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Executive Summaly

A. Background to the WELD Series

In East Africa today, wildlife enterprise is widely considered a viable development strategy for income-poor
communities in wildlife-rich areas. Wildlife enterprise has complex goals and is expected to provide financial
and other benefits as well as an incentive to conserve local wildlife.

Governments, non governmental organizations (NGOs), and donors now support wildlife enterprises. Yet few
have systematically assessed its impacts on development or conservation, or collected lessons learned to be
applied in the future.

African Wildlife Foundation (AWF) produced this paper as one of three research contributions to the
emerging field of wildlife enterprise. Through its Wildlife Enterprise for Local Development (WELD) Project,
AWF analyzed the national policy environment in Kenya, Tanzania, and Uganda, as well as seven illustrative
cases from those three countries. The cases span a range of wildlife enterprises experience from butterfly
farming to photographic and hunting safaris.

The WELD methodology that AWF developed and applied examines four key aspects of wildlife enterprise:
» Commercial viability |

* Local economic impact

* Local livelihood impact

* Contribution to conservation.

This research led to conclusions about what works now and how to foster wildlife enterprises that can in
future make larger positive impacts on development and conservation.

B. Wildlife Tourism-Consumptive and Non-Consumptive-in Tanzania

Because of its world class scenery and wildlife, Tanzania offers extensive opportunities for wildlife enterprise,
both consumptive, such as hunting, and nonconsumptive, e.g. photographic safaris. To date, however, the
sector’s performance has remained well below its potential.

Photographic tourism and trophy hunting are the leading revenue generators in this sector, but their effects
on local communities are different. In terms of revenue, a single hunter brings in ten times the foreign
exchange that a photographic tourist brings. Yet, because hunting agreements are negotiated directly with the
central government, beneficial effects on local communities tend to be lower than for photographic tourism.

These case studies teach us about the need to enhance or encourage community-private sector partnerships.
At this point, however, we find that the entrepreneurship and capital to develop wildlife enterprises primarily
comes from the private sector. Private entrepreneurs can then, catalyze the local landowners to participate in
the business as well as attain further conservation objectives outside protected areas. The reason being that
the local communities may own the land, but lack the resources, skills and capital for investment in wildlife
enterprises, while the private sector have the latter. Thus, partnership enables both parties to benefit from the
wildlife resource.



C. General Policy Climate for Wildlife Enterprise

The lack of an overall development plan in Tanzania daunts prospective investors in general. In addition, land
tenure remains uncertain; title is difficult to obtain whether by communities or private investors and can be
reclaimed by the government. :

Until recently, neither rural communities nor private investors held user rights over wildlife resources. The
government still claims ownership of all wildlife. This further discourages efforts to base found businesses on
this resource. The macroeconomic variables of taxation, interest and exchange rates also tend to work against
founding and the establishment as well as commercial performance of wildlife enterprises.

Particular constraints apply to hunting companies—potentially a huge earner of foreign exchange. The
Wildlife Division with mandate on wildlife outside protected areas requires hunting operators to assist local
communities as well as guard against poaching functions, but fails to offer guidelines on how to do either.
Both of these conditions can reduce overall profitability. In addition, hunters consider the concession period
of five years too short to recoup investment on hunting operations.

The Tanzanian government now plans to revise its treatment of the wildlife economy with the aim of
increasing the sector’s contribution to GDP from two to five percent. The recent Wildlife Policy of 1998
enables communities to establish Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs) and manage their own wilderness
resources. The policy could serve as a blueprint in the process of enhancing the involvement of local
communities in this sector.

D. The Tanzanian Case Studies

AWF selected two case studies to illustrate the status of wildlife enterprise in Tanzania: Oliver's Camp
Limited in Simanjiro District, and Tanzania Game Trackers Safaris Limited (TGTS Ltd.) in Monduli District.
Oliver's Camp, a luxury tented camp for photographic tourists, is a partnership between a private operator
and the local community. TGTS Ltd. is a private hunting operation based on community land.

E. Findings of the WELD unulysié of Iocﬁl impacts

1) Commercial Viability

Commercial viability is the ability of the enterprise to make sustained profits; it is the key indicator of a
venture's sustainability. Both of these enterprises were found to be commercially viable, though not hugely
profitable. For instance, Oliver’s Camp makes approximately three percent in profit in the high-risk business
that returns on average 20 - 50% in East Africa. While financial statements for TGTS Ltd. were not made
available to AWF, other indicators lead the authors to conclude that it, too, is under performing commercially.

2) Local Financial limpacts

Guest per guest, trophy hunting is ten times as lucrative as photographic tourism in Tanzania. Yet the
financial benefits that accrue to local communities are far lower in TGTS Ltd. than in Oliver’s Camp. The
difference appears due to the fact that hunting companies negotiate agreements with the centralized Wildlife
Division of the national government, giving communities no voice in how income or other benefits are
distributed. On the other hand, private sector-community partnerships like Oliver’s Camp are negotiated
directly at the local level, with community benefits specifically in mind. . However, TGTS Lid. in 1997, founded
the Friedkin Conservation Fund (FCF) as an NGO with the aim of enhancing development needs and
approaches to the community. With this development, perhaps the equation may change in favor of the local
communities with greater benefits, financial and livelihood impacts. TGTS Ltd. is, though, unique in this
regard among hunting companies to date.
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Although the Wildlife Division requires hunting companies to help local communities as one of its conditions
for licensing, it allows the company to decide in isolation how much and what type of aid. The community has
little voice in these decisions. In addition, since hunting companies pay a plethora of fees and taxes to the

~ government, they may be less willing to give yet more of their earnings to local communities. |

In the case of TGTS Ltd., any employment of local residents is strictly casual—for instance, temporary help in
maintaining tracks. The WELD study did not identify any spin-off enterprises from the hunting operation. In
principal, a significant proportion of TGTS Ltd. as payments to the government come back to the district
under revenue sharing ( 25% of the revenue generated by the hunting company), but these monies fail to
trickle back down to the community. '

At Oliver's Camp, direct financial benefits to the community come from employment wages; village income from
wildlife fee collection; and spinoff enterprises like beadwork and other crafts. However, only a third (7
workers]. out of 21 camp employees comes from the local villages.

As in other wildlife enterprises studied, most financial impacts are indirect. But these can be significant. For
instance, with communal earnings from Oliver’s Camp, the village council set up both a veterinary shop for the
convenience of local residents and a maize distribution center to help them through dry periods. It has also
established a grinding mill; maintained a borehole; hired a teacher and improved a village school. In addition,
respondents mentioned that communal income now covers the emergencies for which households used to be
asked to contribute, saving members cash.

