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A COMMUNITY WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT
MODEL FROM MOUNT CAMEROON

Kristin B. Olsen, Henry Ekwoge, Rose M. Ongie, James Acworth, Ebwekoh M. O’kah and

Charles Tako

SUMMARY

Theforest areas surrounding Mount Cameroon
host some of the highest biodiversity in West
Africaincluding many rareand endemic species
of plantsand animals. Wildlife populationsare
indecline, dueto anincreasing tradein bushmest,
aswell asproblemsof forest encroachment from
farmersand large-scal e plantation devel opment.

In collaboration with forest authorities, the
Mount Cameroon Project (M CP) has adopted
a “participatory biodiversity conservation”
approach towildlifemanagement. Itisworking
with local communitiesintwo forest areasto
develop aviable model for participatory and
sustainable wildlife management appropriate
to local needs in terms of use, capacity and
resources. Thishasinvolved organising local
groups and working with communities and
government to develop systems for local
wildlife management: hunting licenses,
developing and all ocating sustainable quotas,
sanctions, monitoring and control. Other
resource management groups are now seeking
to emulate this model and to collaborate on a
regional level to ensure effective control.
Although devel oped together with the Ministry

of Environment and Forests, some aspects of
the model are not catered for within existing
legidation. It ishoped that themodel will serve
toinfluencepolicy changesat national level so
that redlistic community management of wildlife
can be achieved throughout Cameroon.

INTRODUCTION

The Mount Cameroon Project (MCP)! is a
conservation project with amandate from the
Ministry of Environment and Forests
(MINEF) to develop and test participatory
biodiversity conservation approaches to
sustainable forest management. The project
aims to “establish the means by which
biodiversity on Mount Cameroon can be
maintained and thelivelihoods of local resource
users improved” through a participatory
biodiversity conservation strategy (PBCS). In
the M okoko and West Coast project areas, the
wildlife resource has provided an entry point
to achieve wider resource management. This

1 MCP started in 1994 with support from the
Governments of Germany and UK, building
on thelatter’s support to the Limbe Botanic
Garden
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paper documents the “sustainable wildlife
management model” for the Mount Cameroon
region based on the experiences of the
community groups, MINEF and MCP over
thelast 5 years, and discussestheway forward.

Participatory Biodiversity Conservation
The PBCSisastrategy and plan of action to
secure thelong-term conservation of therich
but fast dwindling biodiversity of Mount
Cameroon. It is centred around an approach
for integrating the management of biological
and social factorsto support mutualy beneficia
development and conservationinitiatives.

In linewith the principles of the PBCS, MCP
aimsto develop viable and replicable models
for participatory natural resource management
for all project areas. Themodelsaimto provide
a prescription of the management system
(methods of exploitation, regeneration and
monitoring) and agreements between
government and the community on rightsand
responsibilities of the local community
towards sustainable natural resource
management. Thekey principles of the PBCS
areindicatedin Box 1.

Environmental and socio-economic
setting

The model is based on the experiences of
wildlife management groups operating intwo
areasthat differ in their biological and socio-
economic contexts. The Mokoko Wildlife
Management Association (MWMA) operates
on the Boa Plains and the Mokoko-Onge
forests. The West Coast Regional Wildlife
Committee representslocal groupsin the West
Coast region, aong the coast, on the south-
western slopes of Mount Cameroon. The
regional biological and socio-economic settings

Box 1 Key principles of the PBCS

» Conservation of scientific and locally
important biodiversity through abalance
of protection and sustainable use of
resources

Sustainableforest and land management
for a sustained production of forest
products through community-based
management and use systems, based on
agreed, viable and legally authorised
management plans where the benefits
derived from them are ecologically
sustainableand equitably distributed
Support for livelihood options that are
complementary to biodiversity
conservation

Empowerment of resource users and
communities adjacent to forest areas
Encouragement of resourceuserstojoin
together in organisedinstitutionsin order
to benefit from organisational capacity
building and information exchange
Policy influence on the basis of field
realitiesand the PBCS

Publication and dissemination of the
achievementsof conservationinitiatives,
the process used and lessonslearned

for wildlife management in these areas are
outlinedin Tablel.

