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Abstract

This paper presens he role o communies in resource managemen, wih parcular
ocus on he Okongo Communiy Fores and Conservancy. The sudy is par o he
main research work ha examined perspecves on communiy-based managemen
pracces, including he conservaon area boundaries, bu mos imporanly, he roles
and responsibilies o various acors wihin he conservaon area. The sudy was
conduced o undersand he sae o communiy-based naural resource managemen
(CBNRM) in he Okongo Communiy Foresry and Conservancy. I also explored he
relaonship beween governmen unconaries and he local resource commiees ha
are in exisence as crical complemenary proponens in he realisaon o susainable
naural resource managemen. The sudy used a mixed research design, comprising
qualiave and quanave mehods, and wih his design, daa collecon mehods
included inerviews and ocus group discussions in our communies in he Okongo
Communiy Fores and Conservancy, namely: Omauni Eas, Omauni Wes, Oshalande
and Kumininenge. A purposive sampling mehod was employed o selec parcipans
or he sudy. The sudy revealed ha he managemen o resources such as waer,
wildlie, grazing areas and oresry was possible hrough managemen commiees.
Mos o he commiees were esablished wih he aid o he governmen. The majoriy
o respondens observed posive relaonships beween he governmen and he
commiees; only ew did no. Membership on such commiees can be aribued o a
srong ineres in he managemen o resources, alhough some members are eleced o
serve in leadership posions irrespecve o heir commimen o resource managemen.
Sadly, here are conics around he managemen o resources. However, hese conics
are eiher resolved sraegically hrough communiy meengs or are direcly deal wih
by he commiees. Overall, communiy parcipaon has grealy improved access and
he inegriy o naural resources by ensuring equal disribuon o resources and services
wihin he conservaon area.

Keywords: Benes, comparave, conservancy, common-pool resource, communiy-
based naural resource managemen; unconaries.
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Inroducon

In hepas, hemanagemenonaural resources largely reliedon hecommandand
conrol o cenral governmens. In he weneh cenury, or example, he conservaon
and managemen o resources such as wildlie and oress were largely achieved hrough
esablishing proeced areas. The premise o his approach was o reserve places or
he conservaon o naure by separang sociey rom naure (Jones & Murphree,
2004). During he colonial era, parks creaed in Arica (Huon, e al., 2005), e.g., Souh
Arica’s Kruger Naonal Park (es. 1926) and Namibia’s Eosha Naonal Park (es. 1907),
exemplied wha has been ermed “orress conservaon” because o he srong
underlying proeconis philosophy. Similarly, ores resources were ofen managed by
he cenral governmen or commercial mber exracons, bu recenly, hese oress
have been collapsed severely due o deoresaon and ores degradaon resulng rom
overexploiaon (Charnley & Poe, 2007).

Noably, he emergence o communiy-based managemen (CBM) saw he end
o he cenralised managemen o naural resources or conservaon and commercial
use, which have ailed o consider he complex relaonship beween sociey and
conservaon. O parcular relevance o his sudy is he ac ha he orced removal
o indigenous people rom proeced areas and he adopon o legislaon excluded
hem rom resource use and ignoring heir radional knowledge o and dependence
on naural resources (Fabricius, 2004; Child, 2004). The World Congresses on Parks and
Proeced Areas o 1982 and 1992 encouraged conservaoniss o adop approaches
o conservaon ha are more people-oriened and which encourage local parcipaon
and he susainable use o naural resources (Brechin e al., 2003; Huon e al., 2005).
However, counries’ sole reliance on command and conrol began o wane as cenral
governmens el pressure rom boh inernaonal developmen agencies ha waned
o address social inequaliy and rural povery, and communies ha viewed hese op-
down approaches as unjus.

Communiy-based managemen approaches o naural resources emerged
beween 1970 and 1990 in developing counries (Charnley & Poe, 2007). These more
inclusive and people-oriened approaches gained racon in he weny-rs cenury and
hey have been widely implemened across he world (Berkes, 2004; Wesern & Wrigh,
1994). The core premise o communiy-based conservaon is he creaon o a link
beween he livelihoods o local people and resource conservaon by involving hem in
hemanagemen o naural resources and providing hemwih incenves o suppor and
comply wih naural resourcemanagemen principles and pracces (Brechin e al., 2003).
This approach devolves responsibiliy or managing naural resources o local resource
users. Communiy-based managemen is hus dened hrough conceps such as local
resources users’ parcipaon in decision making, local empowermen, ‘managemen by,
or, and wih he communiy’s economic well-being and respec or he righs o local
resource users (Wesern & Wrigh, 1994). The undamenal assumpon o he approach
is ha local resource users who live in close proximiy o he resources will manage he
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resources beer i hey derive benes because hey have more o lose i he resources
are degraded (Thakadu, 2005; Twyman, 2000; Wesern & Wrigh, 1994).

In Souhern Arica, some auhors consider he erms communiy-based
conservaon and CBNRM o be synonymous (Turner, 2004), and here are many varians
o communiy-based conservaon in he world (Barrow & Murphree, 1998). In Arica,
and Souhern Arica in parcular, CBNRM emerged in he 1980s during he ransion
owards decenralisaon and democrac parcipaon (Meinzen-Dick e al., 2002).

Globally, communiy-based naural resource managemen (CBNRM) has evolved
as a novel approach o aaining conservaon goals wih he acve parcipaon o local
communies. In developing counries, CBNRM approaches o naural resources emerged
beween 1970 and 1990 (Charnley & Poe, 2007). As wih he case in oher counries,
CBNRM is playing a signican role in conservaon in Namibia (MET, 2017). In addion,
he Namibian Governmen has recognised CBNRM as one o he main approaches o
meeng is obligaons owards he aainmen o he naonal developmen goals,
economic growh, and povery reducon (MET 2013). The denion o CBNRM is broad,
embracing various conceps such as local resources users’ parcipaon in decision
making, empowermen, managemen by, or and wih he communiy, economic well-
being, and respec or he righs o local resource users (Wesern&Wrigh, 1994). Prior o
he adven o CBNRM, hemanagemen o naural resources was based on he command
and conrol o he cenral governmen, where he governmen exercises absolue and
cenralised managemen o proeced areas and resources (Charnley & Poe, 2007). The
goalwas odesignae specic areas or he conservaononaure o improve he inegriy
o naure, parcularly or wildlie and ores resources (Jones & Murphree, 2004).

