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DECENTEALISING COWMON TROPERTY RESQURCES MAHAGEMENT: A CASE
STDY OF THE NYAMINYAMIT DISTRICT COONCIL OF ZYMBABWE'S WILDLITE
MANAGEHENT PROGRAMNHE : :

James Murombeds=i

Intreduction

The decentralisation of tha wildlife resources of Zimbabwe’s
fommunal Lands (CLs) has bean occurring within the policy framawork
of the Communal Areas Managemsnt Programme for Indigenous RaASOUrces
[(CAMPFIRE)]. - .This is a programme designed by the govermment’s
Department wf Wational FParks and Wildiife HWanagement (DHPWM) to
devolve the management and deglsion making regarding common
proparty resources (CPREs) to those local sommunities whe incur thea
costs of manadgamant (Martin 1986). Given its crigins in the
wildillte department, CAMPFIRE necessarily facuses primarily on the
management of wildlifé rescurces of the communal areas. Sincae its
inception, however, the CAMPFIRE concept has increasingly been
applied to the management of other CPRe, particularly grezing and
forest resources and o a lesger extent fisheries, which are for
a variety of reasone in a state of ecolpgical decline.

The implamentation of CAMPFIRE has taken different forms in
diffarent CLg, the major difference betwaen the wvaricus CAMPFIRE
initiatives being the degree of develutlon to the district or sub-
district leveals, This paper examines the implementation and
probleme of CAMPFIRE in one District Council (D) and concludes
with a dizcussion of the various policy implications of this
particular model of decantraliged CFR management. i

#he Deceptralisation of Tocal Government

A 1984 Prime Minizter’s directive ta decentraligse the local
government structure regsulted in the creation of sab—district units
of local goverrment from the willage to district council lewvel
explicitly designed to facllitate local lavel participation in
decistion making. I* was envisaged that this new system of
decentralised local government would stimulate and facllitate
bottom-up =8 opposed to top-down initiatives in development
planning and admini=stretion. Studies of the yesultant system have
demcnstrated that while in some cgses the new sub-district units
of lomal government have lad to increased local participation in

decislon meking, this 1s not always the case {Dewalk ant Wakwek,
1990 . .

It has also hean suggested that in zome instances the new structure
has actually strangthened tep-down planning by creating convenient
fara for development planners and edministrators to mebilize. looal
participation  in developmant programhes /projects envisaged and
implemented in a top-down fachion. Nhira {1350) ergues that this
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is a deeirable development becausa it leads te a convergence of
top-down and botton-up initiatives, ratber than ta a contradiction

Letwesn The two approathnes.

The structures of local government for the £Ls are ag follows
regulting from the decentralisation programme are prasspted in
Flogure 1 bolow:

CENTERAL ZRDVERHNMENT (MOLGRUD)*

iPRﬂ?IﬂEIhL COUNCIL FROVINCTAT DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
DISTRICT COURCIL BISTRICT DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE(1)
| warp | |WARD DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE (2)

VILLAGE VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE {3)

* Mini=try of Local Government, Hural atd Urban pevelopment.

i. B District Couneil consists of Ccounclillore demooTratically
electsd from all the wards In the digtricok.

2. A Ward is a unit area of population approximately &,000 people,
represented on davalopnent matters by a Ward Developnent Commities
(WADCO) elacted from among the adult population of the ward.

3. Avillage iz a8 unit of 100 henszeholds rapresented on development
nEttere b¥ 8 Viliage pevelopment Committes [VIDOO) elected Frem
amang the adielt residents of the villagas- 6 villages constitute a
ward. '

The actual functicning of these decentralised uwnits of local
governnent hasz bean hanpered by the fact that centra) govarnment
planning remains sactoral, with the cantral planning anthority, the
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Ministry of Finanoe, Econonic Planning and Developmant (MOFERDY,
still centralised and unrepresented at the District lewel.

Most government departments do not have opsrations at the district
level and are thus pot represented in the Diptrict Development
Committes (DDC). Conseguently, and given that development is
financed =eactorally, the DDC hac remained largely ineffectiwve as
a plahning committaa.

Thus althougl development plans have been produced at gl levels
of the new hierarchy, these have not been Implemented hecause of
Financlng end sectoral coordination problem=. Hence davelopment
planning has remained centralised and any potential that fthe
dacentralized local government institutions might have nad has besn
stymied.

Dacantraliged developmant planning hes alsc baan  rendered
ineffective Ly the fact that the generation bof ravenue,
particularly at the district and sub-district levels, iz difficult.
Most Diptrict Counells depend on grants from central govermmant to
finance their developm=nt sctivitiea. VIDPCDz, WADCOs and DPCe dao
ot have budgets. Mot DCO= have attenpterd to suppleament thelr
grants by levying a tax, referred to as.a "Development Levy’, oh
thair conetitusncies. This has ngt been successful in most
instapces beacause of collection problems and alsc becausa of the
1w incomes of most communal lands populations. Moreover, in some
districts, incomes are so low that this tax was never imposed.

becentralized local gevarnment institutiens have, however, been
very valuable for Hon-Government Qrganizations (NGUS). Typlcally.,
HGOg have implemented their community develapment progrzmmas at the
dictrict and gub-district levels and thug have tended to use Chese
institutions gs the principal fora for organization and
implementation. Hence much of tha ‘empowermant’ of local leval
institutions has come from this zector.

A Prief putline of CAMPFIRE

Tha CAMEFIRE programme, under which the Hyaninyaml D was granted
nappropriate autherity" to manage the wildlife resources of the
district, was degsigned within the cantext of the decentralizsation
policy. aAppropriate authority refers {o the status conferrad opon
a local autherity (in this case a D) endar the Parks and wWildlife
Management Act amendment of 1582 to menage the CPRS of that area
subject to cartain rules and regelations by the DNFWM. DCs with
appropriate authority are empowaraed +to mabagse the wildlifa
rasources in thelr areas for tha benefit of their residents.