Institutional context

Since gaining independencein 1960, forestry
legislation has progressively transferred
responsibility to the State for al aspects of
forest management. In 1994 the new Forestry
Law recognised the rights of communitiesto
participatein forest management (Egbe, 2000a,
b), through provision of community forests
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Table 1 Environmental and socio-economic setting of thetwo case studies

West Coast and Mount Etinde

M okoko-Onge and Boa Plains

Natural resource base

® 7,700 ha high biodiversity lowland evergreen
rainforest and sub-montane forest with globally
unique vegetation

® 6,400 ha under CDC leasehold and 1,300 ha
communal forest

¢ Wildifespediesof highbiodiversty importanceindude
theregiond endemics, drill, Preussguenon, red eared
guenon, and Mount Cameroon francolin, and dso
chimpanzee, Ogilby’sduiker, bareheaded rock fowl,
andtheAfricanforest dephant

¢ Key bushmeat speciesinclude primates, duikers
rodents, porcupineand river fish

* Important timber and fuelwood species include
Berlinia bracteosa, Pycnanthus angolensis
(ilomba), Hymenostegia afzeli, and Alstonia
boonel

* The areais rich in NTFPs such as chewstick,
spices, medicinal plantsand fruits

Natural resourcebase

® 27,000 ha high conservation vaue lowland forest
(of which 4,000 haflooded forest)

¢ 9,000 haunder CDC leasehold and 9,700 hain the
Mokoko River Forest Reserve (State owned
production forest)

¢ Landusedivided betweennaturd, largely undisturbed
forest, secondary (logged) forest, small-scaleshifting
agricultureand plantation agriculture

¢ Highdensitiesof endangered drill, red-eared guenon
and chimpanzee. Seasondly flooded areasareva ued
for bush pig, antelope and crocodiles

* Key bushmeat species include dl primates, blue
duiker, bushbuck, reptilesand porcupine

* Ironwood (Lophiraalata), iroko (Miliciaexcelsa),
doussie (Afzelia bipindensis) and ilomba are
common timber species

* Important NTFPsarerattan, bush mango, njansang,
anderu

Socio-economic environment

* Administered within Fako Division

¢ Estimated population of 20,000inhabitantsfluctuates
over theyear dueto seasondity of economicactivities

* Population made up of local ethnic groups
(Bakweri, Bomboko), nationals and foreigners
(Nigerian, Beninoisand Ghanaian)

¢ Erosion of theauthority of thetraditional council
over theyearsdueto lack of transparency and an
influx of immigrants

* Principal economic activities include fishing,
hunting/ trapping, plantation work, government
adminigtration, fuelwood and timber expl oitation,
farming, bushmeat and petty trading, and fish
smoking

* Mgjor trading port at | denau animportant centre
for economic activity. Plansfor adeep seaportin
theareawill bring aninflux of people, money and
pressure on natural resources

* |denauand Limbetownlinked by atarred highway

Socio-economic environment

¢ Administeredin Ndian Division

* Estimated population of 9,000inhabitants

¢ Culturaly diverseregionwith four clans(Baondo,
Barombi, Ekombe and Bakolle) and alarge number
of immigrantsfrom Cameroon and Nigeria

* Decisionsonissuessuch asland useand tenureand
forest exploitation made by chiefs and traditional
councils

* Some 90% of households actively involved in
farming both for cash and for subsistence. Other
economic activities include fishing, land rental,
hunting, timber exploitation, NTFPs, petty trading
and CDC labour

* Long-gandinginter-villageboundary disputesbetween
the communities and CDC. Communities opposed to
further expansionby CDC

* Poor accessibility by dirt roads, where bridges often
collapseduring therains

Source: EIA report (1998), Tchouto et a. (1999), Gadsby and Jenkins (1992) and Olsen et al. (2000)
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and community hunting zones. Thelatter give
the community rights to a defined hunting
territory, through a management contract
between acommunity and thewildlifeservice.
Unfortunately the procedure and responsi-
bilitiesof thewildlife serviceare very unclear.
Furthermore, both community hunting zones
and community forests are highly impractical
dueto their size limit of 5,000 ha and the fact
that, legally, they cannot apply inany forest area
wherethereisapre-existing exploitation title.

In the past, enforcement of illegal forest
exploitation in the Mount Cameroon areawas
ineffective due to poor ingtitutional capacity
within MINEF and low motivation of itsstaff.
The principle of community participation
represents an appreciation of the long-term
interest of local peoplein forest resources, as
bushmest isanimportant loca sourceof income
and protein. It is therefore reasonable to
recognise therights of local people to use and
manage theforest resources, and enlist themin
sustainable resource management.

Over-exploitationis caused by outside hunters
and an influx of people to the area. MCP has
encouraged local forest users to become
organised and to develop relationships with
other institutions influencing forest use to
manage these outside pressures. The strength
and nature of theserelationshipsareillustrated
inFigure 1.

CURRENT CONTEXT FOR WILDLIFE
MANAGEMENT

Community wildlifemanagement initiativesare
limited by the policy and social environment
and by the biologica resources of the area.
The opportunities and limitations of these

environmentsin theMount Cameroon areaare
outlined in Table 2 overleaf.

STRATEGIES FOR WILDLIFE
MANAGEMENT AND CONTROL

Formation of community wildlife
management groups

MCP initiated contacts with communities
through village-based stakeholder analysesfor
sustainable wildlife management in the two
areasin 1996 and 1997. Focus group discuss-
ions centred on wildlife use patterns, percep-
tions about other stakeholders and the future
role of stakeholders in wildlife management.
The dialoguein turn led to the formation of a
number of interest groups.