3) Livelihood Impacts

Few local livelihood impacts are associated with TGTS Ltd. In the case of Oliver’s Camp, however, these
appear to be widespread and outweigh the financial contributions in the minds of community members.
Residents often mentioned security benefits. The enterprise helps prevent poaching, and monitors hunting, in
the area. Residents also mentioned that the camp’s presence also helps protect village land from exploitative
developers. In addition, it is raising local awareness of a range of business opportunities based on community
assets.

4) Conservation Impact

Oliver's Camp contribution to conservation come primarily from the empowerment of local management
authorities, and are related to the security advantages mentioned above. The camp helps protect the
community’s wilderness area of some 4,000 acres, keeping it free of building, tree felling and charcoal making
as well as poaching.

The conservation impact of hunting concessionaire TGTS Ltd. is less clear. As required by the Wildlife
Division, TGTS Ltd. does provide transport and gear for antipoaching activities, and pick up snares themselves.
However, residents contend that wildlife populations are decreasing noticeably.

In fact, some communities near hunting concessions do see poaching go up, as they themselves lack motivation
to confront poachers, since they see little benefit from the concessions. On the other hand, hunting companies
could in principal have positive benefits on the resource, since they defend against poaching, monitor wildlife
and adjust their offtake to current conditions.

In the wildlife sector as a whole, increasing direct benefits to the local community through employment, spin-
off business potential, and multiple types of land uses for different wildlife enterprises will help to ensure the

sustainability of conservation gains.
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F. Recommendations for furthering wildlife enterprise in Tanzania
The policy and regulatory framework

1). The role of government

Under the present system of hunting legislation, communities do not stand to gain significant financial benefits
from hunting. The way forward would include devolving wildlife use rights to local communities, thus giving
them bargaining power to negotiate with the private sector for favorable terms.

Improving the investment climate in general would help foster business in Tanzania, including the wildlife
sector. Private sector plays an important role in developing wildlife enterprises by providing the necessary
capital, business skills, and national and international marketing links. The government could also help by
improving basic tourism infrastructure and services and increasing the marketing of Tanzanian tourist
destinations both regionally and internationally.

Government [:Lr:}liq.:_:,,r could dramatically increase the flow of benefits from hunting to the communities within
hunting blocks by devolving hunting-user rights to the local community, increasing the duration of lease of
tenure and establishing a framework for monitoring the effectiveness of the quota system.

Extending the hunting block allocation to 10 years would facilitate marketing continuity and infrastructure
development.

2). NGO support to wildlife enterprise development

To be most helpful, these should include:

*  Close collaboration with the private sector to promote the viability of wildlife enterprise development;
. Developing revenue-sharing models for wildlife utilization;
. Promoting analytical research, which can be appli ed to upgrade data necessary for planning, and

policy formulations.

3). Suggestions for communities to derive maximum benefits from wildlife
enterprises

. Establish unified organizations and fair, transparent management in local communities to facilitate
parinering with the private sector to obtain capital, trained management, and marketing links.

. Promote participatory processes for decision making with stakeholders regarding resource use, revenue
and conflicts.

. Increasing residents’ awareness of their full rights as wildlife trustees.

v



INTRODUCTION

Donors, governments and NGOs support wildlife enterprises for their perceived development and
conservation potential. Yet little assessment is available of the conservation and development impacts of
wildlife enterprises, and of the implications of experience to date for future wildlife enterprise support.

Through the WELD project AWF tried to assess net benefits flowing at the local level and their impact on
conservation incentives. WELD's overall objectives are 1) to integrate sustainable conservation and local
development objectives at the local level, and 2) to strengthen the technical and organizational base for local
wildlife enterprises.

The initial focus of the project was the development of the WELD methodology * to provide a practical, cost-
effective approach to assessing the impacts of a wildlife enterprise in terms of:

* Commercial viability
* Local financial, economic and livelihood impacts
* Impacts on other external stakeholders

¢ (Contribution to conservation.

With this methodology, AWF has been able to investigate seven cases in eastern Africa — two each in Kenya,
Tanzania and Uganda. The enterprises assessed include wildlife tourism, hunting and farming.

This report presents WELD analyses of selected wildlife enterprises in Tanzania — Oliver’s Camp (OC) and
Tanganyika Game Trackers Safaris Limited (TGTS Ltd.) in Simanjiro and Monduli Districts, respectively. We
start by highlighting the framework for enterprise development in Tanzania, focusing on the regulatory and
policy environment, benefits for communities, performance and prospects for community participation in
wildlife enterprises.

Next, we explore how wildlife enterprises can help conserve biological resources by providing real socio-

economic incentives to local communities. Finally, we recommend means and ways of creating a policy
environment to nurture wildlife enterprises that further both conservation and local community development.

! For details of the methodology see the Handbook for Assessing the Economic and Livelinood Impacts of Wildlife Enterprises by Caroline Ashley with Joanna Elliott,
George Sikoyo and Kristin Hanlan



Wildlife Enterprise: The National Framework
In Tanzania

By Ulrich Mwinyiechi

1.0 Background

There is considerable investment potential in Tanzania's wildlife sector for both consumptive and non-
consumptive wildlife utilization. While photographic tourism and trophy hunting are the leading revenue
generators, a host of other options for profitable wildlife utilization exist. These include bird hunting,
crocodile farming, ostrich farming, butterfly farming, game bird and frog farming, reptile farming, and private
Or community game sanctuaries.

Internationally, profitable wildlife utilization is facilitated by access to credit and market information, as well
as by wider policy and legal frameworks which permit the utilization of wildlife. Local communities in
Tanzania have a limited capacity to generate revenues from wildlife resources. However, the recent Wildlife
Policy (March 1998) can serve as a blueprint in the process of enhancing the involvement of local
communities in this sector.

Several wildlife enterprise and local development models exist in Namibia (NACOBTA), Zimbabwe
(CAMPFIRE), South Africa and Botswana. Some of these are performing well and growing. In Tanzania a
significant niche exists for joint venture tourism facilities between communities and private companies, similar
to those that are succeeding in South Africa and Namibia.

Trophy hunting offers more economic benefits than photographic safaris. A visiting hunter brings nearly ten
times as much foreign exchange as a photographic tourist.

The I4 enterprises studied for this paper have seen a substantial decrease in revenue over the last few years,
The reasons are partly due to a national decline in basic infrastructure, unpredictable changes in taxation, and
insufficient efforts by the government to market its prime tourist attractions internationally.

The private sector has yet to be offered sufficient incentives to invest in and develop wildlife enterprises.
Many local enterprises are under-performing due to insufficient financial capital and lack of credit extension
facilities.

Tanzania lacks a comprehensive development plan necessary to stimulate investment for enterprises. The
macroeconomic variables such as taxation, interest and exchange rates have a negative impact on the
commercial performance of these enterprises.

