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Box 1: Revenue Sharing in Uganda and Rwanda

As has been stated, the designation of MGNP and BINP was initially marred by poor
relations with communities including the deliberate use of fire to destroy areas of Bwindi.
IGCP’s early work in Uganda was largely focused on its expertise in gorilla tourism,
which began in Mgahinga in 1993, providing technical expertise for gorilla habituation
and training of trackers. However, from its origins in Rwanda, IGCP always saw tourism
as an activity that should benefit local people and, along with CARE, played a role in
advocating for sharing revenue from gorilla tourism with local communities. This was
piloted in 1994 and started in earnest in 1996. Whilst revenue sharing has contributed to
improvements in park-community relations, the going has not been smooth. The initial
scheme provided for 12% of total revenue from tourism to be shared. However, in 1996
revenue sharing became institutionalized in the national Uganda Wildlife Statute, with a
provision for 20% of gate receipts. This represented a large reduction in funds. Today, of
the $500 paid for a gorilla trekking permit, only $25 is for the entry permit (gate receipt),
so only $5 (or a mere 1% of total revenue) is collected. A partial response has been to
institute a new $10 ‘gorilla levy’.

Projects in communities around PNV have focused on water and schools. Projects in
communities around BINP have mainly involved schools, health centres, roads and more
recently, goat rearing.

IGCP played a central role in the introduction of revenue sharing to Rwanda. Since 2005,
5% of ORTPN’s tourism revenue (largely from gorilla permits) is set aside for investment
in community projects, with 40% allocated to PNV and 30% each to NNP and ANP.
ORTPN manage revenue sharing in partnership with district and sector governments.
The impact of revenue sharing in Rwanda remains uncertain and has yet to be
evaluated. There is a feeling that the size of the fund is too small to make a big difference
because the projects are few and far between.

BINP PNV
Year 1996 2002 2006 2005 2006 2007
Number of Projects 19 20 18 2 3 1
Total Expense ($US) | 47,500 55,500 71,500 29,000 136,500 109,000

Table 1. Revenue Sharing, BINP and PNV
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Amongst ORTPN staff there is concern about having devolved responsibility for project
selection to districts. They see a tendency for district and sector officials to select social
infrastructure projects such as schools and health centres, partly as this helps them meet
their own performance targets introduced through decentralisation. ORTPN see two
major problems with this. First, it lacks a conservation logic because people do not
understand that these projects are linked to the park and do not see a link to the damage
they suffer from crop-raiding. Second, it is doubtful whether the poorest prioritise social
infrastructure and it is therefore assumed that the poor are not finding a voice. We see a
broader issue here which will benefit from attention. Neither ORTPN nor IGCP have the
strongest records of working with local government, which has been growing in capacity
through decentralisation. The Dutch Embassy has now pledged 2 million Euros to boost
revenue sharing, which will be channeled via IGCP to the Transboundary Core
Secretariat. How this relates to true ‘revenue sharing’ is apparently a matter of lively
debate.
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Box 2. Community Lodges : Sabyinyo and Nkuringo

IGCP’s involvement in community-based tourism began in Uganda. In particular, there
has been a long association with Buhoma Community Rest Campsite and the Buhoma
Community Development Association (BCDA) which owns the camp. This was the first
accommodation in Bwindi, opening in 1993 and has remained a viable business
despite a glut of new lodges and around 150 bed spaces in the area. BCDA has used
10% of profits to support schools in particular, but also a health centre and other
projects. Despite the effectiveness of BCDA, it is not a model that IGCP wishes to
replicate due to the level of dependence that persists. On the one hand, IGCP’s
endurance as a partner is a great strength, providing the kind of durable commitment
needed to build capacity in CBOs. On the other hand, IGCP has limited staff and is how
reluctant to continue with such a model for community ventures. The community lodges
represent a conscious change in strategy towards new forms of partnership in which
private sector operators take on much of the management, leaving IGCP with a quick, if
partial, exit strategy. The community lodges also involve a move into the serious luxury
end of the tourism market.