The Mokoko Wildlife Management Asso-
ciation(MWMA), formedin late 1997, hasas
its goal to increase the wildlife population in
theMokoko River Forest Reserve (thereserve)
and the adjacent forests. The MWMA aimsto
manage hunting, control outside hunters and
improvemembers' income. Sinceitscreation,
members have been pursuing this goal relent-
lesdly, working together with MINEF and MCP.

MWMA comprises indigenous and non-
indigenous hunters, trappers, pepper soup
sellers (mostly women), traditional councils,
traditional societiesand local MINEF staff. The
MWMA has 100 members from 11 villages
along the north and western borders of the
reserve, two zona committeesand an umbrella
committee. Further, the group is seeking to
involvevillagesin the creeksto the north west,
and in Bomboko to the south, of the reserve.

The three West Coast Wildlife Management
Committees (Batoke, Etomeand Bakingili) and
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Figure 1 Relationships between local forest users and others
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one Hunters Union (WMCs) were formed in
1997. The groups were registered in 1999 as
Common Initiative Groups, and a the same
time the West Coast Regional Wildlife
Committee was formed.

TheWMCsarerepresented by indigenousand
non-indigenous hunters, trappers and pepper
soup sellersand, following aresolved conflict
of power, are also collaborating with the
traditional council. Withinthe Batoke WMC,
three operational sub-committees (wildlife

forest monitoring, bushmeat off-take and
timber) have been created to facilitate amove
towards broader forest management.

The WMCs and MWMA received full
recognition by MINEF and were installed
(officialy recognised and supported) by the
Administrationin 1997 and 2000 respectively.

Agreements
A major issuefor wildlife management groups
has been to secure agreementswith government
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Table 2 Opportunities and constraints for community wildlife management in the Mount

Cameroon area

Opportunities

Congtraints

National Forestry and Wildlife (1994) laws,
the Wildlife Decree (1995) and more recently
the Yaounde Declaration (1999) and the new
concept of Zone d'Intérét Cynegétique a
Gestion Communautaire or Community

o Commercial hunting by local people
without a licence is prohibited

* The law does not detail the modalities for
community participation or local
distribution of benefits for wildlife

wildlife

*5 Managed Hunting Concession (2001) management
s provides support for the concept of * The monies from hunting permits and
“E-’ community management of wildlife exploitation are administered by the
S | * Local and regional MINEF are actively Treasury, a different government department
= involved in developing models for sustainable * Obtaining a community forest is slow and
|  wildlife management expensive
L' | « Communities can manage wildlife within a * Customary rights exclude the use of modern
community forest or as sub-contractors to weapons and wire used by local hunters, or
MINEF in a Protected Area sale of bushmeat
* Communities can legally organise themselves * Experimental status of community
as Common Initiative Groups or Operations management initiatives is permitted by
Committees of a community forest involvement of MCP which ends in 2002
* Customary rights are recognised by law as the after which time the community must obtain
right to hunt non-endangered species for legal endorsement for its activities
personal consumption only
 Traditional Societies and village development  Costs of monitoring, control and
" associations ) communication over 2,500 km? area
@ | * MCP Community Support Fund and the  Local bush meat trade is a high input, low
5 MCRCF? value investment
2 * By law hunting permits cost 45,000 CFA
2 annually per hunter
K * A large proportion of commercial bushmeat
2 trading is by non-traditional forest users
I  In theory 10% of the Taxe d’Affermage
[N should be distributed to the community. In
practice the tax is rarely distributed after
reaching the central Government coffers
§ * Rich in natural resources for local * Subsistence agriculture and ‘chop’ (food
S consumption: timber, fuel wood, bushmeat, crop) farm expansion
Q% fish and farm land * CDC plantations of rubber, bananas and oil
= | * Strong international conservation interest palm
T | * Ongoing negotiations with CDC to release  Declining bushmeat resource
'go land to local people * High pressure on biological resources from
§ an influx of CDC workers, the military and
a army
2 | * MINEF/ MINPAT?/ MINAGRI/ MCP  Poor infrastructure limits regional co-
-2 | * Local resource management groups operation
2 Village development associations * Potential conflict between community
E  Traditional institutions with cultural values of groups and traditional institutions

formalising local rulesand regulations, agree-
ing rolesand responsibilities, and giving legal
recognition to community resource manage-
ment ctivities.

