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Background 
 

Namibia is endowed with a variety of wildlife species including many large 
carnivore and elephants.  Taking advantage of this, a number of innovative 
approaches have been developed that aim to restore the link between 
conservation and rural development and achieve biodiversity conservation 
within the framework of national development plans, including Vision 2030 
and poverty reduction strategies.  
 
However, living with wildlife often carries a cost, with increased wildlife 
populations and expanded ranges into communal and freehold farming areas 
resulting in more frequent conflicts between people and wild animals. This 
has resulted in livestock and crop losses, damage to water installations and, 
in some instances, loss of human lives. The impacts of livestock losses and 
damage to crops on rural farmers are compounded by the effects of 
unemployment, lack of cash and the impact of HIV/AIDS. There is therefore 
an urgent need to find practical approaches and methodologies to reduce the 
impacts of Human-Wildlife Conflict on our most vulnerable citizens.  
 
The Ministry of Environment and Tourism (MET) started taking practical steps 
forward to tackle this issue, and held a HWCM workshop in 2005.  It launched 
three HWC studies to gain a sound understanding of the HWC issue at the 
national and local scales.  The workshop also yielded essential ingredients for 
HWCM policy formulation. In late 2005, a policy was drafted, which also 
provides strategies to implement the policy.    
 
In 2006, the MET is determined to make fast progress in improving HWCM 
and would like to review the draft policy with a wide range of stakeholders for 
timely finalisation and implementation. 

 
 

 
 

Workshop Objectives 
 

1. To review the results of the HWC surveys 
2. To review the draft HWCM Policy and solicit stakeholder inputs 

for refinement  
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Programme 
 

08:30 Registration 
  
09:00  Welcome and key note speech  

Hon Deputy Minister Leon Jooste 
  
09:20  Presentation 1 

Situation Analysis of Human Wildlife Conflict in Namibia 
 Dr P.  Stander   

  
09:50  Q & A  
  
10:10  Presentation 2 

Results and recommendations from the Survey on Human 
Wildlife Conflict characteristics on the Northern Etosha 
boundary 
MRCC, UNAM 

  
10:40 Q & A 
  
11:00 Break 
  
11:20 Presentation 3 

Results and recommendations from the Survey on HWC 
realities in Ehirovipuka and Omatendeka Conservancies  - 
Dr P. Stander     

  
11:50 Q & A   
  
12:10 Presentation 4  

HWC Draft HWCM Policy  
Brian Jones 
 

  
12:40  Q & A 
  
13:00  Lunch 
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14:00 Orientation for working group session 
  
14:10 
 
 

Systematic review of HWCM Policy: 
·  WG 1:  Protected Areas; Devolution of authority 
·  WG 2:  Self Reliance; Capacity building; Self insurance 
·  WG 3: Mitigation measures 
·  WG 4: HWC monitoring & evaluation 

  
15:10 Report back session 
  
15:50 Break 
  
16:00 Further input and discussions  
  
16:30 Way forward – Dr Malan Lindeque 
  
16:55 Closing 
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Welcome 
 

Permanent Secretary of the Ministry of Environment and Tourism (MET), Dr Malan 
Lindeque, welcomed guests and introduced Hon Minister Willem Konjore and Hon 
Deputy Minister Leon Jooste.  

 
 

Key note Speech: Human Wildlife Conflict 
Management (HWCM) Policy Workshop  
Hon Leon Jooste 
 
Director of Ceremonies 
Representatives of our Development Partners and Partner Organisations 
Invited Guests 
Ladies and Gentlemen 
 
On behalf of the Ministry of Environment and Tourism (MET), I cordially welcome you all 
to the Human Wildlife Conflict Management (HWCM) Policy Workshop.   I am very 
heartened by the wide range of experience and expertise which this workshop has 
managed to attract.  It is also good to see many familiar faces from the last HWCM 
Workshop in May 2005.  This really is a manifestation of the fact that we all consider 
HWCM to be one of the most critical issues facing conservation and development in 
Namibia and that we are all committed to doing something about it.  For our Ministry, it is 
indeed on our top agenda as the government conservation agency.  
 
As you know, the Government of Republic of Namibia has identified that the Community-
based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) approach is one of the most important 
strategies for alleviating poverty and for local economic development. Namibia’s CBNRM 
programme has received international recognition as a means of restoring the link 
between conservation and rural development and achieving biodiversity conservation 
within the framework of national development plans including Vision 2030 and poverty 
reduction strategies. 
 
The expansion of the areas under conservation management is one benefit of communal 
conservancies.  Another major benefit is the fact that many conservancies lie next to 
formally protected conservation areas, thus enlarging conservation management areas 
to create more connectivity, more open systems and better links. 
 
The success of the approach taken by communities and their conservancies is evident in 
the remarkable recovery and increase of wildlife populations.  However, living with 
wildlife often carries a cost, and increased wildlife populations and expanded ranges 
have resulted in more frequent conflicts between people and animals, in particular 
elephants and predators, in many areas. This has resulted in livestock and crop losses 
and, in some instances, loss of human lives. Innovative mechanisms need to be found to 
reduce the level of HWC, to ensure that the benefits of conservation management by far 
outweigh the costs, and to build on the significant successes achieved. 
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In order to translate the talk into actions, we initiated four activities since the last 
workshop.    
 
We commissioned a report, Situation Analysis of HWC in Namibia, with the 
understanding that Mitigating HWC requires well-tested and cost effective strategies, 
which rely on accurate information regarding patterns of HWC and an understanding of 
underlying factors.   This survey focuses on Kunene, Caprivi, Kavango, Otjozondjupa 
and North Central regions, including HWC incident data over the past 5 years, to identify 
conflict hotspots, seasonality, trends and species causing conflict.  We chose these 
areas because in these regions, wildlife-related conflicts have immediate and serious 
implications concerning land use and the livelihoods and welfare of vulnerable people.    
 
In addition, two other reports were commissioned; more in-depth analysis of the HWC 
situation in the Ehirovipuka and Omatendeka conservancies, as well as in the Etosha 
northern boundary areas.   With these surveys, we should be able to assess the 
significance and nature of HWC in the areas in question.  We also expect that the 
reports will provide the platform for piloting various mitigation measures.   
 
I am sure that many of you have been visited by the survey teams and that you would be 
very eager to hear the results and contribute further to the results today.  
 
We are also pleased to announce that following up on the discussions at the last HWCM 
workshop, we initiated the drafting of the HWCM Policy, which is in a well-advanced 
stage. The draft policy suggests six strategies;  
 

1. Creation of / increase in benefits from wildlife through CBNRM 
2. Devolution of decision-making authority to appropriate institutions 
3. Developing and implementing the best appropriate technical solutions for 

mitigating HWC 
4. Developing a standardized monitoring and reporting system and evaluating 

effectiveness of mitigation methods 
5. Building self-reliance 
6. Improve relationship between Protected Areas and adjacent land units 

 
A copy of the policy has been sent to you along with the invitation, and we would like you 
to scrutinize it today through the plenary discussion and working group sessions.  
Urgently, the Policy should become official so that we can develop and implement 
various HWCM measures nationally and on the ground.  
 
With this in mind, we are actively seeking your input and suggestions for the reports and 
draft policy, based on your first-hand experience in HWC, in order to make a serious 
progress this year.  
 
Lastly, on behalf of the MET, I wish to thank development partners that are assisting us 
in finding and implementing innovative solutions to HWCM, namely the United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP), the United States Agency for International 
Development (USAID), World Bank and the Global Environmental Facility (GEF).   I also 
thank our colleagues who have been organising and acting as the Secretariat to this 
meeting. Thank you very much for your attention and we look forward to active 
discussions and good suggestions.   
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Presentation 1 

Situation Analysis of Human Wildlife Conflict in 
Namibia 
Dr P.  Stander   
 
Dr Stander presented findings of the above document. See Annex 2 at the end of this 
document for a copy of the presentation.  
 
Q and A  

 
Dr Lindeque asked how much was known about the economic value of conflicts and 
economic impacts of losses. Dr Stander replied that a few studies by the WILD 
Project and Directorate of Environmental Affairs’ (DEA) economists had been 
conducted but more research was needed, particularly on financial impacts. 
Referring to the figure of N$5.6 million losses in Caprivi Region quoted in the draft 
policy; Dr Stander suggested valuable information would be gained from further 
regional and species-specific breakdowns. Brian Jones (ICEMA) said impacts 
differed from household to household. Statistics needed to accurately reflect the 
situation on the ground, for example impacts on a female-headed household with 
three of five cattle lost to lion compared to a wealthier person who loses three of their 
50 cattle. He suggested that different ways be found for disaggregating information.   
 
Colgar Sikopo (MET) said that in Caprivi and Kavango, crop damage was more of a 
problem than livestock loss and further information and action was needed. Dr 
Stander replied that, using available data to construct a reliable picture from 
monitoring systems, it was clear that certain conflicts were under-reported. He felt 
that data was inconsistent regarding the extent to which incidents of conflicts were 
recorded and documented.  
 
Hon N M Muremi (Kavango Regional Council) asked why loss of human life was not 
mentioned. Stander replied that it was in reports but the figure was very low – a few 
records out of 15 000. He was unsure as to why human losses were under-reported. 
 
Titus Aupokolo (MAWF) asked why human losses in Omusati were not recorded. 
Stander reiterated that he had worked with available data and some incidents were 
under-recorded and not captured. Dr Lindeque suggested making use of other data 
sets, for example from police, hospitals, coroners, Ministry of Home Affairs and 
Regional Councils.  Stander cautioned that using too many sets of data could 
present a skew picture as the same incidents could be recorded several times and 
be reflected as several incidents. He recommended that the policy should look at 
one, over-riding umbrella monitoring system. 
 
