmletermine the needs,
further elaborate and validate issues, share irddom and work with the
appropriate authorities and community structuredeteelop a capacity building
strategy for CBNRM in Zambia. This should includgetmining the appropriate
incentive packages and further elaborating whaettabling environment for
CBNRM in Zambia should be using the recommendatadrike National Policy
on Environment.

2.8 Partnerships for capacity building

Communities are interested in natural resource gemant and associated potential
benefits including incomes, as seen by some of tldrawing up by-laws and

approaching Government Departments or statutoryitutisns for natural resource

management to form community structures for nat@sdurce management.

Where appropriate partnerships have been develofhed,capacity of community
structures for generating more income and for @attesource management has also
improved. In Zambia, most areas where wildlife teses are relatively secured are those
areas where CRBs, ZAWA, NGOs and the Private Sdwwoe forged partnerships for
law enforcement and generation of benefits.

Thelessonis that partnerships are crucial for building cagyaleut they must be fair and
based on negotiated agreements that stipulaterdles and responsibilitiesof the
different parties. Agreements provide a basis fantoring the performance of the
different parties. They should be understood bypalities, have @ime frameand a
termination clause. Additionally, where appropriate incentpackages such as clear
resource rights are in place, these provide a gtb@sis for partnership development as
potential partners will take the community struetarore seriously if it is also the official
holderof devolved resource rights.

Recommendations
2.8.1 Communities should demonstrate their capamitprovide a plan of how they
intend to acquire it when they are applying forogpution and natural resource

management rights. This could be in the form oftrategic plan, proposed
partnership or project proposal. (See 3.6.3)
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2.8.2 Deliberate steps should be taken to prowdenstitution building in community
structures. Community structures should participatelefining and demanding
capacity. Without access to technical services ifoprovement of capacity
through full time secretariats community structuval not be able to function
properly or progress beyond their current institodil limitations.

Institutional development includes strengthening #bility of the community
structure to achieve its objectives and carry oitical day to day activities such
as record keeping, information sharing, preparatérreports, organizing of
meetings, follow-up, communication with other staddelers and meeting of
statutory requirements. These are also tools ptileacy and governance and are
a factor in attracting partners.

2.9 Other parallel structures

Districts in Zambia are divided intmonstituenciegor purposes of electing Members of
Parliament. Constituencies are subdivided Mards for local Government. Each of
these structures has Bevelopment Committeevith a holistic people-oriented
development mandate. There are plans to strengthese structures under the
decentralization policy.

In Malawi, community structures for natural resamrmanagement report to these
peoples’ committees at community level. They arso atupported by the Forestry
Department since co-management blocks are definedVilage Forest Areas

(Kayambazinthu in Shackleton & Campbell 2000) vatlerlaps in area of coverage and
membership between these two types of structures.

In Zambia, District Councils and the Development@attees under them do not have
any mandate for natural resource management ambtdderive any benefit from them.
Under the decentralization policy, however, natueslource management is among the
functions of central government to be devolved istridt and sub-district level
institutions. Community structures for natural n@s® management should therefore be
seen to be part of the development committees ag #Hudress natural resources
specifically and have formal rights to do so. Tlessonis that there argarallel
structures at community level some of which eveearlap in terms of area of coverage
and membership with community structures for nat@source management.

Recommendation

2.9.1 Community structures for natural resourceagament should be represented on
development committees and take a profile in the& decentralized structures.
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CHAPTER THREE: POLICY AND LEGISLATION

This chapter highlights the different pieces of paty and legislation in Zambia and
the region that provide frameworks for the creationof community structures for
natural resource management, their functions and divities. It also highlights
lessons learned and makes recommendations for thewforward.

3.1 Zambia

3.1.1 Zambia Wildlife Act and the Policy on National Park s and
Wildlife of 1998

These instruments provide for the management, ceetsen, regulation and sustainable
use of wildlife, its habitats and ecosystems. Tlaso create the Zambia Wildlife

Authority and Community Resources Boards. The fraonk therefore provides for

community participation in wildlife management inding accessing of benefits in the
form of 50% of hunting revenue and 20% of conces&es for harmonising the needs
of human and natural resourcas their areas of jurisdiction.

The Act refers to the community structureGammunity Resources Boaf@RB) while
the Policy calls therintegrated Resources Development Boards (IRDB).

3.1.2 Forest Act of 1973; 1999 and Forest Policy of 1999

These instruments provide for the management, ceetsen, regulation and sustainable
use of forests. The 1973 Act did not provide famoaunity participation and emphasized
Government policing. The new Act introduces Joirdrestry Management (JFM)
empowering NGOs and the private sector togethen Waital communities to manage
forestry resources thus incorporating communitytiggation in forest management. It
includes a mechanism for sharing benefits in thefof income from licence fees as an
incentive for compliance as opposed to the 1973 wgich emphasized Government
control, fines and punishment. As the new Act ig8l stot implemented due to
administrative reasons, the old Act is still in u3® address this legal vacuum of an
enabling and approved piece of legislation not ¢pe@mplemented, Forest Trusts are
created in pilot areas in Copper belt, Luapula Sodthern Provinces und&tatutory
Instrument number 47 of 2006.

3.1.3 Fisheries Act of 1974 as amended in 2007

The Fisheries Act provides for the management, ewasion, regulation and sustainable
use of fisheries resources. The recent amendmémductes Fisheries Management
Areas (FMA) and Fisheries Management CommitteesG)&hd states their composition
and functions. It also provides for a benefit shgrmechanism under which a fund to
enhance the social and economic wellbeing of tmengonity is established from licence
and other fees.
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3.14 Lands Act of 1995

The Lands Act provides for the allocation and adstiation of land and identifies the
two major categories of land tenure in Zambia ngmns&te land and customary land. It
also provides for the conversion of customary lemdtate land through alienation. A
draft Land Policy of 2006 is in circulation whicheks to address the problems associated
with the land delivery system in Zambia in ordereiosure equitable access to land
resources and promote national development.

Some issues of interest, among other things, irecthe creation of a new category of
reserve land for all public lands, linking of naumresource management to land
governance so that co-management initiatives imclumbth resources and land
management. It also proposes to introduce grougsifpr registration of village, family
and clan land.

3.1.5 Land (Perpetual Succession) Act CAP 186

The Land (Perpetual Succession) Act provides ferpérpetual succession to land. Any
group of people or entity may incorporate a Trlisie Trustees may be appointed by any
community of persons bound together by customgimi kinship or nationality or by
any body or association of persons.

3.1.6 Companies Act

The Companies Act provides for registration of camps by a minimum of two people
and their regulation. It provides for different ggpof companies including companies
limited by shares and companies limited by guasnfe company limited by shares
operates for making profits for its shareholdersofpany limited by guarantee does not
have shareholders and is not permitted to do bssifte the direct benefit if its members.
In this way, it carries the same status asoa-profit making organizationwhich is
permitted to undertake business activities fordéeelopment of its objectives.