The MWMA has negotiated a wide range of
agreementswith MINEF, including aMemo-
randum of Understanding that addresses|egal

and policy issues for wildlife management.
Constraintsto sustainable use of wildlifewere
identified using problemtrees. The‘ problems’

soidentified (whichincluded outside hunters,
indiscriminate trapping and hunting using
dogs) have been key to developing a strategy
for more sustainable hunting practices. Rules
and regulationswereformulated in thelight of
traditional wildlife management, then har-
monised with the government’sregulationsfor
hunting through a series of workshops. Local
rulesincludetrapping limits, respect of hunting
seasons, species and methods. Tradi-tional
Councilsand societieswere co-opted into the
MWMA to ensure their total support in
enforcing rules and regulations. Village
traditional councils now play alead role in
sanctioning defaulters, whiletraditional societies
areenforcing the law on hunting and ‘fishing
by poison’ now respectedinall thevillages.

The WM Cshavebeen key to negotiating more
realistic termsfor hunting and gun permits. In
collaboration with M CPthey have argued for
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an approval by thelocal administration of the
useof locally fabricated gunsinlocal hunting
and encouraged al local hunterstoregister their
guns with the authorities. They have also
negotiated a 60% reduction in the cost of
hunting permits and are now seeking to
negotiate group permits for the wildlife
management committee. However, very few
benefits have accrued to the wider community
from wildlife management. Asaresult, wider
community support for the WMCs has
dwindled. The WMCs also failed to achieve
effectivecontrol of non-registered huntersand
outside hunters, although authorised to do so.

A critical issue has been to agree on benefit
sharing from illegal exploitation of wildlife
between the community and MINEF. Although
the law stipulates that 10% of the ‘Taxe
d Affermage’ (atax ontimber exploitation) is
redistributed locally, inreality no benefitshave
accrued to the community. According to the
Joint Forestry Control mechanism (seebelow),
30% of the sale was to be allocated to the
community resource management group and
70% to the Treasury. The MWMA argued for
afairer distribution to better reflect the low
returns of bushmeat compared to timber.
Subsequently a new distribution of 70% for
MWMA and 30% for the Treasury has been
agreed. The efforts of the MWMA in
elaborating a sanction and benefit-sharing

2 The Community Support FundisaM CPinitiative that aimsto support sustainable community
devel opment initiatives compatible with and complementary to viable participatory natural
resource management. The Mount Cameroon Region Conservation Foundation (M CRCF)
aimsto providelong-term support for biodiversity conservation in the Mount Cameroon region
through local civil societies, public sector organisations and research institutions, for the
sustainable use of management of forest resources by and for the benefit of local communities.

3 MINPAT - Ministry of Public Investment and Territorial Management ; MINAGRI - Ministry

of Agriculture.
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mechanism have encouraged areview of the
West Coast system.

Monitoring the impact of wildlife
management

Local ownership of a management system
means that the MWMA and WMCs are now
inapositiontoidentify and act upon the effects
of management on wildlife. A monitoring
system is needed to do this, and this should
aim to measure how wildlife populations are
responding to restrictionsand control measures,
whether wildlife managersare complying with
therulesand regulations of their management
system, whether wildlife managers are
benefiting financially, and if livelihoods are
improving. Monitorsmust beinvolved in and
understand the data analysis and the wider
community needsto understand how theresults
link to management of the wildlife resource.
The wildlife management strategy should
clearly define how it will change in response
to monitoring, includinginternal sanctionsand
mechanismsfor flexible quotas. Community-
based monitoring systems must build on the
knowledge, skills and resources of the local
resource managers, and take into account
constraintsof time, money and technical skills.

Community-based wildlife monitoring

Initially, baselinedatafor key bushmeat species
in the reserve were collected by Distance
Sampling on four transects (O’kah, 1998).
These were walked on a monthly basis by a
team of volunteer MWMA monitorsfrom the
surrounding villages, recording observations
and signs of all identified animals. Transect
surveysgenerated estimates of animal density
(Olsenetal., 2000), thebasisfor setting hunting
quotas (see below). As a monitoring system,
thismethod generated littleinformation relative

to the high monitoring effort and the data
andydsand interpretation weretoo complicated
for thecommunity group to handlethemselves.

A more appropriate wildlife monitoring
system has now been put in placein Mokoko.
It was developed on the basis of field trials
and discussions with the MWMA and
members of the Cameroon Biomonitoring
Network (Olsen, 2000), and aims to be
financially, technically and socially
sustainable, at the same time as providing
robust data to guide wildlife management.
The new system uses hunting paths and line
transects, and is combined with control
activities, thereby making it more cost-
effective. Participatory mapping was used
to stratify the hunting zones according to
wildlife species and physical features, and
to identify pathsto be used for monitoring.
A simple monthly analysiswill allow com-
parison of changes in wildlife populations
over time and space, so that managers get
regular feedback on the effectiveness of their
management, and can translate thisinto the
necessary action. This system should serve
the priority needs of local users, and the
interest of conservation specialists. Cost
benefit analysis of the wildlife management
system (see below) has shown that the
monitoring component of management can
be self-financing in the future (Olsen and
Yaron, 2000; Yaron, 2000), and hastherefore
justified pre-financing from the Community
Support Fund (Percy, 2000) of MCP.

