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ABSTRACT

This study focused on the assessment of factoectaffy Isiolo county community wildlife
conservancy with reference to ecotourism developnrerKenya. Community based wildlife
conservancy has become a popular approach espdaaigifrica since it has been found to be
effective in conservation of wildlife outside proted areas and ecotourism developments.
However community based wildlife conservation apgto faces a number of challenges
undermining its achievement of ecotourism goalsusThthe study established factors
constraining community wildlife conservancy in ashing ecotourism. The objectives of the
study were to establish community based factorsctiffg community wildlife conservancy in
achieving ecotourism. To examine socio-ecologiaatdrs hindering development of ecotourism
by community wildlife conservancy and to establisinedies to the challenges to eco-tourism
development in Merti Sub-County. The study was egdidby two theories; Structural
functionalism Theory and political ecology Theorpescriptive survey design was used,
interview schedules and Focus Group Discussion wseel to collect data from respondents.
The study usedstratified samplingto arrive at agarof 120 households who were permanent
resident of Merti, Cherrab and Kom Divisions of Ke&ub-County and purposive sampling of
eight key informants, five men and three women wduok part in FGD. Field data was analyzed
using SPSS and Excel, analyzed data was presesitegiftequency table, pie charts, bar graphs
and percentages.Pilot study was conducted at Aschmast, Samburu County of Kenya to
establish suitability and clarity of the reseanshtiuments. Findings of this study indicated that
majority of the respondents 92.5% believed that@otsm development by community wildlife
conservancy is ineffective because of effects afrooinity based, socio-ecological and technical
factors which requires an urgent remedies. Key canity based factors identified are low level
of education, high level of poverty, insecurityadequate infrastructure development and human
wildlife conflict. Socio-ecological factors are hit destruction, poaching, disease transmission,
and compensation procedures. The study recommertission of wildlife conservation and
ecotourism study in primary and secondary schooiaauium and formation of a body that shall
oversee community wildlife conservation initiatiead its welfare. This study concludes that
factors affecting Isiolo county community wildlifeonservancy with reference to ecotourism
development are majorly limited to the communityi@ts and hence this study recommends

initiation of community capacity building forumsdactive management participation.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Study

The problem of wildlife conservation has been @gla@oncern due to the fact that unless proper
measures are put in place, the endangered spddlesacand fauna might be extinct in the near

future. It has been universally agreed that tourisnthe world’s fastest expanding industry

creating jobs for millions and sustaining livelilisp but at the same time one of the limitation
include destruction of the same resources thanténds to conserve. Ideally ecotourism

encourages natural resource conservation in rdéturfocal and national economic benefits, in

addition to offering local, national and internai@ tourists an opportunity to enjoy and learn

about nature while respecting local culture (Hamisd Harris, 2002).The damages to the
ecosystem attributed to the mass tourism are mdiabjtat destruction, land degradation and
pollution.

The United Nations declared 2002 as the Internatidtear of Ecotourism (IYE). Ecotourism
has been defined by the International Ecotourisie®p (IES) as responsible travel to natural
areas that conserves the environment and susteingdil-being of local people. Ecotourism has
been globally adopted as an alternative to masdstou(Foskett and Foskett, 1991). Some
players in tourism industries have introduced a nemcept of compensation called Eco-labeling
to substitute for any environmental disturbances thight be caused by tourist during their stay
(Lanza, Markaya, and Piglian, 1989).

This international definition of ecotourism implidsat all revenue generating activities carried
out under community based wildlife conservancy (CBWall under this type of tourism.
Ecotourism concentrate on visitors who were intecksn touring wildlife and local population
in their original ecosystem (lindersagt al 2007). Rutten (2004) stated that wildlife
conservation by local communities has drasticaliygformed in Africa especially Tanzania,
Zimbabwe, Kenya, Botswana, Namibia and South Affiegause several community based



wildlife conservancy have emerged as from late $28t early 1990s improving livelihood and
preserving nature adopting community based natasalurce management (CBNRM) program.
According to Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS, 2010), readhan 70% of the country’s wildlife live
outside protected areas, which include the natipagds, reserves and sanctuaries. The protected
area covers 8% of the Kenya land mass. This haangwn opportunity to communities living
around parks and reserve areas to initiate comsndrased wildlife conservancies including
protecting wildlife and engaging in ecotourism eptise for financial gains in return for
conservation, to accrue and conserving the samtufore generation as sustainable livelihood
alternative and to utilize their uses without coampising consumption of the same resources by

future generations.

Kenya’s wildlife population is declining at an af@ng rate due to several factors including
habitat loss, poaching, human wildlife conflicttural calamities and disease and the decline
will always affect the tourism in Kenya, which isogular for wildlife viewing(Kiarie,
2013).Wildlife conservation in Kenya greatly depgndn the performance of private and
community initiatives as the best approach (Bu@2él2).The idea of community based wildlife
conservancy was borrowed from Southern Africa coemtafter success stories were registered
from several community centered wildlife manageradnt the name Communal Management
Programme for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE). iftiative was introduced in Merti Sub-
County by lan Crag in 2007 under the auspices athdon Rangeland Trust (NRT) as Biliqo-
Bulesa community wildlife conservancy.

This study conceptualizes Community Wildlife Covsercy (CWC) as protection of wildlife in
their natural habitat, including continuous monitgr and security surveillance as well as
engaging in ecotourism and developing niche in pozducts offer. Otiendeet al (1991)
Observed that wildlife and aquatic life are essgntn the country’s economic development
because Kenya depends on wildlife as one of maotos enhancing foreign exchange and
revenue earning hence need to be protected tovachi# potentials and realization of vision
2030. The community needs enlightening to accrugimman benefit from the initiative by
eradicating community based and ecological chalengn the way to the success of the

initiative.



1.2 Statement of Problem

Community based wildlife conservancy has becomepular approach especially in Africa
since it has been found to be effective in consamwaf wildlife outside protected areas and for
ecotourism developments. However, assessment ofnooity based, ecological factors and
technical factors affecting Isiolo county communityldlife conservancy with reference to

ecotourism development in Kenya are not documethies] the concern for this study.

1.3 Objectives of the Study

1.3.1 Broad objective

The broad objective of this study was to invesagaictors affecting Isiolo county community

wildlife conservancy with reference to ecotourisavelopment in Kenya.

1.3.2 Specific objectives
The following were the specific objectivestioé study:
i. To establish community based factors affecting camty wildlife conservancy in
achieving ecotourism.
ii. To examine socio-ecological factors hindering depelent of ecotourism by
community wildlife conservancy.
ii. To establish technical factors affecting commumidlife conservancy in adopting

ecotourism.

1.4 Research Questions
The study was guided by the following researobstjons:
i. How community do based factors affect community diffé conservancy in
achieving ecotourism?
ii.  What are the socio-ecological factors that hindet@urism by community wildlife
conservancy?
iii.  How do technical factors influence adaptation aftearism by community wildlife

conservancy in Isiolo County?



1.5 Justifications of the Study

This study focused on a subject that has beenigcantdied. Few studies have been carried out
to determine factors affecting community based M#dconservancy in relation to ecotourism
development. The community based wildlife consecyaapproach has been widely accepted
and currently there are more than ten communityedbasildlife conservancies operating in
Samburu, Isiolo and Tana River counties under thepiaes of Northern Rangeland Trust
(NRT). Thus there is need to explore the challerfgesd by this community initiative in the
development of ecotourism in non-protected areaswviill generate revenue for the conservancy

projects.

Ecotourism has been identified as the fastest grgwegment in tourism industry and as the
major revenue earner for conservancies. Some aththbenges are community based and need
to be addressed effectively to gain maximum beseTihis includes insecurity, human wildlife
conflict, poverty, and others. With clear and eéfit civic education and awareness plan this
obstacle can be cleared to gain maximum consenadtiand ecotourism benefits. Socio-
ecological factors like honey harvesting, humanehaiggered fires which has contributed to the

destruction of the wildlife habitat in addition peaching and charcoal burning.

Sustainable ecotourism products have been idestifidais include wildlife viewing in their
natural habitat, bird shooting, campsite, hot gpiiath and nature trail in addition to direct
interaction with the conserving community. The ecoism products mentioned will generate
revenue for the community development projects alisd be able to serve future needs. The
challenges affecting community wildlife conservanoyadopting ecotourism were outlined as
community based and ecological factors, appropretteedies were identified to eradicate them
to gain maximum benefits. The findings of this stiade hoped to contribute to the body of
knowledge in the field of community wildlife consation approach and ecotourism
development, which is a new entrant to the touriadustry and the world of community
development by providing solutions to outlined tdrades. The findings of this study further

boost economic benefit of CBWC approach to theonaaind the communities in Isiolo County.



1.6 Scope and Limitations of the Study

The study was conducted in Merti Sub-County inlésiBounty, Kenya to establish challenges
facing community based wildlife conservancy in potimg ecotourism. Ecotourism activities in
the conservancy were started in 2007 and it havacted a good number of tourists who mainly
come for wildlife viewing and bird shooting at attractive hot spring in kurro in the vast
conservancy. Some respondents were ignorant aslifeetives of the study and hence inability

to get required information.

Majority of the respondents are illiterate and margye not able to understand objectives of the
study. Isiolo is a security turbulent area and soespondents did not open up to some items of
the study e.g. poaching. There was demand for tive=nby some respondents to give vital
information as others avoided participation for fadentiality reasons. In the situation where the
respondents could not communicate in English, lasios of the enquiries into Kiswahili or
vernacular was done to enhance communication. Eositsve information like matters on
poaching, the researcher promised utmost configldgtand surety that the data was only to be
used for intended purposes.The remote areas ofi Mekt-county were not accessible during
rainy season due to poor road networks. Necessapsumes were put in place to ensure that

field work was accomplished when rains subsided.



1.7 Definition of Terms

Challenges— Hindrances to the achievement of ecotourism dg@veént by community wildlife

conservancy in Merti Sub-County of Isiolo Countyeri¥a.

Community - Is a group of people living together in a spectdeographical area, sharing
believes, lifestyle, Norms, culture, traditions asmmmon ownership to available natural

resources.

Community based Factors Fhese are day to day community livelihood actigitihich is in
one way or another led to ecological disturbanceither contributing to the destruction

of environment, displacement or elimination of Wftelspecies.

Socio-ecological Factors These are community norms and value systems whodlditton
traditional behaviour leading to indiscriminate likiy of wildlife to harvest certain
products for medicinal purposes as well as custgnmatiation rites that are considered

as a requirement for leadership coronation and fame

Technical Factors —These are managerial routine that demand cleaalitied on how to deal
with emerging issues e.g. wildlife disease outbre@adnagement, competition over
resource management and others, which will helgmiooth running of the conservancy

and developing partnership with stakeholders.

Community wildlife Conservancy —Communal collective protection and preservatiofflai

and fauna on community land for financial gains.

Ecotourism - Is environmentally friendly travel to where wiféd are conserved and found in
their natural habitat, by indigenous community asadternative livelihood Strategy,

accompanied by selling of artifact and experierfoeutiural lifestyle by tourist.

Wildlife - all that relates to flora and fauna, their hathipropagation and survival.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL FRAME WORK

2.1 Introduction

This chapter contains literature review, theoréticane work and conceptual framework of the
study. Literature review cover maters on wildlifenservation and ecotourism challenges faced
by community based wildlife conservancy. Theoréticame work was used to inform the study
based on wisdom behind community wildlife consaorat ecotourism and livelihood
improvement. The study employed two theories Stnattfunctionalism Theory and political
ecology Theory to guide the research. The concégmamne work shows diagrammatic
relationship between variables under study in ielatio other factors and established the interest

of the study.

2.2.1 Community based factors affecting promotionfoecotourism by community wildlife
conservancy in Isiolo County

The United Nation Environmental Programme (UNER) ®World Tourism Organization (WTO)

have outlined general features of ecotourism ageltrnat will not only appreciate nature but
also local community that undertakes conservatiod #heir culture as part of travelers’
experience, containing education and interpretadi®mpart of tourist offer, generally organized
and coordinated by small group who owns it, mingsizegative impacts on natural and
socioeconomic environment, provide an alternatieime and employment opportunities for
local community. Denman, (2001) stated that, eatdousupport protection of natural areas by
generating economic benefits for managers of nhtareas, increasing local and visitors

awareness of conservation and help in sustainaitilation of natural resources.

Community based factors are day to day communstiliood activities that contribute to either
destruction of environment, displacement or eliriora of wildlife species. Ecotourism must
generate enough revenue to motivate the commumitpntinue the process of conservation and
using the same resources without affecting the ymrtpdty of the same to provide for future
generation (Harris and Harris, 2002). The levepa¥erty in the community is one of the major
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obstacles to the promotion of ecotourism in Metb-sounty. According to Isiolo County
Development Profile (2013), seventy one percerthefcounty population lives poverty line and
the rural folks are the ones affected most. Hatiig situation in mind, certain wild herbivorous
species some which are rare and endangered wegetddras an alternative source of food and
poached for subsistence in Merti wildlife conseimatareas. The culture of subsistence poaching
is widely tolerated among the local people in Mestib-county. The traditions allow
consumption of bush meat especially during drowgiat famine conditions as an alternative to
malnourished livestock.

Frequent droughts and ever changing climatic camithave contributed to commercialization
of poached bush meat. Gravy zebra and reticulatadfeg both of which are endangered and
only available in Biligo-Bulesa wildlife conservanare the most targeted wild herbivorous
species. Baldus, (2009) stated that, uncontrollgiosistence poaching of wildlife will out
rightlylead to imbalance in the wildlife ecosystemear extinction of rare species and
disturbance in the wildlife food chain. With a padite decrease of herbivorous in the specific
ecological areas then the natural predators wifes@nd hence automatic catastrophe of death

from hunger.

Herbivorous such as antelope, giraffe, buffalo,etjag and zebra will decrease with poachers
killing them indiscriminately, employing several rbaric and primitive ways, like snharing,
spearing and others attacking them at night whasebielieved that these species are having low
night visions or are night blind. Unregulated u$evddlife resources becomes only second to
habitat destruction and the major reason for weédlextinction in many places (Baldus,
2009).The community possesses mindset of exploitimgnmon property resources for their
personal or individual’s interests for the lackdeffined ownership (Muchira and Onyari, 1996).
There is an urgent need to stop the culture ofist#yee poaching in Biligo -Bulesa conservancy
for the prosperity of the community conservatiortiative. Carnivorous are largely safe from
substance poaching as the culture detest theiruogotons. This is the reason why their

populations are increasing at higher rate in threseosancy areas.



Livestock keepers generally believe that wild argv@ae no man’s property that can be killed at
will and poached for individual benefits as in thegedy of commons. The increase in poaching
of wildlife in the national parks has been attrémito the herders who are grazing in rangelands
adjacent to national parks and reserves. Muchih @nyari, (1996) indicated that, of all
poaching cases reported in 2012, seventy eightepemf them took place outside protected
areas run by community and private ranchers whiiéo Zhappened in the protected areas
managed by KWS. Poaching is a challenge faced lowilllife conservation agencies which
Biligo-Bulesa conservancy is not an exception. lfson all stakeholders to employ urgent

measures to control poaching for prosperity of all.

Infrastructure was cited as one of the obstaclactoevement of ecotourism goals in Merti Sub
County, According to Isiolo County Development Heof(2013), Isiolo County has a road
network of 975.5km, out of which 3% are bituminiz&kventy seven percent of the roads are
earth surface which are impassable during raings®ea The communication network is very
poor since only 7% of the county has mobile netwookerage. The roads network in the
wildlife conservancy areas has remained in pathoeticlition. For a longtime, there is no routine
maintenance and the washed away sections are inédroed with gabions and other erosion

control measures.