3.1.7 Societies Act

The Societies Act provides for the registratiorany association of ten or more persons
whatever its objects provided that they are noisteged as companies, trades union, or
cooperatives.

3.1.8 Cooperatives Act

The Cooperatives Act provides for the registrateord regulation of producer groups.
Although it is commonly used for facilitating agultural development among small
scale farmers it can be used for any productivevides where there is advantage in
acting as a group and acquiring legal status.
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3.1.9 National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Pla n (NBSAP) of
1999

The NBSAP proposes actions for the conservatioateption and sustainable use of
Zambia’'s biodiversity and ecosystems as proposethén Convention on Biological
Diversity to which Zambia is a signatory.

3.1.10 National Policy on the Environment (NPE) of 2005 (adopted
in 2007)

The NPE is an assessment of the performance ofraemeental management
interventions, constraints as well as legal, ecan@and other actions needed including
incentives to create an enabling environment fdective environmental and natural
resource management. It also proposes to reducdragmentationof authority for
environmental management through a coordinatindhar@em.

3.1.11 Zambia Forestry and Provincial Forestry Acti  on Plans

ZFAP and PFAP were intended to pilot devolutionaathority for sustainable use and
management of forests to local communities basetemefit sharing and partnerships
with the Government, NGO and the private sectoe ptogramme included revision of
policy and legislation with the new Forest PoliaydaAct of 1999 being some of the
outcomes.

3.1.12 Decentralisation Policy of 2002

The Decentralization Policy provides for the devioln of selected responsibilities
(including natural resource management) from cér@@ernment to lower levels at
provincial, district and sub-district levels togettwith matching funds. This is intended
to reduce costs of service delivery, reduce duptinaof work and improve the amount
of development financing available. It is expectbdt this policy will also improve

community participation in development, enhancectoantability and improved

responsiveness of Government to its clients andjtladity of public service.

3.1.13 Citizens Economic Empowerment Act

The Citizens’ Empowerment Act provides mechanisnés@pportunities for citizens to
be empowered economically particularly those tlaaehbeen marginalised.

3.1.14 Fifth National Development Plan and Vision 2 030

These are integrated long term development aspmstand frameworks intended to
facilitate economic growth and equitable sharingt®benefitsIn essence they provide
strategies for poverty reduction. Among the keynecoic sectors identified in the Fifth
National Development Plan are wildlife, forestryddisheries.
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Seen in totality, the framework above providesdmmmunity participation, development
of partnerships, registration of organizations ¢guare full legal status, creation of an
enabling environment and a national economic deweénmt context for sustainable use
of natural resources with the welfare of citizeagtee stating point.

3.2 Botswanal

3.21 Tribal Grazing Land Policy of 1975

This policyrationalises land utilization in communal areas aathmercialises it where
possible to avoid thétragedy of the commons”This resulted in three main land
categories: arable (commercial and communal), ggaand reserved land.

3.2.2 Wildlife Conservation Policy of 1986

This policy renamed the reserve areas as Wildlifandement Areas (WMA)
comprising areas generally not suitable for arameiculture but important wildlife
migration routes and buffer zones around proteateds. The policy was also intended to
identify those areas where wildlife management atiiization are the primary forms of
land use. This initiative provided for wildlife magement outside state protected areas.

3.2.3 Other policy and legal instruments

The following policies and pieces of legislatiomrfopart of the framework that
empowers communities to participate in natural ues® management in Botswana -
National Conservation Strategy of 1990; Tourismi&obf 1990; Tourism Act 1992;
Wildlife Conservation and National Parks Act of 299

Collectively these instruments provide for increksemmunity participation and benefit
from wildlife resources and natural resources imegal as well as development of
tourism. They recognize that conservation polislesuld have a national orientation, be
ecosystem based and local in approach.

3.3 Namibia?®

3.3.1 Policy on the establishment of Conservancies of 1992

This policy provides for the establishment of comaacies on both communal and
commercial land for farmers or groups or commusifeovided they comply with the
laid down conditions including registration of g entity and expressing a commitment
to sustainable natural resource management onlémeirin their constitution.

! Rozemeijer and van der Jagt in Shackleton & Cath(2@00)
2 Jones & Mosimane in Shackleton & Campbell (20@08p Child et al (2001)
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3.3.2 Policy on Wildlife Management, Utilisation an  d Tourism in
Communal Areas of 1995

This policy grants rights over wildlife to commuei that are organized in
Conservancies.

3.3.3 Policy on the Promotion of Community Based To  urism of
1995

This policy enables local communities to share hie benefits of tourism activities
through concessionary rights to lodge developmeithinv conservancy boundaries.
Previously all revenues went to central Government.

3.34 1996 Amendment to the Nature Conservation Ord inance of
1975

This amendment specifies conditions for the esthbient of communal area
conservancies. The policy and legal framework imitéa has been described as one the
strongest legal foundations for CBNRM in Africaghants the same rights to wildlife to
all people (to redress apartheid era inequalitesl) creates a legal basis for community
based organisations that are committed to sustainzle of natural resources on their
land. It also provides an entry point for the demioin of management rights over wildlife
and other natural resources to local communities.

3.4 Malawi®

34.1 Forest Policy and Act of 1997

These instruments provide an enabling frameworlcéonmunity based natural resource
management in forestry. The framework removesiotistns of access to woodlands and
use of minor products for local communities witranlocally regulated framework;
promotes equity and participation by local commiesijt promotes coordination of the
Forest Department with other Government agencies@ss-sector issues; recognizes the
role of women and empowers Village Natural Resairbganagement Committees
(VRMC) to formulate by laws for the management dfage Forest Areas (VFA).

3.4.2 Other policy and legal instruments

The following instruments are an integral parthe €nabling environment for working
with communities in MalawiStatement of Development Policy 1987-1996 of 1997,
Vision 2020 National Long-term Development Perspeaf 1998

% Kayambazinthu in Shackleton & Campbell (2000)
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This overall framework provides a national levehiaxt for the community participation
in natural resource management at the local level.

3.5 Tanzania’

3.5.1 Forest Policy of 1998 and the Forest Actof 2 002

These instruments establish a legal framework f@ promotion of private and
community based ownership of forests and treesruadeide range of conditions with
agreements that specifyesponsibilities rights and benefits for partners. It also

establishes Joint Forestry Management Agreement&dvernment and Village Forest
Reserves with appropriate user rights and bertefitscal communities.

3.5.2 Land Act of 1998 and Village Land Act of 1998

These laws provide for the allocation, classifisatand administration of land.

3.6 Discussion

Most policy and legal frameworks for natural reg@umanagement in the region go quite
far in creating an enabling environment for comrparticipation. They recognise
communities as co-managers of natural resourcdsedocal level througldevolutionof
authority and responsibility for natural resourcan@gement; grant rights to communities
and provide mechanisms for sharimgnefitsfrom sustainable utilization within national
level historical and political contexts (Jones 20R304; Child 2004). The frameworks
also place natural resource management within aderonational development context.

