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Access to Genetic Resources and Benefit Sharing in Bwindi Impenetrable National Park

A study has recently be conducted around BINP (WWF, 1997) this case study analysed two of the benefit sharing arrangements, namely; the revenue sharing programme and the multiple use programme.

The Revenue Sharing Programme (RSP) in which the wildlife protected area (WPA) shares part of its revenue with the adjacent communities was adopted as a policy in December, 1994 and its implementation in BINP started in 1995. The process was for the establishment of the RSP included a workshop in March, 1994 whose recommendations were consolidated by an eight-member select committee and presented to government. There was limited public consultation and community involvement during the establishment and elaboration of the RSP. For example, the communities did not have much input in determining the percentages of the revenue collected that should go the RSP. Originally, 12% of the revenue from gorilla permits was set aside for revenue sharing of which 2% went to the National RSP Consolidated Fund for other parks which do not make enough money from tourism, 2% went to the three districts of Kabale, Kisoro and Rukungiri and the remaining 8% went directly to the local communities.

However in 1996, new policy guidelines were passed by parliament stipulating that it is 20% of the gate collections that should be remitted to the RSP through the district authorities and not directly to the PMAC and PPCs. Though 20% looks more than the original 12%, the actual amount of money is far less because the gate fee per tourist/visitor is only about US$ 25 compared to a gorilla tracking permit which is about US$ 130.

The RSP is administered by the Park Management Advisory Committee (PMAC) and the Park parish Committees (PPCs) which were formed to act as direct links to the local communities for the implementation of the programme. RS funds are disbursed to support community development projects in the adjacent parishes but not as cash payments to individuals.

A Parish was identified as a convenient local institution to handle the revenue to be shared and provide an easier mechanism for distribution of the benefits to the people affecting and being affected by the Park. To date, over 21 community projects have been approved and received funding from RSP. funding level for each project was up to Uganda shillings four million (UShs 4,000,000 i.e. about $4,000). This figure was decided on because the park has then managed to raise about Ushs 50 million and this was to be equally shared by the 21 parishes adjacent to the park. A total of over US$ 100,000 has so far been shared with the neighbouring communities. This amount is far much more than any contribution that government has ever made for development projects in the area. 

Although the idea of revenue sharing is good in principle, its implementation modalities need to be refined with the participation of all the stakeholders. While through PMAC, the beneficiary communities are represented and appear to have significant voting power, in reality, they do not have much say over what their share should be.

The Multiple Use Programme (MUP) in which local people around the national parks are allowed limited access to in-park resources in designated multiple use zones for regulated harvesting of specified resources on a sustainable basis, was initiated in 1992 and approved by UNP in 1993. The process of discussing multiple-use for local communities was initiated by Park staff and supported by NGOs in the area including CARE, IGCP and ITFC. This then created a "parent to child" relationship between park staff and community members. The key steps included; carrying out of preliminary studies and surveys into extractive resource use including vulnerability assessment, allowing of limited harvesting of non-timber products (medicines, honey, mushrooms, fruits and craft materials) from the park, participatory management planning to set resource use objectives and establishment of a Park Management Advisory Committee (PMAC) and Park Parish Committees (PPCs).

Park Parish Committees (PPCs) were formed as direct links to local communities for programme implementation. The chairpersons of each of the PPCs, a total of 21, are automatically members of the PMAC for BINP. 

Memoranda of Understanding were signed between each parish and the park authorities detailing among others, agreements on who among the community should access the forest, when and how often, what resources should be harvested, how and in what quantities, and what sections of the forest (multiple use zones) should access be allowed. Guidelines were established in regard to utilisation of the resources and general management of the multiple use activities.

Local community participation was firmly established as a key principle in the establishment of the multiple-use programme. Participatory rural appraisals and negotiations were conducted at a cautiously slow pace with the local community leaders and resource users in the different parishes for a period of over nine months to allow both parties to learn from each other and ensure that interests of the whole parish community were taken into account. Multiple use field workshops lasting 3-4 days each were conducted in each pilot scheme using PRA tools. The programme has been widely supported by the local people and has significantly helped to improve the relationship between the local people and the park authorities.

