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Executive Summary
Wildlife-based tourism revenue is the broad term used to describe income generated from both
photographic and hunting tourism. All these are the forms of tourism that take place in different
areas such as village land, general land, open land, Game Controlled Areas, Game Reserves and
Protected Areas. Photographic tourism takes place mostly in National Parks and Game Reserves. In
recent years, especially in northern tourist-circuit, many tour operators have set up operations in
villages bordering National parks, Game Reserves or protected areas.
Tanzania offers a unique product to the world’s growing tourism sector. This potential has led to a
situation where control over natural resources and ownership of land remain the most prominent
socioeconomic and political issue in rural areas throughout the nation. If properly managed,
revenue from the tourism sector could do much to improve livelihoods in rural areas where most
tourism attractions are found.
However, most local communities receive little benefit from the presence of wildlife tourists on
their lands. There are many reasons for this, including:
❍ Lack of clarity surrounding the collection of hunting fees by Central Government and the
return of a percentage of these funds to Districts and communities containing hunting areas.
❍ Lack of transparency in hunting block allocation and in the setting of hunting quotas.
❍ Ineffective regulation of the hunting industry is facilitated by under resourced and possibly
corrupt government officials at both local and national levels.
❍ Limited community involvement in all aspects of the decision making process regarding the
allocation of blocks, quota setting, negotiations with operators and monitoring of operator
activities.
❍ Conflicting laws concerning the administration of lands, tourism, investment and wildlife.
❍ Limited transparency regarding revenue and expenditure reports at District and village level.
In the Districts and villages of the research area, the benefits gained from wildlife tourism are
limited in general. Public representatives and citizens are under informed on all issues: national
and local regulations, the operations of the Wildlife Division, revenue calculation and revenue
expenditure. Corruption seems to be widespread. Revenue transparency is generally very poor at
the national, District and village levels.
Photographic tour operators contribute more to communities than hunting operators, who, with a
few exceptions, either contribute nothing beyond their Government fees or give small intermittent
contributions to communities or the Districts. However, new regulations now require photographic
companies to make their usage payments direct to Central Government. This regulation is likely to
remove the opportunity for communities to benefit from direct deals with these operators.

Page: 

Wildlife-Based Revenue Transparency Performance in Longido and Simanjiro

Recommendations
There are three overall recommendations. The first is for transparency and accountability in local
government. Secondly, policies, regulations and laws governing wildlife utilization should be
harmonized and should clearly define how rural communities should benefit. Thirdly, communities
should develop the capacity to manage their own Community Based Tourism initiatives.
Subsidiary recommendations are:
❍ Councilors and citizens should demand regular financial and planning reports in a clearly
understandable format from the District Authorities. These reports should detail how
tourist revenues remitted to Central Government were calculated, what was returned from
the Treasury and how the money was used at District and village level to reduce poverty.
The information received should be announced at village assemblies and debated.
❍ The Director of Wildlife’s 1995 policy and management plan for tourist hunting should
be clarified and user fees from Game Reserves, GCAs, open areas and WMAs should be
calculated and distributed in a transparent manner.
❍ The new Wildlife Bill, if approved as it stands, will adversely affect communities pastoralist
communities such as the Maasai, as it prohibits grazing in Game Controlled Areas. In
addition the Bill provides no direction in the areas of quota setting and block allocations.
Therefore, Members of the Parliament must incorporate the suggested amendments of
stakeholders.
❍ Hunting concessions should be allocated in a fully informed market with full participation
of local communities empowered to refuse operators who do not respect laws, regulations
and business ethics.
❍ The successful Selous Conservation Progarmme (SCP) in Selous Game Reserve (SGR) should
be adopted as a model for future relationships between Government and communities in
wildlife areas.
❍ Tour operators and hunting companies should publish their annual financial reports.
❍ Tourist investments and contracts should be negotiated with the involvement of local
communities
❍ Communities should receive assistance and training in contract negotiations
❍ Wildlife quotas should be based on scientific data, not arbitrary allocation
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1.

INTRODUCTION
“Tourism is affecting the lives of rural people across the world. For some communities, it is a
driving force of development, for others it brings mainly negative impacts. In most communities,
the impacts are highly differentiated. In either case, the type of involvement people have helps
shape the benefits and costs they experience as a result” (Ashley et al. 1998).
Tanzania is one of few countries in Africa that remain rich in diverse wildlife. Protected
areas have long been seen as a key element in the successful conservation of this wildlife
and environmental sustainability. Tanzania has devoted over 20% of its land exclusively to
wildlife, upon which much of the tourism industry is now based. Several protected areas
and wetlands have been designated as world heritage sites and Ramsar sites. Despite
this positive image, Tanzania’s great reservoir of wildlife is increasingly under threat from
commercial interests.The potential of this important natural resource to stimulate economic
growth and poverty reduction is being squandered, especially by the irresponsible tourism
activities such as hunting activities that produce few benefits to local communities (DPG
report).
The Government of Tanzania’s National Strategy for Growth and Reduction of Poverty
(NSGRP/MKUKUTA) clearly recognises the importance of Tanzania’s natural resources to
poverty reduction efforts. The Strategy advocates for increases in the contributions of
wildlife, forestry and fisheries to family incomes in rural communities.
Community involvement in wildlife management is increasingly recognized as a means
of conserving wildlife resources and increasing local revenue. It is clearly stated in the
Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism’s (MNRT) Wildlife Policy of 2007 that its mission
is to conserve, manage and develop wildlife and wetland resources, and that sustainable
utilization of natural resources will contribute to poverty reduction through:
❍

Administration and regulation

❍

Promotion of participation of stakeholders in conservation and sustainable
utilization of wildlife and wetlands. …(URT, 2007)

However, to date, rural communities have realized few tangible benefits from this sector.The
system used to return centrally collected wildlife revenues to the Districts is not transparent.
The quantities of wildlife hunted by tour companies are also unclear. If communities are to
benefit from their local natural resources and to contribute to conservation, steps must be
taken ensure that revenues are transparently managed and equitably distributed.
This paper analyses the revenue transparency performance of two district councils, Longido
and Simanjiro, and also provides a simple comparative study from Ngorongoro district.
It focuses on consumptive and non-consumptive tourism as this scope was regarded as
sufficient to illustrate the whole scenario in question.