In addition, lack of coordination among various sectors of the government, particularly in policy formulation
and articulation, has affected the performance of some companies.
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2.0 Overall Structure of the Wildlife Enterprise Sector in Tanzania

Wildlife-related enterprises in Tanzania fall into four principal categories:

A. Non-Consumptive Wildlife Tourism or Photographic Tourisim

During research for this report, we reviewed|71 photographic tour operated companies in Tanzania differing
substantially from each other in terms of operation, management and capital investment.

Most tour companies, whether owned by Tanzanian entrepreneurs or foreign-owned companies, are members
of tour operators’ associations such as ATTO (Association of Tanzanian Tour Operators) or TATO (Tanzanian
Association of Tour Operators). ATTO works to advise the government on how to create an enabling
business environment in which local tour operators can prosper, while TATO works to ensure business
prosperity among its members.

Wildlife-viewing tourism draws the largest proportion of tourists in Tanzania. The number of tourists visiting
Tanzania has increased at 10% per year, and corresponding revenues by almost 25% per annum, since 1991.
Table 1 below indicates the number of tourists who came to Tanzania from 1991-1997 and the revenue
generated.

Projections for the year 2000 show that 500,000 tourists came to Tanzania, bringing an estimated US$ 965

Table 1: Total number of tourists visiting Tanzania in the peried 1991-1997

Year MNumber of tourists [Annual Increase |Annual Revenue (in million U55}1Annun| Increase

1991 186,800 22.09 94.73 45.73
1992 201.744 8.00 120.04 26.71
1993 230,166 1408 146.84 22,32
1994 261,595 13.65 192.10 30,82
1995 293,834 12.89 259.44 35.05
1996 326,194 11.01 322.37 __24.88
1997 359,036 10.08 392.41 21.72

Source: Tanzania Ministry of Tourism and Natural Resources

million in earnings. The highest proportion of tourists visiting Tanzania originate from Europe, followed by
North America. Tanzania faces stiff competition from tourist destination countries in Southern Africa and
Kenya. Despite the fact that Tanzania is well endowded in terms of natural resources, increased marketing
will be required to ensure Tanzania’s global tourism niche.

Revenue Growth and Profitability

There has been a substantial growth in revenue for many photographic operators in Tanzania for the past
several years. Tour operators emphasize strongly that tourism in Tanzania will benefit from more dynamic
marketing comparable with that of Kenya, Zimbabwe, Egypt and southern Africa. Kenya, for example,
budgeted US$ 10 million on tourism marketing in 1997/1998, Egypt spent US$ 45 million last year and South
Africa spent approximately US$ 30 million in 1996. In comparison, Tanzania spent US$ 333,300 on tourism
marketing in 1996/97 fiscal year. According to the Tanzania Tourist Board (TTB), this amount is among the
lowest of any National Tourism Administration in the world.

A significant proportion of tourists to Tanzania begin their visits in Kenya: approximately 60% of tourists
cross via the Kenyan border. But political instability in Kenya has reduced the number of tourists to Kenya,
affecting tourism revenues in Tanzania as well.

High-end tour companies in Tanzania target small groups of wealthy clients who desire high standards of service
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and exclusivity. Luxury camping companies maximize revenue by selling safari packages only to those clients
who will spend not fewer than 10 days with 3 — 4 people in number.
The major categories of expenses are shown in Table 2:

Table 2: Different types of expenses incurred by hunting oufits in Tanzania

Park Fees. Mikumi, Udzungwa, Rubondo Island NP s USS 15 per day
Gombe Stream NP USS 40 per day
Merthen Circuit US$ 25 per day
Camping fees. Ngorongoro Conservation Area USS 40 per day
Public Camps US$ 25 per day
Camping erew fees. For staff members attached to mobile 2,500/ -Tshs
camping crews
Entrance fees. Tour Company staff 1,000/-Tshs per day
Trucks 10,000/-Tshsper day
Small Vehicles 1,000/- Tshs
Taxes. TALA-Tourist Agents Licensing Authority it ookl
VAT, TLB & Income taxes
Miscelloneous Labor charges, supplies, depreciation costs, ’
: ; not available
maintenance and office expenses, communication and transport costs.

B. Wildlife HunI:Ing Companies

The hunting industry is the largest foreign exchange earner in the wildlife sector. There are thirty-six registered
hunting companies in Tanzania which conduct hunting tours, wildlife cropping and live animal capture, and are
members of TAHOA (Tanzania Hunting Operators Association).

Tanzania possesses a diverse hunting tourisim industry in terms of species hunted, distribution of blocks,
marketing strategies and pricing. During the 1996/97 tourist hunting season, a total of 937 hunters generated
approximately US$ 8.15 million (an average of US$ 8698 per client). In the 1995/96 season, 326,194 tourists on
photographic safaris visited Tanzania, generating US$ 322 million with an average expenditure of US$ 987.1 per
tourist.

The Tanzania Wildlife Corporation (TAWICO) is a government parastatal charged with overseeing game
cropping to obtain meat for local sale, processed trophies either for local sale or export, and live animal
capture, mainly for export. ..The Wildlife Conservation Act No. 12 of 1974 recognized that TAWICO was
authorized to formulate its own hunting and game utilization procedures and regulations. By 1988, the
Tanzania Wildlife Division (WD) assumed responsibility for the regulatory functions of this industry, and

TAWICO lost its monopoly.

The WD is the sole body responsible for allocating land to outfitters as well as setting quotas, collecting
fees, licensing professional hunters, exporting of trophies, and administering of firearms and ammunition.
Hunting concession called “block™ are allocated for a period of five years.

Hunting companies pay a US$ 7500 per annum concession fee per block. The blocks are located within Game
Reserves, Game Controlled Areas, and Open Areas. A total of 126 hunting blocks were allocated in the 1996/97
hunting season. Outfitters must utilize 40% of their quota of animals for tourist hunting. This 40% is
determined on the basis of monetary value of the wildlife and not according to the proportion of animals killed.

