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1. Introduction

1.1 Engaging local communities in tackling illegal wildlife trade —
a theory of change

The illegal wildlife trade (IWT) and associated poaching — particularly of iconic species such as elephants

and rhinos - is one of the highest profile conservation challenges today. A recent analysis by the World Bank
(Wright et al., 2016) estimated that donors have contributed over US$ 1.3 billion to tackling IWT since 2010.

There is growing recognition among practitioners and policy makers of the need to engage and invest in rural
communities that neighbour or live with wildlife as key partners in tackling IWT, particularly as they form a ‘first
line of defence’. However, to date, this strategy has received far less attention than other approaches including law
enforcement and demand reduction. This is partly because there is no ‘one size fits all’ solution to community
engagement and a framework to guide such interventions on the ground has been lacking.

In response, the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), International Institute for Environment
and Development (I1ED) and partners developed a dynamic Theory of Change (ToC) that sought to better
understand the different incentives and disincentives that influence whether local people engage in IWT or

help to prevent it. An initial draft of the ToC was developed for the ‘Beyond Enforcement’ workshop convened

by the IUCN Sustainable Use and Livelihoods Specialist Group (SULi) and partners in the run up to the Kasane
Conference on Illegal Wildlife Trade in 2015 (IUCN SULI et al., 2015) and was subsequently refined through expert
consultation (Figure 1) (Biggs et al., 2015).

The ToC identifies four causal pathways for community-level actions, each underpinned by a set of critical
assumptions. The four pathways are:

- a) strengthening disincentives for illegal behaviour;
- b) increasing incentives for wildlife stewardship;

- ¢) decreasing costs of living with wildlife; and

- d) increasing non-wildlife-based livelihoods.

Underlying all four pathways are a number of ‘enabling actions’ to strengthen governance from the local to the
national, regional and international scale including: supporting the institutional framework to enforce against
IWT; increasing the perceived fairness of wildlife laws; strengthening laws for community management of and
benefit from wildlife; and fighting corruption. In addition, underlying all the actions in the ToC is the need for
enhancing community capacity to both manage and benefit from wildlife.

The ToC focuses explicitly on community-level interventions to tackle IWT and does not take account of efforts
to reduce IWT through other means. The ToC is therefore just one part of a larger puzzle. If evidence shows that
IWT is declining or increasing in a particular location — be it at the local, regional or national scale — the ToC

can help explain how community-based approaches may have contributed to those observed outcomes. It is not
intended to explore how other types of interventions, such as conventional top-down law enforcement, might
also have contributed. In addition, the ToC cannot establish causal linkages between community actions and
IWT outcomes.
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Figure 1: The initial ‘Beyond Enforcement’ ToC (Biggs et al., 2015)

1.2 Testing the ToC: The “Communities as First Line of Defence
Against Wildlife Crime” project

In April 2016, with support from UKAid through the UK government’s Illegal Wildlife Trade Challenge Fund
(IWTCF), the IUCN Eastern and Southern Africa Regional Office, Conservation Areas & Species programme; the
IUCN Species Survival Commission (SSC) African Elephant Specialist Group (AfESG); and SULI in partnership
with IIED; Royal Roads University; Big Life Foundation; the Cottar’s Wildlife Conservation Trust; and the

Kenya Wildlife Conservancies Association (KWCA) started a project to strengthen community engagement

in combatting IWT by testing the ToC against real life situations in two pilot sites in Kenya. These were the
Olderkesi Conservancy in the Masai Mara and Kilitome Conservancy bordering the Amboseli National Park.

The aim of the project was to strengthen existing anti-wildlife crime strategies and use lessons learned to improve
policy and practice in Kenya and beyond. Work carried out through the project validated the logic and rational of
the ToC, contributed to the efforts to refine it, and clarified the iterative process of testing and validating it with
local communities and implementing partners using a variety of tools.

Support from USAID Kenya and East Africa, and the US Department of the Interior — International Technical
Assistance Program was used to expand and scale up the scope of the FLoD initiative in Kenya, and beyond. A
third pilot site comprising the Shompole-Olkiramatian Group Ranches in the South Rift of Kenya - was included
for FLoD implementation. This was conducted in partnership with the South Rift Association of Land Owners
(SORALO), which works with Maasai communities in a large swathe of southern Kenya to help develop and
enhance a network of conservancies and to strengthen community-based approaches to reducing IWT. This case
study presents the findings of work carried out in the Shompole-Olkiramatian Group Ranches in 2017 and 2018.



2. Methodology: The First Line of Defence
approach

2.1 An overview of the approach

The project adopted a ‘participatory action research’ approach (Rowe et al., 2013), a research methodology
undertaken in communities that emphasizes participation and action. Whereas conventional research tends

to be characterized by detached researchers and research ‘subjects’, participatory action research seeks to
understand issues through a process of collaboration, reflection and stakeholder engagement. Details of the
methodology used to field-test the approach in the first two pilot sites are available in a comprehensive case study
(Niskanen et al., 2018).

The draft ToC was refined during a project inception workshop with partners and following field work in
Olderkesi and Kilitome. For the Shompole-Olkiramatian field site a refined ToC, hereafter called the Baseline
ToC (Figure 2) was used as the starting point for the testing process. The full list of assumptions underpinning
the Baseline ToC are available in Annex 1.
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Figure 2: Baseline ToC for engaging local communities in combatting IWT (Skinner et al., 2018)




First, we sought to understand the implicit ToC of the ‘designers’ of the IWT intervention in the case study site,
in this case SORALO. We compared the SORALO ToC with the Baseline ToC, noting similarities and differences
(as depicted in Figure 3, comparing ToC 2 with ToC 1). Then we sought to understand the implicit ToC of the
Shompole-Olkiramatian community and compared this to the SORALO ToC in order to determine if the two

a0

£

Baseline ToC Implementer / Community ToC
Designer ToC
1 2 3
A A

(a) (b)

were fully aligned (as depicted in Figure 3, comparing ToC 3 with ToC 2).

Non-alignment of the intervention logic of project designers and the communities is likely to limit the
effectiveness of interventions. This process was shown to be a useful way to highlight gaps in understanding and
consequent shortcomings or weaknesses in project design and explore possible improvements.

Figure 3: Understanding different perspectives on interventions to tackle IWT - exploring the ToCs of project
designers and communities.

(The figure shows three different ToC’s: 1) the Baseline ToC; 2) the ToC of those designing or implementing
interventions in each of the four pathways that are ultimately intended to reduce IWT and 3) the ToC that
describes the community’s view of how interventions can be used to reduce IWT. The blue arrows at the
bottom of the diagram show the step-wise progression of the comparisons. The first comparison (a) is
between the implementer/designer ToC and the baseline ToC and the second (b) is the comparison between
the implementer/designer ToC and the community ToC. Through this process you ultimately derive the
community’s ToC.)



2.2 Implementing the approach in Shompole-Olkiramatian

In order to construct the SORALO ToC we conducted a semi- y
structured interview with the project design team. The questions i
aimed to provide insights into the relative importance SORALO
placed on each of the four pathways; the specific actions employed
in each pathway and outputs or outcomes anticipated; as well as

the implicit assumptions underpinning the intervention logic. We
also conducted semi-structured interviews with individuals closely
associated with SORALOQ, such as staff members and colleagues, to
gain further insights. We then drew up the SORALO ToC in draft
form based on the interview findings, using the Baseline ToC as
atemplate. Finally, we conducted a follow up interview with the
project design team to verify our interpretation of the SORALO ToC
and make any necessary adjustments.

In order to explore community alignment with the SORALO ToC, we
held a series of age- and gender-disaggregated focus group meetings
in the Shompole-Olkiramatian community. We conducted the same
series of activities with each focus group.

We used a series of statements designed to provide insights into the
relevance of each of the four ToC pathways to each focus group. We
used similar statements to examine the level of agreement with each
assumption in the SORALO ToC. We used a set of three wooden
elephants to indicate a positive score from 1 to 3, and a set of three
wooden lions to indicate a negative score from -1 to -3 (Figure 4).

We then recorded the scores in an Excel-based tool and generated

‘star diagrams’ (with each point of the star representing each of the
assumptions under the four pathways) which provided an illustration —
though not an absolute measure — of the perceived relative importance
of each pathway, and the level of agreement between the community

Figure 4: Using wooden elephants to
score Maasai women's level of agreement
with assumptions in the ToC (© Akshay
Vishwanath / IUCN)

1 As aresult of our experience in conducting these interviews we have developed a tool for constructing a Designer ToC which provides a structured
set of questions and method for scoring which can highlight variations in the weighting given to each of the four pathways. This is documented in the
FLoD Guidance document available for download from: www.iucn.org/flod
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Figure 6: Scoring ToC pathways in terms of relative importance in combatting IWT (© Akshay Vishwanath / IUCN)

and SORALO on the validity of each assumption (Figure 5).2 At the end of each focus group, we conducted a simple
exercise to rank each of the four pathways in terms of their relative importance to achieving lower IWT (Figure 6).

Once all focus group sessions had been held, we convened a whole-community meeting and played back the findings
from each group to all the participants. We then facilitated a discussion between community members to explore the
similarities and differences between the perspectives of the different
focus groups on particular issues and assumptions. This was followed
by a pathway ranking exercise to shed further light on the perceived
relative importance of each of the different pathways in the community
asawhole (Figure 7).

All community meetings, including focus groups were conducted in
Maa, with the results translated back into English for the purposes of
data capture and analysis and for case study compilation. The results of
the community fieldwork were used to construct the Community ToC
which could then be compared to the SORALO ToC.

In the third stage of the process we convened a feedback
workshop to bring together the communities and SORALO. At
this workshop, we ensured that we had accurately captured both
ToCs and made any necessary amendments. We also explored

the differences between their respective ToCs, highlighting any
real or potential flaws in the intervention logic and facilitated the
discussion of potential improvements to the initiative.

Full details of the FLoD methodology and approach are provided

in a guidance document and a full set of tools (Skinner etal., 2018), Figure 7: Pathway ranking exercise during

all available at www.iucn.org/flod. community validation meeting (© Akshay
Vishwanath / IUCN)

2 Again, as a result of our experience we have developed a set of tools for community-level ToC testing which systematically interrogates each
assumption and provides a more quantitative analysis of the relative importance of each pathway.