Development Partners Group consists of the Bilateral and Multilateral partners that provide development assistance
to Tanzania
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The main objective of the paper is to make recommendations to improve transparency
in the management of wildlife based revenues at District level. Although not exhaustive,
it is expected that the paper will contribute to the current efforts of various stakeholders
to improve ways of increasing the contribution of the tourism sector towards poverty
eradication through transparent revenue collection, usage and monitoring.
This study employed the key informants technique due to limitations in terms of time,
scope, and budget. The key informants technique sources detailed information from people
intimately involved in the subject being examined.
The paper is organized into six sections including the introduction.
❍
Section 2: Wildlife Conservation Areas in Tanzania
❍
Section 3: A Review of Overall Issues
❍
Section 4: The role of good governance for the sustainable use of natural resources
❍
Section 5: Policy implications.
❍
Section 6: Conclusion and recommendations
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2.

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AREAS IN TANZANIA
Wildlife conservation areas in Tanzania are categorized according to permissible uses, all
of which hinge on conservation of biodiversity and sustainable community development.
There are four categories of conservation area:
❍
National Parks: Fourteen National Parks cover 4.38% of the total land area. The
main activities allowed in these areas are non-consumptive tourism, education and
research. They are managed by Tanzania National Parks under a Board of Trustees.
❍

Game Reserves: Thirty two Game Reserves cover 12.98% of the national land area.
Activities related to consumptive and non-consumptive tourism, education and
research are permitted.Game Reserves are administered by the Wildlife Conservation
Act (WCA) No. 12 of 1974 and are managed by the Wildlife Division (WD) of the
Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism (MNRT).

❍

Ngorongoro Conservation Area (NCA): NCA covers 0.88% of the land surface area.
Settlements by the Maasai tribe, pastoralist development, non-consumptive
tourism, education and research are permitted. The Ngorongoro Conservation
Ordinance Cap 413 of 1959 administers NCA, which is managed by the Ngorongoro
Conservation Area Authority under a Board of Trustees.

❍

Game Controlled Areas: There 43 Game Controlled Areas (GCAs), which cover 5.54%
of the total national land surface area. Licensed hunting, non-consumptive tourism,
human settlements, research, education and other human activities are permitted.
These areas are administered by the WCA No. 12 of 1974 and are managed by the
Wildlife Division (WD) of the MNRT in collaboration with District Councils (URT,
2008).

Earnings from National Parks, NCA, and Hunting Blocks
During the period July 2007 to March 2008, 617,776 tourists visited Tanzania’s National
Parks. This represents an increase of 11% compared to the same period in 2006/2007. The
state agency governing the parks, TANAPA, collected TZS 61.7 billion, this being an increase
of 6.1% on 2005/2006.
NCA collected TZS 31.9 billion from 426,230 tourists who visited the area in the period July
2007 to March 2008. Of these, 244,379 were foreigners and 181,850 were domestic tourists.
In the period July 2007 to May 2008 it was expected that TZS 42.3 billion will be collected.
According to the MNRT, the government collected a total of TZS 18.3 billion from licensed
hunting (both tourists and residential hunting) for the period July 2007 to March 2008 and
is expecting to collect about TZS 29.1 billion for the full year. Revenues from this sector
have increased in recent months due to revisions of fees for hunting blocks. (URT, 2008).
Game Controlled Areas (GCAs)
Of the above categories of conservation area, GCA’s are of most relevance to this paper. In
these areas, hunting and photographic tourism are permitted alongside human settlement.
Although District Councils have no say in the management of national parks, game reserves
or NCA, they are legally empowered to manage the GCAs in their areas in collaboration
with the WD. All fees payable by hunting companies are remitted to central Government
via the Wildlife Division of the MNRT. Twenty five percent of these fees should then be
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returned to the District Council concerned. According to the Wildlife Policy, funds received
from the treasury should be divided between the natural resources department at district
level (40%) and villages in Game Controlled Areas, Open Areas and Wildlife Management
Areas (60%). As will be further elaborated in later sections, there is a lack of clarity in the
Districts about how the figure of 25% of revenues is calculated. The formula used seems to
be mystery to everybody outside the Wildlife Division (WD) and the Treasury.
Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs)
Wildlife Management Areas are a focal point of the Wildlife Policy of 1998, which sought
to give communities powers to conserve, manage and benefit from wildlife resources. The
Policy aims to, “....allow rural communities and private landholders to manage wildlife on
their own benefits” (MNRT 1998 sec 334). WMAs facilitate communities to enter agreements
with tour companies using their lands and receive direct payments. It is important to note
that this structure incentivises villagers to conserve their environments and wildlife as it is
an economic form of land use that is competitive with other activities such as agriculture
and even grazing. There have been significant positive conservational and environmental
impacts on lands controlled by villages that have made mutually beneficial agreements with
tourist companies. In the financial year 2007/2008, ten WMAs and their AAs were gazetted.
These AAs were given user rights, therefore enabling them to enter legal contracts with
investors. Furthermore, 162 participants from four WMAs attended entrepreneur training
at the Entrepreneur Institute of the University of Dar es Salaam (URT 2008).
Tanzania Wildlife Protection Fund
Since its foundation in 1978 the Tanzania Wildlife Protection Fund (TWPF) has worked to
improve wildlife conservation. It is expected that the Fund will collect TZS 8 billion this
year from tourist companies (URT, 2008). According to the Fund, this money is being used
to improve anti-poaching patrols, purchase an aircraft, research, training, public education
and administration.
However, many people do not understand how the Fund serves conservation purposes
and the livelihoods of regular people suffering the consequences of wildlife interaction in
their village lands. They are also unclear as to why these funds are not used in improving
facilities such as vehicles for patrols and weapons in district authorities.
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3.