Tanzania Wildlife Company (TAWICO) was listed as a government parastatal scheduled for privatization in
1998. This would offer the potential for private companies and communities to participate in wildlife

cropping enterprises.
N
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Revenue Growth and Profitability

The average revenue generated per animal hunted by tourists per year is approximately US$ 2500. Table 3
below shows computation of the revenue generated by zebras alone (1,000 Zebras were hunted ) during the
1996/97 hunting season according to TAWICO statistics:

Table 3: Computation of revenue generated by Zebras in the 1996/7 hunting season

Skins: 1,000 @ US$ 200 each 200,000 UsSD
Meat [for local sale] 45,000 USD
Other benefits (Bleaching, dipping,

mounting, leatherwork etc.) 245,000 USD
Total ; 490,000 USD

Table 4 below shows the revenue flow of a hunting company (in millions of Tshs.) from 1993 to 1998:

Table 4: Revenue flows of a hunting company (in millions of Tshs)

Year 1993/94 1994/95  |1995/96 1996/97 1997/98
Annual revenue :

{(hunting/processing) 249 279 535 438 615
Profit after tax 46 21 a1 68 “132

% growth of the revenue | 12% 91.8% -18% 40.4% T

A single tourist can spend up to US$ 35,000 for a hunting safari in Tanzania according to unconfirmed
statistics. Approximately 20% of total revenue is estimated to be pre-tax profit, but high operating expenses
and taxation rates often excludes small capital from participating effectively in the industry. Hunting
companies channel significant amounts of foreign exchange into Tanzania through payment of fees, client
rates, income taxes and airport taxes ( See table 5).

Table 5: Range of fees applicable to Tourist hunting

Fee Amount (US5)

TALA license 1000 — 5000

Block fee 7500 per block per year
Ordinary business license Varies

Firearms fees 100 per rifle

Hunting license/s or Permit fees 450 — &00
-Trophy dealers license handling fees 200 — 300

Concession fees Varies

Wildlife conservation fee 100 per day

Trophy export license 900 — 1200 per client
Wildlife department license not known

Resident permit fee not known

Observer fee 50 per day
Professional hunter s fee 700 — 950

_A significant number of professional hunters registered in Tanzania are non-residents who pay higher fees
compared with resident hunters in Tanzania. A considerable number of people are employed in this sector, but
the overall structure of the industry is a capital-intensive form of investment.
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The hunting industry has extensive spill-over economic benefits such as leather works, bleaching and dipping
activities, crafts and curio-selling, and air charter services. A number of different sectors are linked through
multiplier effects, for example, the sale of fuel and spare parts for vehicles, salaries, and international
marketing of Tanzania. The sector has also been responsible for exposing affluent investors to Tanzania,
resulting in foreign investment.

However, the development of the hunting industry in Tanzania has been limited by the following factors:

(a) Fee structure: profits are substantially affected by a high Wildlife Division fee structure and irregular
charges of levies and taxes

(b) Corporate and income taxes are considered too high to en'q:ﬂurage industry growth
(c) Lack of a developed infrastructure, including roads and communication
(d) Local sourcing of supplies is problematic, particularly items such as spare parts that have to be imported

(e) The majority of the land on which huntiﬁg is conducted is owned by the government. Local communities
do not have user rights over the resource

() Communities residing in or near hunting blocks are not well informed or represented at national level
regarding hunting operations in their areas

(g) The WD requires hunting operators to assist local communities and perform anti-poaching functions.
This also reduces overall profitability

(h) The concession period of five years is considered too short to be optimal for hunting operations.
Extending the block allocation to ten years would facilitate marketing continuity and infrastructure
development for the block

(i) Extensive government bureaucratic procedures affect profitability

(j) Loans are virtually impossible to obtain

C. Safari lodges and hotels

Approximately 235 hotels and lodges are registered by the Hotel Keepers Association of Tanzania (HKA).
More than 30% of these facilities are located in Tanzania's northern tourist circuit. Ownership

patterns are divided between foreign investors and Tanzanian investors. No hotels or lodges are currently
administered by local communities.

The hotel and lodge industry is one of the most well-developed areas within Tanzamas wildlife sector. It can
be divided into three segments based on price: The top market, charging more than US$ 200 a night, the
middle market which charges US$ 50 — 200 a night, and the lower market which charges less than US$ 50 a
night.

Interviews conducted in the Arusha, Kilimanjaro & Tanga regions indicate that most hotels operate on private
land acquired through direct purchase, leasing, or inheritance ownership patterns which vary considerably.

Surveys indicate that approximately 75% of hotel and lodge guests are European and American tourists; the
remaining 25% are business people, government officials and conference delegates. The hotels interviewed
have shown considerable training budgets for their staff. For instance in 1997, Tanzania Hotels Investment
(TAHI) spent US$ 700,000 to train staff at various colleges.
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Income generation in this sector fluctuates substantially and is strongly affected by international marketing
efforts, which are seasonal for this industry. Analyses indicate that hotel occupancy in the northern circuit is
generally low. In 1996, hotel occupancy registered 56%, and in 1997 registered 48%. In 1998, the occupancy
declined further to 42%. Revenue generated throughout the hotel sector has decreased by 45% since 1992,
largley due to due to political and economic instability in Kenya.

The hotels and lodge sector is subject to a variety of taxes and levies. These include the hotel levy, sales tax
(currently VAT), and concession fees (20% for hotels or lodges constructed in national parks and Ngoro-
Ngoro Area Conservation Authority (NCAA).

The hotel sector is labor-intensive and offers significant scope for employment generation. Hotels and lodges
offer several spill-over opportunities for sellers of gemstones and handcrafts.

Several factors restrict development in this sector:

(a) The increasing number of hotel and lodge investments, particularly in Arusha, Dar es Salaam and
Kilimanjaro regions, without a corresponding growth in tourism numbers;

(b) Weak government marketing of Tanzania as an international tourist destination;

(c) Unreliable electric power supplies for many hotels and lodges;

(d) Poor infrastructure facilities including telecommunications and roads;

(e) Immigration, customs, and work permit procedures that become lengthy bureaucratic processes;

(f) A high hotel levy rate of 20%, which discourages investment and reduces the profit margin.
In industry it is normal for a strong hotel sector to develop, a 7% to 8% hotel levy needs to be held to.

(g) Lack of coordination between hotel industry stakeholders and the Ministry of Natural Resources and
Tourism.

D. Community-Based Enterprise

The role of local communities in managing and benefiting from wildlife-related activities in Tanzania has been
characterized in most cases by marginalisation. Until local people really see enhanced livelihood realities
associated with wildlife, negative perceptions of wildlife are likely to perpetuate or exacerbate current human
— wildlife conflict. (Elliot and Mwangi CEC-DP 3,1998).. In Tanzania, returns are low within those community
tourism enterprises such as cultural bomas, curio shops, bandas, and campsites and cannot be compared with
returns in Laikipia, Northern Maasai Mara (Kenya), Isivuno and Madikwe (in South Africa).

In recent years a concept known as cultural tourism has been developing in Tanzania with the aim of
promoting tourism within Tanzanian communities. The cultural tourisim aims to promote indigenous culture
and concentrates on strengthening the economic position of villagers in order to alleviate poverty through
agriculture, small-scale enterprise projects, and tourism. Several villages have derived benefits from the
program in the Usambara Mountains, Mkomazi and Monduli districts.