The first luxury ($700 per night) community lodge was constructed at the base of Mt.
Sabyinyo, PNV and opened for business in August 2007. It was constructed by a grant
from USAID, as well as support from IGCP/AWF and ORTPN. The lodge is owned by
SACOLA (Sabyinyo Community Livelihoods Association) who have granted a 15 year
lease to a private company to operate the business. The Kenyan company, Musiara Ltd
(Governors’ Camp), is contracted to pay SACOLA a ‘bed-night fee’ of $50 plus 7.5% of
income. Between August 2007 and February 2008, SACOLA received US$34,500.
SACOLA membership extends to those in cells adjacent to the park in Kinigi and
Nange sectors, a total of approximately 33,000 beneficiaries. A committee of 11
members decides on projects to spend profits on and have so far prioritized road
improvements, building houses for marginalized members of the community, water
tanks, schools and health centres. Other benefits include employment, with 70% of jobs
currently filled by local people; the hotel buys local produce from the community and
the potential for supplying further services and attractions to tourists.

Members of SACOLA spoken with were not aware of any particular duties on their part,
although they said they had undertaken some sensitization in January. They have not
been much involved with planning and management, nor do they intend to take on such
responsibility when they have the option in 15 years time.

This innovative financing and management model has been replicated, with minor
differences at Nkuringo on the southern edge of Bwindi, a site where local communities
have suffered particularly from crop damage from gorilla leaving the park. USAID once
again provided funding for construction, with facility ownership going to the Nkuringo
Conservation and Development Foundation. The operator is the Uganda Safari
Company who will give a bed night fee of $30 plus an annual rent of $5000. The lodge
is not fully completed but is virtually guaranteed success due to the NCDF having the
right of first refusal on 6 of the 8 gorilla permits available. Members of the Foundation
were aware of obligations on their part to ensure that the park is well protected.
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Box 3 Beekeeping

The rationale for supporting beekeeping in the region is very strong indeed:

- It addresses a problem (hives in the forest) that was identified through Ranger
Based Monitoring;
The use of fire led to problems of dry season fires, especially in Bwindi;
Beekeepers undertook other activities whilst visiting hives, including laying and
checking snares, and firewood collection;
Apiary in park-adjacent communities is dependent on forest flora: income is
linked to conservation;
If total bee numbers are increased, an additional pollination service is provided,
potentially increasing yields of certain crops (this requires study);
There are local and national markets for honey and related products;
Bee-keeping is not labour intensive and can be combined with other livelihood
strategies as a form of diversification.

The conservation and livelihood logic of supporting beekeeping on the edge of the forest
is excellent. In Rwanda, IGCP and partners support beekeeping through work with the
Forum des Apiculteurs des Volcans (FAV). This is the umbrella group for 77 local
associations with a combined membership of about 1500 beekeepers. In DRC, IGCP
support the Union des Apiculteurs du secteur Mikeno et Nyamulagira, (UDASEMINYA)
an umbrella organization for 7 associations of beekeepers with about 980 members.
Support is for technical advice, training, purchase of refinery equipment, construction of
refinery premise, loans for purchase of modern beehives and harvesting equipment
(smokers, veils), and marketing. Members of the associations receive a fixed price for
their honey (currently $2 per kg) and are obliged to provide a certain quantity during the
year. FAV/UDASEMINYA refine and market the honey. At the end of the financial year,
20% of profits are re-invested whilst 80% is distributed to members.

For those who can afford the joining fee of roughly $120 (a problem for poor people who
want to be members) the returns can be good. Looking at cases of ‘model’ members,
Case 1 allocated 20% of his labour time to apiculture and made $800 (400,000 RwF)
per year. Case 2 visited hives three times a week and drew on family labour during
harvest time, making $400 (200,000 RwF). More typically, the average beekeeper in the
association has 6 traditional hives, with average production of 10kg per year each.
Whilst few have done this, the addition of a modern hive would produce another 40kg
per year, giving a total of 100kg (a potential for $200 in sales plus a profit share).
Furthermore, those beekeepers consulted in Rwanda and DRC emphasized the use of
some of this money for school fees, a highly desirable use from a development
perspective.