REVIEW OF OVERALL ISSUES
“Major conflicts are currently experienced in many parts of Tanzania where there is consumptive
tourism and non-consumptive tourism taking place” (Kallonga, et al, 2003).
Tanzania offers a unique product to the world’s growing tourism sector. This potential has
led to a situation where control over natural resources and ownership of land remain the
most prominent socioeconomic and political issue in rural areas throughout the nation.
(URT, 1994).
If properly managed, revenue from the tourism sector could do much to improve livelihoods
in rural areas where most tourism attractions are found. However, communities such as
those surrounding Ngorongoro Conservation Area are lagging behind in developmental
terms. This raises a question about the extent of the Government of Tanzania’s dedication
to good governance and proper allocation of resources in the tourism sector.
This section looks briefly at some of the main issues and constraints regarding the equitable
distribution of the benefits of wildlife tourism.
Lack of Transparency in the Distribution of Centrally Collected Revenues
The Wildlife Policy of 2007 states: “In discharging its duties the government has divided its
mandates into central and local governments. The central government includes ministries,
executive agencies and independent departments. While the local government includes
District councils, Wards and Village Councils…..” (URT, 2007). Even though the policy states
the roles of local authorities in policy implementation it does not clearly define how much
revenue should remain in village councils, wards as well as districts councils.
In an attempt to make hunting tourism beneficial to different stakeholders the Director of
Wildlife (DW) prepared a policy and management plan for tourist hunting in 1995. Section
9.2 of the plan states:
“Fees and revenue available for distribution to different stakeholders……
Fees from game reserves: District Council (as an opportunity cost of the Game Reserve)
15%...
Fees from Game Controlled Areas, open area and future WMAs:
Local community (for management and community development)
District Council (for support of local government wildlife staff )
Tanzania Wildlife Protection Fund (for administration)
		

75%
15%
10%’’

However, in the years since its establishment, this part of the policy has never been
implemented on the ground. In fact the system that is known on the ground is that District
Councils should receive 25% from the treasury and that 60% of this figure received should
go to Wards where there are villages in hunting blocks. The remaining 40% should go to
the District Natural Resources Department to finance game patrols and buying equipment
such as guns and petrol for district game officers and game scouts. However, there is little
clarity on how the 25% is calculated relative to the amount of animals killed.
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Revenue Discrepancies in Monduli
Reports from the research areas suggest that the revenue returned bears little relationship
to the level of hunting activity in the areas themselves. For example, the amount returned
to Monduli District has been decreasing in recent years. The reason most often provided
by the central authorities for this decrease is that the hunted quota was for poor quality
animals or that the district is not submitting proper reports explaining how monies
received are being used. However, according to the Monduli District Game Officer (DGO),
the animals hunted in both Longido and Monduli district are of high quality and from key
species. Some of these species are facing extinction in the near future because the Wildlife
Division issues licences without conducting proper surveys of existing animal numbers
in the area. This implies that the WD does not effectively use statistics obtained by the
Tanzanian Wildlife Research Institute (TAWIRI) and frequent reports provided by District
Game Officers.

Lack of Transparency and Participation in the Allocation of Hunting Concessions and
Quotas
As things stand, communities have little say in the In Tanzania most hunting blocks are
within communal lands adjacent
process of allocating hunting blocks to investors to protected areas-a strategy that
and have difficulty removing irresponsible investors targets the migratory patterns
from their areas. Deals are cleared in Dar es Salaam of wild animals to maximize
and communities have no control at all over the utilization. Some of the major
type and quantity of wildlife hunted. They do not hunting concessions are located
next to Serengeti, Tarangire, Lake
participate in decision making in any way and are Manyara, Mkomazi, Arusha, Selous,
little considered by the hunting tourism operators. and Maswa protected areas.
They do not understand what amount companies
pay at the district level or to the WD despite the fact
that empowering local communities is a common song to everyone in the government
system.
“With no objective or transparent system for the allocation of hunting concessions to the
private sector, concessions are leased at administered prices far below the true market value
irrespective of size, quality or income potential. This is done by few key government officials,
who maintain a high level of control with the awarding of concessions. This represents a
large loss of income to Tanzania…”(See DPG report: pp 3).
This situation may be addressed in near future when the government will re-sell all its
hunting blocks according to the market value of each block as assessed by experts taking
account of the quantity and quality of the available hunting key species (URT, 2008). It
has been long been recommended by most researchers and organizations that hunting
block and quota allocations should be done by open auction and should take account of
scientific surveys of wildlife availability. (TNRF Wildlife briefs 2008).
A government decision is also awaited on how communities could participate in the
reallocation of hunting blocks and whether they could gain powers to remove poorly
performing investors.
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Local Government recognition of the problem
According to the Kiteto District Commissioner the problem with the issuance of hunting
permits is with some officials in the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism. They are the
ones to blame for the haphazard authorization of hunting in game areas without devising a
mechanism to monitor the type and number of animals hunters kill.
Furthermore, the District Commissioner argues, “There should be a system to ensure that
permits are not issued randomly. Some hunters and poachers kill large numbers of animals
such as giraffes, rhinos and lions. It is time village authorities were mandated to monitor
even permitted hunters” (Nipashe August 20, 2008). This is a good sign, in that a government
official is recognising the need of the communities to control their own resources and
monitor how tourist hunting companies behave.

Communities’ Lack of Control
“In most cases local residents might earn significant cash benefit from tourism, but still have
no control over the development of tourism in their area, no right to participate in decisions,
nor ability to initiate new developments” ...“... when there is a weak community organization,
it is easy for one or two entrepreneurs to take exclusive use (de facto privatization), where
it is strong, members can reject or modify tourism activities and ensure that the benefits of
private entrepreneurial activity are shared” (Ashley and Roe 2004).
An example can be found in the villages of Emboret and Olmolog mentioned later in this
report, where villagers are just informed of what is taking place in their areas as their leaders
are the ones involved in the businesses deals, seminars and workshops organized by either
Government institutions or NGOs.
Some Government officials take the fact that wildlife is the property of the state to mean
that villagers are obliged to obey the orders of the Director of Wildlife regardless. However,
the stated aims of the National Tourism Policy are to seek “... to assist in efforts to promote
the economy and livelihoods of the people, essentially poverty alleviation, through
encouraging the development of sustainable and quality tourism that is culturally and
socially acceptable, ecologically friendly, environmentally sustainable and economically
viable” (URT 1999”). If this policy were properly implemented the existing problems of
communities feeling being exploited by tour operators, mainly by hunting companies but
also by some photographic companies, could cease to exist.
Despite the Wildlife Policy 1998, which makes provision for the development of Wildlife
Management Areas (WMAs) managed by local communities, the majority of communities
(the legitimate land holders) are excluded from the decision making processes regarding
who hunts, how much, what is hunted, and even whether hunting should be allowed on
their land. Tourist hunting in properly administered WMAs has the potential to provide
funds to the remote and poor communities managing them and thereby contribute to
poverty reduction and equity in benefit sharing from hunting. Furthermore, communities
can legally engage in hunting for meat for their own consumption.
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In addition, it should be noted that Government also tends to regulate using frequent
arbitrary circulars issued without community consultation. Recently, the Minister in charge
of MNRT issued a directive prohibiting residents from hunting in the whole Northern Zone.
There was no discussion with communities managing WMAs established in this zone. The
main reason for this closure, as the public was informed, is that resident hunters have been
conflicting with tourist hunters, therefore causing government to lose revenue from tourist
hunters.
Finally, a rise in the incidence of poaching could be an indication of local frustration.
According to the Minister for MNRT in a speech to parliament, 4,653 cases have been
reported in the year 2007/2008 (URT, 2008). This illustrates the threat that exists for wildlife
when many do not see any other method of benefitting from their presence.
Confusion over the Administration of GCAs
In discharging powers to Districts under the decentralisation process, MNRT retained sole
control of the Game Reserves, while district councils were tasked with the management
of GCAs. When there is problem in a GCA it is the responsibility of the local District Game
Officer, However, DGOs often lack funding for vehicles and staff, while the Wildlife Division
and MNRT are relatively well resourced and in a position to retain de facto control. In this
way central government exercises control over both Game Reserves and GCAs.
The administrative situation is not helped by the fact that there are four none harmonized
laws relevant to the sector; Village Land Act, Wildlife Act, GCA Act and Investment Act. These
laws are overlapping and often conflicting in their provisions regarding the use of village
lands within GCAs.
Ineffective Regulation of the Hunting Sector
It has been widely said that there is a general lack of will to improve the tourist hunting
industry, and one can only speculate on the reason why. This lack of will has led to the
following, according to Baldus and Cauldwell:
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❍