Unfortunately most policy and legal frameworks dot mjo far enough to facilitate
CBNRM. They create community structures and prowigeEhanisms for participation in
natural resource management (mainly wildlife) ardddits but do not give full rights for
management of all resources in a given area (J20@3). Resource ownership remains
with the State while the capacity of the State tice its resources is limited thus
perpetuating the “tragedy of the commons”. Landitenthough customary and therefore
under traditional ownership, remains insecure arderable to incompatible use through
alienation without an overall integrated planningrgpective from an environmental,
ecological and socioeconomic perspective (AWF 20061 2006; Manning 2005).

Most frameworks in the region therefore providartial and fragmenteddevolution,
incomplete rights and limited benefits (Child 2004). This is what is meant by
“inadequate implementation of policy and legislatiobeing one of the threats to
community participation.

* Kihiyo (1998). Also Forestry and Bee Keeping Dieis Extension and Publicity Unit (2006); Iddi
(undated)
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Thelessonis that communities do not have adequate contrei cesources on their land.
Where secure and better defined resource rights fart of anincentive packaget has
led to better performance in developing partnesstapd in achieving conservation
targets. Conservancies in Namibia and Communitystérin Botswana have not only
seen an improvement in income generation, job ioeaind social development but have
also witnessed a recovery of biodiversity partlycdese of clear resource rights to
wildlife (Stuart-Hill & Taylor; Rozemeijer as citeloly Jones & Murphree in Child 2004).

Rights granted to community structures cover the usanagement and benefits from
natural resources but do not cover ownership, ohndisposal and exclusion of others.
Strictly speaking, the rights that communities have for the management of benefits
not resources because policy does not confer upem tadequate authority over all
resources under their jurisdiction. As far as cunstry land is concerned, rights are not
exclusive as they are held communally - a situatidmich provides no incentives for

development or security of tenure (MOL 2006; MTERBO5).

For example while communities are entitled to aceetage of income from exploitation
and access to minor forest products, they haveutimaty to control the exploitation of

the resources by other users on their land (Kayamtbau in Shackleton & Campbell

2000). Tourism and timber licences on customaryd lavhere communities have

management rights over wildlife or forestry araies$ by the State. While safari hunting
takes place on customary land, tourism concessgreeaents for safari hunting are
signed by the Zambia Wildlife Authority, CommuniBesources Boards and Hunting
Companies in Zambia. Communities are not fully imed in negotiating the agreements
(Changa Management Consultants 2006). In Malawinsonities are unable to control

urban entrepreneurs collecting forest productsébe.

When policy grants community structures the neegssghts as recommended in the
National Policy on Environment, attention shoulddaed to developing the appropriate
conditions and procedures for exercising theseasighvhile traditionally, the chief holds

these rights over land and resources,dffieesof traditional authorities have lacked the
necessary guidelines to make use of these rightsetbenefit of their communities. The
draft Land Policy (2006) proposes that co-managéragreements for natural resource
management should include land to help enforce lasel control and that no land
alienation should take place without consultatisitt the local community.

In this vein, Chiefs Mukuni and Sekute have setesldnd for natural resource
management and devolved authority to Community gweent Trusts to negotiate
tourism development with the private sector andurstresource management. This
avoids the problem of land allocations by the tradal authorities that are not effective
in harnessing the economic potential of their agad not beneficial to the community.
Another lessonis that mutual understanding between the traditi@uthority and the
community structure as a legal entity shouldnbetured so that it not only interfaces
with the private sector but facilitates the devebent of natural resource management on
customary land where the potential exists.
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This should include formal allocation of land forataral resource management,
development and utilization within customary landwriting without alienation. In the
case of Chief Mukuni, the allocation of land to Bemmunity Development Trust has
been formalized in @etition signed by the Trustees to the Minister of Landsctviinas
been deposited with the Registrar of Deeds (AWF62®atricia Jere undated; personal
communication). Under JFM, once a suitable aredeistified and verified regardless of
land tenure, the applicants are required to prepananagement plan which is submitted
to the Forestry Department. The management plaforiwalized by a Government
Gazette Notice published by the Ministry of Tourjsnvironment and Natural
Resources making the management plan a legallyrigrabcument confirming the land
use without changing the land tenure (PFAP Il 2005)

Whether or not adequate resource rights are prdyidawever, will make no difference
if community structures are still weak internalipcentives for community resource
management remain inadequate and policy does naivéeclear rights and adequate
authority to communities. Theeasureof what is adequate is the extent to which new
institutional arrangements allow communities totoonnatural resources in their areas
and benefit from them through organized commurtitycsures.

It is, therefore, better to consider the curremélef devolution, rights and benefits as the
first stepsof a long process that will take time to develdpnes & Murphree in Child
2004; Rozemeijer 2003). Ultimately, however, fudlvdlution is desirable but it should
be implemented in a&tep-by-stepapproach under which the level of devolution is
increased based on the performance of the commatifigture on agreed parameters
within an appropriate framework.

Furthermore, policy encourages communities to tkenterest in the conservation and
sustainable use of natural resources present ol thed e.g. co-management
arrangements and conservanciédhis usually goes with the opportunity to negatia
business deals and partnerships with the privat®ise order to generate more benefits
as is the case under part 3 of the Zambia Wildhf#. This, however, is severely
constrained by the lack of the appropriate legatust inadequate land and resource
rights, inadequate negotiating skills, lack of talpand inadequate technical support
services to the community structures.

In Zambia, policy does not adequately provide sgcof tenure for customary land other
than the option of alienation which implies conwensof customary land to state land
(AWF 2006; Ministry of Lands 2006). This has thesatlvantage of depriving
communities of their land in perpetuity in favodriovestorsand theurban elite

Ways of securing customary land while making itilade for compatible forms of
development and improving resource rights to comitimgneed to be found as a way of
empowering communities to benefit from it. And whealienation is absolutely
necessary, conditions should be negotiated withn¥estor or communities should form
a legal entity to hold land which they then usedmsis for developing partnerships but
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only on small strategic parcels of land (AWF 200&nning 2005). Yet anothéessonis
that communities risk losing their land to indivadsi if thestatus quacontinues.

Wildlife Management Areas in Botswana and Game Mangnt Areas in Zambia
which are established with wildlife utilization amganagement as the primary forms of
land use present an important opportunity. GiveghHevels of human settlement and
activities in some GMAs to the point of threateningldlife habitat through
encroachment, important areas for natural resowicesld be identified, formalized and
enforced by the community structure provided incestare in place.

A final lessonis that the economic justification of natural res@umanagement as the
primary land use has to be strong and communitiesld be empowered through clear
rights to enforce it and benefit from it more thiancurrently the case particularly in
GMAs in Zambia.

Recommendations

3.6.1 Policy must confer adequate and clear resourcésrighcommunities that fulfill
the laid down conditions. These rights must includhats tomanage, benefaénd
sell within a framework that is transparent and accablet to all stakeholders
(Child 2003).

3.6.2 There must be guidelines and regulations covetiregresponsibilities that go
with the full rights when they are conferred on coumities.

