SEEKING SUSTAINABILITY FOR THE NAMIBIA
COMMUNITY-BASED NATURAL RESOURCES
MANAGEMENT PROGRAMME
1. BACKGROUND:
This document describes the needs and development strategy of the Namibia National
Community-Based Natural Resources Management (CBNRM) Programme as it advances from its
current phase of donor-supported development to a permanent state of self-finance and
sustainability. The Namibia CBNRM Programme (largely composed of communal conservancies
and community forests) has made extensive strides in bridging the chasm between conservation
and rural development, and is recognized as one of the world leaders in community conservation.
However, such advances cannot be permanently sustained without reduced dependence upon
external funding nor without continued, targeted long-term extension support (technical advice
and training). This document provides the context and justification for the registration and
capitalisation of the planned Community Conservation Fund of Namibia (CCFN) and the longterm role it will play in sustainably financing the combined government/civil society extension
system required for communal conservancies and community forests to: a) permanently receive
critical support services; b) mature, grow, and become more financially viable; and c) counter
existing or new threats as they emerge.

2. INTRODUCTION:
The Namibia CBNRM Programme is regarded as one of the most successful conservation
initiatives in the world. The centrepiece of the CBNRM Programme is its innovative communal
conservancy movement. Since registration of the first four conservancies in 1998, the number of
conservancies has expanded to 831. These conservancies cover more than 162,000 km² (20% of
Namibia) and encompass approximately
189,000 community members (9% of
Conservancy and CBNRM Benefits
Namibia’s population). The popularity of
(Namibian Dollars): 1998-2015
the conservancies has been driven by
escalating benefits (cash to conservancies,
employment for conservancy members, and
such in-kind benefits as meat). During CY
2015, the total benefits generated by
conservancies amounted to N$102 million
(Figure 1), which was the equivalent of
US$8.01 million. These benefits were largely
produced through: conservancy/private
sector partnerships for 46 joint venture
lodges and 52 hunting concessions; more Figure 1. Conservancy benefits (N$ value) from 1998-2015
than 100 nature-based enterprises; the (NACSO, 2016).
creation of more than 5,000 jobs in remote
rural areas; and the harvesting of approximately 550 tons of game meat that were distributed at
household levels. Cumulatively, Namibia’s CBNRM Programme (communal conservancies,
community forests, and related CBNRM enterprises) have generated approximately N$640 million
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This figure includes the Kyaramacan Association in Bwabwata National Park, where resident community
members have associated to manage wildlife.
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(US$74 million) since 1995, of which communal conservancies (since 1998) have been the
producers of N$558 million or US$63 million in benefits.
The direct link of the above benefit streams to wildlife has
created strong incentives for communities to protect
critical wildlife habitat and promote wildlife as an integrated
land-use. This has resulted in the rebound of wildlife across
 Elephants have increased from
vast portions of Namibia’s communal lands. Conservation
7,500 in 1995 to over 22,000;
achievements include strong recoveries of plains game
 Desert lions have increased from
populations (springbok, kudu, oryx, zebra, wildebeest,
less than 25 in 1995 to 150;
eland, giraffe, etc.), which have in turn, precipitated
 Communal conservancies host the
corresponding recoveries of predator species (i.e., leopard,
world’s largest free-roaming
hyena, cheetah, lion, etc.). In addition, notable population
population of black rhino; and
recoveries and range expansions for such CITES listed
 Namibia has Africa’s only
species as black rhino and elephant have taken place. In
expanding populations of cheetah
many instances, wildlife populations in communal
and giraffe.
conservancies have gone from historical lows and the brink
of extinction to highly viable populations with immense international appeal. Such wildlife
recoveries, combined with breath-taking landscapes and diverse cultural assets, are assisting
communal conservancies to become some of Namibia’s most touted tourism destinations,
attracting tourists from around the world.

Conservancies Are Enhancing Namibia
as a Tourism Destination:

The land under various forms of conservation has increased from 13% (Figure 2) at Namibia’s
Independence in 1990 to 43.7% today (Figure 3), with the introduction of communal
conservancies and community forests enabling Namibia to practice conservation at a landscape
scale. Namibia’s 83 communal conservancies and 26 community forests cumulatively cover more
than 20% of the country, with many of these conservation management units creating compatible
land-uses adjacent to and between seven of Namibia’s 13 national parks (Figure 3).

Figure 2. Land under conservation in Namibia prior to
independence in 1989.

Figure 3. Land under conservation and landscape
connectivity between communal conservancies and
national parks in 2015.
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A total of 32 communal conservancies are either immediately adjacent to a national park or in key
corridors between parks. Such wildlife friendly land-uses are greatly enhancing the viability of
Namibia’s national parks, assisting with the management of transboundary populations of wildlife
that move between Namibia and neighbouring countries, enhancing Namibia’s growing reputation
as an international tourism destination, and facilitating sustainable development. This is
particularly true in northeast Namibia where KfW has made extensive investments through the
programme NAMPARKS to bolster park infrastructure and management capacity; and, in the
Kavango Zambezi Transfrontier Conservation Area (KAZA), where many of Namibia’s 20
communal conservancies and 15 community forests form strong management complexes with
parks or with protected areas in neighbouring countries.
National Economic Returns - Namibian Dollars
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Figure 4. Total CBNRM Programme investments versus
economic rates of return from 1990-2015 (NACSO, 2016).