There is poor level of control. Hunting concession boundaries are not respected and
hunting takes place in areas specifically designated for non-hunting purposes such
as areas of watering points for both livestock and wild animals. Hunting is frequently
listed as taking place in areas other than where it actually happens, despite direct
supervision by WD staff.

❍

Some concessions show extremely high levels of utilization that are not sustainable,
but off takes are within quota set by the WD.

❍

Initiatives to effectively computerise the control of hunting and bring greater
transparency have twice been disregarded and a cumbersome manual system
of issuing and checking permits is continued. The number and variety of animals
hunted is far greater than can be manually evaluated. As a result, hunting quota
utilization is not clear and effective management of quota is not possible with the
current system.
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❍

There is lack of standards in the private sector. Ethics are not maintained and there
is no internal control or training of professional hunters. Many young inexperienced
hunters are nevertheless authorized as professionals to guide foreign clients. (Baldus
and Cauldwell, 2004).

There are many incidences where unlawful hunting practices have been reported in
districts of Simanjiro, Longido and Ngorongoro in recent months.
New Regulations Threaten Wildlife Management Areas and Conservation
New non-consumptive wildlife regulations issued by Government demand that payments
from all wildlife tourism businesses, both hunting and photographic, be made directly to
the treasury by the operator. The new regulation is likely to remove much of the incentive
to conserve local wildlife as experience shows that revenue taken by central Government
rarely trickles back down to grassroots level.
The new regulations contradict the intention of the WMA system and the Wildlife Policy,
which is to empower the local communities to manage and benefit from their conservation
efforts. The new Wildlife Bill also makes insufficient provision for local communities
to benefit from wildlife. Rather, it intends to allow the central Government to collect all
the revenues from the community/village land and later return back a tiny amount of
this money. This is a retrograde step given that the best current example of a successful
community conservation initiative is in Selous where negotiations led to an agreement
whereby the central Government and local communities share revenues equally.
In addition to this threat to WMAs, there are still many people in WMA communities who
lack understanding of the basic concept behind them. Some feel that they are just a means
for the government to eventually extend bordering national parks into their village lands
(Nelson et al., 2006).
Animosity towards NGOS and CSOs
Some district officials have started to blacklist some of the NGOs who facilitate training
on conservation issues, policy advocacy and laws in villages in Longido and Ngorongoro
districts. Also, villagers in Simanjiro district have failed to understand the role of one of
the prominent international NGOs, the African Wildlife Foundation (AWF) in its efforts to
educate the public about conservation of wildlife. This situation demands a new strategy
that will analyse the reasons behind government concern about NGO involvement and
also bring out the causes of citizen mistrust of the work of AWF in Simanjiro district.
Resident Hunting v. Tourist Hunting

It is the right of indigenous Tanzanians to have legal access to wildlife use. Different scales
of fees for tourists and residents to hunt have been established through the enabling
legislation. Resident’s hunting licenses are issued for GCAs and outside protected areas
that are not allocated for tourist hunting (URT, 2007)
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Tanzanian resident hunters face much lower fees than foreigners. Also, residential hunting
has no clear governing laws in terms of the number of people and vehicles that they can
use while carrying out their activity. Also prices they pay for the species they hunt is usually
insignificant. For instance, to hunt an antelope Tanzanians only need to pay TZS 8,200.
These lower fees combine with the poor regulations to provide local hunters with the
opportunity to take foreigners or large groups of people on hunts where many animals are
killed and enjoy supernormal profits at the expense of Government for doing so. Obviously,
as low fees are being paid to the central Government, Districts see very little return from
these activities.
The Government has recently recognised this problem and has prohibited resident hunting
in the Northern circuit from July 2008 till further notice. It is unclear what action will be
taken to remedy the situation.

Page: 10

Wildlife-Based Revenue Transparency Performance in Longido and Simanjiro

4.

TOURISM REVENUE TRANSPARENCY IN SIMANJIRO AND LONGIDO
DISTRICTS
Simanjiro District
Despite the presence of numerous species, hunted in six blocks and generating large
revenues, local communities in Simanjiro realise few benefits from wildlife resources. The
amount paid by the central Government as 25% of the hunting revenues generated in the
district is inconsistent and represents an insignificant contribution to local development
needs (see annex B1). Receipts for the last three years are as follows:
Year
2004/05
2005/06
2006/07
2007/08

Receipts returned to the District (TZS)
18,598,394
45,260,170
18,787,993
15,600,0001

