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Wildlife Management Areas (WMASs) are the mechanism established for implementing community
wildlife management in Tanzania. WMAs consist of portions of village land set aside for purposes
of wildlife conservation and the development of wildlife-based enterprises such as tourism and
tourist hunting. In order to establish WMAs, villages must develop land use plans and by-laws, as
well as establish a community-based organization (CBO) that is granted user rights to wildlife by
the Wildlife Division of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism (MNRT).?

WMAs were rst formally adopted in Tanzania by the 1998 Wildlife Policy (revised 2007). This Policy
recognized that for the future of wildlife in Tanzania it is essential that wildlife generate economic
bene ts to the rural communities who live alongside wildlife, and for wildlife to be a competitive
economic form of land use at the local scale. WMAs were rst legally established through the WMA
Regulations of 2002 (revised 2005) and are now established in the Wildlife Conservation Act of
2009.

WMAs have thus played a central role in Tanzania’s wildlife management, policy and law for more
than a decade. Despite such experience, it remains unclear how WMAs are ful lling their objectives
related to rural economic development, enterprise development and wildlife conservation. Many
WMAs have been relatively slow to develop, and a number of reviews and independent research
during the past ve years, since the rst WMAs were gazetted in 2006, have detailed a range
of institutional and management challenges facing WMAs.2 Today, it is critical to re-assess the
performance of WMAs in relation to government policy objectives of promoting economic growth,
rural development, private investment and sustainable management of natural resources.

This summary outlines the ndings of two studies recently carried out by TNRF on the current
status and performance of three WMAs in northern Tanzania, in Arusha and Manyara Regions.® It



Box 1: Structure and Management of WMAs

Basic Steps to Forming a WMA

Village Assembly agrees to form WMA based on Village Council recommendation

&

Villages form a CBO and register it at Ministry of Home Affairs

&

The CBO prepares a Strategic Plan

&

Villages prepare Land Use Plans, which must be surveyed and registered

&

Land us plans are subjectied to Environmental Impact Assessment

&

Villages prepare by-laws to support the land use plans

¢

CBO prepares a Resource Management Zone Plan (or General Plan)

¢

CBO applies to Director of Wildlife for AA status

¢

CBO/AA applies for user rights

¢

CBO/AA enters into investment agreements

¢

Investements in WMAS subjected to EIA

Figure 1: Basic steps to forming WMA#*

The basic steps for creating a WMA are for the villages to agree to form the WMA, identify land to
be managed for wildlife and other compatible land uses (such as forestry, sheries, beekeeping and

in pastoralist areas, livestock), and develop land use plans and by-laws for governing these land
designations.

4 Adapted from Nelson, 2007




A key early step is for the member villages forming the WMA to establish an umbrella Community-
based Organization (CBO), with its own governing constitution de ning how leadership and
management is elected and overseen, and to register that CBO under appropriate legislation (e.g.
Societies Ordinance).

Once the CBO has been registered, village land use plans and by-laws have been developed, and
an overall Resource Management Zone Plan or General Management Plan for the WMA has been
developed and approved, the CBO can apply for user rights to wildlife from the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Tourism. If the Ministry approves the application, the CBO becomes an ‘Authorized
Association’ (AA) for purposes of managing and utilizing wildlife in the WMA. The AA is the key
management body in all WMAs and is responsible for overseeing all investment activities within the
WMA as well as conservation efforts. Investors sign contracts with the AA, who then must report
to the WMA board of trustees, which is formed by villagers from member villages.

Figure 2: Overview of WMA revenue sharing breakdown




WMA Case Studies from Northern Tanzania



1) Burunge WMA

Figure 4 : Map of Burunge WMA, courtesy of African Wildlife Foundation

Burunge WMA was one of the rst WMAs to be gazetted, receiving user rights from the Wildlife
Division in 2006. The WMA comprises 10 member villages, all of which lie between Tarangire
National Park to the south and east, and Lake Manyara to the north (Figure 4). The WMA is located
in an important migratory corridor between Tarangire and Lake Manyara, particularly for species
such as elephant, buffalo, zebra and wildebeest, which regularly move between the two areas. The
main Arusha-Dodoma trunk road cuts through the member villages.

Due to its positioning along this road and
between two of the main National Parks
in Tanzania’s northern tourism circuit,
Burunge WMA has among the greatest
commercial potential for tourism of any
existing WMAs in Tanzania.  Tourism
is already at an advanced stage of
development in this WMA, with a total of
four lodges or permanent tented camps,
which generate considerable earnings.
Revenue from tourism has steadily
increased since the WMA was established
and reached over 227 million Tshs in 2009,
of which nearly 114 million was returned
to the member villages, resulting in a
“dividend” from the WMA of around 11
million per village.