The CAMPFFIRE programme constitntes the DNPWH's decentralization of
wildlife management from the centre. As Pangetl- (1850:1) points
out: "Tha department’s [DNFWHM] policy of advocating the confarment
of appropriate azuthority status over wildlife under certain
conditions te consistent wlith Government’s policy of decentralised
salf management and zelf sufficiency...M.
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The CAMPFIRE programhe ipter alia seeks to:

".. obtain tha woluntary participation of communities in a
Flexikle programme which incorporates long term solutions to
Teatrarce problemns;

= introduce a new syetem of group ownership and territorial
rights to natural resources for the communities resident in
tha target areac: .

- provide the appropriate institutions under which resgurces
can be legitimately managed and explaited by tha resident
commynities for thely own direest benefit

-~ provide technicel and financial assistance to communities
which Jjcin the programma to ennble them to realize these
abjectives.® {(Hartin 1985).-

In satting-up theze objectives for the progranme, the DNEWM was
guided by the recognition that wildlife management is a visble land
use form particularly in natoral regions 4 and 5, constituting
semi-arid land, usyally with wery poor solls and rugged terrain,
that is least suitaiple for agriculktural activity.

However, because of the colonial policy of land expropriaticon, a
significant percentage of Fipbabwe’s communal Llands are also
situvated in these regions, Wildlife is abundant in some of thase
DArgInal conmunal aress, particularly in the Zamboerl Yalley, Most
of the Zambezl velley was, until recently, tsetse fly infested,
thus precluding pastoralism. Because agriculture is severely
restricted by low rainfall and poor soils, and animal hugsbendry is
precluded by Ttaetge fly, wildlife hazs come o be zean as the moat
economically viable land tige system in thesa fragile ecoeystems.

Morsover, the Parks and wWildlife act of 1975, targeted at the
*owners and oocupiers of aliepated land’, gave such owners and
occuplers tha right to utilize the wildlife resocurces on their land
subjact to res=ldual contral by the DNPWM, aliesnated land refers
to lIarga scale and small scales commercizl farmland held under
Ereehold and leasehold tenura and excludes all comnunal landg.
Slnce CLa are excluded by this Act from the right +to utilise their
wildlife resourcas, wildlirfe in such areas has tended to constitute
a great cost to (L residents in the form of grop and livestack
destruction and tha killing and injury of people, while not
producing any economle benefit for the people incurring such costs.
Hehce wildlife did not become &n economicelly wiable iand use- in
s, -

&n amendment to the Act in 1982 made provislon for the Hinister of
Hatural Rasauxces to dasignate DCe as the Appropriate Authority for
wildlife for lands undar their &urisdiction apd thuas granting them
the Ffrights and responsihilities accorded to the ownars or
ccoupiers of Aliespnated lands...". (Pangeti 1990:13)

Fangeti (1990) alsc outlines the criteria for the confarment of
appropriate autharity on District Councils. Thit= the DC must
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presant Ta management policy and plan to indleate that couneils
have con=idered the relevant zange of lssues and reoached a

consensus on major goals and policies". The return of benefits to
producar communities is considered to be the carnerstone of the
programme. '"The kKey machanism £or the effectiva custodianship of
wildlife rasources is to glive 1t focusad value for thoze who are
its de facko managers. These managers are those communitias,
typically wards, who have the reasources and pay for its existence.M
{Pangati 1990:5]

However, while the conferment of appropriate autheority grants CL
populatione "rights and responsibilities accorded to the owneres and
pocapiars of aliepataed lands", usufruct rights are not recagnlsed.
This iz & Serious shorteowing of the CAMPFIRE programme that will
be coneidered in a later zection.

Becauge af the uneven distribution of wildlife, DHFWH alpo requires
that penefits are returned to producer communlties defined on 2
ward basie to ensure that levels of benafit reflect production
levels. DHPWM alse rscommends that DCs levy a service charge that
should not excesd 10-15% of revenue. DOCs however retain control
oyvarT the nse and distribution of wildlife rewvenues by the wazdse.

W The use and distribtution of wildlife revenuaes in prodocer
communities 18 legally a determination to be made by distriet
couneils, bot 1t is expecked that councils will delegate
increasing responsibility to producer communlties for thiz
Funcbtion® {DONPWM, 1991:5).

In EiRis connection DHEWH presoribes a "foermula for the distribution
of revenusz and compensetion for livestock and crop damage®.
Aooording to thlis foramlar

- i1E% of gross reventa will ke paid to the pi=trict Council
as a 1&evy.

- a maximam of 5% will Be retained for resource management
{i.e. pEyment of Game Guards’ galariazs, proviglon of game
water supplies, setting-up of tourism infrastructure etc.) Dy
the DT or its desigpated wildlife management agency .

~ g minimum of S0% distributed to the warde at the rate of the
ward s contribution to the wildlife revenus. Payment of orop
and livestack compensation will ke sublracted from this
dividend.

Thus while CAMPFIRE cbviously attenpts to devolve control owver
wildlife revennes to local authorities, several potentisl proklems
are evident. Firstly, CAMPFIRE assumes that producer commurii Eies
arc necessarily wards. However, the decantralization process did
nok oreate the wards on the basis of access to commen Yasources oF
=f =ome exlsring resource use practices batween commEnities.
Rather, wards were arbitrarily sot up mainly on a damnographic
basis. A ward simply constitutes six villages of approximately 1040
houeehalds each. That 1t does nobt necessarlly represent a
rcommunity’ of resource usSers is avidenced by the amount of
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boundary renegotiation that characterised the implementation af
decentralization {Murombedzi , 1986).

CAMPFIRE dpes oL, howaver, attempt to define s ‘communhity’. In
ench s sitpation, it iz likely to e Qiffionlt for the ward o
gverlve coherent usar rights and obilgations regarding access to and
utiliz=ation of wildlife revenus=. Where puch right= are evolwvad
and defiped by ‘outs=iders’, a ward iz not likely to have gufficient
legitimacy to enforce them.

Moreovar, while CAMPFIRE recggnises Ilnter-~ward differencea of
endowment with wildlife resources, it does not recognise intra—ward
differences, whickk may ke crucial in determining benefits.

gecondly, while the programme clearly sats out the rights, doties
and phligations of the DC to the regources, it does not define the
rights ol protwcer commonities’ T These resoorse:s ¥LT the DC.
By failing to define the procaess by which the D2 shontid devolwa
managaemant to producer conmunities, the prograsmme runs the rigk of
presoribing ‘centrallzationt at the district lavel with little
sgope for lecal participatien in managamant.