Source: Simanjiro District Annual Financial reports
Level of Transparency at District level
Simanjiro councilors interviewed for this paper are concerned about a lack of transparency
in the methods used by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism to calculate the
25% figure. They see little relationship between revenues remitted to the district and the
hunting activities carried on in their areas. Furthermore, they see elements of favoritism in
the revenue collection system.
Although it is the responsibility of Government to lead the fight against poaching and
to distribute incomes from tourism activities, the numbers of certain species continue to
decline, the contribution of revenues to poverty reduction remains insignificant in many
areas and communities are finding little incentive to value and conserve their wildlife
resources.
Most of the nine Simanjiro councilors interviewed for this paper expressed their mistrust
of the district officials in the Department of Natural Resources, alleging that they do not
see any tangible outputs of their work. For example, councilors regularly observe that
active measures are not taken against people caught engaging in poaching activities
and charcoal production. Therefore, they believe the officials in the department may
have private arrangements with some offenders. As a result, councilors have reduced the
funding allocation to this department in recent District budgets and allocated a very small
amount in financial year 2008/2009. The interviews also revealed that hunters violate some
regulations and that official of the Wildlife Division, the MNRT and District Councils do not
follow transparent modes of operation.
The overall loss of revenue to the District caused by this poor level of regulation seems to
be substantial. According to the Simanjiro District Executive Director, the District expected
to receive more than TZS45 million this financial year but ended up receiving TZS15 million
as its 25% share of the quota hunted in the District’s six hunting blocks.
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Revenue and Expenditure Reports are not Publically Posted
The district council does not post revenue and expenditure reports on public notice
boards in all villages within the district as required by law and by guidelines from the Prime
Minister’s Office –Regional and Local Government (PMO-RALG). However, each Councilor is
provided with his own report copy.
Role and Capacity of Councilors
It is generally understood that councilors bridge the gap between the villagers and their
District Councils. Therefore, when properly informed and involved in decision making on
natural resources revenue, they can help people to understand and to challenge accordingly.
This is especially important given that many community members would be unable to
read simple information, even if it was being posted on notice boards.
However, councilors feel that they themselves are ill-informed about technical issues
relevant to the wildlife sector. They suggested that they need expert training on investment
strategies, contracts and payments as they feel that their political careers depend on their
ability to negotiate well on behalf of their constituents.
Revenue from Resident Hunting
According to the Simanjiro District Game Officer, the District’s annual revenue from resident
hunting is not even sufficient for normal patrols in the district. At least tourist hunters pay
significant amounts, even though prices for some key species in our country are too low
compared to other SADC countries (URT, 2007).
Consequence of Low Returns from Wildlife Tourism in Communities
According to the Simanjiro DGO, 80% of the Maasai people do not eat wild animals.
Therefore, if they are properly empowered to manage and earn significant income from
wildlife products they will be even more appreciative of future wildlife conservation efforts
to conserve wildlife further. Currently Maasai receive little for their conservation efforts;
a situation that decreases their motivation to conserve wildlife and necessitates their
engagement in other productive activities. There is a growing general perception among
Maasai that wild animals are more highly valued than their domestic animals.
The amount returned to the Districts from tourist revenues is insignificant, especially
when divided between the District and the villages situated in the hunting blocks. As
per regulations, 40 percent of the amount paid to the District goes to the District Natural
Resources Department and 60 percent goes to the villages. Districts face a stiff challenge
when allocating revenues from hunting tourism to the villages concerned as the amounts
are insufficient to fund entire development projects. Often funds are just put in education
fund bank accounts.
There is a further question surrounding the viability of conserving wild animals in the fertile
plains of Simanjiro when agriculture pays ten times more if there is a sufficient rainfall. And
what would happen if the efforts of the District authorities to establish irrigation schemes
succeed?
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Recently Simanjiro DC has ordered villagers who invaded the Simanjiro plains, famous as
the breeding place for many wild animals, to abandon agriculture totally. This is a good
move only if the villagers recognize the value of animals and or if they are paid valuable
money.
Consequences of Arbitrary Hunting Quota Allocation
In Kiteto and Hai Districts, which border Simanjiro, quotas are set despite the fact that there
are insufficient animals to fill them. In the absence of adequate monitoring, hunters given
quotas in these Districts are crossing into Simanjiro district to fill their quotas. If this situation
is left unchecked it is likely to lead to the extinction of certain species in Simanjiro.
Emboret Village – Simanjiro District
Emboret located in the Terat Ward of Simanjiro District is a most interesting village, as it is
the only village with a large plains area used as breeding grounds by animals from inside
Tarangire National Park.
The village lands of Emboret contain the three hunting blocks of Luke Samaras Ltd, Bundu
Safaris and Tandala Hunting Safaris. Apart from these hunting companies the village is also
home to two photographic tour companies: Dorobo Tours and Kikoti. Both in economic
and environmental terms, photographic tourism is preferred to hunting by the majority of
villagers interviewed. The village earns a good income from photographic tourism in terms
of land rent (area used for camping) and fees paid per client spending a night in camp.
This kind of tourism is also perceived as more environmentally friendly since photographic
tourists do not kill animals.
Tourism Revenue and Transparency at Emboret
Emboret earns over USD40,000 (TZS46 millon) per year from the two photographic tourism
ventures located on 156 km² of its village lands, for an average yield of about USD 270 (TZS
324,000) per km². All of Simanjiro District’s hunting concessions generate an estimated
USD 250,000 (TZS300 million) for the Wildlife Division from over 12,000 km² reserved for
hunting concessions, for a yield of about USD 20 (TZS24,000) per km² (see Kibebe 2005;
Sachedina 2006, forthcoming TNRF briefs, 2008). This represents sufficient income for the
village to finance many of its development projects if properly managed. However, if the
new regulations regarding non-consumptive tourism are implemented this village is going
to be badly affected, as its entire income comes from tourism ventures.
It is clear that tourism is contributing to development projects such as schools, loans
and health assistance for poor families. This year construction of a student dining hall is
underway using revenues earned from photographic tourism and villagers’ donations.
In Emboret revenue and expenditure reports are made public twice a year, as opposed to
the statutory requirement of three month intervals. The reason given is that, from January
to June the village does not earn anything and that it is more convenient to produce the
reports in June and December every year. The District Cooperative Society Officer audits
the village financial reports annually. In a recent report the Auditor expressed doubts about
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a trend towards spending more on recurrent or day-to-day items than on development
projects. Therefore, there are questions about the transparency of the village government
in the areas of planning and expenditures. Given the high revenues received in Emboret
every year, why, for instance, does the primary school only have two long drop toilets, which
are shared with the village office?
Does Emboret really benefit from the hunting tourism business?
Apart from its earnings from photographic tour operators, the village also receives some
aid from the hunting companies operating on its lands. Tandala has built a three room
village office (see photo), Luke Samaras has funded a water tank and medicines for poor
families in the village dispensary. However, despite operating in Emboret, Bundu Hunting
Safaris has never contributed anything to the village. This company is regarded as very
unfriendly to the village community.
Villages like Emboret in Simanjiro district have been threatened several times by
government officials who wish to remove investors who have opened joint ventures with
the community despite the fact that the Village Land Act 1999 gives powers to village
assemblies to decide on village land use.