Upon realising he value o involving local people in conservaon around he
counry, he governmen devolved he righs o communies o use and susainably
manage naural resources or economic benes (MET, 2013). Generally, he premise o
CBNRM is o creae a link beween livelihoods and he conservaon o naural resources
by deliberaely involving people in he managemen o naural resources, while
providing incenves o encourage beer sewardship o he naural resources (Brechin
e al., 2003). In Namibia, CBNRM iniaves sared beore independence, wih he
appoinmens o communiy game guards o gh he reducon o wildlie populaons
(MET, 2017). However, he CBNRM concep only became a realiy afer independence
in 1990, and relevan provisions around communiy conservaon were included in he
Naure Conservaon Amendmen Ac o 1996 (MET, 2013).

The cenral purpose o CBNRM was o couner he exclusionary “orress
conservaon” approach, which separaed people rom naure by creang proeced
areas (Adams & Hulme, 2001). Through an enhanced appreciaon o he resource
managemen landscapes, i became eviden ha access and inegriy o naural resources
would undoubedly be enhanced, parcularly or rural-based communies. Undoubedly,
CBNRM principles remain premised on he assumpon ha when implemened wih
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supporve insuonal arrangemens and incenves, his may culminae in communies
susainably managing local resources and parnering wih he sae in he delivery o
improved naural resource managemen a a more cos-eecve manner, hereby
deriving direc benes (Fabricius, 2004). This paper, hereore, sheds ligh on CBNRM in
Namibia, wih parcular ocus on he Okongo Communiy Fores and Conservancy in he
norhern par o he counry.

Communiy-Based Naural Resource Managemen in Namibia

Namibia’s landscape exposes he abundance o is naural resources, or example,
biodiversiy and mineral resources. In erms o biodiversiy, mos o hese are ound
in proeced areas, wih reasonable abundance ouside proeced areas, in communal
conservancies. These conservaon areas are ormally esablished in Namibia such ha
local communies are graned he righs o consumpve and non-consumpve use and
he managemen owildlie and oher naural resources as well as ourism (Hoole, 2009;
Scanlon & Kull, 2009; NACSO, 2010). As highlighed earlier, communiy conservaon is
among he developmen eors being priorised by he Namibian governmen owards
meeng isnaonalgoals.Given hesignicanvaluederived rom hem,83conservancies
wereesablished inNamibiaby2017,wihover200,000 residens economicallybeneng
rom hem (MET, 2017). All conservancies have legally dened boundaries, and hey
have managemen commiees wih members who have been purposely seleced o
represen conservancy members. To dae, Namibia has been recognised inernaonally
or is successul implemenaon o CBNRM, and he counry has made a signican
conribuon o conservaon and povery reducon a communiy level (Hoole, 2007;
Hoole & Berkes, 2010; NACSO, 2010). The Naure Conservaon Amendmen Ac No. 5 o
1996 has played a signican conribuon in he esablishmen o conservancies and he
subsequen ownership o wildlie by communies (MET, 2013).

Apar romconservancies, a reasonablenumbero communiesdependon oresry
resources or living. The Fores Ac No. 12 o 2001 has provisions or local communies
o obain ores managemen righs, which enable hem o esablish communiy oress
while a he same me allowing hem o manage oresry resources in a susainable
manner (NACSO, 2012). Hisory has revealed ha he rs conservancies in Namibia
were esablished in 1998, while he communiy oress were esablished in 2006. By
he year 2017, here were 32 regisered communiy oress (MET, 2017). Neverheless,
he overall managemen o naural resources by communies is a daunng ask or he
Namibian governmen, parcularly because o he high raes o povery among many
rural communies (Hoole, 2007; Hoole & Berkes, 2010; NACSO, 2010). Sadly, poor
communies depend heavily on resources or heir daily living, wih a high possibiliy o
consuming resources o he level o overexploiaon, which is an unsusainable pracce
(MET, 2017). The ruh is ha when people are living in povery whils surrounded by
rich resources, hey have no choice bu o rely on such resources or survival. Many
communies have resored o pracsing illegal acvies such as wildlie poaching or
economic gains and deoresaon due o he increasing demands or wood energy
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or domesc use and land clearing or agriculural producon (MET, 2015; Nikodemus
& Hájek, 2015). Consequenly, i has become essenal or hem o be involved in he
managemen o such resources while a he same me beneng rom hem. However,
i he use o hese resources is unsusainable, i can lead o environmenal degradaon.

Namibia is relavely a dry counry, and, as such, waer scarciy is observed in many
pars o he counry. For mos communies across he counry, access o an adequae
waer supply is a serious challenge. Thereore, in 1997, a sraegy is known as “he
Communiy-Based Waer Managemen (CBWM) Sraegy” was developed and approved
by he cabine o creae an organisaon ha can help all rural communies develop
a reliable and accessible source o sae drinking waer wih sucien capaciy on a
susainable basis a aordable coss (Ruppel & Ruppel-Schlichng, 2012). In addion, he
Direcorae o Waer Supply and Saniaon Coordinaon (DWSSC) under he Minisry
o Agriculure, Waer and Foresry (MAWF) has been asked o aciliae he reasonable
needs and expecaons o he rural populaon, o explore and creae a sucien rural
waer supply scheme. The Waer Resources Managemen Ac o 2004 governs he
overall managemen o he waer resources in he counry. This Ac seeks o ensure ha
such resources are managed susainably, developed, proeced, conserved and ulised.
Based on his Ac, he managemen o rural waer supply requires an esablishmen o
waer poins associaons and hese are overseen by commiees, commonly known as
Waer Poin Commiees (WPCs). The aim is o aciliae he provision o sae waer o
communies in a susainable manner.

Overall, wildlie, oresry resources, waer resources and all oher naural resources
in he communies o Namibia are sraegically managed hrough he esablishmen o
commiees.

Communiy-Based Naural Resource Managemen in he Okongo Communiy Fores
and Conservancy

The Ohangwena Region is among he regions ha have embraced communiy
conservaon in Namibia, as demonsraed by he Okongo Communiy Fores and
Conservancy Area. Esablished in 2009, he Okongo Conservancy is siuaed abou 70 km
eas o Okongo Village in he Okongo Consuency. In addion o he conservancy, wih
suppor rom he governmen, he Okongo Communiy esablished a communiy ores
in 2006 o conribue o he susainable managemen o indigenous oress hrough
communiy parcipaon (Hilker, 2011). The Okongo Communiy Fores is siuaed
abou 52 km eas o he selemen o Okongo, bordered by Angola o he norh wih
he Okavango Wes Region o he eas. The wo (conservancy and ores) share borders,
and hey operae as a join conservaon area commonly known as Okongo Communiy
Fores and Conservaon Area, or saeguarding he abundan naural resources such as
wildlie, waer resources and oresry producs.

