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ABSTRACT

After the Rio Summit in 1992, Cameroord asther member countries in Africa
adopted national regulations and laws that havengigommunities legal rights in the
management of natural resources. Mount CamerooioR@gesents a typical example where
this participatory method of management has be#&mduced through the Ministry of
Forestry and Wildlife in collaboration with Intetm@nal agencies like GIZ, KFW, and WWF
with the intention of reinforcing conservation obtiiversity and improving the livelihood of the
communities in this area.

A one-month and two weeks fieldwork was carried wutl7 villages, including;
Woteva, Bakingili, Bokwango and Bonakanda and atharound the Mount Cameroon
protected area. The main stakeholders identifiece vilee Governmentyit. CEO, the local
people (VFMCs), and MOCAP, meanwhile GIZ throughe tRSMNR-SW (Program for the
Sustainable Management of Natural Resources-SoutBt)Whas aided in the implementation of
community development activities.

Questionnaires and semi structured interviews vagirinistered in the 17 villages,
findings revealed that Village Forest Managemenm@uainities exists (VFMC'’s) in all these
villages and that the visible interest in resourt@nagement has been brought about by the
approach which focused mainly on the community’'solmement in the sustainable
management of the resources in the MCNRugh aware of the existence of Co-management,
communities in the MCNP are very dissatisfied vifita level of their involvement as well as with the
benefits received in the process, taking into atersition that access to Non-Timber Forest Products
(NTFP), wildlife and water resources, which are the main asseifiagfers, is still limited and
varied in the different villageShe creation of the protected area was identifiredragst others by
villagers as the main constrain to livelihoods aadexpect benefits equal to or above their former
income for them to fully embrace and participatéh@ sustainable resource management initiatives.

MOCAP is the stakeholder respomsibl the sustainable harvesting and marketing
of Prunus africana to the only purchaser by name AFFIRMED who haseugthe lone
convention with MINFOF for reasons of easy accessl ghe need to facilitate its
administration, and MCNP is spatially divided irftur ‘cluster conservation zones of the
Mount Cameroon National Parkrhese clusters comprise the 41 villages and ztivegsmake up
the Park. They include the Buea cluster in the I$auid parts of the East, consisting of 13 villages;
the Bomboko cluster in the North east and Northtwesas of the Park, consisting of 12 villages; the
Muyuka cluster occupying the East and consisting efllages and the West Coast cluster covering
the areas to the West and consisting of 7 villagescan be seen on figure 1 below. Prunus
commercialization It should be noted that this is the only existiognvention between
MINFOF and the other existing stake holders. Thex¢fore has an incomplete effect in the
Co-management process of the MCNP because govetrimasnlimited rights as to other
stakeholder’s interests in the area. For examplagsField findings revealed that, Mt. CEO is
using the fortress approach of conservation andideg local people of their user rights.
This is in contrast to the participatory approaach donservation encouraged by the
Cameroon’s legislation for protected areas withmmmunity forests. The absence of
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government’s effective monitoring of the activitied Mt. CEO, as well as poor law
enforcement, is a potential threat to the biodikgrns the region and therefore needs to be
addressed for better results to be archived.

CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

1.1Background

Mount Cameroon, also called Fako or Mongo ma LabBakweri, the local language,
measures 4095 m high with a surface area of 58hB/8t is situated in the South West
Region of Cameroon. Mount Cameroon is the higheakpn West and Central African. It is
still an active volcano with the latest eruptiomarled in the year 2000. It belongs to the
effusive or Hawaiian volcano type whose eruptiomesgenerally "calm”, that is, the lavas are
fluid and flow for a long distance. Compared to thelosive volcanoes, effusive ones are
less dangerous and cause fewer damages. The MerGamNational Park, created in the
year 2009 with surface area of 58,178 ha, is agivoom for many endangered and endemics
animal species. For example, there are two bipksiss, the Mount Cameroon “Francolin”
and the Mount Cameroon “speirops” that are onlyntbthere. This site is a paradise for bird
watchers. Endangered species like the forest el¢phs well as other animals such as
antelopes and monkeys also leave here with mamt pfgecies. The Mount Cameroon and
Bioko forests are recognized as being of exceplipriagh biodiversity value, having a

continuous gradient from low-altitude moist foressub-altitude vegetation.

Although these species are under the protectiothef Cameroonian Ministry of
Forestry and Wildlife and the (WWF) Cameroon WiklliCoastal Program, they are still
being hunted by the villagers living around thekparhe Mt. Cameroon National park is
endowed with many plant species. Some of them famedicinal value such as thrunus
africana which is used for the prevention and treatmerprostate cancer. Many giant ferns
and orchids' species as well as huge tropical shveéh giant roots are also found here.
Therefore, being a recently created Park, efforésbeeing made to protect these fauna and

flora diversity. Repressive efforts in the pastdoy enforcement officials have proven futile.

1.2 RESEARCH PROBLEM

Considering the fact that most governments in tleldvtoday manage resources in

their designated protected areas through a patmip management approach following the



positive conservation results from such cooperatiba government of Cameroon has fully
incorporated by law the participatory wise use arest and wildlife resources, which is of
priority concern to the smooth functioning and emation of its natural endowments.

This concern is also manifested in the recent natjanternational and sub-regional
efforts. This approach towards conservation hasdesttveral problems and their answers will
be provided in this report. The following sub-prainls are to be considered:

» How resourceful, experienced and diversified aeentbers of the VFMC?

» Has the idea of integrating the village committbesn accepted by the villages and
how applicable is it towards Park management feouece sustainability?

> Are there any considerable benefits or remuneratitimat result from Parks
management in the surrounding and how do they eageu participation and

management of Parks resources?

The main conflict or problem in the Mt. Camerooraars the inadequacy to reconcile
the participatory sustainable management proces$iaw the ecological, socio-cultural, and
economical benefits generated by this process ad¢orthe communities concerned. This is a
serious challenge facing many conservation projattdeveloping countries including the
Mount Cameroon project. This is because the mgjaitthe rural poor rely on natural
resources like wildlife and wild plants to meetitheaily needs; limiting access to these

resources in favor of conservation would affectlifieg standards.

1.3 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

1.3.1. Global Objective:

This project globally aims at assessing Co-manageroé natural resources on the Mt.
Cameroon National Park and its environs

1.3.2. Specific objectives:

1. Identify key stakeholders and partners involvedCo-management, their rights and
responsibilities in the MCNP

2. Evaluate the process of Co-management in the RICN

3. Appraise the levels of satisfaction of the Igmapulation with the Co-management process

implemented on the MCNP
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CHAPTER Il
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Introduction

Participatory and collaborative approaches in m@tuesource management have
become an urgent undertaking in recent years. iBhdue to a number of related factors.
Experience has shown that conventional approach&speadown controlled management to
natural resources has been largely unsuccessfuhanoften led to increased degradation of
natural resources especially where governancdlliastissue. In many parts of the world,
governments are increasingly seeking more progresand participative approaches to
governance in general, as well as in the field atiral resource management in particular.
Many non-governmental organizations, indigenous ugsp civil society and local
stakeholders all over the world are raising theimdnds for adequate participation in making
decisions which affect their livelihoods and thelexation and management of the natural
resources in the areas which they traditionallyabih In some parts of the world,
international pressure to accept structural adjastnprograms as part of a strategy to
decentralize governance and administration has igedvfertile ground for local level
participation (Dawn_et gl 2003). Finally, many international organizatiosmsd bilateral
development agencies operating In the Middle E@stacouraging participatory approaches

to natural resource management

Although there has been a concerted effort at ighehn levels of governance and
management to integrate participation into natuesburce management, these conceptual
models are often not successfully handed down d¢al level authorities, and especially to
extension workers who need to facilitate their bgdait into action. The transformation from
an authoritarian and technocratic approach of memagt style to a participatory and
inclusive working style is not easy; nor is it ggfaforward. In most cases there is good will
on all sides to try to make this change work. Hosvewhat are often lacking are the
necessary skills to make a change in attitudesappdoaches possible, as well as the limited

time factor and the need for fast results of mosjegts.
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2.2 Evolution of Participatory Management Approachin Africa

Natural resource management policies in the cal@mawere a central component of
the project of extending European political conirab rural African landscapes (Neumann,
1998). Colonization by European powers in the 18&thd 19th centuries, and the
accompanying spread of conservation practice, dicdoring with it the respect for traditional
rights (Colchester, 1994).

The model for nature conservation that was glohallyosed by European nations was
based on the American approach of pristine wildhsreet aside for human enjoyment and
fulfillment and was encouraged by concerns aboaitdépletion of wildlife, timber, and other
valuable resources (Adams, 2004). Ownership of lara$ gradually transferred from
traditional local authority to the state domaironder to enable colonial authorities to exploit
African lands, labor, and resources. Ultimatelystkhift in tenure became one of the key
drivers of African independence movements seekmgetover entitlements to land and
resources. Resources such as wildlife were progedgsplaced under central regulatory
authority, with the rights of local people to wéi resources alienated over time. The newly
independent African nations that emerged startmghie late 1950’s inherited colonially
derived political structures based on centralizedtrol and exploitation (Mamdani, 1996).
African States often maintained heavily centralipetlitical economic institutions, as a result
of socialist ideologies favoring state direction tbE economy and ownership of valuable
resources and the desire of elites in many emergatgns to build patronage networks
essential for their own authority and politicallstidy (Bates, 1981; Ake, 1996; van de Walle,
2001). As a result, for example, colonial land tenustitutions were generally retained, and
in many instances central authority over landsrasdurces extended, and local rights further
alienated (Alden, 2008).

In the 1980s, a community-based counter-narrategab to emerge as a result of
manifold trends, ideas, and crises which led toaad rethinking of both development and
conservation fields. The influences that led to whéespread support for CBNRM and that
emerged during the 1990’s were both internally arteérnally derived. The emergence of
CBNRM in southern and eastern Africa often had diesally derived roots. In the late
1960’s, use rights over wildlife on freehold landsZimbabwe, South Africa, and Namibia all
then under the rule of contested white minorityimegs was through a series of legislative
reforms, devolved to landowners (Jones and Murpl2@@1).

This dramatic shift away from strictlyntealized governance of wildlife management

effectively changed wildlife’s status on privat&ds from an economic liability to an asset,
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and led to profound recoveries of wildlife on fre&hlands and the growth of wildlife-based

industries in all three countries (Bond, 2004). Tékerms also laid the basis for extending the
model of local management to communal lands afterenactment of majority rule in those

countries, resulting in Zimbabwe’s iconic Commun@eas Management Program for

Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE) in the 1980’s, Madhibia’'s Communal Conservancies
in the 1990’s (Jones and Murphree, 2001). Thesd B@eriments in CBNRM provided new

ideas and opportunities for adaptive learning. CAVRE, for example, played a key role in

shaping pilot initiatives in community-based wifdlimanagement in neighboring countries
including Mozambique, Botswana, and Namibia. Simégperiments were also occurring as
early as the 1960s outside of southern Africa. émya, local communities were able to earn
income from lease fees paid by hunters in areal ascKajiado District, where efforts to

integrate the management of Amboseli National Rattk local livelihood interests led to the

crystallization of new ‘community-based’ consereatiparadigms in the 1970’s (Western,
1994; Homewood et al2009).