Hon Muremi emphasised that human life and safety should be a priority. Lindeque 
agreed, stating that the Ministry of Home Affairs was working on a national database 
on people in Namibia that would probably reflect deaths from human wildlife conflict. 
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As the policy being developed at the meeting would be a national one, it should aim 
to include such databases.  
 
The meeting felt that the issue of human losses was huge and needed further 
attention. 
 
Jasper Brand (Livestock Producers Organisation, Etosha and Loxodonta africana 
conservancies) questioned the extent and reliability of data for commercial farming 
areas. Dr Stander replied that data for communal areas was more extensive due to 
the Event Book System (EBS) and this was what the main data set was based on.  
 
In reply to a question from Sikopo, Meed Mbidzo (DSS) explained that the MET 
database was a first attempt to put regional information, including data from Event 
Books, together. The MET database extracted EB data and compared it to MET 
data. The MET database had the largest volumes of data available from throughout 
Namibia.  
 
Johannes Haasbroek (EHRA) asked if data reflected where active measures were 
taken to reduce incidents and if the impact of this was measured. Dr Stander replied 
no and doubted if that level of information existed.  
 
Aupokolo asked about community involvement in data collection. Dr Stander pointed 
out that EBS data was collected from community sources. 
 
R Erckie (MET) called for a balance between information and approaches on 
communal and commercial lands, particularly regarding the destruction of problem 
animals such as lions by farmers. Dr Stander referred to a section of the report 
devoted to lions along the ENP border. Jones added that the policy has a strategy 
devoted to protected areas involving both communal and freehold neighbours. 
 
Charles Musialike (MET) supported Erckie and said in the South there were many 
applications for cheetah, leopard or lion skins with limited investigations into actual 
losses caused by these predators. What was the MET doing to investigate wildlife 
conflict on commercial farms? Dr Stander referred to extensive work done by 
organisations such as the large carnivore group on commercial farms.  
 
In reply to a question from George Kamseb (Kunene Regional Council), Dr Stander 
stated that HWC policies would be developed at a localised level and could address 
issues such as illegal fencing.   
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Presentation 2 

Results and Recommendations from the Survey 
on Human Wildlife Conflict Characteristics on the 
Northern Etosha Boundary 

Dr John Mfune and Margaret Angula 
 
 

Preliminary Survey of Human-Wildlife Conflict along the Northern 
Border of Etosha National Park

For 
Ministry of Environment and Tourism

Directorate of Scientific Services
Private Bag 13306 

Windhoek, Namibia

Multidisciplinary Research & Consultancy Centre 
(MRCC), University of Namibia 

 

Why a survey of HWC along the northern 
border of  Etosha National Park (ENP)?

• Namibia acknowledges existence of HWC

• Desire to :_
– Manage HWC 
– Sustain & maximise benefits derived from wildlife

• Little was known about extent & characteristics 
of HWC in northern border of ENP

• Northern border of ENP earmarked for a preliminary 
survey on HWC at May 2005 MET workshop.

 

Aim of the survey

• To conduct a preliminary survey of the 
characteristics & demography of HWC along the 
northern boundary of ENP 

 

Specific objectives of the survey (1)

• Define the borders of the conflict area. 

• Determine the characteristics & demography 
of HWC in the defined area.

• Identify & explain the human, social & 
economic structures in conflict area.

• Describe characteristics of the area & extent 
of HWC.

 

Specific objectives of the survey (2)

• Undertake a baseline assessment of the 
status of wildlife species causing conflict.

• Develop detailed recommendations for 
detailed evaluation to address the problem.

• Capture, through Geographic Information 
System mapping, baseline data of human 
demography & land use practices.

 

Methodology:       Study area

OshikotoOmusati

Oshana

Ohangwena

Etosha National Park

Etosha National Park

100 0 100 200 Kil ometers

N

Location of Etosha National Park 

Map of Namibia showing the location of Etosha National Park
(Source: Mendelsohn et al., 2000)
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Areas visited during field survey
• King Kauluma area – Omuthiyagwiipundi/ 

Eengodi constituency (Oshikoto Region), 

• Onanke village – Omuntele constituency 
(Oshikoto Region) 

• Otjivalunda cattle posts area - Uuvudhiya 
constituency  (Oshana Region) 

• Omusatigwambala cattle posts – Okahao 
constituency (Omusati Region). 

 

The need to consult local communities cannot be 
over-emphasized; they bear the brunt of impacts 

of problem animals

 

Methods of data collection

• Field survey
– Questionnaire,
– 4 Consultative meetings & Focus Group Discussions 

(FGD) with communities. 
– Interview of Key informants & Interested & Affected 

groups 

– Literature review.

 

Some findings of the 
survey

 

Areas along the northern border of ENP vulnerable 

to HWC
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Biophysical characteristics of conflict areas

Three main landscapes: Western Kalahari woodland, Mopane shrubland
& Eastern Kalahari woodland.

.

(Source: Adapted from Mendelsohn., 2000).  

What are human, social & economic 
practices along the borders of northern 

ENP?

 

Human demography in study area

• Pop’n in study area � 89,301 (53% females) 
(Central Bureau of Statistics 2001).

• 16,088 households (55% female-headed)

• About 55% of respondents (mainly cattle 
herders) attended formal school.

• Population densities varied among 
constituencies
– Highest in Omuthiyagwiipundi (23,674 people)

– Least in Uuvudhiya (4,378 people)  
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Land use practices will impact HWC

• Likely that HWC will increase along northern 
borders of ENP due to:-
– encroachment of humans (urbanisation and settlements),
– increase in number of livestock & demand for pasture 

and,
– land put to crop production. 

Source: Mendelsohn et al., 2000)

 

Livestock production
• Ownership of large herds of livestock

� Overstocking & overgrazing.

• Increase in human population & livestock owned
� lack of grazing pasture. 
� Cattle posts & settlements established close to fence of 

ENP.

 

Livestock production   continue

• Livestock obtain water from 
wide range of water points.
– Natural springs
– Open water canal

– Storage tanks
– Tanker
– Dug wells
– Hand borehole pumps
– Diesel-powered water 

pumps
– Windmill 

• Proximity of water points to 
fence of ENP expose 
livestock to danger of 
predation 

 

Crop production
• Farming / crop production 

mainly small-scale 
(subsistence).

• Mahangu main crop in study 
area. 
– Other crops include:- sorghum, 

beans, maize ground nuts, 
pumpkins, watermelons

• Crop production: source of:-
– Food / income

(Photos by M. Sibalatani)  

Baseline assessment of human-wildlife 
conflict along northern borders of ENP

 

Status of the fence along northern 
boundary of Etosha National Park

• Different sections of 
fence
– Stock proof (1.2m high)

• Some sections have 
cable-mesh 

– Game proof (2.3m high)

– Cable fence (not 
electrified)

– Electric fence 
(Photos: John Mfune)

 

Condition of fence along northern 
boundary of Etosha National Park

• Most sections generally in good 
condition.

• Poor conditions of fence:
– Gaps at the bottom 
– Broken / Missing poles
– Rotten poles (termite attack)

• Condition of fence influences 
ease with which predators (e.g. 
hyenas, lions & jackals) may 
escape from Park 

(Photos by John. Mfune & H. Hamukuaya)

 

• Lions, hyenas & jackals
– main problem species in study area. 

Main wildlife species involved in HWC
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• Most incidences of HWC reported in 2nd quarter of 
year.
– Reflection of time of year when HWC is most severe
– Indication of time of high energetic demands for wild animals 
– Time of year when crops are in field 

Seasonal variation in frequency of reported 
incidences of HWC
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• Most livestock losses reported in Omusati Region
• Cattle & goats suffered most losses.
• More goats, followed by donkeys were killed in Oshikoto Region.
• Losses probably associated with condition of fence of ENP &  proximity of 

livestock kraals to Park (among many reasons).
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Regional variation in frequency of animals involved in HWC

• Lions & hyenas were most common problem species in study 
area within Omusati Region
– Fence was in worst condition in this Region
– High number of cattle posts & their close proximity to ENP fence

– Reflection of high frequency of reporting of HWC incidences by 
influential cattle owners.

• Elephants most problem species in Oshikoto Region.
• Electric fence probably effective deterrent against predators in

Oshikoto region.
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Status of wildlife species involved in HWC: 
Lions

• Number of lions along northern 
borders of ENP not known.

• According to Stander (2004) & 
Ministers Report MET (2005)
– About 60 killed north of Etosha 

(1982 & 2001). 

• Little known about population 
dynamics, reproductive 
behaviour & general ecology of 
lions along northern border of 
ENP

Sub-adult 
males 
35%

Sub adult 
females 

18%

Adult males 
17%

Adult 
females

19%

other 
11%

 

• Little known about populations of elephants & 
their ecology in study area

• More elephants (0.1-2/km2) in eastern part of 
study area before Andoni plains (Mendelsohn, 
et al. 2000).

• Most elephant problems are in Oshikoto Region 
• Problem elephants in Omusati & Oshana 

probably migratory between ENP & Kunene 
Region 

• Most problem elephants originate from Park 
where population is estimated at 1200.

Status of wildlife species involved in HWC: 
Elephants

 

Community initiatives to reduce / respond to HWC

(1) Physical barriers
• Livestock kept in Kraals at night. Kraals of 

different types:-
– Not reinforced with wire (King Kauluma)
– Reinforced with wire mesh or barbed wire 

(Akunya, Omusatiwambala)

– Built inside fenced homestead (Onanke, 
Omusatiwambala)

– Non-reinforced temporary kraals (Okakewa area) 

• Trapping animals
– Use of gin traps

 

(2) Disturbance methods
– Beat drums & make noise to scare 

animals away
• Light fires at night
• Shoot in air to scare predators

• Killing some animals

(3) Report problem animals to MET
(4) Kill problem animals
(5) Participation in Northern Boundary 

Problem Animals Forum (not effective 
but has great potential)

Community initiatives to reduce / respond to HWC

 

Impacts of HWC on community livelihoods

• The loss of livestock & crops reduces income & 
source of food.