©E. Sulle
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Toilet shared by primary school and village office
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TANAPA, the state body controlling the National parks, has been funding development
projects in Emboret for some time. However, many people criticize it for providing adequate
compensation for the loss of their livestock caused by a fever (believed to be caused by the
diseased wildebeest) during the breeding season in which all animals leave the Tarangire
National Park and gather in Simanjiro plains shared by Maasai livestock. TANAPA’s donations
are also considered too little compared to what they collect annually and, indeed, even the
facilities they fund are not sustainable due to poor supervision and coordination.
Seven years ago TANAPA constructed three hostels and a dining hall in the village. However,
the dining hall became unusable and one of the hostels has developed large cracks. The
village is now constructing a new dining hall in which all kids can have their meals. It
should be noted that TANAPA spends about 7.5 to 10% of its total budget, or TZS3.8 billion
in 2007/08, to finance funding constructions of infrastructure, social services such schools,
dispensaries, water services and teachers’ houses in villages adjacent to parks (URT, 2008).

©E. Sulle

Village office built by Tandala Hunting Company

©E. Sulle

Students dining hall at Simanjiro Primary School
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Other payments recorded not in consecutive years in village report are as follows:
Company

Amount (TZS)

1999

Luke Samaras Safaris

800,000

2000

Luke Samaras Safaris

1,400,000

2001

Luke Samaras Safaris
Tandala Hunting

1,500,000
500,000

Source: village district auditor’s report, 2004
Revenue collected from the photographic companies in Emboret
The village acknowledges being comfortable with photographic operators in the village,
although for many years they received a low income from them. However, the village is now
earning an increased fee from these investors after agreeing a price increase for tourists
visiting village lands. Currently the village is charging US $45 per client per night for adults
and US $20 per client per night for students (university students).
Longido District
Longido is a new District, established in 2007. It was previously part of the Monduli district.
Therefore, data from earlier years was sourced from Monduli District records. A large
proportion of its lands are within the Longido GCA. In the years prior to separation from
Monduli the revenues earned were as follows:
Year

Amount in TZS

2003

20,000,000

2004/2005

21,000,000

2006/2007

24,880,325

Most of the revenues for the years 2003 and 2004/05 were distributed to the 20 Wards in
the district, with each one receiving TZS1 million (except in 2004/2005 where Makuyuni
Ward was given TZS2 million). However, in 2006/07 almost half of the money was used to
pay VEOs salaries (see annexes A1-A3)



This according to the new contract signed by the village and Dorobo Tours in July 2007
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©E. Sulle 		

Dry Longido plains

Level of transparency at the District level
Longido District officials and councilors expressed confidence that the tourist revenues
earned in the District are used wisely. At the time of research the revenue and expenditure
reports of the District in general have been posted in all village notice boards. However,
revenue transparency within some of the villages in the District is poor.
According to Deputy Vice Chairman of the Board of Trustees and District Council Chairman
Mr. Mathias Mollel, MNRT should design policies that allow villages in WMAs to earn land
rent directly from the hunting operators and only share other revenues such as bed nights;
game drives etc. with other villages in the WMA.
Enduiment WMA
Enduiment WMA, established in 2007, lies in Olmolog and Tingatinga Wards in the West
Kilimanjaro Basin of northern eastern Longido District.The WMA area contains eight villages
after Sinya village refused to enter in the early stages of establishment. The withdrawal of
Sinya village will have an impact on the WMA due to the fact that “..It is the largest village in
the WMA, located adjacent to the Kenyan border and has an abundant population of large
mammals such as elephant, giraffe, zebra, wildebeest, impala, and gazelle, much of which
moves back and forth between Sinya and Amboseli National Park in Kenya” (Maganga
2007).
However, in its first year of operation Enduiment WMA registered a total of TZS22.8 million
from the treasury as hunting fees and from land rent paid by the hunter. This money was
paid directly to the CBO account by the MNRT. When proper legal contracts have been

Page: 17

Wildlife-Based Revenue Transparency Performance in Longido and Simanjiro

drawn up with operators, the WMA is expected to collect revenues of up to TZS300 million
to be channeled into the education sector and to conserving wildlife and the ecosystem.
Villages outside the WMA received only TZS6 million as the 25% from the treasury/WD.
This income has been divided amongst villages both inside and outside the WMA. Villages
in the WMA each received TZS2.4 million, while those outside the WMA received only
TZS100,000.
According Mr. Mollel, villages expect to use half the money earned in their villages to
boost their education fund. He compared his District and that of Ngorongoro where
money obtained from tourism is used to finance education for university students and
other professional education, in recognition that education as the key sector for poverty
reduction.
Olmolog: Which is better, the WMA or individual village contracts?
Olmolog village is in Enduiment Ward, Olmolog division in Longido district. It is found in the
West Kilimanjaro area, famous for photographic tourism. The village is in serious confusion
because they had an agreement with a tourism operator prior to the establishment of the
WMA. The village understands that a new contract will now be negotiated between the
operator and the WMA.
However, in expectation of this new overall contract with the WMA, the operator has
ceased making payments to Olmolog village as they were concerned that they would end
up making two payments for the same rights, one to the village and one to the WMA. At
time of writing the situation has not been resolved.

Olmolog villagers demanding accountability
Olmolog villagers recently demanded a Village Assembly to discuss the issue of WMAs
and revenues. The Assembly was held on 9th of September 2008. The key issues discussed
in the meeting were:
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•

It was demanded that village revenue and expenditure reports be read to public
as required by law. The meeting resolved to fire the Village Chairman as it was
suspected that he was responsible for delays in the provision of financial reports.
However, the Division Executive Officer requested villagers to follow the legal and
administrative process required when removing Village Chairmen.