In contrast, many countries in Central and WesicAfwere gaining independence
from French, English and Spanish colonial ruleh@ ¢arly 1960s. After independence, tenure
rights for many countries became more, rather lbssmcentralized (e.g. in Ghana Alhassan &
Manuh, 2005), Mali (Hilhorst & Coulibaly, 1998) ar@bte d’lvoire (Stamm, 2000). This
delayed the emergence of community based managemedeéls, which only started to
appear in the 1980s and 1990s, with the introdnctib decentralization policies in many
countries such as the Gestion de terrors approbBlur&ina Faso (Batterbury, 1998).By the
late 1980s there was a confluence of this typeocédll experimentation, the changing global
discourses on rural development and conservationpled with the changing political
regimes across Africa. Development theory in th80K9particularly that oriented to rural
development began to emphasize decentralizatioricaadl empowerment (Chambers, 1983,
1987). In the natural resource management fiele,ettmergence of an array of new studies
documenting sustainable forms of collective reseumanagement based on traditional rules
and norms transformed thinking about communal ptgpeghts and institutions (Berkes,
1989; Ostrom, 1990). This scholarship provided maotkhe conceptual basis for CBNRM,
and in many ways was convergent with ideas emergidgpendently within Africa about
local resource management regimes (Murphree, 1283)yvell as with parallel experiments
with Participatory Forest Management (PFM) in ptalilee southern Asia.

Conservation efforts, meanwhile, were increasirsgligject to concerns regarding the

negative impact of protectionist approaches based>alusion of local people. The Bali
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Action Plan, an outcome of the 3rd IUCN World Pa@langress in 1982, is seen by some as
a turning point in conservation practice, througgheincouragement of local participation and
sustainable use (Wilshusen et &002). Just after this, in 1985, WWF launchedMiidlife
and Human Needs Program comprising some 20 prdjeztsought to combine conservation
and development in developing countries. Alongside emergence of new ideas and
narratives about rural development and naturaluregomanagement were a range of shocks
and crises that overtook Africa during the 1980Kictv often created new political space for
experiments with CBNRM. Africa’s share of global 8Rlecreased from 2.5% in 1980 to
1.1% in 1996, and African countries had a per ea@itoss National Product in 1998 that was
only 91% of what it was in 1970 (van de Walle, 2000he fiscal insolvency of many states
led to increasing reliance on external rescue ggekand global financial institutions. By the
1980’s, a range of bailouts led by the Internatidlanetary Fund and World Bank were
being adopted, based on the new global econom&cpptions of ‘structural adjustment’
(Devarajan et al 2001). These adjustment policies called for maldased measures, reduced
government budget deficits, and decentralized ipaliteconomic structures that would
promote investment. CBNRM, with its focus on locahnagement and incentives and a
reduced role of centralized state bureaucracigsdfivell with the broader suite of economic
policies being promoted by donors across Africarduthis period. For example, the World
Bank published Living with Wildlife (Kiss, 1990), hile the UK Overseas Development
Administration (now Department for International V@®pment) commissioned a review of
participatory approaches to wildlife managemenorider to inform its new African wildlife
policy (IIED, 1994). Finally, the end of the Coldaand the collapse of communism in
Eastern Europe contributed to a sudden resurgdmbenaocratic governance in Africa in the
late 1980’s and early 1990's (Bratton and van ddl&v/d997). Culminating in the South
African general elections in 1994 following the eofd Apartheid, this ‘second liberation’
seemed to usher in a new era of popular particpati government decision-making. The
promotion of local participatory and accountablstitations with authority over lands and
resources seemed to be an essential componentiofsilitical reforms. Indeed, throughout
sub-Saharan Africa reforms were adopted duringl®80s which called for decentralization
of natural resources and land tenure institutiams$ greater participation by the public and
local communities (Ribot, 2003).

However, the widespread adoption of CBNRM in polyd legal reforms during the

1990s, as with the ‘second liberation’ more broadig not necessarily translate into radical
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changes in local rights or authority over natueslaurces in the years that followed (Nelson
and Agrawal, 2008)
2.3 Participatory management approach in Cameroon

In 1992, the Cameroonian forest and wildlife sexiarthe Department of Agriculture
and the Department of Tourism formed the Ministiyfeavironment and Forestry (MINEF).
Since this time, these two sectors have undergooynd institutional and legislative
reforms, such as the establishment of the Camefo@stry policy, the creation of new
forestry laws, wildlife and fisheries regulatiomsd development of all the applications texts
of these forestry laws.

All these actions have significantly modified regfidn governing the entire sector.
Cameroon’s forestry policy is one component of mafional strategy for the enhancement of
rural economic activities that fall within the framork of land use planning (zoning plan)
and goes a long way toward boosting the agriculfpoéicy. The forestry policy is also an
important component of the National Environment Bigement Program (NEMP), which has
been drawn up with an emphasis on the sustainabt@gement of forest resources. It is also
a complementary part of the National Energy Programently under discussion, with regard
to the firewood subsector. Lastly, it covers a# forestry research programs adopted at the
beginning of 1995. These orientations, objectia®] strategies take into consideration the
environmental problems plaguing Cameroon, notwatiding the fact that the forestry policy
precedes that of the National Environment Managénogram. There have been no
fundamental differences in these adopted view pdaeicause consultation and collaboration
have been an active component in creating thetfgrpslicy. Nor are there major problems
concerning the NEMP link with the National Enerdsr® It is only a question of ensuring the
compatibility and feasibility of some of the proptsadopted for the latter. In drawing up this
new policy, the forestry administration made itanp to shift emphasis from the tree to the
entire forest. The forest will henceforth be sesnaamultiple product and multiple-use
ecosystem and not simply as a producer of timheeci@l care is therefore taken to bring out
the many related aspects of forest resource maregeihhe task of the forest management
officer is then to harmonize users' needs, whicly stanetimes be contradictory. Economic
development strategies have not quite considenedtiy as an important sector, whereas its
adequate integration into development can condiierdoost the progress of rural
populations.

One of Cameroon's concerns in forest managemendlivays been the involvement

of the population surrounding protected areas,nabke them to have a fair and equitable
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share of the proceeds from the exploitation of dbnesources. Although the population
enjoys usufruct rights, they do not have a substlasthare of proceeds from the commercial
exploitation of forest resources. Consequentlyy ttie@ not worry about the conservation of
these resources.

The current policy therefore seeks to involve thpuation concerned so that they can
directly profit from this exploitation. Camerooniaomen have a crucial part to play in the
exploitation of resources. This policy acknowledgbes important role of women and
considers them a privileged target group in coret@m strategies. Women make up more
than 51 percent of Cameroon’s total population 3®&gercent of the working force. A large
percentage of these women (84.5%) live in rurahsu@nd an even higher percentage (92%)
live off the land. Rural women are the main constsnod natural resources. They gather hay,
firewood, leaves, fruits, bark, and small animalkst tgo into the meals of their families; they
are the custodians of traditional pharmacopoeia lfeargtesters of forest products for craft
work.

Cameroon has acknowledged the need to involve waméme development process
by creating the Ministry of Women Affairs and thankily (MINPROFF), the Office of Social
Services, and Women's Enhancement in the Minisfrythe Economy and Planning
(MINEPAT) and the Department of Community Developrnii the Ministry of Agriculture
and Rural Development (MINAGRI) to Assist Rural Wem The State has also encouraged
the establishment of NGO’s that involve women irviemnmental protection (e.g. Africa
2000Network, Environ Protect). MINFOF's forestrylipp sets out not only to integrate
women into the development process, as was ofeegdbe with previous strategies, but also
to recognize them as an important and undenialier a¢ sustainable development and
endeavors. The forestry policy aims to develogathponents of Cameroonian forests while
maintaining our biodiversity reservoir. It sets owt ensure the conservation, further
development, and sustainable use of this forestedpects all the conventions to which

Cameroon is party.

2.4 Participatory management in the Mt. Cameroon rgion

Cameroon’s objectives in relation to forest ecamyst is to promote sustainable
management and exploitation of tropical dense fosied resources; to promote indigenous
knowledge of forest and biodiversity and its soeemnomic importance; to ensure the
adoption of better farming techniques by the papataand; to provide alternatives to forest
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resources such as fuel wood and building matesalas to reduce pressure on forests for
daily subsistence (MINFOF and WWF, 2006).

In 1994, the Cameroonian government replaceddtsl®73 and 1981 Forestry Laws
with anew Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries Law aartpof its National Environment
Management Plan (NEMP), in response to the resolsitof the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio.
Supporting NEMP and the Forestry, Wildlife and leises Law is the Framework Law on the
Environment. Section 72 of this law lays down speguidelines for participation.

Although participation in environmental matterstite form of community forests
could be seen as a positive contribution of the haw, this participation is both unclear by
definition and limited in practice. It states tlwldwing: “Populations shall be encouraged to
participate in environmental management, especthllgugh free access to environmental
information, pending the imperatives of nationdetise and State security” (pp 119). Section
72, paragraph 2 of the Framework Law simply sugg#sit a consultative mechanism “take
stock of the opinions and contributions of the gapons in matters of the environment” (pp
119). By these provisions local participation irrefst and environmental management is

limited to the expression of their opinions as veallfree access to environmental information.

Participation, as it is suggested today where foasd supposed to be fully involved in
the design, planning and management of their natasmurces like the type suggested in
trade-off analysis (Brown, 2004) is not ensuredtihgse provisions, except in cases like
Council Forests and Community Forests, where loaedssupposed to be the sole planners
and managers of the forest resources. Yet, in sitghtions it has been largely reported that
powerful local elites some live in villages, but sh@esiding in cities have usurped control
over forest resources for their own gains. Sucbntsgare not limited to Cameroon, but across

developing countries.

However, global environmental and social moveméiatge gained impetus since the
1992 Rio Earth Summit, including international eegjimes like the Paris Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness or the Accra Action for Aid. Thesecldeations, among other things have
asserted the need for, and importance of, socioeen development alongside
environmental protection, especially in less depetbcountries where it has become clear to
international aid donors and environmental protectigencies that effective conservation can

only be achieved through the active participatidnlazal communities, alongside socio-

XViii



economic development (Brown (2004), Saunders (20dEmen_et al(1994), Gubbi et al
(2009), Ferraro & Simpson (2002), & Ferraro (2001))

It is thus in connection to this paradigm shifcomservation efforts the so-called ‘new
generation’ ICDPs that the Government of Cameroas Iheen carrying out a number of
bilateral cooperation activities with Western gowaents such as France, Germany, Britain,

Canada, and other important development partners.