• Lives of cattle herders at risk. Some lose jobs, 
part or entire salary due to livestock loss.

• Lack of compensation frustrates affected 
communities
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Legal & Policy procedures on how to respond 
to problem animals.

• Nature Conservation Ordinance 4 of 
1975 governs HWC. 

• Procedure to declare problem animals 
takes very long time.

• Parks & Wildlife Bill will replace Nature 
Conservation Ordinance of 1975.
– But Bill is not explicit on procedures to 

manage HWC

 

Knowledge of legal procedures on 
management of HWC

• 95% (n=42) of respondents aware of open 
communication with MET & procedures 
regarding problem animals.

• However, 55% do not report all cases of problem 
animals to MET

• Only 19% of respondents expressed satisfaction 
of response of MET to reports of problem animal 
incidents  

Why some HWC incidents are not reported to MET

• Lack of facilities for efficient & timely 
communication.

• Long distance to nearest MET office or Police 
station.

• MET does not respond quickly to reported HWC 
incidents.

• Communities are judged & accused by MET 
without thorough investigation of HWC cases.

 

Some limitations that hinder 
response of MET to HWC incidences

• Lack of reliable & suitable communication 
equipment.

• Inadequate:-
– Human resources (game guards/ patrol staff, 

veterinary doctors etc)

– Equipment such as vehicles & rifles

• Equipment failure
• Budgetary constraints

• Late reporting of incidents of HWC to MET

 

Recommendations
What Local Communities should do

• Reduce number of livestock per household or 
farmer.

• Avoid establishment of cattle posts, settlements 
& grazing livestock close to fence of ENP.

• Undertake best management practices within 
communities that:-
– reduce HWC & 
– maximise benefits (at household level) from 

problem animals

 

• Cooperate with MET to address HWC

• Establish conservancies & encourage 
households to become members

• Participate in schemes to support victims of 
HWC

Recommendations
What Local Communities should do

 

• Management
– Continue regular maintenance of the fence
– Develop standard format for collection, storage & 

retrieval of data on HWC in study area.
– Improve speed of response to reported HWC

– Etosha Ecological Institute should undertake 
scientific & relevant HWC management related 
research

– Commission a detailed evaluation of HWC along the 
northern border of ENP

Recommendations 
What METshould do

 

Recommendations 
What METshould do

• Policy
– Facilitate development of comprehensive & 

coherent policy on HWC management

– Decentralise decision-making regarding  problem 
animals to Regional & local MET Officers with clear 
TOR

– Encourage establishment of Conservancies along 
Northern Borders of ENP
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• Compensation for losses to farmers

– Develop an effective method of evaluating / 
estimating losses of crops & livestock to problem 
animals at household level

– Facilitate development of schemes (e.g. Human 
Animal Conservancy Self-Insurance Scheme) to 
support victims of problem animals

Recommendations 
What METshould do

 

Thank you for your attention

 

 
 

Q and A 

 
Omusati Regional Councillor Hon B Shekutamba commented that the presentation 
accurately reflected what was occurring at grassroots. He asked for feedback to be 
given to regional councils. On another note, he agreed that the ENP fence needed 
rehabilitation. He asked what the MET was doing to reduce conflict in the northern 
regions. 
 
Dr Lindeque responded that fence maintenance was a big problem. The 800 km of 
boundary fence was old and affected by animals (particularly elephant) fire, termites 
and rust. Although the MET was committed to replacing the fence – about N$4 
million had already been spent – he cautioned that a rehabilitated fence would still 
not prevent wildlife from leaving ENP. Michael Sibalatani (MET) then gave an update 
on the condition of the fence.  
 
Aupokolo stated the problem of the fence was not a new issue. He proposed that 
responsibility for the fence should not only rest with the MET but that regional 
councillors and communities could be consulted and involved with fence building and 
maintenance. Dr Mfune added that people were willing to participate in fence 
maintenance and could be employed during construction.  
 
George Masilo (MET) was concerned that people who had previously lived five to 10 
km away from the fence now lived up to 200 m from the fence and allowed their 
cattle to graze in the park. He called for legislation to stipulate a distance between 
settlements and park boundaries.  
 
Angula agreed, stating that she had witnessed cattle grazing 3 m from the fence. 
Sibalatani believed that most communities did not intentionally chase their cattle into 
the park to graze as very few animals returned due to predation.  
 
Responding to a question from the PS regarding herding practices, Dr Mfune 
explained that in Oshikoto herders and guard dogs were common. In Oshana and 
Omusati, people generally kraaled animals, especially close to the park. However, 
once kraals were opened in the mornings animals wandered about alone until they 
were re-kraaled at night.  



Human Wildlife Conflict Management Policy Workshop March 2006 

 17 

 
Dr Stander asked if data reflected when and where conflicts occurred, for example in 
kraals at night. Dr Mfune responded that although some animals were killed in 
kraals, most were killed when left to feed on their own outside kraals. 
 
Masilo reflected that he had worked in Etosha in the late 80s and early 90s and that 
most attacks occurred at night, particularly in the dry season. He believed cattle 
herders should be urged to look after animals to prevent losses and that 
communities should be involved in fence maintenance but was concerned that MET 
did not have sufficient funds to pay people for their labour.  
 

 

Presentation 3 

Results and recommendations from the Survey on 
HWC realities in Ehirovipuka and Omatendeka 
Conservancies   

Dr Flip Stander     
 
Dr Stander presented the above document. See Annex 3 for a copy of the report.  
 
 

Q and A 

 
Dr Lindeque asked if site-specific action could be taken to protect kraals and prevent 
lions from spooking animals out of kraals. Dr Stander stated that the issue had been 
discussed with the two conservancies and they had given reasons as to why this was 
not practical. However, he felt that the current good levels of cooperation and 
collaboration allowed for a decent system to be introduced.  
 
Martin Hipondoka (UNAM) asked if professional hunters were called in to hunt 
problem animals and if hunting had affected lion numbers. Dr Stander replied there 
appeared to be no change in numbers and that people were used to dealing with 
problems themselves quickly and effectively.   
 
Ernst Ludwig Cramer (NAPHA) asked why report back quality from Event Books was 
so poor. Anton Esterhuizen (IRDNC) explained the EBS was only introduced in 
Kunene two years ago and the process was still being developed. Only five game 
guards worked in the research area. Turning to HACSIS, he said that it was a pilot 
programme that only made provision for livestock losses and not for damage to 
infrastructure (mainly caused by elephants). In Caprivi, the family of a person killed 
by an elephant was paid funeral costs. Dr Betsy Fox (MET) reported that during 
meetings in the area, the main focus was on problems caused by lions and other 
predators. People did not identify elephant as their main problem.  
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Sibalatani asked if communities shot problem-causing lions. Bernhard Tjindumba 
(Ehirovipuka Conservancy) responded that as game guards were few, communities 
sometimes shot animals themselves. Mbidzo further commented on the MET 
database, saying that there was still a problem of data flow into the system. She 
asked the meeting to suggest mechanisms by which this data could be captured and 
directed to the national database.  
 
Moving on, Dr Lindeque Malan said that on average about four lions were killed 
annually as problem animals in the area. How many cattle were killed annually? 
Could these animals be trophy hunted, bringing in significant cash to conservancies 
that could offset livestock losses? Dr Stander said that data on costs was limited to 
HACSIS data. By simply looking at the amount of money paid out, shooting lions 
would exceed that several fold.  
 
Aupokolo asked how non-members could be assisted with HWC conflict. Stander 
suggested all should become conservancy members.   
 
Colgar Sikopo chaired the next session.  
 
 

Presentation 4  

HWC Draft HWCM Policy  
Brian Jones 

 
Draft HWC Conflict Management 

Policy, MET 15.03.06

• Introduction
– Policy = a statement of intent to achieve a desired 

outcome
• E.G. The government aims to reduce poverty by 50% by 

2030

– Usually policy says something about “how”
• E.g.  The government aims to reduce poverty by 50% by 

2030 through sustained economic growth

– Policy should be flexible, not too prescriptive, should 
provide guidelines for actions 

 

Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (2)

• Introduction 2.
– Draft HWC Policy follows this approach –

statement of intent with some indication of 
how 

– Then the “how” as specific strategies to 
achieve the desired state

– Policy builds on outcomes of 2005 workshop
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Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (3)

• Section 1. Key issues
– Sets out the problem that needs to be addressed by 

policy 
• Conservation success > Increasing wildlife > Increased 

problems affecting poor people

– Starts to indicate policy directions
• Problems have always existed and cannot be completely 

eradicated  so need to be managed
• Costs will be too high to pay direct compensation (e.g. 