3. Context: The institutional and legislative
framework for wildlife management in
Kenya

Ownership of all wildlife in Kenya is primarily vested in the state with the Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS)
holding the primary management, protection and law enforcement responsibilities over that wildlife. Wildlife
management policy in Kenya is articulated in the Wildlife Conservation and Management Act - WCMA 2013
(Republic of Kenya, 2013). WCMA 2013 devolves some user rights over wildlife to County Wildlife Conservation
and Compensation Committees (CWCCC). Under previous wildlife legislation, all consumptive use of wildlife
was banned. WCMA 2013 maintains a ban on sport hunting — including bird shooting and other recreational
hunting — but introduces the possibility of game farming, game ranching, live capture and sales of wildlife, and
research involving off-take, cropping and culling under supervision. However, regulations that govern these
activities had not yet been adopted at the time of writing. Non-consumptive use of wildlife is allowed under
license from KWS and includes: wildlife tourism, commercial photography and filming, education, research, as
well as cultural and religious practices. WCMA 2013 also provides for the establishment of wildlife conservancies.
Any individual or community that owns land on which there is wildlife can set up a wildlife conservancy.
Conservancies must be registered and must meet minimum requirements (e.g. management plan, constitution
and governance structure). Government reserves the right to ensure these are met before allowing registration.
According to WCMA 2013, conservancies can also be de-registered by the government if poorly managed
following an investigation by the CWCCC. A more detailed explanation of conservancies is available in the 2016
State of Wildlife Conservancies in Kenya Report (Republic of Kenya, 2013).

WCMA 2013 introduced stiff penalties for wildlife-related offences including KES 20 million (approximately US$
194,000 in December 2018) or life imprisonment, or both, for poaching of species listed as endangered under
Kenyan legislation including elephants and rhinos; KES 5 million or five years in prison for wildlife trafficking;
KES 1 million and five years in prison for possession of trophies; KES 200,000 or at least one year in prison or
both for commercial hunting for the bush meat trade; KES 30,000 or at least six months in prison for subsistence
hunting; and KES 100,000 or six months in prison for illegal grazing inside national parks.

WCMA 2013 also makes provision for compensation for human wildlife conflict (HWC). Individuals can, in
principal, claim compensation from the CWCCC for loss of life, injury or damage to property although it remains
unclear as to how the compensation fund will be resourced, and very few claims beyond some consolation
payments for loss of life have been paid.




4. Shompole-Olkiramatian Case Study

4.1 Overview

The information presented in this section was collected through discussions with SORALQO, interviews with
stakeholders, and from the focus group discussions. For further details, refer to Section 2 (Methodology).

Introduction to the area

The pilot area comprised two adjacent group ranches, situated between 25km and 35km from the town of Magadi
in southern Kenya (Figure 8).
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Figure 8: Location of the Shompole and Olkiramatian Group Ranches, Kenya (KWCA 2016)




Figure 9: The Shompole and Olkiramatian Group Ranches, Kenya (a) (Photo credit: Guy Western)

A group ranch is land that is owned privately by a small group of individuals. This form of land ownership was created
under the Land (Group Representatives) Act (Republic of Kenya, 1970). Group ranches therefore represent a form

of land ownership, lying between commonly owned traditional lands and privately owned land. A management
committee led by a chairman, secretary and treasurer, managed each group ranch. Often ranches involved more
members by appointing sub-committees for specific tasks, such as the conservation committees set up in the
Shompole and Olkiramatian group ranches. The Group Land (Group Representatives) Act had since been repealed
and replaced by the Community Land Act (Republic of Kenya, 2016), which classified such land as community land.

The Shompole Group Ranch comprises 629 km2 and was home to over 16,000 people while the Olkiramatian
Group Ranch comprises 216 km2 and was home to approximately 8,000 people. These two group ranches,
referred to in this case study as Shompole-Olkiramatian, were grouped together for the purposes of FLoD
implementation as they are adjacent to each other and comprise a collective ecosystem that is socio-ecologically
connected and inhabited by similar communities. While SORALO worked with them as distinct management
entities, they saw them as a single ecosystem unit (see Figures 9 to 11).

Figure 10: The Shompole and Olkiramatian Group Ranches, Kenya (b) (Photo credit: Guy Western)
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ian Group Ranches, Kenya (c) (Photo credit: Guy Western)

In 2000, Shompole set aside 300 km? as a conservation area, and in 2002, Olkiramatian set aside 150 km? as an
adjacent conservation area, resulting in a combined area of 450 km? as a core conservation area. This area had not
been formally registered as a conservancy — please see further details in the section on governance and institutions
below. This core conservation area was home to a number of wildlife species (see Figures 12 to 15), including a
number of iconic species and large mammals (Russell et al., 2018): Grant’s gazelle (Nanger granti), wildebeest
(Connochaetes taurinus albojubatus), impala (Aepyceros melampus), Maasai ostrich (Struthio camelus), Plains
zebra (Equus quagga), giraffe (Giraffa camelopardalis tippelskirchii), African elephant (Loxodonta africana), African
buffalo (Syncerus caffer), African lion (Panthera leo), African leopard (Panthera pardus pardus), cheetah (Acinonyx
jubatus), Beisa oryx (Oryx beisa), eland (Taurotragus oryx), striped hyena (Hyaena hyaena), spotted hyena (Crocuta
crocuta), lesser kudu (Tragelaphus imberbis), olive baboon (Papio anubis), black colobus (Colobus satanas), hippo
(Hippopotamus amphibious), and African wild dog (Lycaon pictus).

Figure 12: Wildlife in the core conservation area (a) (Photo credit: Guy Western)




Figure 13: Wildlife in the core conservation area (b) (Photo credit: Guy Western)

Both group ranches had set aside small agricultural zones in areas where irrigation was possible, and each group
ranch had clearly defined areas for wet and dry season livestock grazing. Dry season livestock grazing overlapped

with the core conservation area.

Figure 14: Wildlife in the core conservation area (c) (Photo credit: Guy Western




Figure 15: Wildlife in the core conservation area (d) (Photo credit: Guy Western)

i
. 1 . B4, b




Poaching and IWT

Very little recent poaching for the high-value IWT was reported. Two elephant poaching incidents were reported
in 2014 with at least two people arrested and three tusks recovered. Since 2015, however, it was perceived that
levels of elephant poaching had declined, although poaching was reported to continue in the neighbouring Loita
area, which falls within the larger landscape in which SORALO operates. In general, the elephant population

was perceived to have increased over the last ten years. Anecdotal evidence suggested that a poaching threat

was perceived to remain from cross-border poachers from Tanzania, but it was generally agreed that the law
enforcement efforts in place, including increased surveillance and community vigilance, were sufficient to control
this threat. No data were available to substantiate these perceptions.

Illegal harvesting of sandalwood (Osyris lanceolata) was reported to be a major problem in 2016, including cross-
border trafficking into Tanzania. There were unsubstantiated claims that the local community had been involved
in the harvesting, but that external middlemen were the link to the markets. Corruption within KWS and Kenya
Police was reported to be a problem at that time.

Charcoal trade was reported to be a major problem in the area, with the illegal harvest of indigenous trees

within the group ranches for this purpose being reported. The relationship between KWS and the Kenya Police,
the latter of whom were reported to be involved in the charcoal trade, was reported to be strained on occasion.
Likewise, some leaders or ‘big people’ in the community were acknowledged to be involved in illegal charcoal and
sandalwood trade in the area.

Despite all of this, it was generally agreed that poaching was well-controlled and within sustainable limits at the
time this case study was being prepared. It was reported that the legal consequences of elephant poaching were
well known throughout the community, although the same could not be said for the legal consequences of illegal
sandalwood harvesting.

KWS had 12 rangers in the area, and reinforcements were brought in from other regions when needed. The
community was reported by KWS to be very supportive in fighting illegal killing and poaching, particularly when
local community members were involved. KWS reported that it was more challenging to stop outsiders, although
the community did undertake citizen arrests of suspicious people in the area. Community members were willing
to report their own family members to KWS for engaging in illegal activity and community members explained
that on several occasions this had resulted in less punitive responses on the part of KWS.

The increase in sandalwood trafficking was reported to have been brought under control by the local
conservation committee in collaboration with officials in both Kenya and Tanzania. Transport routes were
monitored, and seized sandalwood was burned.

There was generally a good relationship with KWS, with open lines of communication on both illegal and
suspicious activity and on the location of lions for mitigating HWC. There appeared to be a willingness by KWS
to find innovative solutions, particularly in the case of HWC.

The community scouts programme started in 2008 and included 30 rangers throughout the wider SORALO
landscape with six scouts in Shompole and another six in Olkiramatian. The community rangers acted as a bridge
between the community and the authorities, with community members contacting the community scouts rather
than KWS when an incident occurred. The community scouts and KWS worked very closely together, conducting
joint patrols, sharing information and responding to HWC.

Security meetings were held once a month, involving the community, KWS, SORALO, Kenya Police,
administrative police, and traditional leaders.




Other threats to wildlife

HWC as well as land use
change and degradation
represented threats to wildlife
in the area.

Despite use of traditional land
use zoning methods, the area
had suffered from habitat
destruction, mainly due to
the charcoal trade but also
overgrazing. It was suggested
that the land under agriculture
may have expanded, although
it was not possible to confirm
this. There was also concern
about the need to control
visitor numbers to protect

the fragile ecosystem, which
represented a potential
conflict with the need to earn
more money from tourism.

HWC was noted as a common }
occurrence in the area (Figure Conservation
16). Most cases of HWC were frea
either livestock depredation /
by hyena, lion or leopard,

or crop raiding by elephant,
buffalo and baboon. While the
community used traditional
methods to mitigate this
conflict, it remained an

issue of major concern,
particularly during the dry
season when the conservancy
area was being used for
livestock grazing, and in the
wooded areas adjacent to the
escarpment areas on the edge
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was found to be a major factor

in the amount of antagonism

felt at the local level about HWC. For example, if there was a prompt and appropriate response, the antagonism
was lower, but if incidents were ignored or higher importance given to the wildlife than to their impacts on
community members, then the antagonism increased. The partnership with SORALO helped with responses
to HWC incidents, particularly where KWS was constrained by lack of resources. Much more could be done to
mitigate HWC, according to the community, if the appropriate financial and technical support were available.

The CWCCC was mandated to award compensation in the case of HWC incidents under WCMA 2013. The
CWCCC was made up of community representatives as well as a number of different government agencies at the
county level. While the Shompole-Olkiramatian community regularly filled in compensation forms for HWC
incidents, there had, as yet, been no compensation paid. Some consolation payments for death and injury had
been paid, but these had been outside of the formal system.



Institutions and governance

Both Shompole and Olkiramatian were community lands that were communally owned. Each had a group

ranch committee, as well as various sub-committees, including conservation committees. The group ranches,

as communal land owners, had made the decision to get involved in conservation through setting aside a core
conservation area and by partnering with SORALO. It was reported to us that it was a conscious decision by the
community to not formally register this core conservation area as a conservancy due to provisions in WCMA
2013 that allowed the government to take over a conservancy if it was not properly managed as per the provisions
in the conservancy’s management plan and in accordance with other related provisions in WCMA 2013. The
community feared that this created a loophole that could be used to take land away from them.