The success of the Namibia conservancy
movement is such that it has become a global
model for community conservation, with 21
different countries having sent close to 100 study
tours to Namibia through the past 18 years.
Twelve of these countries are now implementing
conservation and development tools and systems
that were pioneered by the Namibia CBNRM
Programme, but adapted to local conditions.
Through the years, proactive twinning and
sharing arrangements have been formed between
Namibia and Cambodia, Mongolia (Figure 5),
Nepal, the Great Plains Programme in the U.S.,
and multiple African countries.

Conservancy enterprises are also making
meaningful contributions to Net National
Income (NNI) along the economic value
chain.
The NNI contributions from
conservancy enterprises amounted to over
N$644 million (US$ 50.3 million) during
CY2015 (Figure 4). Based upon a total
investment of N$1.9 billion from 19902015, the Namibia CBNRM Programme
has generated a cumulative NNI
contribution of N$5.03 billion and attained
a net present value of N$722 million, or the
equivalent of an internal economic rate of
return of 16% (NACSO, 2016).

Figure 5. Mongolian pastoralists learning from
Namibia’s communal conservancies.

3. POVERTY AND DEVELOPMENT NEEDS IN NAMIBIA:
Namibia is categorized as a “Middle Income Country”, having a Gross Domestic Product per
Capita2 of US$4,678 in 2014. Despite its promising middle income status, the 2015 UNDP Human
Development Report (HDR) found Namibia to have the greatest income inequality3 in the world
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Trading Economics. World Bank. 2016
Inequality in income: Inequality in income distribution based on data from household surveys estimated using the
Atkinson inequality index.
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and to have a Gini Coefficient4 of 61.3, which is the fourth worst in the world. These despairing
statistics - the consequences of decades of suppressive, apartheid governance – will take
generations to overcome. Thus, while a very small proportion of Namibia’s population enjoys
considerable wealth, the overall poverty rates are high, particularly in the rural communal areas
where the CBNRM programme is focused.
The Namibian Poverty Mapping Report5 estimated that in 2011 approximately 28 per cent of
Namibian households were living in poverty, with poverty being defined as the percentage of
people in a specific area whose annual per adult consumption is below the poverty line. The
poverty line used in the 2011 Report was N$4,535 (US$631 at 2011 exchange rate or US$336 at
2016 exchange rates). Thus, when the annual adult consumption was below this threshold, an
individual was considered to be poor. The poverty headcount (incidence of poverty) is the
proportion of the population whose consumptive is below the poverty line (see Annex 1 for more
details on the status of poverty communal conservancies).
In Namibia the poor are typically under-educated, with limited access to health care, potable water,
adequate sanitation and electricity supplies. Food shortages are a major problem during years of
drought, and nutritional intake is consistently poor. Because of the semi-arid nature of the country,
people are less able to depend on agriculture than their counterparts in surrounding countries.
Instead many are dependent upon State pensions and other remittances that provide critical
additional income for the rural poor. Further compounding this situation, Namibia has one of the
highest incidences of HIV/AIDS in the world. The epidemic is a contributing factor in the
incidence of poverty and vulnerability among the rural population.
Poverty is particularly concentrated in the northern regions, home to the majority of most
Namibian indigenous populations and where a high percentage of communal conservancies and
community forests are found. A veterinary cordon fence extends from east to west across the
country, about 70 to 100 km south of the Angola border to block the southerly movement of
livestock diseases. This fence effectively separates the poorer north, where subsistence farming is
the main source of income, from the south and its more affluent commercial ranchers.
The highest rates of nutritional deficiencies are found in the north-east, specifically in the Kavango
and Zambezi regions where yet again a number of the communal conservancies and community
forests are found.
The poorest households are more likely to be dependent on
subsistence agriculture. These poor households are often
headed by women (approximately 43 per cent of all
households in rural areas), with rural women being
traditionally disadvantaged. Their access to productive assets
and employment opportunities is less secure. They have less
control over earnings and property, and they bear a heavier
burden of agricultural and domestic work (Figure 6). The
burden on rural women is further exacerbated by the
HIV/AIDS epidemic.
Given Namibia’s apartheid history and resulting, prevailing
economic disparities, in 2016 the Namibia Government

Figure 6. Women often have to carry
domestic water supplies long distances.
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Gini coefficient: Measure of the deviation of the distribution of income among individuals or households within a country
from a perfectly equal distribution. A value of 0 represents absolute equality, a value of 100 absolute inequality.
5
Namibia Poverty Mapping. Macroeconomic Planning Department, Government of the Republic of Namibia. 2015

4

launched the Harambee Prosperity Plan (HPP)6 to reduce poverty and inequities. This Plan is being
implemented from 2016-2020 and has been developed to complement Namibia’s National
Development Plans and Vision 2030. Implementation of the HPP is intended to create a more
prosperous Namibia inhabited by people with decent shelter, access to basic amenities such as safe
potable water and quality schooling, and adequate health services. Notably, communal
conservancies offer a strong synergy with the HPP, particularly given that a high proportion of
communal conservancy residents are specifically targeted for assistance by the HPP.
The HPP, combined with Namibia’s National Development Plans, will ultimately assist Namibia
to contribute to the recently formulated 17 United Nation Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) –
a universal call to end poverty.