Thirdly, CAMPFIRE explicitly devolves conkroi over revenues
genarated from wildlife uwtiligation ta the D leval. It doees nok,
howaver, define the rights of local conmunities o the wildlife
rescurce itself. It is my contantion that sueh righte and
ohligations are crucial to the success of any devolved resource
manzagement programme, :

Thasa problems are discussed in 8 rater section within the context
of the implementation of CAMNPFIRE in the study area, the Kyaminyami
District.

The N . i Distric
Backgrsnnd

The HNyaminyaml District cowvers 367,000 hAa and consists of three
CLs: Omay, Kanyatl and Gatghe Gatsha, situated in the north western
Eambwzl Valley, eouth of Karihba town. HMatusadonhe NAatlonal Park,
which i= ztatfe land and therafare not under the jurisdiction of the
DC, stretches for 137,000 ha. in the centre of the districk. The
population of the district iz estimatet at aver 38,000 pepple in
1990 [(yide e.g. Heynolds, 19917,

The majerity ©f the Omay population are Tonga, 4aithaugh the
vaShangwe constitube a signifigant proportion. ¢datshe Gatshe ig
rlso predominantly Tonga while Kanyati has baen settled malnly by
Karenga immigrante from Masvinga prevince.




TARLE I
KYAMTHYAMT DISTRICT: LAND CLASSIFICATION AND FOFULATION +

CLASSIFICATION AREA {HABECTARESY) PORULATION
Cmay Communal Land 287,000 24,267
Gatshe sSatshe Compunal Land 12,000 BO5
Kanyatl tommunal Land 2,040 12,985
Matusadonha Hatienal FPark 137,000 +

TTAL S04 , Q0D 38,157
i

+ This i= an estimete based on £he 1984 Central Statistical Office
and ar annupl groweh rate of 2.%%. It does not agoounkt  for
immigration inta tha distrxiet, which has been considerable
fallowing the eradicatien of tsetse Tly.

+ The FNatisnal Faerks popnlation consists only of employees of The
dapartment.

agrigultural production in Umay and Gatshe Gakshe CLs is wery low,
even in good years, and boeth Lz are chronically dependent on
central government for food aid. Drought relisef was first
digtributed in Omay in 1980 end has contimmed to be distributed
anmaally since then. Kanyati ¢L, eon the other hand, 1= better
endowed with higher rainfall and mere fertlile Boils. agricultural
production iz conslderakle and altheough this CL was only recently
eattled, it i=s food self-sufficient in good Years.

omay €L is endowed with zbundant wildlife rasourges a= indicated
in Table 2 below, while Gatshe Gatshe and Kapyatl are less wall
endowed.

The Nyaoinyami District Council (MDC) came into exiatencs in Auguet
1521, khecowming the first DC for the Kerlbe district. Frior to this
the digtrict had bean administersd by a District Commissioner £rom
the town of Kariba. pos werae created by an Act of Parliament in
19si to provide for the represantation and participation of the CL
population in the goverhment and development of thelr gwn arsas.
The act provided for the alection of local rapresentativas to a
ccuncil serviced by civil servants employed by and accountable to
the central govermment. The new DCS WIS explioitly radguired to
strive for economic self-sufficiency. However, becausce of limited
revenne generation facilities in the CLs, most DOs hava rawnsained
depandent on grants from central gevernment for both capital and
recurrent expanditure.
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Specias Numlhers Trophy faa (2%} -

Ehino 13 25,000 =
Elephant 2,540 3,500
Licn 20n 1,500
Bakhla 200 agg
Leopard 156G 700
Hippo 100 &BO0
prffalo 2,540 L1 EH
Eland 250 400
Eehra - 80D 400
crocodile 150 300
Watarbuck 00 30O
Eadu 1,250 250
EBushbhuck 1,480 150
Hyana 150 150
Raedbgck 150 LS00
Elip=pringer 300 199
Impala 5,000 =]
Warthog 1,2QQ S0
Buahpig 1,000 40
Gryshok 760 20
Duikear &0 15

Adapted fram The Wildllife Of Hyaminyami 1987

* Rhing hunting is proahibitad.

S as t¢ adoinistar one of the least developed districts in the
country because of déecades of coloplal neglect, the council with
the agsistance of come MEOE et about trylng Lo prowide zome very
bazic sSocial infrastructure + eachoels,  health facilitieg,
communications networks etoc. - of which there were virtually none
in tha district.




1982 /B3 19873 /64 1984 /65  1985/85

sama FProcasds 14,348 73,200 37,040 lpo 707

gther Loecal Ravenues 16,647 31,014 23,3350 47 647
Total Lacal Revenutss 30,993 104,214 B0 ,33D 167,174
Tetal Grent Revenpues 30,533 4K ,A81 BO,217 E5,1l54
TOTAL REVERUE 61,529 151,005 110,556 212,338

Game FProceeds as
t of Toktal Ravanus 2%.3% A2 5% 33.56% 52 .F%

Source:! 5.M. Hove [(Senior Executiwve DEficer) HDC 1584.

Table 3 above shows how wildlife rTevenues came to play =20
increasingly important rale in financing the NBC in the 19808.
Wildlife revenues have constituted a sighlificant proportion of the
ND¢C ravenue since its inception.

That wildiifa revenus did not play a more significant role in leogal
development prior to the time HDC was granted appropriate authority
i 1985 was due mainly to the adminietrative bottlenecks Impssed
By the centralised system of wildlife revenue collection. By 1983,
HDhe had received from Treasury only 41.5% ofF its wildlife revenues
in the Wildlife Industries New Development For All {WINDFALL}
pragramme. Although not receiving full reVanuas, HIN realized tha
potential of using wildlife revenues to finance district projects
during this time.

The following comparison of the expected (and hence budgebted)
wildlife utilisation funds a5 against thosa Funds actually received
by HDC from central treasury highlights the frustraticonzs of the
WINDFALYL, programma and provides some useful insights intg the
ewpactations of NDC to finance recurrent expenditure with wildlife
ravenues. -



1982/83 l383/84 1984 /85 1585,/85
Budgeted 130,000 140,000 125,000 . 1540 000

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

Actual as %
of Budgeted 11.04% B2.3% 20,.6% 72.14%

SBource: 5.M. Hove (Chief Executive officer] HDO i9PE.