To ensure he sound managemen o he Okongo Communiy Fores and
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Conservaon Area, he communiy esablished various commiees ha are responsible
or overseeing he managemen o resources on a susainable basis (MET, 2017;
Hilker, 2011). There is a Conservancy Managemen Commiee, a Communiy Fores
Commiee, a Waer Poin Commiee, and a Grazing Commiee. The communiy ores
and conservancy are acvely managed o conserve naural resources while a he same
me generang reurns rom hem (MET, 2017). The primary objecve or esablishing
he conservancy wasmainly wildlie conservaon, however, any oher naural resource is
aken care o since he conservancy is generally promong environmenal managemen
and conservaon.

In erms o he communiy ores, approximaely 19% o he ores is ulised or
grazing, while dead rees are harvesed as wood or uel, wih consumpon o roughly
42 ons per year by he year 2003 (Parviainen, 2012). Poles are also colleced rom dead
rees. In addion, here are 16 ypes o rui rees, our ypes o edible worms, and our
species o honeybees. Furhermore, perennial grass species are used or haching,
wih approximaely 30% being harvesed annually. According o Parvianen (2012),
approximaely 104 ons o hach grass is used or consrucon in he communiy ores
area. These valuable species are all managed by he Communiy Fores Commiee.
There is also an ecological campsie/res camp ha is managed by he communiy people
wihin he Okongo Communiy Fores and Conservancy, rom which income is generaed
hrough he ees paid by ouriss, he hosng o workshops, and conducng a broad
range o evens (Hilker, 2011). Furhermore, his conservaon area oers job creaon
opporunies rom me o me, some o which are derived rom carpenry, nursery,
guinea owl and beekeeping acvies ha ake place here. Overall, he resources,
producs and services ha are saeguarded/oered by he Okongo Communiy Fores
and Conservancy include rewood, honey, haching grass, horculure, poulry, wildlie,
grazing and an ecological campsie.

Alhough he communiy wih suppor rom he governmen spearheaded
he esablishmen o he conservancy, several sakeholders have played a role in is
esablishmen and allocaon o land o inhabians. Apar rom governmen suppor,
several sakeholders are involved in he suppor o he conservancy. These sakeholders
include heNaonal Planning Commission, FinnishMissionaries, he Evangelical Luheran
Church o Namibia, Minisry o Lands and Rehabiliaon (MLR), he Spanish Agency
or Inernaonal Developmen Cooperaon (AECID), he Unied Naons Educaonal,
Scienc and Culural Organisaon (UNESCO), he Ohangwena Regional Council (ORC)
and he Oce o he Prime Miniser (OPM), via echnical suppor rom he Deser
Research Foundaon o Namibia (DRFN), and he Namibia Red Cross Sociey (NRCS).
Neverheless, he overall managemen o naural resources is a challenge.

CBM in Namibia and he Legislave Dimension

Afer independence in 1990, and in line wih is consuon, he Governmen
reviewed all is policies and legislaon aecng he managemen o naural resources.
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The prime goal o his review was o develop policies and legislaon o devolve righs
over resources in communal lands rom he sae o communies. This devoluon had
wo objecves: (i) o provide addional income and benes o communies, and (ii)
o incenvise communies o conribue o naonal conservaon and developmen
goals. Namibia’s mos widely recognised devoluon programme was he esablishmen
o conservancies (NACSO, 2010).

Wildlie Managemen (Conservancies)

Namibia has received regional and global credi or he successul implemenaon
o CBNRM and or is eors o simulaneously (a) devolve he managemen o naural
resources o local communies while (b) addressing communies’ need or povery
alleviaon (Hoole, 2007; Hoole & Berkes, 2010; NACSO, 2010). The counry’s conservancy
is a ormally esablished communiy-based insuon on communal lands ha gives local
resource users righs o consumpve and non-consumpve use and managemen o
wildlie, including ourism (Hoole, 2009; Scanlon & Kull, 2009; NACSO, 2010). A presen,
Namibia recognises 86 regisered conservancies covering an area o 166,045 km² and
hese are undersood o bene over 227,941 people (NACSO, 2020).

Thers legislave change came in 1995when heWildlieManagemen, Ulisaon
and Tourism in Communal Areas Policy o 1995 (Communal Areas Policy) was developed
o suppor he drafing o he Amendmen Ac. The change was aimed a redressing pas
discriminaory policies as well as giving he communal residens he righ o ulise and
bene rom wildlie (MET, 2013).

Waer Managemen—Communiy-Based Waer Managemen

The Namibian Cabine approved he Communiy-Based Waer Managemen
(CBWM) Sraegy in 1997 o creae an organisaon ha can assis rural communies o
develop a reliable, accessible, sucien and susainable source o sae drinking waer
a an aordable cos (Ruppel & Ruppel-Schlichng, 2012). In addion, he Namibian
Cabine approved a naonalwaer policy in 2002,which ormed he basis or a newWaer
Resource Managemen Ac 2013 (Ac No. 11 o 2013) (Ruppel & Ruppel-Schlichng,
2013). The policy provides a ramework or equiable, ecien, and susainable waer
resource managemen and waer service and sresses secoral coordinaon, inegraed
planning, and managemen (Ruppel & Ruppel-Schlichng, 2013).

In shor, CBWM is abou communies in rural areas aking over hemanagemen o
heir rural waer supply, which means becoming responsible or operang, mainaining
and repairing heir waer supply schemes (MAWF, 2006).
Communiy-Based Rangeland Managemen

Communiy-Based Rangeland Managemen (CBRLM) aims o address he
environmenal degradaon o common grazing land while increasing he income o poor
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rural households. CBRLM is a holisc approach ha deals wih he livesock producon
chain, rom increasing grass producon o he livesock marke. In 2013, 66 communiy
rangeland managemen areas covering 4,004 km² were esablished in Namibia (NACSO,
2014). Mos o he communiy rangeland managemen areas are overlapping wih
conservancies which could be regarded as an exension o he communiy-based
managemen approach o anoher resource wihin he same communiy. A draf
Rangeland Policy and Sraegy is being developed or sakeholder consulaons and
promulgaon by Cabine (NACSO, 2014).

Communiy Foresry

In 2001, he Governmen approved Fores Ac No. 12, which allowed local
communies o obain oresry managemen righs rom he Minisry o Environmen
and Tourism (MET) and currenly he MAWF. Communiy oress, “enable rural
communies o acquire he righs, capaciy and resource inormaon or managing heir
ores and pasure in a susainable manner in collaboraon wih relevan auhories and
sakeholders” (NACSO, 2012, 31). In addion, 13 communies signed he rs communiy
ores agreemenwih heMiniser oMET in 2004. The erm ‘Fores’ includeswoodlands,
grazing areas, arms, selemens, roads, and rivers, while he erm ‘Fores Resources’
reers o naural resources such as rees, ruis, shrubs, herbs, grasses, and animals. The
communiy oress cover 30, 827 km² and mos o he oress (19) were regisered in
2013 (NACSO, 2014).

