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FORWARD 

 

We wish to clarify the term “assessment” from the outset—as it is used in the title of this report and may 
raise expectations on the part of some stakeholders. The work carried out by the consultants at the 
request of the study sponsors (according to the Terms of Reference) is not a performance evaluation of 
individual partnerships according to their underlying agreements. In other words, the purpose of this 
report is not to assess each partnership one by one, evaluating the effectiveness of its implementation, the 
partners’ respect of their commitments, and the results of the partnership in relation to the specific goals 
and objectives identified. Such an assessment, which is generally provided for in the agreements 
themselves, is different from the analysis carried out by the consultants, and would require a more in-
depth assessment of each partnership, addressing issues that are unique and specific to each protected 
area (including, for example, an in-depth look at the state of conservation of the particular protected area, 
the specific governance and management tools and structures in place, the monitoring of fauna and 
habitat, the living conditions of staff, the benefits flowing to local communities, and the establishment of 
sustainable financing mechanisms).1 

Rather, the present study is a comprehensive assessment of the main public-private partnership models in 
Central Africa, with the aim of identifying the strengths and weaknesses of various models (in theory and 
in practice), identifying characteristics and modalities of successful models, and where there are 
weaknesses, providing recommendations for targeted strengthening. It also looks specifically at how these 
partnerships build capacity and engage local communities, as these are important elements of effective 
protected area management partnerships. It is hoped that by elucidating the strengths and weaknesses of 
the different models and providing some key indicators of their performance (ecologically, economically 
and socially), a common understanding and shared vision for effective management of protected areas 
can emerge. It is further hoped that the present study will aid governments and their partners in 
identifying elements of a partnership model that most effectively addresses the particular context of the 
country and protected area, while allocating oversight and governance responsibilities, on the one hand, 
and administration and management of the protected area, on the other hand. 

Finally, this is a collective report, for which the authors jointly assume full responsibility.  

                                            
 

1 See, for example, BRL Ingénierie. (2016). Evaluation 2011–2015 de l’Accord de Partenariat pour la Gestion du Parc National 
d’Odzala-Kokoua, République du Congo. 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1. Introduction 

Protected areas (PAs) are the cornerstone of biodiversity conservation, and yet they face a crisis of severe 
and mounting threats.  In Central Africa, home to some of the greatest concentrations of biodiversity and 
the second largest rainforest in the world, PAs are in peril. They face overwhelming pressures from 
increasing human populations, bushmeat and high-value poaching, deforestation, oil and mining 
exploitation, armed conflict, and climate change.   
 
At the same time, national institutions responsible for managing PAs are severely and chronically 
underfunded (Lindsey et al., 2018).  Indeed, all of Central Africa’s PAs depend on international donor 
funding for over 90% of their budgets (Scholte et al., 2018). National institutions also lack necessary skills 
and expertise, suffer from weak governance, and face strong corruption pressures (EU, 2017; UNESCO, 
2007; Transparency International, 2019).  
 
This confluence of intensifying threats and lack of sufficient funding and expertise to effectively respond 
has led to rapid declines in wildlife populations (Mallon et al., 2015). Forest elephant populations dropped 
over 60% between 2002 and 2011 (Maisels et al., 2013).2 Lion populations also declined sharply, 
corresponding to decreases in prey populations (Bauer et al., 2015). Numerous other flagship species are 
in decline across Central Africa, including savanna elephants, several species of apes, wild dogs, leopards, 
hippos, giraffes, and okapis, while rhinos are regionally extinct (Mallon et al., 2015). Four out of five 
World Heritage Sites in DRC are listed as “in Danger.” This state of affairs jeopardizes the region’s 
natural capital, and its potential to unlock the long-term ecological, economic, and social benefits that 
PAs can provide. 
 
Over the last 10-15 years, there has been a growing realization that short-term financial and technical 
support projects by donors and NGOs to national institutions have failed to effectively counteract the 
growing threats to PAs. The last white rhino perished in Garamba in the mid-2000s; around the same 
time, 9 mountain gorillas were killed in Virunga in a scandal implicating top government officials. 
Financial and technical support projects suffer from a lack of a long-term approach and gaps in funding 
that lead to the abrupt layoff of personnel and the unraveling of gains. With these and other 
shortcomings, wildlife continued to decline sharply and PAs slid further toward becoming mere ‘paper 
parks.’  
 
This emerging realization led to a new PA management approach, which was seen as offering an 
increased potential for ecological protection and recovery: public-private partnerships (PPPs). In Central 
Africa, this approach was pioneered by ICCN, which engaged African Parks to manage Garamba 
National Park in 2005 and Virunga Foundation to manage Virunga National Park in 2008.  Several other 
countries in the region have since begun to adopt PPPs for PA management—including Central African 
Republic, Chad, and Republic of Congo. Today, there are at least 13 PPPs across Central Africa spanning 
over 230,000km2, while negotiations are ongoing for others.   
 
  

                                            
 

2 Indeed, since the inception of the MIKE (Monitoring the Illegal Killing of Elephants) program began in 2006, Central 
Africa has consistently had the highest level of poaching, with 90% of carcasses encountered having been illegally killed 
(Mallon et al., 2015). Approximately 50% of surviving elephants are in Gabon (covering 13% of total forest area), while less 
than 20% were in DRC (despite covering 62% of total forest area) (Id.).  
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Table 1: Current PPPs for managing PAs in Central Africa 

PA COUNTRY NGO 
PARTNER YEAR INITIATED 

Chinko CAR African Parks 2014; renewed and expanded area 
under management in 2020 

Conkouati-Douli Congo Noé 2021 
Dzanga-Sangha CAR WWF 2019 
Ennedi Chad African Parks 2018 
Garamba DRC African Parks 2005; renewed in 2016 
Mangroves 
Marine Park 

DRC CBBC 2013 

Nouabalé-Ndoki Congo WCS 2014 
Odzala Congo African Parks 2010 
Okapi DRC WCS 2019 
Salonga DRC WWF 2016 
Upemba-
Kundelungu 

DRC FPF 2017 

Virunga DRC Virunga 
Foundation 

2008, renewed in 2015  

Greater 
Zakouma 
Ecosystem 

Chad African Parks 2010; renewed and expanded to 
include Siniaka Minia Wildlife Reserve 
in 2017  

 
 
This consultancy provides an opportunity to reflect on these initial experiences, analyze the strengths and 
weaknesses of current models, highlight characteristics of successful models, draw lessons learned, and 
identify opportunities for targeted strengthening of PPPs. Ultimately, the goal is to promote a shared 
vision of best practice PPPs for PA management. As a result, the study focuses on some of the more 
longstanding PPPs in the region—particularly, Garamba, Nouabale-Ndoki, Odzala, Salonga, Virunga, and 
Zakouma. 
 

1.2. Main PPP Models in Central Africa 

It is important, in the first instance, to clarify a few key concepts relating to PPPs in the context 
of conservation.   

 
First, PPPs for the governance and management of PAs should not be confused with PPPs for large-scale 
infrastructure projects.  Conservation PPPs are non-profit in nature, and as such private sector partners are 
typically conservation NGOs. Nonetheless, they are similar to infrastructure PPPs in that government 
delegation to the private sector allows for innovation, increased funding, and greater efficiency and 
accountability (Section 3.1).  

 
Second, not all conservation PPPs are the same. In practice, there are two main models in Central Africa 
and throughout the continent—“delegated management” and “co-management”.  These models vary in 
terms of how decision-making authority is allocated between the partners, with significant implications 
for their functioning and impact (Section 3.2). 

 
Third, it is important to keep in mind that, even when governance and management are shared with, or 
fully delegated to, an NGO partner for a period of time, the government always retains full sovereignty 
and ownership of the PA. All partnerships are subject to and guided by the laws and policies of the host 
country (Section 3.3).   

 
The first main model in Central Africa is co-management, which is characterized by shared 
governance and management of the PA (Section 4.1). In Central Africa, this typically takes a 
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‘bilateral’ structure, where each partner nominates a leader on the ground and employs separate staff 
under their own hierarchies and budgets. The government lead usually retains authority over law 
enforcement operations and staffing, while the senior NGO staff takes the lead in other areas. A Steering 
Committee consisting of representatives of both partners meets 1-2 times a year to set strategies and 
exercise oversight.  
 
This model often creates high hopes of direct, on-the-ground collaboration of the partners, capitalizing 
on their unique strengths and building capacity directly within the national institution, and is often 
preferred by government institutions. In practice, however, this ‘bilateral’ co-management model has 
several structural weaknesses that tend to create serious difficulties. It is highly prone to confusion and 
conflict, lacks clear lines of responsibility and accountability, is susceptible to political interference and 
bureaucratic delays, and carries massive reputational risk for private partners who support law 
enforcement without being able to ensure discipline and accountability. As a result, co-management 
partnerships in Central Africa, while delivering benefits, have experienced serious challenges—as in 
Salonga in DRC and Conkouati-Douli in Congo—or were simply insufficient to achieve the partners’ 
goals—as in Nouabalé-Ndoki, where the partners ultimately evolved the partnership into a delegated 
model.  
 
The second main model in Central Africa is delegated management, which is discussed in detail 
in Section 4.2. In the delegated management model, governance (i.e., high-level strategy and oversight) is 
shared between the partners, though private sector partners typically represent a majority on the 
governance board. Government participates on the board to ensure transparency and oversight, as well as 
buy-in and approval of strategic decisions. Day-to-day management is fully delegated to the private 
partner. As a result, the private partner is responsible for selecting senior management, including the Park 
Director, who has ultimate responsibility for all staff and operations, including law enforcement staff, and 
typically works in close collaboration with the Deputy Director, who is seconded from government. The 
Head of Law Enforcement is typically a seconded government official, who takes the lead on daily law 
enforcement operations. Management aims to generate revenue, which is typically retained and reinvested 
in the PA in order to improve its long-term financial sustainability. This model is characterized by long-
term agreements (10-25 years), which are necessary to enable the partner to effectuate a shared vision for 
the PA.  

 
Delegated management PPPs provide the greatest potential for effective and accountable management. A 
key distinguishing feature of this model is that delegation creates high levels of autonomy outside the 
government bureaucracy, which allows for innovation, quick decision-making, efficiency, flexibility, 
adaptability, and independence from political interference and corruption pressures.  It also creates clear 
lines of management and governance accountability.  Delegated models tend to attract the greatest 
funding due to increased confidence of both private and public donors.  While delegated management is 
generally a strong model, it is not immune from challenges in implementation. It is often subject to 
skepticism and misunderstanding by government officials and local communities, as well as a perception 
of insufficient capacity building within the national institution with a long-term mandate for PA 
management.  
 

1.3. Environmental and Socio-economic Impacts of PPPs 

Section 4.3 provides performance insights for the longest-standing PPPs in Central Africa. In general, 
PPPs exhibit profound improvements over traditional management and financial and technical 
support projects—in terms of both conservation and socio-economic impact. Amongst PPPs, 
delegated models tend to show the most impressive results. This is the case of parks such as 
Garamba, Nouabalé-Ndoki, Virunga, and Zakouma. While the co-management partnership in Salonga 
has undoubtedly brought significant improvements in management, and even led to the recent removal of 
Salonga from the World Heritage Site in Danger List, it has also experienced serious difficulties relating to 
its co-management structure and short-term agreement.  
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Conservation impacts   
 

• PPPs have likely saved certain parks from disappearing entirely (e.g., Garamba, Virunga, 
Zakouma).   
 

• PPPs have generally stabilized and increased wildlife populations; in other cases, they have 
slowed the decline in the face of extraordinary levels of threat.3  
 

• PPPs have resulted in dramatic improvements in management and law enforcement—including 
improved planning, significant increases in law enforcement staff (who benefit from higher 
salaries, improved living conditions, and proper equipment), increased training, establishment of 
intelligence and judicial units, rapid response and canine teams, and aerial support.   
 

• PPPs have generally led to significantly enhanced research and monitoring, which informs both 
ecological understanding and anti-poaching efforts.    

 
Economic impacts   

 
• PPPs have generally led to very significant increases in overall funding and annual budgets (Fig. 

5), as well as greater stability of funding.   
 

• PPPs are often responsible for considerable increases in tourism investment and revenues (e.g., in 
Virunga, Zakouma, and Odzala), despite considerable challenges to tourism development in 
Central Africa.  
 

• Employment opportunities have doubled or tripled under PPPs, and sometimes significantly 
more. Approximately 94-99% of park staff are nationals, most from local communities. Indeed, 
many PAs are the largest employers in the remote regions in which they are located.   

 
• Increased economic activity also has significant knock-on effects, which are harder to capture, 

but highly important—including stimulating local enterprise, purchasing of local goods and 
services, and generating taxes to government. In Virunga, investments in clean energy have 
contributed to exponential growth in SMEs, which have multiplied from 90 to over 900.  
 

• Finally, PPPs have helped preserve vital natural capital, on which rural communities rely for 
subsistence.   
 

Social impacts 
 

• PPPs have established or dramatically expanded community engagement and development 
programs.  
 

• PPPs often provide support to local health and education, human-wildlife conflict (HWC) 
mitigation, sustainable livelihoods, infrastructure (e.g., water sources, roads, and bridges), and 
capacity building of local organizations.  
 

                                            
 

3 For example, PPPs are responsible for increasing elephant populations in Zakouma, widespread increases in wildlife 
populations in Chinko, and growing mountain gorilla populations in Virunga—results that would have been unthinkable 
prior to PPP management.  PPPs have also resulted in stable populations of flagship species in both Odzala and Nouabale-
Ndoki. Garamba, which has suffered heavy losses of elephants due to extreme threats, has achieved a 97% decrease in 
poaching since 2016, leading to stabilization and increase in the population over the last several years. 
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• In some cases, PPPs have even brought critical improvements in security, creating a ‘peace 
dividend’ for local people (e.g., Zakouma, Garamba, Chinko).  
 

• Despite these advances, there is still frequently a perception of insufficient support to 
communities, especially given the scope of need in poor, rural areas and the almost total lack of 
government services. Thus, there is scope for improvement in both the degree and manner of 
community engagement by PA managers.  

 
Capacity Building 
 

• PPPs have made vast improvements in physical infrastructure, equipment, and communications, 
as well as improving planning, governance, and operating policies and procedures.   
 

• In terms of personnel, there has undoubtedly been a significant investment in capacity building, 
especially for law enforcement staff.  However, at the level of middle and upper management, 
reporting on capacity building is often anecdotal. This has led to a divergence whereby 
government often feels there is insufficient capacity building of national managers while private 
partners often feel their efforts, both sincere and significant, are not fully appreciated.  

 
1.4. Key success factors 

Key success factors for PPPs include:  
 

• A skilled and capacitated NGO partner with sufficient funding and expertise to tackle the 
challenges the PA faces; 
 

• Transparent recruitment of a highly capable and well-respected NGO park manager with overall 
authority for the PA;  
 

• A committed government partner that provides ongoing and timely support to the PPP;  
 

• A shared vision by the partners for the PA and local communities; and 
 

• A relationship based on transparency and open communication, fostering trust. 
 

1.5. Key Recommendations 

Despite the many positive impacts PPPs have brought, there are still persistent concerns amongst some 
stakeholders. These include the proper role of government in PA management, the sustainability of 
activities and investments, and the sufficiency of capacity building and community engagement.  Section 5 
provides detailed discussion and targeted recommendations to each of these concerns and more.  Here, 
we summarize the main recommendations for each stakeholder.  
 
Governments 
 

1. Embrace a range of PPP models and be open to variation based on context. At the same time, 
we recommend a general preference for delegated management partnerships when experienced 
and capacitated partners are available. To the extent co-management is preferred, we recommend 
an ‘integrated’, rather than a ‘bilateral’ approach. 

 
In particular, for delegated management PPPs, we recommend: 

• Ensuring a clear understanding of the partners’ respective roles and responsibilities.  
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• Empowering the private partner with a clear mandate for operational management, 
including the selection of an NGO Park Director with overall authority for all aspects of 
management (including law enforcement and human resources).  

• Creating a strong legal and policy enabling environment that promotes the success of the 
PPP. 

• Participating in the development and approval of management plans, while providing 
ongoing support as necessary. 

• Ensuring clarity regarding key issues such as retention of revenues generated by the park, 
tourism development, financial transparency and reporting, and ongoing communication 
and information sharing.  

• Ensuring clear and consistent M&E based on ‘SMART’ indicators.4 
• Providing clear guidance to capacity building plans and facilitating harmonization of HR 

policies and procedures between seconded and NGO staff.  
 
For co-management PPPs, we recommend:  

• Implementing an integrated, rather than a bilateral, structure—to create more cohesive 
management with greater autonomy and effectiveness. Such a model would be 
characterized by co-management at the governance level—with equal representation on 
the Steering Committee—and joint selection of senior management, with the Park 
Director employed by the private partner and the Deputy Director seconded or 
deployed from government. The Park Director should have ultimate authority for all 
aspects of management, including hiring and disciplining of all personnel, but should 
work in close collaboration with the Deputy. At a management level, there should be a 
clear mandate and high level of autonomy for the management team to execute a shared 
vision embodied in a long-term management plan.   

• Careful selection of the Director and Deputy Director, based on skill and merit as well 
their ability to work well together and transcend differences of organizational culture.  

• Establishing a clear, shared vision from the outset to facilitate smooth functioning of the 
partnership. Thus, a clear, detailed agreement specifying roles and responsibilities and 
decision-making procedures is particularly critical. Similarly, a jointly agreed long-term 
management plan can provide an important and useful guide to senior management.  

 
2. Exercise ongoing oversight, support PPP managers, and strengthen the enabling environment 

(Fig. 1).  
 
In order to effectively fulfill these roles, government should consider creating a directorate within 
the national institution with specific expertise and responsibility for PPPs. It should also develop 
a pro-active strategy and policy to guide its approach to PA management PPPs.  
 

                                            
 

4 SMART indicators should be Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time-bound. 
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 Roles of Government in PA Management PPPs 

NGO Partners 
 

1. Develop and recruit highly capable Park Directors with skills adapted to the needs of the local 
context. The quality of a Park Director is often the difference between success and failure.  
 

2. Work with government and local staff to clarify expectations around capacity building and 
develop systematic capacity building plans that will help train up national staff to assume greater 
responsibility over time.  Share these plans and regularly report on progress.  Communicate 
clearly when expatriates are hired and make efforts to train nationals or seconded staff for those 
positions in the future. Endeavor to nurture an esprit de corps through motivation, mentorship, 
and training.  

 
3. Endeavor to harmonize human resources policies and pay scales for PA staff.  

 
4. Ensure strong human rights trainings, protections, and accountability mechanisms. 

 
5. Intensify efforts to diversify funding sources and work with the government partner and donors 

to create long-term, sustainable financing streams.  
 

6. Undertake meaningful engagement with local communities and indigenous peoples, including 
participation in zoning plans and development programs with tangible benefits. Ensure clear, 
transparent, and continuous communication, sensitization, and expectation management. 
Explore opportunities for ambitious programs by soliciting development funding for investment 
in local communities around PAs, with the potential for both conservation and human 
development benefits.  
 

7. Maintain open channels of communication (formal and informal) with the government partner.  
 

Oversight

• Meaningful participation in governance 
board, including development of  strategies 
and management plans

• Provide clarity and guidance regarding 
capacity building needs and work with 
partners to develop capacity building plans

• Specify two-way communication channels, 
formal and informal, between the partners 
and the content of  reporting from the 
outset of  the PPP

• Develop ‘SMART’ indicators that may be 
standardized across the PA network to 
facilitate M&E, with timelines that can serve 
as the basis for regular evaluation

Support Strengthen the 
Enabling Environment

• Update HR policies in line with best 
practice so as to enable PPP management to 
effectively motivate and discipline/dismiss 
PA staff

• Provide seconded staff  to PAs for LE 
under the ultimate authority of  the NGO 
Park Manager

• Provide arms and munitions as necessary to 
effectively secure PAs

• Facilitate permits and permissions (e.g., 
work permits, research permits)

• Coordinate with other branches of  
government to harmonize conservation and 
development goals (e.g., ensuring 
oil/mining permits are not issued in PAs)

• Increase regional collaboration as necessary 
to support LE in PAs with international 
borders

• Sensitize stakeholders on an ongoing basis 
(including government personnel, 
politicians, communities, etc.)

• Coordinate with police and judiciary to 
enforce the conservation law

• Where necessary, clearly establish PPPs as a 
legitimate and/or preferred mode of  PA 
management under national law 

• Develop clear and supportive policy and 
guidelines on PPPs, including identifying a 
range of  appropriate models

• Create a transparent, expeditious process 
for negotiating and renewing agreements

• Provide tax exemptions to partners for the 
import of  necessary goods and equipment

• Ensure the status of  ecoguards is clear and 
recognized under national law

• Promulgate laws and policies that promote 
wildlife tourism and other sustainable 
revenue streams for PAs

• Clarify laws and policies as necessary to 
support conservation efforts (e.g., regarding 
pastoralism, rights/limits on human 
activities in buffer areas)

• Ensure landscape-wide land-use planning 
that integrates PA conservation in decision-
making regarding development initiatives
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8. Engage with other actors in the landscape to promote a broader constituency of support for the 
PA.  
 

9. Continue to promote the profile of PAs, encouraging local and international tourism as well as a 
greater understanding of the direct and indirect contributions of PAs to local and national 
economies and human well-being.  
 

Donors 
 

1. Support the elaboration of the necessary legal and policy framework to facilitate PPPs and 
strengthen the enabling environment for conservation. 
 

2. To the extent possible, invest in systematic capacity building of the central government 
institution and the next generation of local conservation leaders and PA managers.  
 

3. Support PPP managers in developing and implementing capacity building plans at PA level. 
 

4. Support sustainable development in the periphery of PAs to enhance both conservation and 
human development.  
 

5. Increase coordination amongst donors to enhance synergies in support programs and decrease 
the administrative burden of grants. Landscape level strategies and coordination can help ensure 
that donor projects complement each other.  Harmonized indicators across donor projects in a 
single PA can reduce the burden of reporting and free up resources for implementation.  
 