During +his perinﬂ* wildlife utilisation funds were uzed mainly to
finance the Council‘s recorrent expenditure with the difference
being made up for by central treasury grants as indicated in table
3 below.

18485/87 . 1487/88 1988/89
Lacal Revehnile 275,172 192,641 341,753
Total Recurrent Bxp. 16%,4B8 1B6,592 235,614
Cifference 1L0E , D00 T, 0k 10E,23%

Spurce:; S5.M. Hove (Senior Exeputive Officer) NI las9.

GFivan that wildlife urilisation reavanue constitetes the larder
percentage of local revenues, and givenh alsg that loecal revenues
are prucial in financing the racurrent expenditure of council, it
ig hardly surprising that the NDC was the firet DC te set in motion
the protess of acguiring Appropriate Aucthority from ocentral
Forernment o wmanzge ite own wiidlifie yescuwrces end theTraby
circumvent central treasury. The motivation at this stage was not
tr instituyte participstory lecal nanadement and utiligation of
respurcas but rather teo capture wildlife utilisation funds at the
lacal level to fipance district lavel recurrent expenditore.

Thus from The outset LThe obhjsctive of HDEC in applying far
Apprupriate Authority never was in order to inwvwolwva looal peapla
in decsision msking., The minimam reaquiremnents for guellifying for
Appropriate huthority are howaver guch that WD had at sona stase
in the development of 1ts applicaticn to start seriously
=onsidarihig ways af i(nvolving loca} pegple in wmapnagement and
decision making, 1f apnly as a way of getting the application
granted. Moreaver, the hegotlation progess with NGOs oparating in
the ares, particularly the Zimbabwe Trust (Zintrust] which
evantually financed the flrst year of the NIK wildlife management
programme [(by fipnancing all the capital eXpenditure and the ganeral
managert*s =salary and budget), snepred that provisien for local
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perticipation was made. It is significant to note, howaver, that
rhe leocal population did not in any significant way participate in
tha process leading up to application for Appropriate Avthority.

Having thus decided that wildlife revenues were vital to finaneing
£he MDCFs programme for the development of Nyaminyaml,the HDC sat
up a stesring committee in October 1585 Lo draw up a matagament
programme for the district's wildlife resources that would entall
the direct payment of wildiife revenues to the Councill. Differences
regarding the nature of logel participation led to the reglagnation
of twp prominent members ef the steering committes. Concessions
wera made and tha stearing committee’s work culminated in the
establighment of the Nyaminyami Wlldlife Management Trust { HHMT Y
in 1088, Jangen (1990) oh=erves that while commanity participation
was an int=gral compeonent, thae motivation for the Trust's formation
was mainly economic.

; wi Wj i [T 1% L2huteg =t

The Truzst was st up BE an arm of tha DU reaponslible for thea
sustainable managemanht of ite wildlife resaurces. Mamiiership of
tHe Trust includes all councillors from the dietrictfs 13 wards,
the 4 chiefs frowm Omay’s 4 chieftainecles, the Senior Executive
officer of the DO, tha District Administrater (representative of
central gevernment at the local leval) representatives of NGQOs
sparating in the district {i.e. WRF Multjiepecias Froject, Sawve The
childpran Fund U.E, centre for Applied Social Scisnces (CASS)),
reprepentatives of the commercial interests operating in the
diptrict f(i.e. the hotel and holiday rasorts and the Hapanta
fiteheries on the shores of Lake Maribg), and a representative of
the cooperative organizations operating in . the district., Tha
organizational structare and mepbership of the NWMT is presented
in pppendix I.

The hierarehieal administrative strocture of the Trust at thls time
iz presented as figure 2. Tt amerges Irom this organization
diagram that tha NWHT froa the autset is developing a vary
hierarchical structura based on the employment of soma Very
gpeclalised cadre to implement its wildillfe management Programe.
The Ward Wildlife Management Committees are demporatically elected
and are wnot employed by the trust. Area Managerrs hava not yet haan
recruited though this idea is still bheling actively considerad.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICER
WILDLIFE FROJECTS
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GENERAI, MANAGER
[ PROGFOSED]Y

WILDLIFE MAMAGER

AZSISTANT WILDLIFE INSTITUTIONS KAPENTA
MANAGER OFFICER MHANAGER
|
SEHIOR GAME WARD BOATSWAINS
GUARDS
i MILMIFE
GAME GOARDE
|
l COMMITTER DRIVERS ETC
DRIVERS ETC

This tap heavy management Structure was principally a result of the
1mplament1ng agency s (Zimtruzt) insistanca on deuelnplng oounei]
tapaclity o nmaneye wildlife. Capaclity thlilding was considered to
be SYNONYTRES with the recruttment of putside =skill. TThHis iz

reflected in an inereage of resuzrrent axpenditura from T84, 488 in
1989 to Z%214,725 in 196a.

Betwean 1385 and 1990, wildlife regurrent expenditure increased by
37.2% of wWhich 17.4% was due 1o labour ralated expenses. This
demenstrates that the managerial structure baing developed by the
HWMT is negatively affecting the net wildlifa revenue and hence
reducing the funds available for disbursement teo the indiviawnal
wards. Janeen {19%0:17) notes thnat “Tha WANT's first year of
aperation [198%} a= appropriate authority over the wjildlits
resource Can be tarmned i sURtess, with a strong
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ecological /management performance. It scores less well from a local
participation peint of viaw".

The fact that NDC had a scurplus of E5252,B65 (c.255:1U55) for
disbursement to the wards in 1982 is, hawever, largely due +to the
fact that the oounncil receiwved sulbkwtantlal support from a local
Neo, Zimtrust, to get the wildlife management programma off the
ground. According to Jansen (1950:143, 1n 19885 "Zimtrust finpanced

520,093 of recurrent expenditure as well as E51%1,6B3 of caplital
expenditeren.