One of such conservation and development agreematht$sermany, for instance, is
within the forest sector. In the South West RegidrCameroon in particular, Germany’s
technical and development agency (GlZ, formerly GDED) on behalf of the German
Federal Ministry for International Cooperation iated in 1994 through late 2003, the Mount
Cameroon Project Integrated Nature Protection onurmfloCameroon (Project No.
PN91.2248.2). the project aspired to improve l@egdacity to manage and generate revenue
from forest resources while maintaining ecologieqlilibrium of the region simultaneously
(Mambo, 2005).

Immediately after the close of the project, botdvernments embarked on another
project within the forest sector in the same adstiative region the Sustainable Management
of Natural Resources-South West (SMNR-SW) througinare consistent application of a
Forest Environment Sector Program (FESP) with aralvterm of 13 years, from 2003 to
2016. The objective of this new program is to eaghat the various actors in Cameroon’s
forestry and nature protection sector contributegllalevels, to the sustainable management

and appreciation of the value of forest resouréeseoCongo Basin.

The program provides expert and process consultantdye Ministry of Forests and
Wildlife, the Ministry of Environment, Nature Prateon and Sustainable Development, as
well as to other government bodies in implementing FESP. It helps these ministries
through the revision the 1994 Forestry Law and dn&fting of political strategies and
instruments. It also supports municipalities aneéirthpartners (e.g. public and private
companies) in the management of their municipadts. Since 2003, according to MINFOF
officials, the program with support from GIZ haglléo a major increase in the areas
permanently designated for conservation initiatiMéss suggested that protected areas in
Cameroon have nearly doubled from 4.6 million hestan 2003 to 9 million hectares in
2011. It is thus with such high value-driven comments by both German and Cameroonian

governments to sustainable forest practices aldegsbcio-economic development, that the
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Government of Cameroon on December 18th 2009 gakéte Mount Cameroon National
Park.

2.5 Conservational values in the Mt Cameroon area

The high levels of biodiversity on Mount Cameroae @anternationally recognized
with at least 42 plant species and two bird speaidsmic to the area. There are also three
species of endangered primate and a small populafielephant (Watts, 1994). As a result of
this tremendous biodiversity, in 1994, Mount Camperavas listed as a center of plant
diversity by the International Union for the Conssion of Nature (IUCN) and the World
Wildlife Fund (WWF) (Pouakouyou, 2003).The areaeidremely rich in fauna diversity.
Three endemic primate species are considered eedahgn Mount Cameroon. These
include, the Drill Mandrillus leucoplaeus) Preuss GuenorC(icopetyeu spreussi) and Red-
eared Guenon (), (Tanyi, 1998).The region also drarbhe most important population of
Preuss Guenon (Olsen et,&001). The area is a very important tourist $fmit with many
touristic attractions including historical monumefike the Prime Ministers Lodge and other
remnants of German colonization which are locatadiqularly in Buea (former German
capital). The variety of biodiversity has facilgdt the creation of a botanic and zoological
garden, both located in Limbe. Touristic activitiesthis area are coordinated by Mount
Cameroon Ecotourism Organization (Mount CEO) whichn NGO created and financed by
the Mount Cameroon Project in corporation with éerman Development Service (GIZ).
There is a marked diversity in the social structame ethnic composition of the population.
Although the indigenous Bakweri people are outnumdbeby migrant workers who were
recruited to work in the plantations from othertpasf Cameroon and Nigeria, they have and
have maintained their rich culture. This culturgoaplays an indirect role in natural resource
management in the area.

Educating hunters on the wildlife law and the dfasgtion of species based on the
degree of threat was made possible through worlsshogd seminars. They became aware of
species that are completely protected (elephaittit, laish baby, chimpanzee, boss man potto
and the preuss guenon) in class “A” of the clasaifon table. Those that are partially
protected (bush dog, long tail pangolin, cero, busk, red eared monkey and sleeping deer)
which requires permit in the form of license forpkitation are classified as class “B”
animals. And those that that could be hunted fonektic purposes are class “C” animals for
example cane rat, porcupine and blue duiker. Hankt&xve also become aware on the
sanctions that await defaulters if they derail frémese rules. Hunting season (March to
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October) has also been agreed by all hunimsmus africana harvesters have also allocated
days within the week that prohibits some membeosnfrharvesting. Adequate baseline
inventory has not been done to assess the impadtseawildlife population. Akumsi, (2003)
asserts that local indicators that have been dpedland that analysis of wildlife monitoring
data show that there has been an increase in f@ilgbpulation. Moreover, species like
elephant which became very rare in the past coelddotted along subsistent farms not far
away from village settlements closed to the mount&hat is why WWF has been able to

collar three elephants in the study area with thetmecent in January 2009.

2.6 Threats to Biodiversity degradation in the Mt.Cameroon Region

The Mt. Cameroon area is dominated by the CDC whi@nated much of the land
from the indigenous Bakweri. There has also begmifgtant immigration to satisfy the labor
needs of the CDC population density is now aboutpé8 km nearly 75% of Mount
Cameroon study site is deforested. Main threatsiddiversity are linked to hunting in the
Mt. Cameroon area, which is carried out by meanwiocd snares and locally manufactured.
Bush-meat is sold fresh or smoked. Fresh meat, hwiscthe most common form for
immediate consumption, is sold in local markets.

Because smoking is the only means of conservationters operating at distances of
more than 15km from their base smoke meat on tharsthe bush. Smoking also facilitates
transportation by reducing the weight. Smoking.eesgly of big game, takes at least 2days.
Many consumers prefer smoked meat. Two types ofensiras well as wildlife collectors
operate in the Mt. Cameroon area; they are subsisied commercial large scale hunters.
Hunting has always been a major source of livekhdor the local villagers in the Mt.
Cameroon region. In the past, traditional hunting domestic purposes posed very little
threat to animal populations. Prior to 1960, elepdand other large game dominated the
slopes of Mt. Cameroon. However by the 70s and g0aching for ivory and hide coupled
with the deliberate action of the Cameroon DevelephCooperation (CDC) to kill elephants
in an attempt to save their palm plantations gyedithinished the elephant population to less
than a hundred (Pouakouyou, 1996).

This activity was also encouraged by politiciandjtary personnel, traditional rulers
and wealthy businessmen who needed the ivory festige and sale on the international
markets. In addition, the use of sophisticated waaoday for hunting is increasingly posing
a greater threat to animal species due to thefmignt increase in the catch. Bush-meat in
Cameroon is very important in the livelihoods ofefst dwelling communities across the
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national territory and a delicacy to urban dwelleds such, despite the laws regulating
wildlife exploitation, many hunters are still openg illegally (without permits, using
unregistered guns and unconventional trapping eogn) to meet up the demand for bush-
meat. At checkpoints in Cameroon, eco-guards dfiteth massive amounts of bush-meat
hidden underneath lumber in trucks.

Habitat loss through deforestation, illegal hunt{pgaching), and lack of a realistic
workable management model that could set, respeteaforce quotas, based on science, is
undoubtedly a major threat to biodiversity in thé. Bameroon region. The main drivers of
biodiversity loss in this region are excessive @agdture, logging, unsustainable exploitation
of NTFP (Non-Timber Forest Products) and poachifite CDC (Cameroon Development
Cooperation), a parastatal agro industry with wastana, rubber and tea plantations, is in this
region and keeps extending its farm into the ptetka@reas causing substantial loss to
biodiversity. In addition the slash and burn shitcultivation system of farming practiced by
the local people of this area is very destructvenature. Habitat loss, which leads to forest
fragmentation, is an important cause of reductiosgecies populations and increased species
extinction rates (Wilcoe et .al1986, Hudson, 1991).0f the different tree spetieind in the
Mount Cameroon region, the African CherBriinus africana) is the most endangered. This
is an evergreen hardwood tree with dark-brown lomignal fissured bark and simple thick
leathery, oval-shaped, leaves with pointed endsdritie Rosaceae family (Ingram, 2007;
Cunningham and Mbenkum, 1993).The intrinsic valfighits species is the driving force
behind the indiscriminate exploitation for localdamternational trade. According to Jean
Renaud (1991)Prunus africana represents the fourth most popularly used medigfant
species that is collected by 80% of householdseyed in the Mt. Cameroon region. Locally,
it is a huge source of income (livelihood) to mdagnilies and it is also used by traditional
healers for the treatment of chest pain, malagadache, chest pain, allergies, and kidney
diseases. The bark is not only used by tradititvealers, but also by local people collecting
their own medicinal plants, including for use agwgative for cattle (Kalkman, 1965).
Internationally, interest in the tree is in its khawhich contains active biochemicals used for
the treatment of prostate gland disorders. Pregdahtt bark extract is used internationally for
the manufacture of drugs to cure prostrate hypsiglgrostate gland hypertrophy and male
pattern baldness. These diseases commonly affdet olen in Europe and North America
(Dawson and Rabevohitra, 1996). High demand fier shecies has led to over exploitation
for its medicinal properties and to a lesser defpeds timber. The wood is hard and durable.

Hence, it is excellent for use as construction netand in the manufacture of furniture. It is
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also used to manufacture handles for farm toolsheamge hold utensils. Worth mentioning
also is the stock that is cut down for fuel woodféagmers. Prunus has become so important
that many people in the Mount Cameroon region anehebeyond are involved in its
exploitation or marketing. This has made the sges@arce not only for international trade
but also for use by the local communities. Theneagloubt that it is because of the lucrative
nature of the international market tfunus africana is being over exploited and traded on a
larger scale than any other African medicinal tspecies with the resultant devastation of
wild stock. This species has been listed as endaddgay the Cameroon government and
listed as vulnerable in the world’s list of thread trees, owing to its rapid population
decline (Schippmann, 2001). The declindPminus africana stock is alarming and has great
impact on fauna and flora, whether dependent ospkeies or not.

2.7 Initiatives to promote sustainable utilizationof biodiversity on Mt. Cameroon

The government of Cameroon and NGO's through thestny of wildlife and forestry
in the Mt. Cameroon area has contributed enormduostije protection of biodiversity which
was gradually depleting. This has permitted govemimio meet out rigorous penalties to

defaulters of the law ranging from fines, to impnsent.

Article 8 (1) of the 1994 forestry law governs usagghts that apply to indigenous
populations. In effect, the resident populationogsjthe right to exploit all forest products

except the protected species, for personal useaifinde raises the following points:

i) Every inhabitant of the forestry zone is estitlto usage rights;

i) Protected species alone are, in principldwked from the application of usage rights.

iii) Products taken in accordance with usage rightsst be destined for personal use; all
commercial use is therefore prohibited. The lavk@saprovision for a community forest to

be attributed to villages around the park wherg ten tend to for hunting of non protected
species and carry out different agricultural amddtock farming.