Policy Impacs o Communiy-Based Naural resource managemen

The Namibian governmen’s policy o devolving some propery righs o communal
groups o local people and conservancies, and allowing hem o bene rom ourism
creaes posive incenves or he local people o conserve local wildlie (Boudreaux,
2007). Also, i conservancies had a more complee devoluon o legal auhoriy over he
wildlie wihin heir borders, hey would be able o respond more quickly o problem
animals and hey would have increased incenves o proec hreaened animals such as
he deser elephans hamigh be ound wihin heir borders (ibid).

More so, he governmen’s policy o devolving some righs o manage wildlie and
o bene rom ourism seems omake provisions or local conservancies wih incenves
o proec wildlie, nd ways o live wih predaors, and search or enrepreneurial
opporunies o serve ouriss. There are also improvemens in he sandards o living
in some conservancies: schools are being repaired and improved; people have beer,
quicker, and easier access o hospials; people’s dies have improved; and somemembers
have jobs ha suppor hemselves and amily members (NACSO, 2020).

Like oher naural resource managemen policies in he region, he evoluon o
Namibia’s conservancies is linked o broader hisorical processes o colonisaon and
aparheid, and he highly skewed land disribuon ha is engendered by hose sysems.
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Given ha Namibia’s conservancy policy has been heralded as he mos progressive
iniave o is kind in Souhern Arica, IRDNC and oher NACSO member organisaons
have accrued a subsanal degree o legimacy as innovave and pioneering conribuors
o his legislaon (Nuulimba & Taylor, 2015). The overall increase in wildlie numbers has
made more games available or communiy harvesng and rophy hunng, and many
conservancies are now alloed sizeable game quoas or rophy hunng (ibid).

Overwhelmingly, he benes o clear communiy boundaries have been raised
rs in he available lieraure. I has been argued ha such boundaries can enable a
communiy in uure o reuse ousiders ha may be seeking access o grazing land
in heir erriory. Raher han securing exclusive righs over land, he promulgaon o
boundaries was hough o o proec access or he uure (Bollig, 2016). Thereore, he
legal reorms o he 1990s esablished a new orm o commons, however, he disribuon
o benes rom hese new commons is sll problemac, and a poin o concern no only
or hose planning and aciliang conservancies bu also or local acviss (ibid).

Methodology
Sudy Area

Locaed in heOhangwenaRegion, heOkongoCommuniy ForesandConservancy,
locally known as he “Omauni Communiy Fores”, is siuaed abou 70 kmeas oOkongo
village in he Okongo Consuency (Mouon & Dirkx, 2004; Figure 1). The Ohangwena
Region is one o he 14 adminisrave regions in Namibia. The Okongo Communiy Fores
is par o he Souhern Arican Baikiaea plurijuga (Zambezi eak) woodland ecosysem,
wih mos pars o he ores area having deep Kalahari sand. Essenally, he ores area
provides grazing o housands o cale and oher small livesock (Angombe e al., 2000).
The conservancy was esablished or he purpose o wildlie conservaon; however, i is
saeguarding many oher naural resources (Hilker, 2011).

I is esmaed ha abou 20 villages ound in he boundaries o he Okongo
Consuency depend on he communiy ores or subsisence (Mouon & Dirkx, 2004).
Two ribes inhabi he villages, namely: he Ovakwanyama and San people; hese
ribes are considered as primary users o he communiy ores. Each o he villages is
represened by wo people who orm par o a managemen body known as he Fores
Managemen Commiee, which acs as he cusodian o he Okongo Communiy Fores
on behal o he communiy.

The inhabians o he Okongo Communiy Fores rely mosly on subsisence
arming wih heir main saple crop is pearl mille. In view o subsisence by he wo
ribes living in he Okongo Consuency, subsisence agriculure is he main livelihood
or he Kwanyamas, while he San people mainly rely on exernal suppor, such as ha
rom donor-unded organisaons, governmen, NGOs and aih-based organisaons
(Mouon & Dirkx, 2004).
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Figure 1:Map o Okongo Conservancy
(Source: Legal Assisance Cenre, Minisry o Lands and Reselemen and Namibia
Sascs Agency)

Research design

To achieve he sudy purpose, a mixed research design was employed, whereby
boh qualiave and quanave approaches were used. The qualiave design was
used o esablish an in-deph undersanding o he role o he communiy in he Okongo
Conservancy, while he quanave design was used or quancaon (Mouon, 2008).

Daa Collecon

To collec daa or his sudy, a semi-srucured quesonnaire was used, and his
was adminisered o dieren households hawere randomly seleced rom our villages,
namely:Omauni Eas, OmauniWes, Oshalande and Kumininenge. A key inorman guide
was used o inerview key inormans rom arge insuons ha are known o have
some hisory o acve parcipaon in CBNRM inervenons such as waer managemen,
involvemen in conservancy and communiy oresmanagemen, and grazing rangeland.
Focus group discussions were held wih parcipans rom various insuons operang
communiy-based waer managemen, conservancy, communiy ores, and grazing
programmes. This research echnique was oped or as i encourages ineracons wih
parcipans (Smihson, 2007). Focus group discussions were used o collec daa on
CBNRM programmes in our communies o he Okongo Conservancy, namely: Omauni
Eas, Omauni Wes, Oshalande and Kumininenge. The ocus groups consued he core
assembly o respondens who represened parcipans rom our dieren caegories,
namely: (i) employed, (ii) armers, (iii) pensioners and (iv) unemployed. Group discussions
wih each group consisng o 5 o 10 acve and knowledgeable parcipans represenng
commiees on waer, grazing, communiy ores and conservancy were conduced.
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Sampling Design

The sudy argeed he communies wihin he Okongo Consuency, wih a
sample size o 100 communiy members, and his included communiy members ha
are involved in conservaon acvies wihin he Okongo consuency. To ensure he
inclusion o key subgroups wihin he arge area, and he ac ha he exac number o
households in he area was uncerain, a sraed sampling echnique combined wih
non-probabiliy sampling echniques was preerred. Generally, purposive sampling is
a non-random sampling echnique (Tongco, 2007). In each o he our communies, a
sraed random sample o 54 households was drawn rom he household survey ha
was carried ou in he communiy o he Okongo Conservancy in Ocober 2014. The
use o his sampling echnique ensured inclusiviy o key subgroups wihin he sample
populaon, parcularly he non-probabiliy sysemac sample ha caered or he
number o households in he village ha was no well known. Thereore, randomisaon
presened an unavoidable impedimen and unrealisc expecaon. In he analysis o he
resuls, he sudy used Osrom’s (1990) concep design principles or ensuring common
propery resources (CPR) in Souhern Arica.