Zimtrust continued to finance capital and recurrent expanditure in
1280 under the auspices of a proposed agresment with the KDC. Thus
in 1990 NWHMT received funds to purchase two Kapenta fishing rigs
snd employ a Kapents Manager from Zimtrust. This is ancther highly
capitalised wenture which is yet to produce any gaticfactory
returne on investment. The problems of raliance on subsidlies, high
recuFrrent costs and investment in highly capitzlised vantures are
discussed i the fellowing section.

It iz al=o evident from the WWHT s financlal statements 1989 and
1950 that the NWMT ralies on safari- hunting for most of its
ravenue. Safari honting’s contribution to net wildlife revenus
increapes Frow B5.23% in 198% to 90,16% in 1990, Thus safari
hunting and grants from the Zimtrust account for nearly all of tha
HWMT*=s revenuez from wildlife management thus far.

The orucial gquestion that gmergeé here is whether, espacially given
the high subsidies, household level revenues are sufficient
incentive for local participation in wildlife management.

& NYARinyarl i1dlifa MAEnageme W ST E
aoa i i £ th i i

Belng the £first district council te be granted Appropriate
authority, the NWHMT wildlife management progranme 1= very much a
pilot programme. It is ineviteble in such a situation that mistakes
wili Bava been nade. It is alsc inevitablae, given the pilot nature
of the programma, *that decisisns will have been taken and
implemented that do not factlitate *the achlevement of the
objectives of CAMPFIRE but rather detract from it.

In order to evaluate the NWMT programma thus far, and ths CAMPFIRE
programme gansrally, this paper will new conslder the econani o
viability, the extent of local control/devalution and the nature
and sxtent of institutional development in the NWMWT programme in
turn.

1. i wia = e tiw

CPR management theoTry suggests that the degradation of CFRS, and
for that matter respurces held under other property regimes, is
uspally a result of insufficient ineentives for efficlant rescurce
ptilisation. Runge (1986} argues that strong incentives gre
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regquired for collective actian in the rvillage sconomy’, which is
characterised by intardependent declsion making regarding rescurcsa
use. Bromley and Cermea (158%) have devaloped a model which
demm?stratea thet dus to poverty, poor resgurce andowments and a
fragiie acasysten, and insafficient inceantives to tha household For
efficient raesource use load to respource dagradation.

Lawry {1280} cautiens that the changing natura of the fvillage
aconomy’ ip such that individuals have alternative income sources
to daclinipg ocFRs. Horeover, the natural resources used by
individusls  are koth private apd communal 1in  character.
Agricultural income, which constitutes the principal source of
income, is= gained from crop production on individual holdings.
Remittancas alsr constitute a significant source of 1ncome acs
‘vlllagers =ack Aalternative naop-agricultural sources of incoma-
Lawry cencludes that " thesa =ircoamstances can lsad to greater
compeartition, and not cogperation, in the tipe of communal resonrces™
(ibkid., p.61. The avallability of altarnative zourcas of income Lo
declining CFR= leade to what Lawry (198%) calls "the problem of
incantivyegh,

Ciking 2 tedy of case study llterature on the proeblems of community
management of cofidon resourcaes, Lawry concludes that there are two
-mador policy lessons to be learned from these exparlences regarding
the prokblenm of incentives:

aj. "Collectiwva actioh is more likely o result whare the common
redouroe i ocritical o local inconmes and 1B scaros.

b). "Collective action will ba wore Jdifficult te achisve ywheare
intere=zt in the resocurce as a source of incowms varieg, o
where resgutce use ptrabegies differ aignificantly" [Lawrcy,
1989:9).

2.

Tha CAMPFFIEE programme sttempts to give willagers a share af the
ravanunes generated from the utilisation of wildlife in their areas.
CAMFFIRE is based on the basic tepet that "the key mechanism for
the eaeffective custodianchip of wildlife rezpurces is te gilve
focuzed value for those who are itz de facto managers" [Pangetl
1990;: 5], Thazg managars are recoghlized ag the communitiaes who incur
the costs af management.

Tha problem of turqinq wildlife into a critical resource in tha
communal areas of Jdimbabwe is not one of lmproving existing common
proparty management errangements hecause these do not exist and are
only now balng implemented, but one of replacing an lnefflcient
state mAnagement ay=temr with new local managenent. Wildlife as &
resoRrce as heen Aaliengatad From the communal populations since the
promulgetion of the "King’s Game" laws at the turn of the century.
Consequently, CL popelations have coma to Bee wlldlife as a cocot
rather than a benefFit. CAMPFIRE attampts to institute looal
matagement at the =ama timea that it changes thils perception of
wildlife. Gilwven such 82 =scenarlo, 1t ix necegsery for wildlife to
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demonetrate ite ability to earn incomes for rural househelds that
ara in excess of their meagre lncomes from other sources,

in the case of Nyaminyami, these ravanues have amounted to Z595.00
per Rouschold in 1989 and £524.25 per housahold in 1980, It i=,
howaver, interesting to note that the nomber of housseholds
recogtilsed in the NWMT’=s financial statements doubled from 2,000
in 1989 te 4,000 im 19%0. It iz not clear why this 1= =20 =since
thare was never any renegotiation of what constitutes a hauseheld
during this tims, A probable explanation would be that the council
iz imposing itz own definition of nousehold on the commrunities. The
figure of 4,000 households is more likely to be accurate if it is
agsumed that awverage househeld =iza 1z 10, in which casa thae total
population of the district would be arcund 40,000, If thers” wara
4 000 households in 1999, then per capita income from wlldlife

revenues in that yvear was Z849.50, and not tha E$99.00 suggested
in the financial =tatement.

It must also be borne in mind that thizs dividend has been made
possible by a loan to the local awthority from Zimkrust. Without
this loan, the dividands would certainly have been much lower or
not even availaknle. The guestion that then arises is does this
dividand represent a sufficient economic incentive for fndividuasls
households to participate in community nanagement of wildlife?
Alternatively, the question might be posed: "is the leval of income

such that wildlife constitutes a oritical resource to tha honsehold
aranamyt?