The Cameroonian Ministry of Forestry anddiife (MINFOF) made the courageous
decision to go ahead with a pilot project in cotleddion with LAGA. The collaboration seeks
to create a successful model that will providerthissing ingredient in the implementation of
the law: creating a deterrent factor. LAGA is tivstfspecialized Law Enforcement NGO in
the sub region. It focuses on threatened specidsnaainly on the dealers, the primary

perpetrators of the illegal Bush-meat business (tbey trade and the pet trade). LAGA
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formed a legal team to assist in the administrgtnceedures of prosecuting the first wildlife
cases known in the courts of Cameroon. LAGA alsbrgwsflashes on national TV news,
national radio news and written press concernimgsilnccess of the operations and positive
court rulings. The Cameroonian media then inforhesgublic that the law is being actively
enforced, thereby achieving education of the putidhe change, increasing deterrent, and
classification of the illegal trade in endangereldilfe as criminal.

The GoC has created VFMC in all the villages arotirdMount Cameroon National
Park which act as survey entities to illegal expliton of natural resources. Some of its
members benefit from harnessed bee farming, searing, and pig rearing after receiving

WWE training with the main motive to deter themnfréiunting.

CHAPTER Il
PRESENTATION OF STUDY ZONE AND METHODOLOGY

3.1 PRESENTATION OF STUDY ZONE
3.1.1 Location of the MCNP

Mount Cameroon national park lies on the coasthéenGulf of Guinea, between 3°57'-
4°27' N and 8°58'-9°24'E. It is a huge volcanic snagh its long axis (about 45 km long and
30 km wide) running SW to NE. The main peak ig¢atN, 9°10'E at altitude 4,100 m. Itis
an active volcano, which erupts almost every twoades. The volcanic eruptions of the last
century took place in 1906, 1922, 1958, 1982, af@fl9land in 2000. The MCNP falls
between 4.055° - 4.378° N and 9.031° - 9.294° E23.

3.1.1.2. Park’s description and peripheries
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It covers a total surface area of 58,178 ha arlddated within four sub-divisions:
Buea, Muyuka, Mbonge and Idenau. The southern ynd about 2 km from the Atlantic
oceans and harbors the wettest place in Africa (iDba) which occupies second position in
the world. The parks head quarter is located atoeinThe MCNP is made up of 41 villages
bordering it directly. There are cosmopolitan centalmost around the park: Limbe;

Mutengene, Buea, Ekona, Muyuka, Munyenge and qibity villages...

For reasons of easy access and the need to facilitsa administration, MCNP is
spatially divided into four so-called ‘cluster cemgation zones of the Mount Cameroon
National Park’. These clusters comprise the 4hgék and zones that make up the Park. They
include the Buea cluster in the South and partthefEast, consisting of 13 villages from
Upper Boando to Woteva; the Bomboko cluster inNloeth east and North west areas of the
Park, consisting of 12 villages from Bomana to Bdsamboko; the Muyuka cluster
occupying the East and consisting of 9 villagesnfiekona Lelu to Munyenge; and the West
Coast cluster covering the areas to the West anslistong of 7 villages from Sanje to Lower

Boando, as can be seen on figure 1 below.

Figure |: Represents the MCNP and other protected arghg iBouth west region of

Cameroon
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3.1.3 Physical properties of the area
3.1.3.1 Soll

The mount Cameroon region has predominantly ridicaroc soils of recent origin
(Neba, 1997). These soils of recent origin are m@st young volcanic rocks and are fertile.
In Other parts like the surrounding foothills ore thouth and south west flanks, it is mostly
older Tertiary lava, which is different in compawit to the underlying Holocene basalt of Mt.
Cameroon (Payton, 1993). Along the coast soilsangposed of a mean texture of sandy clay
dominated by sand. The north-eastern flank of tbentain is characterized by metamorphic
volcanic formations and deep soils, favorable famwgh of gregarious flowering plants. The
rich volcanic soils in the area explain the present the Agro-Industrial company. The
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Cameroon Development Corporation (CDC) in the aféa. CDC has taken advantage of the

fertile soils and has established vast bananayubber and palm plantations in the region.

3.1.3.2. Climate

This area has two distinct seasons, the very watose (between June and October)
and dry seasons (between November and May). Tgisrrés known to be the second wettest
place in the world. The south western sides of ®dmeroon have a continuous wet rainy
season reaching 10,000mm a year (Cape Debundsddak a@ropical climate at lower
altitudes. On the other hand, the north and easides of the mountain lie in a relative rain
shadow receiving just about 2,000mm per year. Inegd, the region receives about
3,500mm of rainfall per annum. Temperature in theaavaries from an average of 25.5 to
27°C at the base of the mountain to about 32 t&€3hiring the hottest months (March and
April). However, at the peak, temperatures can oéow as 4°C. Payton (1993), states that
the decrease in temperature for each 100m inclieaskitude is 0.60°C and that humidity
remains at 75-85% due to the marine influence &edincidence of mist and Orographic
cloud formation. According to Tanyi (1998), theaneannual soil temperature is greater than
22°C, below 1200m due to the descending cold assemand incidence of cloud around the
mountain. The great climatic variation of this k@yi coupled with factors such as aspect and
relief has made it favorable for a diversity ofigland animal types that earns the region its
internationally recognized status as a biodiversity spot’ in Cameroon (MINEF, 2002).
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Rainfall Chart of the area (2013)
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Fig 2: Rainfall chart (CDC 1€3 - 1993)
3.1.4. Biodiversity

Mount Cameroon contains high species diversity amdemism in its flora and faur
The region also has an unbroken sequence of vemrefatm lowland evergreen and monte
forest, highland Savannah, mangroves and swamgsht@lpine prairies near itsmmit. At
least 2,300 Species of plants in more than 800rgesred 210 families have been recorc
Out of these, 49 species are strictly endemic @nadar endemic plant species. Of the
strictly endemic species, 4 are at the montanesgnad, 5 betwen montane grassland a
forest ecotone, 11 at subentane and montane forest and 29 at lowland fafesthich 17
are newly discovered during the last decade ofstomeventory (Cable and Cheek, 19€
Prunus africana, which occurs in the montane and -montane vegetation type, is the o
plant species considered threateneca result of overexploitationThe region is also ve
diverse in fauna with over 370 species recorde@. Jui-montane and montane habitats
part of the Cameroon Mountain Encic Bird Area (EBA). So far, 210 species of birdvé
been record out of which 8 are threatened & strictly endemicMt. Cameroon Francoli
(Francolinus camerunensis) and the Mt. Cameroon Speiro(Speirops melanocephalus).

Large mammals include the Fst Elephantl(axodonta africana). Survey carried out in 20C
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indicates a population of 176 individuals (Atang@03). A total of 70 species of butterfly (3
endemic) has already been recorded. The populafi@rills (Mandrillus leucoplaeus) and
Chimps Cucopetyeus preussi and Cercopithecus erythrotis) is fast dwindling due to hunting

pressure and habitat loss (Tanyi, 1998).

3. 1.5 Demography

The population is estimated at about 300,000 geoplvhom two-thirds live in urban
and Semi-urban areas, while the rest in villagdge 3ettlement pattern forms a closed ring
around the foot of the mountain with no permanetiteaments on altitudes above 1500m. The
people indigenous people in the area are the Bakwemboko, Balondo and Bakolle
(Ekane, 2000). In all the villages, the populati®®xpanding from both natural increase and
Immigration. These people are predominantly farmbunters, pit sawyers, fishermen and
traders (Ekane, 2000) along the Atlantic coastyTdepend either directly or indirectly on the
resources of the MCNP and its peripheries.

Most of the smaller settlements of less than 50®@litants have mainly indigenous
population, the larger settlements show a high eotmation of non indigenous population,
made up of the; North-westerners, Bangwas, BangaBgilondos and Nigerians. Emigration
and Immigration have been marked in this area. Tameroon Development Corporation
(C.D.C) and PAMOL industrial agro-plantations ire tMount Cameroon area have attracted
workers into the area, as many picked up employmenthe vast plantations. Upon
retirement, these workers re-settle in the neailtggers with their entire families. They pick
up other economic activities like trading and sstesice farming. With recent decline of
employment in the plantations, retrenched anda@tivorkers as well as their families acquire
farmland in the area for agriculture. Attractivecps for agricultural produce and high soil

fertility of the area are major reasons for theéasing immigration.

3. 1.6 Socio-economic activities

Food crop farming is the most important sourceiwdlihood of the population around
Mt. Cameroon. The forest as a direct source ofrme@nd subsistence through hunting and
gathering is of secondary importance to the ovegrajpulation. Some of the subsistence
agricultural products grown in the area are plastacocoyam and cassava and contribute
more than twice as much as cocoa and coffee tdaitglivelihood. However, cocoa remains
the main bulk income earner of the area. The CD&rn@oon Development cooperation) is

the only company doing commercial agriculture ia thgion and has employed many of the
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indigenes to provide cheap manual labor. Othercasuof livelihood and income for rural
people in this region include hunting, livestockniag, petty trading, tapping, timber and fuel
wood harvesting, gifts, beekeeping, tourist guifpeging as well as traditional healing.

3.1.7 Agriculture and Livestock

Agriculture is presently the most importatonomic activity carried out in the area,
employing about 95% of the population, while timlegploitation, hunting and petty trading
are also practiced by some inhabitants. Farm saege between 0.25 ha to more than 10 ha.
of Cocoa farms in the Mt Cameroon area generate rsignificant benefits for conservation
and local livelihood than commercial plantationsughly 50 tree species are commonly
retained or planted in cocoa farms (Sarah et &7p08lon-indigenous farmers own the largest
farms and account for most of the agricultural piitbn of the area. Market for farm

produce is readily available by middlemen, who bufarm gates.

Livestock rearing is practiced for sistence and for cultural sacrifices, which require
the slaughtering of animals. It is common to fichg domestic animals such as goats, sheep,
pigs and fowls in the villages. Cattle rearing hdeen introduced into the area, mainly
grazing in oil palm plantations. Also, grazing @ittte is carried out in the savannah zone of
the Bambuko forest reserve. Fishing is carriediodihe southern flank of the region pricesly
in the Atlantics Ocean mostly by fisher men fromgélia, Ghana and Mali. Few

Cameroonians dabble into this practice or activity.

3.1.8 Timber and Firewood

Most of the timber and firewood for household usenes from the surrounding
communal forest. lllegal commercial timber andviio®d exploitation is rampant in the area,
most of it exploited in the forest reserve by bassmen from nearby towns of Buea, Limbe
and Muyuka. The youth provide hired labor for hézating sawn timber and firewood from
the tree stump to the roadside. Farmers usualBivesmall fees from the timber exploiters
before allowing trees to be felled in their farmstual earnings from these activities are not
available, because exploiters are reluctant to igeoveliable figures since the activity is

illegal.