3.6.3 Notwithstanding the recommendation that communitresst demonstrate their
capacity or plans to acquire it before being gramights (see 2.8.1), flexibility is
required because empowering communities with treegsarybundle of rights
and guidelineson how to exercise them provides a practical opdy for
communities to acquire capacity. Capacity can delyacquired by doing.

3.6.4 When communities agree to adopt natural resourceageanent as a land use
option and zone a portion of their land for reseuranagement, the traditional
ruler must issue a letter to that effect which nibestised to formalise the
allocation without alienating the land to the extidrat the allocation is a legally
binding document. This might be achieved throu@eaette Notice or by
submitting a petition to the Registrar of Deed#hie Ministry of Lands.

3.6.5 Where the appropriate community structure exisis oreated as a legal entity,
the traditional ruler should devolve the resportigybior managing the resources
and negotiating partnerships to that communitycstme to enhance partnerships
between the private sector and a legal entity sgmting the community thus
promoting transparency, good governance and equity.

3.6.6 Where alienation is necessary, it must be on nagatiterms to apply before and
after the alienation and it must preferably covdly@mall strategic parcels of
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land. The community structure as a legal entitytnooasider the option to
alienate small strategic parcels of land to itealbehalf of the community for
purposes of developing partnerships in which thraroanity holds a bigger stake
as the traditional and legal holders of the landl @source rights.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX 1

CASE STUDIES OF COMMUNITY STRUCTURES FOR NATURAL
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

ZAMBIA

1. Community Resources Boards (CRB) °

The main objective of the CRB is to promote andeligy an integrated approach to the
management of human and natural resources in &he#rs. Specific objectives include
negotiation of co-management agreements with tineater sector, managing wildlife
within quotas specified by ZAWA, appointing villageouts and reconciling land uses
through management plans.

A community within existing chiefdom boundariesarGame Management Area (GMA)
or open area with interest in wildlife may applytbh@ Zambia Wildlife Authority to form

a Community Resources Board (CRB). A CRB may haatevéen 7 and ten members
including a representative of the local authoritgd @ representative of the area chief. The
CRB may invite any other person to be a member.

A group of up to 200 households elects a Villagetigkc Group (VAG). The
Chairpersons and Secretaries from the VAGs forfRB.(The area chief is designated as
patron. A CRB can only be officially registered ZAWA is satisfied that the right
procedures were followed in terms démocratic elections. Once this procedure is
completed, the CRB becomes the single co-manageitldiife resources at community
level in that particular GMA and is entitled to 5@%oall income generated from trophy
hunting in Game Management Areas (GMA) and 20%uoiting concession fees. 5% of
the income goes to the traditional authority sefeéyaAll residents in a chiefdom where
the CRB is formed are considered as members thrinaghelected representatives.

The term CRB is derived from the Act while it ifewed to asintegrated Resource
Development BoarddRDB) in the policy. Each CRB has three sub cottees namely
Resource Management, Finance and Community Deveopmn some areas CRBs are
planning to or carrying odtsheriesandforestryrelated activities. Currently there are 63
CRBs all over Zambia. The CRB is the most establistommunity structure for natural
resource management in Zambia.

Performance of the Community Resources Board
Strengths
* Increased cooperation among stakeholders and duppaonservation

® Zambia Wildlife Act No 12 of 1998. Also ARD (20Q0rhanga Management Consultants (2007);
CONASA (2001)
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* Employment creation through the village scout paogme
* Access to and decision making in the distributibbenefits

Weaknesses
* Low levels of membership participation in decismoaking
* Poor attendance of meetings
* No full time staff
» Poor distribution of benefits with no impact at Behold level
» Domination by powerful stakeholders
« Community interests not always served

Opportunities
e Support from the private sector and NGOs
* Recognition of communities as partners througHebal framework
» Combination of a democratic system (elections) aftr@ditional system (chief)

Threats
» Limited capacity for supporting community structire
* Resource depletion
* Inadequate implementation of policy and legislation
* No full national policy on CBNRM
* Communities not fully empowered - no control ofaese use by others

2. Forest Trusts °

(Village Resource Management Committee (VRMC) and Hest
Management Committee (FMC)

The main objective of the Forest Trust is to praeanfmrest management and equitable
distribution of benefits. Specific objectives ind&i production and implementation of
management plans, collection of licence fees, mgsof permits and resolution of forest
related disputes. Forest Trusts engage Forest Res@uards who are gazetted by the
Forest Department.

Forest Trusts are formed as part of Joint Forestdgament (JFM). Under JFM NGOs
and the private sector together with communities gat together to manage forest
resources in local forests and on customary lamaedt Trusts may be formed by
individuals, communities, NGOs or the Forest Daparit (FD) following the laid down
procedures. A Village Resource Management Comm({i¥&aVIC) is formed at village
level. Representatives of various VRMCs, with repreatives of the area Chief, Forest
Department, the District Council form a Forest Mgement Committee (FMC) at forest
level. Forest Trusts are legal entities regista®®ocieties under the Societies Act. They
relate with the Forest Department through@morandum of understanding

® PFAP Il (2005). Also Mbewe (2007)
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Forest Trusts have only been formed in Luapula éingaba and Mwewa); Copperbelt
(Katanino and Shibuchinga) and Southern Provincanm(Bwa, Ndondi and Namwala)
under statutory instrument 47 of 2006 since the fawstry legislation is not yet in

force.

Under JFM, communities have free access to minasfgoroducts, a 40% share of all
revenue generated (not yet implemented) and supgpmrt the Forest Department to
registered user groups to access financial supgoteir income generating activities.

Performance of the Forest Trusts
Strengths
« Community participation in forest management thiolegal entities
* The JFM plan is a legally binding document
* Appointment of Honorary Forest Resource Guards
* MOUs signed between the Forest Trust and the FgrBspartment

Weaknesses
» Poor attendance of meetings
* No funds for activities
* Very few benefits

Opportunities
» Training in forest management, business managenmgume generation and
leadership

» Support from the traditional authorities to the lerpentation of JFM
* Legal status makes it possible for Forest Trustctess funding from anywhere

Threats
» Limited benefits; no mechanism for sharing revemmam high value resources
* The Honorary Forest Resource Guards lack incenaimdsauthority
« Communities have been given only partial authority
* Programmes are too dependent on donor support
» Current interventions are too sector specific
» Inadequate private sector participation
» Uncooperative traditional leaders
* Poor communication between Forest Department anremities

3. Fisheries Management Committee (FMC) ’

The main objective of the Fisheries Management Citteen(FMC) is to promote and
develop an integrated approach to the managemensustainable utilisation of natural
and fisheries resources in a Fisheries Managemesea AFMA). Specific objectives

" Fisheries Amendment Act No 22 of 2007
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include co-management, development and implementaii management plans and
stakeholder mobilization.

Once the Minister declares a Fisheries Managemesad,Ae also appoints a Fisheries
Management Committee comprising six representaifdabe local fishing community
elected by the local community, a representativinefchief, the local authority, an NGO
working in the area, the fishing industry and atlyeo two persons. An officer from the
Fisheries Department is also appointed by the Min&gs Secretary to the FMA.