The answer to thise i= that wildlife income ig definitely not
critical to the household economy. & study af land use strategies
and houseshold incomes carried out in the Qmay CLs 1n 1990791
[Murombedzi, fortheooming) suggests that a zignificant proportion
of househald cash itncomes in Kyaminyam: are from wage labour in the
form of remittanpces aarned acs casual labourers on commeraial farms
or other communal areacs during the peak agricultural ssason. Many
individuals alse aarn cash- incomes from agricoeltural and other
forms of wage labour within the district (such as eonstructing

houses or clearing fields for those who can afford to pay for the
servrioca).

Tha majority of households in the study alsc had acoess to lncoma
from livestock Salas (typleally goats) and thesa are sold when
there iz a need for the cash, uswvally to pay school fees, to buy
se=d, to get a field ploughed or te travel.

The =tudy also shaws that most of the cash income earnad by the
heuvsehnld is invested .in crop production, in the feorn of purchases
ocf imputs [mostly seed apnd some animal draught pachinery as well
as hand implements)] and mechanical drawvght pawer. About 460% of the
hou=eholds in the survay had hired a tracter to pleugh at least 1
acre of their land during 198828 and 19899,/90 agricultural ssasons.
The cost of ploughing 1 scre is %532.00, while the cost af a 20
kilogram bayg of zeed maize {(sufficient for 1 acre) ie akout Z525.00
locally. Hence the revenue earned from wildlife is already much
less than what the average honsahold invests in 1 acre of its land
par S&ason.
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The study alse established that the majerity of households (about
80%) do not consider wildlife as being of any henefit to then.
Inztead it etill constituntes a cost and the typical =solution
suggected it that wild animals spiould. simply be driven away from
tha €L ard fencad-off in nmaarby Matugadonha WHatiooal Barlk. Tha
najarity of those hoonzeholds that percelve come benefit 1n wildlife
typically gee it 3= zome assthetic rather than econpmic banafit.

However, tha study zlsc demonstrates that the level of sash ingomes
of the majoerity of households iz low. As puch wildlife can still
congtitute g future eritical economic resocurce to the household
income if revenues 1ncreagse and per caplta dividends rlzse
significantly . Howewrer, the levels of incomes appear tg be greatly
nheaverr. The amount of differehtiation calls feor Jdifferent
strategles which are econeidered in the next section.

3. Household THEfferentiation and Bepource Use Stratedgies

Lawry [(198%;:;11) obsarves that "when dgroups of househoelds vary Iin
thelr economic interssts in the pcommunal resgurce, and in their
management practices genarally, so too they way wary in thair
willingmess and ability to sdopt certaln aspects of any communal
managenent scheme., The dilemma is one of achieving coordinated,
common  behaviour in an environment characterlzed By producer
2iversity".

The problem . of honsehold differentiation ez 1t affegtz the valys
af wildilife is A eruc=ial one in the Hyaminyaml casze and ons that
Das not hesn given tha attention it deserves by the loocal authority
and theilr advisers (including cASS}. The distribution of benpefits
has been on an equal basjis to all Wwards in the omay, Kanyati and
GFatshe Gcatshe CLs without any regard to differences in  the
contribution of each ward to revenue. Howewver, more than 0% of all
wildlife revenua is earned from the Omay CL, which also has the
lowast agricultuaral income and the highesst incidence of crop and
livestock destructian by wlld animale. It follows from this that
wildiifa jncone is likely to be more eriticel to Omay households
than te thoese in the other ¢le in the diztrjct and a=s such Omay’s
kenefit from the wildlife revenus =should be proportional to its
contribution.

Secondly, fnllnwing the éradicsaticon of tsetsa fly, thera has been
an lnflux of migrants inte the Omay CL. Typically, thepe immigrants
area Enterprlslnq Individuwals from other £Le outside the dlstrlct
whose pain ein is to open up large tracts of iand to engage in cash
crop production, or to bring in large herds of cattle £ graze on
the wvaz=t unexploited pastores of the Eamberil Valley. Tha local
authority has found it difficult to s=top thiz in-nigration,
principally hecause 1t 1s supported by the long term rasidente of
the fmay whe Sea advantagez in a larger popuiatisan base. ‘Tha
advantage of in-migration for the Omay population 16 twofold:
Plratly, in-migrants increaze the rangs of human settlemnent and
thus peripheralize wildlife {and hence alse reduce the ameunt gf
crop and livestitck destructien). Secondly, the migrants bring in
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livestock and hence draeght power to which the long term residents
of dmay have acceszss (Murombedzi, . forthooming).

The NI has attempted to exclude these households from the benefit
af wildlife revenue by not compensating them for crop and llvestock
dastruction. Howaver, the ward revenues are being invested in ward
projects from which the migrants will no doubt benetit even though
they ars not dependent on this CPR for their livelihood.

Thixdly, kecanse oI differential access to non—agrisultural forms
of ipcoma, the population of Cway iteelf is very differentiated and
is thus wvery likaly to have diffarent =aims regarding oommon
Property regsources. The survey of land use strategles [ Murombedzl
farthooming) shows that those househclds with high incomes are
typlcally investing in livesktock and see wildlife az potential
competlition for grazing. Their typlcal solution 1s once again that
wildlife should sinply -be driven ocut of the C©L as it does not
banafit anyona. Such housahelds Ao not perceive any economic wvalus

in wildlife bechuse incomes ara s0 low compared with thelr other
incomes as to be insignificant.

Thus it i= necessary for the MWMT programme to pay attention to
differentiation in the distribution of bonefits if it is to
facllitatn collective action in local lavel wildlife managemant And
if wildlife ip to hkhegome coritical to the incomer <f those
hongehalds whoge livelihoods depend on access to the conmons. AS
Lawry (1989:4) cbhgerves: "Local common property menagement will nok

emerge =imply by giving graatear official relign to local action.
Policoy initistives will hawve l1ittla impact unless an important

array of incentives supportive of common proparty management Arae
aperating at the local lewvel™.