FIGURE 3: SHARES OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES.
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SHARE OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES

(Schmidt Soltan, 2003)

3.1.9 Fauna

Mount Cameroon is home to a wide variety of aninald birds. The si-montane
and montane habitats are part of the Cameroon MmstEndemic Bird Area (EBA)
Twenty of the 28 restrictedange bird species of the EBA have been recordedlount
Cameroon, including the two strictly endemic spec(Francolinus camerunensis and
Speirops melanocephalus) (IUCN/WWF, 1994).

So far a total of 210 species of ks has been recorded from the oing surveys. Out
of these, eight are threater These include the Mount Cameroon FrancoFrancolinus
cameroonensis), the Black Capped SpeiropSpeirops lugubris) and the Mount Cameroc
Rough Wing Swallow_Rsitadoprocne spp.). All these birds are unie to the Mount
Cameroon Region.

The Cameroon Blubeaded SunbircNectarinia oritis) is endemic. The GreNecked
Picathartes Ficathartes oreas) and the Preuss’ GuenoRefcopithecus preussii) are rare.
Eighty-six (86) reptilian species, representing more tbae third of the reptilian faur
known in Cameroon, are found in the Mt Cameroom,ameaking this site among the rich
in the country. Lowland forest had the greatest Ineimof species (58) folwed by
submontane forest (45) montane forest (21) andmadd) species. A number of rare or lii
known reptiles were encountered in the region uhclg: the skin and the blind sna
Typhlops decorosus. Mt. Cameroon appears not to have any strictlyemic reptile specie
The Forest Elephantéxodonta africana) is one of the flagship species of the MCNP

survey carried out in 2003 indicates a populatibh#® individuals in the Mt Cameroon ar
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(Atanga, 2003). In order to improve ecological noring of the Mt Cameroon area, WWF-
Cameroon through the WWF Coastal Forests (SAWAgRrmme, Limbe recently succeeded
to collar three elephants. The third was succdgstallared on January 8, 2009 (Janet M,
2009). Preliminary analysis of data from collaetdphants showed that all three elephants
essentially stayed within the boundaries of thelp@stablished Mt. Cameroon National Park
(WWF, 2010).The red-capped mangabey were recordddtcEtinde, Nku, (2004) in Fiona
et al, (2007) now part of the Mt Cameroon. A total & Species of butterfly (including 3
endemic species) is already recorded. Other imporspecies include the drillPépio
leucophaeus), and chimpanzee Pén troglodytes). The table below presents some

endangered/protected Class A species in the region;

Table 1: Endangered species of Class A

SCIENTIFIC NAMES COMMON/LOCAL NAME
Loxodonta africana cyclotis Elephant/njoku

Pan troglodytes Chimpazee/Ewake

Galogo (Galagoides) demidovii Bush baby/Lunde

Papio (Mandrillus) leucophaeus Drill/Sumbo

Hylochoeru smeinertzhagent Bush Pig/Nguanya
Perodicticus potto Bosmanpotto/Combatta
Cercopithecus preussii Preuss Guenon/Blue Kanass
Arctocebus calaberansis Golden potto/Lyombo

Tako (1999)

3.1.9.1 Vegetation/flora

Mount Cameroon is known for its excepél plant diversity and high number of
endemic species. Evidence of this richness isdhet 2,300 species of plants in more than
800 genera and 210 families, 49 strictly endemity(occurring on Mount Cameroon) and 50
near endemic plant species (also occurring in Baaétfighlands, Oku, Kupe, Korup, Obudu
Plateau and Bioko) are found in the area. Cheel.df1996) argued that almost all of the
plant families endemic to Tropical Africa: Huacakledusandracae, Lepidobotryacae,
Octocknematacae and Hoplestigmatacae are foundaamtMCameroon and the surrounding
foothills. At least 42 plant species and three gerere strictly endemic and another 50

XXXiii



species are near endemic to Mount Cameroon (CatuleCheek 1998, Cheek et al.1994,
WWF and IUCN 1994).

The explanation for the high level of emile plant species and the fascinating pattern
of vegetation must stem partly to the fact that MoCameroon is part of an important
Pleistocene refuge. Owing to its uniquely rich aincerse vegetation, Mount Cameroon has
been recommended to become a Centre of Plant Dwgi8)CN/WWF, 1994). Mount
Cameroon is also known for its high habitat divgraind exceptional ecological features. It
has a wide range of habitats including lowland gresn rainforest, submontane forest,
montane forest, grassland and recent lava flow conines. Because of the heavy cloud
cover and the consequent high humidity that envehlap forest at higher altitudes, the
submontane and montane forests are also callediiG¥o Mist Forest”. The cloud forest is

very rich in epiphytes and trees are intensivelyeced with mosses and vascular epiphytes.

The western slope of the Mt Cameroon i9ably the most diverse and richest area of
the mountain and appears to be the only area int Ares Central Africa where there is an
unbroken vegetation gradient from evergreen lowlamnaforest at sea level, through montane
forest, to montane grassland and alpine grassleadits summit.

This link between ecosystems largely accounts fer lhiological diversity of the
region. Past surveys of plant species had ledaadéntification of 6 main vegetation types

on the mountain with their key characteristics.

3.2 METHODOLOGY;

3. 2.1 Data analysis:

This stage consist of organizing quantitative datanformation collected on field
through questionnaires, interviews; using analitiocals such as Microsoft excel to process
these information to a qualitative one for easy pmahension. In this report, excel has been
used to process data and descriptive statisticbe@sm employed for analysis. After all
guestionnaires were assembled, results from edtgeiwas entered into excel on the
guestions posed (yes and no answers). The answeeestien analyzed and their percentages
gotten from which interpretations were gotten.

3.2.2. Secondary data
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Secondary data was collected from GIZ Buea, WC% [Oimbe Botanical Gardens
library, Regional Delegation of forestry and wifdliBuea, WWF-SAWA Forest project-
Limbe, The regional centre for development and eorstion (RCDC) Limbe, Existing
reports of the MCNP, the internet, The Mt. Camerdecotourism Organization office
(MTCEO), program for the sustainable Managemematiiral resources SW (PSMNR-SW),
The Mt. Cameroon Prunus Management Group (MOCABMarly of the Garoua Wildlife
College and MCNP Centre Limbe.

3.2.3 Primary data collection procedure

With the help of previous information on the vilgin the area by the Conservator of
MCNP, all the information was studied and villagetected according to their importance to

conservation in the Mt Cameroon area.

Importance here implied villages had the followjpayameters on which the research
was based such as, existence of VFMC, villageseclas the park, those with CIG’s and
Cooperatives, accessibility, villages with a highmber higher number of hunters and
agriculturalists, villages mostly intruded by sigars due to its potentials and conflicts faced
and lastly those involved in government participatior sustainable resource development

and benefit sharing.

This then paved the way for the establishment sfratified random sampling done
without replacement to be done through an eliminyafirocess of less important villages
using the criteria above or similar villages legvme with just 30 villages out of 41. Out of
these 30 villages balloted, 24 of them were chdsewere to be visited. Due to bad weather
conditions and repetition of some linked villages. (they have a high affinity or alliance with
some neighboring villages. We can conclude thay fbantly operate due to their size or
projected benefits upon largeness ex. Bova | gnd I

Furthermore because of the number of villages etinaas need for the villages to be
stratified per quadrant which enabled further atiaion of villages based on the reasons
above and also for a clear data analysis to bevaathBelow is what was clustered, sampled

and visited amongst the villages in the MCNP.

TABLE 2; SAMPLE RESULTS OF THE VILLAGE CLUSTERS

Parks Total No | Clustered | Village | Villages  Percentages
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position (clusters) of villages | samples to visit

villages
South 13 8 4 3 30%
(Bakingili,Buea,woteva)
West (Sanje to lower 7 7 6 4 50%
boando)
Easi (Muyuka and part 9 9 9 7 53.85%
of Buea community
North (Bombuko zone) 12 6 5 3 25%
TOTAL 41 30 24 17 39.53%

(MCNP, Buea)

After all these analyses had been done in theeyffjoestionnaires were drafted in relation to

the problems | sought to resolve. Questions Peanigito;

» Sex
» Co-management benefits/loses

» Personal opinions

3.2.4 PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED

* Itwas a challenge to be accepted to work in tHage. These villages, like most rural
Villages in Cameroon are very skeptical of strang@&his has been worsened by the
fact that other researchers had been to the aa¢laergd information from them with
the promise of better days ahead which they haveseen. Because of this, some
respondents either asked for immediate compenshétore answering any questions
or chased us out of their village.

* A meeting with respondents was a challenge as wfogtem are farmers and petty
traders. Interviews could only be conducted on fitouSundays’ when they do not go
to farms or late in the afternoon when they arekldamm their farms and markets.
This presented us with further challenges as iinjgolite for a stranger to knock on

someone’s door late in the evening for interviews

3.2.5 Pretest of Questionnaires

Before the administration of the questionnairep t&co-guards from MCNP were

briefed by me on their role; explain in pidgin Bsfglwhat the questions meant and guiding
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the correct tick of response if need arises so assure accuracy. A formal letter was drafted
by me to all 17 chiefs before the field work begdrch highlighted my reasons for visiting,
date of interviews to be held and questionnairpalses, duration of stay. These letters were

sent to the chiefs through the conservator of MCNP.

3.2.6 Semi-Structural interviews

Semi-structural Interviews were held in theseagéls which focused on;

What Co-management is about
Identification of partners involved in Co-managemwithin these villages
Appraisal of the process of Co-management in thidisges

Benefits accrued from Co-management in these efiag

a bk~ N

Debate or personal opinion

Most interviews covered a long period of 2-3 hdoesause of the sensitivity of the topic. In
all the meetings or interviews, questionnaires waministered. Four main questions were

asked;
» Has Co-management been beneficial to their commuryi®

Yes = some participants though few accepted Coagements has been beneficial based
on governments closeness and disponibility withrtbemmunity through Conservators
and Eco-guards thus facilitating communication leetvthem. Conversely, there were
mostly No responses registered because elitesetsjriarmers argued that they have no
benefits or even if it exist they have never bear pf

» What new technical skills have they acquired?

Professional hunting skills, snail farming etc.

» Why would they want government to leave the ParkoStay?

Yes, most participants said so because they silggcjudged that they were worse of
Compared to when they hunted, farmed and harvegtbdut any control in this area.