Standard wildlife surveys, supported by
national or international conservationinterests
should be complementary to participatory
methods as an independent verification of
management achievementson aperiodic basis.

Commitment of local ingtitutions
Commitment of registered huntersismeasured
by recording bushmest sales. Registered pepper
soup sellers, to whom the hunters sell their
bushmeat, make records of off-take. These
provide information on the species and sex
ratio of theanimalskilled, the hunting methods
used and thelocation of hunting activities. The
informationisanalysed simply and can easily
be used to generate discussions on theimpacts
of management and complianceof theregistered
hunterswith their rulesand regulations. Exper-
ience hasshownthat itisessential tofollow up
with training in analysisand interpretation.

Adherence of the registered hunters to their
Memorandum of Association is crucial. At
present MWMA off-take data highlight the
failure of some hunters to comply with
regulations in terms of hunting seasons,
hunting methods and speciesbans. Thisreflects
the fact that sanctions were not clearly stated
and implemented by all members of the
MWMA and WMCs. Funding from external
sources should include conditionalities such
ascompliancewithloca rulesand regulations,
and mechanisms for cross-checking the
accuracy of internal reporting. A benefit-
sharing system that provides returns to the
community as a whole from wildlife
management would also help to ensure that
sanctionstake effect.

I mpact on livelihoods and biodiversity

At present wildlife groupsare not monitoring
impact on livelihoods or biodiversity. However
a MCP-based working group is developing
locally appropriate indicators of wealth and
forest condition with communitiesto facilitate
this in the near future (Sama et al., 2000;
Davies, 2000).
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Setting sustainable hunting quotas
Statistical analysis of the Mokoko wildlife
survey data using ‘Distance’ software
generated estimates of population density for
key species(Olsen et al., 2000). Using density
valuesand estimatesof intrinsic breeding rates,
maximum sustainable production was
calculated. The proportion of recommended
off-take to ensure population increase varied
between 5 and 20% depending on the species.
These estimates were used by M CP technical
staff during the elaboration of the participatory
management strategy to advise, where
necessary, on appropriate species quotas.

Through discussionsand partici patory exercises,
the perceived relative abundance and breeding
rates of the various species were obtained.
Relativeranking by theMWMA member agreed
very closdly with the wildlife survey data and
with population growth figures. Discussions
showed that hunters have agood understanding
of thefactorsaffecting populaion dynamics They
understood that growth or declinedependsupon
thenumber of animas, breedingrate, andleve of
exploitation. It wasa so agreed that lesscommon
and dow breeding speciesshould behunted at a
lower intensity or notat al.

On the basis of thisinformation the MWMA
thenidentified broad management objectivesfor
eachanimd. Off-take quotaswereagreed. Where
these conflicted with Cameroonian Law or with
the quotas proposed by MCP on the basis of
maximum sustainable off-take, the MWMA
agreed to respect thistechnical advice (which

4 DistanceVersion 3.5 Release 5 (1998-1999)
Research Unit for Wildlife Population
Assessment, University of St. Andrews,
Scotland.
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they themselveshad invited). MINEF hasagreed
that this quota will form the basis for a group
permit given to the MWMA for the region,
and the MWMA isresponsiblefor itseffective
implementation. The quotaisdivided between
villages, while allowing for new member
villages. Village committeesareresponsiblefor
distributing the quota between individual
hunters. The success of this quota system is
clearly dependent upon final approval of
hunting licences to the MWMA and on the
effectiveness of the control system.

Control systems

The control strategy in the Mount Cameroon
areahas been devel oped within the spirit of the
current forestry policy and lawsto decentralise
the management of forest resources to forest
communities. General principlesof thesystem
are the same for all areas, but may vary
accordingtolocal practicalities.

Customary rights

The law allowslocal people to exploit forest
resources for subsistence use. Both MWMA
and WM C members have agreed to suspend
thisright, stopping al hunting until quotasare
implemented in order to allow animal
populationstoincrease. Inreturn, MINEF has
made a number of concessions to the
communities, e.g. hunting permitsand benefit-
sharing (see section on Agreements above).

One problem, however, isthat the majority of
illegal exploitersare huntersfrom outsidewho
hunt indiscriminately for commercial markets,
and therefore have no interest in complying
with either local or national laws. These are
seen asamajor threat to the sustainability of
the system. The problem has been addressed
through the empowerment of local huntersto

effect control in the area, thereby increasing
manpower and providing encouragement to the
authorities, and a recognition of the need to
collaborate and harmonise management efforts
throughout theregion.