CAMFFIRE assumas that wildlifa is necessarily viable wherever it
ooeurs it commercimlly eX¥Xploitable densitie=s, i.e. where it i=
attractive for the tourist/=safard industry. Very little scope iSs
given for leocal managenent stretegies that might not involve
commarsizl exploitation to create revenues for investment in other
pragrammes /projacts. Thara is an urgent neaed to give lacal
compunitias capecity to actually uwtilise the wildlife resouroes
rather than to simply accept existing utilisation patterns on tha
kasis of economic wiability for safari operctors. The HNDC has not
considered investing in the =zafari industcy and thus localising sl1
Wwildlifea revenuna. Ultimataly, this might prove the only wiabla
sgolution for instituting a NDC/community co-menegement arrandgemant
which would not only guarantee local participation in tha actual
exploitation of the resource but would generate considerable local
emp loyment .

4, ent 123 ent:r =] tepgt o c

Hvaminvanl

In implenenting CAMPFIRE, DMPWM circumvenhtesd other l1ine ministries,
particulariy tha Minlistry of Local Sovernment =2nd Rural and Urban
Development (MOLGRUDY, by negotiating with individual local
authorities and ‘communities’® through an N3d. This bas hanpered the
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partlcipation of =oma government departments whose parkticipation
ig otherwise wital for the pacgessfuwl implementation of +ths

Frograrmme .

Thics is particularly true of the MOLGRUD which haz been zlaw in
racagniszing Appropriate Autharity and hence 1in giving lacal
gutharities sufficient scope to decentralise resource wmanagement
te looal communities.

CAMPFIRE aleo assumes that disatriet councils are willing and will
ba abkla to further devolve managemant to wards and ywlllage=. The
litarature on decentralisation suggests that thisa is neither a
simple process nor one that can be put in motion by outsiders {(de
Valk and wWekwets 1990}, Moreover, devolution to the ward or
district level does not represent the kest managemsnt sclution for
comman prapexties, in most casss the most vViabkle instituticnal
optionz involva some co-menagemsnt between 2ifferent lawvals aach
with clearly defined righis and obligations koth to the resourca
and with regards te other co-managers. (Berker and Favar, 1988;
Lawry 15339, HMurphree 1994).

The NWHMT i= in the procesz of setting-up ward wildlife management
committesz, Theze oommittses are alaectsd bBY yniyersal adali
sutffrage and have the task of planning and managing the investment
of wildlife utilisation funds. They are net askasd ko make any
decisgione regarding the earning of tha revenus itaself. Moreowvsr,
the naw lpatitutions do not decide on the projects in which they
&ra to invest their ward dividend=. This decislon is typically made
by the DT, opon sobamiz=zion by the ward commitbess of a2 number of
different project proposals. NDC retains the right to veto any
proposal or suaggest onse that it deems more "vwieble" or
rsustainakle!,

The fact thet ward=z havae to submit projast proposale for
ratification by council, while it can ke defanded on the grounds
of a need Lo coordinate davelopwment and provide expertize that is
lacking within the commonitie=s, ip renpiniscent of the relatlonship
that exizted between DCs and central traassury undsr the WINDFALL
Programma. Under WINDFALL, development funds to DCs on the basis
of development hlans had to be approved by Treasury.

It iz alzo worthwhila to note here that the decision to disourse
funrds te the ward for investment in ward projects was not taken by
the wards themsalvas, but rather by the HDO.

The guestien of administrative scceuntability ie also crucial to
CAMPFIRE I1mplementaticon. Bacauves of the Structurs of local
government, DT enployees are accountable to the government rather
than to the Council and their actions are thus designed to confora
to the regquirements of their departments than to council policy.
Murasver, DCs are themselvas not accounkable, in practice, te the
constituancies they purport to reprasent. This raises a whola
peries of guestions acort the nature and extent of local
participation in CAMEFIRE.
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HOC zeams o have ratalined all ooptrol over wildlifa revenuas, and
the =skill and capital intensive strustura that has been developsd
tn manege wildlife ig 1lkely to be difficult Lo replicate at the
community level., It would appesr thakt the programme rung tha risk
of centralising at the lavel of the DT, as indicatad by the
followling ohssrvations on the dlstribution of revanusa.

Discussing the decision-making process by which wildlife revenuez
were allocatad for varlious purposes, dJansen (1990:14) obsarves:

"rhe fact that only 10% of the funds were ratained by the
district council az a levy and only 12% retmined in 3 reserve
fund wae thes result of "countervalling forceg" within NWNT.
'+ ++ The diptrickt comncillaors, reprasanting the warde, reguired
the zuppeort of cutzide mepkers of thoe board of mnanagement
meeting te assist them in making a strong case for a sizeable

Himmediate" benefit to each ward. They argusd against the nesd
to retain funde for capital expenditures...™.

The Eact that BHOC is interested in maintaining the bulk of wildlife
revenies fTor capital expenditura seems to suggest that leocal
cantrol over the rasources 1s limited. A typical rasponse to the
guestion: Ywho in your opinicn owns the wildlife resources of this
wammunal area?" is either the district council or the wildlife
managar [Murombedzi, forthcoming). Local people argue that they do
not even participate in making decisions about wildlife and
therefore cannot consider the rescurce to bhe their awn.

The problem of develeoping appropriats common property resource
management instituticopns at the looal level is obvicusly part of the
wider CPFR problem which ipcludes thae issues of incentivez and
control. in the CAMPPIRE caee, the creatlon of leoecel institutione
to replace lnafficient state control assunes that the ward, craated
at local level, if not an apprepriate institution for CER
managenent, i at least an approprlata bacis on which to build such
a desired institution. It is alsc assumed that the ward will ke
akble to develop some anforcaable rights to the resotrce in relation
to other intarast groups. Consequently, most CAMPFIRE afforts at
ingstitutionalising local management of wlldlife have focused on
devaloping ward capacity.

CAMPFIRE assumes further that communities can be defined sinply as
wards or villages and that.they are amporphoss. Howaval, SOoma vary
seriocus conceptual and practical  problems  constrain most
definitions of community and the leavel of differentiation in mest
seems Lo suggest that tha target populations may not have =mimilar
abijectivas regarding the resgurce in guestion (Cousins 1989,
Scocnes and Wilson 19849).