» Is the Co-management process applicable?
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Yes, but very slow in its application especially tine domain of financial decision and

decision making on resources in the Park

Table 3; Population estimate of indigenes around gnMCNP

Villages Estimated Custer positioning of the
visited population Village
3 621 South (Buea cluster)
4 882 West (Sanje to lower boandc)
7 1169 East (Muyuka cluster)
3 387 North(Bombuko zone)
17 3059 Persons TOTAL

255 questionnaires in total were administeredlidavillages. More so, information from the

17 chiefs of villages visited on the population soed up to an estimated sum of 3059
people. A success was registered at the leveleofjtiestionnaires. All respondents filled the
guestionnaires. It should be noted that selectioregpondents was based on the following

criteria;

- Persons who had participated in Co-management

- Heads of villages notably chiefs, quarter headscanuhcil heads

- Persons in the hunting, agricultural or fishinddse

- Women in the sale of Bush-meat pepper soup, Cl@pg,cassociations and NGO's.

- Trade unionists, conservers of nature and enviromalists.

Table 5 above is a representative of the estimadgdlation of the villages visited; it is also
highlighted that, the total estimated population wilages around the Park is about
60,000persons.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

4.1 Stakeholders of the Co-management Process arir responsibilities

4.1.1. Government of Cameroon (GoC)

The government of Cameroon plays a key role inGbemanagement process of the
MCNP. This concern is manifested in national, in&tional and sub-regional efforts.
National efforts include policy reforms, laws anghplementation of relevant measures
through the Ministry of Forestry and Wildlife andrlexternal services.

Community based organizations like the VFMCs, MOC## Mt.CEO are given a
legal status to enable them actively engage in dbeision making processes in the
management of the MCNP. The government of Cameatsmworks hand in gloves with her
partner organizations (WWF, GIZ, and the World Batakensure that the support they give is
geared towards the development of the Co-managerpeydess of the MCNP. The
government of Cameroon put in place the PSMNR-SWedme up with workable Co-

management strategies in this process.

Even though all these measures have been put ¢e fitere is need for government
supervision and control to facilitate the procé&3se GoC being an active member in the Co-
management process would have to be more realisitt speed-up process through
transparent management conventions to be signédnew partners and the already existing
ones in resource management around the park; veflerghts and responsibilities are well
defined, respected and datelines for all activikikewn and sanctions meted if decisions are
not executed in a given timeframe of the memorandigned by all parties involved in the
process of Co-management in the MCNP area.

4.1.2. KFW (German Development Bank)

Since 2006, KFW has been providing funds througk therman Technical
Cooperation (GlZ) and PSMNR-SW, for activities thpatsh the Co-management process
forward. There has been a renewed intention tooeddd and implement a long term strategy

for the management of resources in the MCNP arghbering regions.
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This is a passive facilitator of natural resour@nagement in the MCNP through GIZ
therefore there is need for more participation diyewith the GoC and the villages around
the park through signing of agreements with the Géilages and other NGO'’s pertaining
to; the provision of adequate funding for localagle project such as water resource building,
road accessibility, community hall, agriculturakdits and materials to farmers. Also the
bank can put in place a forum where villagers amtn@ans are employed to follow-up the
implementation of participatory decision so asusipforward the management process.

4.1.2.1. Program for the Sustainable Management &faturd Resources (PSMNR-SW)

Based on the philosophy or principle of reconcilcanservation with development,
the Program for the Sustainable Management of MBResources- South West supports the
park in implementing community development actestiThe sum of one hundred and sixty-
five million francs CFA (165000000FCFA) was useduod community based development
activities in the MCNP in one year or more yearsThis included the implementation of
selected priority projects and elaboration of g#adevelopment plans. This program

intervenes in the following main areas:

Support VDPs and implementation of priority measure
Build capacity of VFMCs
Animate VFMC platform

Y V V V

Elaborate, implement and monitor a collaborativeeament for the harvesting of
Prunus and other key NTFPs in the park

Support and develop the organizational capacityOfCAP

Support development and the implementation of &etiang strategy for MOCAP
Support domestication of Prunus

YV V VYV V

Elaborate, implement and monitor a collaborativeeament on accessibility to
sacred sites (traditional rites in the park).

» Elaborate, implement and monitor a collaborativeeament on the management
of 6,000 ha of BFR.

PSMNR-SW has been instrumental in the sustainalaleagement of the park’s resources.
Being an active contributor towards Co-managemens ihoped by 2016 the process is
completed. Though one of the supportive arms ofptlogess, she has got to engage more in

capacity building of the villagers. Livelihood démpement such as modern bee keeping with
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Innovations that include modern techniques of hatimg honey as well as the farming snails

and mushrooms

4.1.2.2. The World Bank
A World Bank sponsored project is being elabordtet is going to attract 2million USD
(about one billion CFAF). These funds are gointpetp develop eco-tourism activities in the
area notably;

* Develop the MCNP Management Plan

» Provision of technical assistance to Mt CEO

» Establish a good reception and parking area

* Rehabilitate an expand ecotourism infrastructure

* Encourage the Mount Cameroon race of hope

This is a passive member in the process of Co-neamnagt because little has been done when
it comes to her functions. The World Bank has gatgeed up the process of Co-management
by assembling all parties once every month to abtaintributions in developing a 5year

management plan.
4.1.2.3. WWF Coastal Forest (SAWA) Project, Limbe.

It supports the park in technical services suclEeslogical Monitoring, Boundary
tracing, inventories and others. Technical equipgmien forest activities such as GPSs

compasses. Logistics :( sleeping tents, vehicldsosmers)

WWF Coastal Forest (SAWA) program recently succdddecollar three elephants in
the park. The third was successfully collared andh® January 2009 (Janet, 2009).

Early analysis of the three collared elephants akeethat they essentially dwelled
within the boundaries of the MCNP, (WWF, 2010). TWerld Wide Fund for Nature is
currently working with the “Elaboration Committe&d come up with the final management
plan of the MCNP.
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This is one of the main partners of all parks ia 8W region her functions have been
indispensible and continue to provide equipmentth@r parks service so as to facilitate the

Co-management process.
4.1.2.3. The local communities

The local communities around the MCNP depend sotelyforest resources for
livelihood sustenance. The sustainability of thdlatmrative management process will
depend on the active participation of these stdieins. Firstly, they have to adopt a
sustainable habit of using these resources. If #neywell sensitized they will in turn do same
to other immigrants in the area. The chiefs and theditional councils play a paramount role
in organizing their communities so that collaboratimanagement engagements will be
respected and benefits accruing from it are shaddtably partly used for conservation
friendly activities.

There is the need to carry out convincing sensitina and candid declarations of the
benefits resulting from the concession are to lelosed to the partners and equitably
distributed. This goes a long way to reconcilettiamught of losing their forest to government

thus a sustainable resource management achieved

4.1.2.4. MOCAP

This structure was created in August 2000 withstgsce from the Mount Cameroon
Project as the Mount Cameroon Prunus Managemenp@uwoynLtd. (MOCAP). It has over
the years contributed to community developmentfe&8oMOCAP has been able to exploit
and market 162 tons of Prunus backs and dividddliasvs; 100 tons in 2003, 47 tons later
and 15.518 tons on the 25/07/2012. The benefitstaesd among the communities working
in partnership with the MCNP. Also, some 8500 Prurseedlings were distributed for

planting by local inhabitants.

In 2006 Cameroon was suspended from the exportafiétrunus by CITES because
of unsustainable harvesting methods perpetratedPbpNTECAM (a pharmaceutical
company based in Mutengene at the time). PLANTECAWs later closed by the
Government of Cameroon (GoC) with the creatiorhefMCNP in 2009. MINFOF took steps
to comply to CITES conditions (inventory, developmef a Prunus management plan, etc.)

and its partners then went into negotiations ardénd was uplifted in 2010.
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As a collaborative management method isgpput in place, MOCAP, Park services and
partners re-organized the exploitation of Prunub dimided the mountain into five blocks for
a five year rotational interval of sustainable femting. MOCAP, assisted by the park service
signed a Memorandum of Understanding with membéagés in order to ensure sustainable
harvesting. MOCAP trains sustainable harvesters.fifat block is being harvested now and
the total volume to be removed is 800tons. A uniguger was selected (AFRIMED) from a
list of companies in Douala, and a Memorandum ofre&gent was signed between
AFRIMED (highest bidder) and MINFOF. It took overoin SESPO-SARL, the former
buyer. The price per kg was agreed at 350fcfa haddane supplier is MOCAP. AFRIMED
cannot buy Prunus from any individual or group efsons from the Mt Cameroon region
except from MOCAP. The commercialization of Pruguges a lot of revenue to the different
stake holders. It has to be sustainably harvestedti@nsported to the ware house in the

nearby villages.

Information gathered from MOCAP says, following tiganized methods, harvesting is all
year round and sales can be done 12 times in alyearsingle sale, an average of 15,500kg
are sold (15.5 tones) generating an average anwunt425 000Fcfa. Annually, averagely
188 tones sold for 65 100 000 FCFA. On th® a6August 2012, 15 518.5 kg (more than 15
tones) ofPrunus africana harvested from the Bomboko cluster (plot 1) wasl dor an
amount of 5,431,475 (five million four hundred aitty one thousands, four hundred and

seventy five francs CFA).

Finally, MOCAP has been very successful in thessaldrunus africana gotten around the
MCNP but has failed to equitably distributed revesniuMost harvesters are disgruntled
because they believe they are under paid takirggaahsideration that they ones sold Prunus
without any control. Therefore, this warrants MOCAPredraft the percentage sharing of
revenues or increase considerably the salariebeolvillages so as to achieve the goal of
sustainability in resource management and confimhagement.

4.1.2.5. Mount Cameroon Ecotourism Organization (MICEO)

The eco-tourism potential of the Mt Cameroon Regiogeneral and the MCNP in
particular cannot be over emphasized. It was itizagon of this value through the then Mt
Cameroon Project, that the Mt Cameroon Ecotourisgaization was formed (11/03/2000).
Its status was changed on 02 October 2002 as thentM@ameroon Inter-communal
Ecotourism Board (MOUNT CEO) having the slogans' KEANOTHING BUT PICTURES”
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The main objectives of this organization are theonption of biodiversity,
conservation, and development of ecotourism forirtiqg@ovement or the living standards of
the local communities around this area. Over tharsjethrough the support of GlZ, and
WWEF, MOUNT CEO has been able to develop both ecttmupackages and the basic
infrastructure needed. Between 2000 and 2009, MD @GE&s been able to facilitate the visit
of 7377 tourists into the Mt Cameroon Region, antimgnto total revenue of 135 million
FCFA; part of which was used for socio-economicaliewment of the local communities as
well as for the management of the organization Q40O, 2010).