The local community within the Fisheries Managemrga is entitled to a portion of

fishing and aquaculture licence fees for economid aocial development. Before
enactment of the Fisheries Amendment Act of Sepeer@db07, Fisheries Management
Committees were piloted in Luapula and Kariba figdse In Luapula, the most notable
was in Chiengi where it operated under a NaturaoBeee Management Committee in
Chief Puta’s area. Several committees were eskedalisn the Lake Kariba fishery, which

are playing an active role in controlling, licengiand policing of fishing activities.

Performance of the FMC

Strengths
* Community response in some areas is very good
* Well established and generating income in somesasecially on Lake Kariba
* Raising awareness in the community about the neech&inagement of fisheries

Weaknesses
* Limited understanding of legislation
» Limited capacity for implementation

Opportunities
» Support from traditional authorities and other staiders
» Legal framework to formalize community structuresl alevolving management
authority to them

Threats
* Inadequate capacity and support from the Fish@msartment and the District
Council to support community structures.

4 Lands Safe Investment Trust, Chief Luembe’s area, West
Petauke GMA, Nyimba District °

The main objective of the Land Safe Trust is tooemage investment in partnership with
communities, supporting traditional structures with alienating land except under
specific circumstances in which case only smallcglar should be allowed with

conditions. More specifically, it aims to empowdB@s for conservation and generation
of benefits especially from agriculture and natueslources. It provides a framework for

8 Manning (2005)
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rural development based on deliberate communityeldgwnent plans. Trustees are the
Area Chief, the investor, and representatives oN&O in the area, the CRB, District
Council, ZAWA, and Forestry Department.

The Land Safe model promotes good governance idalielopment process. The model
supports decentralization of authority for natusesource management to the district and
sub district level in line with the Decentralizati®olicy of 2002. It serves to illustrate the
institutional linkages that are necessary to imprdke performance of community

structures such as the CRB.

Its non-profit making status provides for the resting of profits in the achievement of
the set objectives while the Trust status allowsttie partnership to hold land use rights
to customary land without alienating it. The intentis to extend the rights that CRBs
have over wildlife to other resources to give thast responsibility over all resources.

Some customary land is rich in natural resourcdstliel resources face a threat from
unsustainable exploitation by food insecure commmesiwithout alternative sources of
livelihood. Under such circumstances conservatiébnnatural resources is difficult
without focusing on economic development and wealtdation. Emphasis has to
therefore be on ownership of resources on custotaady decentralization of authority, a
holistic view and a plan for community developméantorder to generate benefits. A
diagram of the model is presented on the next page.

Performance of the Land Safe Mode(the model is not fully implemented)
Strengths
Partnership to enhance governance and capacityghreynergy

Weaknesses
Most institutions are weak
Limited funding and difficult to access

Opportunities
Willingness among stakeholders to cooperate

Threats
Partnership may be too dependent on one partreormr—
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INVESTOR
Provides capital, and possibly the conservancy
management expertise as well, and in the dual

CUSTOMARY AUTHORITY
Custodian of the land for the benefit of the
community — the customary landowners. It

DEVELOPMENT CHARITY
(NGO)

Partner & guarantor of Trust. Responsible fd
community development through Trust fund

would be a co - director, as well as guarantohef
Trust

apportions land on customary tenure

CHURCHES
Crucial to the moral growth
of the community, as a LOCAL GOVERNMENT MIN. OF LANDS ZAMBIA
catalyst for change and as 3 DISTRICT COUNCIL Empowers the customary authority (chiefs anl INVESTMENT

bulwark against the A guarantor of the Trust Company afjd headmen) in their custodianship of the land | CENTRE
regressive influence of important development partner. Crucial thafflit through the Lands Act 1995. For areas essenial Foreign investor applie

witchcraft and sorcery receive funding & capacity building for alienation (up to 250 ha), the Commissiongr for an investment
of Lands may approve leasehold tenure license, enabling them t

O

own land in Zambia and
COMMUNITY MIN. OF TOURISM, MIN. OF AGRICULTURE receive assistance with
BASED ENVIRONMENT & NAT. RES. Senior Mir;istr ith considerable powers immigration etc.. The
ORGANIZATIONS . ywi iderable powers license records
Their formation and [ tl rqugh the Agricultural Land’s Act : fencing development and
L ordinances and land-use use planning and ; J
strengthening important for NATURAL RESOURCES conservation agricultu investment pledges. This
participatory development & CONSULTATIVE FORUM - will aIonv for 250 ha to
spread of pluralism & I :39 obtained on a 99dyeff
democrac ease so as to provide
4 I ZAMBIA WILDLIFE some security for
AUTHORITY FORESTRY DEPARTMENT investors in
DONORS ‘Ownership’ of wildlife vested in them. Some Enter into joint management agreements fqr safeguarding
Involved at the micro level, devolution of powers to CRBs. Joint signato contiguous national forests with sustainablg infrastructural
working through CBOs. Theiy with community on hunting concessions. Joint use made of timber and tourism resources| developmentsThe
role at the project level is a management agreements to be entered into| for Forestry Commission yet to be established Landsafe model
subsidiary but supportive ong. contiguous national parks which could facilitate the process however discourages
land alienations from
customary authorities.
COMMUNITY
RESOURCE BOARD CUSTOMARY AREA CONSERVANCY TRUST COMPANY
Given responsibilities, rights Receives land usufruct rights from the customatiarity, and is therefore the prime mover and atisto of
& obligations under the sustainable natural resources, and their utilinafioreceives its powers regarding wildlife utition from the
Wildlife Act of 1998. Require CRB. It transfers the management of natural ressuand land usufruct rights where appropriatertmaagemen
support and additional funding company; and establishes a conservancy trust famebfnmunity development which its charity partaed

CBOs raw upon and use to implement proji

CONSERVANCY MANAGEMENT
COMPANY
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5. Mukuni Community Development Trust, Livingstone

The main objective of the Mukuni Community Develaprh Trust is to facilitate
improved livelihoods through sustainable use ofuratresources within a landscape
conservation approach. It also seeks to supportadde distribution of benefits.

Each of the 12 villages in the Mukuni chiefdom #&e@ board which sends a
representative to the board of Trustees at chiefteyel. The Trust was registered in
2003 in an open area on customary land to providenamunity structure that is fully
representative and legal but more importantly, tra promotes a holistic landscape
approach to the management of all resources wittenarea. Natural resources are the
main assets that these communities have but comiesido not benefit from them
beyond subsistence. Moreover, the resources dohawé any legal protection or
organized utilization.

Most of the Zambezi River frontage is alienatedhwaitt adequate ecological plans,
environmental impact assessments or developmens.pBome investors are not genuine
because they have acquired the land for speculafibis type of alienation does not

benefit communities in any way and in fact disememthem.