Annual loss to GDP from  wildlife damage to crops in Caprivi
is estimated at N$5.6 million)

• Policy needs to be flexible and comprehensive

 

Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (4)

• Section 2. Policy principles
– Key principles guiding the policy approach

• Conflict will always occur and needs to be managed
• Balance needs of people with biodiversity conservation
• No direct compensation
• Managing conflict must be responsibility of all
• Self-reliance
• Govt. will assist (plans, actions)
• Govt. will prioritize for assistance those that help themselves
• Need for flexible strategies across regions, species & 

seasons

 

Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (5)

• Section 3. Policy statement
– To manage HWC in a way that recognizes the rights 

& development needs of local communities, 
recognizes the need to promote biodiversity 
conservation, promotes self-reliance & ensures that 
decision-making is quick, efficient and based on the 
best available information.  In order to achieve this, 
the govt. will devolve decision-making to the lowest 
appropriate institutional levels, develop appropriate 
mitigation & monitoring methods & develop the 
capacity of all stakeholders to manage HWC 

 

Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (6)

• Section 4. Strategies to implement policy
– Key problems that need addressing
– Strategies to address these - format:

• Objectives of strategy
• Current status of activities under this strategy & 

what more needs to be done

• Strategic approach – actions to achieve the 
objectives

 

Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (7)

• Strategies (2).
– CBNRM:

• Existing program, HWC implications
• Objective (HWC):  To create sufficient economic & other 

benefits from the use of wildlife so that rural communities will
view wildlife as an asset rather than a liability

• Strategic Approach
– Increase benefits to households
– Not to undermine incentives for joining a conservancy
– Offset losses where no conservancies – assist relevant local 

authority

 

Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (8)

• Strategies (3)
– Devolution:

• Objectives: a) To devolve decision-making 
authority over the destruction of identified problem-
causing wild animals to the lowest appropriate 
institution so that the correct individual animal can 
be speedily destroyed, providing protection to 
people & their property; b) To provide sufficient 
safeguards to ensure that specific animals are 
destroyed for good reason

 

Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (9) 

• Strategies (4)
– Devolution (2):

• Strategic Approach
– Devolution of rights to conservancies to take decision to 

destroy an animal and use products (except ivory) –
proposed procedure,  roles and responsibilities & 
reporting requirements

– Conservancies can use a professional hunter to destroy 
a problem animal identified by the conservancy – same 
reporting requirements as above

 

Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (10)

• Strategies (5)
– Devolution (3):

• Strategic Approach (2):
– Where no conservancies: owners or occupiers of land, private 

organizations or institutions may apply to MET for rights to take 
decisions on destruction and use the products (except for ivory)
– same procedure & conditions as for conservancies plus 
additional conditions (boundaries of area, who will benefit, EIA
including HWC for agricultural land 

– Where no decision-making can be devolved, MET Regional 
Head must be responsible for decision. Decision-making 
framework needed. Reporting procedure in strategy.
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Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (11)

• Strategies (6)
– Technical solutions

• Objective: a) to promote the development and application by 
all relevant stakeholders of appropriate and effective plans 
and measures to prevent or reduce HWC

• Strategic Approach
– Work with stakeholders to develop, implement, test and 

disseminate best methodologies for preventing or reducing 
HWC (a no. of actions)

– Support stakeholders to develop & implement HWC 
management and mitigation plans including  data gathering, 
monitoring & reporting (a no. of actions) 

 

Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (12)

• Strategies (7)
– Monitoring and Evaluation

• Objectives: a) to develop a standardized 
monitoring & reporting system on HWC that 
captures the most relevant data for use by all 
stakeholders; b) to monitor and evaluate the 
effectiveness of different HWC mitigation methods 
and disseminate findings to all stakeholders

 

Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (13)

• Strategies (8)
– Monitoring and Evaluation (2)

• Strategic Approach
– Establish national data base in MET

» Data from each incident
» Aggregate data for regions and nationally
» Data on economic impact on households
» Data on effectiveness of mitigation methods

– Develop standardized data gathering and monitoring 
systems that are simple and cost-effective

– Disseminate data in appropriate forms 

 

Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (14)

• Strategies (9)
– Building Self-Reliance

• A. Capacity Building
– Objective: a) to build the capacity of all stakeholders to 

develop HWC management and mitigation plans and to 
implement appropriate mitigation methods

– Strategic approach
» Collate, disseminate data on HWC mitigation 

methods to farmers, provide extension 
» Support stakeholders to develop management and 

mitigation plans

 

Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (15)

• Strategies (10)
– Building Self-Reliance (2)

• A. Capacity Building (2)
– Strategic approach (2)

» Government will prioritize for assistance famrers or 
organizations that are willing to take action themselves to 
reduce HWC 

» Government depts. and development agencies must 
ensure that actions to prevent HWC are included in 
planning, EIAs and implementation  of agricultural or 
aquaculture projects 

» MLLR must ensure that all LUP takes account of HWC. 
MET will advise and assist.

 

Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (16)

• Strategies (11)
– Building Self-Reliance (3)

• B. Self Insurance Scheme
– Objectives: a) To further develop, refine and replicate the 

Human Animal Conservancy Self-Insurance Scheme
– Strategic approach

» Analyze effectiveness of HACSIS (cost effectiveness, long-
term viability, extension to include crop losses)

» Based on viability, develop a sustainable co-funding 
mechanism to help underwrite the scheme   

» Work with all stakeholders to develop a common approach 
to HACSIS while retaining flexibility for local adaptation

 

Draft HWC Conflict Management 
Policy, MET 15.03.06 (17)

• Strategies (12)
– Protected Areas

• Objectives: a) Reduce the negative impact on park neighbors 
of wildlife that leaves protected areas; b) Provide economic 
and other benefits from protected areas to park neighbors 

• Strategic Approach: 
– MET concessions policy – preference to PA neighbors such as 

conservancies to help offset livestock & crop losses & to 
promote positive relationships with park neighbors

– Promote adoption of compatible land uses next to Pas to 
reduce HWC

– Support park neighbors to develop & implement HWC 
management and mitigation plans & provide technical advice & 
technical support for implementation
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Q and A 

 
Cramer believed it was clear from the policy document that money from trophy 
hunting (of problem animals) would go to communities. Why couldn’t hunters receive 
products from animals such as ivory? Ben Beytell (MET) responded that if a trophy 
hunter was issued with a permit, s/he could take possession of the products. Jones 
said the hunter and conservancy could come to an agreement. A short discussion 
followed.   
 
Beytell explained that when a problem animal is declared in a conservancy, it can be 
disposed of in different ways. If MET destroys the animal, the trophies (products 
other than meat) remain State Property. If the conservancy destroys the animal, the 
products other than controlled game products (i.e. ivory, elephant products other 
than meat) are the property of the conservancy. Conservancies usually opt to allow a 
problem trophy animal to be trophy hunted. In this instance the products (even 
controlled game products) belong to the trophy hunter, and the conservancy still 
receives the meat.  
 
Greenwell Matongo (MET) wanted to know if the policy dealt with different species. 
Jones suggested that this level of detail should be addressed in individual plans with 
actions developed locally. For example, conservancies developing HWCM plans 
should look at various species causing different problems.  
 
Beytell believed the draft policy did not make provision for the owner of an animal or 
property who suffered losses to take action – it stated that the conservancy would do 
so. For example, in Ehirovipuka people took action as help was too slow. He said 
that most legislation enabled owners to protect their property. Jones stated he did 
not think the policy intended to remove that right and it should also be addressed in 
the Parks and Wildlife Management Act.   
 
LUNCH 
 
Q and A (cont) 
 
John Paterson (MET) called for a mechanism that would identify individual problem 
animals and ensured that the correct individual was destroyed.  
 
Brand believed that workshops and the policy focussed almost exclusively on the 
communal land situation. What was in the policy for commercial farmers? It devolved 
rights to the lowest possible level in communal areas, but the legally unrecognised 
commercial conservancies were treated as ‘glorified hunting farms’. Commercial 
farmers felt as if they had been ‘kept in the cold’. They had neither been invited to 
the first meeting nor the current one. Brand felt that commercial farmers must be 
included in all deliberations to make the policy comprehensive.  
 
Dr Lindeque thanked Brand for raising the issue. He said that both the NAU and 
NAFU were invited to the current meeting. He explained that the focus of HWCM has 
been on communal lands where more vulnerable people with the least capacity and 
tools lived and where the greatest livelihood risks existed. For government, finding 
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solutions to socio-economic problems on communal lands was a pressing problem. 
This did not imply that the perspectives of farmers on freehold land would be 
ignored. He said the presumption should not be made that the delegation of authority 
would stop at the regional MET offices. 
 
’ We are currently caught between current legal provisions. The new Parks and 
Wildlife Bill will address issues such as who owns products. The new Act also allows 
the Minister to enter into agreement with any person for the furtherance of the Act. 
S/he could agree, for example, to adopt a problem animal management strategy for 
freehold areas. In principle it is possible to enter into agreement with the MET.’  
 
The PS encouraged the NAU, Mr Brand and other commercial farmers to make 
tangible, positive suggestions that could be accommodated in the policy. ‘Make your 
voice heard and we will be pleased to listen.’ 
 
Referring to the draft policy, Jones quoted that …’in areas where there are no 
conservancies, owners or occupiers of land, private organisations, or local 
institutions may apply to MET for rights to take decisions on the destruction of 
problem-causing amimals …’ so freehold conservancies would be covered under this 
provision.  
  
Referring to the policy document, Beytell said that the MET had struggled to obtain 
acceptable draft or completed management plans from conservancies. This was a 
requirement for game utilisation rights. He felt this should be in policy. On another 
point, Beytell requested a user-friendly policy that was both prescriptive and 
descriptive. Clear guidelines for procedures were needed to enable regional staff, 
conservancies etc to understand provisions therein to prevent mistakes. 
 
Gloria Kamwi (Kasika Conservancy) asked for advice on what to do when non-
members accused the ‘conservancy’s animals’ of destroying fields. Could a 
professional hunter be called in to take action, even for non-members? 
 
Jones replied that if an elephant or lion caused problems, the idea was for the 
conservancy to take a decision to deal with that animal so everyone would benefit 
from its removal. Concerning income from the destruction of such animals, the 
situation differed between conservancies regarding benefits to non-members. Once 
again, everyone should become a member.  In some areas non-members benefited 
through the construction of schools etc.  
 
Haasbroek believed that the policy should differentiate between elephants and 
predators and approaches to destroying animals. He wondered if community game 
guards had the knowledge to correctly identify and isolate individual problem animals 
as this required specialist knowledge. 
 
Dr Lindeque noted that rights would not be delegated to everyone instantaneously. 
Clear guidelines were needed and were currently being developed.  These would 
ensure that people were not placed in situations where they were forced to make 
wrong decisions or where they would expose themselves - or their members - to 
unnecessary danger.  
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He referred to past generations where communities had extensive traditional 
knowledge, skills and expertise in dealing with problems.  More recently, systems in 
areas such as the north east had proved effective in dealing with problems. ‘The right 
knowledge, abilities, legal support, capacity building support, monitoring systems and 
good policy framework would assist the process. 
 