Expenditure

Amount

Revenue Office/ No.of  Share per
. allocatedto . .
Conservation . villages village
villages
2006/07 37,496,988 8,296,411 18,748,494 9 2,083,166
2007/08 75,256,890 24,243,022.50 37,628,445 8 4,703,555
2008/09 64,595,376 34,211,010 34,297,688 9 3,588,632

2009/10 | 227,618,814 101,338,183 113,809,407 10 11,380,940

Table 1: Burunge WMA: Revenue and expenditure in Burunge WMA, 2006-2010.5 All gures in Tshs.
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Figure 5: Revenue (in Tshs) to Burunge WMA from Maramboi and Burunge Tented Lodges.
Revenue is paid at a xed rate per tourist per bed night.

In addition to generating revenue, tourism development provides some local employment
and opportunities to sell local goods, such as from four women’s groups that produce and sell
handicrafts. All revenue passed from the AA to the villages goes through a standard Village Council
allocation and Village Assembly approval process to then be used to invest in social services, with
most investments allocated for education, water and other services. Expenditure by the WMA itself
includes employment of 40 Village Game Scouts who carry out anti-poaching work.

5 Burunge WMA nancial report, 2011




Figure 6: A chart showing revenue generated and shared among the villages forming Burunge
WMA. Picture was taken in July 2011 by researcher, Emmanuel Sulle



present, and paying only a portion of fees to Babati District Council, with no formal or contractual
relationship with the AA. However, this arrangement may end with the forthcoming expiration of
all hunting block leases at the end of 2012 because Burunge is not listed as a hunting block lease
being offered for bids for the 2013-2018 period (see Box 3).

Perhaps the greatest challenge in Burunge WMA is that the member villages remain saddled with
major internal con icts, as has been the case since this WMA was established in 2006.2 The most
signi cant con ict is that Minjingu village, of cially listed as a participating village of the WMA, has
never actually recognized the WMA. Instead, Minjingu alleges that it never joined the WMA and
that minutes showing its agreement to join the WMA were fraudulent. As a result Minjingu has not
received any revenue from the WMA, and, consequently, attitudes on the part of the community
members towards the WMA are quite negative. The community tends to view the WMA as just
another extension of National Park land under the government’s control, and that the WMA will
limit the amount of revenue they can generate from tourism (prior to the WMA, Minjingu had
direct contracts with tour operators, pro ting greatly from these arrangements). This attitude is
exacerbated by recurrent threats from Babati district of cials that if the village withdraws from the
WMA, the land will be designated a Game Controlled Area under the Wildlife Conservation Act of
2009 and become off-limits to local use and residence anyway (see Box 2).

Another member village, Manyara Village, has been punished by the AA for its failure to remove its
villagers who occupied the designated WMA area in order to farm. Since 2009, the village has lost
a total of TZS 13 million in revenue withheld by the AA, revenue that is supposed to be distributed
equally to WMA member villages on an annual basis.® Although the issue of the WMA land invasion
in Manyara has been submitted to the District of cials for administrative and legal actions, it is
yet to be resolved and remains a threat to the sustainability of the WMA as other member villages
engaged in farming activities and facing economic pressures may follow suit.

This illustrates the rather tenuous land use economics upon which the success or failure of this
WMA rests. Although the WMA member villages received more than 11 million Tshs each in 2010,
this probably does not come close to matching the opportunity costs born by the communities by
agreeing not to practice cultivation in the land set aside by the WMA. Considerably greater sums
would be needed for wildlife and tourism to effectively compete with agriculture and provide real
incentives for the community members to give up their desire (and need) to farm in the WMA. This
highlights the problematic nature of the current situation. Investments in the WMA are heavily
taxed by the government, with 35% of all revenue going to the Wildlife Division (in addition to other
forms of tax such as VAT and corporate tax which the Tanzania Revenue Authority collects from
these tourism enterprises). Further, the AA’s failure to enforce revenue collection from some of the
existing investments in the WMA results in a loss of annual revenue for the WMA as a whole.