Resuls
Respondens’ Demography

The sudy revealed ha 28% o he respondens were in he age range o 40–49
years, while 28.3%were older han 60 years. In addion, 20%were in he age range o 50–
59 years, while 13% were in he age range o 18–29 years and 30–39 years, respecvely.

Wih respec o he educaon level, only 37% o he respondens had received
primary educaon, alhough his was no compleed, while 30% indicaed ha hey had
no ormal educaon a all. Tweny per cen (20%) o hem had aained some high school
educaon, while 7% compleed primary educaon. A leas 20% o he respondens had
received secondary educaon while only 2% had compleed i. Moreover, only 4% o he
populaon had compleed erary educaon (see Figure 2).

Figure 2. Educaon aainmen
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Furhermore, he composion o respondens comprised heads o households,
and i included spouses, relaves such as sons, daughers and uncles, and a ew non-
relaves such as in-laws and employees. Mos respondens were married, while only
a limied number o he respondens were single, widowed, living ogeher/cohabing
or divorced. Overall, i was esablished ha here were more male-headed households
compared o emale-headed households.

Membership in he Various Managemen Commitees

Evidence revealed ha mos communiy members are represened in various
commiees responsible or ensuring improved communiy livelihood and saeguarding
he naural resources in he conservancy. The idened commiees are concerned wih
he managemen o waer poins, he communiy ores, grazing, and conservancy. In
erms o sascs, 51% o all he respondens, represenng 94% o he sudy populaon,
were members o he waer commiee, while 6% were no members o any specic
resource commiee. Furhermore, 63% o he respondens represened members o
he Communiy Fores Commiee, while 37% o he populaon were no members o
his commiee, nor were hey aware o he value o oresry. Overall, a proporon o
26% armed being members o he conservancy. However, less han hal (41%) o he
respondens comprised members ha belonged o he Grazing Commiee, while 30%
expressed oal ignorance o heir commiee membership saus (see Figure 3 below).

Figure 3.Membership saus o various commiees

Membership Movaon Nexus

Members o dieren commiees idened various drivers or membership as
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being imporan incenves and inspiraon or associang or belonging o respecve
resource managemen groups. In erms o waer managemen, 72% o he respondens
indicaed ha access o he commiee and use owaer is he movaon o becoming a
member, while 24% became members o conribue o waer proecon. In addion, 4%
o he respondens were movaed o become members o he Palry Commiee given
heir ineres in he mainenance o he waer pump and generaors. Conversely, 46%
o communiy oresry groups idened oresry resources as being imporan o heir
livelihoods. Only 37% o he members aligned general parcipaon o he conservaon
and proecon o heir cachmen area o be a movang acor or membership in he
Communiy Fores Commiee. Hal o he respondens (50%) were members o he
Conservancy Commiee, and heir movaon was derived rom heir parcipaon in
he conservaon o naural resources. A leas 25% o he conservancy members were
eleced o leadership, irrespecve o heir commimen o conservaon. Furhermore,
a quarer o he respondens (25%) observed ha heir movaon emanaed rom heir
commimen o eradicang illegal harvesng and hunng o wildlie in he communiy.
In relaon o movaon or aaining membership o he Waer Poin Commiee, some
o he parcipans o he ocus group discussions said ha:

We need waer o drink and being a member o he waer poin commiee makes
i easy or us o access he waer. We also have he responsibiliy o looking afer
our water, by managing it properly so that the water is always there to drink (Focus
group discussion 29.09.2014).

Ineresngly, Grazing Commiee members were incenvised by holding
membership o he Grazing Commiee which aciliaed access o livesock grazing
resources, and his invariably smulaed he proecon o he grazing areas. A limied
number o respondens idened heir elecon o leadership posions as a movang
acor. In relaon o movaon or membership in he Grazing Commiee, some o he
parcipans o he ocus group discussions said ha:

Being a member o he communal Grazing Commiee means ha our animals
would have access to grassland (Focus group discussion 29.09.2014).

We want to use the conservancy to access what it provides, but we also have the
responsibiliy o look afer he conservancy so ha we do no deplee is benes
rom i.Mosoouranimalsdependon iaswell (Focusgroupdiscussion29.09.2014)

The membership movaon nexus wihin he our sudy communies are
summarised in Figure 4 below.
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Figure 4.Movaon or membership in dieren resource managemen commiees

The sudy observed a posive relaonship beween he governmen and he
commiee ha was mandaed o oversee naural resource managemen in he
conservancy, and hemembers o heWaer Poin Commiee, as indicaed by 88% o he
respondens. On he conrary, 20% o he respondens expressed ignorance concerning
he relaonship saus o he governmen and he Waer Poin Commiee. Given he
managemen o he communiy ores, 75% o he respondens conrmed a posive
relaonship beween he governmen and he Communiy Fores Commiee. However,
20% o he members could no esablish any relaonship beween heir Conservancy
Commiee and he governmen. This could parly be aribued o he ac ha some
communiy members neiher served in he leadership srucures o he Conservancy
Commiee nor do hey regularly aendmeengs. Neverheless, 80% o he respondens
indicaed ha here is a posive relaonship beween he Conservancy Commiee and
he governmen.

Basedon hendings, a limiedproporon (9%) o heGrazing Commieemembers
observed a non-involvemen o he governmen in grazing issues, which was derimenal
o heir muual relaonship on he one hand, while on he oher hand, 73% considered
he relaonship beween heir commiee and he governmen as being good. However,
18% o he respondens expressed ignorance as hey were no aware o he saus o
he prevailing relaonship beween he governmen and he Grazing Commiee. The
oucomeo herelaonshipbeween hecommieesand hegovernmen is encapsulaed
in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Relaonship beween naural resource managemen commiees and
government

The sudy aemped o esablish an undersanding o wheher he governmen
was involved in he esablishmen o he various commiees ha are operaonal in he
conservaon area. Evidence shows ha here was a signican level o governmenal
involvemen and suppor owards heesablishmeno henaural resourcemanagemen
commiees. Some o he acvies perormed by he governmen included he provision
o waer inrasrucure and supplies, capaciy building or communiy members (drilling
o boreholes, echnical advice), and raising awareness in suppor o he esablishmen
o rules, among ohers. Eleven per cen (11%) o he respondens indicaed a lack o
governmen involvemen in he esablishmen o he WPCs.