 

 
Working Group Session: 
 
The meeting then divided into groups to systematically review the HWCM Policy by 
concentrating on the following: 
 

WG 1:   Protected Areas; Devolution of authority 
WG 2:   Self Reliance; Capacity building; Self insurance 
WG 3:  Mitigation measures 
WG 4:  HWC monitoring & evaluation 
 
 

Group 4:  

HWC monitoring and evaluation 
 
The group agreed with most points raised in the policy with a few additions: 
 
1. Data to be collected on different areas, not just on problem area (CASE control 

framework – rippling effect) i.e. improved kraal protection etc. For example, if 
livestock is killed at one kraal, try to determine why it happened there and not at 
the kraal next door.  

 
2. Auditing of reports, verification of each incident. 
 
3. Historical data must also be included in the database – from currently existing 

systems into a standard, national database. 
 
4. Capacity-building component with regard to collecting data, reporting etc. 
 
5. Systematic and consistent data recording:  

  - measures of effort: 
   - on temporal 
   - spatial and numerical scales. 
 

6. Other systems in place need to be incorporated, eg MET Permit Office data and 
all other relevant data also incorporated into national database  (standardised 
format of reporting) Route of reporting - National link. 
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7. Develop a system to encourage people to report (incentive-based). 
 
8. Database should be designed to detect possible duplication of data. 

 
 
Strategic Approach 
�  Refer to case control study (point 1) 
�  Page 7 (iv): …Once a problem-causing animal has been destroyed….link to point 

one on page 12 …Establish national database in MET…. 
�  Crop losses: standardised way for evaluation of damages 
�  Damage caused/ loss of life – link to economic impact 
�  Species involved – group or individual 
 
 
Discussion  

Haasbroek suggested that information on successes needed to be recorded, for 
example that after action, there were no further losses.  
 
Dr Lindeque pointed out there was no need to ‘reinvent the wheel’, and that methods of 
estimating crop damage and basic monitoring systems had been developed in other 
countries and by IUCN. He suggested those systems be put on trial in Namibia and 
adapted if necessary. This would also ensure that data and systems would be 
comparable with SADC neighbours.   
 
Jones says that the Cabinet submission would be general, while guidelines and 
procedures would be more detailed.   
 
Olimpio Nhuleipo (MET) asks what steps would be taken to monitor the impact of the 
policy. He felt this should be built in as a step.  
 
 

Group 3:   

Mitigation measures 
 
Comments on Policy framework 
 

1. Pg 1 – ‘..GDP loss..’ should not be included as it makes an enemy of wildlife. 
 
2. NAU read all issues and seek balance of applicability so applicable to all land-

use types. 
 
3. ‘Most vulnerable citizens..’ should apply to all Namibians. 
 
4. Except Etosha where southern boundary can’t compare human wildlife in 

communal and commercial areas. Must be a national policy – can put emphasis 
on certain aspects. People moving from communal to commercial can still be 
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regarded as vulnerable as legal responsibilities for first time, paying back loans 
etc. 

 
5. Crossing of elephants over veterinary cordon fence could jeopardise stock 

farming. Response: not human wildlife conflict issue – probably belongs in a 
different document. Can be policy background but not part of the policy. 

 
6. Emphasis on local-level management strategy. Each area, eg southern boundary 

of Etosha, Omatendeka etc might need own Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU). Needs to be emphasised.  

 
7. Where protected area is in another country – suggest how to handle relations 

with neighbouring country. For example, if a trophy hunter in the eastern 
floodplains in Caprivi is close to Botswana and a wounded buffalo crosses back 
to Chobe National Park. Problem animal control on one side of the Chobe River 
and tourism on the other side. Alternatives to elimination – ‘active measures’. 
Pro-active measures rather than reactive measures.  

 
8. Recommended changes to text: 

�  Pg 2: ..’balance people’s needs with biodiversity…’ is a tall order; 
�  Pg 3, paragraph 4, last bullet: . .. reducing the negative impact of wildlife 

that leaves protected areas… is negative and should be re-worded;  
�  Problem animal should be replaced with conflict animal, implying human 

involvement. 
Notes from the flipchart: 
 
�  Certain areas with chronic problems - declare these areas as HWC zones. Certain 

rules apply regarding, for example, water points or Green Scheme irrigation projects 
must have a fence. Be proactive rather than re-active.  

 
�  Zoning – developing management plans to address pro-active measures, eg water 

points. 
 
�  Water affairs –schemes must take measures to protect new developments. 
 
�  Areas wanting, for example, lions on their property must have prescribed fence to 

prevent lions from leaving area. 
 
�  Kraals almost non-existent – most often cattle are not in a kraal. In some areas there 

are not sufficient materials to build kraals due to high numbers of cattle. 
 
�  Mitigation measures must be realistic. 
 
�  People in special ‘danger zones’ could get special help. MET could still contribute. 
 
�  Balance between conservancy income and assistance they receive? For example, 

Etosha southern and northern boundary – private involvement in fence maintenance. 
 
�  Right land-use options in certain areas must also be addressed. 
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�  Ministry of Lands and Resettlement (MLR) may need advising on land-use options 
eg resettling a farm on boundary in a high lion and hyena conflict area. 

 
�  Mitigation measures: don’t disregard methods not acceptable today – eg herding in 

some areas. A 14-year old boy may not be able to protect livestock against lion but 
adult could be trained and armed. 

 
�  Conservancies must balance wildlife with livestock. Thousands of cattle in 

marginalised areas. 
 
�  Goes back to management plan drafting and implementing. 
�  Crocodile conflict: people living in areas they previously avoided as they were 

unsafe. 
 
�  Human encroachment into high-risk wildlife areas. 
 
�  Provide water, for example, 20 km from Etosha fence. Drought relief boreholes not 

capped after drought. This demonstrates need for liaison between line ministries. 
 
�  Wildlife must continue to become more of an asset to communities eg trophy 

hunting, but on condition that income is used towards fence maintenance/ mitigation 
measures. 

 
�  Conservancy committee is responsible for every member of the conservancy but 

also every community member in that area. 
 
�  Large areas where there are no conservancies. No decision-making power. Policy 

must include these communities. 
 
�  Conservancy – good structure for community, not only wildlife management. 

Promote concept in community to use conservancy structure to assist with, eg 
livestock management. 

 
�  People can use conservancies to manage different assets eg devil’s claw. 
 
 
Discussion 

Dr Mfune felt there was a need for more information on the biology and habits of animals 
themselves to help reduce problems. 
 
Picking up the issue of cross-ministerial cooperation, Haasbroek suggested the policy 
should, for example, include protection of water points which are constructed by Rural 
Water Supply. Jones said that as a national policy it placed responsibility on other 
ministries to take this into account during their daily operations.  
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Group 2:    

Self-reliance; Capacity building; Self-insurance 
 
a. Capacity Building 

 
Objective:  
�  clarification on training – who is actually going to do the training 
�  Term farmer is used but should read stakeholders. Suggested definition is 

that a stakeholder is everyone involved, affected or interested.  
 
 
Strategic Approach:  
1. Workable methods: 

�  New techniques/ mechanisms 
�  Traditional knowledge 
�  Environmental education. 

 
2. Capacity building 
 
3. Role of front-runners not well articulated, eg MET 

�  Balance of responsibilities collectively among all stakeholders, eg 
maintenance of infrastructure. 

 
 

b. Self-Insurance Scheme 
 

Objectives:  
�  Explore other schemes 
�  Clear guidelines on self-insurance (how much, who to investigate etc) 
�  Clarification needed on terms – compensation and self-insurance, as well as 

who is responsible for each 
�  HACSIS – grey area.  What about areas with no conservancies? 
    Procedures to be followed? 
    Non-registered conservancy members – are they  
    involved or left out? 
 
Strategic Approach: 
1. Should be inclusive of: 

�  Infrastructure 
�  Boreholes 
�  Valuable assets (as defined per conservancy) 

 
2. Assessments:  -  based on economic value 
   -  incident specific. 
 
3. Include all stakeholders, not only HACSIS. What about areas where there are 

no or emerging conservancies? 
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Group 1:    

Protected areas; devolution of authority 
 

a. Devolution of Authority 
 

Objective 1: 
�  Devolve and or delegate rights to lowest authority 
�  Provide safeguards to ensure specific animals (national workshop) 

 
Strategies:  

Examples of institutions:  
�  Conservancies (communal and freehold) 
�  MET 
�  Traditional authorities 
�  Regional Councils 
�  Appropriate institutions eg owners/ occupiers, private organisations and local 

institutions 
�  MET 

 
Comments  
�  Wild animals should be seen as valuable assets 
�  HWCM framework - eg what if an animal is a threat and not in conflict yet – what 

does the policy say? 
�  What can we do about diseased animals, eg buffaloes?  
�  Devolution and delegation (legal definitions) 
�  Ownership of specially endangered species eg elephants and rhino 
�  Coordination of HWCM activities with neighbouring countries (trans-boundary). 
 

 
b. Protected Areas 
 
Objectives: 

�  Reduce negative impacts; 
�  Provide economic and other benefits to neighbours. 
 