The only bridge linking Isiolo town with Biligo-Baka conservancy area which is at Gotu is low
lying, patched on the river bed which is unusedndufloods and rainy seasons hence hindering
free movement of visitors to and from the consecyarones. To gain maximum benefit from
ecotourism, the project areas need to be accesdibley given time either by road or air strips to
facilitate easy mobility of tourists which is laok in Merti sub-county community wildlife
conservational areas. Human wildlife conflict watead as one of the major problems in
promotion of ecotourism development in Merti-Subu@ty. Ouma (1970) noted that, herders
take care of their livestock against wildlife whil@rmers protect their crops against possible
destruction by wildlife. Community takes caution bgnstructing a circular structure made of
thorny tree branches to secure livestock from pgordaat night and strict surveillance during

daytime grazing in the conservancy zones. Kip&eal (2014) lamented that, human activities



within Amboseli ecosystem have led to massive egpodd disturbances which needed to be

stopped to protect wildlife species and guarantegimcuity.

According to Isiolo District Vision and Strategy0@5-2015), Human wildlife conflict was
observed as a big problem in promotion of ecotourgevelopment in Merti Sub -County.
Pastoralist communities have long history of humaldlife conflict usually arising when wild
animals attack their livelihood sources. Conseovatincreases population of predators
threatening livestock and hence complains by thades increases risking the carnivores being
killed by the affected farmer (Suich, Child, ande8gely, 2009). Revenge attack has been
common in Merti wildlife conservation zones in abse of clear compensation policy and
proper civic education on the benefits of wildlifeocals resort to avenge for every livestock

killed by the wild carnivores in Biligo-Bulesa cargancy areas.

Education is one of the most important human ndedsalso regarded as a universal human
right. It is a constitutional right of every citizanale and female to access education as it was
declared by government free primary and subsidsssbndary education. According to Kenya
population and housing census of 2009. llliteraate rin the county stands at above 70%, this
was attributed to nomadic life style, the cultufecbildren labour, where young boys and girls
are being trained at a tender age to be herddrerrdtan taking them to the learning institution.
Education is essential to poverty eradication angrovement of livelihood that need to expand

and the illiteracy level gap filled as soon asgplecable.

Security of the tourists and the visitors is alsmther challenging factor as the ecotourism
enterprises cannot thrive in the hostile and confirone areas. (Achebe, 1984, as cited in Reid,
1999), emphasized several factors which discoutagesm mainly reputation of a destination,
attitudes and behavior of hosts also pricing oftthgism product and political stability. Buhali
and Costa (2006) indicated that, people will navét to areas that they feel unsafe and hence
will either cancel their travelling plans or trawelanother destination. Merti has been one of the
volatile places when it comes to insecurity andieticonflict with the people of the neighboring

district and hence need to redeem its image tacttourists.
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Security must be guaranteed for ecotourism projertsrosper by engaging locals in security
issues and reconciliation with the neighboring Irie@mmunities, This is so because the same

kind of community wildlife conservation initiativ&re also on going in the adjacent counties.

According to Isiolo District Vision and Strategy 05-2015) loss of biodiversity, lack of
security for wildlife and tourists are cited as sof the major problems preventing the district
from enjoying full benefits of wildlife inside itborders. With proper security mechanism in
place the locals are willing to take responsibibtyd team up with security agencies to enhance
security for wildlife and visitors. Erickson, (2008bserved that, tourism is one of the very
delicate product that need to be taken care okstlestination background, security and safety
concerns could alter the change of mind by touresiding there and hence leading to loss of

funds for community projects.

2.2.2 Socio-Ecological factors hindering ecotourismevelopment by community wildlife
conservancy

The cultural and socio ethos must be well undedsincorder for ecotourism to be sustainable.
Ecotourism thrives upon the support of the locahownities. Culture can be incorporated into
planning and implementation of policies. These ammmunity traditional behavior of
undertaking rituals and norms leading to environta@edestructions, indiscriminate killing of
wildlife to harvest a certain product for medicimmalrposes, initiation, fame, construction, fuel
wood or as a requirement for traditional leaden®ration. Baldus, (2009) stated that, wildlife
provides the community with basic needs. Africaidiife is facing near extinct situation due to
human overpopulation, uncontrolled subsistence ihgntand underproductive wildlife

management policies adopted and implemented by soomdries.

Robert and Allen (1982) stated that, wildlife ig tinaditional source of medicine that has been in
use since time immemorial and still practicallyesiseveral diseases. A number of herbivorous
species were poached for cultural uses for examipédfe skins are used for making leather
ropes and traditional milking container for it temdhature and durability, ostrich oil and Zebra
fat are used as a special medical concoction foe o some tough ailments by traditional

medicine men. This mentality prevails among logalshe conservancy area that needed to be
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tamed by providing an alternative to substitutedifé raw product dependency. Local's
consumption of forest products especially for camdions has long-lasting implications on
sustainability of natural vegetations hence ddsmtion and threatening of mass species
(Willay, 2001).

This is practically what is going on in Biliqo-Bsi@ conservancy area in Merti Sub-County.
Suich et al (2009)observed that, uncontrolled harvesting oedb products in the name of
firewood, charcoal burning, bush fire as a restipramitive honey harvesting techniques, palm
leaves harvesting and selective cutting down ofigembous hardwood tree species for
constructions and fencing. Though community coresey, rangers are putting on strict
surveillance and monitoring along the stream. Laageas of the conservancy boundaries are
unguarded and hence unsustainable exploitatiotieesé resources at threatening level might led

to habitat destruction and hence endangering Wal@istence in conservancy.

Harris and Harris (1991) noted that, protectionfafest and grass land is part of wildlife
conservation that can’'t be ignored because savapratides conducive and favorable habitat
for many forms of wildlife, destruction of the hddiby either charcoal burning, cutting of trees
for construction and curving as well as burninghef rangeland will lead to species elimination
and loss. Currently clearing of the bushes alowgrrbank for farming is common in the
conservancy areas. Hulme and Murphree (2001) asisttat, locals will lose in terms of food,
bamboo, grazing land and water to conservancy esmnactivities and even land. This led to
lack of access to medicinal plants, building malsrand even game meat, grass for thatching,
poles for building and tree barks for string anchstouction are put under strict control for
security and protection of wildlife in the consetfea zone, unlimited access might be granted to
some designated areas in the vast conservancevermngrundesirable collective action from the
local residence of Biligo-Bulesa conservancy. Caoioe on Biodiversity (2002) asserted that,
tourism in spite of the immense benefits contributethe interferences on the environment and

traditions of the host communities especially thiéstyle and moral standings.

Denman, (2001) suggested that, unreasonable andopewp tourism had contributed to
degradation of wildlife habitat and hence defea purposes of sustainability, thus the new
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approach which is ecotourism, enables limited fetences with nature and give chance to
interact with communities, share ideas, experieraresb skills because the world has become
global so as social interaction has also beenatjidal, it also helped in cultural transfers and

enrichment as well as destination marketing bytisi

Since ecotourism entails cultural interaction witfe visitors community attitude toward the
tourist and needed to be friendly since interastiaith tourist help in cultural transfer and hence
promotion of community products abroad. Reid (199®served that, instead of regional
development tourism can lead to regional resentnientist behaviors such as scant dressing,
and public display of affection between sexes, sadn may clash with local tradition and
culture and can result in local opposition to tlwrism industry. The community was
marginalized for long and it is suspicious of thsiters, free mingling with the tourists might
take time, but with proper civic education and amass program this can be achieved in Biligo-

Bulesa conservancy in Merti Sub-County.

Lanzaet al (1989) concluded that, tourism activities oftenédnaignificant environmental impact
on tourist destination, including congestion antiytion. This calls for adoption of ecotourism
which has been proved to be having minimum effentshe environment and nature compliant.
Another major problem is increase in crime, prastin, use of drugs and other negative things
that are associated with tourism. This behaviodriede tamed for the community to accept and

appreciate the visitors in Merti Sub- County.

2.2.3 Technical factors curtailing community wildlfe conservancy in promoting ecotourism

Wildlife livestock competition for scarce resourcjichet al (2009) observed that, wildlife
conservation usually lead to competition with liwek especially the grazers as their number
increases, so will be their areas of dispersaliteato conflict with the livestock keepers over
the scarce resources. Ogataal (2013) noted that, Livestock and wildlife conssion on the
same land as it is the case in Merti community dcconservancy will result in conflicts since
proper resource sharing mechanism is required o pace to avert any competitions that will

end up challenging ecotourism which is basicalllgiye based.
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Wildlife disease transmission to livestock, NyeKki992) disagrees with the integration of
livestock with wildlife because of many diseasemsmitted by wildlife to livestock that are
pandemic. The issue of wildlife diseases spreadingng livestock has been a serious matter of
concern, since the conservancy though widely betleto be vast unfortunately has no
designated boundaries and fence. As that will deéfeaessence of wildlife conservation in their
natural habitat so the challenges of controllirapsmission of wildlife diseases to livestock a
raise and the argument is that, same of the waldlifeases are fatal and can cause an outbreak

among livestock in Biligo-Bulesa conservancy.

Olney et al (1994) observed that, Wild animals transferrednfrdifferent location to a new set
up will always be fatal because they will spreasedses that can sometimes be pandemic to
contain specially among the livestock. Buffalos édween singled out as one of the wild
herbivorous spreading foot and mouth diseases artttndjvestock’s while rabies have been
largely associated with the carnivores. Wild ansnabsses natural immunity to same parasites
and diseases, which are fatal to livestock anddmservancy, do not even compensate the locals
in case of such eventuality in Merti Sub-County drehce resource restriction for the local

herders.

Livestock and farmers compensation programme by Kiis not work well with pastoral
community since frequent and consistent attack iblife on their livelihood source is a threat
to their survival and way of life that is why Maag#orans have resorted to killing lions instead
of compensations as they claim it is to teach ithre & lesson that feasting on livestock is wrong
and punishable by death as culture dictates, otkerthie beast will think it is business as usual
and will not stop the habit. Masila, (2013) affirdnghat, wildlife destruction of farm crops has
been a serious issue of concern because farmeosneehostile to wildlife especially elephant,
when they destroys several acre of plant in talel fireducing all effort and capital invested to
nothing, in addition to reluctance by KWS to paynpensation. This attitude has created bad
relationship between wildlife and neighbouring commities which think of an alternative of
relocation or employing barbaric methods of wildli€ontrol, snaring, poisoning and even

indiscriminate killings which is a crime under ctingion.
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The problem of insecurity is widespread in almdist@mmunity based wildlife conservancies as
well as nation reserve and parks, recently thenedbnas decided to put several stringent
measures to curb more deaths of wildlife especialgphant. Mwandabo, (2012) affirmed that,
the government has taken stringent security antegiive measures to assure safety of wildlife
in and outside protected areas, this include thmogienent of specialized security teams to all
national parks and game reserves to fight incregeaghing. It also directed flushing out of

herders grazing their livestock in all nationalkzsaand reserves. According to Harris and Harris,
(1991) Conservancies conserves biodiversity byrobimg deforestation. This is so because
most of the conservancies lie in the low grasskand arid areas if the cutting down of trees is
not controlled the wild animals might not have eweshade to take shelter from burning sun of
semi-desert and hence encourage forestation tactakeof environment and for the prosperity of
both flora and fauna.

According to Mwandabo, (2012), conservationist aegdurity officials have raised a red flag
over upsurge in poaching, in Tsavo National Pdr&,largest game conservancy in the country
because of the influx of headers invading parks garde reserves in the pretext of looking for
pasture for their livestock. Security was tightexcluding installation of digital cameras and
sensors forcing poachers to head to unprotecesbauch as ranches where KWS has control
over game but not the land and where the wildiie kept by individuals. The poaching menace
was largely attributed to illegal herders who drilreir animals into the ranches and uses herding
as veil for poaching and hence strict security plée introduced to curb poaching in the

community conservancy areas.

The government has agreed to arm community rangeideal with wildlife related crimes
effectively, noting that about 50% of wildlife ligseoutside protected areas like ranches and
conservancies, hoping that community rangers wbeligp tackle widespread subsistence and
commercial poaching (Mnayamwezi, 2012).Among mahgllenges faced by conservationist
are lack of strict legislation for poaching crimssice the punishment meted out to the criminals

are believed to be too lenient to be a deterredith@mce continuity of the menace.
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2.2.4 Remedies to the challenges of ecotourism deyement in Isiolo County

Extensive civic education and sensitization progrems needed to be carried out to educate
community on the benefits of wildlife conservati@nd ecotourism development as an
alternative livelihood option that can be sustaieao be used by future generation without
compromising utilization by them at the moment #imel consequences of hunting or poaching
with punitive penalties as proposed in the new N#dill. According to Baldus, (2009), Rural

dwellers wildlife knowledge and benefits will abstdly help them understand more of their
benefits and changes their attitude positively ttual conservation rather than indiscriminate
exploitation at will. Sustainable use of wildlifesources should be a matter of concern to all
stakeholders in community wildlife conservationtiative and it should be incorporated and in

all policies plans and projects.

Early warning alert to the community for imminemsehse outbreak among wildlife so as either
to avoid the affected areas or to give vaccinethélivestock for the purposes of resistance
locals have been accusing a certain wildlife coretean area for spreading certain pest widely
resisted by wildlife but untolerated by livestockdompel them migrate away from rich grazing
areas at the expenses of the wildlife. Formatioarotimbrella organization, unlike stakeholders
in other sectors of the economy, those in wildtimservation do not have common body for
coordination and voicing of their concerns. Thatetof affairs led to the raising of concerns to
set up an organization for the common benefits \welfiare of the conservancies and privately
owned ranches where there is wildlife that owned KWS. Community based wildlife

conservancies and the private wildlife groups Haeen neglected for long and they have vowed

to form an umbrella organization.

According to Gitonga, (2012), community and privatddlife conservancies are setting up an
umbrella association as part of an effort to raiee standards of the Kenyan tourism industry;
the proposed Kenya Association of Wildlife Consenias (KAWC) will represent the interests
of those left out by existing groups. The propoassiociation for wildlife conservancies will be
targeting membership from 120 community and privateches and local authorities with game

reserves which have wildlife outside protected sraad animal protection groups. Capacity
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building for the community based wildlife consereas, since according to Kenya Wildlife
Service (KWS) wildlife management in private andnoounity conservancies, Game reserves,
and National Parks do not operate at the same. I€ealya Wildlife Service (KWS) claimed that
communities lack the capacity to manage animalstlaid standards are much lower than those
in its national parks. Also locals need to be drikged on the proper ways of handling honey

harvesting without causing bush fire.

Nature trail for school children, this will develgpnservation interests in school children as they
appreciate and enjoy the scenery of the countylitmotivate the desire to conserve and take
care of the same for prosperity (Amoke, 2013). matire trips inculcate appreciation of wildlife
and preservation of the national heritage amongdleger people hence developing desires for
conservation and protection of wildlife. Legal feircement to control poaching and hunting of
wildlife at will in Merti Sub-County. Fortunate,(023), noted that, wildlife conservation and
management bill and policy 2013, has proposecestfénalties for poachers ranging between a
fine of Kshimillion and seven years in jail for #gofound poaching and engaging in trophy
business up from previous Ksh 30,000 fine which waen as lenient by conservationists.
Previously, wildlife stakeholders have lamentedti@ lower fine and shorter sentence terms
prescribed for wildlife related crimes. Howeverl appreciated the wildlife conservation and
management bill and policy 2013 which will be degat for anybody who might think of
engaging in hurting wildlife either by poachinghabitat destruction.