In henascensageso idenyingkeyoperaonalareasocommiees,governmen
involvemen hrough he line Minisry o Waer, Agriculure and Rural Developmen
(MAWF) was idened as being crucial in laying he oundaon o he commiees.
The scope o governmen involvemen included inrasrucural suppor and nancing,
acquision o necessary equipmen, mobilisaon o communiy members, awareness-
raising, he elecon o new commiee members, and setng up communiy rules
(NACSO, 2010). Apar rom inrasrucural developmen, he governmen played oher
insrumenal roles, ha is, boh nancial and echnical suppor roles or he communiy.
Furhermore, governmen involvemen exended o areas ha are vial in aciliang and
supporng he esablishmen o he Grazing Commiee hrough he setng up o small-
scale arming unis and he erecon o ences, as well as assisng in he setng up o he
Grazing Commiee.

The majoriy (88%) o he respondens indicaed he exisence o posive
synergies beween he governmen and he Waer Poin Commiee. Furhermore, 75%
underscored he exisence o a good relaonship beween he governmen and he
Communiy Fores Commiee, while 21% o hemembers expressed a lack o awareness
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regarding he naure o he relaonship beween he Communiy Fores Commiee and
he governmen.

Overall, he relaonship beween he Conservancy Commiee and he governmen
was largely considered good, as indicaed by 80% o he parcipans. This was however
no he same noon wih he remaining 20% o he parcipans. A ew o he members
(9%) o he Grazing Commiee emphasised he non-involvemen o he governmen in
his resource commiee. A leas 73% o he members indicaed a posive relaonship
beween he Grazing Commiee and he governmen, while 18% were unaware o is
exisence.

The respondens indicaed ha hey have no experienced any conics wihin
he Conservancy Commiee. However, he opposie is rue or he Grazing Commiee,
where over 40% o he commiee idened some conics, such as people no being
willing o adap o new ways o managemen like he encing o he grazing land and
clearing o land in he ores. Neverheless, here were also hose respondens (30%)
who ound no conic a all, and hose (30%) who were no aware o he conic wihin
he Grazing Commiee.

Alhoughmos respondens who aremembers o heWaer Poin Commiee (68%)
observed conics wihin he commiee, 26% indicaed ha here were no conics a
all. Ineresngly, some Waer Poin Commiee members revealed ha conics occur
amongs members, parcularly when i comes o he paymen o heir bills, which is
ofen no honoured by some members. Sadly, some members are no cooperave a all,
bohwih ohermembers andwih heir leaders, as indicaed by 17% o he respondens.
Oher conics occur because some commieemembers do no ake heir work seriously
as revealed by 13% o he respondens. Some behave negavely when dams are wihou
waer, or when people in key posions are no paid in me, as indicaed by 13% and 6%
o he respondens, respecvely.

Communiy Fores Commiee members poined ou ha he observed conics
were mainly associaed wih access o resources such as illegal selemens in he ores
area, harvesng o rees wihou he proper permis, boundary dispues, or selemen
o people in he ores area by Tradional Auhories. These observaons were revealed
by 25%, 14%, 7% and 7% o he respondens, respecvely. However, some members
(18%) indicaed a lack o co-operaon wih ohers as he cause o conic. Furhermore,
some members (18%) also indicaed ha here are no conics in he Communiy Fores
Commiee or hey did no know abou any, as revealed by 11%.

As an approach o conic resoluon, he conics experienced by he Waer
Poin Commiee were resolved by he Tradional Headmen, and his was revealed by
67% o he respondens. Communiy members and he headmen deal wih hem by
discussing some o he key issues in a meeng. In addion, conics can also be resolved
by putng resricons on access o resources. The approach o dealing wih conics in
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he WPCs is more or less similar o he way ores commiees handle hem, where hey
are resolved during communiy meengs. This was revealed by 38% o he respondens,
while 29% indicaed ha he commiee discusses cerain issues beore hey are shared
wih he communiy (29%). Neverheless, a ew o he respondens (9%), mainly hose
who experienced conics wih access o resources, indicaed ha conics are never
addressed. Wih regard o conic managemen in he conservancy, alhough none had
been experienced by he me o he research, conservancy members indicaed ha i
conics occur, hey will be addressed hrough communiymeengs or by he commiee
as revealed by 33%and 57%. respecvely. Similarly, Grazing Commieemembers poined
ou ha should conic occur, i will be resolved hrough communiy meengs by he
commiee as indicaed by 64% o he respondens.

Discussion

The ndings o his research revealed evidence o communiy conservaon in
he Okongo Communiy Fores and Conservancy, upon he devolvemen o he righs
o consumpve and non-consumpve use o naural resources and he managemen
o wildlie, which includes ourism. The managemen o naural resources is urher
srenghened hrough he provision o inrasrucure. Alhough CBNRM has been in
exisence or many years, i was only ormally embraced in Souhern Arica afer he
1990s, such ha i included he managemen o all naural resources, including waer,
oresry, and grazing, in addion o wildlie ha has hisorically been a he cenre o
aenon (Seiner & Rihoy, 1995).

The susainable managemen o resources in he Okongo Communiy Fores
and Conservancy is being promoed hrough he use o naural resource managemen
commiees. In such commiees, here are cerainmemberswih specic responsibilies,
such as he chairperson and reasurer, who ensure he coordinaon o various acvies
aking place wihin he conservaon area (Dürr, 2004). However, generally, oher CBNRM
acors play a role in he managemen o he conservaon area, including governmen
represenaves, NGOs, he privae secor (our operaors), Conservancy Commiee and
sa, members o communiy-based organisaons (CBOs), and oher ordinary people
who are no included in he menoned groups.

The research urher revealed he need o sreamline he mechanisms o he
devoluon o resource managemen righs o local communies hrough increased
parcipaon o residens in a way ha ensures equiable resource disribuon. In his
ligh, sreamlining he devoluon o resource managemen o communies should
recognise he imporance o raining members while a he same me equipping hem
wih valuable knowledge relevan o resource managemen. Wih his noon, i is
suggesed ha he implemenaon o CBM is no dependen on he successul raining
oWPCs, as many oher dynamics have a role o play. The abiliy omanage a conic and
look or soluons, or insance, is a skill ha goes beyond raining. This requires sraegic
leadership combined wih he capaciy o inuence and movae communiy members
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(Maengu & Shapi, 2010). For devoluon o be successul, he hurdles noed in his sudy
need o be remedied by sreamlining he concep o devoluon hrough removing he
usual hindrances ha ail o appreciae he realies on he ground.