Strategies: 
�  Concessions – to offset losses and promote better relations 
�  MET support to neighbours -development and implementation of HWC 

management and mitigation plans:  
Provide advice and assistance 

 - Provide compatible land-uses; 
 - Co-management with appropriate or relevant institutions. 
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Comments:  
�  Concern about increased settlements next to protected areas – to be addressed in 

Parks and Neighbours policy? 
�  Money from conflict animals should go to affected household (via GPTF)  
�  Ensure consistency in guidelines. 
 
 
c. CBNRM 
 

Agreed with the objectives  
 
Strategies:  

�  GRN to work with conservancies and others to increase benefits to households 
to offset losses 

�  Incentives needed for non-members 
�  Where there are no conservancies, GRN to assist local authorities with HWCM 

and mitigation plans 
 
Comments: 
�  Non-member issues needs to be addressed (bill) 
�  Does utilisation include consumptive and non-consumptive use? 
�  Does policy address/ promote people in non-conservancy areas? 
�  Funeral costs? Should cover the costs of funerals of people who die as a 

consequence of HWC 
 
 
Discussion: 

 
Dr Lindeque stated that the MET had contributed to funeral costs in two cases and 
would continue to do so in future. Although well intended, the issue was complex and 
staff had raised several questions such as:  Should MET pay if there are no human 
remains to be buried? What if a person dies six months after a lion attack? The PS 
believed that this was one of the most difficult and complicated wildlife issues to be 
faced. He said the MET was working on a scheme with rules and would strive to support 
the costs of funerals.  

 
Dr Mfune expressed concern about the current status paragraphs in the policy. He felt 
these would soon become dated and the situation could change. He suggested this be 
revised.  
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The Way Forward 
Dr M Lindeque 

 
The PS closed the meeting with a short summary of the day and the way ahead. He said 
that a policy was needed that found solutions that met objectives and that all were 
comfortable with. 
 
We are dealing with the lives of people, the livelihoods of families and the future of 
wildlife in the country. These are all weighty and important matters. Nevertheless we 
have started this road together and must look to the road ahead. We are taking this 
extremely seriously. We have not been able to progress on the drafting of the new Parks 
and Wildlife Bill, to replace the outdated Ordinance 4 of 1975, until we have a clear 
understanding of this particular matter. The work we are doing with this policy 
development and consultation will guide us directly as to what will go into the legislation. 
 
The first workshop started dialogue and fleshed out issues. Realising there were specific 
problems, we commissioned the four reports presented here today. The HWCM policy 
document is the very first draft - the final will look very different and will be more formal.  
 
As a result of what is reflected in this report, we will decide what is needed, eg more 
research, planning, consultation, legal input etc. It is not yet clear who will take some of 
these matters further and lead us towards the next draft of the policy.  
 
During the day, I noted a few issues requiring further work. For example, we need to 
gain a proper understanding of the full economics of HWC to guide future Government 
interventions. We cannot have a situation where people are suffering, will never get out 
of poverty trap and remain vulnerable because of the constant pressure from wildlife. 
 
We can start working on guidelines and protocols to ensure devolution occurs on clear 
terms. We can also start developing a training manual or targeted HWCM training 
programme that communities are exposed to. Locally appropriate approaches can also 
be tested in project areas.   
 
There is a lot of work ahead, and we can make as much progress as our resources 
allow. We are working hard to mobilise new resources and are privileged to have a few 
large-scale, externally funded programmes that have paid for these studies. We want to 
develop a watertight policy that Cabinet likes and agrees to without sending it back for 
further research and consultation.  
 
The completion of the policy process may take into next year but this will allow new 
stakeholders to be included. We need to think of a broader range of people and 
situations, eg aquaculture. We will start bringing in more interest groups and 
representative bodies to make sure important stakeholders have access to information 
and are adequately informed.  
 
The detail of how depends on when we get the report on the meeting. On behalf of the 
Minister – we really appreciate your attendance here today. Thank you. 



Human Wildlife Conflict Management Policy Workshop March 2006 

 31 

Annex 1 

Attendance register 
 

Surname Name Institution 
Konjore Rev Willem MET 
Jooste Leon MET 
Lindeque Malan MET 
Beytell Ben MET – DPWM 
Fox Betsy MET – DSS 
Sibalatani Michael MET – DPWM 
Erckie  R  MET – DPWM 
Kaseba S MET – DPWM 
Kannyinga  Apollinaris MET – DPWM 
Muyoba Leeverty MET – DPWM 
Sikopo Colgar MET – DPWM 
Masilo George MET – DPWM 
Matongo Greenwell MET – DPWM 
Heita Jonas MET – DPWM 
Nekongo Gerry  MET – DPWM 
Garoes Tsukhoe MET – CBNRM 
Nghilai Evaristo MET – DPWM 
Nakanuku Louisa MET – DEA 
Nhuleipo Olimpio MET – DEA 
Kamseb George Kunene Regional Council 
Shekutamba Hon. B. Omusati Regional Council 
Ya Ndakolo Hon. P Oshikoto Regional Council 
Muremi Hon. NM Kavango Regional Council 
Ndoroma Karl MRLGHRD 
Aupokolo  Titus MAWF 
Stankevica Vita ICEMA 
Hazam  John  
Cramer Ernst Ludwig NAPHA 
Kronsbein Almut NAPHA 
Jago Mark AfriCat Foundation/ Large Carnivore 
Forster Harald Okatumba Research 
Forster Birgit Okatumba Research 
Peters Raymond WWF – Life 
Baker Linda  
Jones  Brian  
Stander  Phillip  Kunene Lion Project 
Angula Margaret UNAM 
Mosimane Alfonse UNAM 
Mfune John UNAM 
Paxton Midori MET – SPAN 
Smith Jonathan MET – SPAN 
Nafidi Lazarus MET – SPAN 
Esterhuizen  Anton IRDNC 
Sinasi  Hasken Wuparo Conservancy 
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Naha Lusken IRDNC  
Muyoba Coedilia Kwandu Conservancy 
Matengu Charles Impalila Conservancy 
Lifumbela  Obbystor Mashi Conservancy 
Sinyambo Robert Salambala Conservancy 
Bokko  Abraham Kyaramashan Trust 
Busihu Benetty  
Mwilima Sisamu Masubia Traditional Authority 
Makumba  Patric Mayeyi Traditional Authority 
Tjindumba Bernard Ehirovipuka Conservancy 

Uarije Alphonse Omatendeka Conservancy 
/Nuab Usiel Sesfontein 
Mbomboro Linus Anabeb 
Gawusab Archie  
Haasbroek Johannes EHRA 
Musiyalike  Charles MET 
Maketo  Cletius MET 
Sichombe S.B MET 
Erckie Madala R MET 
Tjihukununa Harry  MET 
Lines Robin NNF 
Nkonkwena Chrispin MET 
Shigwedha Absalom The Namibian 
Shikongo Martin RISE Namibia 
Erenst Tjirombisa Omatendeka Conservancy 
Uahengo Toivo MET 
Munembo Patrick Mayuni Conservancy 
Theophelius Isaac  
Stein Andrew Waterberg Carnivore Project 
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Annex 2 

Situation Analysis of Human Wildlife Conflict in 
Namibia 
Dr P Stander 
 
Conflict between wildlife and the Namibian people is a significant and well documented 
problem. Human Wildlife Conflict (HWC) is particularly common on the communal lands 
in northern Namibia, where elephants, for example, destroy crops and damage water 
installations, and large carnivores regularly prey on domestic livestock. These conflicts 
result in financial losses and disrupt the lives of the local people.  
 
Community-based natural resource management programmes (CBNRM) in Namibia, 
and the emergence of communal conservancies have contributed to growing wildlife 
populations. Although local communities on communal land and owners of freehold land 
benefit from wildlife, the increasing numbers of many wildlife populations lead to high 
levels of HWC. The individual farmers and pastoralists that live on the land are the ones 
that bear the actual costs of living with wildlife, but they seldom share equally in the 
benefits from wildlife. They generally receive no compensation for their losses, and little 
assistance in managing conflicts. This imbalance may lead to a perception that wildlife 
are conserved at the cost of the rural people, which may promote negative attitudes 
towards conservation and wildlife as a whole.   
 
Despite extensive monitoring of HWC incidents over the past decade, the 
implementation of several management systems, and the recognised significance of the 
problem, HWC is poorly understood and persists with increasing regularity. There is an 
urgent need to evaluate the status and levels of HWC in Namibia, and to implement a 
national policy framework for HWC management. Guidelines are needed to ensure 
objective monitoring and sensible measures to mitigate the conflict and increase the 
benefits of living alongside wildlife.  
 
 
Monitoring Systems 
Human Wildlife Conflict is a complex problem. Apart from the biological and ecological 
variables that daunt most wildlife conservation programmes, it is also subjected to 
human socio-behavioural and socio-economic influences. As with all wildlife studies, 
systematic and objective monitoring is essential in order to collect unbiased data that is 
sufficiently representative of the problem. Such data are fundamental to the process of 
understanding the dynamics of HWC and developing effective mitigation measures. 
 
National monitoring systems: 
a) The Event Book System (Figure 5) is a comprehensive database that forms part of 
the Communal Conservancy Programme and is coordinated by NACSO (Stuart-Hill et al. 
2003). 
b) The Ministry of Environment and Tourism maintain a national database on all human 
wildlife conflicts (Figure 6) that contains data, dating back to 1997, for most of the 
northern Regions. 
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Smaller monitoring systems: 
a) HACSIS (Figure 7) insurance scheme run by IRDNC (Esterhuizen 2004); 
b) A long-term database (25 yrs) on lion ecology and conflicts (P Stander); 
c) MET database on lion problems around ENP; 
d) Permit Office, MET – large carnivore off-takes and trophy hunting; 
e) Namibia Large Carnivore Atlas (Stander 2004); 
f) Wild Dog Project – Otjozondjupa Region (Lines 2003); 
g) Elephant/Human Conflicts in Caprivi (O’Connell 1995); 
h) The WILD Project – Kunene & Caprivi (Long 2004); 
i) MIKE – Monitoring of Illegal Killing of Elephants. 
 
Data quality 
The monitoring systems were evaluated for data quality and consistency, and data were 
then analysed to assess the status and magnitude of HWC in Namibia. 
A major problem with the MET HWC Database is an apparent inconsistency in recording 
HWC incidents. 
 