4. THE DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE CBNRM
PROGRAMME:
The communal conservancies
encompass some of Namibia’s
poorest
and
most
marginalized
populations.
Figure 7 portrays the poverty
map
of
Namibia
as
determined by the 2015
Poverty Mapping Report,
which is overlaid with the
2016 boundaries of Namibia’s
communal
conservancies.
This map illustrates the
incidence and degree of
poverty in Namibia, with the
majority of conservancies
located within the poorest
constituencies of the nation.
Fifty-three (53) conservancies
fall within constituencies
where at least 40 per cent of
the adult population were
found to consume less than
N$ 4,5357 (see Annex 1 for
the status of individual
conservancies).

Figure 7: Map of Incidence of Poverty Overlaid with Communal Conservancy
Boundaries.

Community conservation is, however, not a panacea and will not on its own reduce national
poverty. Yet, it can and does make significant immediate contributions to reducing such poverty
factors as insufficient access to cash, limited rural services, availability of food, as well as such
social disparities as historical lack of rights in communal lands, income, and gender inequities. The
provision of employment is the most direct contribution, providing steady income to rural, often
marginalised community members. By diversifying rural livelihoods, natural resources use is also
creating a range of new economic opportunities.
6

http://www.gov.na/documents/10181/264466/HPP+page+70-71.pdf/bc958f46-8f06-4c48-9307-773f242c9338
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Using the current exchange rate this would equates to less than US$ 1 per adult per day.
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Conservancies are also leveraging private sector
investments in communal area tourism products
(Figure 8), which generate significant returns for
local people and facilitate a variety of additional
related enterprise opportunities. In addition,
through training and capacity building
conservancy members develop new skills leading
to employment opportunities and career
pathways.
Conservancy initiatives such as community
Figure 8. Memory Ganuses, Grootberg Lodge
rangeland management and conservation
Manager in #Khoadi //Hoas Conservancy – one of
agriculture are not only addressing the downside
872 full-time and 114 part-time community
of living with wildlife, but are also contributing to
members employed in Namibia’s 46 joint venture
food security through increased productivity. The
lodges in 2015.
annual distribution of more than 550 tons of game
meat to conservancy households further enhances food security, while rural development
projects such as conservancy investments in schools and clinics, contribute to better education
opportunities and access to health services.
Community conservation is also catalyzing social empowerment – a fundamental ingredient to
addressing poverty. Namibia’s devolution of rights and responsibilities to conservancies and
community forests has led to the development of grass roots civil society structures that now have
a recognized voice in their own development destiny. This is particularly significant given the
apartheid legacy that left many Namibians marginalised and poverty stricken. By lifting some
people out of poverty, diversifying livelihood opportunities and providing long term institutional
structures that help drive rural economic growth, community conservation has become
increasingly recognised by the Namibia government in its development doctrines. As such,
CBNRM and conservancies are incorporated into Namibia’s Vision 2030, the National Rural
Development Strategy, the Communal Lands Act of 2002, and are making important contributions
to Namibia’s National Development Plans (Table 1).

5.0 SUSTAINING THE CBNRM PROGRAMME AND CONSERVANCY
MOVEMENT – THE CASE FOR THE COMMUNITY CONSERVATION FUND
OF NAMIBIA (CCFN):
Namibia’s conservancy movement was launched with the passage of the 1995 Policy for Wildlife
Management, Utilisation and Tourism in Communal Areas. The policy was enshrined in legislation
through Act No. 5 of 1996: Nature Conservation Amendment Act, 1996, which empowered rural
communities to form communal conservancies. Under a cloud of scepticism, registration of the
first four communal conservancies took place in 1998, with the gazettement of the Nyae Nyae,
Salambala, #Khoadi //Hoas, and Torra Conservancies. The success of these pioneer
conservancies was quickly realized, precipitating widespread participation of other communities in
conservancy formation and a unique opportunity for Namibia to attain conservation at landscape
scales.
A key element of CBNRM’s success in Namibia has been the Government of Namibia’s
endorsement of civil society and NGOs as strong partners in its conservancy formation and
support approach. This approach has leveraged a broad set of community development and
conservation skills, thereby strengthening the transfer of appropriate knowledge and skills to
6

conservancies with respect to natural resource management, institution-building and governance,
and development of business opportunities. Civil society involvement has been complemented
by extensive engagements with private sector business partners who are well-positioned to tap
international tourism markets and bring the global values of wildlife and natural plant products to
local producers (conservancies).

Table 1. Contributions of the CBNRM Programme and communal conservancies to
NDP 4.