A number of by-laws were in place relevant to conservation, and these were enshrined in the constitution of
the group ranch. There was a permeable system of communication between the governance institutions across
these two group ranches, ensuring close coordination. KWS attended group ranch and conservation committee
meetings when invited.

A spatiotemporal land use plan had been put in place by the group ranch committees and this plan was broadly
respected. Under this plan, each member of the group ranch had access to the agricultural areas, as well as dry
and wet season grazing. While historically agricultural land was less equitably distributed, people were pushing
for more equitable allocation of this land.

On Olkiramatian, a women’s group had been formed. It was capped at 210 members, each of whom paid KES500
to join. Further information on the activities of the Olkiramatian Women’s Group is provided below.

Although SORALO was operational beyond Shompole-Olkiramatian, the group ranches shared a very close
relationship with SORALO. John Kamanga, the chair of the Olkiramatian Group Ranch from 2000-2018, was
the Executive Director of SORALO at the time of the case study. SORALO was conducting socio-ecological and
other research in the group ranches, running the community scout programme throughout the area, supporting
the Lale'enok Resource Centre, and supporting local governance processes such as meetings of the group ranch
conservation committees, the community scouts, KWS, and other stakeholders.

Tourism and research

The first tourism venture in the area was the Shompole Lodge, which was started in 2000. It was initially quite
successful, but over time operations, decision-making and revenue distribution became less transparent. There
was a strong perception that there was elite capture by the investor and the group ranch leadership. These issues
were compounded by the ongoing tussles amongst multiple stakeholders over land ownership, particularly the
area where the lodge was located. In late 2014, the lodge was burned to the ground.

At the time of the case study, there were a number of tourism and research operations that earned revenue for the
group ranches. Fees were paid to the group ranch in which the operation was located:

+ Shompole Wilderness was a new operation that was on the site of a former lodge (Loisiijo Lodge). The
current operators took over the previous lease in August 2015 and signed a new 20-year lease agreement
with the group ranch committee in 2016 with an option to renew. At the time of interview, the lease had
been submitted to the County Land Board for approval and approvals from the National Environmental
Management Agency and the Tourism Board were also pending.

The lease included a 1.2 km? exclusive use area and access to approximately 1,000 km? area for game drives
and activities. The lease also stipulated that there would not be more than three other operators in the area in
addition to Shompole Wilderness.

In addition, the operator paid bed night fees as well as conservation fees per person per night to the group ranch
committee. Although the lease stipulated a quarterly payment, the fees were paid to the community every month.
As an example, in July 2017, with only 30% occupancy, KES 500,000 was paid to the community. At the time of
interview, the operator planned to put up a public noticeboard to track occupancy statistics and payments due
and paid to the community, to promote transparency.

* The Shompole Women’s Group ran the Oloika Guest House, used primarily by resident tourists and for the
Shompole Marathon which was held annually.




* The first tourism facility on the Olkiramatian side, Sampu Camp, was community-owned and built in
2005 with some support from the European Union. It ran for several years but did poorly, and the lease was
eventually taken over by a new set of investors in 2012 who set up the Lentorre Lodge. It took about 4 years to
set up the lodge and it became operational in 2016. Yearly lease fees and a bed night fee for every guest staying
at the lodge was paid to the group ranch committee, while a conservation fee was paid to the conservation
committee of the group ranch. In 2018 they broke even for the first time, and were able to contribute US$
133,700 to the community, inclusive of lease fees and bed night fees, which they saw as payment to the
community for the opportunity cost of setting aside land for conservation. The lodge also invested in the
Olkiramatian conservancy in terms of its management and infrastructure (especially maintenance of the
roads). These investments were not deducted from the lease payments.

* The Lale’enok Resource Centre was formed in 2006 by a researcher based in the area. The Centre was
owned by the Olkiramatian Women’s Group, with accommodation and camping fees going to the women’s
group and conservation fees being split between the two group ranches. The research was directed to meet
the needs of the community. There were 25 employees and with large research groups coming through, there
was additional employment and opportunity for craft sales. There was some confusion over who owned the
infrastructure, and therefore who was responsible for it. The governance arrangement was mostly verbal and
concern was expressed that if certain individuals were to leave, the women could not enforce their ownership
over the centre.

The Olkiramatian Women’s Group also made crafts which they sold to visitors to the area as well as on order to
the Cincinnati Zoo. The funds generated from Lale’enok Resource Centre were held in a separate bank account
and had previously been used to put orphans through school. A former chairlady had been removed because of
mistrust about funds. At the time of the case study, all the funds generated were evenly distributed amongst the
members of the group.

An observation made by tourism operators in the area was that despite the payments made to the community
to compensate for the opportunity cost imposed by conservation, grazing zones and management plans were
sometimes ignored. It was reported that some community members live for brief periods of time in the core
conservation area. A bigger concern was that livestock numbers were perceived to be increasing at an alarming
rate leading to a degradation of the ecosystem. This could impact the tourism product and threaten the long-
term viability of tourism in the area.

4.2 Testing the SORALO ToC against the Baseline ToC

In this section, we explore and analyse the SORALO ToC and assumptions step by step, comparing them to the
Baseline ToC and assumptions, from enabling actions, through the pathways, to the anticipated outcomes and
impact.

a) Background

SORALOQ? is a formally registered Trust that was created in 2004 in order to provide a legitimate body to
represent the needs of land owners and push for joint management of 15 group ranches which form the bridge
between the Amboseli National Park and Masai Mara National Reserve. SORALQO's vision is a healthy and intact
landscape that sustains pastoralist communities and wildlife. Its mission is to maintain a healthy and connected
landscape for people and wildlife. To achieve this mission and vision, SORALO focuses on addressing four key
areas of intervention, each in turn supported by sound science and accurate information.

1. Improving rangelands governance by securing communal lands, water and natural resources through
appropriate local tenure arrangements.

2. Improving natural resource management and conservation to monitor, manage and protect wildlife and
other resources.

3. Generating benefits and increased income through sustainable natural resource-based enterprises that
improve local livelihoods and create incentives for conservation.

4. Promoting cultural values and practices that promote co-existence of people and wildlife.

3 www.soralo.org




SORALO takes a holistic, community-based approach to the management of natural resources in this landscape.
It views the interactions between the communities, their livestock and the wildlife not just as an important aspect
of the landscape’s past, but also integral to its future. SORALO recognizes that a sustainable future is dependent
on appropriately managing and building tolerance towards the conflicts and trade-offs between these three
elements, rather than focusing on only one element at the expense of the others.

SORALO is the “designer” of the overall community conservation initiative in the Shompole-Olkiramatian
conservancies. While SORALO recognizes the presence of an active, though illegal, sandalwood poaching and
trade, they stated that there is virtually no poaching of elephants in the conservancies even though it exists in
neighbouring areas such as in the Loita Hills.

b) Enabling actions

The Baseline ToC’s four enabling actions (to strengthen the underlying enabling environment for effective
community engagement to tackle IWT) were all found to be relevant to SORALO in the context of Shompole-
Olkiramatian.

1. Support development and implementation of legal and institutional frameworks for effective
and fair wildlife protection and management.

At the time of the case study, a written management plan for the core conservation areas did not exist, though
some elements of a management plan were written into the constitutions of both group ranches. According

to SORALO, management plans and other land-use zoning plans, which are considered important, are
implemented as social contracts rather than written contracts. Current initiatives with respect to governance are
based on consultation, consensus and internalizing these systems in community conservation practices.

SORALO has worked with the communities to develop by-laws for the core conservation areas, which provide the
framework for governance. These by-laws are part of the constitutions of the two group ranches.

SORALO recognizes that as the income streams from the conservancies increase and the need for accountability
grows, so too will the demand for more transparent and accountable governance, better governance structures
and more governance tools.

Under WCMA 2013, wildlife-related offences carry stiff penalties. SORALO staff consider these penalties to

be an active deterrent against community involvement in IWT, however, the same does not apply to an equal
extent when it comes to retaliatory killings for HWC. SORALO believes that there is growing frustration in the
community due to lack of payment of compensation for HWC by government authorities. SORALO staff did note
the positive and cordial relationship between the community, community scouts and the KWS personnel on the
ground. Overall, SORALO believes that it is generally perceived that the wildlife laws are fair.

2. Fight corruption and strengthen governance.

Open, transparent governance systems in the community are being encouraged so that community members
can scrutinize governance practices for themselves. No formal policy or approach exists to facilitating these
governance strengthening initiatives. It is based primarily on exposure (e.g. exchange visits) of community
members and leaders to learn from best practice elsewhere in the country and then facilitating them to
determine their own way forward, based on what is culturally appropriate and practical on the ground.

3. Build community capacity and institutions.

According to SORALO, communities in Shompole-Olkiramatian recognize and respect longstanding social
norms and practices around wildlife management and co-existence, including those to do with predator co-
existence and living with elephants. With the establishment of the community conservancies, SORALO has put
a lot of effort into building the capacity of community institutions (by providing training, exchange visits and
facilitating their meetings) that already exist rather than establishing new ones.




4. Understand and recognize the difference in accrual of costs and benefits at the individual vs.
community level.

Conservation of habitats and wildlife involves both costs and benefits. These may occur at both the individual
and community level. For example, proceeds from tourism can be used to build a health centre or dispensary,
which can be viewed as a community benefit. In some instances, benefits of tourism are divided up and
distributed to each household or each member of the community, which can be considered an individual benefit.
Or, when an individual engages in an illegal act, like sandalwood trade, they may benefit. The same principle
applies to the costs of conservation — livestock depredation is an individual cost to the livestock owner, whereas
loss of species important to tourism due to poaching or loss of access to grazing or water resources is a cost to the
community. In the context of IWT, the difference in accrual of costs and benefits at the individual vs. community
level can occur through multiple avenues: e.g. engagement in IWT to benefit an individual or household while
incurring costs to the community as a whole (due to removal of a species that would otherwise bring benefits to
the community).

SORALO staff do recognize the importance of understanding and recognizing these differences but have
previously not done any work in this regard. At the time of interview, a PhD student, was undertaking research
to determine the impact (both positive and negative) of the conservancies on the resilience of households to
drought. It is envisioned that this research will provide insights into the accrual of costs and benefits at the
individual and community level, and that future SORALO initiatives on this enabling condition will be informed
by the outcomes of his research.

c) Pathways

Pathway A: Disincentivise illegal killing of wildlife

Pathway A of the Baseline ToC predicts that, in addition to existing state-led law enforcement, strengthening
community engagement in enforcement activities, as well as efforts to strengthen existing social norms in favour
of wildlife protection, can help reduce poaching and decrease the pressure on species from IWT. The SORALO
ToC and approach in Shompole-Olkiramatian is broadly consistent with this logic, although the pressure from
IWT in these conservancies is not high at present.