Caution in the interpretation of analysis 
Using the more reliable Event Book System to look at trends in HWC, the data, at first 
glance, suggest a significant increase in HWC between 2001 and 2004. This analysis 
however is potentially flawed, as it ignores the critical variable of “effort”, and may 
therefore be incorrect. 
 
 

 
 
 
The Event Book System fortunately adhered to the basic principles of objective 
monitoring and data collecting protocols, and has recorded several measures of effort. 
To illustrate the importance of these requirements to any monitoring system, and the 
need for caution in the interpretation of potentially biased results, the findings in Figure 8 
were scrutinised and re-evaluated. 
This variation affected the sampling effort and introduced a significant bias. It was 
possible to measure the change in sampling effort, and then correct the analysis to 
reduce the sampling bias. The data were then re-analysed. The results showed that, 
when the number of HWC incidents was normalised by sampling effort, the frequency of 
HWC was stable between years. 
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Spatial and temporal patterns of HWC in 
Namibia 
The frequency of HWC appears to be higher in 
the Caprivi Region than elsewhere in Namibia. 
In an analysis of the data, the annual mean 
number of HWC incidents was then expressed 
as a ratio to surface area monitored. For each 
Region the analysis then calculated the mean 
ratio of HWC incidents to sampling area. The 
results, expressed in a density format, of the 
number of 
HWC incidents per 100 km2, now show that the 
frequency of HWC in the Caprivi is substantially 
higher than elsewhere in Namibia. 
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Compensation & Self - Insurance Schemes 
People who suffer financial losses due to HWC often request compensation for their 
losses from the authorities responsible for wildlife. This outlook is understandable, and is 
possibly the consequence of previous political and management regimes, where wildlife 
resources were controlled and own by other authorities, such as Government, and 
where local communities did not benefit directly from wildlife resources. Monetary 
compensation schemes have been tried in several African countries, but proven virtually 
unworkable. 
 
Compensation schemes suffer from one or more of the following deficiencies: 
�  The cause of the problem is not being addressed (so schemes potentially have no 

end point); 
�  Cumbersome, expensive and slow administration (because of the need to train 

assessors, cover large areas, have stringent financial controls, etc); 
�  Considerable abuse or blatant corruption (bogus or inflated claims); 
�  Reduction in the incentive of protecting property, which can even increase the scale 

of the problem; 
�  Absence of sufficient funds to cover all claims; 
�  Unequal disbursements among community members that suffer losses, causing 

disputes or social problems; 
�  Inability to compensate for in-direct costs experienced in human-wildlife conflict 

situations. 
 
Even in cases where monetary compensation has been replaced by compensation in 
staple foodstuffs (e.g. maize or millet) to the value of losses, many of the above 
deficiencies remain. Regardless of these valid weaknesses, “compensation”, as a 
concept, is fundamentally flawed. Innovative programmes like CBNRM in Namibia, 
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changed past management regimes, granting local communities the rights to benefit 
from wildlife, participate in management decisions, and hence ownership over their 
wildlife resources. Compensation schemes may therefore be harmful, since they may 
arguably deprive people of the right and privilege of ownership and responsibility over 
their wildlife resources. 
 
The alternative and more progressive option is self-insurance. The concept of a 
Self-Insurance Scheme is inline with the philosophies of CBNRM programmes, such as 
Communal Conservancies. With this background IRDNC developed a pilot programme, 
and in 2003, implemented HACSIS (Human Animal Conservancy Self-Insurance 
Scheme) at selected Conservancies in the Kunene and Caprivi Regions (Esterhuizen 
2004). A detailed review of HACSIS programme and evaluation of the HACSIS data was 
done. The pilot programme proved to have been a major success, not only in terms of 
HWC mitigation and compensation for losses, but also as a monitoring system. In a 
detailed analysis of HWC in the Ehirovipuka and Omatendeka Conservancies, the 
HACSIS database produced similar or better results than the other monitoring systems 
(Event Book, MET database & a 24-year data-set on lions). 
 
The HACSIS data for the Ehirovipuka and Omatendeka Conservancies also revealed 
that the 116 submitted insurance claims originate from only 33 locations, with conflict 
occurring repeatedly at some locations. The severity of HWC and its’ impact on the 
community cannot be measured only by the numbers and frequency of HWC incidents. 
The amounts of money paid out in the HACSIS insurance scheme therefore provided a 
spatial perception of the impact on the community. This information identified the HWC 
hot spots, and could be used to improve the management and prevention of HWC. 
 
HACSIS paid out a total amount of N$96,260 in insurance claims for losses due the 
HWC in the two Conservancies. A breakdown and analysis of the claims produced 
results that supported and improved our understanding of HWC in the two 
Conservancies. All 116 claims were verified and more than 95% were accepted. The 
scheme produced sound results as the Conservancies assumed responsibility for 
managing and mitigating HWC losses. 
 
Recommendations 
 
Monitoring of HWC 
Collecting reliable data on the temporal and spatial patterns of HWC on a 
National scale is essential to understand and effectively manage HWC. When focussed 
on single species, or on specific areas, monitoring systems are more likely to succeed. 
The current monitoring systems are not sufficiently focussed or robust to capture the 
necessary information of HWC on a national level. The implementation of a wildlife 
monitoring structure is a developing process, and some of the current systems have 
clearly improved between 2002 and 2004. 
The Event Book System is overall the best database with systematic and robust data on 
HWC incidents for Namibia. The HACSIS system, however, probably produced the most 
accurate and reliable data for the small area of focus and short timeframe. This is due to 
a well-designed and simple reporting structure, and the fact that records are verified. 
Although there were insufficient data for detailed analyses, it is suggested that a 
monitoring system, connected to a Self- 
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Insurance Scheme, like HACSIS, ought to produce superior results, because of the 
financial and other incentives associated with the approach. 
 
There appeared to be much duplication of records between the monitoring systems. This 
duplication, or rather, the recording of the same incident by several monitoring systems, 
was inconsistent. It was very difficult to trace records and to determine whether or not a 
monitoring system had captured the data. There is an urgent need for a central data 
management framework that should integrate the current monitoring systems. This 
central database could function under the structures of the National policy on HWC. 
 
It is recommended that, with the exception of the Event Book System, the current 
monitoring systems be improved following the HACSIS structure and the modifications 
made to the system during this evaluation. It is advisable that the monitoring structures 
be kept simple and functional. The nature of HWC conflict will require monitoring 
systems to vary for area to area. The HWC policy framework can, however, provide 
guidelines on the design of monitoring systems, and unsure that essential data can be 
captured. Ideally all monitoring systems recording HWC data in Namibia should have the 
same fundamental design, and feed into a central data management framework. It is 
recognised that some monitoring systems also focus on other problems, and may 
therefore have different objectives. 
 
However, there are some fundamental requirements that the central HWC data 
management framework must maintain. Through the policy on HWC, guidelines must be 
provided to ensure that all monitoring systems meet the required standards. All HWC 
monitoring systems must ensure: 

·  Systematic and consistent data recording. 
·  Measures of effort, on temporal, spatial, and numerical scales. 

 
 
Managing Human Wildlife Conflict 
 
Zoning 
Developing management strategies for HWC is complex. The nature and extent of HWC 
vary from extensively from area to area, and between species. Specific adaptation to 
local conditions is important, and will require the zoning of HWC areas. 
Zoning should be based on influencing factors, such as: 
a) focal & neighbouring land-use practises, 
b) proximity of protected areas and other land tenure systems (e.g. concession areas), 
c) the status of communal conservancies and other CBNRM programmes, 
d) the conservation status and size of key wildlife species. 
 
Management strategies for HWC can then be developed to address the needs within 
each of the proposed HWC Zones. The communal conservancies are, in fact, suitable 
zones with an established administration structure. Further examples of Zoning, based 
on spatial and temporal patterns of human-lion conflicts, are presented under the section 
on lions. 
 
HWC Management Plan 
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A detailed summary and analysis of the history of HWC, past and current conflict 
management techniques, and the status of wildlife species must be compiled for each 
homogeneous zone. 
Within each manageable and homogeneous zone, a HWC Management Plan must be 
developed. This should be done through a consultation process with local communities, 
Government, Conservancies, and NGO’s. 
 
HWC Management Plans will be unique to each Zone, but should follow fundamental 
guidelines outlined in the national policy on HWC. 
 
Consistent monitoring of HWC incidents and the value of reliable data on the ecology 
and behaviour of the wildlife species, to develop management strategies for HWC, 
cannot be over-emphasised. 
 
The proposed structure for a HWC Management Plan (below) outlines the interactions 
between numerous requirements, actions, and available options in the management of 
HWC. A local-level decision algorithm is added in support of the HWC Management 
Plan. 
 

 
Preventative Actions 
Preventative Actions 
1. Patrol conflict areas – monitoring areas of high HWC risk, such as fences bordering 
protected areas. 
2. Erect and maintain protective structure against elephants at key installations. 
3. Develop a Livestock Management Plan 

3.1. Grazing guidelines to reduce risks of predation. e.g. 
3.1.1 Herding and dogs. 
3.1.2 Identify and avoid spatial and temporal high-risk hotspots (areas to 
avoid at certain periods or time of day/night) 

3.2 Protective Structures. 
3.2.1 Erect and upgrade bomas, and other structures, following 

guidelines for each species. 
3.2.2 Evaluate the pros and cons of herding and protecting 
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livestock at night. 
3.3 Manage livestock reproduction 

3.3.1 Manipulate breeding for time and synchronised births. 
 
Reactive Actions 
1. HWC Game Guards. 
1.1. Appoint 2 or 3 suitable individuals. 
1.2. They must received specialised training from wildlife NGOs and MET 
 

Term of reference: 
�  Monitor conflict wildlife species 
�  Monitor and investigate incidents of HWC 
�  Implement and guide control measures to manage conflict 
�  Guide trophy hunters and facilitate the selection of target animals 
�  Patrol high-risk borders and fences 
�  Train and guide community members with the Livestock Management Plan 
�  Identify Problem Animals 
�  Provide feedback to Conservancy Committee 

 
2. ID & remove Problem Animals 

2.1. Identify Problem Animals following the guidelines in Appendix I. 
2.2. Trophy hunt Problem Animals according to quotas allocated by MET. 
2.3. Capture and sell Problem Animals for reintroduction in other conservation 
areas. 
2.4. Translocate Problem Animals, following the species policy guidelines. 