6. Consider greater willingness to fund PA fundamentals, such as salaries and logistics. 
 

7. Find ways to promote long-term, stable support to PAs via longer grants contracts (minimum 5 
years) and/or the creation of long-term funding mechanisms (e.g., trust funds, Legacy Landscapes 
Fund).  

 

 

  



 18 
 

2. INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

2.1. Scope and Goal of Consultancy 

The primary objective of this consultancy is to assess the strengths and weaknesses of current protected 
area (PA) management partnerships—both in structure and in implementation—across Central Africa 
and to identify key success factors and opportunities for targeted strengthening. It is a global review that 
seeks to identify the main management models, their underlying rationales, pros and cons (in theory and 
in practice), and their overall performance across general indicators of ecological, economic, and social 
impact. The goal is to draw out themes, identify characteristics of success, and where there are 
weaknesses, propose solutions. Ultimately, the goal is to elucidate a shared vision for successful PA 
management partnerships, based on widely accepted models, and elaborate recommendations for the 
replication and scale-up of effective PA management partnerships across the region.   

To be clear, this report is not an in-depth evaluation of each partnership, intending to assess their effective 
implementation and the respect of the underlying agreements, according to specific goals and objectives 
for the particular PA.  Such an assessment is often separately provided for by the management 
agreements themselves, and would require a more in-depth assessment of each partnership.   

2.2. Methods 

The research has consisted of the following key elements: 

1. Inception workshops in Kinshasa (on January 28, 2020) and Brazzaville (February 27, 2020); 

2. Literature review;  

3. Interviews of persons with experience with PA management partnerships, including 
representatives of central and local governments, non-profit conservation organizations, donors, 
and local communities;  

4. Distribution of written surveys to representatives of government institutions responsible for PAs, 
to representatives of PA management partners, and to other stakeholders identified based on 
their experience and knowledge relating to these partnerships;  

5. Site visits in 2020 to Virunga National Park and Mangroves Marine Park in Democratic Republic 
of the Congo (DRC) and to Odzala National Park and Nouabalé-Ndoki National Park in 
Republic of the Congo (RoC); and 

6. A site visit to Garamba National Park (DRC) conducted in May 2022.  

Evaluations of the partnerships were based largely on existing data and reports, as well as interviews with 
stakeholders and data provided by them, without the possibility of verifying all such data. Where possible, 
we sought to gather a variety of perspectives from a number of stakeholders in order to provide a 
realistic, 360-degree picture of how partnerships were performing. 

With few exceptions, most of the data provided is current up to and including 2019. This is for two 
reasons: 1) to provide consistency since most of the research, interviews, and site visits were conducted 
prior to the Covid-19 pandemic, and 2) because 2020 data is likely anomalous due to the unprecedented 
nature of the pandemic.  

A list of interviewees and survey respondents is provided in Annex A. 
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  A note on definitions 
 
Protected Area: The IUCN defines a protected area as “a clearly defined geographical space, 
recognized, dedicated and managed, through legal or other effective means, to achieve the long term 
conservation of nature with associated ecosystem services and cultural values” (IUCN, 2008). 
 
National Park: One of the six categories of protected areas, national parks are “large natural or near 
natural areas set aside to protect large-scale ecological processes, along with the complement of 
species and ecosystems characteristic of the area, which also provide a foundation for 
environmentally and culturally compatible spiritual, scientific, educational, recreational and visitor 
opportunities (IUCN, 2008). 
 
In this report, we will use the terms “protected area” and “park” interchangeably, since almost all of 
the protected areas studied are national parks. Nonetheless, it is worth noting that the analysis and 
recommendations in this report are generally applicable across the various categories of protected 
areas.  
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3. KEY CONCEPTS 

3.1. PPPs in the context of PA management 

It is important to understand the unique characteristics of public-private partnerships (PPPs) in the 
context of PA management.  In contrast to the classic situation of PPPs for large infrastructure projects, 
conservation PPPs aimed at restoring and managing PAs are not profit-seeking.  The private partner is 
not a for-profit company, but rather a non-profit conservation organization. Nonetheless, the non-profit 
partner may be encouraged to engage in certain kinds of profit-making activities, such as developing 
tourism, in order to catalyze a sustainable source of long-term funding for the PA. These revenues, 
however, are reinvested in the conservation of the PA or the sustainable development of local 
communities, and not extracted for private gain.5 As a result of this fundamental difference, conservation 
PPPs have sometimes been referred to in other ways—such as, collaborative management partnerships 
(Baghai et al., 2018) or even as subcontracting or engaging a service provider—in order to avoid 
confusion with for-profit PPPs. 

That said, non-profit conservation PPPs are similar to for-profit infrastructure PPPs in that they are 
characterized by a search for greater effectiveness.  Government turns to the private sector to improve 
public infrastructure and services that the government itself is not in a position to finance or deliver as 
effectively.  This delegation to the private sector creates space for innovation and creativity, attracts 
increased and diversified funding and expertise, and leads to greater efficiency and effectiveness as a 
result.  

Specifically in the case of PA management, PPPs emerged from an increasing realization that the 
traditional form of management—exclusively state management, in some cases supported by short-term 
financial and technical support projects by donors and NGOs—was generally insufficient in contexts of 
low capacity, weak governance, and high threats. There are a diversity of reasons governments turn to 
PPPs and a host of benefits that such PPPs can provide.  These include:  

1. Substantial Increases in Funding.  Many PAs under government management are severely 
underfunded, leading to low salaries, insufficient human resources, crumbling infrastructure, 
broken down equipment, and degraded PAs.  Such a state of affairs is untenable in the face of 
growing human pressures on PAs.  PPPs can help attract substantial foreign investment (Baghai 
et al., 2018), and so harness international willingness to pay for conservation, relieving some of 
the burden on African countries of safeguarding these natural assets that are of local and 
worldwide value.  The enormous ecological, social, and cultural value of PAs is, unfortunately, 
poorly captured by traditional markets (IPBES, 2020; Balmford et al., 2002).  By attracting and 
injecting funding into the conservation of PAs, PPPs help to retain and promote these values.  

                                            
 

5 The case of Virunga, in particular, sometimes lends itself to confusion.  Virunga Foundation has established several for-profit 
entities as subsidiaries of the non-profit Virunga Foundation.  These include Virunga Energy SARL (hydroelectricity generation) 
and Virunga Development SARL (industrial parks promotion).  However, the goal of these for-profit entities is not private 
profit, but rather to promote the conservation and protection of the Park by: (i) providing electricity and sustainable employment 
opportunities to surrounding communities to address the root causes of poverty and conflicts around the Park, and (ii) 
channeling any profits up to the Virunga Foundation to enable it to pursue its charitable objects, creating a sustainable revenue 
stream to fund Park operations and conservation. This approach also generates support from the population and authorities who 
see the Park as a source of benefit and opportunity. In this way, the dynamics of markets are harnessed to increase the impact 
and sustainability of the Foundation’s charitable, non-profit purposes. To the extent any profits are generated in the future for 
Virunga Foundation through these subsidiaries, they are in all cases channeled back into its charitable mission as defined in the 
management agreement between Virunga Foundation and ICCN. The property of all Foundation-built infrastructures will also be 
handed over to the Congolese State at the end of the contract. 
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2. Infusion of Technical Capacity, Expertise & Innovation.  PPPs can help bring in external expertise, 
particularly where local technical capacity is insufficient.  If well implemented, PPPs can, over 
time, also help to build local capacity across a range of PA management skills.  

3. Increased Accountability and Improved Governance.  In contexts of weak governance, corruption, and 
inadequate accountability, PPPs are often seen as the best way to ensure more effective 
management.  Delegation to a trusted and credible non-profit conservation organization, for 
example, provides increased independence and insulation from political influence in decision-
making, corruption pressures, and even from ethnic conflicts (as in Virunga, for example).  PPPs 
further enhance accountability and oversight of management through transparent governance 
structures.  An NGO partner that assumes responsibility for management is accountable to the 
government for success or failure.  By separating the government role of policymaking and 
regulation from execution by a private partner, PPPs create a clear distinction that establishes 
accountability, akin to the distinction between a ‘player and referee’ (European Commission, 
2015). In some contexts, such as in Zakouma National Park in Chad and Garamba National Park 
in DRC, PPPs have even helped promote security and the rule of law.   

4. Increased Ecological and Livelihood Benefits.  As a result of the foregoing factors, PPPs can more 
effectively increase a host of ecological and livelihood benefits through effective conservation 
and human development.  This often includes promoting and developing the tourism industry 
and other sustainable activities on the periphery of PAs.  As a result, PPPs can also help 
countries fulfill their international commitments as embodied in, for example, the Convention on 
Biological Diversity and the Sustainable Development Goals.  

3.2. Different Types of PA Management PPPs  

Not all conservation PPPs are the same.  In practice, there are two main models of PPPs for PA 
management in Central Africa and throughout the continent—“delegated management” and 
“co-management”.   

In both models, government shares or delegates formal decision-making authority for the PA with a 
private partner. Thus, both models stand in contrast to the traditional model of exclusively state 
management—in which partners and donors at most provide financial support and technical advice.   

These two PPP models nonetheless vary in terms of how decision-making authority is allocated between 
the partners for PA governance (i.e., high-level strategy and oversight) and management (i.e., day-to-day 
operations).6  Section 4 below presents the main features of these two models, as well as their respective 
strengths and weaknesses, in order to enable decision-makers and other stakeholders to have a deeper 
understanding and to act in an informed and context-specific manner. 

3.3. Sovereignty and Ownership  

There is sometimes a perception that PPPs, and especially more delegated PPPs, risk undermining state 
sovereignty.  It is important to keep in mind that, even when governance and management are shared 
with, or fully delegated to, a private partner for a period of time, the government always retains full 
sovereignty and ownership of the PA.   

According to the Oxford English Dictionary, ‘sovereignty’ refers to ‘the authority of a state to govern 
itself.’  As sovereign, the government has the authority to make law and policy.  All PPPs and 

                                            
 

6 It is important to distinguish between these two levels of decision-making authority.  Governance is sometimes likened to 
steering a boat, whereas management is more akin to rowing a boat.  According to the World Bank, “[w]hereas governance is 
concerned with ‘doing the right thing,’ management is concerned with ‘doing things right’” (Sourcebook for Evaluating Global 
and Regional Partnership Programs, 2007).  
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PAs are, without exception, subject to and guided by the laws and policies established by the 
government.  Even in the most delegated models, government not only retains sovereignty and 
ownership over the PA, but it also shares in high-level strategy (e.g., approving the management plan) and 
oversight of park management.  

Law enforcement is often a sensitive and complex aspect of conservation PPPs, especially delegated 
management models.  When law enforcement is at issue, the nonprofit partner must work, as always, 
within the legal framework established by government, collaborating closely with government police and 
the judicial system.  Moreover, law enforcement staff are often seconded from government so as to retain 
the necessary legal authority to carry out their duties.7 This may include rank and file rangers, as well as 
more senior officers, and the PA’s head of anti-poaching.  Nonetheless, a critical aspect of delegated 
management partnerships is that the NGO-selected park director has overarching authority and 
responsibility for operational and personnel management, including law enforcement personnel. This 
helps assure: (1) compliance of all staff with best practice standard operating procedures, and (2) the 
ability to recruit high-quality, motivated staff via transparent selection procedures, and to effectively deal 
with nonperforming or corrupt personnel according to agreed-upon internal regulations and disciplinary 
procedures. For example, in some partnerships, if an officer commits a serious violation, the park director 
may initiate their transfer out of the park, upon consultation with the national agency.8  This flexibility is 
important, since the inability of the park director to remove or discipline incompetent or corrupt staff 
would be highly detrimental to the effectiveness of the PPP and the PA.   

As explained in Section 4 below, PPPs (including delegated management PPPs) can and should be seen as 
empowering for government, given their (1) potential for successfully rehabilitating and capitalizing a park 
that is a national asset, promoting tourism, and uplifting local communities, (2) clear accountability to 
government and donors, and (3) employment, mentoring and training of primarily national staff.  These 
benefits are accrued while retaining the regulatory authority and oversight that are the definition of 
sovereignty. 

Indeed, government often plays a much greater role in such partnerships than it does in many other 
instances where it engages the private sector for the delivery of public goods or for the management of 
national assets—such as when it engages in PPPs for the development of large infrastructure projects, or 
grants concessions and licenses to oil and gas companies, or even to private for-profit companies for the 
management of hunting reserves.   

                                            
 

7 This is not always the case, however. In some countries, ecoguards are directly employed by the partnership or private 
partner. The particular arrangements in any given PA, therefore, depend on the particular laws of the host country. 

8 Seconded personnel who are so transferred may be retained as government staff or not, according to the decision of the 
national institution. 
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 The descending flow of decision-making authority over PAs 
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 Illustration of PPPs compared to other kinds of PA management models on the spectrum 

from full state authority to full private authority, including an example of where a delegated 
PPP model generally sits on the spectrum.  
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4. FINDINGS & ANALYSIS 

In this section, we outline the two main models of PPPs—co-management (Section 4.1) and delegated 
management (Section 4.2). In contrast to traditional state management and financial-technical support 
projects, PPPs involve formal sharing or delegation of decision-making authority for PAs to private 
partners. We discuss each model in turn, describing how it is structured, its underlying philosophy and 
rationale, and its strengths and weaknesses, in theory and in practice. Of course, there is variation 
amongst these management models: not all delegated models are exactly the same, nor are all co-
management models. While they share broad outlines and features, it is useful to think of them as existing 
along a spectrum. 

Section 4.3 provides performance insights for PPPs in Central Africa, based on ecological, economic, and 
social indicators. It seeks to illustrate how PPPs have fared (1) with respect to prior management models 
in the same PA and (2) across PAs. 

4.1. Co-Management  

4.1.1. Overview & Key Elements 

Structure: Partner Roles & Responsibilities 

In co-management models, both high-level, strategic governance and on-the-ground, operational 
management are shared by the partners.  

The key distinguishing feature of co-management—particularly as it is practiced in Central Africa—is that 
on an operational management level, the two partners share authority, collaborating and working 
alongside each other in the park.  Each organization nominates a leader on the ground, and typically hires 
and fires its own personnel.  Thus, co-management is typically characterized by dual leadership and 
staffing, as well as separate budgets.  This model is, therefore, sometimes termed ‘bilateral co-
management.’9   

The government lead typically retains full authority over law enforcement strategy and staffing, while the 
senior NGO staff takes the lead in technical areas.  Despite this division of responsibilities, the two 
leaders ideally should collaborate closely and make decisions by consensus that guide the management 
and development of the PA.  Where the nonprofit partner does not take the lead, it nonetheless supports 
the government through the provision of funding (such as performance bonuses and rations for eco-
guards), technical advice, and training and capacity building.   

Recent examples of co-management include Salonga with WWF in DRC and Nouabalé-Ndoki with WCS 
prior to the transition to delegated management in 2014 in RoC.   

                                            
 

9 This stands in contrast to the ‘integrated co-management’ model, in which partners join together to create a special purpose 
entity, which is granted the autonomy and flexibility to manage the PA outside the traditional government bureaucracy. This 
model shares many similarities with the delegated model—governance is shared, and management is devolved to a special 
purpose entity (SPE) with joint representation of the partners. The key differences are that in the integrated co-management 
model, the government and private partner (1) are equally represented on the governance body, and (2) have equal say in the 
selection of senior management. The Park Director is generally selected by the partner with the participation and approval of the 
government. Revenue is most often retained and directly reinvested in the PA. 
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 Key Elements of Co-Management Partnerships 

Philosophy & Motivation  

Co-management partnerships are often motivated by the desire of the government not to delegate 
management, and in particular to maintain full control over all aspects of anti-poaching and law 
enforcement, including strategies, tactics, standard operating procedures, and personnel management.10  
The nonprofit partner is typically motivated by a desire to undertake additional operational 
responsibilities without assuming the risks and responsibilities associated with full management of a PA.   
 
Compared to the financial-technical support model, the co-management model is seen as offering an 
opportunity for more equal collaboration, as well as increased accountability of the partners to each 
other—insofar as they share decision-making authority and should not, in principle, take action 
independent of each other. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
 

10 Note that in all partnerships, whether co-management or delegated management, the staff who carry out anti-poaching 
operations are nationals. This includes rank and file eco-guards, as well as officers and the head of law enforcement. In delegated 
management partnerships, however, the Park Director – who is selected by the private partner – typically exercises operational 
authority over all staff (including responsibility for the anti-poaching program) and is responsible for personnel management of 
all staff (including law enforcement personnel). 

REVENUE

CREATION &

RETENTION

GOVERNANCE

 

MANAGEMENT
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Box 1. Distinguishing between Delegated Management and Co-Management 
 
As described above, certain key differences serve to distinguish delegated management from co-
management. In particular:  
 

In a bilateral co-management model: (1) the government partner typically retains 
authority for some aspects of operational management, such as law enforcement operations 
and personnel management; and (2) management is characterized by dual leadership and 
staffing, with each partner appointing its own staff in the PA.   
 
In the integrated co-management model, operational management is devolved to a jointly 
created, special purpose entity (SPE), with equal representation on the governance board 
and joint selection of senior management by both partners. The SPE generally employs 
and/or manages all PA staff, unifying them under a single umbrella and set of policies. (This 
model is, to date, mainly found in southern Africa.) 
 
In a delegated model, operational management is delegated to the NGO partner. The 
NGO typically selects the park manager, who has overarching authority for all aspects of 
on-the-ground management (including law enforcement operations and personnel 
management). Government staff are typically seconded to the delegated management entity.  

 
Brugière (2020) suggests that because it is sometimes difficult to categorize particular partnerships, 
the differences between co-management and delegated management models are “subtle.”  Such an 
argument is logically flawed. To be sure, as Baghai et al. (2018) acknowledge, there is significant 
variation among partnerships, which exist along a continuum of possibilities, and therefore do not 
always fall neatly into discrete categories. Some examples fall on the borderlines of these categories 
or even meld elements from different categories.  However, as with all typologies, the fact that some 
examples may be difficult to categorize does not mean these general differences amongst models are 
unimportant. Indeed, it is critical to understand these distinctions between co-management and 
delegated management as they have important implications for the functioning of partnerships, as 
detailed in the following sections describing the respective strengths and weaknesses of each model. 
 
Indeed, the evidence on which Brugière bases his argument is also flawed.  For example, Salonga is 
categorized herein as a co-management (based on the 2015 agreement) because responsibility, 
oversight and personnel management of law enforcement appears to rest with ICCN, with little or 
no role for the private partner. Although the NGO nominates the Park Director, his role is 
weakened significantly as a result. Moreover, in the case of Salonga, the NGO only selects half of the 
senior management team, and is a minority on the governance body where the government 
representative holds a casting vote. Thus, there are clear and important differences for which 
Salonga is characterized as a co-management rather than a delegated model. Brugière also states that 
Baghai et al. identified Dzanga-Sangha as a co-management when in fact it appears to have elements 
of delegated model. This, he says, is further evidence of difficult and “subtle” distinctions between 
models. However, this is not a flaw in the model categorization, let alone the underlying typology. 
Rather, the Baghai et al. classification was based on a prior agreement, whereas the one Brugière 
refers to was not signed until 2019, a year after Baghai et al. (2018) was published. 

In sum, while particular partnerships can sometimes be difficult to classify into generalized models, 
the distinction between co-management and delegated models is nonetheless an important one. As 
described in the sections that follow, these differences can have significant implications for the 
functioning of partnerships. 
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4.1.2. Strengths  

A full SWOT—including strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats—for all models is presented in 
Table 1 below.  Here we highlight some of the strengths of the bilateral co-management model:  

1. Potential to Capitalize on Unique Strengths of Each Partner  

In theory, the co-management approach has the potential to capitalize on the unique strengths of 
each partner—in particular, the legitimacy of the government partner and the capacity and credibility 
of the nonprofit partner.  

2. Potential to Directly Build Capacity within the National Institution Responsible for PAs 

Co-management is often seen as providing an opportunity for the partners to work side-by-side 
toward a shared vision, building the capacity of the government partner through direct collaboration 
on the ground. 

3. Increased Funding due to Increased Donor Confidence (compared to financial-technical 
support projects)   

The long-term partnership of a trusted and committed nonprofit with a willing government partner 
can lead to substantial increases in annual budgets. The reliability and technical capacity of the private 
partner, in both conservation and financial management, as well as its relationships with donors, 
often contributes to significant increases in funding. 

4. Improvements in Management and Planning 

Increased funding, combined with the expertise of the private partner, can lead to improvements in 
PA management, by ensuring the development of management plans, regular reporting, and the 
development of more effective law enforcement and community conservation strategies.  It can also 
create lasting and improved governance systems and structures.  Finally, the long-term partnership 
also increases the prospects of developing a PA’s economic potential through the valuing of 
ecosystem services (e.g., tourism, carbon credits).   

5. Improvements in Infrastructure and Working Conditions 

Increased funding also allows for the hiring and training of additional personnel to tackle threats to 
the PA, improved working conditions for personnel (including the payment of higher salaries to 
contract personnel and bonuses to government personnel, improved housing, and the provision of 
health care), and the upgrading of infrastructure and equipment. 

6. Potential to Improve Conservation & Community Outcomes 

Where the two partners—and especially the two leaders on the ground—have a strong and positive 
relationship, this management model may lead to improvements on the ground for both conservation 
and communities that would not have been possible under a purely state managed model.   

4.1.3. Weaknesses 

The strengths articulated above represent significant improvements over short-term, technical 
assistance projects.  In practice, however, the bilateral co-management model has several 
structural weaknesses, which make it prone to problems.  These include:  
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1. Lack of Clear Management Responsibility  

Since one partner is not fully responsible for management on the ground, there is no clear line of 
responsibility if/when objectives are not achieved.  Instead, it is easy to shift blame to the other 
partner. As a result, accountability is frequently blurred.   