The success and promise of Namibia’s CBNRM Programme has attracted diverse donor support.
Since Namibia’s independence in 1990, donor and government investments to develop and
implement the CBNRM Programme have amounted to approximately N$1.9 billion. As noted
previously (Figure 4), this has been a highly successful investment, yielding a gross NNI
contribution of N$5.03 billion or the equivalent of a 16% internal economic rate of return. The
vast majority of this investment has been made by such international funding agencies as USAID,
7

DFID, SIDA, MCC, World Bank, KfW, and WWF. Of these seven agencies, only KfW and WWF
remain working in support of Namibia’s conservation sector, while GIZ has become a more recent
supporter of Namibia’s CBNRM Programme.
The communal conservancy movement is now entering a critical transition stage from its largely
donor-funded development phase to a longer-term, maintenance phase. The total number of
conservancies is expected to reach a ceiling of approximately 90-100 within the next 3-4 years,
while more and more of the currently registered conservancies are reaching levels of financial
sustainability8 as their wildlife populations recover and partnerships with private sector prosper.
Given the importance of Namibia’s CBNRM Programme and affiliated conservancy movement,
a National CBRNM Sustainability Task Force (a mix of governmental officials and CBNRM
support organizations) was formed in 2008 by the Namibia Ministry of Environment & Tourism,
the Namibia Association of CBNRM Support Organisations (NACSO), WWF, and multiple
support NGOs. The Task Force has developed a detailed National CBNRM Sustainability
Strategy that gives recognition to the need to form a combined government/civil society
conservancy extension support system to permanently provide Minimum Support Packages (MSPs)
to communal conservancies (see Annex 2 for descriptions of the MSPs). The Minimum Support
Packages9 have been developed based upon the three pillars of CBNRM, which include: a) better
natural resources management/monitoring, b) strengthened governance and institutional
development for conservancies, and c) improved livelihoods through the development of business
enterprises. In addition, recognition is given to permanently sustaining long-term national level
services to conservancies such as producing the annual State of Community Conservation Report,
highly qualified technical support, and systematic training of CBNRM trainers. Key elements of
this Strategy were incorporated into the 2013 Namibia National CBNRM Policy.
An imperative sustainability need for the conservancy movement is the reduction of the CBNRM
Programme’s dependence upon external donor funding support. This is especially important, as
Namibia’s designation as a Medium Income Country has resulted with most donor agencies departing
Namibia. This has left the CBNRM Programme dependent upon a shrinking number of funding
partners, making the Programme vulnerable to collapse should such funding sources end.
The CBNRM Sustainability Task Force has responded to this concern by pursuing the
establishment of a conservation trust fund, and is close to finalizing the registration and
operationalisation of the Community Conservation Fund of Namibia (CCFN). The CCFN will create a
sustainable finance framework for a suite of important long-term support services to conservancies
and community forests. The primary scope of the CCFN will be to fund critical support services
(eg. Minimum Support Packages) to communal conservancies, and eventually, community forests.
However, once established, it is envisioned that the CCFN will become a multi-purpose funding
mechanism, including the housing of a fund to assist conservancies to mitigate the costs of
increasing human wildlife conflict.
To estimate the capitalisation needs of the CCFN, WWF assisted the CBNRM Programme to
conduct a financial gap analysis to compare the projected costs of MSPs against known sources of
funding. The resulting programmatic financial analysis was then used to develop a long term
financing and investment model that can be updated to estimate the costs of sustaining MSPs to
communal conservancies. This process entailed focus workshops with each of the NACSO
working groups (Natural Resource Management; Institutional Development and Governance; and
Business, Enterprise and Livelihoods) to analyse known support costs versus future anticipated
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Individual conservancies are deemed sustainable when their benefits streams exceed their management costs.
Minimum Support Packages include the minimum support services required by conservancies based upon their stage of
development and level of income.
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needs and costs. Estimated costs were based upon 15 year projections, with a “business plan”
being developed for each working group. Meetings were also held with the NACSO Secretariat,
NACSO members, and the MET. The assessment of the CBNRM Programmatic funding needs
for the communal conservancy component found that approximately N$78 million (US$5.8
million - see red line, Figure 8) per year
is required to provide critical services
Gap Analysis
(i.e., Minimum Support Packages) to
conservancies and national level
140 000 000
CBNRM Programme support costs over
120 000 000
the next few years. This figure will taper
100 000 000
down to approximately N$64 million
80 000 000
(US$4.7 million) by Year 11 as increased
Expected
60 000 000
funding support is provided by
funding gap
40 000 000
conservancies and government. The
funding gap will be covered through the
20 000 000
creation of an endowment fund of
approximately N$419 million (US$31.7
2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022 2024 2026 2028
million) to permanently cover absolutely
Government
Conservancies
essential programmatic support costs
Civil Society (NGO's)
Cost Projections
and a sinking fund of N$210 million
Figure 8. Anticipated funding gap to support critical maintenance
(US$16.4 million) to cover the remaining costs of Namibia’s Communal Conservancy Movement.
critical and on-going development
support costs over the next 10 years (see
Annex 3).