The Baseline ToC suggests indicative interventions for this pathway:
1. Train and equip community members to act as effective law enforcement partners.

2. Train and equip formal law enforcement agents to act as effective law enforcement partners with
communities.

3. Strengthen partnerships between community scouts and formal law enforcement agencies.
4. Strengthen traditional sanctions protecting wild plants and animals.

While this is only a small component of the work being done with the communities in these conservancies,
SORALO does train and equip community members to act as effective law enforcement partners, through a
community wildlife scout programme. Feedback from the interviewees suggests that this had resulted in a more
collaborative and effective relationship with the KWS rangers, and sometimes the Kenya Police, stationed in the
area, even though these authorities are sometimes viewed as corrupt and as the ‘enemy by the community’.

SORALDQ, in all relevant activities, encourages collaboration and partnerships between KWS rangers and the
community wildlife scouts, most prominently by organizing joint meetings. However, SORALO does not provide
any training for formal law enforcement agents to act as effective law enforcement partners with communities.

There is reported to be an increasing reliance on the strengthening of traditional sanctions that protect wild
plants and animals in the conservancies. SORALO focuses on a type of conservation education that captures
and perpetuates the traditional knowledge of the local community in this regard. This is not focused on IWT
specifically, but more broadly around environmental conservation and management, underpinned by the
philosophy of “Culture and the Cow” that speaks to the Maasai culture and its predominant livelinood of
nomadic pastoralism. Another intervention that SORALO mentioned as important is to discourage traditions
harmful to wildlife e.g. lion hunts.



The assumptions associated with Pathway A are detailed in Table 1. The assumptions explored with SORALO
staff largely held true.

Detailed analysis of each assumption is provided in Table .

Table 1: Assumptions underpinning Pathway A

Local communities are willing to engage Assumption holds true. Communities engage with KWS rangers both as a
with formal law enforcement agencies as community as a whole and through community scouts.
scouts and informants.

Better trained, better equipped community | Assumption holds true. Community scouts are not believed to be involved
scouts do not use their more advanced in IWT.
equipment and training to engage in IWT.

Community members are willing to Assumption partly holds true. According to SORALO, the communities are

enforce against IWT both within their likely to report an outsider to the relevant authorities for engaging in IWT.

communities and outside them. Misdeeds by a community member are more likely to be dealt with ina
discreet, internal, manner.

A-17 Formal sanctions against IWT are fair Assumption holds true: SORALO believes that formal sanctions against
IWT are commensurate with the crimes committed.

A-Rl Collaboration between communities Assumption partly holds true. There is regular and effective collaboration
and formal enforcement agencies leads between the community and KWS to combat IWT and no evidence of
to stronger action against IWT and not collusion. Collaborative arrangements are in place which allow both sides
stronger collusion in IWT. to keep a check on each other. However, the community did indicate

that there seems to be an issue with Kenya Police officers colluding with
communities with respect to the illegal sandalwood trade.

Community members that are more Assumption holds true. SORALO feels that the community maintains a
engaged in combatting IWT deter/ strong sense of ownership of wildlife that would allow them to discourage

discourage other community members community members from engaging in IWT.
from taking part in IWT.




Pathway B: Increase incentives for wildlife stewardship

Pathway B predicts that interventions that generate financial and non-financial benefits from wildlife, as well as
those that recognize and profile effective community approaches against IWT, will result in communities gaining
pride; being empowered to manage and benefit from wildlife; and improving their wellbeing. This is turn will
provide incentives for ongoing wildlife stewardship and hence resistance to IWT.

The Baseline ToC suggests indicative interventions for this pathway:
1. Generate or support paid jobs for local people as community scouts.
2. Support other activities to generate livelihoods and other benefits from wild plants and animals.
3. Support or reinvigorate traditional values around wild plants and animals.
4. Recognise and profile effective community approaches against poaching / trafficking for IWT.

SORALO undertakes interventions focused around wildlife stewardship that includes training and employing
community wildlife scouts, the conservation education initiative, and promoting tourism investment across the
landscape.

The assumptions associated with Pathway B are detailed in Table 2. The assumptions explored with SORALO
staff for the most part held true, except the assumptions around elite capture and third party interference.

The first example provided was a foreign owned oil exploration company that managed to conduct exploration
work inside the conservancies despite all regulations and conservancy by-laws barring them from doing so. It

is alleged that collusion between the local community leadership and the company executives led to this. The
result has been degradation in the conservancies, both in the areas where drilling and other activities took place
and along the access roads, which were not built for the movement of heavy machinery and vehicles. Inanother
example, collusion between conservancy leadership and private investors led to elite capture of the benefits
arising from a high-end tourism lodge in one of the conservancies. After years of these benefits being diverted
away from the community, the community members retaliated out of frustration and burnt down the lodge.
Tourism in Shompole, and the associated benefits to the community, have yet to recover. In both these examples,
cases of nepotism were also reported. Family members and close friends of those in leadership positions were
beneficiaries of diverted benefits and/or were handed positions of power and influence that aided in the elite
capture of benefits.

In terms of the benefits accruing from wild plants and animals and whether they are sufficient to deter

poaching, the SORALO vision is greater than just the realization of wildlife-related economic benefits to achieve
conservation outcomes. SORALO believes that ownership and rights enjoyed by the community are more
important than the economic benefits of facilitating conservation. In addition, their main focus is to ensure
healthy grazing land for livestock, which requires good conservation of the ecosystem. Livestock is the primary
objective for the community. According to SORALO, tourism operators are appreciated but are not critical to
communities. If there was any conflict between livestock keeping and tourism operations, SORALO believes that
the community would prioritize the livestock.

Detailed analysis of each assumption is provided in Table 2.



Table 2: Assumptions underpinning Pathway B

B-P2

Communities have sufficient rights to | Assumption holds true. With the exception of consumptive rights, the communities have
benefit from management and use of | sufficient rights to benefit from management and use of wild plants and animals.
wild plants and animals.

There is aviable market for products [ Assumption partly holds true. Except for non-consumptive tourism and the active, illegal

and services from wild plants and market for sandalwood, the market for products and services from wild plants and animals

animals. is small and very poorly developed, and hence not sufficient to form a primary livelihood
option. Many community members use products and services from wild plants and
animals for supplementary income, and this serves as an additional incentive to conserve
wildlife and habitats.

Communities perceive some level of Assumption holds true. The community perceives cultural benefits and ecosystem services

intangible benefit from wild plants from wild plants and animals. However SORALO believes that this may not be sustainable

and animals. into the future as the younger generation demands more tangible rather than intangible
benefits from wild plants and animals. This may have a bearing on future levels of IWT.

There is a sufficient understanding Assumption holds true. Communities will want to conserve more wildlife and habitats as
and appreciation of the link between | they perceive more benefits accruing.

the continued existence of wild plants

and animals and the benefits that they

generate.

Financial investment required for Assumption partly holds true. High-level investment for tourism development (e.g. tourist
benefit generation is available. lodge and airstrip) is available, but there is no access to such investment/financing at a
community or individual level.

Those in positions of power within Assumption does not hold true. Examples were given of elite capture and nepotism.
the community (e.g. conservancy staff

and representatives) and their families

are not believed to be benefitting

inequitably.

Benefits are distributed widely enough | Unable to determine whether the assumption holds true based on available information.
to ensure that the wider community,

rather than just a few individuals,

values wild plants and animals.

Benefits (tangible and intangible) Assumption holds true. SORALO believes this is true, but tourism operators in the area
from wild plants and animals are have expressed concern that increasing livestock numbers are degrading the ecosystem
sustainable. and the tourism product.




Pathway C: Decrease the costs of living with wildlife

Pathway C predicts that activities that address HWC including traditional and novel approaches to reducing
conflict or mitigating the costs associated with it will lead to less antagonism toward wildlife and thus reduce
either active or tacit support for poaching — particularly poaching associated with problem animals.

The Baseline ToC suggests indicative interventions for this pathway:
1. Support practical approaches to deterring problem animals at the site level.
2. Support land use planning that reduces the human-wildlife interface.
3. Support insurance, compensation or offset schemes that reduce the cost of living with wildlife.

The assumptions associated with Pathway C are detailed in Table 3. There was significant divergence with the
Baseline ToC because SORALQO's primary approach to decreasing the costs of living with wildlife is to facilitate
the physical separation of people and wildlife rather than to reduce or mitigate the costs of co-existence
(although community scouts are on hand to respond to individual conflict incidents).

According to SORALO, there is a high threshold of tolerance for HWC in the community and SORALO believes
it is important to leverage that existing tolerance. SORALO is reluctant to support or engage in compensation,
which can increase expectations and often leads to disappointment which in turn can lead to resentment and
retaliation against wildlife. While SORALO monitors levels of conflict, they are reluctant to focus on analysing
economic costs, as they do not believe that discussion of compensation will assist in increasing or maintaining
tolerance.

Preventive approaches such as spatial avoidance through traditional zoning or land-use planning, and
information sharing, are the initiatives of choice for SORALO. The communities have always practiced zoning,
through group ranch leadership and based on traditional principles. This was formalized through SORALO,
with additional incentives from tourism. The group ranch and conservancies are now managed on the basis of a
zoning arrangement which has core wildlife areas set aside for exclusive use of wildlife or very restricted livestock
use (e.g. in drought conditions only). Community members are actively discouraged from settling in or utilizing
these core wildlife areas. The SORALO model seeks to demonstrate that improving habitat in the core wildlife
areas will improve the tourism product and increase wildlife as a viable economic opportunity that complements
the existing agriculture and livestock economies. Zoning is based on resource availability and seasonality.

Zoning appears to have been successful. There were more retaliatory Killings prior to land-use zoning initiatives.
Lion depredation is now 7 times lower than in Kuku Group Ranch in the Amboseli ecosystem, and 34 times lower
than in Rukinga Ranch in the Tsavo region (Western et al., in press).