3.0 Regulatory Framework for Wildlife Enterprise
Development in Tanzania

The Wildlife Policy of Tanzania (1998) provides a foundation for sustainable utilization of wildlife by private
landholders, rural communities and prospective investors. Prior to the provision of the new poligy,
communities lacked power with respect to wildlife resources, restricting the growth of community wildlife-
related enterprise. The Wildlife Policy promotes access to user rights for stakeholders by developing a
regulatory and institutional environment for rural communities and the private sector to participate in wildlife

conservation.
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The Wildlife Policy aims to promote wildlife tourism activities within certain Wildlife Management Areas
(WMAs). It also permits limited animal cropping by rural communities practicing Community-Based
Conservation (CBC), ranchers, and farmers.

4.0 Investment Policy

There is considerable hope for wildlife enterprise development in Tanzania. From the mid 19807, the
Tanzania government started implementing radical economic reforms which included putting into place
investment policies to enhance development. For example, the National Investment Promotion Policy included
privatization of government assets, introduction of free market principles, and investment promotion.
Regarding the issue of land use by investors, the policy allows registered villagers to lease land for
commercial activities that call for joint ventures with the village government or the village’s cooperative
society. ‘Such land may be sub-leased by the village itself for small or medium scale, public or private
economic activities. This suggests that any private individual aiming to invest in community land must form a
joint venture with the community. This opens up potential partnership between the private sector and local
communities.

5.0 Recommendations to encourage growth within the wildlife
~ enterprise sector

Suggested Government actions:

(a) Restructure the tax system by adopting a more condusive taxation policy and camping and park fees
structure;

(b) Improve the communication and coordination between Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA), Ngorongoro
Conservation Area Authority (NCAA), the Wildlife Division (WD) and the Ministry of Natural Resources
and Tourism; 0t

(c) The Tanzania Investment Center (TIC) should promote and adhere to a stable, attractive investment
policy to increase investment in this sector;

(d) Increase tourism marketing both regionally and internationally;
(e) Improve basic tourism infrastructure and services;

(f) Maintain political stability and security in the country.

The role of NGO’s in supporting wildlife enterprises
(a) Collaborate closely with the private sector to promote wildlife enterprise development;
(b) Establish training programs for communities to awareness raising;

(c) Develop a stakeholder framework to delineate roles played by private sector stakeholders and communities
and corresponding responsibilities;

(d) Develop revenue-sharing models for wildlife utilization;
(e) Provide wildlife parastatals with technical support and advice:

(f) Promote analytical research to upgrade data for planning
and policy formulations.
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Local community support to the wildlife enterprises

(a) Most rural economies lack capital, trained management, and marketing links. There is a need for
communities to establish unified organizations or associations that can partner with the private sector

when necessary.

(b) Communities should promote participatory processes for decision making with
stakeholders regarding resource use, revenue and conflicts.

(c) Communities should aim to increase their management capacity and their awareness of their full rights.

Private sector support to wildlife enterprises

The private sector plays in important role in developing wildlife enterprises by providing the necessary capital,
business skills, national and international marketing links. In order to foster transparent, equitable, resource
sharing, the private sector should investigate partnership agreements with the local communities as a whole

rather than individual members.

Pre-requisites for a sound wildlife sector

Based on the survey information collected in this report, the following are prequisites for enhancing the
efficiency and sustainability of the wildlife sector ( See Table 6). Table 6 shows the tools to nurture the

development of the wildlife sector

Table &: Toels for nurturing the wildlife sector

Tool

Description

1 Property Rights

Rights to own, manage, and ufilize wildlife and to develop
wildlife enterprises

2 Market Creation

Hunting or cropping quotas, live sales, auctions, shares in
wildlife enterprises

3 Fiscal Instruments

Differential land-use and enterprise taxes, subsidies to wildlife,
tox on unsustainable utilization

4 | Charge Systems

1

Entry fees, utilization charges, wildlife products pricing,
impact fees

5 Financial Instruments

Soft loans and gronts for wildlife trust funds and lean funds

6 | Bonds and Deposits

Wildlife depesit refund systems, enterprise performance bonds

The wildlife sector is a major contributor to the national economy and a significant source of employment.
There is considerable scope for growth and investment within this sector, NGOs can boost its development
considerably by helping forge partnerships between the private sector and local communities. In fact, closer
coordination between communities, private sector, government Is required for wildlife enterprises to succeed.
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1.0 Background

Oliver’s Camp is a small tented tourist camp that has integrated conservation and local development
components into its business plan. The exclusive camp was initiated and self-financed by three directors - Paul
Oliver, Jim Howitt and Leslie Jaffe.

In April and May 1999, a team from the African Wildlife Foundation (AWF) conducted an assessment to
identify the financial and livelihood impacts of the Oliver's Camp enterprise. This case study illustrates the
relationship between the private sector and the surrounding local communities. The WELD team looked at the
factors that enhance or detract from community-private sector partnership, with particular reference to the
Emboreet and Loiborsoit.communities and Oliver's Camp.

This report aims to be useful to organizations outside the area of review who seek to promote development
and conservation as well as private sector-community partnership through wildlife enterprises. It concludes by
suggesting recommendations to enhance benefits to the local communities.

2.0 Introduction: Oliver's Camp and Local Communities
2.1 Oliver's Camp

Oliver's Camp was established in 1992 on a core area of 20 km2. The enterprise was self-financed by its
directors with approximately US$ 65,000. A further US$ 290,000 has been invested since 1992.

Over the length of its entire operations, roughly US$ 80,000 has accrued to the two villages of Lolborsoit and
Emboreet as Wildlife Conservation Fees (WCF's) and salaries.

Before construction, a business plan was presented to the villages of Emboreet, Loiborsoit and Loiborsirret,
and the Department of Wildlife outlining the proposed lease of community land. The basic terms of the five-
year lease agreement ending August, 2000 were:

* A core concession area of 20 km? would be leased to Oliver’s Camp with grazing and water access
permitted to the communities.

* A larger area of 320 km? would be jointly utilized for photographic safaris by Oliver's Camp and for grazing
by local communities. Mining, logging and charcoal production were prohibited.

* In exchange for lease of the land, the communities would receive Wilderness Conservation Fees (WCF's),
paid per tourist per day.

2.2 Local Communities: Loiborsoit and Emboreet

The villages of Loiborsoit and Emboreet are situated adjacent to Tarangire National Park. (see figure 1) Both
villages are predominantly Maasai communities practicing pastoralism and small-scale, subsistence agriculture.
Census data indicates the 1999 population of Lolborsoit as 3049 persons. There are 402 households,
averaging 7.6 persons per household. As part of greater Tarangire, the population of Loiborsoit is relatively
small - about 2% of the total population of 174,008 persons.