5.1 Current Status of the CCFN:
Extensive background work has been undertaken to initiate the CCFN. The detailed gap analysis
of the anticipated CBNRM funding needs has been finalised, while the provisional scope (see
Annex 3) of activities eligible for conservancy support has been developed. The Fund’s Articles
of Association have been drafted and refined through two legal reviews, while the name of the
CCFN has been reserved with the Ministry of Trade and Industry Registrar of Companies. A draft
organizational and staffing structure for the CCFN has been developed, while a first draft of the
Fund’s Operational Manuel has been prepared. The Founding Members have been identified, and
include very high profile and respected Namibians, including the Deputy Prime Minister/Minister
of Foreign Affairs. And, a powerful and influential Board of Directors, encompassing a diverse
set of knowledge and skills (i.e., conservation, law, finance, investments, etc.) have been identified
and agreed to their roles. The above process has been driven by the CBNRM Sustainability Task
Force, with the support of WWF who has raised approximately US$750,000 to facilitate creation
and operationalization of the Fund and to leverage support from potential funding partners.
The above steps are largely foundational, with many additional steps and requirements to be met
before the CCFN can be fully realized. Some of these steps include:
 Legal and technical review of the CCFN Articles of Association to ensure their

responsiveness to donor requirements and needs;

 Approval of the Articles of Association by the Founding Members, and registration of the

CCFN with the Registrar of Companies;
 Orientation of Founding Members and the CCFN Board to ensure understanding of roles
and responsibilities;
 Development and approval of Board By-Laws;
 Securement of tax exempt status for CCFN and assurance of CCFN compliance to
Namibia foreign exchange controls;
9

 Securement of offshore tax exemption to allow investments without the incurrence of








taxes related to capital gains, dividends and interest, as well as charitable donations with
tax benefits to contributors;
Start-up of the CCFN through the selection of a qualified CEO and hiring of a skeleton
staff for commencing initial CCFN operations;
Development of investment policies and guidelines and selection of a professional fund
manager;
Development of an Operations Manual / Guidelines and training of CCFN staff in its
use;
Development of a CCFN Strategic and Financial Plan;
Creation of a Communications Strategy; and
Commencement of fund-raising activities to capitalize the CCFN.

It is anticipated the above activities will be undertaken over the next 18-24 months, allowing the
CCFN to become fully operational in approximately three years.

6.0 THE IMPACTS:
Communal conservancies are making significant contributions to Namibia’s development through
meaningful social, environmental and economic undertakings.
Conservancies are helping to address social inequities and disparities by empowering communities
with a voice in their development destinies. This voice is based upon democratically elected
governance structures that have been instrumental in filling the governance void that apartheid left
in its wake across Namibia’s communal lands. These structures have also proven instrumental in
addressing gender inequities and the creation of platforms by which the representative needs of
conservancy members can be expressed. Conservancies, through private sector partners, are
creating jobs and career pathways in remote rural areas where such options previously did not
exist. Moreover, conservancies are directly contributing to social development through
improvements to schools, clinics, energy, and household nutrition.
Environmentally, conservancies have created incentives for communities to live with wildlife and
set aside vast tracts of wildlife habitat, making Namibia one of Africa’s few shining examples of
wildlife conservation. Wildlife is now being integrated into the lifestyles and needs of rural
communities as a mainstreamed form of sustainable development. The presence of conservancies
adjacent to national parks or in corridors between parks are enhancing the viability of Namibia’s
protected area network and allowing conservation to be attained at a landscape scale across not
only Namibia, but with neighbouring countries (i.e., KAZA). This type of sustainable development
is critical to ensuring that Namibia’s fragile ecosystem services remain viable and vibrant for
generations to come.
From an economic perspective, the contributions of conservancies are still in their infancy.
Wildlife populations in most conservancies are still recovering, and time is required to assist
conservancies to develop their management capacity and tap their long-term tourism development
potential. Notably, tourism facilities in conservancies contain less than 6% of the bed nights in
Namibia, while just 6% of Namibia’s tourists originate from North America (the largest source of
nature-based tourists in the world). Consequently, there is significant opportunity for nature-based
tourism to grow in Namibia and for conservancies to capture a greater market share of visiting
tourists. Communal conservancies contributed approximately N$644 million (US$50.2 million) to
the economy of Namibia in 2015 (Figure 4). But, with continued support and development,
conservancy returns should continue to escalate at a rate greater than tourism in the remainder of
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Namibia. A conservative
tourism growth rate of 8%
per year for conservancies,
indicates
the
NNI
contributions of communal
conservancies will almost
triple by 2028 (Figure 9).
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From a global perspective,
Namibia has proven to be an
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elite
community
Cost Projections
Contribution to Economy
conservation model that
countries from around the Figure 9. Anticipated economic returns from the CBNRM Programme as a result of
world seek to emulate. The the fund.
lessons learned, tools, and
practices developed in Namibia are advancing similar conservation initiatives across East and
Southern Africa, Asia, North America, and more recently Eastern Europe.
The realization of the CCFN will greatly assist in sustaining the continued growth of Namibia’s
remarkable conservancy movement and its ability to contribute to conservation at national,
regional and global scales. The creation of the CCFN will underwrite the maintenance of
permanent support systems for communal conservancies, thereby allowing a continued upward
trajectory for conservancy contributions towards addressing social inequities, environmental
advances and sustainable development of Namibia’s national economy.
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ANNEX 1:
Conservancy Poverty Classifications
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Annex 1: Constituency incidents of poverty in which Conservancies fall
Table 2. Communal Conservancies that fall within different Constituency poverty
categories.
Conservancies (and 1
Community
Conservation
Association)
Nyae Nyae
Salambala
≠Khoadi-//Hôas
Torra
Wuparo
Doro !Nawas
Uibasen Twyfelfontein
Kwandu
Mayuni
Puros
Marienfluss
Tsiseb
Ehi-Rovipuka
Oskop
Sorris Sorris
Mashi
Omatendeka
Otjimboyo
Uukwaluudhi
Orupembe
Okandungumba
//Huab
!Khob !Naub
//Gamaseb
Anabeb
Sesfontein
Sanitatas
Ozondundu
N#a Jaqna
≠Gaingu
Joseph Mbambangandu
Uukolonkadhi
Ozonahi
Shamungwa
Sheya Shuushona
!Gawachab
Muduva Nyangana
Otjituuo
African Wild Dog
King Nehale
George Mukoya,
Okamatapi
Kasika