However the area is rich natural resources angite sf its vulnerability, it has a high
potential for enterprise development based on beydity and tourism. Such areas are
important candidates for community conservatiomsré& he chief has allocated a portion
of land for natural resource management and toudswelopment and devolved its
management to the Trust. This allocation is foreeliin a petition to the Minister of
Lands. The main benefit to the community is thairthegal status has allowed them to
negotiate a percentage of income from tourist @Essin their area.

In the same way that the Trust deals with the peisector in negotiating investments
and benefits and the District Council in developbmglaws, it can deal with statutory
natural resource management institutions and reggatights to manage and benefit from
natural resources on customary land without nedgssdienating the land except where
it is absolutely necessary.

Performance of the Trusts
Strengths
» A stable and growing source of income from the tperators
* Customary land remains as such unless under spacanstances
» Chief and community partnership through the Trusimpting good governance
principles through participation, transparency aodountability
» The Trust provides a legal entity (the Trust) totper with the private sector
rather than a customary personality (the Chief)

® African Wildlife Foundation (2006)

46



» The Chief has given the Trust the authority to nie¢g® economic activities with
the private sector to optimize land use and allonat

* The Trust has developed by laws for the managewofematural resources which
have been approved by the District Council

Weaknesses
» Limited capacity for proposal development, negaiiag with other stakeholders,
business management, marketing, job, wealth creamo consolidation of lower
structures

Opportunities
» Technical support from the African Wildlife Founutat
» Willingness of the private sector to partner wile tommunity

Threats
* Mistrust among stakeholders
* No independent Trusts in Zambia hold any natursbuece management rights
except those formed under natural resources législa

6 Kabulwebulwe Development Trust in Mumbwa ~ *°

The general objective of the Trust is to providiegal framework for the promotion of
wildlife conservation and tourism development irbklvebulwe Chiefdom. It also seeks
to provide ownership of interventions and a mecsranior community participation in

decision making regarding the development process.

The Trust is a local governance structure intertdedrovide ownership, guidance and
legitimacy of a capital project on behalf of theokhcommunity. Kabulwebulwe Trust
was registered as a Society in December 2003 anwdparated as a Trust in November
2005.

The Trust was formed under the GRZ/DANIDA Commuridgsed Natural Resource
Management (CBNRM) Mumbwa Project at the time wites idea of a community
lodge was initiated. The initial motivation was tweate an opportunity for the
community to own a capital project to generate medrom the GMA to counter threats
from the community to deliberately encroach on W#dhabitat. The CRB was the
community partner for the Project but when an agpion for land was made, the
Department of Lands advised that the CRB hadegal personalityand could not hold

land. Consequently, the Lands Department recomnaketit incorporation of a Trust
under the Lands (Perpetual Succession) Act CAP 186.

A Board of Trustees is the highest decision makiogly of the Trust. It comprises
representatives of the different villages in théefdom (headmen), a representative of
the chieftainess, a representative of the CRB badZAWA Ranger in Charge. Of the

19 Kabulwebulwe Trust Deed (2005)
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11 Trustees, the Chieftainess and her represemtateoriginal or permanent Trustees
while the rest are elected from among the headm@&msure adequate representation of
the chiefdom while the CRB representative and ZAWR@nger in Charge at Nalusanga
represent the main stakeholders. Original trustesd office ad infinitum unless the
community passes a vote of no confidence. Electab#tees hold office for a period of
two years. The role of the private sector was deehe external through partnership
development. Unfortunately the search for a partmas deferred until title deeds are
obtained to assist the community enter into a pikepartnership from a point of
strength.

Decisions and proposals must be agreed by botbrtgmal and elected trustees. This is
intended to ensure that major decisions such asistign or disposal of assets,
contracting loans and choosing partnerships aredoas consensus. Operations are not at
full capacity yet. In the mean time, the lodge basen handed over to the community on
condition that the selection of a partner is subjedhe approval of the District Council
which should also have access to the books of atsou

Performance of Kabulwebulwe Trust
Strengths
* Registration and incorporation of community baseifution as a legal entity
* Interim agreement to keep the lodge operationallevBubstantive partner is
sought

Weaknesses
» Limited capacity for the management of the Trust
» Lack of a private sector partner
* No benefits

Opportunities
» Potential benefits in income and capacity wheriddge is operational
* The Trust is a forum for consultations on develophigsues within the chiefdom
» Government support for community participationanrism development

Threats
» The land may be lost by the community if it is usedcollateral for a loan or if it
is poorly managed
» The Trust may be subjected to both internal andraat manipulation
* Mistrust among stakeholders

7. Conservation Trading Centres (CTC) **

The general objective of the CTC is to support camity land use plans and production
systems that support wildlife and watershed corsem using agricultural input loans,
guaranteed prices and market access as incerifike<CTC is a partnershigetween the

1 wildlife Conservation Society (2007)
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community through the CRB, District Council and amernational NGO, Wildlife
Conservation Society (WCS) under an approach callmunmunity Markets for
Conservation (COMACO). The partnership providesopportunity for the community
structure to acquire additional capacity for aclnguheir objectives.

Conservation Trading Centres are community basednudity depots providing a
marketing and extension service to producer greumgscooperatives in a given area. The
approach promotes sustainable agriculture throogkervation based farming.

It promotes a conservation approach that addrebsesnost widespread and potential
threat to wildlife habitat (extensive agricultuie)rural areas by promoting compliance
with good land husbandry practices using marke¢ssand guaranteed good prices as an
incentive for adopting conservation based agricalturhis is expected to improve
household income and mobilize support for consemaibjectives.

A network of field depots or warehouses operateteuthe parent company Community
Markets for Conservation (COMACO) which organizée ttrading, marketing and
warehousing.

Performance of the Community Trading Centres

Strengths
» Community mobilization for conservation using ecaomo activities
* Promoting compliance with community developed lasd plans
* Improving household food security through improyedduction

Weaknesses
* Community members skeptical about new approaches
» Transforming hunters and farmers from illegal andimnmentally unsustainable
practices and attitudes difficult

Opportunities
» Willingness among stakeholders to work with comrtiasi
» Accessing markets for products for household incgereeration

Threats
* The model depends on mobilizing funds upfront ®-fmance the production
* High operational costs make the programme expemgisastain

BOTSWANA

8. Community Trust or Cooperative 2

The main objective of the Community Trusts is teegpart of the responsibility for
managing and administering wildlife to communitieSpecific objectives include

12 Rozemeijer & van der Jagtin Shackleton & Cani{B600)
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capacity building in the production of land use ama@nagement plans to be utilized by
communities before they can access wildlife ugghts, increasing opportunities for local
communities to benefit from wildlife and other naluresources and tourism.

Any Community Based Organisation (CBO) recognizgdhe Department of Wildlife
and National Parks (DWNP) ascountableand representativeof community interests
(among other conditions) is eligible for acquirittte rights to benefit from wildlife
resources in a given area. The CBO selects its sivucture for representation elected
from the general membership. All residents of segiarea for a period of five years are
considered as members.