The conservancy must provide an alternative rawen@tfor construction to the community to
eradicate cutting down of indigenous trees. Thiswa done in form of identifying specific area
exploitation or targeting specific species of trpmbably Prosopisjuliflorg widely known as
Mathenge, which can be a good substitute for gjdis it effects on environment and livestock
are disastrous. While in case of medicinal herlesalternatives are never found and the locals
are referred to the health centers which are int mases under stocked and not well suited to
provide traditional herbal substitute. Locals neede be granted unlimited access in to the
conservancy zone to acquire the necessary herbgrdparations of traditional herbal medical

concoctions.
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Wildlife conservation and ecotourism need to beoiporated in primary and secondary school
curriculum to instill protection and preservatioh wildlife in the school children from the

beginning. This early introduction will motivatevie and study of wildlife in the heart of the

learners and hence develop attachment and curiwsitpow more about them and also work
towards their safety and continuity. Children nédbe taught about wildlife as a friend not an
enemy and also a source of income and employmantréiguires to be protected at all time.
Government input in the community wildlife consergg is limited only to provision of land

and protection of tourists and wildlife, this inputed to be broadened to include provision of
finance for operational costs, infrastructure depeient and also marketing. Most of the
community conservation areas are geographicallgtémtin the zones which were marginalized

for long and needed to be developed to achieveat#sigoals in ecotourism development.

2.2.5 Integration of ecotourism in community basedvildlife conservancy

It is widely believed that, tourism encompassesé¢hactivities that take people away from their
usual place of residence for pleasure or a holadal/for reasons other than going to their normal
place of work. And the tourists are those travgllgolely for leisure or pleasure and comforts
(Vivienne and Monett, 2008). Ecotourism has beeteado be the fastest growing segment of
tourism industry and has been taught to be likalpléernative to mass tourism and subsequently
an alternative sustainable livelihood strategy estlg for locals in rural underdeveloped range
lands in Northern Kenya. Most of the revenue ga@rantivities in the community based wildlife
conservancies are ecotourism enterprises that lijegaly on the nature conservation by local
community. These include eco-lodges, campsitesdlivel viewing, sand grouse shooting,
artifact selling and cultural interaction and |d&yle experiences by the visitors. Most of the
natural areas are conserved by indigenous commasitielihood alternative strategy, because
community are been motivated by revenues they desm wildlife conservation and

biodiversity sustenance.

Vivienne and Minett (2008) stated that, finanajains are what motivate community to take
charge of the wildlife and treat ecotourism as kerm@ative livelihood option. The free hunting
and poaching culture has been deeply rooted inntimel of the Merti community but with

establishment of ecotourism activities the charafeBunting and poaching will be minimized
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hence resistance to the initiative arises. Rut@904) stated that, wildlife conservation has
drastically transformed in Africa specially TanzarnZimbabwe, Kenya, Botswana, South Africa
and Namibia because several community based feildbnservancy has emerged since late
1980s and early 1990s improving livelihood and @résg nature, adopting Community Based

Natural Resource Management(CBNRM) program.

The Kenya Ecotourism Workshop, held in Nairobi frob3-17 September 1992, made
recommendations concerning marketing of ecotougsaducts and promotion of community
active participation. The ideas mainly dealt witkedl community initiative with framework for
the involvement of the private sectors. The govemnmimwas asked to take a leading role in
developing mechanisms of private-sector local-comitgicollaboration in wildlife conservation

and ecotourism promotion.

It was noted that lessons had to be learnt framafa-sector community activities in the form of
campsites in the Maasailand area. This new apprbadhto be added to, or even replace, the
concept of revenue sharing. The goals of traditioeaenue-sharing besides being mostly
inadequate has been an obstacle because the @rastouraged communities to participate in
conservation but did not stress the need to imptbeg community based welfare. One of the
functions of a Community Conservancy is to insétsecurity operations to provide stability to
wildlife, residents and visitors to the area. Comaecy security teams are hired from the
communities in which they serve and are closelgdthto Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS) and
Kenya Police. The training success of Northern RErgl Trust (NRT) Conservancy rangers
has reinforced security throughout the northerrgetands and led to sharing of security data
between NRT and KWS that enables both institutiotmsddeal with poaching, security and

human-animal conflicts effectively.

United State Agency for International Developme2®(8), asserted that, Conservancies are
providing in some cases, significant and much néedeome at the community and household
levels. Whether or not income is being distribugeglitably remains a question, and should be

looked into carefully. They are serving to reduoeftict over cattle rustling, pasture, water and
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bringing some security in this region. Severalt® tonservancies have not developed grazing

plans and grazing committees to utilize consumpoiomatural resources more efficiently.

Community Conservation is hinged on the premisengbowering local people around the world
and enabling them to realize their potential asqators of their lands and resources and creators
of their future by giving them capacity, skills asdrvival tactics. In this regard, Community
based conservation is a response to older congervaiovements that emerged in 1980s
through escalating protests and subsequent dialagtie local communities affected by
international attempts to protect the biodiversifythe earth. Older conservation movements
disregarded the interests of local inhabitants. dljective of community-based conservation is
to incorporate improvement to the lives of locabple while conserving areas through the
creation of national parks or wildlife refuges. \'¢hthere have been some notable successes,
unfortunately community-based conservation hasnoffteen ineffective because of inadequate
resources, uneven implementation of the projects,averly wishful planning (USAID, 2008).
The concept of community participation in tourisndather development initiatives has gained
support since the 1980s. Consequently, this congaptregarded as a strategy of an alternative

livelihood option.

2.3 Theoretical Framework

This study was guided by two theories; Structuuaictionalism Theory and Political ecology
Theory. The two theories complemented each othiarctiral functionalism Theory was used to
understand factors affecting development of ecadourby community based wildlife

conservancy in Isiolo County in relation with commity based, socio-ecological and technical
backgrounds. Political ecology Theory was usedndeustand the community interaction with
their habitat and the relationship of protection @monsumption of the natural species in their
surrounding environment. This explained the fact tthe relationship between the local
conserving community and the wildlife is mutual aod symbiotic terms, that both parties

required each other for continuity and survival.
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2.3.1 Structural functionalism Theory

Structural functionalism theory is one of the mdfgroretical perspectives in sociology. It has its
origins in the works of Emile Durkheim, Herbert 8per, Merton and Talcott Parsons who were
especially interested in social order groundedhi@ action frame of reference in the social
system to achieve stability and solidarity (Mertd®57; Grosset al1958). Structural

functionalism theory are guided by the assumptlaat each part of society contributes to the
stability and harmony of the whole society andrgvearts of society produce order, stability,
and productivity When one part of the system iswotking or is dysfunctional, it affects all

other parts and creates social problems.

The community is committed to the collective adoptiand coordination by all parts of the
social setup for success and prosperity and mutoahmunal interest. This explain the
relationship between community wildlife conservannitiative in Merti Sub-county and the
desired anticipated ecotourism benefits that wautomately come with such an effort when
collective societal effort are directed toward érating obstacles on the way of accruing
maximum benefit for the development of ecotourisyntbe community, society depend on
reaching the equilibrium by been rational and bg#neir actions on what they perceive to be the

most effective means of attaining their goal.

The community strives to achieve the balance betweeparts to give relevance to achieve
greatest satisfaction to its project, the wildlfenservancy benefit expectations cannot be a
reality if some society members continue to undertactivities which undermine its
productivity thus making it impossible to genertite revenues required for implementation of
development programmes (Carling, 1992). The assom that if any of the community part
tends to be dysfunctional the negative effects bdlfelt through the community body that is
why equilibrium has to be maintained through theidtire for the stability and continuous

harmony to prevail (Scott, 1995).

The major reason of involvement in such commundkctive action is monetary motivations
which only come by engaging in preservation of dl@nd fauna in community land. The
relationship here is collective and common for beterment and prosperity of both community

and the wildlife. One of the major weaknesses ofcfionalism perspective is it does not
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encourage people to take an active role in chartbigig social environment, even when doing so
may benefit them this will encourage social staigmatind dysfunction of the social structures
hence invalidity. The call for status quo will remdnost of the social structures null and void
hence unbalance, social change are to be incogubeaitd adopted as part of the social structure

to maintain the equilibrium.

2.3.2 Political ecology Theory
Political ecology is the study of the relationshigween political, economic and social factors

with environmental issues and its discipline; fieod wide-ranging studies integrating ecological
social sciences in topics such as degradation, imaization, environmental conflict,
conservation, and environmental identities andatatiovement’s. The term political ecology
was first coined by Frank Thone in an article psidd in 1935. The theory assumes that
Indigenous people have important traditional emmnental conservation knowledge which
could contribute positively in conservation andtaumable utilization of wildlife through their
indigenous control mechanism.

This implies that selective cultural or traditiomabtection of specific flora and fauna are deeply
rooted in the culture of the Merti sub-county ireghigus population. The society exploits
available flora and fauna on need bases and abedoal rate. Local consumption of both flora
and fauna are natural and it has never altered alofmod chain in any given ecosystem in
specific traditional setup. Sutton and Andersorréd Dobzhansky (1972), Cohen (1974) and
Kirch (1980) points out that the primary mechanlsynwhich human adapt to environment is by
cultural interaction. Each culture has a distinaolegical adaptationwhich will allow

integrations to achieve desired goals.

Sutton and Anderson (2010) acknowledges Stewar85(19%ho points out that cultures in
similar environments may have similar adaptatioak;adaptations are short live and are
constantly adjusting to changing environments.Théual and socio ethos must be well
understood in order for ecotourism to be sustamabtotourism thrives upon the support of the
local communities. Culture can be incorporated iplenning and implementation of policies.
Socio-ecological influences are for instance bebraot undertaking rituals and norms leading to

environmental destructions, indiscriminate killio§ wildlife to harvest a certain product for
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medicinal purposes, initiation, fame, constructifugl wood or as a requirement for traditional

leaders coronation.

Wildlife provides the community with basic needsegulated cultural consumption of wildlife
products will risk life of endangered species anttiife in general. The tragedy of common
perception needed to be change to common mutuafilenChhetri (1986) maintain that
adaptation is a two way process, it involves amrattion between the tourist and the host
community and localization of tourist product o#dr by the community based wildlife
conservancy. The arguments against enclosure df flanconservation are that it harms local
people and their livelihood systems by denying tlemess to the grazing areas and restricting
their resource consumptions. Under normal circunt&aculture must be related to the local

environment.

The objections by political ecologists is that lars® regulations are made by third party and the
government, denying access, denying ability o&lgeeople to conserve species in areas under
their jurisdiction this policies will render indigeus people more vulnerable and at risk of
vengeance against wildlife. It tends to link comityrwith the environment conservation
focusing the role of community in protecting natarel gaining sustainable livelihood through
wildlife enterprises. The relationship between camity and environment is symbiotic however
environmental destruction and ecological disturleanavill automatically lead to human

displacement and livelihood disruption. Thus eguilim must be maintained at all time.
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2.4 Conceptual framework

The Conceptual framework below show relationshipwben independent, dependent and
intervening variables under study and their effeict influencing challenges facing Isiolo

County community wildlife conservancy in achieviegptourism development goals.

Intervening Variables
Independent Wildfire
Variarl)bles Depentlent
Poaching Variable
Grazing
- control
Insecurity
) ) .| Pest Control
Habitat destruction >
Black market
Competition
A
Diseases Y Vv
Community
Resource wildlife
restriction \ 4 conservancy
Animal
i i A A
Hunfqlfart\ wildlite products for
contlic medicine
Compensation Firewood
Education Construction
Infrastructure thatching
» &materials
Poverty
Medicinal
plant access
Hide/skin

Figure 2.1: Conceptual Frame Work showing Relatioship between independent,
dependent and intervening variables
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The framework in Figure 2:1 Show inter- relatiomshetween study variables, community based
wildlife conservancy stand as independent varidlhég is affected by both community based,
technical and socio-ecological factors. Communigsdd factors affecting Isiolo County
community based wildlife conservancy in relationetmtourism development included poverty
index, infrastructural development, educationaleleand insecurity. Technical factors are
diseases transmission control mechanism, secuatyagement and dispute resolution methods
while socio-ecological factors influencing develagrh of ecotourism by community based
wildlife conservancy included the following: consttion materials harvesting from forest,
medicinal herb access, consumption of bush meamedbc uses Zebra and Ostrich oil, and
wildfire caused by honey harvesters, charcoal bsrrend bandit from rival neighboring

communities.

That there was inter-relationship between commubigged socio-ecological and technical
factors that highly challenge ecotourism developnrcommunity based wildlife conservancy.
The dependent variable which is challenges to ecistm was additionally equally influenced by
prevalence of the following obstacles whose presehmder ecotourism promotion and
development by community wildlife conservancy in rileéSub-County, insecurity, hunting,

poaching, habitat destruction, diseases, resoestgation, grazing control and competition.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the study area, researchgndesnit of analysis, target population and

sampling procedure, methods of data collectiondatd analysis.

3.2 The Study Area
The study was conducted in Merti Sub-County inltsi@ounty of Kenya. The Sub-County

comprises of three divisions, namely Merti, Chermald Kom, it boarders, Isiolo Sub- County to
the South, Garbatulla to the East and North Easijr\dnd Marsabit to the North and Samburu
to the West. It is located in northern part of tonty and classified as one of the Arid and
Semi-Arid lands (ASALs) in Kenya. According to Kenyopulation and housing census of
2009, it had an estimated population of 20,341 ittotal household of 4,294 and an area of
12,623k (See Fig, 3.1 on pg. 27). The population comprieéssedentary and mobile
pastoralist who depends on livestock as a livekihbase and there have been frequent conflicts
over grazing areas with the neighbouring commusiiteome of the conflicts are basically
attributed to the poverty and livestock theft byaticommunities and the revenge attack but
community conservancy has minimized conflict by ihgvcommunity wildlife rangers from
rival communities working side by side in maintaigipeace and security.

The Sub-County has an active community wildlif@servancy which was established in Kom
in the year 2007; the conservancy covers an ar@s8dflkni. Biliqo-Bulesa Conservancy was
started in collaboration with Northern Rangelandsst (NRT), KWS and local community to
create greater protections, for people and wilddifel for ecotourism ventures; it's one of the
largest community conservancies under the auspicBRT. Previously before the initiation of
the conservancy, there was an alarming case otun$g banditry, influx of illegal firearms,
wildlife habitat destructions and extreme poachifige establishment of the conservancy was
timely and a good idea thus it was accepted by dbemunity and other conservation
stakeholders. Community need to value wildlife sinbie whole idea is to have mutual

relationship for sustainability of both.
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3.3 Research Design

The study used descriptive survey design, whicla imethod of collecting information by
interviewing or administering questionnaires to pbmof individuals to collect data on their
opinions, attitude, habits or any variety of edigrabr social issues (Orodho, 2005). The study
utilized interview schedules and focus group dismurss as instrument of data collection. This
study used descriptive survey design to establisttofs affecting community wildlife
conservancy in promoting ecotourism in the studdaaiThe design is preferred where subjects
respond to series of statement or questions imi@nview schedule and where it is inexpensive

to collect information from a relatively large nuertof respondents

3.4 Population and Sampling Procedure

3.4.1 Target Population
The study was conducted in Merti Sub- County imltsiCounty of Kenya. The Sub-County

comprises of three divisions, namely Merti, Cherasld Kom, According to Kenya Population
and housing census of 2009, it had an estimatedlgpn of 20,341 with a total household of
4,294. The study area had an accessible populatiag@50 households from which a sample was

drawn to help describe the phenomenon under study.