Category Low:
Constituency incidents
of poverty of people
below the poverty
threshold (<35%)

Category Medium:
Constituency incidents
of poverty of people
below the poverty
threshold (35%-55%)
36%
43%
40%

Category High:
Constituency incidents
of poverty of people
below the poverty
threshold (>55%)

19%
49%
19%
19%
58%
49%
40%
69%
20%
28%
25%
19%
49%
40%
20%
28%
69%
44%
19%
27%
21%
55%
55%
44%
44%
36%
20%
61%
28%
37%
58%
26%
23%
57%
37%
37%
45%
57%
37%
49%
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Impalila
Balyerwa
Ondjou
Kunene River
Ohungu
Sobbe
//Audi
Ovitoto
!Han/Awab
Okondjombo
Otjambangu
Eiseb
Sikunga
Okongo
Huibes
Dzoti
Otjitanda
Otjombinde
Orupupa
Omuramba ua Mbinda
Bamunu
!Khoro !Goreb
Kabulabula
Okongoro
Otjombande
Ongongo

49%
49%
65%
69%
20%
49%
20%
37%
27%
44%
44%
27%
49%
41%
25%
49%
69%
27%
44%
27%
26%
19%
49%
44%
44%
44%

Ombujokonguindi

44%

Otuzemba

44%

Otjiu West
Iipumbu ya Tshilongo
Okatjandja Kozomenje
Ombazu

44%
26%
44%
69%

Okanguati

69%

Epupa

69%

Otjikondavirongo
Etanga

44%

Nakabolelwa

49%

69%

Ombombo
Lusese
Kyaramacan Trust

69%
49%
58%
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Table 3: Constituencies and Communal Conservancy Contribution to Constituency
Population
Constituency with
Conservancies
Berseba
Daures