•

The meaning of the WMA and its role were discussed. Many people were interpreted
WMAs as another form of the National Park. Clarification was demanded for their
next meeting.
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Illustration: Confusion surrounding tourist revenues
Districts financial reports have revealed the confusion that exists over the rights of Districts
and communities regarding receipts from tourism. For instance, three years’ of financial
reports from Ngorongoro District indicate that the District Council received revenue from
Treasury calculated as 20% of the quota hunted in the area. This is contrary to what is paid
to other districts like Simanjiro and Longido where the return to the district is expressed as
25% of the quota hunted. However, as mentioned before, no district has a clear explanation
of what formula is used to calculate the percentage to be returned to the Districts. In all
villages and Districts Councils visited, village leaders and District Officials do not understand
how tourist revenue sharing is supposed to work.
In addition, Ngorongoro District Council is receiving different forms of payments from the
hunting tourism industry. The Ortello Business Corporation (OBC) is paying hunting fees
direct to the district on a completely ad hoc basis i.e. the payment neither reflects the
quota hunted in the GCA nor any district request. Instead, the company pays according to
its wishes. Ngorongoro may be the only District in Tanzania receiving hunting fees directly
from an operator (Ortello Business Corporation) in addition to the 20% from the treasury.
The revenue records for Ngorongoro District Council are as follows:
DESCRIPTION

2005/06

2006/07

2007/08

Projected
2008/9

OBC hunting fees

68,677,339

111,744,587

147,891,600

135,300,000

8,538,750

12,135,840

77,216,089

123,880,427

20% hunting
quota

		
		

Total

147,891,600

12,000,000
147,300,000

Source: Ngorongoro District annual financial reports

In fact, the hunting block used by OBC is unique in Tanzania, as it is situated on the migratory
corridor between Serengeti and Masaai Mara. It is also free from frequent government
intervention. OBC makes irregular and random payments to villages and the District
Councils.
In addition, the table above does not reflect the fact that a large part of Ngorongoro
District is given over to the Ngorongoro Conservation Area which collects TZS40-50 billion
each year from tourists. However, Ngorongoro District Council has never received more
than TZS100 million from NCA. As a result the District infrastructure - roads, schools, health
services and water provision – remains very poor.
Illustration: Poor participation of the local communities
Local communities within hunting blocks are rarely, if ever, consulted in any meaningful
manner and, even more rarely given choices regarding if and how hunting companies can
use their land. For instance, in Sinya, the villagers do not know what the District earns from
tourism. They are only aware that the tour operator pays the village any amount he wishes
when he visits. The entire administration of hunting tourism is top-down; hunters have
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little obligation to local communities. However, the central government have requested
hunting operators to contribute not less than TZS1.5 million to the villages in their blocks.
Companies that do decide to contribute to community projects such as the purchase of
food for the poor and needy families, medicines for villages dispensaries and water projects
sometimes face challenges from district officials and politicians. For instance, in Emboret
village, a hunting company providing medicines was requested by District officials to give
funds to the District Authorities so that District Medical Officer could order medicines for
all facilities under his control. At every level of administration, from village to district level,
leaders look for bureaucratic methods of making a gain for themselves.
Some Better News
Ololosokwan in Ngorongoro District and Lolkisale in Monduli District are examples of
villages where the Village Authorities have shown high levels of transparency in revenue
collection and spending as well as commitment to the supervision of development projects
funded by tourism receipts. Among the many successful projects funded in these villages
are health centres, classrooms and students fees (both in secondary and universities).
Ololosokwan village is sponsoring eight university students within and outside Tanzania
and about 20 secondary school students within Tanzania (Sulle forthcoming).
Lolkisale villagers, on their own initiative, conserved an area of about 550 acres specifically
for photographic tourism and are now realising an estimated income of between TZS150
million to TZS180 million per annum. “Now, imagine if the government would take all
revenue to its docks why would this village not turn their land to agriculture?” said the
Monduli DGO.
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5.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusion
Development in rural communities depends on the wise and participatory use of natural
resources found in their areas and in the nation at large. Tanzania is currently experiencing
a tremendous increase in the incidence of corruption. Most of the hunting contracts in
GCAs with village lands were made without village representation while payments made
by hunting companies to the central government are not coming back to villages from the
treasury. Meanwhile, circulars are coming from the central government demanding that
photographic tour operators who are operating joint ventures in village lands should also
make their payments directly to the treasury. Under these circumstances communities may
opt for alternative methods of utilizing their land and wildlife, as the Tanzanian wildlife
sector is not benefiting rural communities other than the few middlemen and outsiders to
the extent that we must act upon right away.
At this juncture I would like to quote the following prominent persons: “Our lives begin to
end the day we become silent about things that matter” (Martin Luther King” 2. “We can
easily forgive a child who is afraid of dark. The real tragedy of life is when men are afraid of
light” (Plato).
Recommendations
There are three pressing requirements. The first is for transparency in local government, as
this is the part of government that works directly with grassroots communities. Secondly,
policies, regulations and laws governing wildlife utilization should clearly define how rural
communities should benefit. Thirdly, communities should develop the capacity to manage
their own Community Based Tourism initiatives.
What is required for Community Based Tourism (CBT)?
“Local capacity and control need to be effectively addressed if CBT is to succeed as a poverty
reduction tool. Local communities often lack access to market information, knowledge of
contracts and other business details, and have limited experience in engaging with tour
operators. This always results in arrangements that do not provide local people with a fair
return on the value of the tourism products found on their land, and can lead to exploitation
that ultimately will degrade Tanzania’s tourism products in general. The necessary response
to this problem is not, as some stakeholders are advocating at present, to increase regulations
and central control over CBT, but to empower communities through information, training,
and clearly defined resource rights. Local communities’ with access to information and
training on tourism business ventures, and secure tenure rights to land and resources,
will be able to engage with the private sector and exploit commercial opportunities in
an equitable way. Increasing regulation, rather than empowering communities, is likely
to undermine CBT activities and limit rural economic opportunities” (Akunaay et al 2002:
pp 10). The following table, developed by Ashley and Roe, outlines options available to
communities.
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Different Forms of Community Involvement in Tourism
Type of enterprise
Nature of local involvement
Private business run by
❍ Employment
outsider
❍ Supply of goods and

Examples

❍ Kitchen staff in a
lodge

services

❍ Sale of food, building
materials etc

Enterprise of informal
sector operation run by
local entrepreneur

❍ Enterprise ownership

❍ Craft sales, food kiosk,
campsite, homes stay

❍ Self employment
❍ Supply of goods and
services

Community enterprise

❍
Joint venture between
community and private
operator

❍ Craft centre
❍ Cultural centre

❍ Contractual commitments
❍ Shares in revenue
of

resources

❍ Participation in decision
making

of

❍ Community campsite

management
Supply of goods &
services
Employment or
contributed labor

❍ Lease/investment

❍ Hawking,

sale
fuelwood, food

❍ Collective ownership
❍ Collective or individual
❍

❍ Guiding services

❍ Revenue-sharing
from lodge to local
community on
agreed terms

❍ Community leases
land/resources/
concession to lodge

❍ Community holds
equity in lodge

Tourism Planning body

❍ Consultation
❍ Representation
❍ Participation

❍ Local consultation
in regional tourism
planning

❍ Community
representatives on
tourism board and in
planning fora.