Whilst the rationale and potential are good, and whilst considerable progress has been
made, FAV and UDASEMINYA face some operational difficulties. Firstly, building robust
and effective local associations requires more effort, over a longer period, than is
generally anticipated. This is due to the inherent difficulty of the challenge, together with
the particularly low levels of technical and organization skills at the outset. Providing
such intense and extended support does not always fit donor expectations for creating
successful enterprises and it is important that IGCP does not over-state the potential for
exit strategies: constancy of support is a strength of IGCP which cannot be easily given
up, especially in the absence of a strong private sector partner. As IGCP scaled down its
field level staffing support for FAV, problems were reported with the quality of honey, with
use of modern hives and so on. Targets have not been met for the introduction of new
hives, nor for increased production (FAV 2005; Dushimimana 2007). The marketing of
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Box 3 (continued)

premium honey has not been fully developed, with no apparent outlet for Virunga honey in
Kigali supermarkets, despite other Rwandan honeys available at $2-3 per 500g.

The second problem is one that has plagued community conservation projects throughout
the world. ‘Communities’ are not homogenous and egalitarian entities with members who
all prioritise the common good. Assumptions of homogeneity lead development workers to
communicate with local elite who they assume to represent all people, including the most
vulnerable. At worst, the outcome is ‘elite capture’ of benefits in which influential local
actors manage to subjugate project activities to their own interests. Whilst we don't have
particular evidence, such concerns were mentioned by a number of those consulted and a
2007 evaluation of FAV suggests that this perception exists amongst some beekeepers.
Nevertheless, IGCP field staff are well trained and sufficiently in touch to recognize such
problems as they arise, although rectifying local leadership problems is not always easy.
In DRC for example, there is no suggestion of malpractice, but the president is obviously
hard to work with and probably not very good for the success of the venture. IGCP rightly
insists on local election to such positions and this is one of those cases where the need
for legitimacy (by allowing local people to select) must trade off against effectiveness.

The third problem is a lack of tracability in the supply chain, which can potentially
undermine the conservation logic and premium market opportunities. An example of this
problem stems from the fact that members are expected to sell honey to
FAV/UDASEMINYA. If they are unable to produce this themselves, it is acceptable to buy
honey from a third party to sell on. This can undermine conservation logic in that honey
might be bought from poachers. It can undermine possible future marketing strategies
(‘fair trade’ or ‘gorilla friendly’) because the origins of all the honey is unknown.

The fourth problem is specific to DRC, where the operation has been spoilt by break-in
and looting at its property in Kibumba. This apparently local act of sabotage is a sad
reflection on the difficulty of trying to undertake any development activity in a war zone.
However, it is also useful to reflect that this may not have occurred if the premise had
been more integrated into the local community — if it had not stood out as a relatively
grand structure; if it had been located within the community rather than standing alone on
the other side of the road (figure 3); if its large water storage tanks had provided for some
community use.

52 06 7 8 % #9 #0
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Box 4. Womens Associations, Rumangabo, DRC

There are two women'’s associations supported by IGCP, one for the wives of park
rangers and the other for widows. Both are based in the ICCN compound in
Rumangabo. Neither have been effective, due to war but also due to insufficient
support.

The widows association was initially given $3000 and has 42 members and the wives,
$3200, with 72 members. The intention is to promote enterprise but unfortunately these
have mainly failed:
- Acanteen was invested in but meals were given on credit to people outside the

compound and money was lost.

Goat rearing was promoted but goats could not be kept securely and were

stolen.

Mushroom growing was attempted but production failed.

Money-lending was tried but they lent to people from Jomba who left their debts

unpaid when they fled war.

Onions and cabbages are grown with some success.
For one group, the loss of money through failed enterprises was compounded by
fraudulent withdrawal of money from their account.

The unfortunate outcome is that several women are worse off than when they started. A
typical case involves a woman being given $50 credit from the fund, with the objective
to begin a profitable enterprise. With few options, she spends $30 of this on a goat
which has to be kept outside the compound and is quickly looted. She has to pay back
the $50 at $2 per month.

It is extraordinarily difficult to make things work here. Rumangabo is surrounded by
rebel held territory and it is perhaps unwise to expect successful enterprises to flourish.
The institutional infrastructure for savings and credit — and even secure banking —
appears to have failed these women, and the scope for building physical assets is
equally problematic, as the beekeepers have also found. Added to this, the women
simply don’t have the functional literacy and other skills to operate ventures without
systematic and regular support and it is not clear whether IGCP has the field staff to
offer this level of support at this time. Without such support, a rethink is needed of the
kind of support that can be provided to these women, and the kind of assets that can
be built. Plans for a second attempt at mushroom growing might be worthwhile if
sufficient training and reinforcement can be given. At least the laboratory in ICCN
compound should be secure. However, this needs careful thought.
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Lesson and Recommendation

feedbacks between them.