A community or communities living inside or adjaté¢n a Controlled Hunting Area
(CHA) zoned for community management can apply &oguota on condition that it
organizes itself in a participatory and represérgananner and this is verified by district
authorities and the Department of Wildlife and Na#l Parks (DWNP). Controlled
Hunting Areas are administrative blocks used by ER&NP for allocating hunting

quotas.

If the CBO wishes to have secure access to a dootieveloping joint ventures with the
private sector, it can apply to lease the CHA onddmon that it is registered as a legal
entity (Trust or Cooperative) and satisfies thetrdis authorities as an authentic
organization.

The CBO must also produce a constitution that Etpa its functions and objectives as
they relate to natural resource management. Thestiaeion must also provide
mechanisms for ensuring accountability and resjditgito community members.

The CBO must also produce a land use and managgi@napproved by wildlife and
land authorities for a period of 15 years thus pring a reasonable planning horizon for
interventions to be tested and results to be etedualhe rights to wildlife and the
associated income are the basis of significantfiierie the community.

Performance of the Community Trusts
Strengths
» Source of funds for development
* Mechanism for decision-making regarding quotas, eben distribution,
development of business deals with the privateoseahd agreements with
support agencies
* Improved capacity for negotiations
* Representative of community interests

Weaknesses
» Little capacity to manage funds
» Operations not always transparent and accountable
» Powerful village institutions get closer to privatector operators and lose contact
with their membership

50



* The upper class in the community participates nimreommunity organizations
and benefits more — elite capture.

Opportunities
* New alliances with NGOs and the Private Sector
» Comprehensive legal framework has created an empéfivironment
» Wildlife management is promoted outside state ptetbareas
» Part of the responsibility for wildlife managememten to communities

Threats
» Stakeholder conflicts
» Allocation of rights to a limited number of commties depriving the majority of
district residentgpolitically difficult
* Inadequate Government facilitation; inadequateflup

NAMIBIA

9. Conservancies in Namibia

The main objective of the Conservancies is to distaBn economically based system for
the management of wildlife and other renewable ussEs on communal land and
promotion of partnerships between the local comtyuand Government in natural

resource management.

Groups of farms or communities in communal aredsrésted in conservation and
utilization of wildlife in association with theiraditional farming activities may form a
conservancy. The conservancy is run by a conseyvaranagement committee which
makes day to day decisions but for major decisibagher calls for general meetings or
refers them to the Annual General Meeting. The @wacies define their own
membership and must register them.

Conditions for gaining recognition as Conservancies

» Defined geographical area with agreed boundariehymunities

» Defined membership with registered community memmberthe community
defines its own criteria for membership and dragwsumembership list

* Representative management committee with abilitpanage funds

* Legal constitution which provides for the sustaleaimanagement and utilization
of game

* Plan for the equitable distribution of benefits froconsumptive and non-
consumptive use of game

13 Jones & Mosimane in Shackleton & Campbell (208080 Child et al (2001)
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Once the conditions are met and the Conservandsteegd, the boundaries are gazetted
and the local community can assume rights to himtghme and concessionary rights
over commercial tourism activities which translai® significant income.

The rationale for creating conservancies is to yaphe same principles for wildlife
management on commercial or private land to comtiasni This also allows rural
communities to undertake tourism ventures eventate $and.

Performance of the Conservancies

Strengths
» Strong community response and more Conservancieg fmmed
* Increased local participation in wildlife managergmotection and monitoring
* Increased community based tourism enterprises, jobseand income

Weaknesses
» Limited capacity for conflict management, commutima facilitation,
monitoring, tourism development
» Communities have no control over use of resourgestiers

Opportunities
» Policy reforms empowering local communities ecoraaity and institutionally
providing a sense of identity and control
» Community-private sector partnerships

Threats

» Competition from other natural resource users ealhgagriculture and livestock

* No secure land rights for the communities therefareenough incentives

* No focus on a broad range of natural resources

* No overall policy for Community Based Natural Res®u Management
(CBNRM); no legislation in other line ministries teupport community
management of renewable natural resources

* No integrated approach to planning for natural neses

MALAWI

10. Village Natural Resource Management Committees
(VNRMC)*

The main objective of the Village Natural Resouanagement Committees (VNRMC)
is to assist village heads in the management dagel woodlots and forests in
government protected areas close to their villagése VRMC also promotes
reforestation. They are formed at village meetitigsugh elections under the guidance
of the Forest Department to manage Village Forast# (VFA) which are designated
co-management blocks, as a consequence of Govefrrcoawiction that sustainable

14 Kayambazinthu in Shackleton & Campbell (2000)
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forest management cannot take place without lonadlvement. The approach also takes
advantage of the fact that sometimes traditiondesruare respected more than
Government rules.

Through co-management of forests by the Forest Dapat and communities, user
rights are guaranteed with some empowerment regardlecision making and
legislation. Management plans and local legislatiesigned through these structures are
approved by Government. Once the VRMC is forméd tommunity is granted
unrestricted access to minor forest products.

Performance of the VRNMC

Strengths
» Communities mobilized to participate in naturalo@se management
» Community structures have the mandate and culbaeking to hold power
» Communities have a sense of ownership, controhaamtagement

Weaknesses
» Poor coordination among stakeholders
* Gender discrimination
» Limited capacity in the community to protect fosest
* Limited benefits
» Poor distribution of benefits

Opportunities
* Improved relations between Government and comnasmiti
» Training and capacity building for communities unting resource management
* Removal of restrictions to access and utilizatibmmmor forest resources

Threats

* Unclear how the new community structures (VNRMQate to more traditional
structures - Village and Area Development Comm#t@éDC and ADC).

* Where tribal composition is more diverse, traditibleadership is not held in
high respect

» Delays in formalising local legislation; co-managmarnstill top-down

* Legislation and management plans not fully impletaén

» Enterprise development could lead to over exploitat

* Communities are not adequately empowered to coatdimanage resources
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TANZANIA

11. Forest Committees and Village Natural Resource
Management Committees *° (VNRMC)

Forest Committees are formed at sub-village leeehmrising the sub-village chair and
representatives. Several forest committees fronowarsub villages then form a Central
Coordinating Committee or Village Natural Resouktenagement Committee (VRMC)
or a similar appropriate structure for Village, Gpoor Private Forest Reserves.

Joint Forest Management is only introduced if iapproved by the Village Assembly to
ensure accountability and transparency. The JFM r@ittee is part of the Village
Government structure. All residents of the villdbat enters into a JFM agreement or the
members of the particular community, group or imdlrals that declare a Village, Group
or Private Forest Reserve through their electetesgmtative structures are considered to
be members of the VRNMC.

For communities to officially become part of Pdpgatory Forest Management in
Tanzania, they need to meet two conditions

v/ an approved management plan and signed joint fgresanagement
agreement with Government and other forest ownesublic lands

v' Communities (as villages, groups or private indieils) declare and
gazette a Village Land Forest Reserve on communipyrivate land

Benefits include rights to minor forest productsemption from annual cultivation fees
in plantation areas, employment, income from safgslantation products and fines for
unauthorized activities in the forest.