A nal issue, which underlies some of the existing challenges facing this WMA, is the relatively
limited management capacity of the AA. This AA has not employed skilled management in areas
such as nancial oversight and business development. The Game Scouts are poorly equipped,
with no vehicle or rearms. No information or data on wildlife numbers or poaching incidents is
being collected. The AA plays little role in enforcing land use regulations, which leads to concerns
on the part of tourism investors that the WMA is not being effectively managed. Ultimately, greater
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Box 2: Game Controlled Areas

Game Controlled Areas (GCAs) are one of the categories of wildlife protected areas in Tanzania.
Before the 2009 Wildlife Conservation Act, GCAs allowed human settlement and all forms of land
use in GCAs, while only prohibiting unlicensed use of wildlife. But, the 2009 Act changed this
by prohibiting all livestock grazing and cultivation in GCAs. The Act also required the Ministry to
ensure that there is no overlap between GCAs and village lands within one year of the Act coming
into force. The Act has been in force for more than one year now, but it is not known if any action
has been taken to resolve the extensive overlap of GCAs and village lands.

When WMAs are formed, GCAs must be degazetted to avoid the con ict between GCAs (reserved

land according to the Land Act) and village land, since WMAs may only be on village land*°.

Box 3: Leasing hunting concessions, 2013-2018

About 35% of Tanzania’s land area is used as tourist hunting concessions, and of this area about
half of all concessions are located on village lands where local communities reside. Hunting
concessions (‘blocks’) are leased by the Wildlife Division through ve year lease agreements
with private hunting companies. The leases expire at the end of 2012 and the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Tourism has invited bids for the concessions for 2013-2018.

10 TNRF and Policy Forum, 2010
11 This is according to the invitation for bids issued by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism earlier this year: http://www.mnrt.
go.tz/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=178:applications-for-tourist-hunting-blocks-&catid=39:news-and-anouncements



2) Enduimet WMA

Figure 7: Map of Enduimet WMA, courtesy of African Wildlife Foundation



agreements between the villages and tourism companies have been developed since the late
1990s, thus tourism businesses are well established in the area (although past con icts between
tourism and tourist hunting have restricted those developments).*®

Since its establishment in 2007, the WMA has been able to generate revenue from tourism, which
has mainly come from a permanent tented camp located in Elerai village. Another lodge, which
started construction prior to Sinya joining the WMA, has recently started operating in Sinya, but it
has not yet come to a formal agreement with the WMA. Total revenue from tourism reached over 48
million Tshs in 2009, although this dropped to 36 million Tshs in 2010 (Table 3).



This clari cation and stipulation of WMA operations and co-existence with livestock were key to
the WMA’s acceptance by the communities, which are about 90% pastoralists. Without such
provisions the WMA could never have advanced in Enduimet.

Enduimet WMA has developed its management capacity greater than some other WMAS, such as
Burunge. Presently there are of cials employed at the AA of ce in Enduimet, including a university
graduate serving as the Administrative Secretary for the WMA, with plans to employ a manager in
the near future. The AA carried out an election of its leadership in 2010, and some members of the
AA board were changed at this election.









Key Challenges

The main challenge and cause for incomplete WMA gazettement—it has been nearly nine years
after Makame was included in the list of pilot WMAs—is a land con ict between one of the member
villages, Illkiushoibor village, and the Mkungunero Game Reserve (MGR). MGR was formerly a
Game Controlled Area but in 1996 its status was changed without any consultation with adjacent
communities. Its boundaries were extended, as shown in Figure 9, enclosing approximately 5,000
hectares of Ilkiushoibor and neighboring Kimotorok village in Simanjiro District to the north. This
created a long-standing land con ict, as the new boundaries would displace many residents of
llkiushoibor and exclude them from critical water sources and pasture areas. This meant that the
boundaries of the village were contested, and also created resentment by the community towards
wildlife authorities responsible for the changed boundaries, and created a signi cant barrier to
WMA development.

A second source of internal con ict has been dissension within another member village, Makame,
about the WMA process. Concerns have been expressed about perceived loss of land designated
for the WMA, and the lack of transparency or open process around the initial election of leaders to
represent the village on the INDEMA Society (the CBO/AA).

A third challenge noted in this WMA has been the lack of a multiple-sector approach (eg. land,
livestock, forestry, wildlife, community development, etc.), which is fundamentally needed as the
WMA is entirely comprised by integrated livestock and wildlife land uses and the resident people
depend completely on the WMA area for their livelihoods. Close integration between livestock
development and the WMA development in the area is needed for the WMA to be viable and
accepted, as in other pastoralist areas, but this does not appear to have occurred. For example,
the Kiteto District livestock of cer has not been involved in the process and is not supportive of the
WMA.

The result of this long delay in implementing the WMA has been that divisions have been allowed
to fester and externally driven land use change has increased. In the case of Ngabolo village,
local people already feel like it is too late for the WMA to protect land, as large areas previously
designated for the WMA have already been cleared for agriculture.