While each village is recognized officially, neither possesses legal documentation for land ownership
entitlement. This situation reflects the current contradictions regarding the land rights of local communities in

Tanzania.

There is also tension between the two villages due to the demands of the burgeoning population in the area
and competition for key grazing and water resources.
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Figure 1: Location of Olivers’ Camp
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3.0 OLIVER’S CAMP PERFORMANCE

Our analysis sought to determine the commercial viability of Oliver's Camp against industry benchmarks, and
to highlight key opportunities and constraints that affected the commercial performance of the camp.

3.1

Table | below summarises audited profit-loss statements from Oliver's Camp, with conventional indicators of

commercial viability.

* Rate of Return on Sales (ROS). Using 20% as a conservative estimate of the industry standard, Oliver’s
Camp collected less than the expected rate of return: an average ROS of 16% per year.

Commercial Viability

* Rate of Return on Investment (ROI). Using the value of net assets as a proxy for the value of net invest
ment, the average ROI was minimal, at 1% per year over six years of observations. The maximum annual
realized ROl was 4% in 1997. The industry benchmark for expected ROI is in the range of 15-35%;
these results indicate that Oliver's Camp is not performing to expected rates of return.

» Annual Rate of Growth. The results in Table | indicate that turnover is increasing yearly at a relatively
high rate of growth.

e Capital Costs. Capital costs escalated rapidly, particularly over the first few years of operation, due to the
fact that the camp was undercapitalized at the starl of its operations, and profits were reinvested into the

business to fully -:apltallze :ts operations.

It is likely that community conservation has nr:gatwely affected the profitability of Oliver's Camp, although the
impact is difficult to quantify.

Table 1: Assessment of Commercial Viability

——— —
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

Urnover 27,728,100 25,307,350 83,205,523 91,888,525 131,026,881 170,611,543
otal Expenditures 18,092,938 ~22,797 888 26,311,988 29,958,326 29,834,122 42,268,162
ross Operating Profit 10,709,224 10,043 865 27,315,105 B.216,987 32,470,373 47 224 412
Before Tox .7,383,714 | - 12,734,022 1,003,117 | -21,741,339 2,836,251 4,956,450
et Profit After Tax! 652,026 1,843,562 3,221,693
Gross Profit/Turnover 39% 40% 33% 9% 25% 28%
[Total Expenditure/Turnover 65% 20% 32% 3% 23% 25%

ROS (profit before tax) -27% -50% 1% -24% 2% %

RO [net profit after tax) 0% 0% 1% 0% 3% 4%
Annual rate of growth of T/0 9% 229% 10% 43% 30%
|R=acl rote of growth of T/O -19% 219% 0% 33% 20%
Annual rete of growth of net profit -T2% 108% -226T% 113% 75%
IReul rote of growth of net profit -B2% o8% -2277% 103% 65%

Source: OC oudited accounts

I Profits are taxed at 35%




3.2 Other Factors of Influence

- The uncertainty over land ownership in the Lokisale GCA has curbed the growth of Oliver's Camp: The
management of the camp would like to expand operations by building a permanent structure on village lands.
But they will not do so until at least one of the villages possesses a title deed to the land. An additional
deterrent has been the significant costs of working with numerous parastatals and ministries while setting up
the camp.

Infrastructure costs: Tourism ‘enterprises often have to fund substantial infrastructure developments as part of
the start-up costs: cutting roads, developing water systems, and construction.

Other Fees and Levies: Fees and levies represent 1% of the annual total operating costs of Oliver's.Camp
averaged over the years 1992-1997. These levies (for example, a US$ 5,000/ per annum Tanzania Licencing
Authority (TALA), license) Wf:lgh heavily on small-scale businesses such as Oliver's: Camp..

4.0 Financial Impact On Participation
The different sources of income to Loiborsoit from Oliver’s Camp are;

* Village Income. Income is paid to Loiborsoit from Oliver's Camp to lease village land for camp operations
‘at a rate of US$ 6 per bednight. All payments are made to a village account in a local financial institution.
‘Elected members of the village council sign for the funds on behalf of the community.

Table 2 sﬁm-.rs income paid to LDihﬂTS:IDi.T. ]J;}F D[Evér's .Camp between October 1994 until 'Decémber [999,

Table 2: Loiborsoit In.l:arne: Wilderness Conservation Fees (600 Tshs = 1 USS)

1994* 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999*
Jan. 450,240
Fab. { 1 e 700,000 - “ &36,792
Mar, ) y ; . 25,000 ; 23,840
Apr. = 324,000 } : 294,300
May : ; il it 2,517,000 ! iaiii
June ; 205,000 232,632
duly - TET0.000 7] * 396,000 g 314,160
Aug. 432,000 565,704
Sept. 1,170,225 611,000 607,000 430,896
Oct. I f. L780,000 i ¥ 4,000 470,000 i 151,050
| Mew. ¢ 50,000 . : il 460,700 18,844
Dec. 945,320 100,000 82,530
Total 1,805,320 1,270,225 1,619,000 3,126,000 4,265,000 2,976,708
Annual rate of b .0 - ) i
growth of income i -3 | 2T%H Ba% 6%
§ia / M L e 3 Us
Total payments J a1 v 15,042,253 i 25,104
Averaoge yearly payment ** 2,570,056 4,184
Min. yearly payment *= 1,270,225 217
Max. yearly payment ** 4 265,000 i 7,008
* Full year of data not available :
** Average, min. and max. yearly payments oulcu!uiad from 1995-1998
Source: OC records

Source: OC audited accounts




The yearly income shows an average annual growth of income of 32% between 1995 to 1998.

* Employee Income. All employees from Loiborsoit receive wages of TShs. 45,000 per month (after tax),
as well as health and pension benefits. The tips figure is a significant percentage of employee income,
ranging from TShs. 5,000 - 10,000 per month per employee. Therefore, an employee could expect to
receive TShs. 50,000 - 55,000 per month for a total annual income just exceeding half a million

shillings. in cash earnings.

As employment is seasonal due to camp closure during the long rains, total annual employee income is
based on eleven months of wage income and ten months of tip income.

Table 3 details the total flows of wage and tip income going to Loiborsoit from Oliver’s Camp.

Table 3: Wage and Tip Income

1995 1996 1997 1998 Total
Per worker:
Manthly wags income 32,805 36,450 40,500 45,000 154,755
Annual woge income 360,855 400,950 445,500 495,000 1,702,305
All workers:
Annual wage income 2,525,585 | 2,806,650 |3,118,500 | 3,465,000 11,916,135
Per worker:
Averoge monthly fip income 5,468 6,075 6,750 7,500 25,793
Average annual fip income 54,675 60,750 67,500 75,000 257,925
All workers:
Average annual fip income 382,725 425250 472,500 525,000 1,805,475
Total annual income (per worker) 415,530 441,700 513,000 570,000 1,960,230
Total annval income (all workers) 2,908,710 3,231,700 3,591,000 3,990,000 13,721,610

Source: PALl [1599)

Both wage and tip income increase at 10% per year to reflect the effects of inflation.