3.4.2 Sampling procedure

The sample size was calculated by estimating ptmpousing Kothari formula. Kothari (2004)
affirms that, if the items in the population arenegeneous, a small sample can be used to
describe the population. Kathuri (1993) observeat ta minimum of 100 respondents is a
representative sample for survey research. The dtep in finding sample size using Kothari
(2004) formula is to specify confidence level ahd precision. Confidence interval for universe

q

proportion (p) is given by: p =z /pT where p = Sample proportion, q = 1-p,

z = the value of standard variant at a given camfidlevel from table

Showing area under normal curve.

n = sample size.
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The value of P is then estimated based on thenaessd personal judgment or result of a pilot

study. For this research, personal judgment wabeabp

2
_Z=.p. _Z°.p.g.
Precision rate: ez /% — & 72: 1 — n- ei 1

z2.p.q.N
e2(N-1)+z2 pq

However, for finite population: M~

Therefore, given population of N = 2050, e =3).0p = 0.03,
Z = 1.96(table value at 95% confidence level)

1.962 x 0.03 X 0.97 x 2050

n-=
{0.032(2050-1)}+{ 1.962(0.03 x 0.97)}
229.17
n=——m— n= 120
1.95589

The sample size for the study was therefore 12Gdtmld heads proportionately distributed

across all the sub-areas as shown in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2: Population and Sample Size

Division / Location Target Population Sample size

Merti 600 {£r-x120} =35
Biliqo 250 {—=tx120} =15
Bulesa 350 {—=tx120} =20
Malka Galla 250 {=tx120} =15
Korbesa 350 (22120} =20

2050

Yamicha 250 {%xlzo} =15
TOTAL 2050 120

Source: MDO Office, Merti Development Organizat{@f14)
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The study area had an accessible population of BB68eholds from which a sample size of

120 household members was drawn using Kothari (RG0dmula andstratified random
samplingto proportionately distribute respondewt®ss the study area. Purposive sampling was
undertaken to identify eight key informants, fivalsmand three women who took part in Focus
Group Discussion.

3.4.3 Unit of Analysis Population and Sampling Praadure

The unit of analysis was household heads in Marbi-Sounty. Study regarded any household
head aged 18 years and above as its responderdrdieg to Kenya Population and housing
census of 2009, the study area had an estimatedigtiom of 20,341 people with a total
household of 4,294. Accessible population of 2060seholds was drawn as sample and sample

size of 120 household heads were arrived at usothdfi formula as sample size for the study.

3.5 Methods of Data Collection

Interview schedule and Focus group discussions ws&ed as a primary data collection method.
Interview schedule was used to collect data frospeadents while eight key informants who
were senior chief, religious leader, local CBO ngmralocal wildlife conservancy manager,
youth leader, area women group chairperson, womembar of county assembly and a lady
teacher were purposively identified and took partoicus group discussions which provided in-
depth information on the quarries derived from ¢hspecific objectives of the study. Secondary
data was obtained from documented and undocuméiteeature such as government and non-
governmental organization reports, bulletins, &sicinstitutional brochures, academic journals,
and the internet.

Focus group discussion (FGD) was applied to opineaders, in Merti Sub-County to share
their experiences on the factors affecting comnyuniildlife conservancy in promoting
ecotourism in the study area. Focus group discaossiovolved both gender in the study area.
One of the benefits of using Focus Group Discussdhat it is highly efficient for qualitative
data collection since the amount and range of dataincreased by collecting from several
people at the same time. It provides an opportututygo deeper into issues as group was
relatively small. It was easier to handle most oorersial issues such security and poaching in

small, manageable, and less threatening group.
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3.5.1 Piloting the Interview Schedule Questions

In order to assess suitability and clarity of theeiview schedule questions, it was piloted with 3
women and 5 male respondents at Archers post, mmb&a County, Kenya.The reason for
conducting pilot study in Samburu County was talelsth suitability and clarity of the data
collection instrument. Archers post was chosen bszaf nomadic and pastoralist life style of
Samburu is similar to the respondent of the studg.a

Moreover there were several community wildlife aemsncies which were established in
Samburu County managed Samburu community, hencebBanmunderstand more on the
weakness and the beauty of the communal wildlifeseovation, ecotourism and challenges to it
prosperity.Pilot evaluation form was completed hg participant and suggestions on general
layout, instructions clarity and wording of quesowvere made. Proposals on inclusion of new
items to the interview schedule were made. Basethese experiences, some changes were

made to improve the interview schedule questions.

3.6 Data Analysis

The data for the three objectives of the study armeyzed using descriptive statistics in which

percentages, tables and pie chart were used taderoemprehensive analysis. Data was coded
manually before entering into the Statistical Pgekior Social Sciences (SPSS) and Excel. The
results of the study were summarized and then preden percentages, bar graphs, tables and

pie charts.

3.7 Ethical Consideration

Ethical issues are considered in research to gridteaespondents and to guide the researchers
against abuses of their right. This study striettfhered to all laid down ethical procedures and
conduct by safeguarding confidentiality and anonynoif the respondents and also using the
collected data only for the purposes that they Haeen collected for. This study also informed
the respondents about their right to answer orimet¢b answer a particular question they feel

uncomfortable with while participating in the study
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
4.1 Introduction

Detailed findings of this study based on the vi@fishe respondents collected using interview
schedules and focus Group Discussion are preseatedrding to the objectives of the study.
The findings are presented in form of percentagiescharts, frequency tables and bar graphs. In
addition, it also gives the interpretations of theults and a detailed discussion focusing on the
research objectives. The first section presentkdgraand information, age level of educational,
marital status of the respondents. The secondoseptesents Community based factors affecting
promotion of ecotourism by community wildlife comgagncy. The third section presents Socio-
ecological and technical challenges affecting adopof ecotourism by community wildlife
conservancy, analysis of the views of the houselh@dds and the key informants towards

conservancy ecotourism development challengesdlol€ounty, Kenya.

4.2 Results

4.2.1 Background characteristics of the respondents
The background characteristics of the respondemisidered were gender of household heads,

age, and educational attainment, marital statusesthe respondents, occupation, and

geographical location of the respondent.

4.2.2 Gender of household heads

This study involved both male and female-headedsélolds. The study assessed the role
played by both gender in management of the fanhilythe family gender role refers to the
expected duties and responsibilities specified bgioscultural factors. Culturally, females
perform house wife tasks caring for the childred domestic duties. On the other hand, males
were assigned out-door activities such as lookiftgr divestock, keeping security, and being
bread winners. In the study, it was found out thadjority of the individuals interviewed were
males closely followed by females. It is genergacticed in the study area that female

household heads are accorded all privileges anmgecesas males. Female headed household
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commonly results after the death of the husband femd cases as a result of divorce; the

disparity in gender representations is minimaltesas in Figure 4.1.

ey
EFemale
B Lale

Figure 4.1: gender of respondents

The study findings in Figure 4.1 indicated that onidy (50.4%) of the respondents were male
headed households while female headed househald$9@% representations in the study. This
study observed that the disparity between malefaméle headed household was insignificant.
This was attributed to the culture of wife inhemite which is deep rooted in the community.
There is also common tolerance for widows who dowithng to be inherited, such widows are

given all privileges like male headed household asghrded as leaders and family heads.
Female household heads had full liberty on admmatisin of family properties, financial

management and political stands on behalf of thelyeor the household she is heading.

4.2.3 Age of the respondent

This study considered any male and female housdiedd who was 18 years and above as its
respondent. Society assigns various role to difteneembers of the community according to age
groups, these duty definitions include, leaderskabour, medicine administration and security.
In this connection, a person at the age of 18 yaadsabove is considered an adult and capable
of making sound and mature decisions includingtiarhis own family and taking over all
responsibility of an adult member of the communitywas for this reasons that this study

considered persons aged 18 years and above asdesp® This is reflected in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1: Age of the respondents

Frequency Percent
18 -24 Years 17 14.2
25 - 31 Years 25 20.8
32 - 38 Years 22 18.3
39 - 45 Years 15 12.5
46 - 52 Years 13 10.8
53 - 59 Years 14 11.7
60 Years and above 14 11.7
Total 120 100%

N=120

The findings of the study in Table 4.1 revealedttiBwenty point eight percent of the
respondents surveyed were in the age categorytekeba 25 and 31 years. This age bracket also
suit government definition of youth, youth are impat segment of any given community,
because if not carefully handled youth unemploymamd utilization, can lead to several
problems: delinquency, spiral of crimes, robbergt anen increase cases of HIV infections. This
was followed by 18.3 percent who were aged betv@years and 38 years. The age bracket of
46 to 52 years had the least number of respondentsituting 10.8%. Most of the respondents
were people in productive age that can probablyetstdnd the study objectives and be part of
solution to the questions this study intends tovesoHowever, as it can be seen in Table 4.1

above, there was an even distribution of individwaithin the age categories.

4.2.4 Level of education of the respondent

Education is one of the important human needs Isotragarded as a universal human right. It is
a constitutional right of every citizen male anchéde to access education as it was declared by
government free primary and subsidized secondangatbn. According to Kenya population
and housing census of 2009, the rate of illitereccthe county stands at above 70%, this was
attributed to nomadic life style, the culture ofildren labour, where young boys have been

trained at a tender age to be herders rather giamgtthem to the learning institution. Girls are
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also introduced to look after sheep at a tenderch@es young as seven years. Also the scarcity
of learning centres, and hardship involved in attieg far flung located schools from residential
manyattas. Education is a key to poverty eradinadiod improvement of livelihood that needed
to be expanded and the illiteracy level gap fillesl soon as it is applicable. The disparity

between male and female educational level is shiovfgure 4.2.
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Figure 4.2: Educational levels of the respondent

The findings of the study in Figure 4.2 revealedt tB2.2% of female respondent did not have
formal education compared to 18.6% of male respaindéajority of those with no education or
primary education are female. Primary-level edwecafior both gender constitute 44% of the
respondents. Persons with secondary level of educabnstituted 38.9% of the respondents
However, more males than female had secondary gdocand above. While those with
Diploma and university level of education consetltof 40.7% and 27.2% of the respondents
respectively. It is worth noting that at the unsigy level, the disparity between male and female
significantly reduces. For instance during the witav one of the female respondent remarked
that:

‘We did not understand why our young children’s widitrbe allowed to relieve their

parents in taking over their usual herding job; tcudlly we pass the mantle to our

children and it a tradition that has been there f@neration and generations’

(Source: Female respondent, 42 years old, 2015)

35



The implications of such sentiment showed thatctiremunity culture is so much deeply rooted
that locals only valued livelihood wholly on livesk stock dependence and hence requires a lot

of enlightenment on the importance of education.

4.2.5 Marital status of the respondent

Marriage is an avenue where community’s destiny aodtinuity is being placed. The
community in the study area practices polygamy laadng several children is an honor and
pride. Those married persons who take proper chther families are accorded respect and
status in community because one of the major @itef choosing a community leader is by
examining one management of their own family if some is found not firm and obeyed at
home then he has no chances of becoming commudgy. éMarriage is normally accompanied
with extra responsibilities to an individual as &ewand husband, mother and father and in-laws
because the newly wedded person is required tadity to provide necessary basic
requirements to his family. Majority of the respendare married followed by single. This is

indicated in Figure 4.3.
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Figure 4.3 Marital Statuses of the Respondents

The study findings in Figure 4.3 revealed that nmdshe respondents were married.The findings
of the present study confirmed that 79.8% are mdrrespondents while widow and divorcees
are counted as married going by their previousustand by the virtue of being the household

head of their married or divorced husbands. Singleviduals who are household heads of their
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families stand at 20.2%. Household head positionlm entrusted to both genders as the case

might be and a single individual can be a househeltl in a given circumstance.

4.2.6 Occupation of the respondents

Majority of the respondents do not have any formatupation because of the illiteracy rate
which is very high in the entire study area, thends at 28.0%. This is followed by herders at
19.5% who take herding as an occupation mostlyethemployed to undertake herding in
exchange of wages and the owners of the largershafrdivestock. Then teachers at 17.8%,
teachers form the largest single occupation oflledtials in the study area. This is then
followed by traders at 15.3%. The least represeatedipation is politics at 0.8%. As shown in
Figure 4.4

Bercent

Figure 4.4 Occupation of the respondents

The study in Figure 4.4 observed that majority lié tespondents does not have any formal
occupation because of the poverty and illiteracyellevhich stands at above 70%. This is
followed by herders at 19.5%. Herding is most pl&viaoccupation in the study because
livestock is considered as a major livelihood seurs shown in Figure 4.4 above, herding is
undertaken from the tender age disregarding thetbgrder one of the male respondents stated
that:

‘No man and a woman in this community will claim hogors and appreciation if there

have never looked after cows, goats, sheep’s amgelsa because whoever have not

accompanied them during famine and abundance wailllly understand their sufferings’

(Source: Male respondent, 54 years, P015
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Herding can be undertaken by others as an occupftichose who have no any other skills or
experiences as it requires no expertise but in wasts it's the owners of the livestock and the
immediate family members who take responsibilityaking care of livestock. And then teachers
constitute a big percentage of the employed cadrthe community at 17.8%. This is then

followed by traders at 15.3%. The least represeotedpation is politics at 0.8%.

4.2.7 Demographic distribution of respondent

Majority (29.2%) of the respondents interviewed eaftom Merti location. This is so because
Merti is the sub-county headquarter and a marketece According to Kenya housing and
population census of 2009 the town had a populatibapproximately 15,000 people thus,
making it most populated division. The distributimas determined by using stratified random

sampling to proportions made in the sample sizpurei 4.5 shows the respondent distributions.
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Figure 4.5 Demographic distribution of respondent

The findings in Figure 4.5 show that majority oétlespondents interviewed came from Merti
location at 29.2%. An equal number of respondeatsecfrom Bulesa and Korbesa location each

at 16.7%. This was the same case for Biliqo, Yamehd Malka Galla locations each at 12.5%.
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4.3 Community based factors hindering developmentfeco-tourism by Isiolo County
community based wildlife conservancy

4.3.1 Effect of the high level of poverty on ecoteism development by the conservancy

The level of poverty in the county generally is toigh. It stands at 71% with majority of
residence living with less than a dollar a day. Mafsrural population lives in object poverty
because of recurrent drought, which in most caspesnoff their livelihood asset base. Because
of the high rate of illiteracy, the chance to fotremployment was minimal as majority of locals
do not have any academic qualifications. Most dfosts going children drop out of school
because they cannot be provided with subsistenlessithey also remain in livestock manyattas
where they can trek for several kilometers befbeytarrive at school and going back the same
root in the evening not withstanding their persosaturity from wild animals and snakes.
Majority of the respondents affirmed that povegyaimajor obstacle in promotion of ecotourism

in the study area as shown in Table 4.2

Table 4.2: Influence of poverty on ecotourism devepment by Isiolo community wildlife

conservancy

Frequency Percent
Yes 117 97.5
No 3 2.5
Total 120 100%
N=120

The study finding in Table 4.2 revealed that 97 &%he respondent affirms that poverty level in
the community was Challenge to ecotourism developraed an insignificant number, 2.5%,

said poverty was not a challenge. When the respanere further questioned on how poverty
level affects ecotourism, majority claimed that somild animals are hunted for food hence
decreasing populations of certain species, theéehsiare not selective in killing for bush meat,
they kill babies and even breast feeding mothersesthey are interested either with meat or

trophy. As shown in Table 4.3.
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Table 4.3: Effects of animal based ecosystem goanls ecotourism development

Frequency Percent
Wild animals are hunted for food 105 87.5
Wild animals are poached for trophies 12 10.0
Not relevant 3 2.5
Total 120 100%

N=120

The findings in Table 4.3 showed that, when thepoadents were further asked how poverty
level posses challenge to eco-tourism, 87.5% $etdwild animals were hunted for food. This
happens especially during famine when livestockobex weak and no longer provide enough
milk and meat provision hence wild animals becomedhvious substitute. Some members of
the community are habitual hunters for bush medt animals such as antelopes, gazelles,
zebra, buffalos, and giraffe are most targeted avhilds like ostrich are also killed for their
tender meats, eggs and most valued oil which @ ®abe remedy for some tough sickness. A
second major effect of poverty was that wild ansnakre poached for trophies. This is because
Rhino horn and Elephant ivory are deemed to fetmtdgmoney in illegal animal trophy trade.
This is one of the major reasons as to why peagléidling these humble and beautiful innocent

animals.