Joint Forestry Control

Joint Forestry Control (Ngatoum and Tekwe,
2000) isalocally endorsed initiative that aims
to set practical modalities for communitiesto
participate in, and share the benefits from,
regulation of legal and illegal exploitation.
Communitiesarerepresented injoint controls
by organised wildlife management ingtitutions
and the State is represented by MINEF,
gendarmesand the police. Local initiativesare
based on the agreed rules and regulations for
sustainable exploitation of wildlife resources
in the area, as well as on local and national
Forestry and Wildlife laws. WMCs and the
MWMA are currently carrying out regular
controls, mainly involving destruction of traps
beyond trapping limitsand destruction of bush
houses. The MWMA has agreed a regular
schedule of control with frequent surprise
controlsand emergency controlswhen required
(Mbani, 2001). The control teams also have
the authority to arrest hunters operating
without gun or hunting permits and outside
the quota. The groups have also recognised
theimportance of regionalising control efforts
to increase pressure on illegal hunters
throughout the area (Olsen et al ., 2001).

Lack of benefitsfrom wildlife management has
been a key issue in developing sustainable
wildlife management systems. The Joint
Control process and subsequent negotiations
between the MWMA and MINEF hasresulted
infairer distribution of benefits derived from
wildlife control. Communities receive 100%

of alega catch, and 70% from auctioning of
illegally hunted bushmeat and fines.

Negotiating an equitable and decentralised
sharing of benefitsat national level islikely to
encounter resistance. Aswell asdrawing funds
away from Central Government, the issue is
complicated as the central coffers are
administered by adifferent Ministry, MINPAT.
Further, if benefit sharing is extended across
resources, this will require collaboration
between the distinct Forests and Wildlife
departments. It is hoped that a planned
economic study will show that legal
exploitationisfar more profitableto the State
than underground illegal activity, and therefore
enlist the support of the State. Thismay provide
a much-needed incentive to draft a piece of
legislation that embraces community
management of all aspects of forest resource
management, an opportunity missed during the
drafting of the Forestry Law (Egbe, 20004).

Allocating and regulating quotas

A new system hasrecently been developedin
Mokoko. Individual quotas will be allocated
to huntersintheform of metal tags. Thesetags
will beattached to theanimal assoon asit has
been killed, thereby making thekill legal. The
pepper soup seller purchasing the bushmeat
records the tag and returns it to a central
committee. Anybody found in possession of
an untagged animal is subject to heavy
sanctions.

Sanctions

The MWMA has recently elaborated a
detailed sanction system to facilitate
enforcement of itsrules and regulations, and
ensure financial returns to the Association.
Previously sanctions against offenderswere
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rare and took the form of small finesin cash
and kind divided between traditional
institutionsand the MWMA.. Now sanctions
against all types of infractions (from setting
trapsbeyond trapping limitsto embezzlement
andfailuretoreport akill) areclear, asarethe
authority and responsibilities of both the
community and MINEF. Sanctions range
fromlocal fines(by MWMA) to court charges
(by MINEF) and are heaviest on members
who abusetheir responsibilities.

Financial viability

A financial cost benefit analysisof thewildlife
management systemswas undertakento ensure
that sustainable wildlife management is
profitable, and to explorethefinancial sense of
alternative policy options relative to illegal
hunters. Themodel developedisillustratedin
Figure 2 overleaf.

Data were collected from a combination of
interviewswith registered hunters, stakeholder
analyses and reports, and wildlife population
data. Results show that sustainable wildlife
management can befinancially sustainablefor
local wildlife managers in the medium-term
provided an effective control scheme is
implemented (Box 2, overleaf).

In the long-term, however, wildlife
management can only be viableif it sources
funding from elsewhere. The concept of
broader forest management is evolving from
the approach of single resource management
in the area. This can generate more equitable
benefit-sharing arrangements acrossresources,
and ensure more effective management. Inthe
MCP areathe MWMA isalso hoping toraise
income from marketing domestic meat,
encouraging touriststo their wildlife sanctuary

A community wildlife management model from Mount Cameroon



Figure 2 Financial Cost Benefit AnalysisModel for Wildlife Management in Mokoko

REVENUE

Monitoring
and control

Independent
verification

Source : Olsen and Yaron (2000)

and sourcing fundsfor monitoring and control
from conservation-interested bodies.

LESSONS SO FAR: PRE-CONDITIONS
FOR SUCCESS

Key elements of a wildlife management
strategy

Motivation to initiate wildlife management
requiresajustification to thelocal community
and to outside donors of significant negative
trendsin thewildlife resource and thereasons
behind the change. Changes in wildlife
population numbers and distributions, socio-
economic patterns, cultural attitudes and
changes in methods of exploitation can be
recorded from local knowledge, supported by

stakeholder analyses, wildlife surveys, and
various participatory exercises. The
information needs for developing and
implementing awildlife management strategy
aresummarised in Table 3 (overleaf).