In order to improve on, and expand her activitissveell as ensure sustainable
exploitation of the ecotourism potentials of the ®&meroon Region, Mt CEO signed or"18
July 2006 a Partnership agreement with the Minisfriffourism. Though the Mt Cameroon
NP area constitutes an integral part of the zonéhi® implementation of the agreement, no
allocation for entry fees was foreseen for park ag@ment. It should be noted that the
agreement was signed before the establishmene qfark.

Recently the elaboration of a World Bank-sponsgregject for the development of
ecotourism in the Mt Cameroon Area was initiateltisTproject, valued at USD 2million is to

intervene in the following main areas.

Development of the Mt Cameroon tourism managemiant p

Provision of technical assistance to Mt CEO.

Establishment of reception and parking areas

Rehabilitation and expansion of ecotourism infiastire(MINEPAT,2010)

vV V V V

One important objective of Mt CEO is the transfotio of hunters to porters. So far, Mt
CEO has transformed and trained 52 hunters to gaides and porters. Mt CEO created
Village Ecotourism Committees (VEC) who identifyrtters and bring them for training as
porters and tour guides. Within the frame work aftpership that Mt CEO has with MCNP,
there on-going efforts take on board some hunteletemployed as watchmen, cleaners and
others. Mt CEO has sponsored income generatingitgesi (IGAs) in 09 active villages
(villages that submitted engagement letters to MEOCrequesting to participate in
biodiversity activities). The IGAs include plantammultiplication (2000 plantain suckers were
successfully multiplied in Bova village in 2009géfarming and snail farming.

4.1.2.6. The CDC
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The Cameroon Development Corporation, an agro mmdusomplex, second employer in
Cameroon after the State, has most of the plang&t@wound the Mt Cameroon region. Her
plantations cover a surface area of 40,000 ha amd & direct impact in the management of
the MCNP in the sense that farmland has becomecescar the southern peripheries.
Plantation workers are forced to encroach into mlagéional park for their agricultural
activities. Furthermore, these plantations atttalor force from all over the region, hence
increasing the pressure on the forest resourci®iMCNP.

The CDC has been more of a problem to the parkistence because it conflicts land
ownership with the park’s periphery and sometimaesr@ach in agricultural land of the
villagers. This disturbs the smooth functioningtled Co-management process because elites
complain they don’t have enough farmland cultivate The negotiations on-going for the
retrocession of part of the CDC land at the perighareas for farm land have got to be

accelerated so as to resolve the problem inadegublieable land.

4.1.2.7. Village Forest Management Committees (VFMC

A total of 41 VFMCs were created in the village coomities that border the MCNP. This
was facilitated in 2008 by the PSMNR-SW, phaseltiiTroles are clearly defined and made
known to all stake holders in order to avoid cantflvith the village traditional councils. The
composition of the VFMC is as follows:

» The chief of the village
One member of the village development committee
One representative of the external elite
One representative of the internal elite
Two representatives of women associations

One representative of famers

YV V. V V V V

One representative of the youths

The VFMCs have the following animation and senattan functions:

They organize discussion/information sessions tighvillagers

They participate in improving knowledge on the &irg law

They participate in the vulgarization of the difat management plans

They participate in the protection of the envire@mn

YV V V V VY

They listen to the villagers and transmit theirgesgions to the MCNP services.
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» They search and disseminate all relevant informatiarelation to the management of
the forest.

They participate in organizing the population.

They participate in the realization of socio-ecomsurveys

They participate in the mapping of the differenhes of the forest

They give their opinions on the strategic managemkm of the management units
They share information between the administratiah the village communities
Participate in monitoring the proper executionhe management plan

They keep a record of the human and material resswavailable within the village
Execute or organize the execution of certain caadEmn activities

Contribute ideas for the review of the managemént p

They organize surveillance patrols along the liroftthe MCNP

YV V.V V V V V V V V VY

They report to the chief of forestry post, all g activities in and around the MCNP
The constitution of the VFMC is by public electioms an enlarged village meeting. The
bureau is made up of the president (chief or comtynueader), the secretary, the financial
secretary and the treasurer. Members have a tleae rgnewable mandate once with the
exception of the chief as a permanent member regkde only during his succession as chief
or at death. Members who are inactive, die or niggaae replaced according to internal rules
and regulations. The secretary, financial secreaay the president are the three signatories

as far as withdrawals of finances are concerned.

The VFEMC being a new village commitjast as the Park’s creation (2009) has not
been fully operational in all her functions (i.etigities delegated from government to them
are not constant and takes time to come; there existence of a management plan).

Eventhough with the plenty of resporigibs slated on the memorandum of
understanding, they still feel very comfortable hwit because of their functions which
pertains to protecting their resources, educatieg elites on current wildlife and flora issues
and collaborating with government which to them steps to acquiring more benefits from
these collaborative participation with the governimepartners and their environment.
Moreso, the ease with which they execute partiopyatmanagement decisions (taking into
consideration the chief at the helm) makes theiigasnents lighter, flexible and appreciable.
The involvement of the chiefs and government intanable resource management in the
MCNP has made it extremely difficult for politicahd influential elites to convince the local

population on any better management system of ressuthough some efforts have been
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made by powerful financial and positioned elitesdatrol resources around Park without any
control . All their efforts have often times resdtto illegal transactions of resources thus
attracting sanctions and penalties. There is tbezed growing apathy of resource control
around the MCNP by influential political elites fimancially well placed individuals due to

the legislation (1994 wildlife law) protecting g®resources.

The VFMC has stood as backbone to ppaiiory management in the MCNP because
of its outstanding roles and successes registeregsburce management. All villages around
the park now have VFMC and by my data approxima8d9o of the members are fully
informed on the roles of their members since thenbes are much diversified in capacity
and functions. This has therefore given way foregoment to be able to transmit information
legally to the villages and thus facilitating the-@anagement process in that area. This set-

up has the following positive values;

- It demonstrates democracy through its voting systdnch involves public elections
thus making it free and fair

- The is gender equality taking into consideratioitsrcomposition

- It takes into consideration the highest authorftthe area

- It tries to cover all elites within and without thellage through its diversified

membership set-up system.

4.1.2.8. Cluster Facilitators

A cluster facilitator is a woman ormaho must be an indigene of one of the cluster

villages and has as functions (responsibilities):

» To ensure the flow of information between the taxgéages and the park services.

» To update on regular basis the park service’s oA @Dplementation progress and
follows up the cluster collaborative managemenidies.

» To assist in the creation and animation of workaognmittees in the villages and
facilitate service provider’s activities

» To animate Village Forest Management Committee (FMind facilitate cluster
platform discussions/negotiations.

» To contribute (take part in) to data collection fbaseline studies, ecological

monitoring, and participate in conservation aci@at
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They have held participation in resource managentierdugh working closely with
conservation partners and reporting directly to tlkad of CMU unit and park warden

thus encouraging Co-management movement.

4.2. Evaluating the Co-management process in the MGN

4.2.1. Co-management Strategies in the MCNP
This evaluates the processes of Co-managenusing information from the
interviewees and to determine if there are any idensble benefits to sustain the process

continuity and acceptability. There are four maiagss identified in the Co-management

process and this would be used to guide the prasssssment in this study;

Preparatory phase
Negotiation of plans and accords of Co-management
Execution of these plans and accords

S

Analysis and management of conflicts

From fig 4 below, the following results can be suamized. It was found out that all persons
directly or indirectly linked to participatory magement of natural resources within this
region had an idea of what Co-management was Hautrtain worry was if it should be

maintained or not.

Fig 4; Respondents to interview on Co-management pcess
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Co-managemnet process respondents to its existence

® "No" to Co-management M Yes to Co-management

Visibly the percentages illustrate the villagerssines (64%) was not in favor of Co-
management while 36% was for Co-management. Itldhioe noted that most persons in
favor of the process were those directly benefitimogh the proceeds of mixed management.

Some interviewees based their disgruntlement onfdabe that they had witnessed
many projects/programs that came and went withghat time but without any much impact
on livelihoods. Village development projects werbardoned halfway and eventually
collapsed. They highlighted that “The Global Enwmeent Facility (GEF)”. “The Rattan
Project” and the» Mount Cameroon Project (MCP) Léfball came and went with no
sustainable impact on livelihoods. They argued thair rights are been tempered with,
reasons being that the resources have been thmee thie antiques and now they are been
deprived from using them independently. Despite gassimism, the program has conducted
some negotiations on the price, benefits sharinbdatision making on some resources. One

most prominent example Brunus africana sales/benefit sharing rates of MOCAP.
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Fig 5: Prunus benefit sharing of the 12 of June 2013 in Mondongo village,

Bomboko cluster

Total sales; 5431475
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The following heads are concerned in the explaitatf Prunus as seen in figure 7:

» Harvesters; these are the persons responsibleéing the barks of the Prunus tree in
the mountain and preparing it for transportation.

» Village development projects were responsible ifmaricing of village projects

» Community facilitation for the Payment of MOCAP fétand running of MOCAP
office

» Parks management contribute to the running coSt@IfP services

» Regeneration program responsible for financing &sunurseries and distribute
seedlings to communities for planting

» Transportation responsible for the transportatibPrmnus backs from the Mountain

to a nearby warehouse.

It can be seen on fig.6 chart below that, 43% wéneies went to harvesters because the
greater bulk of the work was done by them, 20% ak® management, and 16% to
village development, 7% for community facilitatiorf for regeneration programs, 4%

for transport and lastly 3% for warehousing.



Fig 6: Represents benefit sharing rates of revenwgenerated by Prunus.

B Community
facilitation

m Village development

M Parks management

B Regenration Programs

W Harvesters

m Warehousing

I Transportation

4.2.2.1. Controlling conflicts in the Co-managememnrocess in the MCNP
4.2.2.2. Cluster concept and functionality

The park has been sub-divided into owesi management units which facilitate
collaborative management. These units are knowglaster Conservation Zones (CC2Z).
There are no official or traditional boundariesv&al villages have been grouped into
clusters on basis of their geographical and ecologgtions. The villages of one cluster are
co-responsible for conservatory activities in iisster zone. The villages of one cluster zone
are organized into cluster platforms and couldrbmfdifferent chiefdoms.

This has facilitated flow of informati@moothly from one cluster to the other taking
into consideration all the villages in one clusteus facilitating village participation in the
Co-management process. This has been carried cegssfully in the MCNP.

4.2.2.3. The cluster platform

This is a forum where Village Forest fdgement Committees (VFMC’s) and
conservation partners meet regularly to plan anardinate conservation efforts between
villages. This platform is composed of three (3)ymbers from each VFMC and must include



one female (1). This platform is also to be used donflict mitigation, for formulating
common bylaws for natural resource use with emghasi access to the MCNP, NTFP
collection user rights and others. The clusterfgtat prioritizes conservation objectives
within the Cluster Conservation Zones and propas&srking plan for collaborative actions.
Acceptable conflict controls can easily be achieard guaranteed if all stakeholders take an
engagement in signing acceptable accords and a raathon of understanding amongst
GoC, MOCAP, VFMC, Mt. CEO, CDC and the local comnties. The conservation partners
of the government of Cameroon play a facilitatalerand should be involved in signing the
memorandum of understanding; KFW through GI1Z, WWierld Bank, PSMNR-SW.