4.3.2 Effects of roads and communication network orcotourism development by

community wildlife conservancy

Isiolo County has a road network of 975.5km, outvbich 3% are bituminized. Seventy seven
percent of the roads are earth surface which aneassable during rainy seasons. The
communication network is very poor since only 7%te county has mobile network coverage.
The roads network in the study areas has remamagathetic condition for a longtime, there is
no routine maintenance and the washed away sed@iensot reinforced with gabions and other
erosion control measures. The only bridge linkisglb town with the study area which is at
Gotu is low lying patched on the river bed whictaiso unused during floods and rainy seasons
hence hindering free movement of visitors to amanfthe conservancy zones. The bridge itself
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was constructed by British during colonial days. eWhasked if the road network is well
developed in the conservancy areas, majority of rdspondent said not well developed,
implying the roads are in pathetic condition anansthing needed to be done to improve
standards. As show in Table 4.4

Table 4.4: Condition of roads in the conservancy @tourism area

Frequency Percent
Yes 4 3.3
No 116 96.7
Total 120 100%

N=120

The study findings in Table 4.4 confirmed the fabiat, lack of proper infrastructure
development is a challenge to promotion of the @mawm in the study. Majority of the
respondents, while 96.7%, said that the road né&wsvare not developed in the conservancy
ecotourism area. Female respondent remarked that:
‘There is no road at all, what is available is jysth, what kind of road is it that takes
some one traversing a distance of less than twaltaahkilometers for twelve hours, the
concerned ministry needs to visit and experieneesthffering we are going through, |
think some measures should be taken to improvweash conditions if we are to gain
from ecotourism programs in our areas’
(Source: Female respondent, 40 years old, 2015)
An insignificant number of 3.3% of the respondeaitdsthat the roads were developed in the
ecotourism area. The individual who claimed tha thads were not developed said that the
existing roads were in bad state.

4.3.3 Effects of Human wildlife conflicts in ecotorism development in the conservancy
Human wildlife conflict is known to be eminent andavoidable. Wild carnivores are flesh

eating and the livestock is an alternative foodkbtafor them, however, the herders will not take

it lie down but will avenge for any livestock kitleoy wild animals either by killing or poisoning

carcasses of the dead to cause mass killing ofpaagator who might come to feed on the
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carcass. Human in most cases are culprit in th@icowith wild animals by either encroaching

on their habitat or poaching them for food or tneshas shown in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5: Prevalence of human wildlife conflictsn the conservancy areas

Frequency Percent
Yes 119 99.2
No 1 0.8
Total 120 100%
N=120

The study findings in Table 4.5 revealed that mgjarf respondents 99.2% agreed that there
exist human wildlife conflict in the conservancyhel mostly reported cases are lions, hyenas,
and leopards killing livestock in the areas adja@ed in conservancy zone despite precautions
taken by the livestock farmers, normally herderastact a semi-circular structures made of
thorny trunks of tree branches to make boma farskiock for the purposes of protecting them
from wild carnivores especially at night. But refgar cases of wild animals, killing or injuring
human are minimal. Only 0.8% of the respondentneta that there was no human wildlife
conflict in the conservancy. When further asked lhawnnan wildlife cases are handled, majority
of the respondents said compensation by KWS otbeis revenge attack could be a solution

while some claimed that there is no plan to hasdth cases as shown in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6: Tackling of human wildlife conflict cass by both community and the

conservancy management

Frequency Percent
Compensation 98 81.7
Revenge attacks 7 5.8
No action 15 12.5
Total 120 100%

N=120
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The study findings in Table 4.6 showed that mayjooit respondent 81.7%, when further asked
on how human wildlife conflict cases are handleid sampensation. This has been so because
community had discovered killing or poisoning oflldd wild carnivore does not help in
replacing the killed livestock, thus the best optweas to photograph the carcasses and report to
Kenya wildlife service county compensation boardvesify the claim and compensate them
accordingly, while 5.8% of the respondent said ngeecattack could be a solution, while 12.5%

claimed that there is no action taken to handledrumildlife conflict.

4.3.4 Tourist security in the conservancy area

Isiolo county and specifically the study area is thost turbulent security zone because of
frequent cattle rustling, banditry and robbery gldsiolo-Wajir road. Security of the tourist and
visitors is paramount for the continuity of the d@oarism product and the image of the
destination to the stakeholders. Several casdseddttack on the tourist heading to Shaba Game
Park had devastating economic effects on the reveollection of the defunct Isiolo county
council in the past. Security of the visitors isuadly what will market the spot and give it clean
bill of health if carefully protected. Many resp@mds attested to the fact that visitors are na saf
in the conservancy areas; this is because of timatesecurity situation of the areas and the fact
that conservancy zones are open area without amgefand also far flung from the security
provision agencies as shown in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7: Influence of safety and security of tousts in promotion of ecotourism

Frequency Percent
Yes 27 22.5
No 86 71.7
No idea 7 5.8
Total 120 100%

N=120

The findings in Table 4.7 revealed that, most & taspondents at 71.7% felt that visitors and

tourists were not safe spending, camping and tgutive conservancy. While 22.5% of the

respondents felt that the visitors and touristsewsafe in the conservancy, while 5.8% of the
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respondents did not have any idea about the safefigitors and tourists. When further enquired
on what are some of the threats to the securityheftourists and visitors, majority of the

respondent identified banditry as a major threatdit attack mostly happen along the road to
the conservancy zones and occasionally in the coasey areas. The proliferation of small arms
in the area after the fall of Somali governmeni®91 had influenced acquisition of the same by
locals and neighboring communities hunting for uséker in cattle rustling, robbery, and

poaching wildlife either for subsistence or troghidhe threats to the visitors’ security are as

shown in Table 4.8.

Table 4.8: Threats to the security of visitors te@cotourism areas in the conservancy

Frequency Percent
Banditry 70 58.3
Robbers 12 10.0
Rivalry between communities 4 3.3
No idea 7 5.8
Not relevant 27 22.5
Total 120 100%

N=120

According to the findings of this study in Table84it showed that 58.3% of the individuals
interviewed cited banditry as the biggest threatafety of visitors and tourists. This is followed
by robbers at 10%. A small group at 3.3% said thetlry between communities was also a
threat to safety of visitors and tourists. 22.5 &gl g¢hat the question of threat to the security of
the visitors was not relevant, while 5.8% said thaye no ideas on any kind of threat to visitors

and tourists in the conservancy.

4.3.5 Livestock wildlife resource competitions

Wildlife and livestock are kept on the same geolgical areas although the later has to migrate

and settle in the restricted conservancy areasgludry seasons when pastures in their usual

grazing areas are exhausted. This proximity betwettlife and livestock are not encouraged

by the conservancy managers because they claincltiseness might bring several cases of
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human wildlife conflict and hence disadvantage wiktbivorous by easily finishing grass and
water in their habitat same times livestock areie@eraccess to some water spots which had
unlimited access by wildlife. This treatment reséhé community in some occasions to
forcefully graze and use water in those wildlifesideated water pan. When asked if there was
competition for pasture and water in the conseryan@jority of the respondent confirmed in

affirmative as shown in Table 4.9 below.

Table 4.9: Effects of competition for resources bateen wild animals and livestock

Frequency Percent
Yes 119 99.2
No 1 0.8
Total 120 100%

N=120

The study findings in Table 4.9 revealed that, 99.@f respondent agreed that there existed
competition for pasture between wild animals amddiock. This was attributed to uncontrolled
grazing routine and inefficient monitoring prograesnThe competitions usually happen during
droughts when livestock invade the conservancyzofenale respondent claimed that:
‘The conservancy segregate against our live stbekause there limiting our grazing
zones to those areas where there are no plentycbfpastures, the rich pasture zones
are reserved for wildlife and hence limiting ourcass to the best grazing grounds, also
the conservancy some other times introduces aiogpst which were not tolerated by
livestock to force us leave the entire grazing arfa wildlife this unorthodox behaviour
need to be stopped for all of us to share availaesources equitably’
(Source: Male respondent, 39 years old, 2015)
The extent of competition for pastures betweenstivek and wild herbivores was so great that
sometimes it almost led to deadly confrontatiors;als in the study area felt that the
conservation area managers need to equally alleestbck free grazing movement in the
conservancy as they use to enjoy before the irmepft the conservancy, they also call for free

access to water point that were lately enclosedthadentrances only opened at night when
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livestock could not move to have water for the felawild animals. Insignificant number of the

respondent 0.8% claimed that there was no compefitir water and pasture in the conservancy
areas. When further asked on how the competitiorp&sture and water was managed in the
conservancy, majority of the respondents claimed there was no management plan for the
control of competition which the study pointed @#t one of the challenges to ecotourism

development as shown in Table 4.10.

Table 4.10: Influence of wildlife livestock resoure competition management modalities in

promoting cohesion in the conservancy

Frequency Percent
No plan 72 60.0
Grazing on rotational basis 7 5.8
Specific area designated 40 33.3
Not relevant 1 0.8
Total 120 100%

N=120

The study showed in Table 4.10 that 60% of thearedents claimed that there was no particular
plan on how to handle the competition for pastievieen the wild animals and livestock in the
conservancy which could be the possible reasons ahy most of the human wildlife conflicts
happen during dry seasons. There was need to puiage an efficient and elaborate grazing
pattern to avoid competition and unnecessary humidiife conflict. While 33.3% of the
respondents said that the competition was handfedaling areas specifically designated for

grazing while 5.8% said the competition was hantetiaving rotational grazing plans.

4.4 Socio-ecological factors influencing promotioof ecotourism by community wildlife

conservancy in Isiolo County

4.4.1 Effects of fuel wood and construction materla sourcing from wildlife habitat

It is worth noting that, all respondents 100% <@t the most commonly used fuel for cooking

was firewood. This implies that, habitat destructiwas going on at an alarming rate. Since all
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firewood are sourced directly from the wild animdiabitat, there is an urgent to the effect that,
locals be provided with an alternative fuel wood éase on the destruction of forest and
favorable wildlife breeding areas. Likewise the couamity resort to the forest for construction of
their dwelling and building materials. All respomt also agreed that the community get their

medicinal herbs from bushes and areas both withghoautside the conservancy.

4.4.2 Effects of selective species unlimited exgiation to ecotourism destination promotion

Specific wild animal species have been singledamak targeted either for food, trophy and also
as an alternative traditional medicine for curgafgh ailments. Generally wild carnivores are
not attacked without any valid reasons becauseireuttetests their consumption, lions are only
killed in event they attacked livestock likewiseehgs, leopards and Elephants were not targeted

either for food or preparation of traditional meadiconcoctions as shown in Table 4.11.

Table: 4.11 endangered species targeted for foodgalication and trophy and their

influences on site visiting by tourists

Frequency Percent
Ostrich and Zebra 43 35.8
Zebra and Giraffe 6 5.0
Ostrich and Giraffe 6 5.0
Ostrich 20 16.7
Zebra 22 18.3
Giraffe 12 10.0
Zebra, Ostrich and Giraffe 11 9.2
Total 120 100%

N=120

According to the findings of this study in Tabld 4, all respondents agreed that specific wild
animals were killed to harvest some organs for nadioncoctions to treat some tough illnesses.
The most preferred animals were a combination tfabsand zebra 35.8% followed by zebra
only 18.3% and then ostrich only 16.7% and theaffgronly 10%. Likewise all respondents

also agreed that the community allows consumptibgamne meat. When asked under what
47



circumstance the community allowed consumption wéhsmeat, everyone claimed during

famine.

4.4.3 Causes of wildfire in the conservancy

When asked if there were cases of bush fire incthreservancy all respondent answered in
affirmative. Since it was established that bushdiceurred frequently in the conservancy causes
of this problem was enquired and among the causeyhbarvesting was identified as a major
cause of bush fire. This is so because of the déckills and primitive ways of harvesting honey
employed by community honey harvesters. This methedlves use of fire and smoke which
was not professionally handled and hence resulfseénconsuming acres of grazing lands and
wildlife habitat destroying and displacing unimagjde number of species as shown in Table
4.12.

Table 4.12: Effects of unskilled honey harvestersicausing wildfires in the conservancy

Frequency Percent
No 4 3.3
Yes 116 96.7
Total 120 100%
N=120

According to this current study findings in Tabld2, majority of respondents 96.7% felt that
honey harvesting contribute to wildfires in the servancy this was as a result of poor handling
and honey harvesting skills that locals are emplgyiprimitive techniques which has been
blamed as cause of bushfire in the conservancyldtmireplaced with modern way of honey
harvesting which yield more quality and standarddyoand also environment friendly. While
only 3.3% of the respondents felt honey harvestith not cause the wildfires. The further

inquiry on the other possible causes of the wild iin the conservancy is as shown in Table 4.13.
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Table 4.13: Influences of lighting of wildfire in e&otourism development by the conservancy

Frequency Percent
Bandits 58 48.3
Charcoal burners 28 23.3
Rival communities 16 13.3
Both bandits and charcoal burners 14 11.7
Not relevant 4 3.3
Total 120 100%

N=120

The study revealed in Table 4.13 that, minoritytloé respondents at 3.3% denied honey
harvesting causes wildfires in the conservancysarewjority of the respondents felt that the
major cause of the wildfires were the bandits aB%48 This was followed by charcoal burners
at 23.3% and then rival communities 13.3%. Whiler% of the respondents felt the cause of

wildfires were combination of both the bandits @hdrcoal burners.

4.4.4 Diseases spread by wild animals to livestorkthe conservancy area

There are some serious diseases that can be tteedsioy wild animals to the livestock as a
result of geographical proximity and interactioioth wild carnivores and herbivores are
carriers of diseases which can sometimes resulis ioutbreak. Most of the wild herbivores are
known to be having high immunity and can resisthspandemics contrary to livestock which
are highly prone to attack by such diseases, whkadaif there can be transmissions to livestock

the respondents answered as in Table 4.14.

Table 4.14: prevalence of wildlife diseases transssion to livestock in the conservancy

Frequency Percent
Yes 118 98.3
No 2 1.7
Total 120 100%

N=120
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The study findings in Table 4.14 revealed thatjoniy of the respondents 98.3%, said that
there were cases of wild animals spreading disdadée livestock in the conservancy. While an
insignificant number, 1.7%, said that there weresooh cases. Further inquiry by this study
reveals some common wild animal diseases trangmitte livestock in Biligo-Bulesa

conservancy as shown in Table 4.15.

Table 4.15: Effects of killer diseases spread by ldianimals to livestock in curtailing

ecotourism development by community wildlife consefancy

Frequency Percent
Rabies 79 65.8
Foot and Mouth 25 20.8
Rabies and Foot and Mouth 14 11.7
Not relevant 2 1.7
Total 120 100%

N=120

The study findings in Table 4.15 revealed that, itiest widely transmitted disease by the wild
animals to the livestock was rabies, which wasstte to by 65.8% of the individuals
interviewed. Rabies are usually transmitted by w#anivores when they attack livestock, their
saliva on the grass also results in infectiongWiise livestock licking or smelling caucuses of
dead animal as a result of rabies can also leadféation. The second most widely spread
disease was foot and mouth disease 20.8%; thjzréad mostly by wild herbivorous. 11.7% of

the individuals said that the wild animals spreathlrabies and foot and mouth diseases.

4.4.5 The culture of poaching and bush meat consurtipn

The community allows poaching of wild herbivores food. Locals in the study area for long
time had mentality that, wildlife in the communignd belong to nobody and anybody can have
them at will either by hunting for food or poachifay trophies. The tragedy of common is
practically in play among pastoralist communitie#scs time immemorial that require to be
erased and replaced with the mindset that wildkfeeverybody’s asset that is needed to be

protected by everybody in the community. It is ooéynivorous who are safe from poaching as
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food since community cultural beliefs and normsndd allow consuming them. These cultures
accelerate the rate of poaching in the conservéfaprity of the respondent affirmed the fact

that there were cases of poaching in the conseynasmshown in Table 4.16.