According to SORALO, the community’s ability to mitigate HWC has actually reduced at present compared to the
past, due to, for example, provisions in the wildlife and forestry laws that prohibit retaliatory killing of wildlife.
Despite this, the levels of antagonism have reduced due to the zoning arrangements in place and the rights and
benefits that the community perceives from wildlife. This reduction in antagonism is not due to community
ability to mitigate HWC. SORALO believes that there are now reduced numbers of retaliatory killings and a
greater sense of ownership of wildlife by communities, though there is variation of this across the SORALO
landscape. Therefore, despite increased numbers of incidences and more costs from HWC being incurred now,
there is less retaliation (Western et al., in press). The larger human population now with greater herd numbers
means that the risks and costs are spread out. Although SORALO recognizes that there are more livelihood
options available now than before, meaning that losses from HWC are mitigated by these other income streams,
this is not a focus of their work and strategy in the area.

The population of wildlife has also increased more recently. More HWC incidences occur now but due to the
benefits accruing from tourism related enterprise, the antagonism is less.

Apart from the benefits accruing from wildlife-based tourism and the other rights that the community enjoys,
SORALO believes that the levels of antagonism are influenced by the nature and speed of response to HWC
incidences by community scouts and KWS, especially where the death of a community member has occurred.
Combined with their wider efforts to reduce antagonism through benefit generation and distribution, ownership,
conservation education (all described under Pathway B) and HWC prevention, SORALQ's priority is to maintain
a level of tolerance within the community towards wildlife.



Apart from reducing the competition with wildlife for land and grazing, SORALO also operates on the
assumption that community members will be willing to reduce their utilization of the core wildlife areas if the
tangible and intangible benefits, but particularly the former, from the conservancies are roughly equivalent to the
benefits they give up from not using the core wildlife areas for livestock grazing and other livelihood options.

Detailed analysis of each assumption is provided in Table 3.

Table 3: Assumptions underpinning Pathway C

Code | Baseline ToC Assumption SORALO Alignment with Baseline ToC Assumption
C-1 Resources are available to implement Assumption holds true. SORALQ’s perspective is that not many resources
community-based approaches to are required to mitigate HWC (as the focus is on maintaining tolerance) and
mitigating HWC. whatever is available is sufficient to carry out any mitigation activities currently
envisioned. It is important to note that areas that are under cultivation require
more investment in mitigation measures (e.g. fencing) to prevent crop raiding
compared to areas that are used for livestock grazing where physical separation
through zoning is sufficient.
C-12 Community-based approaches to Assumptions holds true: SORALO believes that traditional land-use governance
mitigating HWC are effective. systems are employed by the community and are effective.
C-13 The full costs of living with wildlife are Assumption partly holds true. SORALO records data on livestock depradation
known and can be quantified. but does not quantify these in terms of financial costs as SORALO does not
believe in mitigating impacts of HWC through compensation.
C-14 | Policies and strategies are effective in This assumption could not be tested. Since SORALQO’s focus is on maintaining
reducing the cost of living with wildlife. tolerance, policies and strategies to reduce the costs of living with wildlife are
not considered critical and are therefore not pursued.
C-Rl [ Communities feel decreased antagonism Assumption partly holds true. SORALO sees land-use zoning as a direct
towards wildlife because they are better mitigation measure, and along with benefits accruing from wildlife and
able to mitigate HWC. ecosystem services, results in the community feeling reduced antagonism
towards wildlife. Other direct mitigation measures are not promoted by
SORALO.
C-R2 [ Communities feel decreased antagonism Assumption does not hold true. There are more incidences of HWC now,
because they experience lower costs from | and therefore more costs, but there is less antagonism and retaliation due to
HWC. the benefits the communities receive from tourism and the other rights and
benefits they enjoy from the management of land and other natural resources.
C-P1 Communities who experience a decreased | Not possible to test this assumption as there is no poaching pressure at the
antagonism towards wildlife have a moment. SORALO believes a certain level of antagonism does exist, but it is
decreased incentive to actively or tacitly important to maintain the level of tolerance of the community towards wildlife
support IWT. so that the levels of antagonism do not increase.

Pathway D: Increase non-wildlife-based livelihoods

Pathway D predicts that by investing in activities to generate benefits from non-wildlife sources that are
conditional on demonstrated wildlife stewardship, there will be greater diversity of livelihood options and
consequently less dependence on IWT as a source of revenue. This should result in less active or tacit support for
poaching either by community members or by outsiders.

SORALO follows this logic to some extent. Its primary focus under this pathway is the livestock economy, with
the logic that if a healthy ecosystem is maintained (inclusive of wildlife) then the benefits from livestock will

be greater e.g. through improved grazing and husbandry practices and water resources. The livestock economy;,
based on the nomadic pastoralist systems of the Maasai, is perceived to be compatible with wildlife and habitat
conservation objectives. SORALQO’s logic is that by developing and improving the livestock economy there will be
more incentives to maintain a healthy ecosystem.

The assumptions associated with Pathway D are detailed in Table 4. There is substantial divergence from the

Baseline ToC due to the focus on the existing dominant livelihood option (livestock) rather than on other income
streams from alternative economic activities. SORALO’s aim is to assist the community to become less dependent
on livelihoods that compete with wildlife and livestock, rather than the narrow focus of assisting the community
to be less dependent on IWT as a source of livelihood.

Detailed analysis of each assumption is provided in Table 4.




Table 4: Assumptions underpinning Pathway D

Elite capture does not undermine Assumption holds true. No examples could be provided where elite capture
community support for wildlife of the livestock economy undermined community support for wildlife
stewardship. stewardship.

Adequate support is available to develop Assumption partly holds true. SORALO are under-resourced, but broadly
and maintain non-wildlife-based speaking support to the livestock livelihood is available.
livelihood schemes.

D-R!1 Non-wildlife-based livelihood approaches | Assumption is not entirely relevant as the livestock-based livelihood is not
are viable and sustainable in terms of purely commercial. Livestock is sold in order to cover short-term needs
markets, supply chains, capacity, etc. but not kept as in commercial ranching. The markets exist and are taken

advantage of in this regard. There is a trend of moving away from cattle
herds to sheep and goats. The changing climate, particularly more frequent
droughts, makes keeping cattle more difficult and this has pushed people
into keeping sheep and goats.

D-P2 Support for non-wildlife-based livelihood | Not applicable. There is no contractual agreement with communities that
activities are conditional on reduced IWT. | livelihood support is based on reduced IWT. But communities recognise that
a lot of beneficial initiatives in the area (Lalenok Resource Centre, students,
researchers, etc.) come as a result of wildlife being present in their landscape.

d) Outcomes and impact
The four pathways of the Baseline ToC lead to a number of common outcomes:
¢ Stronger community action against poachers from within and outside the community;
* Reduced active or tacit support for poaching;
* Reduced recruitment of community members by poachers;
* Reduced poaching by community members or outsiders.

These outcomes are expected to lead to an ultimate impact of decreased pressure on wildlife species from IWT.
As with the four pathways, a number of assumptions underpin the achievement of these outcomes and impacts
(Table 5).



Table 5: Assumptions at the outcome and impact level

Discussions with SORALO staff Code Assumption

revealed that the anticipated El Community actions can make a contribution to reduced IWT.
outcomes and impacts of E2 The relative value of illegal wildlife products is not so high that

the current and planned corruption undermines community action against IWT.
interventions were significantly E3 The relative risk of being apprehended, arrested or prosecuted is not so
different to the Baseline ToC and low that it undermines community action against IWT.

so different assumptions were F Poaching / trafficking is reduced to within sustainable levels.

also evident. The anticipated

outcomes of the SORALO

initiative in Shompole-Olkiramatian are that a strong and viable livestock economy based on the Maasai
nomadic pastoralist lifestyle would result in:

» Strengthened land use system supporting sustainable livestock production and wildlife conservation.
* Asustainable co-existence of livestock and wildlife that is maintained.

* Reduced active or tacit community support for poaching / trafficking for IWT.

+ Strengthened community action against internal or external poachers / traffickers engaged in IWT.

* Reduced recruitment of community members by poachers / traffickers engaged in IWT.

* Reduced poaching / trafficking for IWT by community or outsiders.

The long-term impact of SORALQO's intervention in Shompole-Olkiramatian goes beyond decreased pressure
from IWT and is concerned with the long-term maintenance of a healthy ecosystem for people and wildlife. The
assumptions implicit in this model are:

* Community actions can make a contribution to reduced IWT.

* The relative value of illegal wildlife products is not so high that corruption undermines community action
against IWT.

* The relative risk of being apprehended, arrested or prosecuted is not so low that it undermines community
action against IWT.

* Communities continue to support a mixed livestock-wildlife land use system.
* Poaching / trafficking is reduced to within sustainable levels.

» Livestock and wildlife production systems are maintained within ecologically sustainable limits.

e) Doesthe SORALO initiative validate or modify the Baseline ToC?

The SORALO activities in Shompole-Olkiramatian are consistent with those in the Baseline ToC to a large extent,
but with notable differences. First, there is unequal emphasis on the different pathways. Emphasis is placed on
increasing incentives for wildlife stewardship (Pathway A), with the largest emphasis on supporting non-wildlife-
based livelihoods, specifically the livestock economy (Pathway D).

Second, there is significant difference in approach in Pathway C, where SORALO promotes the increase of the
prey base (through conservation efforts) and emphasizes the physical separation of people and wildlife to reduce
HWC through methods other than fencing (e.g. land-use zoning and appropriate rotational grazing management
practices). SORALO does not focus on decreasing the cost of living with wildlife through boma (kraal)
improvements or by using financial instruments such as compensation schemes.

The overall impact sought by SORALO is putting in the conditions, systems and institutions to ensure a healthy
ecosystem for people and wildlife, rather than a narrow focus on addressing IWT. It should be noted that IWT is
not currently a problem at Shompole-Olkiramatian but should it flare up then the prioritization might change.

Table 6 summarises the differences between the Baseline ToC and the SORALO ToC (bold type indicates
differences), and a modified diagrammatic representation of the SORALO ToC is presented in Figure 17. The
assumptions underpinning the SORALO ToC are detailed in Annex 2.