2. Susceptible to Paralyzing Conflict and Breakdown 

The parallel structure that characterizes co-management is highly susceptible to conflicts between the 
two leaders on the ground, which can lead to a period of blockage or even a total rupture in the 
partnership. It is highly susceptible to confusion over roles and responsibilities, and conflicts over 
visions, methods, and even personalities.  This occurred, for example, in Conkouati-Douli, where 
WCS and ACFAP ultimately ended the partnership in 2018.11  It likewise led to significant problems 
in Dzanga-Sangha in CAR prior to the development of a new agreement in 2019.   

Thus, the success of co-management partnerships is highly dependent on the strength of 
relationships on the ground.  While strong relationships are of course important to all partnerships, 
one of the key weaknesses of the co-management model is its susceptibility to relationship problems 
due to its dual structure, and the inability to effectively deal with problems when they arise.12  In 
addition, frequent turnover of leadership personnel can also undermine the ability to build a strong 
relationship in the first place.  

3. Susceptible to Political Interference 

The lack of clear management autonomy in the hands of the private partner makes this model more 
susceptible to political interference, corruption, and bureaucratic delays, which may be particularly 
problematic in contexts of weak governance as frequently occur in Central Africa (Mallon et al., 
2015). 

4. Lack of Transparent HR Processes  

Each partner carries out staff recruitment and discipline according to its own criteria and procedures, 
resulting in less transparency.  The nonprofit partner does not have the power to address problems of 
corruption and staff indiscipline amongst government staff, particularly with regard to law 
enforcement personnel.  Given the essential nature of skilled and motivated staff to successful PA 
management, this can be highly detrimental, greatly limiting the potential effectiveness of the PPP.   

5. Lack of Financial Transparency 

Since each partner typically manages its own budget, rather than pooling funds into a single account 
for the PA, these partnerships also tend to suffer from less financial transparency, which can breed 
mistrust. 

                                            
 

11 While this was technically a financial-technical support arrangement, because the private partner brought the majority of 
funding for the PA, it in many ways approximated a co-management relationship in practice. 

12 It is, of course, possible to have a delegated management partnership that suffers from personality conflicts and a co-
management structure with strong relationships that functions smoothly and effectively.  To be clear, no one model structure is 
perfect.  Skilled management teams and a strong relationship between the partners is a key success factor for all PA management 
partnerships.  At the same time, however, it is also clear that a delegated management structure under a single leadership, led by 
the nonprofit partner, tends to be a more stable and successful model that minimizes the potential for such conflicts and 
problems to arise.  The delegated model allows the private partner to select management personnel who are likely to work well 
together, and to more effectively discipline and dismiss personnel in the event issues or conflicts arise.  
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6. Less Ability to Attract Significant Funding Compared to Delegated Management 

Bilateral co-management partnerships tend to attract less funding compared to more delegated 
management models, likely in part as a result of these structural weaknesses.13  Some donors are 
simply unwilling to invest in partnerships whose prospects are undermined by their susceptibility to 
political interference or the corruption of staff, or in which the nonprofit partner is unable to play a 
stronger role in the oversight of law enforcement activities and staff.14   

7. High Reputational Risk for the Nonprofit Partner 

By the same token, the lack of NGO influence and control on key elements of management—such as 
law enforcement personnel and procedures—can create a massive reputational risk for the partner, as 
the case of Salonga illustrates.  Human rights accusations against WWF-supported rangers created 
serious reputational and funding issues for the organization and the PA.  The lack of WWF influence 
over law enforcement operations and staffing further limited its ability to institute and ensure 
accountability measures in response to these incidents. Thus, in these bilateral co-management 
arrangements, the NGO partner is subject to accountability and liability—at least in terms of 
reputation—for staff over which it does not exercise authority and responsibility.   

8. Inability of State to Fulfill Its Commitments 

Even with the best intentions, states often cannot fulfill their commitments due to a lack of sufficient 
resources.  Thus, while governments may insist on full law enforcement responsibility, they are 
frequently unable to provide sufficient numbers or quality of law enforcement staff.  This, in turn, 
can severely hamstring the effectiveness of PA management. 

                                            
 

13 A study of PA management partnerships across Africa found that in PAs under delegated management, nonprofit partners 
channeled a mean of $1239/km2 in donor funding, compared to only $295/km2 for co-management partnerships (Baghai et al., 
2018).  Similarly, Figures 5 and 10 below illustrate the differences in funding levels in select partnerships in Central Africa, 
showing generally higher levels of funding for delegated management partnerships compared to co-management and financial-
technical support projects. 

14 It is possible that such considerations are more influential amongst private donors, as opposed to bilateral or institutional 
donors.  Greater research is likely needed to understand the precise understanding and motivation of varying types of donors.   

For bilateral funding, which often forms a highly significant portion of funding for PAs in Central Africa, donors allocate funds 
according to varying criteria, including the ecological importance of the PA.  In some cases, it may even be the government that 
determines the allocation of such funding for each PA.  However, it is also true that some bilateral donors increasingly prefer, 
and even insist on, funds being channeled through PPPs with nonprofit partners (European Commission, 2015). In addition, 
successful PA management by a PPP can unlock additional bilateral funding that would not otherwise have been available.  For 
example, in Garamba, effective PPP management delivered security to the area, leading to significant aid from the EU for 
sustainable development activities with local communities in the periphery. This huge influx of investment would not have been 
possible without security first having been established as a result of effective management. 

Likewise, for multi-lateral aid, which generally comprises the largest proportion of biodiversity aid, a key factor in the lower 
investment in West and Central Africa, compared to elsewhere in Africa, “may be a poor historical track record of delivering on 
implementation – as evidenced by poor scores in the GEF Performance Index that may be compromising allocations. Efforts to 
improve implementation and project delivery in-region would have the direct likely benefit of contributing to an improvement in 
individual GPIs and thereby possibly increasing indicative allocations” (Mallon et al., 2015). Thus, performance delivery is a key 
factor in the allocation of multilateral aid as well.  

Finally, even though private donors and foundations often make up a minority of PA budgets, their impact is often critical. 
This is because private donors are often willing to fund essential line items—such as salaries, weapons, and ammunition—that 
many institutional donors will not. These relatively smaller contributions, therefore, have outsized impact, and can even be the 
basis upon which larger donations are able to be effectively deployed. 
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Similarly, in co-management partnerships, Steering Committee meetings tend not to happen with the 
regularity and rigor as in delegated management arrangements. 

9. Disparity in Treatment of Staff  

Due to the dual staffing structure of bilateral co-management partnerships, there is often a disparity 
in the treatment of NGO-employed and government-employed staff, in terms of pay and benefits. 
Such disparities can nurture resentment and undermine the cohesion of park staff, creating a feeling 
of ‘us versus them’. 

4.2. Delegated Management 

4.2.1. Overview & Key Elements 

Structure: Partner Roles & Responsibilities 

In the delegated management model, governance (i.e., high-level strategy and oversight) is shared between 
the partners, while on-the-ground management is fully delegated to the private partner.15  Government 
sets high-level strategy via conservation policies and by approving the long-term management plan for the 
PA. In addition, a governance board is created with representatives of both government and the private 
partner, though the private partner or private sector generally nominate a majority of board members. 
This joint governance board ensures transparency and oversight of strategies, work plans, and budgets by 
both partners.   

At a management level, the private partner is delegated full management responsibility for the PA, with a 
mandate to implement the management plan approved by the government.  

This partnership model creates high levels of autonomy outside the government bureaucracy that allows 
for greater innovation, quick decision-making, efficiency, flexibility, and adaptability.  The model is also 
characterized by a long-term commitment and the provision of substantial funding and technical 
expertise.  Revenues are ideally retained and directly reinvested in the PA, which promotes financial 
sustainability.   

Within the delegated management model, there are two main variations.  This includes:  

1. Direct Delegation: Management is delegated directly to the private partner.  

2. Delegation to a Joint Entity: Management is delegated to a joint institution created by the 
partners, such as a foundation.   

These variations, and the tradeoffs they imply, are discussed in Section 4.2.3 below.   

Despite these variations, delegated models typically share the following key characteristics:  

1. The private sector has majority (or at least equal) representation on the governance body;  

2. The private partner is delegated operational management of the PA, including recruiting and 
selecting the Park Director and senior management; and  

3. The Park Director, who is employed by the private partner, has full responsibility for 
implementation on the ground, including responsibility for all staff.   

                                            
 

15 Thus, at a strategic and governance level, this is still in a sense a ‘co-management’, even though on-the-ground management 
is fully delegated. 
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Examples of delegated management include partnerships with African Parks in Garamba, Zakouma, 
Chinko, and Odzala, with WCS in Nouabalé-Ndoki, and with Virunga Foundation in Virunga.   

 

 
 Key Elements of Delegated Management Partnerships 

 

Philosophy & Motivation 

The delegated management model is characterized by its emphasis on accountability.  This model 
provides for a simple and clear definition of roles—with government primarily playing the role of 
policymaker and regulator and the nonprofit acting as implementer or service provider. As a result of this 
separation, the NGO partner is clearly accountable to donors and to government—both for how money 
is spent and for delivering results on the ground. This separation of roles prevents the conflict of interest 
that arises when the entity in an oversight role is the same entity responsible for implementation, whether 
that entity is a government or an NGO. It also minimizes the potential for blame shifting between 
partners if results are not achieved.  

Nonprofit partners are often motivated to engage in delegated management because they see it as 
allowing them to effectively execute a shared vision for the improvement of a PA, while minimizing the 
reputational risk associated with other management models. Governments are often motivated by the 
desire to relieve a financial burden while delivering more effective PA management. 

4.2.2. Strengths  

Delegated management has proven to be an effective model in general, and specifically in 
Central Africa, especially in contexts of low financial and technical capacity, weak governance, 
and even in contexts of insecurity linked to armed conflict.  Key strengths of the delegated 
management model include:  

1. Long Term Vision, Strategies, & Commitment  

In areas of low capacity, short-term projects have proven insufficient to generate real, lasting 
improvements—for conservation or communities.  A long-term management mandate allows the 

REVENUE 

 

GOVERNANCE MANAGEMENT DURATION
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partner to define and implement a strategic and ambitious vision that would be impossible on a 3-5 
year time frame.   

2. Improved Governance 

The creation of a shared governance body that meets regularly (typically at least twice a year) ensures 
transparency and accountability.  At these meetings, annual work plans, budgets, and progress reports 
are shared, discussed, and approved by both partners. This governance body also provides a regular 
forum for discussion amongst the partners regarding any issues that may arise.  

3. Autonomous Management  

Delegation of on-the-ground management provides a clear mandate and high levels of autonomy to 
field managers.  Importantly, this delegation includes HR authority over all personnel by an 
independent park director recruited and hired by the private partner.  This delegation promotes 
efficiency, flexibility, innovation, accountability, and independence from political 
interference and corruption pressures. 

Key to efficiency is the ability of the Park Director, appointed by the private partner, to exercise 
authority over all staff.  This helps ensure transparent hiring processes (as well as the ability to attract 
quality personnel with higher salaries and benefits, and improved living and working conditions), and 
the discipline/sanction of non-performing staff.  This is, in the words of one Park Director, “a game-
changer.”  The only way to effectively manage a PA in the face of severe and growing threats is to be 
able to ensure a skilled and motivated team, insulated from political and corruption pressures.16   

Efficiency is also promoted via the professionalization of management and law enforcement—e.g., 
through the elaboration of management and business plans, standard operating procedures and codes 
of conduct, clear HR and financial policies, accountability systems, higher salaries and benefits, the 
provision of equipment, and the use of new technologies.   

Autonomy also allows for greater flexibility and quicker responses to threats and critical situations in 
the field by site managers compared with the slower pace of state bureaucracies. It also creates space 
for innovation and creativity.   

Delegation ensures increased independence and neutrality to counter threats, as conservation NGOs 
are more insulated from political interference and corruption pressures. Threats to PAs stemming 
from corruption in Central Africa are serious and well-documented.  Independence is also a key asset 
in conflict zones—a Park Manager who represents a private NGO and is a foreign national is likely to 
be seen as more independent than one who has an affiliation with a local political faction or ethnic 
group.  

Finally, with management in the hands of a single private entity and oversight exercised by the public 
partner, delegation ensures clear lines of accountability for results on the ground.  

4. Increased Funding Due to Increased Donor Confidence 

PPPs in general—and delegated models in particular—are also characterized by a marked increase in 
funding compared to prior PA management models in the same parks. This increase is due to 
increased confidence in the capacity of the management partner to execute and deliver improved 
conservation outcomes.  

                                            
 

16 Such pressures, which are all too common in PAs across Africa (and the other parts of the world) include: pressures to hire 
friends or family of powerful people, to grant favors that are not in the public interest, and to turn a blind eye to, or even 
facilitate and participate in illegal activities, such as poaching or illegal charcoal production. 
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In Odzala, for example, annual budgets have grown from $2.2M in 2012 to $5.8M in 2019.  In 
Nouabalé-Ndoki, which WCS has supported since its establishment in 1993, the annual budget has 
quadrupled since the PPP was signed, with under $1M in 2013 to over $5.5M in 2020.  (Conkouati-
Douli, which WCS supported for over a decade in various financial-technical and co-management 
arrangements, peaked at approximately ~$600,000/year).  In Virunga, annual budgets have grown to 
$18.5M, and total investment—including Virunga Energy’s sustainable development activities in the 
park’s periphery—has surpassed $160M over the course of the partnership. These increases are in 
line with trends on the continent more broadly, which show significantly higher management budgets 
associated with delegated management models compared to co-management and financial-technical 
support models (Baghai et al., 2018).  

This increase in funding is critical, as it enables improved management capacity via the hiring of 
skilled and motivated staff, increased numbers of law enforcement staff, the purchase of essential 
equipment, and investment in critical infrastructure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Evolution of annual budgets of studied PAs from before (or at the inception of) PPPs to the 
present. In most cases, budget information from prior to the PPP was not available, and thus 
the initial budget figure represents the budget from early in the partnership. Note that 
funding in Salonga trended significantly downward at the expiration of its three-year co-
management agreement. 
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Equally important is the stability and continuity of funding that these long-term delegated 
management partnerships provide.  Prior to PPPs, a gap in project funding could lead activities to 
screech to a halt, requiring large numbers of park staff to be laid off and wiping out hard-won gains.   

This combination of increased funding and effective management can create a virtuous circle in 
which donors gain more confidence as successes are demonstrated, attracting more funding, which 
leads to more success, and so on.  This dynamic seems to contribute to the impressive increase in 
funding for Virunga.  Similarly, in Garamba, the successful response to acute security threats 
prompted a large influx of donor funds for sustainable development activities with local communities.  

5. Retention of Revenues 

Retention of park revenues is a key feature of many delegated management partnerships.  Under this 
structure, some or all revenues are directly reinvested into the park, rather than being remitted to 
central government.  Ring-fencing revenue at the park level provides several benefits.  First, it creates 
positive incentives for park personnel, who see the fruits of their labor, as economic activity generates 
revenues that are reinvested on site.  Second, reinvesting park revenues creates a basis for long-term 
financial sustainability.  Third, park revenues are often an important source of unrestricted funds for 
law enforcement and salaries, which donors are often reluctant to fund.  Fourth, reinvesting revenues 
is attractive to many donors, who prefer to invest money where they see a path to sustainability, as 
opposed to putting money into a system with “leakage” (i.e., where the fruits of their investment are 
diverted to other purposes). Fifth, a percentage of revenues is usually retained and directed to 
financing the implementation of local community development plans, which creates a direct and 
positive link between the success of the park and the well-being of local communities. 

It is important to note that even where revenue is retained at the park level, government stands to 
benefit economically. Since PAs are rarely financially profitable at the park level (despite likely 
conferring net economic benefits nationally), government is essentially delegating a financial burden 
and responsibility to partners.  The government further benefits through increased PA value, 
increased economic activity (due to increased investment in conservation, tourism, and community 
development), and increased tax receipts.  As PAs become increasingly developed and financially self-
sustaining under PPP management, this decreases the potential government burden should it decide 
to assume management responsibilities in the future. 

6. Improved Working Conditions for PA Staff 

This influx of funding allows for the hiring of sufficient quantity and quality of staff—as well as the 
creation of improved working conditions, including the payment of higher salaries (or bonuses to 
government seconded staff), improved health care, increased opportunities for training, and better 
housing and equipment.  

7. Improved Conservation and Socio-Economic Outcomes 

As a result of these structural strengths, delegated management partnerships tend to show improved 
conservation outcomes and economic performance (including creation of revenue generating 
initiatives, unlocking tourism potential, and the proliferation of direct and indirect employment), as 
well as greater capacity to engage with and uplift local communities, and increased opportunity for 
capacity building. For more detail, see Section 4.3 below. 

In particular, it is worth highlighting that the long-term commitment of a trusted and credible 
nonprofit partner, with a clear mandate and funding to improve conservation and security of a PA, is 
attractive to private tourism investors. Specifically, in Odzala and Nouabalé-Ndoki, tourism 
investment by a private company was explicitly contingent upon engagement of a long-term PPP.  
Where private investors may nonetheless be unwilling to engage due to security or other concerns, 
delegated management partnerships are often effective at unlocking latent economic potential via 
initiation by the private partner itself of tourism initiatives—which include lodges aimed at the high-
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end tourism market as well as mid and low-cost options to appeal to a wider array of visitors (Section 
4.3.2, Table 5). 

8. Increased Profile of the PA and Host Country  

As a result of all of the foregoing, delegated management partnerships often lead to increased profile 
for both the PA and the host country, which is often seen internationally as a government engaging 
innovative solutions to support the conservation of its natural heritage and world-renowned, but 
imperiled biodiversity.  NGO partners also typically invest in promoting the image of the park, 
through videos, social media, documentaries, and other means. This enhanced image and profile, in 
turn, can lead to increased tourism, research, and funding.  

4.2.3. Weaknesses 

While the delegated management model is structurally strong, it is nonetheless subject to challenges in its 
implementation in certain cases. These include: 

1. Poor perception, in some cases, by governments of allocation of bilateral and 
institutional funding directly to the private partner 

In DRC, for example, the national institution has expressed dissatisfaction with the provision of 
donor funds by bilateral and institutional donors directly to the private partner for management of 
the PA. While financial management is entrusted to the private partner as a result of the weak 
capacity and reliability of government, representatives of government nonetheless believe that a 
portion of this funding should be allocated for the strengthening and operation of national 
institutions.   

2. Low political acceptance and insufficient appreciation by government of the value of 
delegated management 

PPPs are often subject to a variety of criticisms that reveal a lack of appreciation for how they 
operate and the benefits they bring.  While national institutions often praise PPPs for the influx of 
investment and technical expertise they bring, there is often a desire to pull back on the autonomy 
that is the very source of their benefits.17  It is through this autonomy, as explained above, that donor 
confidence is gained, management is professionalized, and accountability is secured.  

In addition, PPPs are sometimes criticized on the basis that they do not mobilize sufficient resources 
beyond public donor funds.  This often reflects a lack of appreciation both for the critical 
investments made by private donors (which often contribute to funding of salaries and other 
operational costs that institutional donors are reluctant to fund), as well as the substantial increases in 
investments by public donors as a result of increased confidence in PA management directly 
associated with the PPP.  

3. Lack of clarity in some partnership agreements 

A lack of clarity in some partnership agreements—and a lack of shared understanding of PPPs in the 
PA context—can lead to misinterpretation and confusion of roles in implementation.  

This can manifest as:  

                                            
 

17 This may include interfering in personnel management decisions and creating limitations on the ability of the private partner 
to freely hire personnel, on the one hand, or to ensure the discipline or dismissal of underperforming personnel seconded from 
government, on the other hand.  
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• Interference of government in operational management (e.g., financial and personnel 
management), which should be fully delegated to the private partner, on the one hand; 
and/or  

• A lack of government support, contribution, and feeling of “ownership”, on the other hand.  
Although government has delegated operational management responsibilities, it nonetheless 
has an important role to play in oversight of and support to PPP management, as well as in 
creating an enabling environment that increases the likelihood of success. 

4. Communication Problems and Cultural Misunderstandings 

Communication problems and cultural misunderstandings can arise between the two partners, given 
their very different work cultures and modes of operating. These difficulties are accentuated when 
there is a lack of clear understanding of the model and the respective roles and responsibilities of the 
partners.   

At a high level, it is critical that once a private partner secures a delegated management agreement, it 
continues to keep the government partner informed and engaged through an agreed communication 
structure.  A lack of regular information-sharing can undermine a feeling of “ownership” by 
government, and its desire to support the PPP when called upon to do so.   

At a park level, it is important to appoint senior managers who can transcend cultural differences.  
Expatriate park managers, who may be technical experts but lack contextual knowledge and 
sensitivity or managerial expertise adapted to the context, have faced significant challenges, and in 
some cases created lasting tensions and resentments.  In Odzala, for example, these challenges have 
contributed to extremely high turnover in senior park management, which has eroded confidence in 
the partnership.  The role of Park Director is absolutely critical, and where strong managers are in 
place who display a sensitivity to the local context, the impact is evident.  Likewise, engaging a 
Deputy Director or Head of Law Enforcement, as the top government representative, with the ability 
to work within both the local culture and government bureaucracy as well as the more business-like, 
international culture of the NGO sector is also highly useful.  

5. Perception of insufficient local capacity building and/or preferential treatment of 
expatriate staff 

There is frequently a perception by the government partner and sometimes by PA staff themselves of 
a lack of training opportunities and capacity building for national staff beyond the level of ecoguards. 
Governments sometimes express frustration that there isn’t more ownership by and promotion of 
nationals, and especially seconded government personnel, especially at senior management levels, 
even when the PPP has been in place for many years. In some instances, there are even perceptions 
of preferential treatment of expatriates over nationals.  Similarly, differences in salaries or benefits 
between government staff and NGO staff can create tension and resentment, undermining the unity 
and motivation of park staff.  