Table 4.16: Effect of subsistence and commercial pohing of wild herbivorous in achieving
sustainable ecotourism

Frequency Percent
Yes 118 98.3
No 2 1.7
Total 120 100%
N=120

The study findings in Table 4.16 showed majoritytloé individual, 98.3% agreed that there
were cases of poaching in the conservancy whilesignificant number, While 1.7%, said that
there were no cases of poaching in the conserv@myow the poaching cases are handled the

respondents gave their views as shown in Table 4.17

Table 4.17: Effect of inadequate legislation on tening wildlife poaching in attaining

vibrant ecotourism by community wildlife conservany

Frequency Percent
Arrests 81 67.5
No action 37 30.8
Not relevant 2 1.7
Total 120 100%

N=120

The study findings in Table 4.17 revealed that5%x of the respondent said that, arrests were
made in case of poaching where culprits are camgtgported. While 30.8% claimed that there

was no action taken on culprits in poaching cases.
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4.5 Ecotourism products offered by community wildlfe conservancy in Merti Sub-County

These are the eco-tourism product offered by BiBytesa conservancy. Each conservancy has
unique ecotourism product, rare gravy zebra andrease bird which are found in plenty at hot
spring of Kurro was an outstanding product for istuattraction and many more including
reticulated giraffe, elephants, lions hyenas, kudijgzelles, antelopes, buffalos, tortoise and
others, with some other products as bird watchiagyp site, bird shooting, wildlife viewing in
their natural habitat and tourists experienceuttucal life style of host community which also
helps in cultural transfer and closer interactiomgh people of different countries and
backgrounds. The priorities for the ecotourism patdvere as shown in Table 4.18

Table: 4.18 Influence of unique ecotourism offer irattracting tourists to community
wildlife conservancy

Frequency Percent
Wildlife viewing 66 55.0
Bird watching and campsite 2 1.7
wildlife viewing and campsite 21 17.5
wildlife viewing and bird shooting 9 7.5
Campsite, bird shooting and wildlife viewing 4 3.3
Campsite 14 11.7
Bird shooting 4 3.3
Total 120 100%

N=120

The study findings in Table 4.18 revealed that, rtfeor ecotourism activity undertaken by the
community is wildlife viewing. Majority of respondes 55% pointed to this as the major
ecotourism activity. It was followed by wildlife @ving coupled with campsite 17.5%. The third
ecotourism activity was just campsite on its own7%. On the least scale, the community
undertook bird watching coupled with campsite 1&%84dess likely interesting product by tourist

in the conservancy.
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4.5.1 Other sources of revenue for community wildié conservancy

On other revenue generating activity in the cormacy, respondent give their views as in shown
in Table 4.19.

Table 4.19: Influence of collective community actities in generating revenue for the

conservancy

Frequency Percent
Annual events 52 43.3
Cultural events 66 55.0
Artifacts selling 2 1.7
Total 120 100%
N=120

The study findings in Table 4.19 showed that, Galtevents were the most preferred way of
generating revenue other than ecotourism activii®%. It was followed by annual events

43.3% and then sale of artifacts at an insignitidar%.

4.5.2 Sustainability of community wildlife conservacy as livelihood alternative

This is continuous maintenance of the ecotourisoalyet without exhausting them .When asked
if community wildlife conservancy could be a sus#dile livelihood alternative, majority of the

respondent answered in affirmative as shown ind aif0.

Table 4.20: Impact of community wildlife conservang in enhance livelihood

Frequency Percent
Yes 109 90.8
No 11 9.2
Total 120 100%

N=120
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The study findings in Table 4.20 revealed that, dvigy of the respondents 90.8% agree that
community wildlife conservancy can be a suitablelihood alternative. Only 9.2% of the

respondents think otherwise.

4.6 Factors affecting Isiolo County community wildife conservancy in developing

ecotourism

These are the obstacles in the way of achievingpadsm promotion in Isiolo County, Kenya.
The hindrance can be removed with appropriate rezaed achieve maximum benefits from
ecotourism products offered by the conservancyrespondent outlined challenges as in Table
4.21.

Table 4.21: Major challenges to ecotourism developemt by community wildlife

conservancy in Isiolo County

Frequency Percent
Poaching and habitat destruction 10 8.3
Poaching 39 32.5
Poaching and bandit attacks 19 15.8
Poaching and poor roads 20 16.7
Poaching and bushfires 25 20.8
Bushfires and habitat destruction 3 2.5
Inadequate resources 2 1.7
Bushfires 2 1.7
Total 120 100%

N=120

The study in Table 4.21 showed that all respondsait$ that community wildlife conservancy
had some challenges in promoting ecotourism. Agogrdo the individuals interviewed, the
biggest challenge to ecotourism development ispagaat 32.5%. This is followed by poaching
coupled with bush fires at 20.8%. The least chghsnto ecotourism development however are
inadequate resources 1.7% and bushfires 1.7%. Pgadch a major issue in ecotourism

development.
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4.7 Remedies to the challenges to promotion of eootism in Isiolo County, Kenya

The remedies will help in achieving maximum bemsefiom ecotourism projects in the study

area. The respondent views on how to eradicatéeciga@s are shown in Table 4.22.

Table 4.22: Ways of eradicating challenges to ecatosm development

Frequency Percent
Improve security, education, roads and medical care 10 8.3
Improve roads and medical care 2 1.7
Improve security, education and medical care 9 7.5
Improve security and education 9 7.5
Improve education, roads and medical care 14 11.7
Improve security, roads and medical care 5 4.2
Improve security, education and roads 28 23.3
Improve security and roads 22 18.3
Improve education and roads 21 17.5
Total 120 100%

N=120

The study in Table 4.22 revealed there was combmatf factors affecting the development of
ecotourism in the community. These factors needepravement in order to eradicate the
challenges to ecotourism development. Majorityhef tespondents said that for these challenges
to be eradicated there was need to improve secwrducation level and roads 23.3%. A
significant number also said that there was needprove on security and roads only 18.3%.
While 17.5% of the respondents said that there we&sl to improve on the education level and
roads only while only 1.7% said there was needrjprove on roads and medical care. Majority
of the respondents 92.5% claimed that ecotourisweldpment by community is ineffective
since it is affected by community based, socio-agichl and technical factors while
insignificant 7.5% said it is effective because réhevere no obstacles undermining its

development.
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4.8 Focus Group Discussion Results

Focus group discussion deliberated factors affgctaolo County community based wildlife
conservancy with reference to ecotourism developm&ocus group discussions tacked
measures put in place to educate community on theeft of wildlife conservancy,
infrastructure development, security arrangemeautsi management of competitions between
wild herbivores and livestock and challenges faa#eg-tourism promotion. The focus group
discussion was conducted by having a group of 3 @pand 5 men who represented views of

the local from the study areas. The results wefelksvs;

Box 4.8.1: Influence of the low level of educatioar illiteracy in promoting ecotourism by
community wildlife conservancy

Area: Merti

Size of group: 3 women and 5 men
Gender: Male and female

Findings

The group was of the view that, “offering schold@psto the bright and needy students, taking
opinion leaders for workshops on the benefits ahwcmnity wildlife conservations, bench-

marking and more civic education”.

The findings in the above FGD revealed that comiyumiembers needed to be informed in
equivocal terms that wildlife protection is equaltyportant in their life as livestock. This should
be done by educating as many children as possibléhat, the benefit of wildlife to the
community will be spread to all and sundry and &gamffering scholarship to those students in
higher learning institution. Community elders ateoao be exposed to benchmarking tours to
other areas under similar kind of wildlife conseiwa to spread the same gospel to the locals.
Civic education is what is required to instil batsebf the wildlife in the minds of the conserving

community and also supporting indigenous wildliémservation approaches.
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Box 4.8.2: Effect of Infrastructure under developmat in eco-tourism promotion and
destination marketing

Area: Merti

Size of group: 3 women and 5 men
Gender: Male and female

Findings

The group had this to say on infrastructure develam as one of the challenges to eco-tourism
promotion. “Roads leading to conservancy areasuader developed earth roads and in pad
conditions also impassable during rainy seasonis. Witl hamper tourist mobility and even hate
for destination because of hardship involved whibeiring in such areas. Likewise the
communication network is very poor, since the aeljable communication available is located
at some 100km away at Merti town, there is neddfwove infrastructure to have smooth flow

of tourist to the conservancy areas”.

The focus group discussion (FGD) in Box 4.8.2 aboewealed that, roads in Biliqo-Bulesa
conservancy are a big obstacle to the smooth fliowsitors to and from the conservancy. The
earth roads are impassable during rainy seasorte lstops the continuous visit by the tourists.
The communication net work was also a challengeevewthe conservancy relies on radio
communication availed at some strategic locationshe conservancy to monitor attacks on
wildlife and visitors. Infrastructure is criticalaétors to have destination image portrayed
positively thus urgent need in putting them in @oprder in conservancy.

This study wish that road network be given prioggpecially in the wildlife conservation area,
this will facilitate easy mobility of the tourishd help also in case of emergencies to reach out to
any corner of the conservancy for timely and speetbgcue effort, likewise communication
gadgets to be provided to rangers and workers @ BHigo-Bulesa community wildlife
conservancy zone for monitoring, surveillance agybrt of any threat to wildlife and locals in

the conservational areas.

57



Box 4.8.3: Effects of insecurity in ecotourism proration by community wildlife
conservancy

Area: Merti

Size of group: 3 women and 5 men
Gender: Male and female

Findings

The group was of the view that, “security of thesitars is paramount to the image and
marketability of the destination. So security mattshould always be taken with a lot |of

carefulness. The conservancy has regular armecmmtigined by KWS in collaboration with

NRT who are working hand in hand in ensuring visitand wildlife safety through Biliqg

Bulesa community wildlife conservancy. Local herdglso has security arrangement|in
coordination with ranger’s security arrangement nghthey are assigned a certain area|for
surveillance and monitoring hence control bandangl intruders away from the conservancy.
Radio communication placed at different strategistp also helped in giving alerts on poachgrs,
robbers, bandits and raiders from neighboring comitypuand hence instant response to the

distress calls from such areas”.

The outcome of focus group discussion (FGD) in Bd&.3 above revealed that, participants
were keen to emphasize on the security of theovssitlikewise human and wildlife, several
security measures have been put in place to gesragcurity of all parties. The conservancy
rangers have helped in having peace from banditgclpng and raiding by adjacent
communities. The security could be a thing of thstpf incorporated with new technologies of
using tracking devices and installation of the tdigcameras and bullet shot sensors across the
conservancy. All participants are happy with thecusiy arrangement and asked more
reinforcement of the same in near future. The steshablished that security measures put in
place by the Biligo-Bulesa wildlife conservancy ymlork perfectly if all stake holders are fully
engaged and the security areas shared to haveizggaend coordinated security management
by all parties in the conservational areas. Thdysappreciate the employment of young men to
be wildlife rangers by Biligo-Bulesa community wifd conservancy, this helped in reduction of
unemployment and preservation of wildlife by peopl® are conversant with the local culture

and traditions.
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Box 4.8.4: Management of resource competitions bed&n wild herbivores and livestock

Area: Merti

Size of group: 3 women and 5 men
Gender: Male and female

Findings

The group had this to say. “There are no speciisighated areas for wild animals specifically
herbivorous and hence they share the same arepafture and water with livestock. This
automatically results in conflict with herders. Titate at which wild herbivorous are feedind is
high compared to livestock, livestock are takem iah enclosed Bomas at night for security
reasons while wild herbivorous feeds for twentyrfoaurs. The herders also complain of biag on
the conservancy officers for restricting livestoitkm accessing reserved rich pasture areas
claiming that, they are wildlife reserves or arepbdlant breeding areas and so on. It was [also
noted with concerns that conservancy officials ameploying unorthodox means to expel
livestock from the rich pasture areas by introdgaertain insects or even diseases which| are

highly tolerated by wild animals and detrimentalit@stock to create space for wild animalg at

the expense of livestock which is unfair and irmspble”.

The outcome of FGD in Box 4.8.4 above revealed, thating wildlife and livestock under the

same proximity will automatically result in frequeconflict. The study confirmed that Biligo-

Bulesa wildlife conservancy has no physical bourdamor there was no specific area
designated for livestock, so the likelihood of $iliag livestock to the advantage of wildlife was

imminent because livestock were normally kept atghripheries of the grazing areas. This was
attested by participants who witnessed denial \a#sliock from accessing certain pasture rich
area by conservancy staff in the name of designatead for elephant breeding or using
unsuspecting biological means to frighten livestatkeaving pasture rich areas. The study
established that there was no competition conteol o reduce effects of conflicts or even share
available resources equitably, therefore an urgeet to develop controlled grazing pattern to

achieve friendly wildlife and livestock coexisternioghe study area.
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Box 4.8.5: Factors affecting promotion of ecotouri® by community wildlife conservancy in
Isiolo County-Kenya

Area: Merti

Size of group: 3 women and 5 men
Gender: Male and female

Findings

The group had this to say, “Infrastructure develeptrand improvement of the existing ongs;

<

roads need to be redone and maintained. Commuwncatetwork to be developed to give
enough coverage in case of an emergency or distedlssnedical facilities to be initiated and
those centers fully equipped with necessary equiapsnand medicines, civic education to |be
expanded to cover entire Sub-County, educationetdalken seriously and sponsorship to| be
offered to the students in various institutionsledrning to help community learn from the
success of few, poaching, wildfire and competitberr pasture and water between livestock and

wild animals to be organized in a routine mannerevent conflicts”.

The outcome of the focus group discussion (FGDBax 4.8.5 revealed that, infrastructure
development and improvement, communication netveoqhansion, civic education, marketing
strategies and promotions are some of the chakemngeeco-tourism development faced by
Biligo-Bulesa community wildlife conservancy. Otkeare bushfire, poaching and resource
competitions between wildlife and livestock. Applion of appropriate remedies to the
challenges of ecotourism development can be eradicand hence the community can enjoy
massive income from eco- products offered by theseosancy.

The focus group discussion confirmed that infradtrre development and communication
network are some of the bigger obstacles to BiBgtesa conservancy ecotourism development,
the study calls for proper marketing of the desgtomaand provision of required facilities to
enhance benefits from the noble wildlife conseoratinitiative. In the same regard this study
confirmed poor honey harvesting skills as majorseauof wildfire in the conservancy; it calls
for a wider sensitization on the proper honey hstimgs techniques and how to handle fire in
wildlife habitat.
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4.9 Discussion

The study presents in this section a discussiats dihding based on the objectives it had set out
to achieve. It begins with the discussion of thestfiobjective, which was to establish the
community based factors affecting community wiklliéonservancy in achieving ecotourism.
The discussions proceed to objective two which emanthe cultural factors hindering
ecotourism development by community wildlife consercy in Isiolo County. This section is
concluded with a discussion on the remedies todalenges facing community wildlife

conservancy in promoting ecotourism in Isiolo Cgqunt

4.9.1 Community based factors affecting community idlife conservancy in achieving

ecotourism

The findings of this study confirmed conclusionsd@ay Isiolo county development profile
(2013), on the county poverty level. The study eonthat majority of the respondent in the
study area lives poverty line, this necessitabedls to target a certain wild herbivorous species
some which are rare and endangered as an altexrsdiwrce of food and poached them for
subsistence in Merti wildlife conservation areabeTstudy also revealed that the culture of
subsistence poaching is widely tolerated amongldocaMerti sub-county the customs allow
consumption of bush meat especially during drowgitt famine conditions as an alternative to
malnourished livestock.