Constituency Incidence of
Poverty
27%
20%

Conservancies

!Khob !Naub

19%

!Han/Awab

7%

Tsiseb
Otjimboyo

Epupa

69%

Ohungu

10%

Marienfluss

2%

Orupembe

1%

49%

22%

Otjitanda

3%

Ombazu

11%

Okanguati

12%

Epupa

17%

Ombombo

Kabe

2%
23%

Etanga
25%

20%

≠Gaingu

Kunene River

Gibeon

Conservancy Population
Contribution to
Constituency

8%
14%

Oskop

0%

Huibes

6%

Kasika

8%

Impalila

6%

Sikunga

17%

Kabulabula

4%

Nakabolelwa

5%

Lusese

6%
7%

Kamanjab

20%

//Audi

Karasburg

21%

//Gamaseb

10%

Katima Mulilo Rural

43%

Salambala

50%

Keetmanshoop Rural

23%

!Gawachab

3%

Khorixas

19%

Torra

7%

Doro !Nawas

9%

Uibasen Twyfelfontein

2%

Sorris Sorris

8%

//Huab

6%

Kongola
Linyanti

58%
49%

!Khoro !Goreb

8%

#Khoadi-//Hôas

12%

Kwandu

62%

Kyaramacan Trust

41%

Wuparo

7%

Mayuni

14%

Mashi

14%

Balyerwa

6%

Sobbe

7%

Dzoti

9%

Mashare

61%

Joseph Mbambangandu

Mukwe

58%

Shamungwa

1%

Kyaramacan Trust

8%

Muduva Nyangana

2%

Muduva Nyangana

5%

Ndiyona

57%

10%
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Okahao
Okakarara

26%
37%

George Mukoya,

4%

Sheya Shuushona

13%

Iipumbu ya Tshilongo

12%

Ozonahi

47%

Otjituuo

25%

African Wild Dog

19%

Okamatapi

8%

Ovitoto

14%
10%

Okongo

41%

Okongo

Omuthiyagwiipundi

45%

King Nehale

Onesi

35%

Uukolonkadhi

Opuwo

44%

Okandungumba

6%

Sanitatas

0%

Ozondundu

1%

Okondjombo

0%

Otjambangu

3%

Orupupa

7%

Okongoro

4%

Otjombande

5%

Ongongo

2%

Ombujokonguindi

3%

Otuzemba

2%

Otjiu West

3%

Okatjandja Kozomenje

5%

Otjikondavirongo

5%

Omatendeka

3%

Orupembe

0%

Puros

2%
5%

Otamanzi

30%

Sheya Shuushona

Otjombinde

36%

Ondjou

Outapi

27%

Eiseb
Otjombinde

17%
120%

16%
4%
13%

Outapi

27%

Omuramba ua Mbinda

1%

Ruacana

28%

Ehi-Rovipuka

9%

Sesfontein

40%

Uukwaluudhi

4%

Uukolonkadhi

107%

≠Khoadi-//Hôas
Puros

27%
0%

Omatendeka

10%

Ehi-Rovipuka

4%

Ozondundu

0%

Sibinda

55%

Anabeb

13%

Steinhausen

26%

Sesfontein

13%

Bamunu

23%

Tsandi

26%

Uukwaluudhi

Tsumkwe

65%

Ondjou

16%

Uukwiyu

36%

Nyae Nyae

21%

N#a Jaqna

29%

1%
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ANNEX 2:
PROPOSED MINIMUM SUPPORT PACKAGES FOR
THE LONG-TERM SUSTAINMENT FOR
COMMUNAL CONSERVANCIES IN RELATION TO:
Natural Resource Management and Monitoring;
Institutional Development and Governance; and
Business, Enterprise, & Livelihood Services
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Table 4: Natural Resource Management Working Group Services to Category 1-3 Conservancies
Services Provided
Emerging

Category 1 High-Income)
Category 2 (Medium-Income)
Category 3 (Low Income)
Developing Established Emerging Developing Established Emerging Developing Established

Mapping:
Conservancy boundaries

X

Updating and on-going mapping services

X
X

X

X
X

X

X

X

Conservancy management plans:
Development

X

Updating

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Quota setting

X

X

X

X

X

X

Tender of hunting concessions

X

X

X

X

Negotiation of hunting concession contracts

X

X

X

X

Management of concession contracts

X

X

X

X

Own-Use Harvesting systems

X

X

X

X

X

X

Natural Resource Utilization Support Services:

Shoot-and-sale harvests

X

X

Live game sales

X

X

Capacity-building in NR management systems:
Human wildlife conflict mitigation

X

X

X

X

X

Fire management

X

X

X

X

X

X

Integrated management of natural resources

X

X

X

X

X

X

Anti-poaching systems

X

X

X

X

Development of job descriptions for cons. Staff

X

X

X

X

Event book system

X

X

X

X

X

Annual audits

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Development & support to monitoring systems:

Game censuses & other natural resource inventories
Law enforcement support

X

Information services through CONINFO
Strategic leveraging of support/partnerships
Game introductions

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Table 5: Institutional Development and Governance Working Group Services to Category 1-3 Conservancies
Services Provided
Legal and Policy Support

National
Level
X

Training Materials & Tool Development

X

Exchange & Sharing Platform for lessons learned &
research findings
Capacity-building & skills development for service
providers
Coordination of Institutional Support

X

Programmatic monitoring: Impacts, performance,
compliance
Promote collaboration and linkages with communal land
boards
Gender & HIV/AIDS mainstreaming

X

IEM Mechanism & approaches (Institutional
arrangements)
Awareness and information sharing

X

Category 1 (High-Income)
Category 2 (Medium-Income)
Category 3 (Low Income)
Emerging Developing Established Emerging Developing Established Emerging Developing Established

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Support for conservancy formation, constitutions,
visioning, frameworks, planning
Training need assessments & capacity-building

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

Conservancy viability assessments

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Training:
Conservancy policies & administrative procedures (stock,
staff, assets, etc.)
Constitution Implementation

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Constitution Amendments

X

Holding of AGMs

X

X

X

X

X

Financial planning, mgt., and reporting

X

X

X

X

X

Sustainability planning

X

X

X

X

X

Advocacy skills

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

Facilitate conflict resolution

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Development of stakeholder relationships, networks

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Resource mobilization, fund-raising & operational costs

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Table 6: Business, Enterprise & Livelihood (BEL) Working Group Services to Category 1-3 Conservancies
Services Provided
Tourism planning
Business plans, feasibility assessments, reviews
Marketing, research, intelligence, promotional
marketing, bookings
Compliance issues:
Environmental assessments
Lodge leases
NTB registration
Tax assistance
Provision of legal services:
Negotiations
Contracts
Disputes
Land leases
Insurance
Product development:
a) Finance
b) Design
c) Construction
7. Management training:
a) Relationship management
b) Financial management
c) Administrative systems
d) Communications
e) Negotiations
f) Infrastructure maintenance

National
Level
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

Category 1 (High-Income)
Category 2 (Medium-Income)
Category 3 (Low Income)
Emerging Developing Established Emerging Developing Established Emerging Developing Established
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
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ANNEX 3:
Estimated Capitalisation and Operational Costs For The Community
Conservation Fund of Namibia (CCFN)
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Annex 3.A: Estimated Capitalization and Operational Costs for the CCFN Endowment
ENDOWERMENT FUND CALCUATION
FOR MINIMUM SUPPORT PACKAGE
Critical Maintenance Cost Predicted by the
Gap Analysis
US$ : N$ Exchange Rate