At the same time, private partners express a sincere desire and concerted effort to employ, train, and 
promote national staff, while simultaneously trying to deliver positive results in extraordinarily 
challenging contexts.  Open calls for candidates are launched, and established policies give priority to 
qualified nationals.  However, at senior levels, there is often a lack of sufficient professional capacity 
on the national labor market.  In many cases, nationals with the requisite qualifications are not willing 
to accept a job in especially remote PAs.  Nonetheless, there is unquestionably far greater capacity 
building than would be available without the PPP. Increasingly, there are dedicated capacity building 
plans and in Garamba, there are even individual development plans for all members of staff. 
Moreover, private partners often pay government staff bonuses and provide benefits that are beyond 
what the government provides and above local market rates. 
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Thus, there is often a gap in expectations and understanding between the two partners regarding 
capacity building. 

6. Expectation gaps, especially regarding benefits to local communities and national 
treasuries   

Despite significant contributions to local livelihoods and well-being, some local communities 
nonetheless feel a lack of sufficient benefit-sharing, especially as they see a large influx of resources 
into the neighboring PA.  They may further feel resentment if the new benefits yielded by the PA fail 
to outweigh its new costs—such as greater restrictions on bushmeat hunting and less access to 
resources compared to a prior status quo when there was perhaps less protection of the PA.   

At a national level, there is sometimes a concern that these partnerships do not produce visible 
contributions to GDP and the national economy.  On the other hand, as some stakeholders point 
out, the potential for a significant contribution to the national economy from wildlife tourism is clear.  
In Kenya, tourism contributes 9% of GDP, 15% of exports and 8% of total employment, while in 
Rwanda it contributes 15% of GDP, 40% of exports, and 13% of total employment (Stolton & 
Dudley, 2019).  However, it is unrealistic to expect such benefits to GDP without making similarly 
significant investments in PAs, security, and tourism infrastructure and marketing.  Moreover, GDP 
should not be the only measure of the contributions of PAs to economic and human well-being.  
GDP is a notoriously faulty indicator that fails to capture the impact of ecosystem services, and is a 
poor measure of human welfare and prosperity (Costanza et al., 2009; Coyle, 2015).  

7. Missed opportunities to engage with other partners in the broader landscape  

While some partners have invested heavily in engaging with civil society, government, and private 
actors in the broader landscape, not all have done so consistently or effectively.  This represents a 
missed opportunity to generate goodwill and a broader constituency for the PA that can help 
promote its conservation and provide support in times of need.  

4.2.4. Variations in Delegated Management Models 

Although delegated management partnerships share many key features, there are also variations amongst 
these partnerships that can have significant implications.  The key differences amongst delegated 
management partnerships relate to:  

• Institutional structure, and 
• Composition of the governance body.  

 
The two primary variations are: (1) direct delegation and (2) delegation via a foundation.  

4.2.4.1. Direct Delegation Model 

In this model, the nonprofit partner typically nominates a majority of representatives to the governance 
board, and is directly delegated full management authority (including the right to nominate the park 
manager who has overall authority for all staff and operations, including law enforcement).  There are a 
few key points to note about the composition and role of the governance board in this model.  First, 
while the nonprofit partner typically nominates a majority of representatives, the government partner 
nonetheless plays an important role and has significant influence.  The government partner is responsible 
for approving the management plan, which embodies a shared vision, sets overall strategies for the PA, 
and provides guidance to management. The presence of the government partner on the board also 
ensures transparency and oversight of management.  Second, although the private partner typically 
nominates a majority of board members, its nominees are not simply all representatives of the private 
partner. These nominees often include persons of influence and stature in the host country who have a 
passion for conservation, such as ex-business leaders and politicians, who can play a role in advancing the 
project in the country.   
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Examples of direct delegation include Garamba, Zakouma, and Chinko, as well as numerous parks 
managed by African Parks throughout southern Africa.  In Akagera, although a joint entity is created, the 
partnership functions similarly in that the partner, African Parks, nominates both the majority of the 
board as well as the Park Manager.   

The Virunga structure is unique, as it combines elements of direct delegation and co-management.  In the 
case of Virunga, the governance body has an equal number of representatives from both partners, and the 
Park Manager, who is an expatriate employed by the nonprofit partner, is also a sworn official of the local 
wildlife authority.  

The direct delegation model has achieved impressive successes in several parks across the continent, and 
benefits from very clear lines of responsibility and accountability.  Key success factors include a highly 
capacitated park manager and a willing and supportive government partner.  

4.2.4.2. Foundation Model 

In this model, a foundation is jointly created by the partners, often with a wide variety of representation 
on the board.  In general, the majority of board representation comes from the private sector—including 
representatives of the private partner as well as representatives of civil society and sometimes tourism 
operators.  Government typically nominates two representatives to the board, one of whom serves as 
Chairman.  The private partner selects and employs the park director, who has overall authority for park 
operations, including human resources and law enforcement.  

Examples include Odzala and Nouabalé-Ndoki in RoC.   

Creating a national institution governed by a diverse board can be appealing.  It can provide a greater 
sense of national ownership and bring together a wider breath of expertise that can help defuse potential 
conflicts between the two primary partners.   

On the other hand, this structure also carries some risks: larger boards can be unwieldy; civil society 
representation can create unfulfilled expectations on the part of local communities who are not in fact 
directly represented on the board; and issues can arise if the partner with technical expertise, financial 
responsibility, and management accountability is in the minority on key issues relating to work plans and 
budgets.  In addition, if the foundation is not fully enabled—due to practical considerations such as 
fundraising credibility, longstanding NGO relationships, and increased complexity and transactions 
costs—this can lead to potential misunderstandings and tensions regarding the role and purpose of the 
foundation structure.  Finally, the divergence between a wide governance board chaired by a government 
representative and significant delegation on the ground to the private partner can lead to a lack of clarity 
and tension between the partners regarding their roles and responsibilities.  If such confusion occurs, as it 
has in Odzala, it can lead to a conflictual relationship and diminish the effectiveness of the partnership.   
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Table 2: SWOT of Primary Partnership Models in Central Africa 

MODEL Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats 
 
Delegated 
Management 
 

• Long-term vision, strategies, 
planning, and commitment  

• Improved governance (shared 
board ensures transparency and 
government participation in 
strategy and oversight) 

• Autonomous, professionalized 
management (efficiency, 
flexibility, expertise, innovation, 
and independence and from 
political and corruption 
pressures) 

• Clear lines of accountability  
• Attracts qualified, motivated 

staff via transparent selection 
procedures and permits discipline 
and removal of non-performing 
staff 

• Increased funding due to 
increased donor confidence, as 
well increased continuity and 
diversification of funding 

• Infuses resources, alleviating 
the burden on government 

• Professional, well-trained, 
supported and equipped 
scouts 

• Improved working conditions  
• Attractive to tourism investors 
• Revenue retention provides 

basis for long-term sustainability 
• Positive conservation and 

socio-economic outcomes 
• Increased profile of PA and 

host country 

• Government resistance to 
delegate management to private 
partners 

• Vulnerable to political 
opposition because of prominent 
role of (international) nonprofit in 
running a national park/reserve 

• Resentment by some 
governments of allocation of bi- 
and multi-lateral funding to 
partner 

• Weak understanding by some 
governments of delegated 
model (e.g., function, principles, 
value-add)  

• Perception by local 
communities of insufficient 
support compared to resources 
devoted to conservation  

• Lack of engagement with 
partners in the broader 
landscape, in some instances 

 

• Potential to transform parks 
with tourism or other latent 
economic potential and 
increase financial sustainability 
(e.g., create conditions for 
conservation enterprise and 
valuing of ecosystem services) 

• Potential to save embattled 
parks (e.g., Garamba, Virunga, 
Zakouma) 

• Local community benefits 
from increased employment 
(direct and indirect), tourism, 
consultation, and outreach 
programs  

• Potential to build local 
capacity with long-term 
approach, creation of strong 
governance structures, focus 
on accountability and results, 
and hiring of locals/nationals 
who work with international 
experts 

• Disseminate 
principles/systems of good 
governance and management, 
locally and nationally  

• Potential for continued 
increases in fundraising if 
partnership demonstrates 
success 
 

• Lack of enabling legal framework in 
some countries 

• Risk that partner does not sufficiently 
involve government  

• Possibility that government does not 
fulfil its role in supporting the 
partnership (e.g., facilitating permits, 
creating enabling policies, sensitizing 
stakeholders) 

• Insufficient buy-in of government (e.g., 
views partnership as a ‘necessary evil’ 
rather than an opportunity) 

• Perception that nonprofit is closer to 
donor than to government 

• Poor communication and cultural 
misunderstandings  

• Change in government leadership may 
undermine commitment to model 

• Insufficient capacity building of local 
staff, or perception thereof 

• Perception of unjustified disparities in 
treatment of staff (expat vs. local, NGO 
vs. government)  

• Increasing expectations from local 
communities and national governments 
(i.e., shifting baselines) 

• Weak enabling environment (e.g., weak 
prosecution of environmental crime, 
oil/mining permits in PAs) 

• Long delays in (re-)negotiating 
agreements undermines mandate and 
ability to fundraise 

• Government interference in 
management (e.g., 
hiring/discipline/dismissal of staff)  

• Lack of coordination amongst donors 



 41 
 

 
Delegated 
Management: 
Foundation 
Model  
 

• Long-term vision, strategies, 
planning, and commitment  

• Improved governance (broad 
governance board ensures 
transparency, wide expertise and 
representation; can defuse 
potential conflicts) 

• Creation of national institution 
creates a sense of local/national 
ownership 

• Autonomous, professionalized 
management (efficiency, 
flexibility, expertise, innovation, 
and independence from political 
and corruption pressures) 

• Attracts qualified, motivated 
staff via transparent selection 
procedures and permits discipline 
and removal of non-performing 
staff 

• Increased funding due to 
increased donor confidence, as 
well increased continuity and 
diversification of funding 

• Infuses resources, alleviating 
the burden on government  

• Professional, well-trained, 
supported and equipped 
scouts 

• Improved working conditions  
• Attractive to tourism investors 
• Retention of revenues provides 

basis for long-term sustainability 
• Positive conservation and 

socio-economic outcomes 
• Increased profile of PA and 

host country 

• Government resistance to 
delegation 

• Vulnerable to political 
opposition due to prominent role 
of (international) nonprofit  

• Government resentment of 
allocation of funding to partner 

• Weak understanding by some 
governments of delegated 
model (e.g., function, principles) 

• Lack of clarity in some 
agreements & confusion of 
roles (e.g., tension between board 
chaired by government and 
management delegated to private 
partner; unclear division of roles 
of Director and Deputy Director) 

• Potential for diffuse governance 
and incorrect people on board 
(large boards can lack clear 
accountability; poor selection of 
board members by constituencies 
that do not fully understand the 
model; potential problems if 
implementing partner is in 
minority on key decisions) 

• Weak leadership of some 
expatriate managers  

• Civil society representation on 
board can create unmet 
expectations in communities 

• Lack of engagement with 
partners in the broader 
landscape, in some instances 

• Foundations may not be fully 
enabled due to practical 
considerations 

• Potential to transform parks 
with tourism or other latent 
economic potential and 
achieve financial sustainability 
(e.g., create conditions for 
conservation enterprise or 
valuing of ecosystem services) 

• Potential to save embattled 
parks  

• Local community benefits 
from increased employment 
(direct and indirect), tourism, 
consultation, and outreach 
programs  

• Potential to build local 
capacity with long-term 
approach, creation of strong 
governance structures, focus 
on accountability and results, 
and hiring of primarily locals 
who work with international 
experts 

• Partnership disseminates 
principles/systems of good 
governance and management, 
locally and nationally 

• Potential for continued 
increases in fundraising if 
partnership demonstrates 
success 
 
 
 

• Lack of enabling legal framework in 
some countries 

• Risk that partner does not sufficiently 
involve government  

• Government does not fulfil its role in 
supporting the partnership (e.g., 
facilitating permits, creating enabling 
policies, sensitizing stakeholders) 

• Insufficient buy-in of government, (e.g., 
views partnership as a ‘necessary evil’ 
rather than an opportunity) 

• Perception that nonprofit is closer to 
donor than to government 

• Poor communication and cultural 
misunderstandings  

• Change in government leadership may 
undermine commitment to model 

• Insufficient capacity building of local 
staff, or perception thereof 

• Perception of unjustified disparities in 
treatment of staff (expat vs. local, NGO 
vs. government)  

• Increasing expectations from local 
communities and national governments 

• Weak enabling environment (e.g., weak 
prosecution of environmental crime, 
oil/mining permits inside PAs) 

• Long delays in (re-)negotiating 
agreements 

• Government interference in 
management (e.g., 
hiring/discipline/dismissal of staff) 

• Lack of coordination amongst donors 
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Co-
Management 
(Bilateral 
Model) 

• Potential to capitalize on 
strengths of partners 
(government legitimacy, partner 
capacity) 

• Enables government to take 
advantage of support, while 
staying more involved in day-to-
day management  

• Increased funding (compared to 
technical assistance) 

• Improved infrastructure and 
working conditions  

• Hiring and training of 
personnel  

• Long-term commitment of 
nonprofit to support the PA 

• Improvements in management 
and planning (compared to 
short-term financial-technical 
support models) 

 
 

 
 

• Lack of clear management 
responsibility can lead to blame-
shifting, lack of clear 
accountability 

• Increased risk of conflict and 
confusion, leading to paralysis and 
breakdown.  

• Lack of clarity of some 
agreements compounds potential 
for misunderstanding/conflict  

• Slower decision-making  
• Vulnerable to political 

interference and bureaucratic 
delay 

• Lack of transparent HR 
processes (each partner hires/fires 
own personnel) 

• Lack of unified HR policies can 
create tensions and jealousies. 

• Lack of financial transparency 
can breed mistrust 

• Limited effectiveness if 
government cannot fulfill its 
commitments due to lack of 
resources  

• High reputational risk of private 
partner if it supports but does not 
exercise control/oversight of 
antipoaching activities 

• Vulnerable to political 
opposition  due to prominent role 
of (international) nonprofit 

 
 
 
 

• Potential to develop latent 
economic potential of PA 
through valuing of ecosystem 
services 

• Potential to build capacity 
within the national institution 
with long-term management 
responsibility (although often 
this potential does not 
materialize in contexts of low 
capacity and weak 
governance) 

• Potential effectiveness in 
improving conservation 
status of PA if field leaders 
have a strong relationship 

• Local community benefits 
from increased employment 
(direct and indirect), 
consultation and other 
potential benefits 

• Potential for continued 
increases in fundraising if 
partnership demonstrates 
success 

• Opportunity to improve 
image of PA and country if 
substantial progress is 
achieved 

 
 
 

• Parallel leadership and staffing often 
results in conflict or blame-shifting that 
immobilizes the partnership. One leader 
with the wrong intentions or a personality 
conflict can damage the partnership and 
severely undermine progress 

• May generate high expectations that 
are not fulfilled, particularly if 
collaboration turns to conflict 

• Weak enabling environment (e.g., weak 
prosecution of environmental crime, 
issuance of oil/mining permits inside PAs) 

• Long delays in (re-)negotiating 
agreements undermines NGO mandate 
and donor confidence  

• Perception of unjustified disparities in 
treatment of staff (expat vs. local, NGO 
vs. government)  
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Financial-
Technical 
Support to 
State 
Management 
 

• Legitimacy (i.e., national 
institution with long-term 
mandate retains full authority) 

• Can be effective under the right 
conditions (typically in areas of 
high capacity and resourcing, and 
where there are very strong 
relationships between partners) 

• Additional funding (compared to 
state only model) 

• Flexible and easy to set up  
• Allows engagement of NGOs 

that for practical or philosophical 
reasons do not wish to undertake 
responsibility for PA management 

• Enables support in PAs where 
government is not open to other 
models or such models are 
unnecessary 
 

• Weak, informal framework is 
highly vulnerable to collapse if 
there is turnover in staff or a 
breakdown in relationships 

• Typically attracts less 
investment than other models; 
harder to fundraise.  Level of 
support is often insufficient to turn 
a troubled PA around.  

• Short-term agreements and 
funding, leading to less donor 
confidence and gaps in funding 

• Typically characterized by 
insufficient quantity and quality 
of human resources 

• Less attractive to private sector 
investors 

• Highly vulnerable to political 
interference & bureaucratic 
delays, with considerably higher 
risk of corruption impeding 
conservation progress 

• Limited effectiveness in 
contexts of low capacity and 
weak governance—since partner 
has less influence on key elements 
of PA management 

• High reputational risk for 
nonprofit partner if it supports 
but does not exercise 
control/oversight of antipoaching  

• Success is highly dependent on 
relationships—willingness of 
government to implement technical 
advice; willingness/skill of external 
partner to listen to local partner 
and its needs 

• Potential to build capacity 
within the national institution 
with long-term management 
responsibility (although often 
this potential does not 
materialize in contexts of low 
capacity and weak 
governance) 

• Opportunity for partners to 
build trust and evolve, if 
necessary, to a stronger 
model 

• Opportunity for greater 
community engagement 
than would otherwise be 
possible 

• May not effectively build lasting local 
capacity / sustainability, especially 
where government financial and technical 
capacity is extremely low; in many cases, 
when the partner leaves, the project 
collapses and its achievements are quickly 
undone 

• Government may shift resources away 
from the PA, undermining long-term 
sustainability 

• Lack of financial and decision-making 
transparency can breed mistrust 

• Subject to donor withdrawal; lack of 
long-term commitment; gaps in 
funding 

• Disparities in treatment of staff (expat 
vs. local, NGO vs. government) can 
undermine unity and nurture resentment 

• Weak enabling environment (e.g., weak 
prosecution of environmental crime; 
oil/mining permits inside PAs) 

• Long delays in (re-)negotiating 
agreements undermine NGO mandate 
and donor confidence 
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4.3. Performance of PPPs 

This section provides insight into the performance of several longstanding PPPs in Central Africa, 
highlighting examples from elsewhere on the continent for comparison as well.  What follows is not a 
systematic, in-depth analysis of each PA and PPP, but rather broad indicators gathered from 
documentation and interviews that seek to provide a general sense of what PPPs in the region have 
accomplished so far, and where issues and challenges remain.  

As Figure 6 illustrates, well-managed and properly funded PAs can provide a host of benefits—locally, 
nationally, and internationally.  

 

 Benefits that flow from well-funded and managed PAs 

 
Below, we examine what the studied PPPs have accomplished in terms of conservation outcomes 
(Section 4.3.1), economic performance (Section 4.3.2), and social impact (Section 4.3.3).  In general, we 
observe that PPPs—and especially delegated management partnerships—tend to show superior 
performance on the whole, in terms of both conservation and socio-economic impact, compared 
to the management models that preceded them.   

Indeed, it is worth noting that across the continent, the most consistent and striking examples of success 
come from delegated management PPPs.  Table 1 below illustrates several prominent examples from 
Southern and East Africa.  In many PAs, PPPs have led to significant conservation successes, which in 
turn have brought positive, international publicity, interest and attention to the PA, the country and its 
government, stimulating additional tourism and investment, and creating a virtuous cycle of recovery.  
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Table 3: Achievements of Delegated PPPs in East and Southern Africa 

PARK  COUNTRY PRIVATE 
PARTNER 

KEY SUCCESSES 

AKAGERA Rwanda African Parks Since 2010: 
• Once home to 30,000 cattle, the partnership erected a 130km solar fence and successfully reintroduced lion and 

black rhino, making Akagera Rwanda’s only Big 5 park 
• Virtually eliminated poaching (only 12 animals poached in 2019, no elephants or rhinos killed) 
• Increase in animals from 4,000 to 13,500, including a five-fold increase in lions  
• Increase in asset value from $446,000 to over $2,280,000  
• Increase in employment from 18 to 273 (only 2 expats)  
• Increase in tourism revenue of 1,150%, with half of tourists being Rwandan 
• Annual revenue of $2.5M, making the park 90% self-financing 
• Increase in taxes paid to government from zero to >$500,000 
• Sustainable fishing generated $213,000 and Community Freelance Guides Cooperative earned $130,000 in 2019 
• Local communities receive 10% of revenues. Additional 5% compensates for damage from HWC. 

GONAREZHOU* Zimbabwe Frankfurt 
Zoological 
Society 

Since 2017: 
• In the first year of the PPP, investment increased by 50%, 129 new guards were trained and employed (from a base 

of 40), and tourism increased 40%.  
• Increase in donor funding from ~$1M pre-PPP to $5M in 2021 
• Record tourism income of ~$525,000 in 2019 
• Dramatic decline in elephant poaching to near zero in 2019 (from ~39 in 2016).  
• 90% of staff employed from local community directly surrounding the park.  
• New dialogue groups with communities in 5 main areas surrounding the park. 

GORONGOSA* Mozambique Gorongosa 
Restoration 
Project /  

Since 2008: 
• Phenomenal increase in wildlife populations after severe depletion during civil war.   
• Large animals increased from 15,000 to over 96,000 

                                            
 

* Gonarezhou and Gorongosa are examples of ‘integrated co-management’ PPPs.  This model is highly similar to delegated management in that an entity is created to manage the park with a high 
degree of autonomy outside the traditional bureaucracy.  However, it is akin to a ‘co-management’ in that the public and private partner have equal representation and authority at the level of the 
governance board. 
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Carr 
Foundation 

• Growing populations of elephants and lions, successful reintroduction of wild dogs 
• Ecotourism revenues of >$730,000 in 2019 
• Investment in human development of >$2M/year 
• State of the art E.O. Wilson Biodiversity Lab hosts international scientists alongside local researchers; home to 

the only Masters in Conservation Biology in Mozambique, with 12 Mozambicans trained in the 2-year program. 
• Emergency response to Cyclone Idai launched prior to the arrival of international aid, delivering 220 tons of food 

and water to communities.  The park’s intact vegetation reduced flooding by absorbing enormous amounts of water.  