The CAMPFIRE focus on the ward i= relewvant in so far as the ward,
being a creation of central government, already has some pollitical
legitimacy as well as a defined place in the developnant planning
precess. It alsce has the advantage that 1t weould not create other
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tnstitutions that sollld compate with ewisting local institutions
in eskablishing authority and control ovar CPRs-

However, the creation of local institutions neces=zarily has ko
consider cther more crucial i==swe=s'if such institutions are to he
of any value in mobilising the participation of thosa whose incompes
depend on tha commones in thelr wanagament.,

Firgtly, tha WADCO a=s an institutlion of lesal government iz nob
nacassarily reprezentativa of thoge members of the community whose
livelihood 18 eritically linked to ascess to commons. It is more
Likely to ba repremgentative of thoss menbers of the community whose
interast in local government ils to decure their tncomes from other

‘Fourcas.

Secondly, the ward asm & gnit of local governmant i3 not necessarily
a comminity. It rather represents a divergence of interests and use
rights in the common proparty rescurces. It 1ls therafore possikble
that =zome groups within the ward can capture this institotion for
interezte which exciude the sustainable management of ocommon

PFTOperty.

A mora fundamental ghortcoming 1= that CAMPFIRE does not recognlize
sustomary usufructuary righte and the processes by which they are
defined ae heilng erucial in implewepntation or dafinitien af
"apprapriate local Institition’, yet this may ultinatsly determine
the extent of local participation in the programme (¥ide e.9.
Barkes and Farar 19907 Murombeadzi 1590; Lawry 1989; 1950).

While ptate control ovear wildlife rescurces for well cver a century
may well have eroded such uvsufructuary rights in the resource as
may have exigted, it ls alse possible that loeal responses to stata
control consisted of redefining suweh rights., Ona of the najor
probleme faced hy DNPWM was ko cantrol "poaching" or finformal
eroapping” by local residente of the communal areas. It is not clear
whather ppoaching was 4 coardinated response of poople against state
contrel of the wildlife rescurcas oap whether it was an individual
anterprice.

Indicatians are that posching 1s more extensive than is officially
recogriised and that it is also possibly organissd around groups of
hupter=. In this case, it is also possible that there is a systam
af Alebtributing the proceads «f posching among clearly defined
baneficiaries, To the guestion: "Da you know of anyone who hunks
or traps wild animals for maat?", the typical responsa has been
"Yag", The answer to the guestion that ceeaks to establish the
axistence of any network for distributing the meat hae been mora
evasive, parhaps bacause &f the legal implications. However, most
respondents say that meat is vanally sold or exchanged for grain
in other districts to avold detectlion (Murombedzl, foarthocoming}.

It is thus not olear whekther there is any organised off-fake of
animals in the Hyamihyami. The point, howaver, ie that the wvery
existence of illegal off-take mnight imply Soma underlying
institutional arrangement whlch define=s rights ste. and which may
prove a valeable starting point in identifying local usnfructuary
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rights in the wildlife resouwrge, It is necessary for research to
ldentiry any such righte and maka policy recommendations on how
they can best he bullt into the policy process,

In edditlen to defiping wusufructuary righte, CAMPFIRE oust
recagnise legitimate local intarasts in the rezsourcse. The currant
focus on hunting as the most viable method of generating ravenua
from wildlife may have the effect of curtailing the developmant of
cEbher local interests 1n the rasourca, =uch a= local hmanting. IF
thay are not recegnised and given full =cope to develop, such
interasts way yet again be driven underground end thoe ack to
undarcut the authority of local iaztitutions. Thus while state
interests in wildlife are clearly defined, CAMPFIRE doas not define
local intereste in the Sandg resourde.
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The Ffollowing major conclugions can be drawn from the foregoing
dipcupeion of tha Nyaminyami experience.

Thera ie an urgent need to ensure that sufficlent incentives
exizt for i1individeal houzeholds to particlipate in leocal
nanagement of wildlife.

It f= necessary that leocal authorities aveoid investment in
high capital projects ae thesa can weasily become =zelf
perpetuating, with the rezult that the bulk of wildlifes
revenuea are used to financae recurrent expenditursa rather than
to pecoma an important pert of housshold incomes.

Benefits should include improved crop and livestock
protection, ewmployvmant epportunitiss, better acoass ko the
wlld animals themselves, and logal control or influence in the
depision making process.

Local authoarities, as well as other institutions developed to
manage wildl!ife resources, should be mora accountable to the
people for whom that resource iz managed.

It is alsa necessary, in this connection, for the distribution
of bhenefits +to take account of differential resource
endowmants, interests in and contrikuticonz to the management
of the-rescurce.

Eights in wildlifa, particularly customary usufructuary
right=, need to be mora claearly dafined 1f local institotions
are to becone viakhle units of local level CFR management. The
right of canmunities to certain minimum benefits from wildlife .
ghould also be =zpecified. In this connactlon, differences in
rasource endowmente as wall as differentistion within the
communities concernad should he conpidered.

The co-managemsnt relationship between the local communities
and counclig abould also be clearly defined and given 4 legal
bR=i=z in order to praempt the posaibility of recentralization
at council leval.

411 government departments at all levels with an interest in

CPRs =hould be invalved at all stages of programme
implementetion to prevent competitlion and wisundarstanding.
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MEMBERSHIP OF NWHT

HYAMTNYAMT DISTRICT COUNCIL (<hair) 12 Counciliors
EYAMTNYAMT DISTRICT COUNCIL 5.8B.0. 17
MOLGRUD District Admwinistrator
CFOVERNMENT MINISTRIES 4 represantativas |
DISTRICT DEVELOPMENT FUND Senior Field Officer
NON-GOVERNMERT ﬂRGﬁHIEAiIﬂHE 2 repregentatives ®
COMMERCIAY, SECTOR 1 representativa
UTRADITIONAT® AUTTHORITIES all 4 chiafs in Owmay
LHMFWM 1 raprecentative

Senior Executive officer of Council.

Reprasantatives of minisktries actually operating at
the district level, 1in this case the ministries aof
Natuxal Resources Bnd Tourism, Tands Agricultura and
Rural Settlemant: Conmunity and Cooparative
Development, and Manpowar Planning and Social Weltare,

Represantatives of HGO= actually operating in the
District. Howewver,;, the trust board naw constitutes
represantativas of twoe NGOe [(WWF Multispecias Project
and the University of Zimbabhwe’s Centre for Applled
Social Sciencas).
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