The findings of the study revealed that, localsthe study area have formed a habit of
commercializing bush meat to earn cash to be uspdrchasing of some other basic necessities.
The study urges that uncontrolled subsistence antmercial poaching of wildlife will cause
species disturbance and imbalances in the wildlid@system, The study further revealed that a
probable decrease of herbivorous in specific ecobbgrea implies the natural predators will
suffer and hence obvious catastrophe of death ftamvation. The study confirmed poaching is
one of the major challenge faced by all wildlifenservation agencies which Biligo-Bulesa
conservancy is not an exception. It's upon all skefders to employ urgent measures to control

poaching for prosperity of all.
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The findings of the current study revealed thaklatinfrastructure development was one of the
obstacles to achievement of ecotourism goals intiM&arb-County; The County has a road
network of 975.5km, out of which 3% are bituminiz&eventy seven percent of the roads are
earth surface which are impassable during raingmea The roads network in the wildlife
conservancy areas has remained in pathetic condftbo a longtime, there is no routine
maintenance and the washed away sections are infdroed with gabions and other erosion
control measures. The communication network is yagr in Biligo-Bulesa community wildlife
conservancy since only 7% of the county has maotgtevork coverage hence untimely responses
during emergencies. To gain maximum benefit frorat@arism the project areas need to be
accessible at any given time either by road orstiips to facilitate easy mobility of tourists

which is lacking in Merti sub - county communitylalife conservational areas.

The findings of this study are in some respectlamo Kipkeuet al (2014) who reported that,
human wildlife conflict as one of the major probkein promotion of ecotourism development
this was because human activities in Merti Sub-@pumas lead to widespread habitat
destructions, reduction in wildlife dispersal areasl an increased conflicts due to competition
for the scares resources. Human wildlife conflieisvobserved as a big problem in promotion of
ecotourism development in Merti Sub- County.Thelifigs of the current study confirmed that
illiteracy rate in the county is too high; this wasributed to nomadic life style, the culture of
children labour, where young boys and girls aredpéiained at a tender age to be herders rather
than taking them to the learning institution. Ediara is essential to poverty eradication and
improvement of livelihood that need to be expanded the illiteracy level gap filled as soon as

is applicable.

The findings of the study concurred with Buhali &@wakta (2006) who indicated that, people will
not travel to areas that they feel unsafe and henlteeither cancel their travelling plans or
travel to another destination. Merti Sub- Countyie of the volatile places when it comes to
insecurity and ethnic conflict with the people bétneighboring districts and hence needed to
redeem its image to attract tourists. The studyeriat security must be guaranteed for both
wildlife and visitors for ecotourism projects toogper by engaging locals in security issues and
reconciliation with the neighbors because same &frmbmmunity wildlife initiatives are also on
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going in the adjacent counties. In this regarddfuely further urged that security of the tourists
and the visitors as a big challenge because ecsto@nterprises cannot thrive in the hostile and
conflict prone areas, several factors have beemtiftl®l as an obstacle to the ecotourism visit
this include reputation of a destination, attitydbshavior of hosts, pricing of the tourism

product and political stability.

4.9.2 Socio-ecological factors hindering ecotourisaevelopment by community wildlife
conservancy

The findings of the current study established teagtourism thrives upon the support of the
local community tradition and culture, this aspejuired to be incorporated into planning and
policies. Culture was regarded strongly in muchrigbuntensive areas in developing countries
because it makes the conserving communities consuaheitilizes wildlife resources according
to their traditional norms and values. African Wiflg is facing near extinct situation due to
human overpopulation, uncontrolled subsistence ihgntand underproductive wildlife
management policies adopted and implemented by somnatries. The study calls for cultural

incorporation in ecotourism marketing and prodit8iliqo-Bulesa wildlife conservancy.

The findings of the study confirmed that, wildlife the traditional source of medicine that has
been in use since time immemorial and still prathyccures several diseases. Some herbivorous
species were poached for cultural uses for examipédfe skins are used for making leather
ropes and traditional milking container for it temed nature and durability, the ostrich oil and
Zebra fat are used as a special medical concofdroture of some tough ailments by traditional
medicine men. This mentality prevails among lodalgthe conservancy area that need to be

tamed by providing an alternative to substitutedisfi raw product dependency.

The findings of the current study noted that, prbtm of forest and grass land is part of wildlife
conservation that cannot be ignored because salvgoaides conducive and favorable habitat
for many forms of wildlife, destruction of the hddiby either charcoal burning, cutting of trees
for construction and curving as well as burninghef rangeland will lead to species elimination
and loss. Currently clearing of the bushes alowgrrbank for farming is common in the

conservancy areas. Unlimited access might be giat@esome designated areas in the vast
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conservancy to prevent undesirable collective actrom the local residence as it in Biliqo-

Bulesa conservancy.

The findings of the study concurred with Denman0@0 who suggested that, unreasonable and
in proper tourism had contributed to degradatiomalbitat and landscape and hence defeat the
purposes of sustainability, thus the call for nguraach which is ecotourism, the study affirmed
that ecotourism entailed cultural interaction witle visitors the community attitude toward the
tourist and visitors needed to be friendly sinderiactions with visitors help in cultural transfer
and hence promotion of community products abrode findings of the current study revealed
that, instead of anticipated development tourism f@me other time led to resentment, tourist
behaviours such as scant dressing, and publicayisyfl affection between sexes, prostitution,
use of drugs and other negative things that arecagsd with tourists led to community hostility
and hence collapse of the projects .This behavieed to be tamed and tourist sufficiently
guided on the norms of the host community for tieals to accept and appreciate them in Merti
Sub- County. The findings also observed that, Wéddlvestock competition for scarce resource
will always leads to conflicts. Livestock and wifdl are on the same land in Merti community
conservancy areas and shared the resources healtenging ecotourism that is basically

wildlife based.

The findings of the study concurred with Nyeki (299vho disagreed with the integration of
livestock with wildlife on the same grazing zone#ese of many diseases that were likely to be
transmitted by wildlife to livestock because ofs#oproximity. The conservancy though widely
believed to be vast unfortunately has no designateshdaries and fence. So the challenges of
controlling transmission of wildlife diseases teelstock a raise and the argument is that, same of
the wildlife diseases are fatal and can cause dbreak among livestock in Biligo-Bulesa
conservancy. The conservancy does not compersaks lin case of such eventuality in Merti
Sub- county and hence resource restriction fofdb@& herders. The findings of the current study
revealed that, livestock and farmers compensatiogrpmme by KWS did not work well with
pastoral community since frequent and consistdatlatby wildlife on their livelihood source
was a threat to their survival and way of life thats why Maasais have resorted to killing lions
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instead of compensations as they claim it's totidhe lion a lesson that feasting on livestock is
wrong and punishable by death as culture dictaféss notion can only be corrected by
providing awareness campaign on compensation paskafiered by KWS and procedures
correctly outlined for the locals to claim compedrma that needed to be timely to stop such

revenge attack beliefs.

4.9.3 Remedies to the challenges of ecotourism protion by community wildlife

conservancy in Isiolo County

The findings of the current study concurred witipk&u et al (2014) who recommended that an
extensive public education and awareness progranwass required to be carried out to
sensitize community on the benefits of wildlifenservation and ecotourism development, as
an alternative livelihood option that can be sunsthie to be used by future generations without
compromising utilization by them at the moment, ahé consequences of hunting and
poaching with punitive penalties as proposed innée wildlife bill. The findings of the study
appreciated rural dwellers for their traditionalokiedge of wildlife in their narratives, their
role and concerns in changing their attitude pealyi to mutual conservation rather than

indiscriminate exploitation of wildlife resourcesuaill.

This study recommended early warning alert be comaated to the community for imminent
disease outbreak among wildlife so as either todatie affected areas or to give vaccines to the
livestock for the purposes of resistance, localehzeen accusing a certain wildlife conservation
area for spreading certain pest widely resistedibdlife but untolerated by livestock to compel
them migrate away from rich grazing areas at th@epges of the wildlife. The findings of this
study calls for formation of an umbrella organiaatithat will advocate for the interest of the
CBWC and private wildlife conservation groups, tinias necessitated by the fact that unlike
stakeholders in other sectors of the economy, thosemmunity wildlife conservation do not
have regulatory body for coordination and voicirigheir concerns. This state of affairs has led
to the raising of concerns to set up an organindto the common benefits and welfare of the
conservancies and privately owned ranches, comgnimaised wildlife conservancies and the
private wildlife groups have been neglected fogland thus initiation of such is timely and long

overdue.
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The findings of the current study equally calls éapacity building for the community based
wildlife conservancies, because according (KWS)dié management in private and

community conservancies, game reserves, and Natamks do not operate at the same level in
terms of standards and managerial expertise. KVdBned that communities lack capacity to
manage animals and their standards are much |dwaerthose in the national parks which are
under their authority. The study suggests thatléot® enlightened on the proper ways of
handling honey harvesting without causing bush fire

The findings of the study proposed, nature trad aildlife conservational areas tour for school
children; this will develop conservation interestschool children as they appreciate and enjoy
the scenery of the county it will motivate the dedo conserve and take care of the same for
prosperity. The nature trips inculcate appreciabbrwildlife and preservation of the national
heritage among the younger people hence devela@sges for conservation and protection of
wildlife. The study identified insufficient and lemt legislation as a challenge encountered by
conservationist in eradicating wildlife threatsesk are lack of strict legislation for poaching
crimes, because the punishment meted out to tmeinads are always too lenient to be a

deterrent and hence continuity of the menace.

The study calls for legal reinforcement to confpolaching and hunting of wildlife at will in
Merti Sub-County. The wildlife conservation and ragement bill and policy 2013, proposed
stiffer penalties for poachers ranging betweema 6f Kshimillion and seven years in jail for
those found poaching and engaging in trophy businpsfrom previous Ksh 30,000 fine which
was seen as lenient by conservationists. The pegppsnalties can be a deterrent from anybody

who might think of engaging in wildlife disturbance

The findings of the current study suggest provisioih an alternative raw material for
construction to eradicate cutting down of indigentnees in the study area, the findings further
recommends inclusion of wildlife conservation amdteurism in primary and secondary school
curriculum to instill protection and preservatioh wildlife in the school children from the

beginning. This early introduction will motivatevie and study of wildlife in the heart of the
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learners and hence develop attachment and curitwsiktnow more about them and also work
towards their safety and continuity, children neettebe taught about wildlife as a friend not an
enemy and also a source of income and employmantnéed to be guarded at all time. The
study revealed that government input in the comtyunildlife conservancy is limited only to
provision of land and protection of tourist and dhife, this input needed to be broadened to
include provision of finance for operational cosigfrastructure development and also
marketing. Most of the community conservation are@long to marginalized communities who
needed to be assisted to achieve desirable goals.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents a summary of the study fgadit also gives both the empirical and
theoretical conclusions of the study. In additiirpresents the recommendations derived from
the conclusions drawn on how to eradicate challefgeng community wildlife conservancy in
promoting ecotourism in Isiolo County. The recomnhions further entail the stake holders
and the policy makers’ role in amending and adpgstiew guidelines to improve destination
image and market the product. Finally, it also g areas for further studies for scholars who

may be interested in this area of specialization.

5.2 Summary of the Results

The concept community wildlife conservation andteadsm development is intertwined. Since
the two are inseparable, that is the relationskigvben community and conservation of wildlife
is symbiotic for mutual interest of both. Howevtite conserving community of Biligo-Bulesa
wildlife conservancy attested to several factorsictvhundermine both promotion and
development of ecotourism in the conservancy. THas#ors have been divided into, the
community based factors hindering promotion of eaasm, which included poverty, insecurity,
human wildlife conflict and resource competitiok¢hile cultural factors identified was diseases
transmission by wildlife to the livestock, poachifishfire, medical concoctions from wildlife
body and building materials. Scholars have writtensiderable volumes of literature on the
topic. An analysis of this literature pointed teethknowledge gaps that this study sought to
bridge. This section therefore presents the kegiriigs of this study with regards to the specific

objectives of the study.

5.2.1 Background characteristics of the respondents

The background characteristics of the respondemtsidered were nature of household head,

age, educational attainment, location, occupatatsmarital status of the respondents, in Merti

Sub- County. This study consisted of 50.4% malelééand 49.6% female headed respondents

(Table 4.1). The results revealed that 20.8% ofréspondents were aged between 25-31.This
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was followed by age bracket of 32-38 which consligt18.3 % (Table 4.1). Furthermore, about
40.8% of the populations were illiterate as theyndbpossess any academic qualifications. Most
of those without any academic qualifications amadke (Table 4.2). Marriage is an important
institution in human society. The study confirmédtt79.8% are married this include divorced

and widows while single respondents made up to20(E¥gure 4.3).

5.2.2 Community based factors hindering eco-tourisrpromotion by conservancy

Community centered factors are the day to dayihweeld activities that affect wildlife existence
poverty has been singled out as one of the greetheienges to promotion of ecotourism.97.5%
of the respondents attested that poverty in thenmonity is too high that others resort to wild
animals for food and substance (Table 4.2). Whil&% of the respondents confirmed that some
species of wild herbivorous are targeted for fod@b{e 4.3).While wild carnivores enjoy
freedom from hunting for food, others like eleplsaanhd rhinos are poached for their ivory and
horns which are much valued in black market. Infrature development also become challenge
since all roads leading to conservation areas mrbad shape and impassable during rainy

seasons hence stop free movement of visitors tdrandconservation area (Table 4.4).

On human wildlife conflict, 99.2% of the respondeabnfirmed it as a challenge and be handled
by compensation (Table 4.6). Security of the visitwas also an obstacle as attested by 71.7%
of the respondents (Table 4.7). This was suggestelde solved by putting several critical
security measures to be put in place by conservaviejority of the respondents claimed that
bigger threat to visitors is bandit attack at 58.8%able 4.8). Wildlife livestock resource
competition was also cited as an obstacle 99.2%I€T4.9) while 60% said that there was no
grazing plan that resulting in competitions (Taél20).

5.2.3 Socio-ecological factors influencing promotioof eco-tourism by conservancy

Cultural factors are occasional community habitasfeting specific species of plant and wild

animals for the purposes of either medication atifal requirements. Culture dictate that a

certain tree be used for preservation of milk gsaadd hence overuse of the same species of

plant overtime without sorting for an alternativighis habit can led to extinction of a plant

bearing in mind those are indigenous trees. Theofiseewood and forests raw material for
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building leads to habitat destructions and hencgaegering wildlife existence. Some wild
animal’s body organs are harvested for preparaiiomaditional medicinal concoctions (Table
4.11). Most of the respondents 35.8% claimed dstaied Zebra are the most targeted animals

for medicinal purposes (Table 4.11).

Honey harvesters have been claimed to be a majseaaf wildfire (Table 4.12). While bandits
and charcoal burners are also cited to contribuiehnio wildfire (Table 4.13). On the disease
transmitted by wildlife to livestock 98% of the pesdent confirmed transmission (Table 4.14).
Rabies was cited as most dangerous disease spresittilzarnivores to livestock (Table 4.15).
The culture of poaching is deep-rooted in the comitguwhere 98.3% of respondents claimed to
be prevalent (Table 4.16). On how poaching casesave 67.5% of the respondents said arrest
by authority (Table 4.17).

5.2.4 Technical factors hindering ecotourism devefoment by community wildlife

conservancy

Wildlife livestock competition for scarce resounvas cited as one of the major obstacle to the
achievement of ecotourism by community wildlife servancy wildlife conservation 99.2%
(Table 4.9) that was in absence of grazing managepwicy 60% of the respondent said, that
there was no grazing plan in the conservancy thatllting in competitions (Table 4.10). On
wildlife diseases transmitted by wildlife to livesk, 98% of the respondent confirmed
transmission of deadly and fatal diseases which lmanpandemic in absence of outbreak
management policy by the conservancy (Table 4.14).