 
3. Sustainable off-takes. 

3.1. Manage HWC by trophy hunting based on sustainable off-take quotas. 
 

Mitigation Actions 
1. HACSIS programme should continue and expand. 
2. Develop non-consumptive sustainable-use projects (eco-tourism). 
 
The definition of a ‘Problem Animal’ 
Within a community-based conservation context, where local communities conserve and 
benefit from wildlife, the definition of a “problem animal” needs careful consideration. 
Potentially, all wildlife species compete with humans for access to resources and their 
survival. For example, following their natural ways, elephants will feed on maize crops 
because they are grazers/browsers, and lions will kill and eat livestock because they are 
predators. Successful community based natural resource management requires a 
balanced level of co-existence between people and wildlife. 
 
Local communities may be required to protect their property (e.g. crops and livestock) 
and prevent wildlife species to have free access to these resources. 
Implementing such preventative measures will limit HWC. However, some individual 
animals may develop special behavioural habits to select or target human resources, 
such as cultivated crops and livestock. Examples of such cases may be: a) an elephant 
bull that repeatedly returns to a cultivated field, overcome protective barriers, and 
destroy crops; or b) a lion that regularly visits a boma, where cattle are held at night, and 
attempts to enter the boma. Such individual animals can be classified as “Problem 



Human Wildlife Conflict Management Policy Workshop March 2006 

 43 

Animals” since they have become specialised in habitually targeting the property of 
people. 
 
 
Important considerations 
 
Most conservation policies, CBNRM programmes, and the current approach to 
HWCM make an underlying assumption that local communities will be willing to 
conserve wildlife, and bear the associated costs of living with these wildlife populations 
only when the benefits they derive from the wildlife outweigh the costs. It is a sound and 
logical philosophy. The income generated from wildlife and related tourism activities, by 
some Communal Conservancies, appear to out weigh their losses due to HWC, by 
several fold. 
 
However, in the context to HWC, it is important to consider the actuality that individuals 
generally have to absorb the direct costs of human-wildlife conflict, whilst the community 
as a whole receive the benefits. For example, in a simplistic illustration, a Conservancy 
establishes partnerships with the private sector, and generates N$ 10,000 from the lion 
population that live on their land (Figure a). Lions attack and kill livestock that belong to 
20% of the households (Figure b). The losses amount to an arbitrary N$ 8,000 for the 
whole conservancy. The Conservancy Committee distributes the income generated from 
the lions responsibly and fairly (Figure c). Each household receives N$ 1,000 in benefits, 
but only two households had losses of N$ 4,000 each. 
 
Policies relating to HWC and CBNRM programmes need to address the fact that 
individuals bear the cost of the human-wildlife conflict and that benefits from using 
wildlife are usually shared out equally amongst the whole community. It is suggested 
that Self-Insurance Schemes, such as the HACSIS programme, will effectively address 
and resolve the imbalance. The incorporation of Self-Insurance Schemes in all HWC 
Management Plans is proposed as a vital requirement to the success and sustainability 
of the HWC policy. 
 
 
National policies 
The monitoring and management of HWC in Namibia should be guided and governed by 
a National HWCM Policy. Monitoring Systems and HWC Management Plans at local 
level, like Communal Conservancies, should then be linked with the National Policy. This 
link should facilitate the sharing of data through a central data management framework. 
The HWC policy must also link with the relevant species conservation policies of the 
Ministry of Environment and Tourism. Important aspects of HWC Management, relating 
to wildlife populations, such as off-take quotas, can be encapsulated in the different 
specie policies. It is therefore important that the policy framework for each species 
adequately addresses HWC and set guidelines for management, such as trophy hunting, 
off-take quotas, and developing effective preventative measures. 
Because of the available information on lions, a framework policy, incorporating 
HWC issues, was developed for lions. 
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Annex 3 

Status of Human Wildlife Conflict in Ehirovipuka 
and Omatendeka Conservancies 
  Dr P Stander 
 

Introduction 
 
Conflict between wildlife and the Namibian people is a significant and well-documented 
problem.  Human Wildlife Conflict (HWC) is particularly common in the Ehirovipuka and 
Omatendeka Conservancies, where elephants damage water installations and lions 
regularly prey on domestic livestock, and disrupt the lives of the local people.  CBNRM 
programmes in Namibia, and the emergence of communal conservancies have 
contributed to growing wildlife populations.  The increased numbers of wildlife, especially 
in the northwest, has benefited the growing tourism industry.  However, considering the 
National benefits through tourism, local communities have to bear the costs of living with 
wildlife.  These people generally receive no compensation for their losses, seldom share 
in the benefits, and generally receive little assistance in managing problems with wildlife.  
 
The Ehirovipuka Conservancy, an area of 1,975 km2, with 2500 inhabitants, was 
registered on 1 January 2001. Similar in size (1,619 km2) and approximate human 
population the Omatendeka Conservancy registered in March 2003. The two 
conservancies are located in the northwest of Namibia, and the Ehirovipuka 
Conservancy borders on Etosha National Park and Hobatere Concession.  Human 
settlements and livestock are concentrated in the northern sections of both 
conservancies. 
 

Recommendations 

Monitoring of HWC 
Collecting reliable data on the temporal and spatial patterns of HWC is essential to 
understand and effectively manage HWC.  The current monitoring systems are not 
sufficiently focussed or robust to meet this need.  To implement wildlife monitoring 
systems is a developing process, and the current systems have clearly improved 
between 2002 and 2004.  The HACSIS system probably produced the most accurate 
and reliable data.  This is due to a well-designed and simple reporting structure, and the 
fact that records are verified.  There appeared to be much duplication of records 
between the three systems.  It is recommended that the three monitoring systems be 
collapsed into one central database, following the HACSIS structure and the 
modifications made during this evaluation (see Figure 5).  This monitoring database 
should be maintained at the conservancy level, with support and assistance from NGO’s, 
such as IRDNC, NNF and WWF, and feed into a regional or national HWC database.    
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Managing Human Wildlife Conflict 

Zoning 
Developing management strategies for HWC is complex.  The nature and extent of HWC 
vary from extensively from area to area, and between species. Specific adaptation to 
local conditions is important, and will involve the zoning of HWC areas, according to 
influencing factors, such as focal & neighbouring land-use practises, proximity of 
protected areas and other land tenure systems (e.g. concession areas), the status of 
communal conservancies and other CBNRM programmes, and the conservation status 
and size of key wildlife species. 
 

HWC Management Plan 
Within each manageable and homogeneous unit, such as the Ehirovipuka and 
Omatendeka Conservancies, a HWC Management Plan must be developed.  This HWC 
Management Plan, although specific to the area and conditions, should form part of a 
regional and national strategy or policy on HWC. 
 
Consistent monitoring of HWC incidents and the value of reliable data on the ecology 
and behaviour of the wildlife species, to develop management strategies for HWC, 
cannot be over-emphasised. Using the available data a draft HWC Management Plan for 
Ehirovipuka and Omatendeka Conservancies is proposed, and supported by an action 
structure (See presentation “Situation Analysis of HWC) and a local-level decision 
algorithm (See presentation “Situation Analysis of HWC).  
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Proposed quotas for sustainable off-takes of large carnivores 
 

Lions 
 
Long-term data on the frequency of lions killed along the borders of Etosha N.P. provide 
the basis to develop and implement proactive management and utilisation of Human-
Lion Conflicts. Over the 24-year period, 77 lions were killed in the Ehirovipuka and 
Omatendeka Conservancies, at an average of 3.3 per year (SE = 0.69).  It is proposed 
that this predicted average be simulated and that an annual quota of 3 lions be allocated 
to Ehirovipuka and Omatendeka Conservancies for trophy hunting.  It is important that 
the quotas be allocated in the beginning of each year.  Human Lion Conflicts occur 
primarily in the northern areas of human settlement (Figure).  Based on these data, lions 
should only be utilised in this zone (Figure).  Since the southern part of the Conservancy 
is not inhabited and support a few nomadic free-ranging lions, it could be zoned as a 
“Lion-friendly” zone (Figure), and thus contribute to lion conservation and a wildlife 
corridor between Etosha and the coast. 
 

Leopards, cheetahs, and spotted hyenas 
 
Data from the Large Carnivore Atlas suggest relatively high numbers of the three 
species in Ehirovipuka and Omatendeka Conservancies.  Although the Atlas data are 
not very reliable when projected for small areas, the frequency of HWC attributed to 
these species does lend support for the predicted estimates.  It is proposed that one 
leopard, one cheetah, and two spotted hyenas be allocated to the Ehirovipuka and 
Omatendeka Conservancies for trophy hunting.   
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Population estimates of large carnivores in Ehirovipuka and Omatendeka 
Conservancies, using the Large Carnivore Atlas density data. 

 

Species Ehirovipuka Omatendeka 

Lion 2 – 4 2 - 4 

Leopard 37 – 64 33 - 55 

Cheetah 30 – 67 24 - 55 

Spotted hyena 30 – 158 24 - 130 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Density distribution of the four large carnivores species, based on the 
Large Carnivore Atlas (Stander & Hanssen 2004) 

Lion Leopard 

Spotted hyena Cheetah 