The following lessons were learned from the general views of the various groups interviewed and the available literature reviewed on the RSP and the MU Programme:

(a) The Revenue sharing Programme

The concept of revenue sharing was decided on by park authorities and the supporting projects and agencies. The park also decided on the amount of money to release to the communities. No community participation was sought on the purpose and rationale of revenue sharing and the amount of money to be remitted to the community. 

The disbursement of money to communities has brought hope to the community that after all some tangible benefits are beginning to trickle in. It is seen as a gesture of goodwill on part of the national park authorities to which communities are eager to respond. However, the programme created high expectations among some of the local people and their confidence has gradually waned because of some apparent delays in realising the support from the RSP funds for their projects.

Local communities decided to use the initial money from revenue sharing on community projects for two main reasons. First, originally everybody has equal access to forest products, so the revenue sharing money should fund projects where all have equal access such as schools, clinics and roads. Secondly the park authorities and supporting agencies indicated a preference to community projects compared with individual projects.

The decision as to what project a community implemented was taken in view of the volume of money received from the park. Uganda shillings fifty million was available to the 21 parishes adjacent to BINP for the first disbursement of the revenue sharing money. Each parish was to receive up to UShs 4 million so all the 21 projects funded in the first phase of the programme are very similar; schools of 2 to 4 classrooms, sub-dispensaries and roads. No funds went to an income generating project.

Communities, especially the leaders, appreciate the role played by park authorities and supporting agencies and projects in guiding them on how to design, implement and monitor the various projects. Many of the people talked to said that without this guidance much of the money could have been misused by a few elites and left no visible projects on the ground.

Revenue sharing programme is beginning to pay off. Peoples' attitudes are beginning to change positively. Communities feel that the next money disbursement should go to support individual families to enable them start income generating activities. Many say this could be achieved by putting the money in the local credit and savings schemes known locally as "Biika oguze".

The changes in percentage of park revenue to be set aside for revenue sharing are a source of worry to both the communities and park management that disburse the money. The original arrangement in which 12% of all gorilla permits was set aside for revenue sharing was quite specific and favourable to communities. The new policy which stipulates that 20% of only the gate collections should be remitted to the RSP through the district authorities and not directly to the PMAC is less favourable because gate fee per tourist/visitor is much less than a gorilla tracking permit. Unless policy makers review the new guidelines, the future of revenue sharing is seriously threatened. 

(b) The Multiple Use Programme

The MU programme has been fairly successful in improving the communitypark relations and enhancing community participation in conservation. It has enhanced the local people's sense of ownership of and collective responsibility for conserving the park resources (Smith et al., 1995). 

There has been marked reduction in illegal activities in the parishes where the MU programme is implemented due to the high level of community surveillance and vigilance in reporting wrong doing. This has led to a reduction in the park management costs for patrolling.

The PPCs have set out their own compliance systems and clear guidelines for dealing with offenders. For example, to avoid cancellation of access rights for entire group due to the actions of a few individuals in a certain location, the Beekeeping Association divided itself into five branches such that in the event of non-compliance, only the offending branch is penalised but not the entire association. 

The MoUs for multiple use have varied from parish to parish because of the uneven distribution of the resources, especially where some specific resources, once widespread are now over-exploited in some areas.

Although the peoples' attitude towards the park has significantly improved, it is difficult to ascertain the sustainability of that positive attitude if, for example, for some reason it becomes necessary for the park authorities to restrict access to some of the resources.

The level of economic benefits of the MU programme is still very low because of the restrictions to small quotas of "minor" forest products. The economic benefits are smaller compared to what would be realised by engaging in illegal activities such as pitsawing or poaching. This presents a big challenge to the BINP management. However, looking at the wider Community Conservation and Development Programme (CCDP) which encompasses other initiatives such as the RSP, MBIFCT, substitution activities under the CARE/DTC project etc, the incentives involved in these programmes collectively provide fairly good motivation for the local people to conserve the park.

Overall, the two benefit sharing arrangements in BINP are very encouraging and need to be refined and supported further. However, benefit sharing should be expanded to include sharing of benefits from bioprospecting activities in the park such that local people share part of the benefits from the research work, either in form of royalties or research fees or training/capacity building. This would contribute to the requirements envisaged in the third objective of the CBD.
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