Compensation claim procedure for wildlife damaged @estruction of farm crops was said to be
tedious although majority of the respondent prefrcompensation to revenge attack 99.2% of
the respondents, confirmed it as a challenge ankdabdled by compensation (Table 4.6). The
problem of insecurity is widespread in all communitased wildlife conservancies, modern
technologies have been employed to help in maiimgisecurity in some protected parks and
reserves. Security of the visitors was also citedaa obstacle unless effective protective

measures are put in place as attested by 71.7Be oéspondents (Table 4.7).
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5.2.5 Challenges to eco-tourism promotion by Bilig@ulesa community wildlife

conservancy

Respondents cited several obstacles to promotfoacotourism poaching was the biggest
challenge at 32.5%, followed by poaching and pa@ads 16.7%, bushfire and bandit attacks
15.8%, and poaching and habitat destructions 81339shfire and habitat destructions 2.5%
inadequate resources and bushfire 1.7% (Table).4All1cited obstacles are either avoidable or
manageable with right policies and suitable appreacthat will lead to eradication of the
challenges for the community to enjoy much expediedefits from Biligo-Bulesa wildlife

conservancy.

5.2.6 Remedies to challenges facing conservancypitomoting eco-tourism

From the sample population 23.3% of respondengsl egihproved security, education and roads
as a solution to the eradication of the challeraféscting promotion of ecotourism by Biligo-

Bulesa wildlife conservancy. Eighteen point threecpnt claimed improved security and roads.
Whilel7.5% said improved education and roads. Seeenpoint five percent of the respondent
cited that, Improving education, roads and medmaie. Eight point three percent of the

respondents indicated, improving security, educatioads and medical care (Table 4.22).

5.3 Conclusions

This section presents conclusions of the studydaseheoretical and empirical findings of the
factors affecting community wildlife conservancy @evelopment of ecotourism in Isiolo

County.

5.3.1 Theoretical Conclusion

Structural functionalism theory is one of the mdfogoretical perspectives in sociology. It has its
origins in the works of Emile Durkheim, Herbert 8per, Merton and Talcott Parsons who were
especially interested in social order groundedhi@ &ction frame of reference in the social
system to achieve stability and solidarity (Mertd®57; Grosset all1958). Structural

functionalism theory are guided by the assumptlaat ach part of society contributes to the

stability and harmony of the whole society andrevearts of society produce order, stability,

71



and productivity When one part of the system iswotking or is dysfunctional, it affects all

other parts and creates social problems.

Every action taken by the community is committedhe collective adoption and coordination
by all parts of the social setup for success ams$parity and mutual communal interest. this
explains the relationship between community wikltbnservancy initiative in Merti Sub-county
and the desired anticipated ecotourism benefitswoald ultimately come with such an effort
when collective societal effort are directed towarddicating obstacles on the way of accruing
maximum benefit for the development of ecotourisyntbe community, society depend on
reaching the equilibrium by been rational and bg#ir actions on what they perceive to be the
most effective means of attaining their goal. @ssumption is that if any of the community part
tends to be dysfunctional the negative effects bdlfelt through the community body that is
why equilibrium has to be maintained through theicdure for the stability and continuous
harmony to prevail (Scott, 1995).

One of the major weaknesses of functionalism &t is it does not encourage people to
take an active role in changing their social envinent, even when doing so may benefit them
this will encourage social stagnation and dysfurcof the social structures hence invalidity.
The call for status quo will render most of theiabstructures null and void hence unbalance,
social change are to be incorporated and adoptg@araof the social structure to maintain the

equilibrium.

5.3.2 Political Ecology Theory
Political ecology is the study of the relationshipgween political, economic and social factors

with environmental issues its discipline offers @Aa@nging studies integrating ecological social
sciences in topics such as degradation and maizgatiah, environmental conflict, conservation
and control, and environmental identities and donmiavements. The theory assumes that
Indigenous people have important environmental Kedge which could contribute to
conservation of environment.

This implies that selective cultural or traditiomabtection of specific flora and fauna are deeply
rooted in the culture of the Merti sub-county ireligus population. The society exploits
available flora and fauna on need bases and abedoal rate. Local consumption of both flora
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and fauna are natural and it has never altered alofmod chain in any given ecosystem in
specific traditional setup. Sutton and Andersoriréd Dobzhansky (1972), Cohen (1974) and
Kirch (1980) points out that the primary mechantsyrwhich humans adapt to their environment
is by cultural interaction. Each culture has aidcit ecological adaptationwhich will allow

integrations to achieve desired goals.

Sutton and Anderson (2010) acknowledges Stewar85(1%ho points out that cultures in
similar environments may have similar adaptatioal; adaptations are short live and are
constantly adjusting to changing environments.Eaodo thrives upon the support of the local
communities. Culture can be incorporated into plagand implementation of policies. Wildlife
provides the community with basic needsunregulatgtiral consumption of wildlife products
will risk life of endangered species and wildlife general. The tragedy of common perception
needed to be change to common mutual benefits. tCHhB86) maintain that adaptation is a
two way process, it involves an interaction betwdes tourist and the host community and
localization of tourist product offered by the coomty based wildlife conservancy. The
objections by political ecologists is that land wegulations are made by third party and the
government, denying access and ability of localppeto conserve species in areas under their
jurisdiction this policies will render indigenousqple more vulnerable and at risk of vengeance
against wildlife. The relationship between commyranhd environment is symbiotic however
environmental destruction and ecological disturlkeanavill automatically lead to human

displacement and livelihood disruption. Thus eguilim must be maintained at all time.

5.3.3 Empirical conclusions

In light of the study findings and observationswias concluded that factors affecting Isiolo
County community wildlife conservancy in referent® ecotourism development are both
community based and socio-ecological. Bush meatswoption was encouraged by the
community belief that there is an alternative ssiigsice to livestock. Poverty played a big role in
accelerating the rate of subsistence poaching. if8pespecies are hunted making them
endangered. Gravy Zebra a rare species was tarfmtddng for subsistence leading to the

decline in their numbers.
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It was observed that habitat destruction was goimgt an alarming rate; this is by unsustainable
use of firewood, building materials and charcoalning. This needed to be checked by
providing alternative. Bush fire consumes large nthwf the grazing lands displacing and
affecting millions of wildlife. This is commonly aged by honey harvesters, charcoal burners
and the bandits from rival communities. The stuldp aeveals that, security threat to the life of
the visitors in Biligo-Bulesa comes from banditerfr rival communities. Rangers have taken

control of the roads leading to and from the coveacy.

Wildlife livestock resources competition and humaitdlife conflict were discovered to be a
bigger challenge which required urgent attentione Ftudy revealed that, there was no proper
grazing control plans by both community and wilelldonservancy management, thus concern to
be put in place such arrangement to contain casfiic future. It was discovered that the
outlined challenges to ecotourism development iig&iBulesa wildlife conservancy can be
remedied with suitable solution to gain maximumddga from conservation.

5.4 Recommendations

This study makes a number of recommendations fdicypshat need to be put in place to
eradicate challenges to ecotourism promotions anddrmake community wildlife conservation
an alternative avenue for sustainable livelihodde Tindings also present recommendations on

areas that more research need to be undertaken.

5.4.1 Recommendation for policy

The following are recommendations for policy. Rirstthis study found that challenges to
ecotourism promotion and development are eithernconity centered or cultural base which
can be solved with appropriate policies and measwadopted by all stakeholders. That
subsistence poaching and trophy hunting can beraltedt by having community escort and
volunteers who can monitor wildlife in a given aré&tional and county government need to
play a major role in giving community wildlife befits and peaceful co-existences with them for

prosperity.

Secondly, the study urges for incorporation of \ifddconservation in the school syllabus, such

that children learn to appreciate wildlife from ehand develop an urge of conserving the same.
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Wildlife need to be given priority over livestock conserving areas, because they cannot be
moved from destination to destination searchingp@sture and water like livestock. As such,
their habitat should be protected from intruderd harders who always cross over to parks and
protected areas when the grass from their grazemsaare exhausted resulting in human wildlife

conflicts.

Thirdly, community wildlife conservancies need vk an umbrella body which will look after
their concerns and wellbeing. This arises as dtresluck of proper organization with common
goals and management structures that can be redinguit all conservation area as they have
their niche. The proposed organization will inclldecommunity based wildlife conservancies

and a common approach to challenges, help in magkahd security arrangements.

5.4.2 Areas for Future Research

The following are recommendations for further reskaFirstly, Community members need to
be given an extensive civic education on the benefi wildlife conservation and on how to
handle human wildlife conflicts. This will reduceases of revenge attacks and habitat
destructions. KWS has devolved its compensatiovicges to the county level. There is need to
give awareness to the community in the event ofl wiimal attack and injuries be reported for
compensations rather than either killing or poiagnivild animals which add no value to the
affected community member. Secondly, all stakehsldgdould be involved in deliberations to
eradicate challenges to ecotourism developmenutmed by the study. As identified by the
study, community based factors are preventable wdlérparties work hand in hand in
monitoring activities that might endanger wildlded their habitat and to report any cases to the
relevant authorities for timely responses. Cultdeaitors can be controlled by provision of an

alternative to the requirement of the cultural fummes.

Thirdly, for further research, there is a need #ostudy to explore possible alternatives to
traditional indiscriminate killing of wild animalf®r their organs and body parts for medication,
such that no killings of wildlife for medical purpes happen anymore. Therefore a further more
detailed research can be conducted in the areddiifevdisease transmission to livestock in the

community conservation areas.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX |
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Respondent Code:

Interview schedule serial: -

Date; ---==-===mmmmmme e - -

Date; --===-=m=mmmm e - -

CommentS---=-==m==mmmmmmmmme e e

Section A: Personal Characteristics

. Gender of household headed by: Male/Female

. Age (Years) S

level of education---------======mmmmeemcmmmeeee

. Marital status- - .

1
2
3
4. Occupation-------- -
5
6

. location ------- - .

Section B: Biligo-Bulesa conservancy

7. For how long have you been a member of this comiys--- -

8. Does community wildlife conservancy exist in yousiiict?

9. If Yes, Does your community wildlife conservancygage in ecotourism activities?-------
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10.1f Yes, Kindly state some of ecotourism activitieandertakes- -

11.Does your community wildlife conservancy have adadjes in promoting ecotourism-----

12.1f any, kindly mention --

Section C: Community based factors influencing proration of eco-tourism

13.In your opinion is poverty level in the community ehallenge to ecotourism

development------ -

14.1f Yes, Kindly explain how ----

15. Does the road network well developed in the corssery ecotourism areas----------------

16.1f No, kindly explain state of roads

17. Are there cases of human wildlife conflict in trenservancy area--

18.1f yes, kindly explain how those cases are haneled---- - m-mmmmmeees

19.1n your opinion, does educational level influengerpotion of ecotourism activities in

your community wildlife conservancy- -

20. If Yes,kindly explain-------------------------
21.Do you think tourist feel safe while travelling asgending holidays in the conservancy

area--- e

22. If No, Kindly explain Why=------------------reeecee

Section D: Cultural factors hindering eco-tourism pomotion

23.Does community kill wild animals to harvest somgams as medical concoctions for
some tough illness? If yes kindly name those wiloireals and the organs harvested ------

24.What is the most commonly used fuel for cookinghi®a community-------------------------

25.What are the raw materials used by the communitpiservancy areas in building their

house---------- - - mmmmmmmmmmmmenooeeeeee

26.Where is the community getting traditional medicatbs-- e

27.Do you think the community allows consumption oSbumeat? If yes, kindly explain

under what circumstances--
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28. Are there any cases where wild animals spreadaskseo the livestock in the

conservancy-- —— S

29. If Yes, Please explain

30. Are there cases of human wildlife conflict in trenservancy area--

31.If yes, kindly explain how those cases are handled---- - oo

32. Are there cases of poaching in the conservaney—--- - -

33.1f yes, kindly explain how there handled------

34.Do you think honey harvesting contribute to wildfin the conservancy? If No, What is

the cause of the wildfire in the conservancy areas—--

35.In your opinion in cases of Human wildlife conflialoes community prefers

compensation or revenge attacks------
36.Are there competition for pasture between wild hentwous and livestock in the
conservancy area? Kindly explain how it's managed---------------------=-=-m-momcmoemuo-

37.Suggest other ways of generating revenues for catyniconservancy other than

ecotourism enterprises-------

38.1In your opinion, can community wildlife ecotouridre a suitable livelihood alternative---

39. If No, explain why--------=--nmnmmmmmmeeeee
40. Suggest ways of eradicating challenges affectmguraunity wildlife conservancy in

Isiolo County in developing ecotourism--------- — mmmmmmmemneeen
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APPENDIX Il
FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION (FGD)

The focus group discussion was based on the theleesoped from the research objectives.
These are as follows.

1.

What are measures put in place to educate commungitgbers on the benefits of
wildlife conservancy?

How does infrastructure development challenge ptammmf ecotourism by community
wildlife conservancy?

What are the security arrangements put in placgiémantee the visitors and wildlife
safety?

How does conservancy manage issues of resourceetitionp between wild animals and
livestock’s?

What are the challenges to ecotourism developnmeydur opinion?
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APPENDIX 1l
LETTER OF RESEARCH AUTHORISATION

QOST
N/

NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR SCIENCE,
TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION

Telephone: +254-20-2213471, 9% Floor, Utalii House
2241349,310571,2219420 Uhuru Highway

Fax: +254-20-218245,318249 P.O. Box 30623-00100
Email: secretary@nacosti.go.ke NAIROBI-KENYA

Website: www.nacosti.go.ke
When replying please quote

Ref: No. Date:

14" April, 2015
NACOSTI/P/15/2521/5697

Abduba Dida Ade
Egerton University
P.O. Box 536- 20115
EGERTON.

RE: RESEARCH AUTHORIZATION

Following your application for authority to carry out research on “Challenges
Jaced by commurnity wildlife conservancy in promoting ecotourism In Isiolo
County, Kernya’’ 1 am pleased to inform you that yvou have been authorized to
undertake research in Isiolo County for a period ending 31™ December, 2015.

You arc advised to report to the County Commissioner and the County
Director of Education, Isiolo County before embarking on the research

project.

On completion of the research. you are required to submit two hard copies
and one soft copy in pdf ‘\3f the rescarch report/thesis to our oftice.

DR M. K. RUGUTT, PhD, b(‘ M

DIREC 1 OR GENERAL/CEO

Copy to:

The County Commissioner
Isiolo County.

The County Director of Education
Isiolo County.

National Commission for Science, Technology and Innovation is ISO 9007: 2008 Certified
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APPENDIX IV

RESEARCH PERMIT

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT:

MR. ABDUBA DIDA ADE

of EGERTON UNIVERSITY, 536-20115
Egerton,has been permitted to conduct
research in Isiclo County

on the topic: CHALLENGES FACED BY
COMMUNITY WILDLIFE CONSERVANCY
IN PROMOTING ECOTOURISM IN ISIOLO
COUNTY, KENYA.

for the period ending:
31st December,2015

Applicant's
Signature

Permit No : NACOSTI/P/15/2521/5697
Date Of Issue : 14th April,2015
Fee Recieved :Ksh 1,000

National Commission for-Scien
Technology & Innovation

CONDITIONS

You must report to the County Commissioner and
the County Education Officer of the area before
embarking on your research. Failure to do that
may lead to the cancellation of your permit
Government Officers will not be interviewed
without prior appointment.

No questionnaire will be used unless it has been
approved.

Excavation, filming and collection of biological
specimens are subject to further permission from
the relevant Government Ministries.

You are required to submit at least two(2) hard
copies and one(1) soft copy of your final report.
The Government of Kenya reserves the right to
modify the conditions of this pepmit including

its cancellation without notice = Leg =

/

LW )
o
ﬁ?’ﬁ f&g_ ‘

REPUBLIC OF KENYA

NACOSTI
Y
\ N

National Commission for Science.
Technology and Innovation

RESEARCH CLEARANCE
PERMIT

Serial No. A

CONDITIONS: see back page

84