In erms owaer resources managemen, he CBWM Sraegy provided suppor o
rural communies by availing aordable sae drinking waer, which is managed hrough
WPCs. This nding is no ar rom he ndings o oher sudies, which have poined ou
ha local resource users who live in close proximiy o he waer resources are able o
eecvely manage resources because hey derive specic benes rom hem, and are
aware o a loss o be experienced i he resource is depleed (Thakadu, 2005; Twyman,
2000; Wesern &Wrigh, 1994). As such, adherence o he Naonal Waer Policy o 2002
in providing an adequae supply o sae drinking waer as a basic human need (Ruppel
& Ruppel-Schlichng, 2013) should be upheld. On ha noe, our ndings have shown
ha he accessibiliy and provision o clean, sae, and aordable waer in he communiy
was a perceived prioriy. Thus, he main reason or being members o he Waer Poin
Commiee is underpinned by he need o have ease o access o he resource, while a
he same me proecng he resource. However, iwas observed ha a single household
can have members in more han one waer poin o maximise accessibiliy and usage.

The inclinaon owards devoluon has been o alienae communies, hereby
leading o eeling isolaed rom he cenral governmen, hus abandoned. This resonaes
wih Maengu and Shapi (2010, 46), who succincly observed ha “decenralizaon o
waer supply o communies should no resul in sae disengagemen. Insead, i should
empower communieswih increasedoversighandempowermen in ormo connuous
capaciy building o Waer Poin Commiee members, advising on how o address he
encounered problems, and inensiying monioring and evaluaon”. However, our sudy
noed ha wih regard o governmen suppor, i was eviden ha he governmen
assised wih he provision o sae waer and direc awarding o incenves o members
who are acvely parcipang in he managemen o heir own waer supply resources
and ook responsibilies over he ownership o waer insallaons. Hence, he hrus o
CBWM was o esablish communies ha were predominanly based in rural areas and
acve parcipans in he managemen o heir own rural waer supply, including he
responsibilies ha are necessary o underake planning, decision making, operang,
mainenance and repairing o heir waer insallaons.

The ndings concur wih he views espoused by Scanlon and Kull (2009), which
idened insuonal, policy and legislave inrasrucure as being imporan aribues
o suppor equiable, ecien, and susainable waer resource managemen and waer
service. Our ndings arm he signicance o hewider naonal commimen, as eviden
wihin he sudy area hrough he exisence o secoral coordinaon, inegraed planning,
and managemen mechanisms. In he same breah, “CBWM should be espoused by
greaer policy and sraegy clariy o make i ecien and successul” (Maengu & Shapi,
2010, 46). This necessiaes inegraed planning and managemen mechanisms wih
a lucidly drawn policy and ransparenly implemened sraegy o make communiy
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involvemen in resource managemen ecacious.

Based on he ndings o his sudy, here is evidence ha governmen eors in
insung he necessary policies and regulaons o srenghen adherence o he laws are
no in vain, hereby providing appropriaemeasures o sancon hose ha ac a variance
wih he law. A an operaonal level, he governmen delegaed he mandae o he
local communiy as a way o exercise sucien sewardship o he resources under heir
jurisdicon, while connuing wih echnical suppor o he commiee and communiy
as well as srenghening experse, advice and delivery (MET, 2017). Increasingly,
communies realise ha hey need o ake charge o heir lives and discharge uncons
ha work in heir ineres.

Specic aspecs ha emanaed rom his sudy urher sugges he need o consider
some improvemens in he conic resoluon mechanisms in poenal grazing relaed
issues. I was clear ha enorcemen remained essenal o achieve reduced illegal use
and access o resources or grazing. There was an observed need or he governmen o
improvemechanisms o suppor he resoluonomaers o selemens by promulgang
laws o serve as deerrens or punishmen or specic oences. To his end, here was
juscaon or governmen inervenons in conic resoluon, including claricaons
regarding he rules. This was consisen wih earlier ndings by Mosimane and Silva
(2012), who underlined he archiecure o he Conservancy Managemen Commiee,
heir managemen, and bene disribuon plans. Regarding he Communiy Fores
Commiee, he involvemen o he governmen, parcularly he line minisry (MAWF),
in he esablishmen o he Communiy Fores Commiee was considered an imporan
underaking ha suppors he provision o inrasrucure and nance rom he onse.

Evidence revealed ha oresry, waer conservaon and grazing resources
consued imporan naural resources wihin he communiy, and hey were well
disribued wihin he disnc boundaries, widely known o he communies. Our
ndings indicae ha communiy members priorised oresry resources as imporan
resources o ameliorae local communiy livelihoods, despie a ew having idened
eleced posions as sources or addional incenves and saeguarding o he resources.
Overall, here was a srong sense o knowledge o he boundaries ha exis among he
local communies, hereby aording hem he righ o use and managemen o he
resource pools. However, no all communiy inhabians consued members o he
conservancy; hereore, here was an observed resricon o access and he use o he
resources o such residens o he sudy communies.

I is ineresng o noe ha he managemen resources o concern i.e. waer,
biodiversiy, oresry resources, and communiy grazing areas have guiding policies and
supporve legislaons ha are amiliar o he communies, which regulae he access
and use o naural resources. Our ndings share an inerace ha decenralisaon
promoes good governance and oher democrac ideals by broadening access o
decision-making and giving voice o communies in governance insuons. Wihin he
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conex o rural waer supply, CBWM is considered he bes approach o cos serving and
communiy empowermen (Maengu e al., 2010, 7). I is argued ha he majoriy o he
communies living on communal lands predominanly do no have access o imporan
naural resources such as clean waer supply, grazing rangeland, and ores resources,
among ohers. Thus, CBNRM allows he residens o have such access and be proacve
by aking charge o lives hrough ecien, eecve, ransparen as well as equiable
managemen o heir naural resources.

According o Osrom’s (2005) sixh design principle, users and heir ocials have
rapid access o low-cos local arenas o resolve conic among users or beween users
and ocials. Likewise, Weeden and Chow (2012) ound ha one o he imporan key
principles o susainable governance scenarios involves conic resoluon mechanisms.
Thereore, he resuls poin o a srong collecve acon wihin he common pool
resource managemen in Okongo, and i indicaes ha communiy members were aware
o he rules ha govern common pool resources; as a resul, here exiss no conic
in he communiy regarding he shared resources. Alhough here are cases o conic
experienced wih regard o some shared resources, hey are easily deal wih because
users o he resources have access o local arenas o resolve conic amongs users.