GRUMETI Tanzania Singita 
Grumeti 
Fund / Paul 
Tudor Jones 

Since 2003: 
• Wildlife populations have rebounded dramatically, growing on average four-fold.   
• Translocated 9 black rhino to Tanzania in 2019, adding 10% to the national population 
• Zero elephants and rhino poached in 2019 
• 45,000+ people reached across 30+ educational initiatives 
• Launched Research and Innovation for the Serengeti Ecosystem (RISE), an applied research program and 

facility, collaborating with the University of Minnesota, Colorado State University, the Tanzanian Wildlife Research 
Institute, and Stanford & Princeton. 

LIUWA PLAIN Zambia African Parks Since 2003: 
• Lion population augmented with reintroductions to prevent local extinction. 
• Wildebeest increased from 15,000 to 30,000. Zebra doubled. Buffalo reintroduced in 2008, with numbers growing 

from 37 to 120. 
• Opened  new luxury camp in 2019 by Time + Tide, in addition to 5 income-generating community campsites.   
• Named in The New York Times “Top 52 Places to Visit” in 2018; Time Magazine’s “2018 100 Greatest Places”; and 

Travel & Leisure’s 2018 “It List”.  
• Responding to a record-breaking drought, the park delivered 3,000 bags of maize to 3,600 people. 
• Educational initiatives in 2019 included: 114 full scholarships, stipends for 12 teachers, food rations for 200 students, 

and ~1900 free student visits to the park.  

MAJETE Malawi African Parks Since 2003: 
• Increase in wildlife from <100 animals counted to >12,000 
• Malawi’s only Big Five PA, with historic reintroductions of elephants, black rhino, lion, leopard, buffalo, giraffe 

and cheetah.  
• Zero elephant and rhino poaching since reintroduction. 
• Constructed boundary fence that reduced human-wildlife conflict. 
• Construction of five-star lodge and community campsites, generating >$500,000 in 2019.  (Pre-PPP, there were 

no tourists and no revenue.) 
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4.3.1. Conservation Impact 

In this section, we look at the conservation impact of PPPs in Central Africa through the lens of:  

1) the status of key wildlife populations and threats; 

2) improvements in law enforcement; and  

3) enhanced research and monitoring.  

4.3.1.1. Wildlife Populations & Threats 

Improved conservation outcomes as a result of PPPs in Central Africa include safeguarding and 
stabilizing wildlife populations and ecosystem functions despite high levels of threat.  Although 
population densities in many cases are still far below optimal levels, this stabilization is an important 
achievement and allows for a more full recovery over time.  In some PAs, key wildlife populations are 
increasing—for example, after long periods of decline, elephants are increasing in Zakouma, lions and 
hippos are returning to Chinko, and mountain gorilla families are growing in Virunga.  Despite an array of 
extraordinary security threats in Garamba, elephant poaching has declined dramatically in recent years, 
allowing an opportunity for an increase in elephant populations for the first time in years.  

 

 “Success” is very context dependent, however, and in circumstances of severe threat (including the 
presence of armed militias, impunity of poachers, and strong demographic pressures), some wildlife 
populations have continued to decline, though likely at a slower pace than would otherwise have 
occurred.  No species have gone extinct.   

It is highly likely that PPPs have saved some PAs from almost certain disappearance.  In Virunga and 
Garamba, for example, management capacity has dramatically improved and allowed these parks to 
respond far more effectively to threats.  Nonetheless, the scale of the challenges are so immense that both 
parks remain under severe threat and key wildlife populations are in continued jeopardy.  This suggests 
that in these circumstances, a greater effort needs to be made amongst the wider community of 
governments and donors to both support current PPP management and address the underlying issues of 
instability, conflict, and corruption, in order for these parks to survive—and hopefully thrive—over the 
long term.  

Table 3 below highlights key successes and difficulties facing the studied PAs, with a particular focus on 
the status of flagship species and the rate of deforestation, human encroachment, and other threats. 
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Table 4: Status of Wildlife Populations and Threats in Select Central African PAs with PPPs 

PARK SUCCESSES DIFFICULTIES  
& CHALLENGES 

CHINKO 
CAR  
African Parks 

• Since starting in 2014, the PPP has secured a core area of 24,335km2, 
resulting in steady increases in wildlife densities, including significant 
increases in buffalo and lion populations and the return of hippos for the 
first time since the 1990s. 

• Surveys show over 1,000 Eastern Chimpanzees, 260 wild dogs, and 200 
lions. 

• The consultant team was unable to obtain good information on this during the 
course of the study, due to interruption by the Covid-19 pandemic and the 
inability to conduct a field visit.  

GARAMBA 
DRC  
African Parks 

• Given Garamba’s location at the heart of so much instability and armed 
conflict, the survival of the park is itself a miracle. Garamba hosts the 
largest population of elephants and the last remaining Kordofan giraffe 
in DRC, and retains a viable lion population. 

• Improvements in law enforcement since 2016 have led to a dramatic 
decrease in elephant poaching, with no poached elephants recorded in 
2020 and 2021.  Other wildlife populations are growing, such as giraffe 
(22 in 2012 to 71 in 2021), buffalo, hippo, and hartebeest.  

• Since 2017, no rangers have died in the line of duty.  

• The security situation has improved so greatly that management is 
investigating the possibility of reintroducing white rhino.  

• During the PPP, approx.. ¾ of the elephant population has been lost (from 4000 
in 2005 to ~1100 in 2021), as a result of regional insecurity and criminal poaching 
gangs (including 4 documented incidents of mass elephant killings from a 
helicopter). However, the elephant population is still much larger in Garamba 
than in nearby PAs impacted by the same pressures, suggesting more effective 
protection. The population appears to have finally stabilized and may even be 
increasing. It remains to be seen if poaching can be kept low over the long term, 
enabling a more significant recovery.  

• Illegal, artisanal gold mining has escalated, threatening the integrity of Gangala na 
Bodio Domaine de Chasse, with over 25% of the area occupied. 

• Poaching and other threats relating to nomadic pastoralist groups are paramount. 
A lack of clear law and policy relating to pastoralists hinders efforts to deal with 
these threats.  

MANGROVES 
MARINE 
PARK 
DRC  
CBBC  

• An effective sea turtle conservation program has returned over 200,000 
baby turtles to the ocean in 9 years.   

• Lack of political will and complicity of local officials has created difficulties in 
tackling the cross border petroleum trade and destructive fishing techniques. 

• Increased encroachment due to expanding human populations inside the park. 

• Insufficient funding has limited CBBC’s ability to conduct sensitization, patrols, 
and provide alternative livelihood options to local communities. 

NOUABALÉ-
NDOKI 
Congo  
WCS 

• In the first year of the PPP, patrol coverage increased 85%, resulting in 
no poached elephants in 2015. 

• Populations of flagship species are stable (e.g., elephant, gorilla, 
chimpanzee), despite increases in poaching pressures.  

• Large populations of animals occupy the periphery, where pressures are 
increasing.  

• There is significant evidence of poaching, which necessitates better 
understanding of elephant movements and population dynamics.  

ODZALA-
KOKOUA 
Congo  

• Forest elephant populations are stable (~7000) despite some fluctuation. 

• The gorilla population is rising for the first time since it was decimated 
by a series of Ebola outbreaks in 2002-2005, with an estimated 10,000 
individuals.  The chimpanzee population is stable. 

• Poaching pressure is severe in the north of the park, where gorilla and 
chimpanzee populations have declined significantly. Pressure is increasing in the 
east as well.  
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African Parks • The area retains a large and stable population of wild ungulates. 

SALONGA 
DRC  
WWF 

• Conservation status has improved significantly under the co-
management partnership, although major challenges remain.  

• The park hosts apparently stable populations of key species, such as 
forest elephants (~1500) and bonobos (~15,000). 

• Salonga is the largest rainforest reserve in Africa. Deforestation and 
fragmentation are relatively low and stable within the park, although 
increasing at the periphery. 

• Large-scale, high-value poaching appears to have decreased significantly, 
although subsistence and commercial bushmeat poaching persist. 

• Removed from the list of World Heritage Sites in Danger in 2021. 

 

• Forest elephant populations exist at very low densities compared to a carrying 
capacity of ~14,000.   

• There is not yet a clear policy relating to communities living inside the park, 
although a voluntary relocation process has been initiated for some. 

• A functional ecological corridor between the two blocks has not yet been 
established, though significant progress has been made. 

• Oil exploration permits, production sharing contracts, and in some cases 
presidential approvals, threaten the ecological integrity of Salonga.   

• Current fishing practices threaten the sustainability of fish stocks. 

• The process of participatory demarcation of park boundaries remains 
incomplete, at 52% of non-natural boundaries. 

VIRUNGA 
DRC  
Virunga 
Foundation 

• In 2007 (pre-PPP), top park officials were implicated in the killings of 9 
mountain gorillas. Post-PPP, the mountain gorilla population has 
doubled (from ~145 in 2007 to ~290 in 2016).   

• Pre-PPP, the military was implicated in the massacre of several hundred 
hippos, bringing what was once the largest population of hippos in the 
world to several hundred.  Today, hippos have increased to ~1500. 

• Populations of many species are stable but low due to human pressures.  
• Management has stabilized the invasion of park territory, with important 

improvements in recent years (from 21% in 2017 to 18.5% in 2019).  

• Hippos and elephants continue to be under strong poaching pressures, and 
populations are very low. The population of Grauer’s gorillas appears to have 
decreased from 20 in 2009 to 6 in 2015. 

• While the invasion of the park has stabilized, the survival of the park depends on 
a critical fencing effort that would actually reverse this process and protect a 
70km savanna corridor to neighboring Queen Elizabeth National Park.   

• Persistent insecurity and illegality threatens the park and its staff.   
• Impunity and corruption in local tribunals led to only 14 convictions out of 844 

cases in 2018.    

ZAKOUMA 
Chad  
African Parks 

• Prior to the PPP (2002-2010), Zakouma’s elephant population was in 
free fall, with 4000 elephants poached (90% of the population), largely by 
Sudanese Janjaweed, leaving only ~450.   

• With the PPP (2010-2020), only 24 elephants were poached 
(representing a 99.4% reduction in elephant poaching), turning a 
situation of steep decline into one of recovery and growth, with 636 
elephants and numerous calves (vs. only 1 in 2011).  

• Other ungulates are considered to be increasing and approaching 
carrying capacity. (E.g., buffalo increased from 6,000 in 2009 to 15,500 in 
2018.) There is a significant and stable lion population, and over 50% of 
the remaining wild population of Kordofan giraffe, which has nearly 
tripled in size in Zakouma since 2010 (from 537 to 1546). 

• The consultant team was unable to obtain good information on this during the 
course of the study, due to interruption by the Covid-19 pandemic and the 
inability to conduct a field visit.  
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4.3.1.2. Improvements in law enforcement 

PPPs show important advances in both the quantity and quality of law enforcement.   

Figure 7 illustrates the dramatic increase in law enforcement guard forces as a result of PPPs.  
The blue bar represents estimated staffing prior to, or at the beginning of, the PPP, while the orange bar 
shows the additional guards employed by the PPP to reach the total in 2020.   

 
 Evolution in the size of law enforcement staffing, from before (or at the early stages of) the 

PPP (number in blue) to today (number in orange).  

Of course, it is also important to understand the density of law enforcement staff, as the size of PAs 
varies considerably.  Patrol staff density is often considered one of the most important factors in effective 
law enforcement.  Studies based in the parks of Southern Africa recommend an optimum ranger density 
for rhino poaching of 1 guard per 10-20 km2, and for elephant poaching of 1 guard per 24-50 km2 
(Henson et al., 2016).  However, there is no clear, accepted standard for forest PAs, and the optimal 
number of guards ultimately depends on the particular characteristics of a PA and the nature of the 
threats it faces.  Figure 8 compares the size of the law enforcement force to the area managed across the 
studied PPPs.  This figure shows that, despite substantial improvements made by all PPPs in increasing 
the number of law enforcement staff, there are still significant differences between them.  
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 Ratio of law enforcement staff to area under management.  Note that this includes all law 

enforcement staff engaged by park management, not just ecoguards. 

Equally important to the quantity of law enforcement officers and patrols is their quality—
including their physical ability, technical capacity, motivation, discipline, logistical support, and use of 
intelligence and monitoring data. Here, too, PPPs have added immense value.  

Prior to the engagement of PPPs, ecoguards frequently received very low salaries that failed to cover the 
basic necessities of life, and even then often went unpaid. They lacked patrol rations and means of 
transport, and their equipment was often rusted, broken, and unusable. They did not receive appropriate 
training, and their ranks increasingly consisted of aging individuals unsuited to the rigorous physical 
demands of the job. As a result, ecoguards frequently suffered from low morale, and were sometimes 
implicated in the very kinds of illegal activity they were tasked with preventing.  A 2007 UNESCO 
Mission Report on Salonga describes a policy of ICCN rangers authorizing illegal fishing in exchange for 
payment of a ‘tax.’  Similarly, a 2007 UNESCO Mission Report on Virunga observed that park 
administration allocated agricultural plots inside the park to ecoguards in order to compensate for their 
low incomes.  A National Geographic feature from the same year includes an interview with an ICCN 
ranger, which further illustrates the state of affairs facing many law enforcement staff prior to the 
engagement of PPPs: “His uniform is ragged and his boots split. I notice that the barrel of his rifle is 
rusted shut. ‘We only get $30 a month,’ [he] says, responding to my unspoken observations, ‘and this is 
paid by NGOs, not by the government. We don’t have radios, we don’t have support from the ICCN, we 
don’t have enough money to feed our families’” (Jenkins, 2007). 

The engagement of PPPs has vastly improved the working and living conditions of ecoguards. 
They receive significantly higher pay, as well as health care, better equipment, and an array of specialized 
and ongoing trainings—in modules ranging from leadership, human rights, weapons handling, rules of 
engagement, first aid, and crime scene management.  PPPs have also funded the retirement of older 
guards and increased the hiring of younger guards. 

In addition, PPPs have helped to professionalize and support law enforcement activities, making 
critical investments in infrastructure and communication, establishing highly sophisticated intelligence 
units that allow a more pro-active and strategic approach to anti-poaching, initiating regular aerial 
surveillance, creating elite rapid response teams and specialized canine teams, establishing legal units to 
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follow up on arrests, sensitizing police and the judiciary regarding wildlife law, supporting mobile courts 
in remote areas, and deploying SMART and other state of the art technologies.   

Together, these improvements in the quantity and quality of law enforcement have generally led to a 
greater extent and intensity of patrol coverage. For example, in Garamba, patrols were initially limited to 
the southern third of the park.  Today, there is 100% aerial surveillance of Garamba and its three adjacent 
hunting blocks, and foot patrol coverage of 68% of the national park and 32% of hunting areas. Figure 9 
shows improvements in terrestrial patrol coverage between 2010 and 2015.   

 

 Terrestrial patrol coverage in 2010 and 2015 of Garamba National Park and 3 adjacent 
hunting blocks. Source: 2016 Unesco Mission Report. 

Similarly, in Salonga National Park, patrol coverage prior to the co-management PPP was limited to 22% 
of the park.  By 2018, the third and final year of the initial contract term, it had increased to 73.8%.   

It bears mentioning, however, that the law enforcement challenges facing PAs in Central Africa 
are nonetheless serious and continuing. Three key such challenges are: 

1) Low conviction rates of arrested poachers in some PAs. Virunga provides a striking example, 
with only 14 convictions out of 844 cases in 2018, despite intense judicial follow up.  

2) The presence of armed insurgents in PAs.  This is especially true with respect to Garamba and 
Virunga, where exceptional advances have been made in expanding and professionalizing law 
enforcement, and yet both parks remain in critical situations with key species at low densities, 
subject to extremely high poaching pressure, and at threat of continued decline.   

3) Effective oversight and discipline of ecoguards, especially as relates to their treatment of 
indigenous communities. The challenges in this respect are serious and have increasingly come to 
light in recent years.  While it is beyond the scope of this report to address this complex issue in 
detail, it is worth noting that delegated management PPPs can help address these difficulties, as 
they enable a private partner, who channels international funding to enhance law enforcement 
activities, to also establish strong codes of conduct and rigorous investigation and disciplinary 
mechanisms that meet international standards and apply to all law enforcement personnel.  
Delegated management also ensures clear lines of responsibility and accountability.  Recent 
human rights scandals have illustrated the risk inherent in situations where a partner funds, but 
does not manage, law enforcement activities. 

41 
 

Mission de suivi réactif au Parc national de la Garamba, 29 février – 8  mars 2016 
 

 

(c) 
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Mission de suivi réactif au Parc national de la Garamba, 29 février – 8  mars 2016 
 

 
Illustration 3. Les cartes du bien et de ses Zones de Chasse adjacentes montrant l'étendue de la couverture 
de surveillance aérienne (a et b) et la couverture des patrouilles au sol (c et d) respectivement au moment 
de la mission de 2010 et ensuite au cours du premier semestre de l’année 2015. 

  

(d) 
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4.3.1.3. Enhanced Research & Monitoring 

Many PPPs have also brought increased funding for research and monitoring, providing deeper 
knowledge of natural resources and biodiversity, which in turn can help inform improved management. 
These improvements represent significant advances compared to prior management models. Of course, 
there remains much to be done, both to ensure improved research and monitoring and to ensure it 
effectively informs PA management. 

Table 5: Improvements in Research & Monitoring in Central African PAs with PPPs 

PARK RESEARCH & MONITORING ACHIEVEMENTS 

CHINKO • Regular collection of camera trap data and track counts 
• 45 eco-monitors 
• First ever river survey in eastern CAR; periodic large carnivore surveys 

GARAMBA • A research and monitoring department was established for the first time with the 
engagement of the PPP.  

• Large mammal aerial surveys are conducted every two years, and elephant specific 
surveys are conducted each year in between. 

• 45 elephants and 8 giraffe have GPS tracking collars, which improves ecological 
understanding and informs anti-poaching activities.  

• Camera traps are deployed in surrounding Domaines de Chasses to better understand 
biodiversity, and to monitor chimps and other forest species  

• Partnership with Stanford University for genomic research 

NOUABALÉ-
NDOKI 

• Maintained three permanent research sites (started pre-PPP) 
• Continued Elephant Listening Project in partnership with Cornell University (started 

pre-PPP) 
• Conduct large mammal inventories every 5 years 
• Engage 20 Congolese research assistants alongside international researchers 

ODZALA • 25 collared elephants provide insights on elephant movements, and enabled the 
identification of three important corridors for protection in the periphery of the park. 

• Established a dedicated gorilla health monitoring team. 
• Large mammal inventory carried out every 4 years. 
• Camera traps monitor elephant activity in 15 bais and provide information to guide 

anti-poaching  
• Ongoing studies on the distribution of hyenas, gorilla health, mercury pollution, and 

invasive plants 

SALONGA • Coordinated, with the cooperation of several partners in the landscape, the first 
comprehensive inventory of bonobo and forest elephant populations across the 
enormous 36,000km2 of Salonga, providing a reliable baseline for monitoring future 
trends. 

• Established an ecological monitoring system using camera traps to monitor bais. 

VIRUNGA • Conduct ecological, socioeconomic, and fishery monitoring.  
• Ecological monitoring is based on regular aerial censuses and terrestrial patrols of 

ecoguards. Dedicated guards count habituated gorilla families on a daily basis and 
conduct regular health checks.  

ZAKOUMA • Conduct an annual aerial survey of the Greater Zakouma Ecosystem 
• Monitor 42 collared elephants and 8 Kordofan giraffes 
• Large carnivore spoor-transect study to determine presence and abundance of 

predators, including lion, leopard, and cheetah 
• Camera-trap survey to monitor low-density species 
• Botanical survey to assess the viability of rhino reintroduction 
• Black crowned crane survey 
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4.3.2. Economic Performance 

This section provides insights into PPP economic performance by looking at three indicators:  

1) annual budget per square kilometer;  

2) increase in tourism investment, infrastructure and revenues; and  

3) creation of employment opportunities.  

4.3.2.1. PA Funding: Budget per square kilometer 

PPPs have undoubtedly yielded improved funding for PAs.  Figure 5 above illustrates the dramatic 
increases in funding that engaging PPPs in Central Africa has brought.   

Nonetheless, there are significant differences in funding per square kilometer across the studied 
PAs.  As a point of reference, PAs with lions generally require $1,000-$2,000/km2 for effective 
management (Lindsey et al., 2018).  Three of the studied PAs have achieved this level of funding, 
however two—Odzala and especially Salonga—remain funded at significantly lower levels.  (While 
Chinko is also funded below this optimal level, this is in large part explained by the strategy of creating 
and gradually expanding the core protection zone of this large PA.) Moreover, two of the three PAs that 
enjoy higher funding are in areas with armed groups and porous borders, suggesting that general funding 
standards may underweight their true needs.  

 

 
 Annual budget per square kilometer in select studied PAs 
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4.3.2.2. Tourism Investment & Revenues 

A few key points emerge from the data on revenues and tourism investment.   

• Prior to the engagement of PPPs, most PAs had little or no revenues or tourism 
infrastructure.  The engagement of PPPs in several parks has generally brought a 
near 100% improvement on the prior status quo.   

• More delegated models with long-term commitments of a private partner tend to show more 
promising results, though the inherent tourism attractiveness of the PA, level of security, 
ease of access, and presence of an enabling policy environment for tourism are also critical.  

• Impacts of tourism are undoubtedly greater than the numbers captured in Table 4 below.  
The information captured does not include the knock-on, multiplier effects of tourism, such 
as the influx of cash and growth in local economies as a result of tourist spending and the 
provision of services to lodges by local communities.  

Specifically, in Odzala and Nouabalé-Ndoki, tourism investment by a private company was explicitly 
contingent upon engagement of a long-term PPP with a trusted and skilled conservation organization. 
This enabled a $13 million tourism investment in Odzala and a planned $8 million investment in 
Nouabalé-Ndoki. In Virunga, where tourism has been undertaken by park management itself (given the 
immense challenges and complexities of the security environment, which create an extremely high barrier 
to tourism investment by private companies), tourism revenues in 2017 generated $4 million, covering a 
significant portion of the park’s operating costs, compared to just $300,000 in 2006 prior to the PPP. 
However, security issues in 2018 led to a significant drop in tourism revenues.  