Thewildlifestrategy should becomeanintegral
part of aforest management plan approved by
the State. However therange of legal status of
forests in the region complicates this. The
requirements of management plans for State
forest reserves, communal and community
forestsareall different (Egbe, 2000b).

Institutional landscape
Building the capacity of local institutions to
managethemselvesand their resourceiscrucia

Box 2 Recommendations for financial
sustainability of wildlife management in
Mokoko

* Groups receive pre-financing grant to
implement monitoring and control
mechanisms, with conditionalities of
successto be assessed through monitoring
systems

Financia sanction mechanism elaborated
to include fines of up to 50,000 FCFA
for severe disrespect of management
regulations

Benefit-sharing mechanism agreed with
MINEF to ensure that managersreceive
= 50% of fines and auction cash
Control effortsresult in destruction of =
10% traps now and increasing to = 50%
by 2010

Local hunting quotas are increased in
response to increases in wildlife
populations

Modalities of wildlife management are
integrated into broader forest management
Monitoring and control systems
developed to encourage national and
international financial support through
dataexchangeand contributionsto global
biodiversity conservation

in ensuring that management efforts are
sustained in the absence of outside support.
The MWMA has achieved a high level of
organisation and stability as a result of
institutional capacity building in group
dynamics, communication and conflict
resolution. Group members have ahigh sense
of ownership of the process and take self-
initiated actions such as wildlife monitoring
and seeking to sensitise and involve
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neighbouring villages. They arealso proactive
injoint-contral, training other wildlife groups
and selling their skillsto visiting researchers.
Furthermore, the group is working towards
wider forest management objectives through
collaboration with other resource user groups.
The confidence of the group to operate and
make decisions independently suggests they
arelikely to succeed in the absence of MCP.

The groups have relied upon financial and
technical assistance from MCP to build
organisational capacity and knowledge base.
In the future, local community devel opment
initiatives can receive grantsfrom theevolving
Mount Cameroon Region Conservation
Foundation. The Foundation will also provide
groups with access to information about
funding, legal rightsand management options,
through encouraging communicationwithlocal
NGOsand the Mount Cameroon Biodiversity
Conservation Centre. Some of the capacity
building requirements for community-based
wildlife managers are illustrated in Figure 3
overleaf.

Theroleof thelocal MINEF officeischanging
from forest management through ‘ policing’ to
local participation resulting from skillsacquired
through project activities. Success of the
wildlife groups will largely depend on the
leadership and direction of MINEF in providing
a conducive policy environment and their
participation in the elaboration of wildlife
management plans. Frequent transfer of local
MINEF staff after capacity building may pose
aseriousproblemin future, thoughit ishoped
that the M CP exit strategy will prevent this.

Suitable policy and legal environment
Anappropriatelega environment for effective

A community wildlife management model from Mount Cameroon



Table 3 Information needs for implementing awildlife management strategy

Elementsof wildlife
management

Information required

Local andlegal wildlife
management ingtitution

Legal optionsfor local organisation and participatory
resource management, stakehol der representation

Management objectivesand
quotasfor each species

Current trends and threats (based onlocal and scientific
knowledge), desired status, breeding rates and current

exploitation
Rulesand regulationsfor Management objectives, local and national legislation and
hunting impact of current hunting methods, benefit-sharing
Control system Sanctions, rulesand regulations, quotas, tagging system,
agreed responsibility of MINEF and communities
Technically and socidly Optionsfor participatory monitoring and eval uation of

appropriatemonitoringsystems | resources, ingtitutionsand livelihoods, skillsto monitor,
analyse, interpret and effect management

Equitable benefit-sharing
mechanism system

Costsand benefits of management, legal benefit-sharing

Integration into broader forest
management at regional and
nationd level

Knowledge of other resource user groups, identification
of areas of collaboration and contributionsto broader
community, networks

management by local communities must

appreciate the values of field realities. Local

lawsmust be detailed and transparent to enable
unambiguous actions on management and
control. Insummary:

® Customary hunting rights should be adapted
to recogniselocally common, more modern,
hunting methods and materials. This
flexibility will also allow for occasional
traditional ceremonial practices.

* Hunting activities should be regulated
through weapon and hunting permits, and
species quotas.

* Hunting permits must be affordable to
huntersif they are expected to legalisetheir
activity.

® Quotas should be devel oped on the basis of
popul ation dynamicsand local knowledge.

* Trapping activity should berestricted to pest

control.

* Responsibilities and procedures for
dealing with offenders must be agreed in
unambiguous terms between communities
and authorities.

* National forest and wildlife laws should
encourage wildlife management within the
context of broader forest management.
Policies should support cross-disciplinary
joint-control and advocate benefit-sharing
through multiple resource use.

¢ A wildlifemanagement strategy should form
an essential component of a forest
management plan and should allow for joint
community and MINEF rolesin management
inall legal categories of forest areas where
communitiesexpressaninterest in resource
management.