Performance of the Forest Committees

Strengths
» Participatory forest management is expanding aimdcéing support
» Some forests are recovering due to improved locadagement
* Improved stakeholder relations

Weaknesses
» Limited capacity for forest management and achiear@rof objectives

Opportunities
* Enabling policy framework

Threats

15 Kihiyo (1998); Also Forestry and Bee Keeping Diwis Extension and Publicity Unit (2006); Iddi
(undated)
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Low revenues since villages only have rights toaniforest products and fines
from illegal activities which have reduced duertgproved community policing
Uncertainties in benefit sharing mechanisms.

Inadequate communication among the stakeholders

Fragmentation of authority for forest managemergntéal Government; District
Councils; Communities)

Limited funding

Inadequate empowerment of communities for managemen
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APPENDIX 2 LIST OF PEOPLE INTERVIEWED AND ITINERARY

Name

Position

1.

Mr John Mulombwa

Provincial Extension OfficegrEst Dept. Ndola

2.

Mr Godfrey Musonda,

Extension Officer- Planning and Management,
Forest Dept. Ndola

3. Mr T P Chupa Forest Dept, Ndola
4. Mrs R C Chasaya Forest Dept, Ndola
5. Mrs Chinyama Extension Officer-Publicity and ifirag, Forest

Dept, Ndola

Mr Boniface Nkandu

Chairman Serenje VRMC, Katanjoint Forestry
Management Area

7. Mr Leonard Chembo Honorary Forest Officer

8. Mrs J Ngoma Operations Manager, Kaloko Trust

9. Mr Abiud Chisenga Senior Extension AssistanteBbDept, Masaiti
10. Mr Daudi Siingwa Senior Wildlife Police OfficegBamfya

11. Mr Henry Chilufya Senior Technician (Distriabriést Officer), Samfya
12. Mr B Malambo Fisheries Assistant

13. Mr Gaston Musonda Chairman, Mulakwa CRB, SanBgagweulu

GMA

14.

Mr Fidelis Kunda

Secretary, Mulakwa CRB, Samangweulu
GMA

15.

Mr Frazer Mayuka

Vice Secretary, Mulakwa CRBm®/a,
Bangweulu GMA

16. Mr Alfred Mwelwa Village Scout

17. Mr Gideon Mwanga Village Scout

18. Mr Chilufya Ngosa Village Scout

19. 17. Mr Jacob Kasuba Village Scout

18. Mr Smart Lembalemba Village Scout

19. Mr Andrew Chanda Chairman, Chinsanka VFMC

20. Mr P Maboshe Provincial Fisheries Officer, Mans
21. Mr N Phakati Regional Prosecutor, ZAWA, Mansa
22. Mr Gershom Lusenga Interim Chair, ChiundapcDB&

23.

Mr Andrew Katemba

WWF Miombo Project Animator

24.

Mr Edrick Kaluba

Nakapalayo Cultural Tourisnoject Manager

25.

Mr Chipulu Chirwa

Project Secretary

26.

Mr Godfrey Sichali

Senior Wildlife Scout, Chaaponde

27

Mr Flavian Mupemo

Technical Officer, Reclagsifion Project

28. Mr Paul Zgambo

ZAWA Eastern Regional Manalyfywe

29. Mr Matthew Mushimbalume

Senior Warden, SLAMUukle

30

. Mrs Betty Ngoma

Extension Officer, SLAMU

31. Mr Michael Mkhanya Zulu

Chairman, Mhkanya CRB

32

. Mr Isaac Banda

Executive Officer, Mkhanya CRB

33

. Mr Edward Zulu

Book Keeper, Mkhanya CRB
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34. Mr Agippa Mbewe Finance Chair, Mkhanya CRB

35. Mr Moses Daka Secretary, Mkhanya CRB

36. Hon Chief Msoro Patron, Msoro CRB

37. Hon Senior Chief Nsefu Patron, Nsefu CRB

38. Mr Boniface Kakumbi Former Chair, Kakumbi CRBair

39. Ms Rachel McRobb Coordinator, South Luangwasgoration Society

40.

Mr Whiteson Daka

Regional Extension Coordindfé€S/Community
Markets for Conservation

41.

Mr Derek Mwanza

Secretary, Malama CRB

42.

Mr Denis Mwanza

Community Liaison Assistant |dfaa Area

43.

Ms Annie Mijoni

Chair, Nsefu CRB

44.

Mr Tindi Chimba

Community Liaison Assistantihe Area

45.

Mr F K Musekela

Senior Technician, Forestry Dépipata

At

—

46. Mr Timothy Zulu Fisheries Dept. HQ
ITINERARY
Dates Details Remarks
9 Sept Travelled from Lusaka to | Confirmation of meeting at
Ndola Katanino JFM Area
10 Sept Ndola and Masaiti Meetings with ForestrptDe
Ndola and Masaiti; Serenje
VRMC and Hon Forest Guards &
Katanino JFM Area; Kaloko Trug
11 Sept Travelled from Ndola to Confirmation of meetings and
Samfya/Mansa initial discussions with Forest
Dept, ZAWA, WWF
12 Sept Samfya/Mansa Meetings with Forest Dept;
Fisheries Dept; Mulakwa CRB;
ZAWA
13 Sept Mansa Meetings with Fisheries Dept;
Travelled to Chiundaponde | Nakapalayo Cultural Tourism
Project; ZAWA
14 Sept Chiundaponde Meetings with CRB, WWF
Travelled to Mpika
15 Sept Mpika Meeting with Reclassification
Project Site Manager
Proposed meetings with ZAWA
Warden, North Luangwa
Ecosystem Management Project
Technical Advisor; Kabinga,
Kopa and naBwalya CRBs
cancelled due to the Malaila
traditional ceremony at NaBwaly
16 Sept Travelled from Mpika to Initial contactslwZAWA

57



|

[

Mfuwe
17 Sept Mfuwe Meetings with ZAWA, Mkhanyg
CRB, Kakumbi CRB, Hon Chief
Msoro
18 Sept Mfuwe Meetings with South Lungwa
Conservation Society, WCS,
19 Sept Mfuwe Meetings with ZAWA, Malama
Travelled from Mfuwe to CRB, Senior Chief Nsefu, Nsefu
Chipata CRB
20 Sept Chipata Meeting with the Forestry Dep
21 Sept Travelled to Lusaka

APPENDIX 3 REVISED INTERVIEW GUIDE

©CoNoOOOR~WNE

Name of community structure
How was the structure formed?
Under which law is the structure established?
Who are the members?
What is the geographical coverage of the commustrtycture?
What are the objectives and activities of the comityustructure?
What are the activities of the community structure?

What resources does the community structure debaPwi

What are the benefits of membership?

10.  Where do the benefits come from?
11. How are the benefits distributed?
12.  What are the main achievements of the communitcgire?
13. What are the main problems of the community stme¢tu
14.  Any additional comments on the issues raised above.
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