Table 6: Tourism Investment and Revenues Relating to the Establishment of PPPs 

PARK TOURISM REVENUES 

GARAMBA 

• To date, management has focused on 
establishing security as a necessary predicate to 
tourism.   

• In 2019, a tourism feasibility study was 
conducted, and a 4-week hospitality training 
course was carried out. Guides and chefs have 
recently been trained. However, logical issues 
such as the cost and difficulty of access will 
likely keep tourism at low levels. 

• None 
• Park management is in the early stages of 

developing a REDD+ project with the 
potential to deliver a significant revenue 
stream 

NOUABALÉ-
NDOKI 

• Tourism has been experimental, but Congo 
Conservation Company (CCC) plans to invest 
$8,000,000 in new lodges and offerings, 
pending final contracts. 

• Revenues from tourism so far are <1% of 
the total park budget. 

 

ODZALA-
KOKOUA 

• CCC invested $13,000,000 in 3 luxury lodges.  
• Tourism growth increased from under 50 to 

over 1,600 bed nights 
• The PPP is habituating 2 groups of gorillas, 

with the goal of promoting additional tourism 
offerings for the local market. 

• Park entrance fees almost doubled from 
2018 to $43,500 in 2019; however, 
revenues are still <1% of the total park 
budget. 

 

SALONGA 
• Since Salonga is extremely remote and both 

difficult and expensive to access, it does not 
currently have any tourism offerings.  

• None 
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VIRUNGA 
• The park has attracted 15,000 tourists since 

2015, but tourism has suffered as a result of 
insecurity in the area. 

• Since 2015, tourism has generated 
$11,000,000 for the park, ICCN, and 
communities. Nearly $3,000,000 in 
revenues were generated in 2019 alone. 
(By comparison, in 2006, prior to the 
PPP, gorilla tourism brought in 
<$300,000.)  

• This impressive number is only a fraction 
of Virunga’s potential: in Rwanda, gorilla 
tourism generates over $15,000,000 per 
year. 

ZAKOUMA 

• Over 25,000 tourists since 2010 (50% Chadian).  
• Three camps were constructed: a luxury 

safari camp, a mid-range offering, and a free 
camp for local Chadians. 

• Once the site of insecurity and devastating 
elephant poaching, Zakouma is now a world-
renowned wildlife tourism destination—named 
in TIME Magazine’s ‘2019 100 Greatest Places’, 
‘Frommer’s ‘Best Places to Go in 2020’ and 
National Geographic’s ‘The Best Trips in 2020’.	 

• Tourism has grown steadily over the 
years, generating over $1,000,000 in 
2019. 

 

 

4.3.2.3. Employment & Other Indicators 

PPPs have generally contributed to a doubling or tripling of employment opportunities, and 
sometimes significantly more. As such, they are often among the largest employers in rural 
regions.  Moreover, the jobs created are generally higher paid and offer superior benefits, including 
health care, to what was available prior to the initiation of the PPP. The vast majority of employees (94-
99%)—are nationals, and most come from local communities.  

The impact of these increases in employment should not be understated.  In regions where formal 
employment opportunities are often scarce or negligible, each employee often provides support to an 
entire family.   

It will be increasingly important over time, however, to ensure that capacity is built at all levels, and that 
nationals increasingly occupy higher-paid, more senior level posts in park management. 

Table 7: Increased Employment and Other Economic Impacts from PPPs 

PARK EMPLOYMENT 
% 

NATIONAL OTHER 

CHINKO • Largest employer outside the capital  
• 250+ local people employed  

94% 
 

• By far the largest taxpayer 
in Eastern CAR 

GARAMBA • 517 full-time staff 
• Additional 2000 on short-term contracts 

95%  

NOUABALÉ-
NDOKI 

• Increase in employment from 83 to 169 
full-time staff (2014-2019) 

• 80% of heads of households in 
Bomassa, and 40% in Makao, are 
employed by the park.  

95% • >50,000,000 CFA/month 
are injected into the local 
economy via salaries 

ODZALA-
KOKOUA 

• Employment grew from 114 to 270 from 
2012-2019. 

• CCC employs a further 80 nationals. 

95% • In 2019, the PPP spent: 
$1,125,000 in salaries and 
bonuses; 
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 $695,000 with local service 
providers and 
entrepreneurs;  
$470,000 buying local 
products. 

SALONGA 
• Employment increased from 193 to 355 

between 2012 and 2019. 
 

99%  

VIRUNGA 

• 3,000 full-time equivalent staff 
• Hydroelectric power stimulated SME 

growth from 90 to over 900, creating 
3,400 direct jobs and 13,000 indirect 
jobs. Approx. 10-12% of employees are 
former members of armed groups. 

99% • Generates $6,000,000 in tax 
revenues for the state each 
year.   

ZAKOUMA 
• Largest employer in the region 
• 295 staff 

96% • The park has directly 
generated $970,000 in taxes 
to government from 2010-
2018. 

 
4.3.3. Social Impact 

With significantly increased funding and a long-term commitment, PPPs often have increased 
capacity to improve the living conditions of local communities and promote sustainable 
development.  These partnerships tend to show a significant increase in investment in local community 
engagement compared to the prior status quo.  This is in addition to increased employment and a host of 
other benefits that PPPs can offer to local peoples (see Figure 11).   

 
  Examples of the varied benefits well-managed PAs can provide to local communities 
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Table 7 below examines some key benefits to local communities delivered by current PPPs, with a 
particular focus on livelihoods and social programs.  Increases in employment opportunities are detailed 
in Section 4.3.2.3 above.   
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Table 8: Investments in Community Development by PPPs 

PARK 
DESCRIPTION 

OF LOCAL 
COMMUNITY 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS 

CHINKO Area that has 
suffered from civil 
war and ethnic 
violence.  

• EDUCATION.  Chinko funded the construction of a secondary school in Bakouma, the nearest major village, and provides 
salary contributions and training for 45 teachers. 

• HUMAN WILDLIFE CONFLICT.  Chinko recruited and trained 45 Transhumance Sensitization Officers, who engage with 
herders who enter CAR from Sudan, guiding them towards designated corridors to avoid sensitive wildlife habitats. 

• LIVELIHOODS. In 2019, the park supported 58 farmers and 27 soap makers, and refurbished a local market and vehicle ferry 
to support the local economy.  

• SECURITY. For many years, there were no police or security forces in the area. In 2017, 380 Internally Displaced People fled 
into Chinko in fear for their lives. For months, the park provided them protection, food, water, shelter, healthcare and even 
employment, until they voluntarily relocated back to their village in June 2018.  

GARAMBA An estimated 257,000 
people live in the 
adjacent hunting and 
riparian areas.  

• OVERVIEW. Prior to the PPP, there was no community conservation or outreach program. In 2022, the park will invest  
$3.3M in community development (inclusive of salaries for over 60 sustainable development personnel).   

• EDUCATION. In 2021, over 400 students visited the park, and 1,500 students were sensitized on the environment and health 
issues including malaria and HIV/AIDS prevention.  The park supports two local schools, benefitting over 700 students.  

• HEALTH. A hospital has been built and health services are provided free of charge to local community members at park 
headquarters in Nagero, while the park also sponsors mobile health clinics.  Over 16,000 members of surrounding 
communities are provided with access to healthcare services.  

• LIVELIHOODS. A new Sustainable Development initiative was launched in 2018 with the aim of impacting 100,000 
households by delivering clean electricity, investing in infrastructure, and sponsoring an agro-ecology program focused on 
cacao, honey, subsistence and commercial crops, small-scale livestock breeding, and forestry products. So far, nearly 10,000 
people have benefited from agroforestry. In 2021, these initiatives generated $800,000 in revenues for local communities. Nearly 
30,000 people benefit from clean, drinking water, and 14,000 households benefit from solar electricity. Over 150km of roads 
have been developed and/or maintained.  

• SECURITY. Communities once terrorized and devastated by the LRA and other armed rebel groups benefit from increased 
security and protection of the landscape. The park has become a haven of stability and security in the region over recent years.  
Improved security also attracts greater investment in the area.  

MANGROVES 
MARINE 
PARK 

20,000-25,000 live 
inside the PA 

• OVERVIEW. A lack of funding has prevented the Park from creating sustained socio-economic projects.  Nonetheless, it has 
launched a community program, establishing 20 committees with the goal of educating and including local people in 
conservation. The park has also donated learning materials to the school in Kimwabi and donated a generator and other 
materials to another village.  
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NOUABALÉ-
NDOKI 

NNNP has extremely 
low human density, 
with only two main 
villages in its buffer 
zone: Bomassa, with 
~800 inhabitants, and 
Makao with 1000. 

• OVERVIEW.  In 2016, the park invested ~$300,000 in community development. The park supported local communities 
prior to the PPP, but the level of investment and engagement has increased with the PPP.  The Park created a community 
development fund, which the community decides how to spend, and which did not exist prior to the PPP. 

• ACCESS TO RESOURCES.  Local communities are exempt from certain hunting restrictions so long as they report what they 
catch and use ecological/traditional methods. 

• EDUCATION. The Park pays teacher salaries in Bomassa and Makao, ensuring education for over 300 students.  The park 
also funds 16 scholarships each year for secondary school, high school and university.   

• HEALTH. The Park constructed a health center in Bomassa in 2013, and guarantees nurses’ salaries in Bomassa and 
Makao. It also offers health evacuations, pre-natal assistance, and a vaccination program.  

• HUMAN-WILDLIFE CONFLICT.  The Park sponsors a small pilot plot surrounded by an electric fence, with plans to 
expand the fencing if it proves successful.   

• LIVELIHOODS. The park is sponsoring a new village campsite for tourists, training local women to start their own restaurants, 
and constructing an artisanal market. It also has a beekeeping project, sustainable fishing program, and a vegetable 
garden project. A well for drinking water was constructed in Bomassa in 2014.   

• REVENUE SHARING.  A Village Development Fund receives a fixed percentage of all visitor fees. 

ODZALA-
KOKOUA 

12,000 people in the 
periphery  

• OVERVIEW.  In 2019, the Park invested $170,000 in community development and health programs.  By comparison, the 
prior ECOFAC program invested a total of 90,000 euros over 8 years (1992-2000).  

• EDUCATION.  The Park supports 2 schools, held over 100 workshops in 2019 with 2,500 attendees, and organized 13 nature 
clubs with nearly 600 children. SPAC, affiliated with CCC, sponsors 8 schools outside the park for early childhood 
development, benefiting 500 children.  

• HEALTH.  The Park rehabilitated the Mbomo health center, provides medication and equipment to 4 health centers, sponsors 
a mobile clinic, providing medical care to 2,074 people in 2019.  

• HUMAN-WILDLIFE CONFLICT.  The Park set up a crop insurance scheme in 2015.  In 2019, it paid out $27,000 to 150 
farmers in 2019. A dedicated HWC unit has also been established.  

• LIVELIHOODS.  A farming project launched in 2016 yielded its first harvest in 2018, generating nearly $3,000. 
• REVENUE SHARING.  Each year, 5% of CCC’s tourism revenues are invested in a Community Development Fund, which 

is managed by the park. In 2019, this totaled $33,000.  However, the effective use of these funds has been problematic to date.   
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SALONGA Salonga is home to 
5,000 people, while 
its periphery has a 
population of 
400,000 to a million.   

• OVERVIEW. The Park invests ~$2M in community development annually. 
• ACCESS TO RESOURCES & BENEFIT SHARING.  The Park helped create a large community forest (172,000 ha), which 

also acts as a buffer zone, and 3 community forests for indigenous peoples (13,000 ha). 
• CAPACITY BUILDING.  The Park has invested in training and capacity building of local communities, including a literacy 

program for 350 people, agricultural training (farming techniques, sustainable production, accounting), women’s economic 
empowerment, computer trainings, and participatory mapping.  

• GOVERNANCE.  The Park invested significantly in engagement and capacity building, helping set up 350 Local 
Development Committees and 171 farmers associations, with specialized NGO partners.  

• HEALTH. The Park funded the development of 2 community health centers.  
• LIVELIHOODS.  The Park has engaged 2 specialized NGOs to work with over 150 communities on sustainable agriculture—

including 185 pilot farms (to encourage sedentarization as an alternative to slash and burn agriculture) and facilitating market 
access—benefiting 6,500 people.  It has also trained 150 women in the production and sale of soap.  

VIRUNGA 4 million people live 
within a day’s walk of 
the park, making 
Virunga subject to 
greater pressure than 
Nairobi National 
Park.  More than 
90% of these people 
live below World 
Bank “extreme 
poverty” threshold of 
$1.9/day. 

• OVERVIEW.  The Park has an ambitious vision to create $1 billion in sustainable economic activity, provide 100MW of clean 
energy and create 100,000 jobs, as a way of linking human well-being to the survival of Virunga. Prior to the PPP, there was 
significant resentment and frustration due to embezzlement and other problems linked to revenues from gorilla tourism. 

• EDUCATION.  Thousands of school children visit the park and Virunga Energy each year. 
• LIVELIHOODS & ELECTRICITY. The PPP focuses on electricity production as a way to stimulate economic activity and 

increase incomes.  Electricity is provided at a much lower cost than other suppliers, and in some cases is free.  It also targets 
value chains in agricultural production to increase well-being and capture greater value for the people of North Kivu, where 
natural resources are rich but poorly or insufficiently exploited (e.g., creating a cold room network, investing in road 
development, starting soap and chocolate factories that work with local producers). The soap factory alone employs over 100 
workers and generates income for 3,500 small palm owners. Electricity has also contributed to a surge in employment, 
leading to over 3,000 direct jobs and 13,000 indirect jobs. The PPP has also invested $5 million in small and medium sized 
enterprises, and has offered 22,000 microloans to 10,000 small businesses. In terms of electricity generation, there are 
currently 4 plants in operation, generating 15MW, with 6400 clients, and 314,000 people who benefit from 18 public 
infrastructures (schools, hospitals) and street lighting for 20 villages with free electricity. 

• SECURITY.  The lighting up of streets at night has also created a feeling of security for local people, who would not venture 
out at night before. 

ZAKOUMA  • EDUCATION. The Park built and funded 17 schools (2013-2018), 6646 children received an education, and $64,000 in 20 
teacher salaries were paid in 2018 alone. Camp Salamat hosts local visitors, free of charge, on weekends to help build a 
constituency for conservation, welcoming 3,300 locals in 2019. 

• HEALTH.  The park supports a full-time staff member at a local health center. 
• HUMAN WILDLIFE CONFLICT.  The park supports beehive fencing to prevent conflict with elephants. 
• LIVELIHOODS. In 2021, 564 community members benefited from enterprise support (e.g., shea butter, honey, vegetables). 
• SECURITY.  Effective law enforcement has created a transformational “peace dividend” for local peoples, eliminating the 

threat from Janjaweed coming in through Sudan.  
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Several overarching conclusions emerge from the data and interviews on the social impact of 
PPPs.  

1. PPPs have generally led to significantly increased investment in community development, 
compared to prior management models.   

2. At the same time, it is important to keep in mind that the data in the table above does not 
capture the full value PAs provide to communities. 

Benefits to local communities often consist of critically important, yet difficult to quantify values, 
including: 

(a) Knock-on and multiplier effects of investment and employment; and  

(b) The value of improved environmental services and natural capital (including fishing, forestry, 
etc.). This is especially critical in low-income countries, where natural capital makes up on 
average 47% of total wealth and directly supports the livelihoods of subsistence 
communities, which mostly live in rural areas (Lange et al., 2018; Fitzgerald, 2015).  

3. Despite these improvements, however, there is still frequently a perception of insufficient 
support to communities, especially given the scope of need in poor, rural areas and the lack of 
government services.  Thus, there is scope for improvement in both the degree and manner of 
community engagement by protected area managers.  

4. Ambitious community programs can be a promising strategy for some PAs. For example, 
Virunga in DRC, like Gorongosa in Mozambique, are parks that have benefited from very clear 
and ambitious community engagement strategies.  This creates an opportunity for the park to 
solicit significant development funding as well as conservation funding.  Indeed, the amount of 
funding available for human development in Africa exceeds that available for conservation by 
several orders of magnitude (Lindsey et al., 2014). Thus, there is an opportunity for PA managers 
to expand community engagement by soliciting development funding and/or partnering with 
human-development NGOs.  In addition to accessing additional funds, such partnerships can 
introduce skill-sets that may be lacking within conservation organizations.  

5. While there is scope for increased and improved engagement of local communities, it should be 
remembered that the provision of services, like health and education, to populations is the core 
responsibility of the state, and should not simply be shifted onto the private partner and the PA. 
It is essential to have a clear delineation of authority and responsibility between the PA and local 
government, and to manage community expectations accordingly. In particular, while the PA 
should aim to maximize the benefits it provides to local communities (consistent with its 
conservation status), provision of essential services to communities is fundamentally a 
government responsibility.  

4.3.4. Capacity Building 

PPPs also confer increased opportunity for capacity building—for both parks and people. 

At a park level, PPPs have brought significant infrastructure improvements, including buildings, 
accommodation, patrol posts, roads, bridges, airstrips, vehicles, aircraft, and modern IT and 
communication systems.  Several PAs now conduct regular aerial surveillance: Virunga has 5 airplanes and 
a Bat Hawk, Garamba has a dedicated helicopter, and Nouabalé-Ndoki acquired a new aircraft in 2017. In 
addition to these physical improvements, PPPs also bring improvements in planning, management and 
governance structures, and operating policies and procedures.  

In terms of capacity building of national personnel, PPPs that provide a long-term commitment and 
management autonomy are capable of embedding systems, structures, and policies that nurture a positive 
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and motivated culture of work driven by values such as excellence, efficiency, accountability, and 
initiative.  Moreover, a partner that is committed to employing nationals and has the funds to bring in 
international experts as needed, can build local capacity through high quality, on-the-job training and 
mentorship—in addition to investing in formal training in targeted circumstances. This stands in contrast 
to a status quo in which recruitment is not transparent and discipline of non-performing or corrupt 
personnel is non-existent or ineffective; in such circumstances, the ability to effectively build capacity 
amongst staff is extremely limited. 

Indeed, partners often implement recruitment policies that stipulate a priority for national staff when the 
required competencies are available.  At the same time, the ability to hire external experts when necessary 
can be a strong advantage, and should not be regarded with blanket skepticism, provided that 
mechanisms are in place to ensure transfer of skills and knowledge to locals.  For example, in Virunga, 
implementing a state-of-the-art smart grid system would not be possible without expatriate staff.  At the 
same time, the CEO of Virunga Energy is a Congolese national who, despite having no prior experience 
in the energy sector, has now gained those skills and competencies by working alongside an expatriate 
expert over several years.  

Table 7 provides examples of capacity building of personnel at each park.  Unless otherwise specified, 
these investments in capacity building are directly linked to the PPP, and represent an improvement over 
the prior mode of management.  

Despite these advances, capacity building is a frequent a source of friction: governments often feel that 
there is insufficient effort made in this respect, and wish to see more national staff take on more senior 
roles more quickly.  On the other hand, partners often feel their efforts are both significant and under-
appreciated, as they do their best to build capacity while simultaneously trying to deliver positive results in 
extraordinarily challenging contexts. This tension and lack of shared understanding relating to capacity 
building is fostered by a few factors.  First, reporting on capacity building by partners is often anecdotal, 
leaving room for mistrust to fester.  Second, different partners often have different approaches to 
capacity building.  For example, WCS places a strong accent on research and supporting formal masters 
and doctorate programs, while African Parks places greater emphasis on practical on-the-job training and 
“exchange programs” with other parks in its network.  If there is not clarity up front between the partners 
on the specific kinds of capacity building envisioned, there is likely to be misaligned expectations.  Third, 
PPPs naturally prioritize the initial and ongoing training of ecoguards, while the development of middle 
and upper level managers, which is of high importance to government, can be more challenging and take 
more time depending on the skill and education level of local and national candidates.  Where skills are 
not available locally, qualified candidates in capital cities may be unwilling to take a job extremely remote 
areas.  Unless the partners make clear their expectations regarding the extent and timing of capacity 
building amongst the wider array of PA personnel, as well as efforts made and challenges experienced as 
the PPP progresses, there is likely to be room for tension and mistrust.  In sum, PPPs would benefit from 
more systematic planning and tracking of capacity building across all kinds and levels of personnel to 
ensure both partners are on the same page regarding the aims and achievements of the PPP in this 
important respect. 
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Table 9: Examples of Capacity Building Efforts Undertaken by PPPs 

PARK EXAMPLES OF CAPACITY BUILDING 
GARAMBA • All staff have an individual development plan. Trainings include operations skills (e.g., mechanics, electric, logistics, driving, carpenters), as well 

as leadership, conservation, legal training (on Law 14/003), English, and computer skills. 
• Ecoguards in Garamba receive professional training on an ongoing basis throughout the year at a training center located at park HQ.  This 

includes officer development and leadership courses. In 2021, a new cohort of rangers was recruited and trained entirely by ICCN personnel in 
Garamba, without the need for external trainers.  

• Several staff are currently studying at regional colleges (e.g., Garoua, Southern African Wildlife College) and approximately 10 more have been 
sponsored and trained over the last 5 years.  

• Staff benefit from exchange programs with other parks in the African Parks network.  

MANGROVES 
MARINE PARK 

• Training of eco-monitors who patrol beaches as part of the sea turtle conservation program 

NOUABALÉ-
NDOKI 

• Over WCS’s 25 years in Congo and NNNP, over a dozen park staff have obtained masters and doctorate degrees in universities across the US, 
Europe, and Africa. The current WCS Country Director was initially employed in NNNP and subsequently sponsored by WCS to obtain a 
Masters degree in the US, while the current Head of Conservation & Biodiversity was sponsored to attend the Garoua school in Cameroon.  
Another antipoaching officer has been sent to Garoua this year. 