Table 6: Differences between Baseline ToC and SORALO ToC

Impact Decreased pressure on species from illegal wildlife trade Healthy ecosystem for people and wildlife
Overall Reduced poaching / trafficking for IWT by community and outsiders Reduced poaching / trafficking for IWT by community or outsiders;
Outcomes Sustainable co-existence of livestock and wildlife maintained

Pathway

Results

A
Disincentivise
activities
contributing to
IWT

1. Stronger and
more effective
collaboration
between well-
capacitated
community
scouts and well-
trained formal
enforcement
agencies

2. Social norms
effectively
imposed on
individuals
engaged in
poaching /
trafficking for
IWT

B. Increase
incentives for
stewardship

1. Communities
are more
empowered to
manage and
benefit from
wild plants and
animals

2. Communities
recognise and
access tangible
and intangible
benefits from
wild plants and
animals

C. Decrease
costs of living
with wildlife

1. Costs to
communities
imposed by
presence of
wildlife are
reduced

2. Communities
can mitigate
conflict better

D. Increase
non-wildlife-
based
livelihoods

1. Communities
have a greater
diversity of
non-wildlife-
based livelihood
options

A. Disincentivise | B. Increase

activities
contributing to
IWT

1.Stronger and
more effective
collaboration
between well-
capacitated
community
scouts and well-
trained formal
enforcement
agencies

2. Social norms
effectively
imposed on
individuals
engaged in
poaching /
trafficking for
IWT

incentives for
stewardship

1. Communities
are more
empowered to
manage and
benefit from
wild plants and
animals

2. Communities
recognise and
access tangible
and intangible
benefits from
wild plants and
animals

C. Maintain
and enhance
co-existence
between
people and
wildlife

1. The human
wildlife
interface is
reduced.

D. Increase
non-wildlife-
based
livelihoods

1. Livelihoods
from
sustainable
livestock
production
systems are
improved at
community
level
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4.3 Testing the Community ToC against the SORALO ToC

a) Enabling actions

The same four enabling actions were investigated throughout the community fieldwork.

1. Support development and implementation of legal and institutional frameworks for effective
and fair wildlife protection and management.

Community opinions did not stray far from SORALQ's perspective here. While laws associated with IWT were
considered fair, the community was dissatisfied with the institutional responses to HWC incidents, relative to
responses to incidents of IWT and retaliatory killings. These responses were considered unfair and contributed to
retaliatory wildlife killings.

2. Fight corruption and strengthen governance.

The community seemed to be partially satisfied with their governance frameworks for natural resources, through
the group ranch and its conservation committee. They felt that more auditing and feedback would enhance
transparency and ultimately make the system more robust.

3. Build community capacity and institutions

The community was hopeful about the future and felt that their traditional ecosystem management practices
were working well. They did however, note that they needed more capacity to fully realize benefits from the
ecosystem, both from wildlife and from other livelihoods including livestock.

4.  Understand and recognize the difference in accrual of costs and benefits at the individual vs.
community level.

The community was very aware of the differences in costs and benefits from IWT and from wildlife management
accruing to individuals and the community as a whole. They were able to articulate these differences clearly.

b) Pathways

Pathway A: Disincentivise illegal killing of wildlife

There was broad consistency between the Shompole-Olkiramatian community ToC and that of SORALO under
Pathway A (Disincentivise illegal killing of wildlife). In particular, the community felt strongly that the training
and equipment provided to scouts was not used for illegal activity, that collaboration between communities and
law enforcement did not result in collusion for illegal activity, and that the community was willing to enforce the
laws against IWT within the community and with outsiders.

Collaboration between formal law enforcement and the community, while usually strong, is strained when HWC-
related retaliatory killing of wildlife takes place.

While the women felt that penalties for engaging in IWT were fair, the men and the youth were frustrated by the
lack of attention paid to those Killed or injured by wildlife relative to these strong penalties for engaging in IWT.
In particular, they took issue with the lack of compensation payments for HWC incidences, as provided for in
law, despite having followed the set-out procedures and filed their claims. However, all agreed that the penalties
were likely a strong deterrent to IWT.

The community agreed that social sanctions were in place and contributed to reducing engagement in IWT.

The women believed that these sanctions and traditions were not well respected by the youth and might not be
maintained in future generations. However, during the community validation meeting, the youth emphasized
their understanding of traditions and their commitment to maintaining these. The community agreed that the
social sanctions did not conflict with formal disincentives, except for the issue of lion hunts, an important part of
Maasai culture. They also noted that in times of drought, grazing inside the conservancy is required.

The community believes that those involved in law enforcement through the community scout programme
discourage others from taking part in IWT. They were also adamant that they would not be intimidated by
poachers or traffickers. The community suggested that the group ranch committee institute an active programme
to encourage poachers to become protectors of wildlife.



Pathway B: Increase incentives for wildlife stewardship
The community listed a wide range of tangible and intangible benefits from wildlife.

Women listed the following tangible benefits: bursaries; markets for fruits, vegetables and beadwork from tourists and
researchers; and the Lale’enok Resource Centre, which is owned by the Olkiramatian Women's Group.

Youth listed the following tangible benefits: employment as wildlife scouts; tourism; bursaries; and markets for
beadwork. They also noted the importance of wildlife for maintaining a healthy environment for all animals.

Men recognized many similar benefits: funds from tourism and the Resource Centre to allow education of children;
employment as scouts and guides; and markets for beadwork and fruit. They also noted honey as a key tangible benefit
from the maintenance of the healthy ecosystem. Men also recognized the importance of security, particularly the
reduction of stock theft and border incursions, as a benefit associated with wildlife conservation and protection.

There was partial agreement between the community perspective and the SORALO ToC. Communities felt that
they had enough rights to benefit from wildlife but were not empowered sufficiently to realize those benefits. They
referred specifically to capacity and financial resources to invest in relevant enterprises to allow tangible benefits to
flow from wildlife. They also expressed concern about the viability and sustainability of the tourism market, as well
as the impacts of climate change on the long-term sustainability of the ecosystem underpinning that market.

Despite this lack of investment, the community agreed that there were clear tangible benefits from wildlife.
While the women believed that it was important to protect wildlife, as part of a God-given responsibility
regardless of the benefits, the youth were adamant that if benefits were to reduce, there would be lower
motivation to protect wildlife.

Interestingly, however, the youth were very clear about the intangible benefits from ecosystem services associated with
wildlife, and were concerned that other parts of the community did not appear to understand this link clearly.

There was no concern about the influence of
third-party interference, but there was concern

from the youth about the transparency of
decision-making on the sharing of benefits “ElephantS shake the tree and share
from wildlife. During the community meeting, i i i

this point was robustly debated, with the elders the pOdS with Othe_r anlmal_s, and lions
explaining that community meetings on benefits RG0S the popu lation of wild u ngu lates,
(which includes school bursaries) usually took
place while youth were away at school. There was
discussion of ways to increase the transparency,
perhaps through the use of Laleenok Resource
Centre as a hub of information.

allowing grass to be used by livestock.”

The community felt that national level policies should be amended so that wildlife outside national parks should
belong to the people, i.e., wildlife should belong to communities. This, they said, would significantly increase

the incentives for the community for wildlife stewardship. The community further went on to express their desire
for the national or county government to give resources to the community and build their capacity for wildlife
management. In addition, the community suggested that CWCCC members needed better training and resources
to visit communities to better understand the challenges being faced and facilitate their speedy resolution.

Pathway C: Decrease the costs of living with wildlife

The community perspective diverged significantly from the SORALO ToC under Pathway C. SORALO focused on the
physical separation of people and wildlife through zoning, and on promoting coexistence rather than reducing the
costs of conflict. The community, however, were actively managing conflict, in addition to using traditional zonation as
astrategy. Reducing the costs of living with wildlife is a very high priority for the community.

The community relies on a number of mitigation methods to manage conflict, but also depend on KWS,
especially to drive wildlife away from their crops or livestock using firearms. KWS and the community scouts
have a strong relationship, and work together on most HWC incidents. The community recommended that the
conservation committee of the group ranch increase the number of community scouts. It was also recommended
that the scouts be adequately trained and equipped to better keep track of wildlife so that people always know
where wildlife is and prevent conflict




The community is, however, dissatisfied with the implementation of the compensation provisions provided under the
WCMA 2013. Of the few that have received any type of consolation payment, these have all been outside the formal
system. The community was clear about the need for a political movement to push for HWC compensation payments
to be made. As mentioned under Pathway A, the community, particularly the youth, find the extreme imbalance
regarding the attention paid to poaching incidents compared to that paid to conflict incidents a major problem.

The community also feels that there are insufficient resources at the local level to mitigate the conflict. Despite all of
this, the community is tolerant of the wildlife and the existing HWC is not driving the community to engage in IWT.

Pathway D: Increase non-wildlife-based livelihoods

Pathway D also demonstrated divergence between the community perspective and the SORALO ToC. While
SORALO focused on livestock and traditional pastoralism as the only non-wildlife-based livelihood, the community
listed a large and varied group of livelihood activities in which they are engaged. These included farming, retail
outlets, salons, building, welding, and transport, among many others. The community agreed that livestock was
their core livelihood and would be into the future, but that all the other industries were important to their lives.

Agriculture is limited to agreed farming zones and it was reported by the communities during the focus group
discussions that farming is not seen to be negatively impacting conservation. There was no representation from the
farming community in the focus group discussions, so it was not possible to get their views. However, it was reported
by other community members that crop raiding does exist. It is likely that this will increasingly be a problem in future
as the area under irrigated agriculture expands and wildlife populations increase due to conservation successes.

Traditional Maasai pastoralism, with a focus on cattle, is not seen to have a negative impact on wildlife. In fact,
the community was very keen that the group ranch committee monitor any attempts at subdivision of the group
ranch very carefully, keeping in mind that the ultimate aim of the community is to protect the ecosystem and
keep livestock and wildlife corridors open. However, there is an increasing shift from cattle to sheep and goats,
which due to their feeding habits cause degradation of habitat thus have a negative impact on wildlife areas. The
elder men believed that the youth were more interested in the rapid cash turnover that sheep and goats provided
and did not understand the effect on the ecosystem. The youth confirmed that they did in fact understand this
link but they felt they were helpless due to changing times and demands from a more cash-based lifestyle.

The community felt that non-wildlife-based livelihoods were accessible to all community members, but that
there was insufficient support to maintain and grow these livelihood opportunities. For example, the women
had ideas for developing a business to sew school uniforms, but had no access to capital to start such a business.
Likewise, the livestock market is currently limited by access to markets and that middle men capture an unfair
proportion of the profits. Local abattoirs would assist in adding value and accessing markets directly. However,
there was no discussion of whether such investments would be conditional on maintaining wildlife protection.

c) Outcomesand impact

Much like SORALO, the community members PATHWAY WEIGHTING

were more focused on the maintenance of a WHOLE COMMUNITY MEETING
healthy ecosystem that includes both wildlife

and livestock, rather than a narrow focus on

reducing the impact of IWT. Despite this, the

community emphasized that their actions

made a strong contribution to reducing IWT.

However, poaching levels and pressure are
currently very low and it was unclear whether
the community could withstand major pressure
if there were concerted efforts to co-opt

vulnerable community members.

There was some debate about the current PATHWAY A PATHWAY B PATHWAY C PATHWAY D

situation of low IWT and whether it was the risk
(law enforcement and penalties) associated with
engaging in IWT, or the benefits (tangible and intangible) associated with maintaining wildlife, that motivated this
protection and reduced engagement in IWT. However, under the community’s final pathway weighting exercise,
Pathway A was considered almost twice as important as the next most important, Pathway B (see Figure 18).