The represenaon o household members on one o several shared resource
commiees means ha household ineress are beer represened, and beer decisions
aremade o resolve conics should hey arise. This is suppored by Thoms (2008), whose
narraves indicae ha households’ ineress are beer represened when hey are
involved in making imporan communiy decisions abou resource use, developmen
and nances.

Conic resoluon mechanisms are amongs he key principles o susainable
governance scenarios. For waer, he mos common conic is caused by he dispue
o non-paymen by some members who make use o he resource and choose no o
co-operae wih he leaders and wih oher members. A prior sudy ound ha he
Conservancy Managemen Commiee prepares managemen and bene disribuon
plans, holds regular commiee meengs and annual member meengs, and he
governmen helps o mediae where conic occurs (Mosimane & Silva, 2012).

There is srong consensus wihin he communiy regarding conic resoluon,
where mos o he communiy members agree ha he process o conic resoluon
is highly accepable. However, here are hose members o he various CPRs, such as
members o he grazing, conservancy, and communiy ores commiees, who are o he
opinion ha he process o conic resoluon is no accepable.

The ndings o he sudy sugges a deparure rom he sudy by Maengu e al.
(2010), who argue ha CBWM “is an ideological bale beween hose who believe ha
he governmen canno and should never be allowed o abdicae is rural waer supply
responsibiliy, and hose who believe ha cos recovery promoes he susainable use
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o waer and enhances he democrasaon process hrough communiy involvemen”
(Maengu e al., 2010, 100). Wha emerged rom his sudy was he appreciaon o
he evidence o ecacy, apude, and inegriy o CBNRM delivery srucures. This is
apparen in incenvising membership, as eviden in he good relaonship ha exiss
beween governmen unconaries and he resource commiees responsible or he
susainable managemen o naural resources. Cooperaon has been observed beween
he governmen unconaries in he orm o line minisries and he locally consued
commiees ha are responsible or he managemen o naural resources.

Based on he research, iwas eviden ha hemajoriy o communiymembers had
dened and delineaed heir resource boundaries. This is considered a praccal measure
ha secures access o he naural resource and demarcaes heir boundaries or oher
resource pools such as conservancy, grazing and communiy oresry; i is urhermore
an imporan incenve and inspiraon o aaining improved communies’ livelihood,
including saeguarding he naural resource inegriy or presen and poseriy needs.

To his end, Namibia’s legislave sysem on CBNRM has been widely praised or is
success in he counry and also lauded as he bes in Souhern Arica. The policies, or
insance, he waer policy, makes provision or equiable and equal access o waer while
giving power o he communies o govern he resource hrough he CBNRMapproach—
an approach ha has made a posive impac on local communies by beneng rom
shared naural resources. Today, CBNRM uses ha deep local knowledge, long-sanding
paerns o behaviour, and insuonal arrangemens in rural areas o manage some
naural resources. Noably, communiy oress, “enable rural communies o acquire
he righs, capaciy, and resource inormaon or susainably managing heir ores and
pasure in collaboraon wih relevan auhories and sakeholders” (NACSO, 2012, 31).
The impac o CBNRM on he local communiy canno be overemphasised, and NACSO’s
(2012) repor suggess ha here are currenly 86 regisered conservancies, covering an
area o 166,045 km² and hese are undersood o bene over 227,941 people (NACSO,
2020).

TheNaonalPolicyFrameworkorCommuniy-BasedNauralResourceManagemen
sems rom Namibia’s Consuon, Arcle 95, which spulaes ha he Sae is required
o ensure “he mainenance o ecosysems, essenal ecological processes and biological
diversiy and he ulisaon o living naural resources on a susainable basis or he
bene o all Namibians, boh presen and uure”. The Governmen o he Republic o
Namibia’s Policy on CBNRM, hereore, has a CBNRM programme ha recognises he
righs and developmenal needs o local communies, recognises he need o promoe
biodiversiy conservaon, and empowers presen and uure generaons o manage and
bene rom wildlie, oresry, sheries, and oher naural resources in an inegraed
manner, which is also ully and recognised as a rural developmenal opon. These
righs include righs o access, use, conrol and bene. The main aim o he policy is o
provide a ramework ha promoes he wise and susainable use o naural resources
on sae land ouside proeced areas as well as he promoon o inegraed land and



157

The Role of Local Communites in Resource Managemen: A case of Okongo Communiy Fores and Conservancy, Namibia

naural resource planning and decision making ha considers he mos appropriae
land uses based on land capabiliy, opmum economic reurn, and environmenal
and human needs. In essence, i is a managemen approach ha generaes economic
benes hrough conservaon and promoes he developmen or srenghening o local
insuons suppored by naonal ones o promoe rural developmen. Policies such as
he policy on CBNRM ensure maximum communiy beneciary parcipaon.

Conclusion

CBNRM in he Okongo Communiy Fores and Conservancy posively aecs he
livelihoods o residens, parcularly hose who direcly or indirecly bene rom a
devolved and sreamlined sysem o resource managemen. Our ndings suppor he
presumpon ha CBNRM is a vial approach or promong decenralised economic
welare and growh, and ha i is he only major orum available o he residens or
hem o exercise heir righs over he resources ound in heir respecve communies,
wih minimal inervenons rom he cenral governmen. I is conclusive ha here
is a relaonship beween he exisng naural resource managemen commiees and
he governmen owards he realisaon o susainable naural resource managemen.
Despie he dierences ha emerged in he sudy concerning governmenal inervenon
procedures a a communiy level in he managemen, conrol and regulaon o he
accessibiliy and usage o naural resources (waer, grazing land, land, wild animals),
CBM was envisaged o be eecve in improving he livelihoods o he residens o he
our sudy communies.

Neverheless, he resuls illusraed ha despie a gap ha exiss beween he
provision omaerial benes o residens o he our communies and an opporuniy or
hem o locally manage resources, i is clear ha signican srides have beenmade rom
he resourcesmanaged by communies hrough he cenral governmen. For insance, an
assessmen o common-pool resources, wildlie, waer, ores and grazing in he Okongo
Conservancy shows ha he governmen, hrough is Direcorae o Rural Waer Supply,
has achieved noable seps in remedying issues o rural waer supply. The devolvemen
o righs o communies o manage naural resources hrough he Naure Conservaon
Amendmen Ac o 1996 is a means o srenghen conservaon. Furhermore, he
sudy demonsraed ha he researched communies are now in charge o heir waer
resources and hey have aken ownership over hem and are willing o be members o
resource commiees. As his sudy noed, he involvemen o communies in naural
resource managemen conrms he collecve eors owards he susainable naural
managemen o he resources being saeguarded by he Okongo Communiy Fores and
Conservancy.
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