• The research program is heavily focused on capacity building. There are 3 permanent research sites, which currently have expatriate directors, 
but 20 Congolese research assistants.  A local “understudy” is assigned to each international researcher. An on-site English language and 
research mentoring program has also been initiated to strengthen skills. The goal is to not only build skills on-site, but also ensure that when 
individuals have an opportunity to study abroad, they start off with a stronger foundation and come back with a higher level to continue to 
mentor, train, and supervise people in the park. 
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ODZALA-
KOKOUA 

• The new Business Plan for 2020-24 requires every department head to nominate and train a Congolese successor. Park management is in the 
process of developing a comprehensive capacity building and training plan.  

• Several park management executives have benefited from long-term training in specialized establishments (Garoua Wildlife School; Southern 
African Wildlife College). In 2019, one ranger was awarded a 2-year scholarship to Garoua.  

• The Head of Anti-poaching was recently sent to Pendjari in Benin for 3 weeks of training. These kinds of exchanges with other African Parks-
managed PAs are typical. 

• The Antipoaching Department has introduced new technologies and tools, like SMART, creating a Wildlife Crime Unit to gather and work with 
intelligence, and creating 2 canine units.   

• The Research & Monitoring Department employs 4 Congolese research assistants and 21 eco-monitors. A research center was created in Lobo 
in collaboration with the German Primate Center and Czech Institute of Vertebrate Biology. 

• At CCC, maids have been trained as masseuses, a server was trained as a baker, and another server is now an assistant camp manager.  All the 
teachers at SPAC’s 8 schools are local women who were trained.  

SALONGA • WWF has funded refresher course trainings of eco-guards, for an array of modules, like self-defense, weapons use, human rights, paramilitary 
training, SMART, GPS. 

• WWF sent 2 employees to Garoua last year and are sending 2 ecoguards this year.  The two beneficiaries—a woman and a man—will study: 
mammalogy, management, habitat management, botany, ornithology, wetland management, policy-making governance-participative 
management, military training and first aid. 

• WWF conducts training courses on biomonitoring (techniques for censusing and monitoring of wildlife), GIS, agroforestry and sustainable 
development, Participatory Mapping and Data Collection, and Leadership and Responsibility in the Management of Local Community 
Development organizations.  It also provides training for judicial police officers and trains community health workers in the implementation of 
Family Planning, 

VIRUNGA • Virunga has spent $20M on capacity building in 12 years.  
• In 2019 alone, it sent 2 rangers to Garoua Wildlife School in Cameroon; 3 Virunga energy technicians to Belgium for training, so they can train 

others on return; and 2 tourism employees to Spain to work in a Michelin star restaurant for 6 weeks.  
• The manager of Virunga Energy is a Congolese national who previously had no experience in the energy sector, but has gained all the necessary 

skills after working alongside an expatriate expert. 
• One member of senior management was originally hired directly out of high school, and has been trained and promoted over the years. 
• For ecoguards, there are 3 permanent Belgian and French special forces instructors on site. 
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4.4. Analysis and Conclusions 
 

In addition to the specific discussions and points raised throughout this section, a few key, overarching 
points emerge. 

1. PPPs in Central Africa—whether delegated management or co-management—have 
demonstrated significant improvements over traditional state management.  

Prior to PPPs, PAs all too often suffered from crumbling infrastructure and insufficient numbers of staff, 
many past the retirement age, with low morale, little training or support, and a lack of well-functioning 
firearms and other essential equipment.  

PPPs have provided significant improvements in governance—namely, an increase in accountability and 
credibility in conservation and financial management—which has led to substantial increases in funding, 
permitting the implementation of long-term visions and strategies that are essential to countering 
increasing threats.  As set forth in Section 4 above, this has led to: 

• Substantial increases in funding, as well as improved continuity of funding in long-term 
partnerships; 

• Increasing professionalization of management and law enforcement; 

• Stabilized or growing populations of many (but not all) flagship species; 

• Increases in employment and in some cases tourism, revenues, and other economic activity, with 
significant (but all too often unquantified) knock-on effects; 

• Growing community conservation and development programs, frequently where none existed 
before, and in some cases very impressive and substantial ones; and 

• Improvements in capacity building, including improved business and management planning, 
upgraded infrastructure and equipment, expansion of roads and bridges, regular training of 
ecoguards, and establishment of specialized units, such as canine units, intelligence and legal 
units, and rapid reaction forces. 

The strengths articulated above represent significant improvements over state management and short-
term, technical assistance projects.  The difficulty of financial-technical support models, by comparison, is 
that even when they channel significant sums of money into a PA, they are generally less able to address 
the lack of management capacity (because of the lack of private partner influence over personnel 
management and law enforcement) or the broader context of weak governance and political influence in 
decision-making (which, as technical advisors, partners do not have the authority to counteract). Thus, 
large amounts of donor funding may be spent, even as many of the park’s own personnel may be 
complicit in poaching. Even if compromised law enforcement personnel could be effectively disciplined 
or dismissed, there is often very limited capacity to hire new ones (due to government budgetary 
constraints), leading to severely short-staffed ranger forces. In short, these characteristics of financial-
technical support models mean there is a significant risk—especially in low capacity and weak governance 
contexts—that large sums of money will be spent without sufficient impact or results. This, in turn, 
deters further investment in the PA.  

2. Delegated management has several structural advantages over co-management, 
particularly in contexts of low capacity and weak governance.  

Delegation provides a clear management mandate—which creates accountability and avoids confusion 
and conflict. Delegation of day-to-day management to a single entity with significant autonomy outside 
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the traditional state bureaucracy provides clarity and accountability, as well as increasing flexibility, 
efficiency and opportunities for innovation. There is less confusion (particularly in the direct delegation 
model) regarding the roles and responsibilities of two separate organizations, from different cultures and 
often with different expectations.18 Similarly, there is less ability to shift blame on the other partner when 
something goes wrong. The NGO is given the mandate to implement the government-approved 
managed plan, and government exercises oversight and provides support. Delegation to an NGO also 
provides increased independence from political interference and corruption pressures, which is critical for 
the long-term success of PAs. Critically, delegation allows management to attract and motivate qualified 
staff (through transparent selection procedures and higher pay/benefits) and more effectively discipline 
and even dismiss non-performing or corrupt personnel, a factor which is considered to be a “game 
changer” by PA managers. These are problems that frequently plague bilateral co-management and 
financial-technical support models.  

Not only does the delegated management structure create clear accountability of the private partner—
both for how money is spent and for delivering conservation results—it also protects the partner against 
situations such as have arisen in Salonga, where the NGO partner is essentially held accountable, in the 
media and by the public, for aspects of management for which it did not have responsibility, control, or 
oversight. This reputational risk can be an existential risk for a nonprofit organization, whose most 
valuable asset is its reputation.   

Finally, delegated management most often does not require significant financial contribution from the 
state.19 As a result, it avoids the pitfall of many co-management arrangements, whereby the government 
retains authority for law enforcement but does not have sufficient quantity or quality of resources to 
dedicate to it. Given the singular importance of antipoaching to PA management, such constraints can 
critically undermine the effectiveness of PA management.  

3. The most important success factor across PPP models is a partnership of trust between a 
skilled and capacitated NGO partner and a committed government partner, based on a 
shared vision.  

We have endeavored to highlight and clarify the differences between PPP models so that stakeholders 
and decision-makers can act in an informed manner.  That said, the most critical element of any 
partnership is a relationship of trust between a private partner with the necessary skills and resources and 
a public partner with a genuine commitment to the conservation of the PA, acting in furtherance of a 
shared vision and based on a clear-eyed assessment of the context and challenges faced.   

Indeed, regardless of the model adopted, clear and committed government support at all levels is 
absolutely critical to the success of all partnerships, including delegated ones. The importance of strong 
political leadership and unequivocal support for PA conservation and law enforcement cannot be 
overstated. Where this is lacking, even PAs with strong leadership and remarkable efforts made by PPP 
managers may remain in serious jeopardy. 

This critical government support includes:  

                                            
 

18 The public partner plays a regulatory role (i.e., setting law and policy), participates in high-level strategy (e.g., approving the 
management plan), exercises oversight (e.g., through its participation on the governance Board), and supports and facilitates the 
partnership (especially at a political level and in facilitating permits, licenses and other government approvals). The NGO partner 
exercises overall authority for all aspects of on-the-ground management (i.e., the execution of management plans).  These roles 
are complementary and avoid the duplication and confusion of roles has often proved to be a recipe for tension and conflict in 
bilateral co-management models.  

19 While such state contribution is not necessary or relied upon, it can nonetheless be very beneficial. Not only do such 
contributions provide unrestricted funding, they also evince a true commitment on the part of the government to the 
conservation of the PA, which in turn can be very attractive to donors. This is the case of Akagera, where the government of 
Rwanda provides a significant annual contribution. 
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• Creating a supportive enabling environment with respect to conservation law and policy issues 
affecting PAs; 

• Ensuring inter-ministerial coordination; 

• Supporting law enforcement efforts (e.g., supporting prosecutions, increasing judicial awareness 
of conservation laws, and countering corruption); 

• Communicating with and sensitizing key stakeholders, including local populations, police, and 
politicians; and  

• Assisting with technical matters (e.g., importing equipment, speedy approval of work and 
research permits, ensuring necessary arms and munitions for ecoguards). 

4. While PPPs are a promising management innovation and have achieved concrete 
successes, substantial challenges remain, including a weak enabling environment for 
conservation, intensifying threats across much of the region, and continued skepticism 
by some stakeholders.  

From this initial evaluation, it is clear that PPPs represent a promising approach. However, it is also true 
that frictions in partnerships persist—especially as relates to differing expectations of roles and 
responsibilities (including the proper role of government), human resources and capacity building, and 
improved livelihoods of local communities.  We address these specific issues and make targeted 
recommendations in Section 5.  

More broadly, the effectiveness of PPPs is often limited by a weak enabling environment in many Central 
African countries. This includes insecurity, corruption, and a weak understanding and culture of 
conservation.  Since PAs do not exist in isolation, the difficulties of the broader enabling environment 
can present implementation challenges and translate into slower or more tempered results. By contrast, 
where there is a more favorable enabling environment, such as in Rwanda, we observe that PPPs show 
remarkable and impressive success (see Table 2 above). Thus, while PPPs provide important benefits and 
represent a strong model for the Central African context, they should not be regarded as a panacea.  

Elements of the weak enabling environment include: 

• A lack of government control and influence in more remote regions; 

• Low political will to enforce laws against local populations; 

• A lack of clear policies and regulations with respect to human activities impacting PAs (e.g., clear 
policies relating to rights and restrictions on human activities in buffer zones, a lack of clear 
policy in the DRC governing pastoralism);  

• Challenges in obtaining successful prosecutions for wildlife crimes; 

• Involvement of officials, police or military personnel in illegal activities—which makes it 
extremely challenging to tackle threats and in some cases has led to assassination attempts on 
park managers who have sought to enforce the law and oppose illegal activities that threaten 
PAs; 

• Inability of partners to secure sufficient quantity or quality of arms and munitions; 

• Long delays in partners receiving requested permits and permissions; 
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• Logistical challenges relating to access and infrastructure (which impact management efficiency 
as well as tourism potential); and 

• High population growth—coupled with unsustainable practices and limited family planning—
which places PAs under severe strain. 

At the level of the central government, this can also include: 

• Lack of coordination between government ministries (e.g., in the issuance of oil and mining 
permits inside PAs and other large-scale infrastructure or development projects inconsistent with 
the conservation of the PA);  

• Lack of government support to PAs (financial, political, etc.); and 

• Lack of a legal framework for PPPs in PAs. 

The lack of coordination of government ministries and the issuing of oil, mining, and other development 
permits in and near PAs is a serious and recurrent issue in both DRC and RoC and bears particular 
mention.  Oil permits have been granted inside Virunga and Salonga, both World Heritage Sites, while 
mining permits have been granted in both Odzala and Nouabalé-Ndoki.  Similarly, a proposed dam 
project threatens the ecological integrity of Upemba National Park, while a huge mining development has 
created a spillover crisis in nearby Garamba.  Not only does this undermine the conservation status of 
these sites, it can jeopardize the security of the PA managers and staff who stand in the way of these 
developments, and can undermine the ability of private partners to secure funds from donors, especially 
private donors, who cannot be confident that their investment won’t be wholly undermined from one day 
to the next. 

Correspondingly, while it is apparent that PPPs have often greatly improved management effectiveness, 
PAs in Central Africa continue to face severe and intensifying levels of threat. As a result, PPPs and PAs 
require continued, and in some cases increased, support from the full range of stakeholders—NGOs, 
governments, and donors alike. For example, Garamba and Virunga continue to face extreme threats, 
which require concerted and sustained support at local, national and international levels. Salonga, which 
faces immense logistical challenges given the size and remoteness of the rainforest, nonetheless makes do 
with a relatively low annual budget. If the unique and invaluable biodiversity of Central African countries 
is to be effectively protected, it will require a dedication of resources sufficient to address the nature and 
intensity of the threats faced, and the serious commitment of all stakeholders.  

5. PPPs are still a relatively new management innovation. Governments should be open to a 
range of PPP models, while being cognizant of the strengths and weaknesses of various 
models identified herein, developing familiarity with various models and policies to 
facilitate establishment, oversight, and support to PPPs.  

Countries should be open to a range of models, though they should bear in mind the strengths and 
weaknesses of the various kinds of PPPs identified above.  As a result, more delegated partnerships are 
encouraged where a skilled and capacitated private partner is available. Where co-management is 
preferred, we recommend the integrated—as opposed to the bilateral—approach, which has been 
successful in southern Africa, improves on and remedies many of the problems associated with the 
bilateral approach, and is further detailed in Section 5.3 below.20   

                                            
 

20 This ‘integrated co-management’ approach is characterized by the creation of a special purpose entity, which is given a high 
degree of autonomy to run the park on a daily basis, executing a shared vision embodied in a long-term management plan.  
Senior management is typically jointly selected, with the park director employed by the private partner.  All other staff is 
employed directly, or seconded to, the special purpose entity, which has its own operating procedures and human resources 
policies that apply to all personnel.  
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PPPs for PA management are still relatively new in Central Africa and so experimentation is a positive.  It 
creates space for innovation and allows partners to adapt to the unique contexts of different PAs. It also 
allows engagement of a wide array of NGOs and donors. By developing a standardized monitoring and 
evaluation framework for PAs and PPPs, governments can continue to evaluate, deepen their 
understanding of, and improve upon PPPs into the future.  

Finally, some governments may wish to engage technical experts to help them further deepen their 
understanding of various PA management models and develop clear strategies and policies to guide them 
in establishing, overseeing, and supporting PPPs.  
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5. TARGETED RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section aims to provide specific recommendations that respond to the main challenges, issues, and problems raised by stakeholders. For each problem 
identified, we note the stakeholder who raised the issue, provide a brief analysis, and make targeted recommendations.  The below recommendations are 
summarized and organized by the stakeholder to whom they are addressed in Annex B. 

Section 5.1 identifies key issues and corresponding recommendations that apply to all PPP models.   

Section 5.2 highlights specific considerations for moving forward with delegating management PPPs.  

Section 5.3 examines specific considerations for moving forward with co-management PPPs.  

5.1. Key Issues and Recommendations Applicable to All PPPs 

The table below lays out the primary problems identified, the stakeholder(s) who raised the issue, a brief analysis of the issue, and targeted recommendations. 

Problem  
Identified 

Stakeholder Analysis Recommendation 

Lack of legal 
framework in some 
countries for PPPs 
for PAs (e.g., 
Republic of the 
Congo) 

Government & 
Private Partners 

The lack of a legal framework that specifically empowers the 
national institution to engage in PPPs for PA management (as 
well as the lack of implementing regulations which specifically set 
forth the process for developing, approving, and monitoring 
PPPs) can contribute to a lack of understanding and acceptance 
of PPPs. At the same time, there is a concern that formalizing 
PPPs in the law may create problems by restricting innovation 
and evolution of PPPs, which are still experimental.  

1. Incorporate PPPs into the legal framework in a general way, 
so as to provide solid legal foundation for the national 
institution to engage in PPPs, without being too 
prescriptive, so as to limit innovation, flexibility and 
experimentation. Governments may seek to draw on the 
experiences of other countries in Central Africa and across 
the continent that have enacted such laws. This 
recommendation mainly concerns the Republic of the 
Congo (RoC) unlike DRC which already has a legal 
foundation for PPPs in protected areas. 

2. In addition to the enabling legal framework, countries may 
wish to develop implementing legislation, or at least policy 
guidance, that sets forth the means for developing, 
approving, implementing, and monitoring PPPs. This 
recommendation concerns both RoC and DRC. Again, it is 
advisable that any legislation not be too prescriptive, so as to 
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limit innovation, flexibility, and experimentation in the 
implementation of PPPs. 

Lack of funding to 
national 
institutions at 
central level 
 

Government The government partner has difficulty accepting that public 
donor funding is allocated directly to the private partner for PA 
management, without a (greater) percentage allocated directly to 
the national institution with responsibility for PAs.  This is 
exacerbated by the lack of funding in the national budget 
dedicated to the national institution.  Donors, however, lack 
confidence that funds invested directly in the national institution 
will be used reliably.   

1. Donor funds dedicated to institutional strengthening at a 
central level should be distinguished from funds intended for 
PA management.  These are separate programs with separate 
aims and mechanisms.   

2. Donors may consider helping to fund a new directorate 
within the national institution with responsibility for 
engaging, supporting, and monitoring PPPs, as a way of 
strengthening the ability of the national institution to 
effectively engage, implement, and scale up PPPs.  

3. Finally, the parties may agree on an appropriate amount of 
public donor funding for PAs to be dedicated to covering 
missions by government to support fundraising and for 
M&E (in the budget line for administrative costs). 

Diversification of 
funding sources 
and transparency of 
public donor funds 

Government Representatives of public partners stress the continuing 
predominance of grants from traditional public donors over 
private funds and the lack of initiatives to establish sustainable 
financing mechanisms. Moreover, government sometimes 
expresses dissatisfaction that it does not have more insight 
regarding the use of public donor funds. Private partners note 
that the current arrangement is very transparent: all budgets are 
presented to the Board for approval and audited by both external 
auditors and donors.  

1. Intensify the diversification of funding sources, including 
promoting initiatives to develop innovative mechanisms for 
sustainable financing—at both a national and PA level. 

2. The private partner and public donor should aim to ensure 
as much transparency as possible regarding finances. In 
particular, they should improve information and 
communication regarding financing agreements so that 
government is well-informed regarding their content.  

3. Improve information and communication regarding how 
PPPs mobilize additional funding. 

4. Government may specify in the management contract the 
financial reporting it desires from the private partner. 

Disparity in 
salaries/benefits 
between 
government staff 
and NGO staff 
 

Government There are often complaints regarding disparity of treatment 
between NGO and government-employed staff.  This includes 
salary, housing, vacation, health care, and insurance.  For 
example, an ecoguard’s total salary, including performance bonus, 
may, in some cases, be significantly less than a driver or cook 
employed by the NGO.  Even if the NGO offers a top up far 
above the ecoguard’s base government salary, this discrepancy 
can still persist, creating resentment that undermines the unity 
and motivation of staff.  

1. Each PA should aim to create a harmonized HR policy 
including pay scales and benefits applicable to all park 
personnel. Staff at similar levels should have similar 
compensation (understanding that there may be some 
additional compensation to expatriate experts due to skills 
and market differentials). Government should be 
transparent with NGOs regarding the base salaries of staff, 
in order to facilitate this. 

2. To further facilitate this, the government may define an 
official scale of bonuses, allowances, or other advantages to 
be granted to State employees seconded or made available to 
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the partnership, which may be submitted to the Board of 
Directors for approval. 

Insufficient 
support to and 
involvement of 
communities 

Communities  Representatives of local communities often complain of 
insufficient support and engagement.  They live in extreme 
poverty, while witnessing an influx of funding to the neighboring 
PA. This raises expectations and they may feel they receive little 
in comparison.  For example, they may see that the park has 
ample clean water and electricity, whereas they lack these 
resources.  Or they see park vehicles drive by, but are denied a 
ride to visit a sick family member.  Indeed, in some parks (with 
the striking exceptions of Virunga, Garamba, and Salonga), 
support for livelihoods are sometimes relatively small initiatives 
whose sustainability is not assured. While community 
development is generally a government responsibility—which 
should not simply be shifted onto parks—it is also true that park 
managers should aim to strengthen their community engagement 
strategies, as positive relations with local communities are critical.   

1. There should be a concerted effort to solicit/allocate 
development funding, in addition to conservation funding, to 
PAs in order to invest more significantly in sustainable 
livelihoods for communities, providing a dual conservation 
and human development benefit.  

2. A community engagement strategy should be developed 
based on underlying feasibility and value chain studies. 
Develop and adopt, in a participatory manner, plans for cost-
effective and sustainable income generating activities. 
Allocate significant funding to ensure that these are more 
than small or token initiatives and have a real impact.  

3. Communication/sensitization and expectation 
setting/management are key.  PA managers should aim to 
establish clear, consistent communication with communities.  
This includes timely, transparent information sharing 
(especially regarding funds dedicated to community 
development).  

Misaligned 
expectations and 
poor 
communication  
 

Government & 
Private Partner 

There are frequently complaints by the national institution that its 
expectations in a variety of areas—such as capacity building and 
community development—have not been met.  This, combined 
with miscommunication, differing cultures, and differing 
understandings of the nature and operation of PPPs for PAs, can 
lead to mistrust and sour the relationship. For example, there is 
sometimes a misunderstanding on the part of the national 
institutions that an NGO partner engages in the PA, and 
specifically in supporting tourism in the PA, for the sake of 
profit.   
 

1. Ensure clarity regarding the partnership model (embodied in 
a detailed written agreement) and strategy (embodied in a 
long-term management plan) in order to align expectations.  

2. To address conflicts relating to lack of clarity of agreements, 
initiate a revision process, perhaps with the assistance of 
independent expert consultants and the arbitration of neutral 
persons, chosen by mutual agreement. 