For conservation organizations who are planning to, or are in the process of moving more
into community conservation, there is a lesson to be learned from this experience.
Alignment of conservation activities contributes to both the effectiveness and efficiency of
interventions, enabling work with a wide range of partners to build synergies that
contribute to achieving the core goal. It is recommended that other components of the
organisation’s work be audited to identify the potential positive linkages with community
conservation, as well as potential negative or constraining linkages. A strategy can then
be developed to build alignment into a set of activities and develop the positive
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Lesson and Recommendation

IGCP’s most significant and successful community conservation ventures have a
strong connection between conservation and development objectives. This is linkage is
strongest where it involves two forms of linkage. Firstly, development outcomes are
dependent in the long term on successful conservation and second, there is some
contractual understanding that development benefits are provided with the expectation
of certain conservation duties. IGCP and other conservation practitioners will benefit
from regularly reflecting on the conservation logic underpinning their development
projects, asking whether this is robust, and thinking creatively about ways to enhance
this.
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Lesson and Recommendation

RBM data has been used to establish the link between threats to the park and the
livelihoods of people living around the park, and thus to provide an essential knowledge
base for well conceived community conservation projects. Such linkage between
monitoring data and community conservation design is excellent practice. IGCP is really
guite unique in this ability to confidently establish conservation-livelihood linkages and to
thereby design projects which are win-win in nature. It is the failure to identify genuinely
win-win interventions that has contributed to the disappointing results for community
conservation elsewhere. We certainly recommend that IGCP continues to explore the
potential to integrate some easy-to-collect socio-economic data into RBM and to consider
how this might further strengthen the design and monitoring of community conservation
enterprises. For conservation practitioners without such extensive involvement in
monitoring it might be possible to explore collaboration that could enrich the information
base upon which community interventions are designed.
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Lesson and recommendation

Community conservation benefits from linkages to other scales of activity. Particular
policies (TBNRM, Revenue sharing) and institutions (ANICO, HUGO) can help to form
bridges between different scales, to share resources such as information. Community
conservation has also benefited from moving beyond community actors to involve private
sector partners. IGCP’s new financial and managerial model for community enterprises is
innovative and shows promise at this stage. We would recommend continuation of this
approach, ideally with a shift away from dependence on foreign aid.
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Lesson and recommendation

As IGCP engages in closer partnerships with communities, development NGOs, and
private businesses, there are benefits to be gained by moving towards more equal
partnerships in which agendas are shared, incentive structures aligned and decision-

making collectivized.

In the Virunga-Bwindi region, there is little opportunity for co-management of

resources within park boundaries. IGCP has created opportunities outside of the park

boundaries, enabling experimentation with transfers of tenure and associated

transfers of power. These are exciting developments and we recommend further

creativity in linking enterprise with community empowerment.

How What What Co-ordination Relationship
community is resources are knowledge and decision with
engaged shared counts making community
Law Expert || Hierarchy || Coercive
enforcement —
l &
| Sensitisation | | Exploitative

ﬂ | Funds
Revenue Consultation | Consultation |
sharing with local
knowledge v
ﬂ | Negotiated
| Enterprise || Skills |
Co- ﬂ
management | Agendas || Co-produced || Network || Empowering
<l +
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Lessons and Recommendation

The low level of skills and organization in local communities means that long duration
support will be necessary in many cases. Whilst IGCP’s innovative models of working with
highly capable private sector partners appears to offer earlier opportunities for taking a less
active role, we would not recommend that this were to entirely replace the longer-term and
more resource-intensive methods of building community capacity that IGCP has been
gaining experience with elsewhere.

IGCP has found balance between being driven by its own agendas and methods whilst
also operating a more demand-driven, responsive mode. In other words, IGCP has its own
goal and priority, and it pursues this through specific strategies and ways of working.
However, partners also greatly value the fact that there is also flexibility to respond to
emerging problems in timely ways, sometimes breaking with old ways of doing things.
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