* Casual Income. The sales of beadwork craft items produced by women’s groups is an additional source of
revenue to the community. These beadwork items are produced by members of local women's group with
a membership of about 20 women and then sold at a shop at the Camp.

» Community Income. Loiborsoit village income is allocated to projects determined by the village
administration. Table 4 shows the breakdown of the expenditures to different projects by the Loiborsoit

village administration.

Two of these projects, the maize fund and sale of veterinary medicine, have been turned into local busi-
nesses operated by the village administration. Community income was used as a capital asset base to
initiate the businesses. The veterinary medicine business is now worth 1.6 million TShs in revenues per

_}'Eﬂr.
Table 4: Expenditure of village income (Tshs.)

Repairing maize grinding machine 800,000
Repairing boreholes (2) 1,700,000
Initial stock of veterinary medicine for sales 300,000
Purchaose of maize during drought (1997)* 200,000
Doctor s time and vaccinations 200,000
School desks ond repairs 300,000
Village employees:

Borehole workers (4) 3,420,000

Teacher 1,710,000
Total Expenditures (1994-1998) 8,630,000

Source: PALI (1999)
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If community income were allocated to individual households it would have only minimal impact on standards
of living.

4.1 Distribution of Income

In total, Oliver’s Camp channeled to Loiborsoit more than US$ 43,000 (Tshs. 26 million ) in income and
earnings between 1994-1998. Significant spin-off benefits from the camp affect many aspects of village life.

. The proportion of income earned by Oliver's Camp employees is relatively large compared to other
sources of income, yet is distributed to very few households within the total population.

. Few individual households are earning cash income from the camp, or community income.

. Women and children receive the smallest proportion of income.

Table 5 shows how the total income for 1998 (8.4 million TShs.) was distributed between various sub-groups
within Loiborsoit. The relatively small number of households receiving income from Oliver’s Camp or other
village income limits the ability of the village administration or the Camp to reduce poverty in the region.

Table 5: Distribution of Local Income (1998)

Distribution e g _ - Type of Local Income

Village Income _ | Wage Income Casual Income Group income
Total income 4,265,000 3,990,000 152,000

% of total income 51% A47% 2%

MNo. of households 402 7 20

Mo. of people earning 3049 37 152

% of local households 100% 2% 6%
Type of earner Villagers Local morani Women
Income per household 10,610 570,000 7,600

Source: FALI [1999), OC records

4,2 Comparison of Income Sources

The significance of community income from Oliver's Camp is that it is a source of what previously did not
exist. Income to fund community projects was previously sourced internally through the process of fundraising
through contributions. Fundraising contributions were often required during periods of widespread drought,
disease or famine to bolster community projects. Community income from Oliver's Camp has reduced or
eliminated the need for fundraising. Community income has resulted in cash/asset savings for the majority of
community households from not having to sell any livestock to fund projects.
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5.0 Impacts On Livelihoods

5.1 Other Advantages

* Awareness-raising. Oliver's Camp has raised awareness about potential business opportunities within
Loiborsoit based on development of village assets, particularly with respect to wildlife and land (scenic
location next to a protected area).

* Security. Security not only refers to the regularity and reliability of income, but also to the protection
of the assets of households and the community. Protection of village assets, and also the non-exploitative
use of assets by the enterprise, is an important factor in generating popular support for the enterprise
within the village and has distinguished Oliver's Camp from other business operators in the area. For
example:

a. The lease agreement protects the village grazing area. This is an area of village land that would be
vulnerable to the increasing numbers of human settlements and farming developments in the area.

b. Oliver's Camp offers protection to the physical assets of households - homes, livestock and shambas - by
its physical presence in a relatively sparsely'populated area.

¢. The camp also provides some security for Loiborsoit land entitlement, in the sense that the presence of the
camp prevents exploitative developers from encroaching on village land.

* Channels of communication. Working with Oliver's Camp has led to Loiborsoit's improved access to external
Institutions and enterprises, like conservation NGOs and TANAPA. This has improved the community’s
access to donor funds (TANAPA co-funded a village water project) and to business and legal resources
(i.e. AWF study tours of other community-based wildlife enterprises). However, communication within the
village remains poor, particularly for certain sub-groups like the women and morani, whn::l remain generally
uninformed about the nature of the relationship with Oliver's Camp.

5.2 Summary of livelihood Impacts

Overall, the distribution of income within Loiborsoit largely determines livelihood impacts among households.
For a very few households (employees of Oliver's Camp),the benefits of wage income are substantial. The
majority of households however do not receive income directly or indirectly from Oliver's Camp. Most of these
households remain poor and vulnerable to drought, disease and food Insecurity.

Positive livelihood impacts are weighted heavily toward the community as a collective whole, while many
households struggle to see tangible benefits from the enterprise. A possible solution would be to use the
community income to create more employment opportunities within the village, perhaps combined with a
revolving loan fund. It is unclear whether these suggestions would be feasible within Loiborsoit, given the fact
that they would require political acceptance from the village government.

Beyond income, the security that Oliver’s Camp provides Loiborsoit - particularly by protecting village land
from exploitative developers - is Important given the current uncertainty over land tenure within Game
Controlled Areas (GCAs) and long-term development considerations. Access to markets and business
resources is another important benefit virtually unknown to Loiborsoit before the setting-up of Oliver’s camp.

The overall impact on the asset base includes:
* Human Capital: The village of Loiborsoit is now able to pay a teacher’s salary consistently. The camp also
provides the opportunity for employees to be trained as skilled laborers, such as mechanics or cooks.
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However, few households receive direct benefits.

Physical assets: Improvements have been made to the community’s school, boreholes and maize grinding
machine. The village income and employee salaries have been used to build up the size of livestock herds
and agricultural areas. However, limitations exist in the form of inequitable distribution of benefits
towards elder men.

Financial Assets: Tourism income provided the capital base to start a veterinary medicine business.
The income also resulted in the elimination or reduction for the need for mluntary contributions.
Again, a limitation exists in that households do not receive income.

Natural Capital: Restrictions on land use in the WCA prevent unsustainable land-use practices while
preserving grazing area for the communities. The arrangement with Oliver's Camp also reinforces the
framework of community-based land tenure.