® The mechanism for distributing benefits
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Figur e 3 Capacity building requirementsfor community-based wildlife managers

ORGANISATION

* Representation by all
stakeholders

* Empowerment

* Organisationd skills

* Village-based and
zonal organisation

* Administrativeskills
and equipment

Local wildlife management
organisation

NETWORKING

¢ Developloca
communication
networks

* Build partnerships

* Exchangevisits

¢ Disseminateresults
locally, nationally and
internationally

TECHNICAL SKILLS

* Monitoring and survey
* Management planning
* Lega knowledge

* Financial management
* Funding applications

dissemination

between communities and authorities must
be approved by the state.

* Effective control operations must be
regular and on a regional scale through
encouraging communication and exchange
between groups.

Financial viability

Based on the Onge-Mokoko experience, a
number of conditions must be met in order to
ensurethat acommunity wildlife management
initiative is financially sustainable (Box 3
overleaf).

WILDLIFE POPULATIONS
For long-term community interest inwildlife

management, effectivemanagement must result
inimproved livelihoodsfromincreased hunting

and direct benefitsfrom management activities.
For populations to increase, baseline popu-
lationsmust be sufficient to ensurerapid popu-
lation growth for some fast-breeding, key
bushmeat species, such asbush pig and duiker.
Animalswhich areillegal to hunt and which
recover dowly, such asdrillsand chimpanzees,
must become intrinsically valuable through
other direct benefits of management. In the
Mount Cameroon scenario thesedirect benefits
may include support to managersfromaCon-
servation Foundation and sharing of monitor-
ing datawithinterested biomonitoringinitiatives.

SCALING UP FOR A REGIONAL
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT MODEL

Wildlifeisamobileresource, in high demand
from traditional users and immigrants to the

A community wildlife management model from Mount Cameroon



speciesfor local consumption

cover management costs

Box 3 Conditionsfor financial sustainability of community wildlife management

* Baseline wildlife populations should be high enough for fast recovery of key bushmeat

* An effective control system must be implemented which generates financial benefits for
wildlifemanagers, significant costsfor illegal huntersand increaseswildlife populations
* A benefit-sharing and sanction system should ensure that managersreceive profitsand can

* Toattract national and international conservationinterests, amonitoring system that generates
ahigh standard of data should be devel oped

* A regional control system is needed to ensure price elasticity operates in favour of the
community. Increased bushmeat pricesarelesslikely to be undercut el sewherein theregion
if bushmeat supply is reduced throughout.

* L ocal huntersarewilling to explore and adopt alternativeincome-generating activities

Mount Cameroon area. Successful
management requires co-operation between all
traditional resource users in the area, and
financial and socia motivationinthelong-term.
In collaboration with representatives from
wildlife management groups, MCP and
MINEF have devel oped astrategy for regional
wildlife management. A regional committee
aims to discuss how community groups can
support each other through sharing skillsand
experiences, regionalising control efforts,
developing networks and planning activities
for regional education. Regional co-operation
will not only ensure more effective control,
but will increase the sense of responsibility of
thelocal managers.

The groups should now work towards
obtaining appropriatelegal statusfor security
of tenure and the right to manage the local
forest. Further, MCP should assist
communitiesto appeal for changesin national
policy, through legalising modalities for the
loca wildlife management model.

In areas of communal forest on Mount
Cameroon, communities are currently
involved in aland use planning exercise that
will result in appropriate legal status for
forest use and protection being defined. By
dividing the forests into areas requiring
greater or lesser levels of protection and
use, these areas can be legally endorsed
through the allocation of legal status or
through a management plan. These legally
binding mechanisms aim to ensure both
protection of forest areas and the rights of
local people to use their forest resources.
This is particularly important in the future
when major developments to the area are
anticipated. The privatisation of CDC brings
the risk of further plantation expansion
(Acworth and Ekwoge, 2001) and anew deep
sea port planned for the West Coast areawill
bring an influx of people and demand for
resources to the area. A strong group of
wildlife managers with clear rights and

responsibilities will go along way to ensure
that theforestsand wildlifearenot at risk from
theseimportant economic developments.

ACRONYMS

CDC Cameroon Development Corpor-
ation

FCFA Currency in French-speaking
West and Central Africa
Exchangerate:

100 FCFA = 1 FRF
750 FCFA =1 USD

MCP Mount Cameroon Project

MCRCF  Mount Cameroon Region Con-
servation Foundation

MINAGRI Ministry of Agriculture

MINEF  Ministry of Environment and
Forests

MINPAT  Ministry of Public Investment and
Territorial Management

MWMA  Mokoko Wildlife Management
Association

NGO Non-Governmental Organisation

NTFP Non-timber forest product

PBCS Participatory biodiversity con-
servation strategy

WMC Wildlife Management Committee
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