Figure 18: Pathway weighting — whole community meeting



Table 7 summarises the differences between the SORALO ToC and the Community ToC (bold type indicates
differences), and a modified diagrammatic representation of the Community ToC is presented in Figure 19. The
assumptions underpinning the SORALO ToC are detailed in Annex 3.

Table 7: Differences between SORALO ToC and Community ToC

Overall
Outcomes

Pathway

Results

Reduced poaching / trafficking for IWT by community or outsiders;
Sustainable co-existence of livestock and wildlife maintained

A.
Disincentivise
activities
contributing to
IWT

1.Stronger and
more effective
collaboration
between well-
capacitated
community
scouts and well-
trained formal
enforcement
agencies

2. Social norms
effectively
imposed on
individuals
engaged in
poaching /
trafficking for
IWT

B. Increase
incentives for
stewardship

1. Communities
are more
empowered to
manage and
benefit from
wild plants
and animals2.
Communities
recognise and
access tangible
and intangible
benefits from
wild plants and
animals

C. Maintain
and enhance
co-existence
between people
and wildlife

1. The human

wildlife

interface is
reduced.

D. Increase
non-wildlife-
based
livelihoods

1. Livelihoods
from
sustainable
livestock
production
systems are
improved at
community
level

Reduced poaching / trafficking for IWT by community or outsiders;
Sustainable co-existence of livestock and wildlife maintained

A. Disincentivise | B. Increase

activities
contributing to
IWT

1.Stronger and
more effective
collaboration
between well-
capacitated
community
scouts and well-
trained formal
enforcement
agencies

2. Social norms
effectively
imposed on
individuals
engaged in
poaching /
trafficking for
IWT

incentives for
stewardship

1. Communities
are more
empowered to
manage and
benefit from
wild plants and
animals

2. Communities
recognise and
access tangible
and intangible
benefits from
wild plants and
animals

C. Decrease
costs of living
with wildlife

1. Tolerance of
communities
to wildlife is
maintained or
enhanced

2. Costs to
communities
imposed by
presence of
wildlife are
reduced

3. Communities
can mitigate
conflict better

D. Increase
non-wildlife-
based
livelihoods

1. Livelihoods
from sustainable
livestock
production
systems are
improved at
community level
2.
Communities
have a greater
diversity

of non-
wildlife-based
livelihood
options
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5. Lessons learned

This case study summarizes rollout of the FLoD approach in the Shompole-Olkiramatian pilot site, the third site
in Kenya, following initial testing in Kilitome and Olderkesi. The following section outlines the specific lessons
learned in Shompole-Olkiramatian. These can be divided into two broad categories (i) substance lessons and (ii)
process lessons. Each of these categories are discussed briefly below.

a) Substance lessons

The overall structure and logic flow of the ToC for engaging communities in combatting IWT appears to be valid
in the Shompole-Olkiramatian site, with few differences between SORALO and the community.

1. Thearea is not currently experiencing significant levels of high value IWT, apart from illegal trade in
sandalwood. While SORALO and the community seem confident that the area could withstand an
increase in poaching pressure, it is not possible to predict whether this is true with any degree of accuracy,
particularly in the context of the community’s concerns around human wildlife conflict. The FLoD approach
could be used to look more carefully at the illegal sandalwood trade.

2. Aswith both Kilitome and Olderkesi (Niskanen et al., 2018) the predominant objective in Shompole-
Olkiramatian, shared by both SORALO and the community, is not to reduce IWT, but to maintain a healthy
ecosystem for their continued pastoral life in perpetuity. While wildlife is considered a useful tool in
maintaining this ecosystem, the livestock economy remains the primary driver for the community.

3. Despite Kenya’s conservancy legislation, communities felt that they needed much greater security in their
rights over land and wildlife. In particular, they were concerned about any attempts to subdivide the group
ranches, and were particularly concerned that the formal declaration of a ‘conservancy’ under WCMA 2013
may open the door for external stakeholders, including government, to control their land. Because of this
reluctance, the conservancy is not yet formally registered.

4.  The community was also vocal about the need for communities to have even stronger rights over wildlife
— going so far as to state that wildlife outside state protected areas should belong to the communities. In
the absence of these rights, the community felt that resources should be provided from national or county
government to support the community, who have historically and are currently carrying out most of the
wildlife management.

5. Shompole-Olkiramatian is different from the other two case study sites in that it is not near a major
protected area. Despite this, it does have two high-end tourism facilities that generate both revenue and
jobs for the community. These benefits are valued by the community, and particularly according to the
youth, influence their level of tolerance for living alongside wildlife. There are, however, concerns about
the sustainability and expandability of wildlife-based livelihoods. One concern is the impact that the
introduction of further tourism facilities will have on the overall tourism product in this area. The other is
whether the tourism product can be sustained, in the context of growing numbers of people and livestock.

6. The issue of human-wildlife conflict (HWC) vs human-wildlife coexistence is where the community
and SORALO appear to have quite divergent views. SORALO primarily promotes the adoption and
strengthening of traditional land use zonation practices to reduce the spatial overlap of humans and
wildlife, thereby reducing the conflict and eliminating the need for other mitigation measures for human
wildlife conflict. SORALO'’s focus is on maintaining and enhancing tolerance for wildlife, rather than
compensating for the cost of conflict. However, during the community fieldwork, it was clear that, not
only were the community acutely aware of the costs associated with living with wildlife, but they were also
frustrated by the lack of mitigation methods available to them, as well as the current non-functioning
government-funded compensation system. These differing perspectives need to be further discussed and
reconciled because they do represent divergent perspectives and, very likely, also divergent ideas on the way
forward in managing the anticipated growth in the human wildlife interface and likely increasing levels of
HWC that zonation may not be able to address in full. This is particularly important, as this presents an
avenue by which community cooperation for conservation might be lost if IWT pressures start to build in
the area.




7. And lastly the SORALO and community views were not completely aligned on the issue of non-wildlife-
based livelihoods. It is also possible that SORALO is seemingly unaware of how extensive these non-wildlife-
based livelihood options are, how extensively they are being exercised, what income they bring in and how
much this buffers the costs to the community of living with wildlife. SORALQO’s focus was on the livestock
economy, which it saw as complementary to and fully compatible with wildlife. However, during the
community focus groups, it was clear that the communities engage in and aspire to a wide variety of non-
wildlife-based livelihoods.

b) Process lessons

The methodological approach for FLoD has been developed, tested and refined in an iterative and adaptive
process. Methodological or ‘process’ lessons have been well summarized in the case study for Kilitome and
Olderkesi (Niskanen et al., 2018) and in the guidance document for FLoD implementation (Skinner et al., 2018).

It is however, valuable to point out some key methodological considerations that proved particularly important in
the Shompole-Olkiramatian site:

1. The neutral, third-party facilitation team was very important in ensuring that existing relationships between
SORALO and the community did not influence the process.

2. Disaggregated focus groups were extremely effective in gaining perspectives from different parts of the
community. Having these groups together during the community validation of the findings provided
wonderful sharing and learning opportunities, and enhanced understanding by all stakeholders.

3. Care must be taken in the future to ensure that focus groups represent the diversity of the community, not
only in terms of age and gender, but also in terms of the diversity of ethnic groups and livelihood activities.

4.  Frequent and iterative feedback throughout the process ensured that an accurate portrayal of both SORALO
and the community’s ToC was recorded.

5.  Effective translation is absolutely critical to ensure that participants can both understand the topic and
participate in the discussion, and, be understood by the FLoD Team.

6. Likewise, skilled facilitation is required to manage overly dominant voices and to make room for all
constituents and voices represented in the community to be heard.

7. Key informant interviews provided important insights that would not have been apparent if only speaking
with SORALO and the community.

8. Adequate time must be built into the community fieldwork to allow the FLoD team to digest and capture
lessons from both focus groups and the whole community meeting.

Overall, it seems the approach was appropriate for the site. Indeed, SORALO has indicated that they intend
to use the FLoD approach to support their planning and adaptive management in 2019, not only in Shompole-
Olkiramatian but across the entire area in which SORALO works.
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[. Annexes

7.1 Annex1-Baseline ToC Assumptions

Code | Assumption
Pathway A
A-11 Local communities are willing to engage with formal law enforcement agencies on anti-IWT activities (eg, as scouts and informants).
A-12 Formal law enforcement agencies are willing to collaborate with communities on anti-IWT activities.
A-13 Formal law enforcement agents are not involved in or linked to IWT.
A-14 Better trained, better equipped community members do not use their more advanced equipment and training to engage in IWT.
A-15 Community members are willing to enforce against IWT within their communities.
A-16 Community members are willing to enforce against IWT outside their communities.
A-17 Existing formal sanctions are fair.
A-18 Existing formal sanctions are a deterrent.
A-19 Social sanctions against IWT are in practice.
A-110 Social sanctions against IWT can be revived.
A-RL Formal sanctions and social sanctions are mutually reinforcing.
A-R2 Collaboration between communities and formal enforcement agencies leads to stronger action against IWT and not stronger collusion in IWT.
A-PL Community members that are more engaged in combating IWT deter/discourage other community members from taking part in IWT.
A-P2 Intimidation by poachers/traffickers does not deter community action against IWT.
Pathway B
B-I1 Communities have rights to benefit from managing and using wild plants and animals.
B-I2 Communities exercise their rights to benefit from managing and using wild plants and animals.
B-13 The community rights that are exercised are enough to foster wildlife stewardship.
B-14 There is enough financial investment to generate benefits.
B-15 There are sustainable markets for products and services from wild plants and animals.
B-16 Formal custodians of wild plants and animals are willing to share revenue with communities.
B-17 Communities perceive some level of tangible benefit from wild plants and animals.
B-I8 Communities perceive some level of intangible benefit from wild plants and animals.
B-19 There is enough understanding of the link between the continued existence of wild plants and animals and the benefits they generate.
B-110 Wildlife-based benefits are not inequitably distributed due to elite capture.
B-111 Inequitable distribution of wildlife-based benefits does not undermine support for wildlife stewardship.
B-112 Third party interference does not undermine community interests.
B-R1 Communities that have rights to own, manage and/or benefit from wild plants and animals value them more.
B-R2 Benefits are distributed widely enough to ensure that the wider community, rather than just a few individuals, values wild plants and animals.
B-P1 The full suite of benefits (tangible and intangible) from wild plants and animals are enough to deter poaching.
B-P2 The full suite of benefits (tangible and intangible) from wild plants and animals are sustainable.
Pathway C
C-11 The full costs of living with wildlife are known and can be quantified.
C-I2 Resources and tools are available to mitigate human-wildlife conflict (HWC).
C-13 Approaches to mitigating HWC are effective.
C-14 Official policies and strategies are effective in reducing the cost of living with wildlife.
C-R1 Communities with greater ability to mitigate HWC (resources, tools, policies) feel less antagonism towards wildlife.
C-R2 Reduced costs from HWC result in lower antagonism towards wildlife.
C-PK Communities with decreased antagonism towards wildlife have a decreased incentive to directly or indirectly support IWT.
Pathway D
D-I1 Adequate capacity exists to engage in non-wildlife-based livelihoods.
D-I12 Adequate support is available to develop and maintain non-wildlife-based livelihoods.
D-I3 People that are (or could be) involved in IWT can obtain benefits from non-wildlife based livelihoods.
D-14 Non-wildlife-based benefits are not inequitably distributed due to elite capture.
D-I5 Inequitable distribution of non-wildlife-based benefits does not undermine support for wildlife stewardship.
D-16 Non-wildlife-based livelihood schemes do not generate perverse incentives — eg, money earned is not reinvested in poaching or in other land uses that negatively affect
conservation.
D-R1 Non-wildlife-based livelihoods have sustainable markets and supply chains.
D-P1 Non-wildlife-based livelihoods generate enough income to substitute or remove the incentive for engaging in IWT, rather than acting as additional income to IWT.
D-pP2 Support for non-wildlife-based livelihood schemes are conditional on reduced IWT.
[oweomesandwper ]
El Community actions can make a contribution to reduced IWT.
E2 The relative value of illegal wildlife products is not so high that corruption undermines community action against IWT.
E3 The relative risk of being apprehended, arrested or prosecuted is not so low that it undermines community action against IWT.
F Poaching/trafficking is reduced to within sustainable levels.