NAD 5,564,991
USD 412,222

13.5
Year 0

Contribution
Donor 1
Donor 2
Investable Paid-in Capital

Assumptions:
Projected return on Funds
Fund Management Fees:
Distribution = Spending Policy
Inflation
Operating Costs starting in 3rd Year

Year 2

NAD 7,881,823
USD 583,839
Year 3

NAD 9,040,238
USD 669,647
Year 4

NAD 10,198,654
USD 755,456
Year 5

NAD 11,357,070
USD 841,264
Year 6

NAD 12,515,486
USD 927,073
Year 7

NAD 13,673,901
USD 1,012,882
Year 8

NAD 14,832,317
USD 1,098,690
Year 9

NAD 15,990,733
USD 1,184,499
Year 10

USD 31,762,070
USD 31,762,070
USD 31,762,070

Gross Earnings in US$
Fund Management Fees
Distribution (i.e. Based on the Spending
Policy)
Fund Operating Costs
Fund Project Costs
Net Available after Distribution
Inflation Figure
Total Endowment Capital
Difference (minus = shortfall)

Year 1

NAD 6,723,407
USD 498,030

USD 1,826,319
USD 184,736

USD 1,938,607
USD 194,382

USD 1,962,685
USD 198,530

USD 2,005,170
USD 202,827

USD 2,049,207
USD 207,282

USD 2,095,585
USD 211,973

USD 2,143,692
USD 216,839

USD 2,192,948
USD 221,821

USD 2,243,368
USD 226,922

USD 2,294,965
USD 232,141

USD 0

USD 1,014,217

USD 1,025,300

USD 1,036,472

USD 1,035,362

USD 1,046,959

USD 1,070,227

USD 1,094,254

USD 1,119,110

USD 1,144,754

USD 1,641,583
USD 698,766
USD 33,403,653

USD 204,929
USD 809,289
USD 730,008
USD 734,880
USD 34,133,661

USD 209,437
USD 815,863
USD 738,856
USD 750,941
USD 34,872,517

USD 214,045
USD 822,427
USD 765,871
USD 767,195
USD 35,638,387

USD 218,754
USD 816,608
USD 806,564
USD 784,045
USD 36,444,951

USD 223,566
USD 823,393
USD 836,653
USD 801,789
USD 37,281,604

USD 228,485
USD 841,742
USD 856,626
USD 820,195
USD 38,138,230

USD 233,511
USD 860,743
USD 876,873
USD 839,041
USD 39,015,103

USD 238,649
USD 880,461
USD 897,337
USD 858,332
USD 39,912,440

USD 243,899
USD 900,855
USD 918,071
USD 878,074
USD 40,830,511

USD 311,258

USD 232,024

USD 152,780

USD 61,152

-USD 17,872

-USD 85,331

-USD 152,139

-USD 218,229

-USD 283,644

USD 0

5.75%
0.55%
3.0%
from Year 3 to 5
2.2%
USD 200,517 per annum

3%

from Year 6 to 10

Operating Costs for year 1 and start up costs covered by donor / sink fund ...
All contributions arrive at year-end in the year shown, to be invested for the full year following their receipt
One year of capital growth before distribution begins;
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Annex 3.A: Estimated Capitalization and Operational Costs for the CCFN Sinking Fund
SINKING FUND CALCUATION FOR
MINIMUM SUPPORT PACKAGE
Total
Requirements
over 10 years fund
Development Cost Predicted by the Gap
Analysis

NAD 94,767,288

Total Maintenance Cost Predicted by the
Gap Analysis
Critical Maintenance Cost Predicted by the
Gap Analysis
Important Maintenance Cost Predicted by
the Gap Analysis
US$ : N$ Exchange Rate
Fund Operating Costs (RC/Capital)

13.5

NAD 124,923,587
NAD 219,690,875
USD 16,273,398
USD 200,000
USD 16,473,398

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

Year 6

Year 7

Year 8

Year 9

Year 10

NAD 6,358,810

NAD 7,170,847

NAD 7,982,885

NAD 8,794,922

NAD 9,606,960

NAD 10,061,498

NAD 10,516,035

NAD 10,970,573

NAD 11,425,110

NAD 11,879,648

NAD 15,063,445

NAD 16,763,506

NAD 18,463,568

NAD 20,163,629

NAD 21,863,691

NAD 23,563,752

NAD 25,263,814

NAD 26,963,875

NAD 28,663,937

NAD 30,363,999

NAD 0

NAD 6,723,407

NAD 7,881,823

NAD 9,040,238

NAD 10,198,654

NAD 11,357,070

NAD 12,515,486

NAD 13,673,901

NAD 14,832,317

NAD 15,990,733

NAD 15,063,445

NAD 10,040,099

NAD 10,581,745

NAD 11,123,391

NAD 11,665,037

NAD 12,206,683

NAD 12,748,328

NAD 13,289,974

NAD 13,831,620

NAD 14,373,266

USD 200,000

Definition of costs categoriese
Development Costs are those costs that will phase out when all the conservancies are in the maintenance stage.
Critical Maintenance Costs are those costs that are absolutely essential to ensure the sustainability of the CBNRM Programme support services
Important Maintenance Costs are those costs that are deemed important, but not considered essential for the sustainablity of the CBNRM Programme support services
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