The cluster platform has not been very ssgfté in the Co-management of resources
because stakeholders or partners have not agreedhcoard and memorandum of
understanding thus making their engagements ldgalould therefore be necessary for
VFMC'’s to sign accords with Conservation partnersas to be able to manage conflicts and

sustainably manage resources around the park.

4.2.2.4. Conservation Development Agreement (CDA)

The CDA is a written agreement between the parkices and villages in order to
prove their willingness to collaborate in the lolegm protection of the park and in village
development.

It is a negotiated between tlaekpservice and a village, signed by relevant
authorities (the conservator and the traditionainodl). However, during the negotiation set
up phase of the CDA, various stake holders ongalland park level will be involved. Here
the role and responsibilities of each partner, ntiges for collaboration will be clearly
defined. A procedure that will follow predefine@gs has to be respected and includes:

> Debriefing meetings
Cluster sensitization meetings (all cluster zorefsed)
Village sensitization meetings (including agro seecological assessment).
CDA consultations
Elaboration CDA
Signing of CDA (MoU’s)

Implementation.
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This has given a legal status to the CDA thus guaging government success in implanting
her sustainable management process and conseryatgnams through the support and
willfulness of villages to fully engage in theirsponsibilities without failure.

4.2.2.5. Conservation Credit (CC)

These are incentives generated through the paticip of villagers in paid
collaborative management activities. The individuate paid for their participation in the
work while the village earns some credits. Thesglits are recorded in a book to which both
the park services and village communities have ssccéhe conservation credits gained is
regularly updated during Cluster Platform Meetings.

Conservation credits can be used to measure tle atatwvhich Co-management
activities are carried out in the MCNP area thaslieg to the development and conservation

of resources the area.

4.2.2.6. Conservation Bonuses (CB)

The program is funding income generating activitlet have been selected based on
the experience of the PSMNR, phase 1. Income Gngractivities agreed upon in a village
will depend on the results of the Agro-Socio-Ecoimmssessment (ASEA) and also of
financial feasibility. Potential IGAs are negotihten villages during ASEA. Income
Generating Activities might work through individsabut will eventually benefit the whole
community. So the CC can be partially used. IGAgpsuted by the PSMNR have to be
environmentally sustainable and should not confliath conservation objectives. IGA
projects with the following focus would likely barfded:

» Training on improved and sustainable agriculturatfices (cassava, yams)

» Mixed Agro forestry systems (cocoa, oil palms, N§fthrough the establishment of
nurseries.

> Introduction and multiplication of improved variesi (e.g. cassava).

» Value Chain improvement (e.g. cassava improvement)

» Promoting the commercialization of sustainably leated NTFPs, in the area.



Conservation bonuses have contributed to the ssittasplementation of alternatives to
illegal hunting and the dependence on the MCNPRssueces for livelihood. These activities
have boosted the economic and social aspects ot milbsges through employment,
infrastructural constructions, skill apprehensiowhich have all clustered to improve living
standards in the area.

Most of the indigenes around the MCNP are diyeal indirectly aware of
government participatory involvement efforts in ragimg natural resources around the park
for sustainability. Negotiations on the memorandoirassociations exist but are slow and
inconsistent in the MCNP area, and this therefe@d$ to an incomplete and irregular
execution on the accords signed. There exist manificts due to the fact that the process of
Co-management is still at a baby stage in MCNP.aféa main area of conflict is for
government to be able to reconcile benefits goftemn Co-management to the local
communities and benefits gotten without co ‘manageby the local population.

It has been projected that, by ¢éind of phase two of PSMNR-SW in 2016, this
process must have been completed. The elaboratitheomanagement plan of the park
would have been completed. Village sensitizatioallvillages that make up the four clusters
of the park will be completed. Roles and respuhises of all the partners and major
stakeholders must have been clearly establisheel.pblwer distribution on access, control,
utilization, decision making on management altevestwould have been clearly stated, all
this will pave the way for a comprehensive manag#roenvention to be signed.

Nevertheless, the situation & @o-management process as of August/September
2013 is ongoing with the organization and engagenoérparties concerned by the GoC,
preparing reunions of negotiations, agreeing onrtibes and procedure of benefit sharing,
elaborating a common vision plan, carrying out aalysis of the strength, weaknesses,
opportunities and threats(SWOT) in the MCNP, negiotg plans and accords of the Co-
management process (by soliciting advice from gbets, remedy for conflicts and

inconsistencies)
4.3. Assessing satisfactions of the local populaticn Co-management of the
MCNP

Fig 7. Responses to questionnaires by villagers peageliisited
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From figure 7 above, the low satisfaction of respants can be explained

The lowrate at which village projects are been impleme. If higher satisfactio is to be
derived,partners have got to bst the rate at which village projects are perceideyeloped
executed and controlled.

Also the shallav level of satisfactionevels ould be explained by the fact that hun
capacity building,one of the goals of partners such as W, has not bee implemented
because averagely most of the villages are sgljifeg behind due to incapability of raisi
funds to start up severaitroduced alternatives to liveliho. Theyneed more technical ai
scientific skills to undertakéhese practices e.g. pig farminggebfarming, cane rat rearil
among other income generating activities introd.

There is therefore theeed for GoCto establish accords with partners and ville
concerned pertaining to human village capacity ding through workshops held |
specialists to impart intensive agricultural skills¥estock farmin technique, professional
hunting skills and tools siechunting forBush-meats a major activity around the farms,
in the forest and grassland the Mount Camerooninvestment should | made in the
education o¥illagers with more technical knowhcin the introduction obther activities like
poultry faming, piggery farming, mushroom farming, réet domestication and others

which the communities show intere



Apart from improving their capacity, micro credichemes with minimum interest
rates should be made available to them. This willbée farmers to buy more farm tools,
improved seeds, vaccines and better accommodatrahédir animals. Others may engage in

other small scale businesses and limit their depecae on the environment.

It can be seen that a satisfactory level in then@magement process of the MCNP is very
shallow and therefore require more adjustmentsaninprs and the Government of Cameroon
in the area of benefits/livelihood improvements athwill restore the lost confidence in the
process of Co-management and thus lead to achiewerh€o-management.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

5.1 Conclusion.

Based on the specific objectives above our conmtuassumes three related phases on
the sustainable management of natural resourcemdrtme MCNP. Firstly, it was realized
that many partners (WWF, PSMNR-SW, World Bank...ktoderest in the MCNP due to its
rich diversity and therefore saw the need for itservation. Most of their rights and
responsibilities have been established despitenttuey conflicts registered as a result of no
official convention signed binding these obligasand benefits.

Secondly, the Co-management process by this réseart be described as shallow.
This is because negotiations of accords and thengigf the memorandum of understanding
are currently going on among the GoC, the Villagesl NGO’s which are slow and
inconsistent. Thirdly, satisfaction levels pertagito participatory management and benefits
still stand very low because Co-management haseeh able to reconcile more benefits
guaranteed now/ future and the revenues the vikageeived when no control was obtained.
There are so many doubts if Co-management shoigtliaxhe minds of the villagers.

Lastly, Co-management has got positive impacts esource availability and
sustainability, human capacity building... in the MENOne of the most prominent is the
continual existent oPrunus africana in the zone. If biodiversity in the park was tolb# in
the hands of villages many species depletion wbalkk been registered and more conflicts
for hunting ground. Time has proven that no effecsustainable resource management can
be done without the active participation of thelagks where the resources are found.
Therefore, if the GoC has to succeed in his proeedilthe Co-management process, more
adjustments by partners and her is to be madeeiaréa of benefits/livelihood improvements
and decision involvement by villagers which will ivate and restore the lost confidence in
the process of Co-management and thus give roonprimper management of resources

sustainably.
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5.2 Recommendation

v TO THE GOC;

+ The GoC being an active member in the Co-manageprecess would have to be
more realistic and accelerate the process throughsparent management of
conventions to be signed with new partners andatfeady existing ones in resource
management around the park; where all rights asgoresibilities are well defined,
respected and datelines for all activities knowd aanctions meted if decisions are
not executed in a given timeframe of the memorandigned by all parties involved

in the process of Co-management in the MCNP area.

v' TO PARTNERS;

+ There is need for more participation by KFW witke 8oC and the villages around the
park through the signing of agreements with the GW(llages and other NGO'’s
pertaining to; the provision of adequate fundinglézal village project such as water
resource building, road accessibility, communityll,hagricultural credits and
materials to farmers. Also the KFW bank could jpuplace a forum where villagers
and Germans are employed to follow-up the impleatert of participatory decision

so as to push forward the management process.

+ PSMNR-SW has got to engage more in capacity bugldinthe villagers. Livelihood
initiatives such as modern bee keeping with innowat like modern techniques of

harvesting honey as well as the farming of snaitsrmushrooms

+« The on-going negotiations for the retrocession aft pf the CDC land at the
peripheral areas for farm land have got to be acatdd so as to resolve the problem

of inadequate cultivable land.

v' TO LOCAL COMMUNITY
+ VFMC'’s should be facilitated with respect to sigmiaccords with Conservational
partners to be able to manage conflicts and sw@ibirmanage resources around the

park.
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APENDIX
Appendix 1. Access and benefit sharingFrfunus africana

* Sign Memorandum of Understanding Between Park Mamamt, Community
(MOCAP) &
Economic operator (Endorsed by Government)
» Park Service and MOCAP
« MOCAP and Economic Operator

Purpose:
» Clearly define roles and responsibilities of eaahty

» Facilitate sustainable harvesting, marketing anddad equitable benefit sharing of
revenues.

» Elaborate and agree on benefit-sharing mechanism

» Benefit sharing mechanism linked to the wider CDg&velopment process, to enable
the villagers see the link between the benefitsamdervation activities in the Park.

* For Prunus found in Community forests areas undeparate MoU.

BENEFIT SHARING SCHEME

No Description % Beneficiary
1.Harvesters, field 43 Community
equipments, (MOCAP)
Medicat?ion

2. Village Development Fund16 Villages
3.Facilitation of community 7 Villages

Participation (plus libation)

4. Park management 20 Park Management
5. Regeneration of Prunu¥ Park Management
trees MOCAP

6.Transport 4 MOCAP
7.Warehouse 3 MOCAP

Total 100

Appendix 2A copy of the MoU on the exclusive sales of susthile harvestedPrunus
africana backs in and around the MCNP between:

The Mount Cameroon Prunus Management Common Itwné@igGroup MOCAP-CIG and
AFRIMED SARL (Baffousam). .

++
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