Social Capital: Oliver's Camp serves to raise awareness of potential business opportunities based on
community assets. The arrangement with the camp, however, has exacerbated conflict over grazing
boundaries between Emboreet and Loiborsoit.

6.0 Impact On Non-Participants z

6.1 Problems Associated With Community/Private Sector Partnerships

Emboret has a history with Oliver's camp equal in length to that of Loiborsoit, leasing their land to the camp
from 1992 to 1997 and receiving fees almost of the same magnitude of those paid to Loiborsoit. However in
1997 Emboret opted to lease their land to Rickshaw Safaris Ltd. instead. The five -year partnership between
Emboreet village and Oliver's Camp brings to light some of the problems generally facing private sector
community partnership in natural resource management.

Private sector interaction with the community: Oliver’s Camp changed the wilderness conservation fee
after Loborsoit entered the partnership reducing the revenue to Emboreet. This caused mistrust of
Oliver’s Camp by the local community.

Timely flow of benefits: Delayed payment of the wilderness conservation fees by Oliver's Camp.

Property rights exclusivity: - Request by Oliver's Camp to have the current 4,000 acres increased to
72,000 acres for its exclusive use. The concern of the community was that the exclusivity would deny
them access to grazing and water resources during the dry season.

Transparency and monitoring: Villagers have alledged lack of transparency and monitoring ﬂf visitor
numbers at Oliver's camp. A lack of trust and confidence resulted as the community felt the camp was

underestimating occupancy figures. _

Competitions between private sector operators: Competition and misunderstanding between Oliver’s
Camp and a mobile operator called Rickshaw Safaris. Rickshaw Safaris conducted client operations in the
vicinity of Oliver's Camp, infringing upon exclusivity. Community members claimed that Rickshaw Safaris
bribed the village administration, which then failed to manage the funds transparently.

Entrepreneural capacity at local level: Lack of business skills, planning, record keeping, entreprenurial and
budgeting capacity within the community.

Legal perspective: The cnmmunit}f lacks understandmg of legal issues such as lease agreements, contracts
and negﬂtlatlnns
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» Participatory factor; Lack of participatory approaches, negotiation and interactions conducted by the
village administration, raised transparency and decision-making issues.

* Low levels of education: High illiteracy rates amongst most community members. Certain members of the
village administration who were literate took advantage of this fact to manipulate the fees paid by Oliver’s
Camp.

* Role of the Government: Local communities are rarely consulted at implementation level.

6.2 Mechanisms for enhancing private sector- community partnership

Whereas the local community recognizes the current failure in the partnership with Oliver's Camp, there is
optimism that the relationship could be improved or be reinstated. This could be achieved through the
following

* A deeper understanding by tour operators of community dynamics could help them deal with all
stakeholders, not just village elites.

* Clear explanations of legal issues would help both parties manage their expectations

» Upgrading business skill in the community is essential for private-sector community partnership. The
areas of concern include business skills, community fund management, planning and budgeting,
monitoring and evaluation. Equipping a community with these tools will also assist village members in
checking excesses of the village administration,

* Policy and regulatory frameworks are necessary to encourage entrepreneurial initiatives and increase
multi-sectoral participation. Deliberate policy and regulation could help instill the culture of
‘entrepreneurship among communities.

* Participatory approaches to development in contrast to top-down approaches.
Genuine participation of all local stakeholders would better identify problems, assess needs, plan
and wisely use resources.

7.0 Impact On External Stakeholders

TANAPA s a beneficiary of operations of Oliver's Camp through Tarangire NP entrance fees: Between 1992 to
1999, a total of US$ 163,517 was generated by Oliver's Camp through bed-night fees, staff entrance fees and
camping safaris. The majority of this came from the accommodation rates charged to 5063 non-resident
tourists during this period. -

Conservation and Development NGOs: As a stakeholder in the northern Tanzanian tourism circuit, Oliver’s
Camp participates at the regional and national levels with respect to development in the area.
Oliver's Camp is in some ways a model for other ventures.

Local Maasai NGOs: Representatives of Inyuat-e-maa act as an intermediary during contract negotiations and
receive a cash payment for their services.

8.0 Conservation Impact

The greatest threat to wildlife conservation in the Tarangire ecosystem is not poaching but loss of habitat due
to human settlement in the wildlife migration routes. Human population growth rates and large-scale farms
and ranches risk turning Tarangire NP into an ecological island. Since 60% of the wildlife leave the park in
the wet season, many conservation strategies for the Tarangire ecosystem now focus on preservation of
wildlife dispersal zones to the north and east of Tarangire NP. Oliver's Camp contributes to these strategies
of conservation by providing financial benefits and empowerment of local communities to manage resources

on communal land.
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9.0 Conservation - Development Link

The positive conservation and development impacts of the Oliver’s Camp- Loiborsoit partnership have been:

» Community projects mitigate the impact of drought and disease.

* Some imﬁrwements in securing implicit rights as resource users.

* Community income strengthens incentive not to develop wildlife habitat.
* Fosters positive attitudes towards wildlife entérprtses,

= Prwiginn of additional resources and services {husinc5§ and legal) to commun
The negative conservation and development impacts of the partnershiphave been:

* Decision-making on community development limited to a few elite.

ities.

* Incentives (mainly financial) for conservation are stronger at community level and weak at the household

level.
* Development goals may conflict with conservation objectives.

*  Other wildlife enterprises do not compensate communities for use of land

# lack of coordination (planning and participation) to ensure common development and conservation

abjectives are met.

9.1 Conclusion

Income to communities from Oliver’s Camp changes the cost-benefit ratio of conservation for local dpv:c-pif: by

providing a source of income to Loiborsoit village. A future community conservation strategy coul

have a

greater success if all wildlife enterprises (hunting and photographic tourism) operating within a2 GCA

contributed to wilderness conservation fees.

This would contribute to a positive change in attitudes that wildlife is an asset and
view that was previously non-existent within the community.

Empowerment of Communities. Oliver's Camp has promoted village-level resource

has commercial value, a

management and

reinforced Loiborsoit's claim to its land and resources. -The impacts of Oliver's Camp have been relatively
short-term, but the enterprise has proved to be a successful bridging strategy between conservation and rural

deveopment within existing institutional frameworks.

10.0 Recommendations
Enhancing livelihood impacts
Role of village government

A disproportionate share of the Oliver's Camp revenue is retained by village admin
Transparency will need to be guaranteed bEy the village government. The distributic
within the ccmmunigz could be improved by:

« participation and decision-making being extended to include all segments of I

» distribution of community income directed at households, which could receive
establishment of a fund for loans;

istration members.
n of livelihood impacts

e community;

cash benefits, or the

* community projects and expenditures reflecting livelihood equity — a dispropor
this case were spent on pastoralism, a livelihood activity dominated by elders.
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