		
Source: Ashley and Roe, 1998
It is further recommended that:
❍
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Councilors and citizens should demand regular financial and planning reports in a
clearly understandable format from the District Authorities. These reports should
detail how tourist revenues remitted to Central Government were calculated, what
was returned from the Treasury and how the money was used at District and village
level to reduce poverty. The information received should be announced at village
assemblies and debated.
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❍

The Director of Wildlife’s 1995 policy and management plan for tourist hunting
should be clarified and user fees from Game Reserves, GCAs, open areas and WMAs
should be calculated and distributed in a transparent manner.

❍

The new Wildlife Bill, if approved as it stands, will adversely affect communities
pastoralist communities such as the Maasai,as it prohibits grazing in Game Controlled
Areas. In addition the Bill provides no direction in the areas of quota setting and
block allocations. Therefore, Members of the Parliament must incorporate the
suggested amendments of stakeholders.

❍

Hunting concessions should be allocated in a fully informed market with full
participation of local communities empowered to refuse operators who do not
respect laws, regulations and business ethics.

❍

The successful Selous Conservation Progarmme (SCP) in Selous Game Reserve (SGR)
should be adopted as a model for future relationships between Government and
communities in wildlife areas.

❍

Tour operators and hunting companies should publish their annual financial
reports.

❍

Tourist investments and contracts should be negotiated with the involvement of
local communities.

❍

Wildlife quotas should be based on scientific data, not arbitrary allocation.
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ANNEXES
A1
TAARIFA YA MAPATO NA MATUMIZI (MGAWANYO) WA FEDHA ZINAZOTUMWA TOKA WIZARA
YA MALIASILI NA UTALII KAMA MGAWO WA WILAYA KUTOKANA NA FEDHA ZA UWINDAJI
KWA MWAKA 2006/07
Katika kipindi cha mwaka 2006/07 Halmashauri ilikisia kupokea jumla ya Tshs 70,900,000.00 kama
mgawo wa fedha uwindaji wa kitalii toka Wizara ya Maliasili na Utalii. Kati ya fedha hizo Halmashauri
ilipokea jumla ya Tshs. 24,880,325,50 na kutumia kama ifuatavyo.
NA

MAELEZO
Mchango wa Halmashauri katika Ujenzi
wa Shule ya Sekondari ya Mkoa wa
Arusha.

KIASI (TSHS)
10,000,000.00

2.

Kulipia madai ya mishahara ya
Watumishi (Watendaji wa Vijiji).

10,422,933.00

3.

Mgawo katika idara ya mali-asili kwa ajili
Ya ufuatiliaji kiidara. Kama ifuatavyo:-

1.

- Posho kwa watumishi

Tshs. 1,450,000.00

- Matengenezo ya Magari Tshs. 1,817,900.00
- Mafuta ya Magari
Jumla Tshs.
JUMLA
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Tshs. 1,084,492.50
4,457,392.50

4,457,392.50
24,880,325.5.00

Wildlife-Based Revenue Transparency Performance in Longido and Simanjiro

A2
MGAWANYO WA FEDHA ZILIZOTUMWA KATIKA HALMASHAURI TOKA WIZARA YA MALIASILI
UTALII KAMA MAGAWO WA FEDHA ZA UWINDAJI KATIKA KATA KWA MWAKA 2004/05
NO.

KATA

KIASI (TSHS)

1

Monduli Mjini

1,000,000.00

2

Engutoto

1,000,000.00

3

Monduli juu

1,000,000.00

4

Sepeko

1,000,000.00

5

Moita

1,000,000.00

6

Lolkisale

1,000,000.00

7

Mto wa mmbu

1,000,000.00

8

Makuyuni

2,000,000.00

9

Esilalei

1,000,000.00

10

Selela

1,000,000.00

11

Engaruka

1,000,000.00

12

Ketumbeine

1,000,000.00

13

Gelai Lumbwa

1,000,000.00

14

Gelai Merugoi

1,000,000.00

15

Namanga

1,000,000.00

16

Longido

1,000,000.00

17

Engarenaibor

1,000,000.00

18

Matale

1,000,000.00

19

Olmolog

1,000,000.00

20

Tingatinga

1,000,000.00
JUMLA

21,000,000.00
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A3
MGAWANYO WA FEDHA ZILIZOTUMWA KATIKA HALMASHAURI YA WILAYA YA MONDULI
TOKAWIZARA YA MALIASILI UTALII KAMA MAGAWO WA FEDHA ZA UWINDAJI KATIKA KATA
KWA MWAKA 2003
KATA

NO.

KIASI (TSHS)

1

Monduli Mjini

1,000,000.00

2

Engutoto

1,000,000.00

3

Monduli juu

1,000,000.00

4

Sepeko

1,000,000.00

5

Moita

1,000,000.00

6

Lolkisale

1,000,000.00

7

Mto wa mmbu

1,000,000.00

8

Makuyuni

1,000,000.00

9

Esilalei

1,000,000.00

10

Selela

1,000,000.00

11

Engaruka

1,000,000.00

12

Ketumbeine

1,000,000.00

13

Gelai Lumbwa

1,000,000.00

14

Gelai Merugoi

1,000,000.00

15

Namanga

1,000,000.00

16

Longido

1,000,000.00

17

Engarenaibor

1,000,000.00

18

Matale

1,000,000.00

19

Olmolog

1,000,000.00

20

Tingatinga

1,000,000.00
JUMLA
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20,000,000.00

C1: AUDITED EMBORET VILLAGE FINANCIAL REPORT

SIMANJIRO DISTRICT BUDGET FOR HUNTING RECEIPT USAGE 2006/07
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