7.2 Annex 2 - SORALO ToC Assumptions

Code |Assumption

Pathway A

A-1L Local communities are willing to engage with formal law enforcement agencies as scouts and informants.

A-12 Formal law enforcement agencies are willing to collaborate with communities on anti-IWT activities.

A-13 Better trained, better equipped community scouts do not use their more advanced equipment and training to engage in IWT.

A-14 Formal law enforcement agents are not involved in or linked to IWT.

A-I5 Community members are willing to enforce against IWT both within their communities and outside them.

A-16 Social sanctions against IWT are in practice or can be revived.

A-17 Formal sanctions against IWT are fair

A-18 Formal sanctions against IWT are a deterrent

A-RL Collaboration between communities and formal enforcement agencies leads to stronger action against IWT and not stronger collusion in IWT.

A-R2 Formal disincentives and social sanctions are mutually reinforcing.

A-P1 Community members that are more engaged in combatting IWT deter/discourage other community members from taking part in IWT.

A-P2 Intimidation by poachers / traffickers does not deter community action against IWT.

Pathway B

B-11 Communities have sufficient rights to benefit from management and use of wild plants and animals.

B-12 Communities are interested in and able to exercise their rights to benefit from management and use of wild plants and animals.

B-I3 There is a viable market for products and services from wild plants and animals.

B-14 Communities perceive some level of tangible benefit from wild plants and animals.

B-15 Communities perceive some level of intangible benefit from wild plants and animals.

B-17 There is a sufficient understanding and appreciation of the link between the continued existence of wild plants and animals and the benefits that they
generate.

B-19 Financial investment required for benefit generation is available.

B-110 Third party interference does not undermine community interests.

B-111 Those in positions of power within the community (e.g. conservancy staff and representatives) and their families are not believed to be benefitting
inequitably.

B-R1 Communities that have rights to own, manage and/or benefit from wild plants and animals value them more.

B-R2 Benefits are distributed widely enough to ensure that the wider community, rather than just a few individuals, values wild plants and animals.

B-P1 Benefits (tangible and intangible) from wild plants and animals remain sufficient to deter poaching.

B-P2 Benefits (tangible and intangible) from wild plants and animals are sustainable.

Pathway C

C-I1 Resources are available to implement HWC mitigation through land use zoning.

C-12 Land use zoning is appropriate and sufficient as a mitigation measure to maintain community tolerance towards wildlife.

C-13 Community-based land use planning is effective in reducing human-wildlife interface.

C-15 National legislation/policies/strategies are applied and effective in maintaining community tolerance to wildlife.

C-R1 Reduced human wildlife interface results in maintained or enhanced tolerance to living with wildlife.

C-P1 Current levels of tolerance for wildlife are sufficiently high to not encourage communities to actively or tacitly support IWT.

Pathway D

D-I1 Rangeland and livestock resources are accessible to all community members including those who are or could be involved in IWT activities.

D-12 Improved livestock production systems do not generate perverse incentives, e.g. money earned is not reinvested in poaching or in other land-uses that
negatively affect conservation.

D-13 Adequate support is available to develop and maintain sustainable livestock production systems

D-R1 Sustainable livestock production systems are viable and sustainable in terms of markets, supply chains, capacity, etc.

D-R2 Livestock production remains as the primary desired livelihood option for the community.

D-PL Sustainable livestock production systems generate sufficient benefits to substitute or remove the incentive for engaging in IWT, rather than acting as
additional income to IWT.

D-P2 Effective land use plans to enable sustainable livestock and wildlife co-existence are in place and enforced.

OUTCOMES

El Community actions can make a contribution to reduced IWT.

E2 The relative value of illegal wildlife products is not so high that corruption undermines community action against IWT.

E3 The relative risk of being apprehended, arrested or prosecuted is not so low that it undermines community action against IWT.

E4 Communities continue to support a mixed livestock-wildlife land use system.

F1 Poaching / trafficking is reduced to within sustainable levels.

F2 Livestock and wildlife production systems are maintained within ecologically sustainable limits




7.3 Annex 3-Community ToC Assumptions

Code | Assumption

Pathway A

A-11 Local communities are willing to engage with formal law enforcement agencies as scouts and informants.

A-12 Formal law enforcement agencies are willing to collaborate with communities on anti-IWT activities.

A-13 Better trained, better equipped community scouts do not use their more advanced equipment and training to engage in IWT.

A-14 Formal law enforcement agents are not involved in or linked to IWT.

A-15 Community members are willing to enforce against IWT both within their communities and outside them.

A-16 Social sanctions against IWT are in practice or can be revived.

A-17 Formal sanctions against IWT are fair.

A-18 Formal sanctions against IWT are a deterrent.

A-19 Social sanctions against IWT are in practice.

A-RL Collaboration between communities and formal enforcement agencies leads to stronger action against IWT and not stronger collusion in IWT.
A-R2 Formal disincentives and social sanctions are mutually reinforcing.

A-PL Community members that are more engaged in combatting IWT deter/discourage other community members from taking part in IWT.

A-P2 Intimidation by poachers / traffickers does not deter community action against IWT.

Pathway B

B-I1 Communities have sufficient rights to benefit from management and use of wild plants and animals.

B-12 Communities are interested in exercising their rights to benefit from management and use of wild plants and animals.

B-13 There is a viable market for products and services from wild plants and animals.

B-14 Communities perceive some level of tangible benefit from wild plants and animals.

B-15 Communities perceive some level of intangible benefit from wild plants and animals.

B-16 There is a sufficient understanding and appreciation of the link between the continued existence of wild plants and animals and the benefits that they generate.
B-17 Third party interference does not undermine community interests.

B-I8 Those in positions of power within the community (e.g. conservancy staff and representatives) and their families are not believed to be benefitting inequitably.
B-R1 Communities that have rights to own, manage and/or benefit from wild plants and animals value them more.

B-R2 Benefits are distributed widely enough to ensure that the wider community, rather than just a few individuals, values wild plants and animals.
B-P1 Benefits (tangible and intangible) from wild plants and animals remain sufficient to deter poaching.

B-P2 Benefits (tangible and intangible) from wild plants and animals are sustainable.

Pathway C

C-I1 Resources are available to implement HWC mitigation measures.

C-12 The full costs of living with wildlife can be quantified.

C-13 Resources and tools can be deployed to mitigate human-wildlife conflict (HWC).

C-14 Current community-based approaches to mitigating HWC are effective.

C-15 The current HWC mitigation interventions that are applied are appropriate and sufficient to maintain community tolerance towards wildlife.
C-16 Community-based land use planning is effective in reducing the human-wildlife interface.

C-17 National legislation/policies/strategies if applied will be effective in maintaining community tolerance to wildlife.

C-RL Reduced human-wildlife interface results in maintained or enhanced tolerance to living with wildlife.

C-R2 Reduced costs from HWC result in lower antagonism towards wildlife.

C-PL Current levels of tolerance for wildlife are sufficiently high to not encourage communities to actively or tacitly support IWT.

C-P2 Communities with decreased antagonism towards wildlife have a decreased incentive to directly or indirectly support IWT.

Pathway D

D-11 Rangeland and livestock resources are accessible to all community members including those who are or could be involved in IWT activities.
D-I2 Adequate interest exists to engage in non-wildlife-based livelihoods.

D-13 Improved livestock production systems do not generate perverse incentives, e.g. money earned is not reinvested in poaching or in other land-uses that negatively affect conservation.
D-14 Adequate support is available to develop and maintain sustainable livestock production systems

D-I5 Adequate support is available to develop and maintain other non-wildlife-based livelihoods.

D-RL Sustainable livestock production systems are viable and sustainable in terms of markets, supply chains, capacity, etc.

D-R2 Other non-wildlife-based livelihoods are viable and sustainable in terms of markets and supply chains.

D-R3 Livestock production remains as the primary desired livelihood option for the community.

D-R4 A greater diversity of non-wildlife-based livelihood options helps buffer the community from the costs of living with wildlife.

D-P1 Sustainable livestock production systems generate sufficient benefits to substitute or remove the incentive for engaging in IWT, rather than acting as additional income to IWT.
D-P2 Effective land use plans to enable sustainable livestock and wildlife co-existence are in place and enforced.

D-P3 Benefits from other viable non-wildlife-based livelihood strategies substitute or remove the incentive for engaging in IWT, rather than acting as additional income to IWT.
OUTCOMES

El Community actions can make a contribution to reduced IWT.

E2 The relative value of illegal wildlife products is not so high that corruption undermines community action against IWT.

E3 The relative risk of being apprehended, arrested or prosecuted is not so low that it undermines community action against IWT.

E4 Communities continue to support a mixed livestock-wildlife land use system.

F1 Poaching / trafficking is reduced to within sustainable levels.

F2 Livestock and wildlife production systems are maintained within ecologically sustainable limits