More positively, the con ict between MGR and llkiushoibor has, according to district of cials, been
recently resolved due to the Wildlife Division agreeing that MGR boundaries will not take Ilkiushoibor
land but will adhere to the original 1961 Game Controlled Area boundaries. But it will be important
to see this actually play out and be implemented transparently, so that Ilkiushoibor can be assured
they will not be forced off their land.




Conclusions — Key Challenges

Enterprise Development

In the ve years since the rst WMAs were gazetted in 2006, the number of WMAs has continued
to spread, more land has been set aside for wildlife on village lands and in some areas WMAs have
been the site of important new tourism enterprises. Burunge WMA is in all likelihood among the
most high-potential WMAs for wildlife enterprises and income generation, and has a number of
tourism properties resulting in a fairly high and growing ow of revenues.

Despite this potential, Burunge’s ability to generate revenue remains constrained by a number of
key factors, particularly the AA’s inability to develop or enforce investment agreements with all the
investors operating in the WMA. Although total revenues are relatively high in this WMA, they will
ultimately need to grow considerably if they are to match the opportunity costs the member villages
are bearing by adopting wildlife land uses as opposed to agriculture.

In Enduimet WMA, revenues to the WMA are substantial but enterprise development has a more
checkered record, with one major investor pulling out after the WMA was established. For a number
of member villages, existing revenues are much lower than they were under previous arrangements
where Village Councils received payments directly from tourism companies. In such instances, the
WMA effectively functions as a highly punitive taxation regime, redistributing revenues generated
by wildlife on village lands to other locales and layers of government, including neighboring villages,
District Councils, and the Wildlife Division. As such, WMA performance in practice is not a net
bene t but a net cost to some communities, particularly when the costs of living alongside growing
wildlife populations are taken into account. Such circumstances clearly threaten the sustainability
of the WMA undertaking and need to be addressed creatively.

Recommendations for enterprise development that emerge from these ndings include the
following priorities:

[ ] Levels of government taxation on WMA earnings should be reviewed and reduced; at present
the WMA forfeits 35% of revenue directly to the Wildlife Division. After splitting remaining
revenues 50-50 between the AA and the member villages, the village earnings may be
insuf cient to motivate habitat protections and deter other forms of land use.

[ | Authorities at national and district level, along with WMA facilitators, should endeavor to
ensure that WMA regulations are being adhered to with respect to relationships between
investors and the AA, such that investment agreements exist and are enforced.

| With the expiration of existing hunting concessions at the end of 2012, it is greatly hoped
that at long last communities that have established WMAs will be in position to earn revenue
directly from tourist hunting if they wish and if hunting is a pro table way to use wildlife. It
is noted favorably that the hunting concessions situated in Burunge and Enduimet WMAS
(Burunge and Longido GCAs, respectively) are not among the concessions listed for bids
by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism, which lends hope that the long-standing
con ict of WMAs being saddled with hunting concessions over which they have no control

and which do not pay them direct revenue, will nally be resolved.

Conflict Resolution

WMAs invariably involve a wide range of local, district, regional and even national stakeholders from
both public and private spheres, and involve a range of trade-offs in land use and economic options.
As such, WMAs are often subject to con ict over land and resource use decisions, enforcement
and governance. This will undoubtedly continue to be the case, and the effectiveness of WMAs
will depend on how the different interest groups and stakeholders manage and resolve con icts
that emerge.

All three WMASs reviewed here have been subject to major con icts that have delayed or undermined
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their creation and performance. Perhaps the greatest challenge facing Burunge WMA is that the
long-standing con ict with Minjingu village is yet to be resolved and, in fact, appears to have



follow-up and support that they still urgently require. Instead, what is clear is that that major
investments in new WMAs are being planned for areas adjacent to those existing WMAs (e.g.
in Lolkisale adjacent to Tarangire, and in Lake Natron in Longido District). It is also evident that
major investments are being made in infrastructure, including a visitor center for Burunge WMA
being constructed on the main road near Tarangire. Infrastructure and marketing are undoubtedly
important, but sustained investments in the management capacity of the AAs, and the wider
communities, remains the paramount issue upon which WMAs will either succeed or devolve into
con ict and mismanagement. More sustained capacity-building efforts need to be made using
practical and creative strategies.

Recommendation:

Without considerable efforts made to increase the capacity of communities, AA’s and even district
authorities, WMAs will be at risk of under-performance and mismanagement. There should be
ongoing initiatives aimed at capacity building within WMA communities, so that WMAs can be
sustainable, effective mechanisms for wildlife conservation and community development.
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