3. Ensure regular evaluations, based on clear, measurable, and 
agreed indicators. This may include annual reports, as well as 
evaluations by independent experts every 5 years.  

4. Government should clearly specify its expectations regarding 
the nature/frequency of communications and reporting, and 
may establish standardized indicators for the PA network to 
facilitate M&E. 

5. Ensure clarity regarding tourism development and allocation 
of revenues generated by the park. 

6. Consider creating positions for communications/ 
partnership liaison officers.  

7. Consider jointly designating a mediator, in advance, who can 
easily and quickly be called upon to help resolve conflicts.  
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Long delays in 
negotiating and re-
negotiating 
agreements. 
Unilateral 
suspension of 
agreements. 

Private Partner Long delays in (re-)negotiating agreements can deter partners and 
donors, as there is less appetite to engage/fund a partnership that 
lacks a secure mandate and to which the government partner 
appears uncommitted.  In addition, unilateral suspension of 
agreements by government, without a considered process or 
credible reason, risks making partners and donors less likely to 
invest. (Of course, if a partnership truly isn’t working, there is 
always the right and ability to end the partnership).   

1. Government should design a clear, transparent, and 
expeditious process for selecting partners (via open tenders) 
and negotiating agreements. 

2. Government should respect its agreements.  If there is an 
issue, it should address these transparently and seek to 
resolve them according to the contract before terminating 
the partnership. 

Lack of 
coordination, 
synergy of donors. 
Lack of flexibility 
of donor funding. 
 

Private Partner A lack of coordination between donors not only prevents 
synergies and creates a large administrative burden, but can create 
a risk of donors actively undermining each other’s initiatives.  
This appears to have occurred in Upemba-Kundelungu, where 
German development bank KfW’s support for separating 
management of the two parks contributed to the discontinuation 
of planned USAID and Wildcat Foundation projects with 
Forgotten Parks Foundation. In addition, donor funding 
sometimes lacks the necessary flexibility to be truly effective.  
Donor programs should take into account the highly diverse 
contexts of PAs (e.g., Salonga vs. Virunga), understanding that a 
one-size-fits-all strategy is unlikely to be effective.  Moreover, 
donors are often reluctant to fund salaries and logistics, two of 
the most fundamental aspects of PA management.  Finally, donor 
funding can sometimes be slow to adapt/respond to threats and 
emergencies which arise on the ground. 

1. Improve coordination of public donors that fund the same 
PAs to ensure funding is complementary and supports the 
execution of the PA’s management, strategic, and business 
plans.  

2. Donors that fund the same PAs may help decrease the 
administrative burden of grants by coordinating and 
harmonizing report structures and indicators.  

3. Ensure funding programs take into account the unique 
contexts and issues facing diverse PAs.  

4. Consider greater willingness to fund PA fundamentals—e.g., 
salaries and logistics. 

5. Consider creating contingency/emergency fund lines in 
budgets with trusted partners with longstanding relationships 
and track records. 

6. Avoid engaging for-profit, private sector consultancies to 
manage donor funds granted to the PPP, since this means a 
higher percentage of funds spent on indirect costs, creates 
misalignment between financial and park management, and 
represents a missed opportunity for institutional 
strengthening of the partnership. 

Issuance of oil & 
mining permits in 
PAs / 
Development 
projects near PAs 

Private Partner In DRC and Congo, oil and mining permits (and other large scale 
development projects) have been repeatedly approved despite 
being inconsistent with the conservation of PAs.  

1. Institutional strengthening efforts of public funders should 
include efforts to mainstream conservation issues throughout 
government (development and land-use) policy.   

2. Establish inter-ministerial committee/coordination. 
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5.2. Considerations for Moving Forward in Delegated Management Partnerships 

The issues and recommendations identified below apply to delegated management models generally—that is, to both direct delegation and delegation to a 
foundation (or other joint entity).  A few specific issues and recommendations relating to the foundation model are highlighted at the end of the table, in a separate 
sub-section.   

In general, the direct delegation model ensures greater autonomy and flexibility in action and therefore greater efficiency. It is more credible and attracts more 
interest from donors of various origins. As a result, it is often preferred by private partners. However, it is most successful where there is government buy-in and 
support, which in turn requires a relationship of trust between the two partners. This trust is necessarily rooted in: a clear, shared understanding of the partnership 
model (namely the respective roles and responsibilities of each partner, as outlined in a detailed written agreement, which is clearly communicated to and 
understood by staff on the ground), a shared vision of objectives and the strategies for achieving them (embodied in jointly agreed long-term management plans 
with clear, measurable, and agreed performance indicators), strict compliance with stated commitments (revised and adapted as necessary), rigorous monitoring and 
evaluation, and continuous, pro-active communication.   

The foundation model involves the delegation of management to an intermediate structure under national law, with legal personality and administrative and 
financial management autonomy.  Because of this autonomy, this model shares many of the strengths and weaknesses associated with direct delegation.  However, 
its unique structure can create certain challenges.  Therefore, its consolidation requires that the recommendations below be taken into account. 

Problem 
Identified Stakeholder Analysis Recommendation 

Perception of too 
many expatriates, 
and insufficient 
capacity building 
 

Government Contracts have generally been flexible in regards to hiring and 
capacity building.  Partners are supposed give priority to 
nationals, but can recruit internationally if there are 
insufficient skills on the national market.  It is hoped that 
international expertise is not only to the benefit of the PA but 
also to building the capacity of nationals.  Governments 
frequently express frustration, however, that after 5-10 years, 
there are no nationals trained with the requisite competence.  
They also express concern that capacity building has been 
focused on ecoguards without a corresponding effort to build 
the capacity of national managers. As a result, many higher 
paid positions go to expats, as does a significant portion of 
the budget. Partners, on the other hand, feel they are making 
sincere and significant efforts to build capacity, but the time 
required and challenges faced are not always fully appreciated 
by government.  

1. PA managers and partners should ensure meaningful 
consultation and communication when expats are hired. For its 
part, government should try to be understanding of the need 
for flexibility by PA managers to hire qualified staff in order to 
more effectively counter the high threats PAs face, provided 
there is a mechanism to transfer capacity to locals over time. 

2. Develop a capacity building program/plan.   
• This plan should be approved by the Board (i.e., both 

partners), with input from staff, and shared 
transparently.   

• It should be clear as to the kinds of training 
(formal/informal, PhD/research vs. practical PA 
management skills) that will be undertaken for all kinds 
and levels of staff.   

• Donors can assist by funding the development and 
implementation of such programs. 
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3. When the partnership invests in training staff seconded from 
government, government should refrain from transferring such 
personnel for an agreed period of time.  

4. Donors and governments should consider ways to 
systematically invest in the development and capacity building 
of the next generation of local conservation leaders.  This may 
include establishing conservation leadership programs in 
countries to help nurture the next generation of PA managers 
and conservation advocates in the country.  For example, this 
could take the form of establishing a well-resourced, PA 
management program located in one or more well-run PAs in 
the region, focused on developing practical skills. 

Tense or non-
optimal relations 
between the Park 
Director and Deputy 
Director 
 

Government The Park Director is often an expat appointed by the NGO 
while the Deputy Director is seconded from government.  
These are the two primary leaders on the ground, and a key 
element of PA and PPP success is that these important 
positions are filled by people who collaborate effectively. 
However, there is sometimes a lack of clarity regarding the 
delineation of responsibilities between these two key 
positions, and in particular the precise role of the Deputy.   

1. Recruit the Park Director and Deputy Director based in part 
on their ability to work together and transcend cultural 
differences. 

2. Ensure clear terms of reference so that the Director and 
Deputy Director each understand the scope of their 
roles/responsibilities and how decisions are made. 

3. The question of the level of remuneration of the Deputy 
Director should not be overlooked.  

 
Weak understanding 
of delegated 
management by 
government 

Private Partner Central African governments are often characterized by 
strong, centralized authority, and therefore engage in 
delegated management PPPs with some degree of reluctance. 
Although they appreciate the mobilization of funding and 
technical support, they do not necessarily embrace the 
management autonomy that is the source of many of the 
PPP’s benefits—i.e., professionalization, accountability, 
innovation, and independence/insulation from political and 
other pressures. As a result, national institutions sometimes 
try to rein back in the very control that is the subject of the 
delegation by becoming involved in financial and personnel 
management. This leads to tension and conflict. It can also 
undermine the effectiveness of the PPP. 
  

1. Continue to sensitize government officials regarding the nature 
and benefits of delegated management, preferably by a 
respected person within government itself.  

2. Regional organizations and donors interested in PPPs should 
ensure the dissemination of best practices guides, this report, 
etc., via training workshops for government officials and 
targeted stakeholders.  They should also consider organizing a 
regular reflection/workshop with government officials and 
private partners with the assistance of independent facilitators 
to share experiences and best practices.  

3. Clarify the role of government in the partnership—both at a 
central and field level. Government should refrain from 
involving itself in daily management by the park management 
team. Critically, this includes human resources decisions. The 
NGO park manager should be empowered to take final 
decisions on hiring and discipline/dismissal, including for 
government seconded staff.  All decisions shall be in 
compliance with local laws and regulations, and should involve, 
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wherever possible, the deputy director, provided the Director 
has the final decision-making authority.   

4. Organize, with the support of donors, field visits to successful 
PPPs in the region to increase understanding of what can be 
accomplished with a strong partnership.  

Lack of government 
buy-in and support 
 

Government & 
Private Partner 

Government expresses dissatisfaction that it does not always 
know what is happening in the PA and how donor funding is 
deployed.  Some government representatives feel there is a 
loss of sovereignty (see Section 2.3).  The private partner 
points out that all activities are subject to the laws of the 
country, while Board meetings provide transparency regarding 
budgets and work plans.  NGO partners also express concern 
that the government partner sometimes interferes in 
management when it shouldn’t, while failing to support it 
when it should (e.g., creating a supportive policy 
environment, long delays in issuing permits/permissions, 
failure to furnish necessary arms/munitions, or providing 
support with respect to local communities, judicial authorities, 
and local officials). 

1. Clarify the government’s role in delegated management—
namely regulation, oversight, evaluation, and facilitation (vs. 
implementation). 

2. As recommended above: 
• Ensure clear agreements regarding roles/responsibilities.  
• Ensure clarity and alignment by defining objectives and 

strategies in a jointly agreed long-term management plan. 
• Ensure regular M&E.  

3. Government may create—and donors may help to fund—a 
directorate within the national institution responsible for 
engaging, supporting, and monitoring PPPs. Hire a capacitated 
individual who understands PPPs and can help advance them.  

4. Given the critical nature of law enforcement, government 
should either fulfill its commitments or allow another solution 
(e.g., allow the partner to import necessary equipment).  

5. Government should ensure expeditious support to 
management partners, when requested, including the 
development of clear policies, the facilitation of 
permits/permissions, and the sensitization of stakeholders.  

Appointment of 
insufficiently skilled 
Park Managers 
 

Government While most parks under PPP management enjoy strong 
leadership, there is occasionally frustration that senior 
management recruited by the private partner is not 
sufficiently capable and effective.  In particular, an expat with 
strong technical skills may lack sufficient managerial skills or 
experience with and sensitivity to the local culture. This issue 
has occurred in Odzala, which has experienced very high 
turnover of park directors. 

1. Ensure meaningful consultation with government regarding 
required skills and selection of park manager, even if the 
ultimate decision rests with the private partner.  

 

Lack of 
collaboration with 
and engagement of 
other partners 
operating in the 
landscape 

Other Civil 
Society 
Organizations 
and Private 
Actors 

Some organizations who operate in areas adjacent to the PA 
feel marginalized by PA management. This represents a 
missed opportunity to capitalize on synergies and create a 
constituency that can support the PA when needed.   

1. Promote the establishment of consultation platforms involving 
actors operating in neighboring areas.  While this is the ideal 
solution, the partners may alternatively consider inviting select 
representatives of other organizations to participate as 
observers in governance body meetings. 
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SPECIFIC ISSUES RELATING TO DELEGATION VIA FOUNDATION 

Confusion and 
misunderstanding 
as to whether it is 
co-management or 
delegated 
management 

Government & 
Private Partner 

Creating a foundation with the DG of the national institution 
as the Chairman of the Board may give the impression of 
“shared” management, which conflicts with the private 
partner interpretation of this model as fundamentally a 
delegated management. The government may give certain 
directives to management, in the name of sovereign role of 
the state; whereas the private partner feels this is an improper 
interference in management. 

1. Ensure clarity of roles/responsibilities in the contract regarding 
all aspects of decision making, and an understanding of the 
model generally (i.e., in delegated management, government sits 
on the board for oversight and strategic purposes, not to enter 
into management and operations).   

2. Outside the meetings of governance bodies (e.g., the Board of 
the Foundation), government should not intervene in 
management, except in the role of providing specific, requested 
support to park management. 

Conflict regarding 
the composition of 
the governance body 

Government & 
Private Partner 

In some cases there has been tension regarding the 
composition and functioning of the governance body. For 
example, if the Chairman is the director of the national 
institution, this can lead to misunderstandings of whether the 
partnership is fundamentally a co-management or delegated 
management. Disagreement also arises, at times, regarding the 
size and composition of the Board.  The private partner often 
prefers a smaller size for the sake of efficiency and cost 
reduction, while government insists on a wider, more diverse 
composition. Moreover, if the private partner appoints a 
minority of board members but undertakes primary 
responsibility for on-the-ground management, this creates a 
source of potential problems and frustrations—since the 
NGO partner may not be in agreement on a governance 
decision which it is then responsible for implementing. This 
in turn, undermines the otherwise clear lines of accountability 
of the delegated model, as a partner can no longer be held 
fully responsible for the delivery of results if it is tasked with 
implementing decisions with which it is not in agreement. 

1. Where such issues arise, consider the appointment of an 
independent Chairperson, selected based on skill and merit. 

2. Ensure clear understanding from the outset regarding the 
nature of the model, and the role of Board members in 
providing strategic guidance, support, and oversight, not 
interfering in daily management. 

3. In the event of conflict regarding the size and composition of 
the Board, establish a deliberative body with a reduced 
composition and an advisory body with a broader composition 
to ensure wider consultation on various issues related to the 
protected area management. The advisory body should ideally 
convene immediately prior to Board meetings. 
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Communities do not 
feel truly 
represented by civil 
society 
representatives on 
the Board 

Communities Communities are not directly represented at a Board level. 
Rather, civil society representatives are nominated at a 
provincial level.  While this helps ensure Board members have 
the skills to participate constructively, it can lead to local 
communities feeling that these are not their representatives, 
especially if civil society representatives do not regularly 
consult local communities, meeting with them both before 
and after Board meetings.  

1. Ensure civil society representatives liaise directly with 
community representatives before and after each board 
meeting.  

2. Ensure other formal/informal fora for communication and 
information-sharing between park management and local 
communities.  

Foundation is not 
fully enabled 

Government In Republic of the Congo, the partnership agreements 
delegated management to a specially created foundation. 
However, these foundations do not generally fundraise, pay 
their own taxes, or have their own policies.  Instead, this role 
is effectively played by the private partner.  Reasons for this 
include: increased complexity and transaction costs and lack 
of fundraising credibility of the newly established institution. 
However legitimate these reasons may be, this state of affairs 
can lead to misunderstandings and tension between the 
partners regarding the fundamental role/purpose of the 
foundation. 

1. Clarify the purpose and role of the foundation.   
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5.3. Considerations for Moving Forward in Co-Management Partnerships  

Generally speaking, this model is often desired by government institutions in the context of the Central African sub-region because it allows for direct involvement 
and authority at the field level of the national institution responsible for PA management. It is also sometimes seen as offering a direct opportunity to build capacity 
within the national institution, with government officials working alongside NGO experts and advisors. However, in practice, its effectiveness has frequently been 
limited by the difficulty of achieving smooth working relations between the two partners sharing operational responsibility on the ground. The bilateral structure of 
this partnership tends to create an increased risk of confusion, complexity, and conflict, as well as slower and less efficient decision-making due to the need for 
consensus. When relationships break down, the progress of the partnership can effectively grind to a halt. This model also has a greater risk of political interference 
and susceptibility to corruption pressures than the delegated model, as well as significant reputational risk for the private partner.  

The table below highlights the primary challenges associated with co-management and identifies recommendations for addressing them. In particular, we 
recommend transitioning from a bilateral co-management to an integrated co-management structure.  

Problem 
Identified Stakeholder Analysis Recommendation 

Bilateral structure 
creates an 
increased risk of 
paralyzing conflict 
between leaders 
on the ground, 
with a negative 
impact on 
discipline, 
efficiency, and 
accountability. 
 

Private Partner 
& Government 

This parallel structure, characterized by two leaders on the 
ground (one from each partner), recruited and employed by 
different organizations, tends to lead to divided, rather than 
unified management, and carries a very high risk of recurrent 
conflict.  This, in turn, has a negative impact on 
coordination, discipline, and effectiveness. The high 
potential for personality and power conflict is further 
exacerbated by corruption pressures and frequent turnover 
of key personnel.  In addition, the bilateral structure can 
obscure the accountability of each partner in ensuring 
effective conservation; when there are two partners involved 
in management on the ground and results are not achieved, it 
is very easy to shift blame onto the other.  
 
 
 

1. Unify management under a single command and organization 
chart. All staff should be subject to the authority of the Director 
(employed by the private partner), who works in close 
collaboration with the Deputy (a seconded government official). 
Avoid co-management partnerships in which decision-making 
authority is shared equally between a representative of each 
partner.    

2. Ensure transparent selection of senior management via open 
calls for applications, in order to favor skills, with ultimate 
selection of senior managers agreed to by both partners at the 
Board or Steering Committee level.  

3. Ensure clarity regarding roles/responsibilities of the Director 
and Deputy Director and decision making procedures. 

4. Ensure a management plan is in place to guide park 
management. 

5. Institute regular, internal meetings of senior park management 
on programming and execution of work plans and budgets. 

6. Jointly adopt one set of admin, HR, and financial procedures for 
the PA, approved by the Board or Steering Committee.   

7. Establish a procedure for resolution of conflicts by elevating to 
the Board or Steering Committee level, if necessary.  
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Susceptible to 
political 
interference 
 

Private Partner Private partners note that this model is vulnerable to political 
interference and bureaucratic burdens. This is because the 
government is often directly responsible for key aspects of 
management—namely law enforcement—and park 
management does not therefore have autonomy and 
independence, as it does in the delegated model. 

1. Ensure, per above, transparent selection of all personnel and the 
ultimate authority of the NGO Park Director.  

2. Ensure equal representation of the private and public partner on 
the Board or Steering Committee, with emphasis in selection 
placed on skill, merit, and understanding/commitment to the 
PPP’s objectives.  

3. Include provisions in existing/future agreements to prohibit or 
circumscribe the particular circumstances in which political and 
administrative authorities may intervene in management of the 
PA, outside the reserved framework of meetings of governance 
bodies (Board/Steering Committee, Advisory Councils). 

Lack of 
transparent HR 
processes 
 

Private Partner Each partner carries out staff recruitment and discipline 
according to its own criteria and procedures, resulting in less 
transparency.  The nonprofit partner does not have the 
power to address problems of corruption and staff 
indiscipline, particularly with regard to law enforcement 
personnel.   

1. Per above, ensure transparent selection of all personnel 
(including seconded government officials) according to agreed 
criteria.   

2. Establish internal regulations that ensure the ultimate authority 
of the Park Director, including for personnel management, 
working in close collaboration with the Deputy Director.  

Lack of financial 
transparency 

Government & 
Private Partner 

This model is usually characterized by separate budgets, 
managed individually, without necessarily involving the other 
partner.   

1. Create a single budget and account for the PA. Annual budgets 
should be approved by the Board or Steering Committee.  

Inability of State 
to fulfill its 
commitments, 
especially relating 
to law 
enforcement. 
 

Private Partner Private partners point out that governments insist on the 
“sovereign” role of the State in PAs, and particularly law 
enforcement, but do not make the necessary efforts to honor 
these commitments.  Analysis of the available data shows 
that government support for PAs in general, and for those 
under co-management partnerships in particular, is far below 
expectations, even while many demands and criticisms are 
made of private partners. In some countries, private partners 
have directly employed ecoguards. This has both advantages 
and disadvantages. On the one hand, it can provide the 
private partner with greater flexibility in the motivation and 
discipline of such staff. On the other hand, it can create 
limits on the powers ecoguards have to enforce the law, and 
undermine their respect and recognition by other law 
enforcement units of the state.  
 
 

1. Governments must make greater efforts to consistently honor 
their commitments—including financial contributions, 
allocation of human resources (both in quantity and quality), 
and ensuring administrative functions and interministerial co-
ordination. If, after an honest assessment, government is not 
able to honor those commitments, then it should seriously 
consider and be open to delegated models. 

2. Specify in the contract what should happen in the event either 
partner is unable to fulfill its stated commitments. 

3. Government should ensure the special status (or integration into 
the civil service) of anti-poaching agents recruited by the private 
partner to ensure their authority and ability to effectively 
perform their jobs, while preserving the flexibility of the joint 
entity to effectively manage and discipline such personnel. 
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Human rights 
issues & 
reputational risk 
of private partner 

Private Partner In co-management, private partners often support law 
enforcement operations without, however, exercising 
oversight or discipline.  In particular, the partner is not able 
to ensure transparent recruitment, training, best practice 
operating procedures, disciplinary procedures, or 
investigations of all complaints.  This creates a gap that 
subjects the private partner to high reputational risk. 

1. Ensure the ultimate authority of the NGO Park Director 
(working in collaboration with the Deputy Director) over all 
personnel and operations. This includes establishing best 
practice operating procedures and recruiting/disciplining staff. 
This may include the ability to initiate the transfer of 
government seconded staff out of the park in the event of 
serious or repeated violations. 

2. Ensure regular human rights sensitization/training for all staff, 
and especially ecoguards. 

3. Ensure transparent and rigorous complaints and investigation 
procedures.  

4. Government should ensure its code of conduct and disciplinary 
procedures for uniformed, law enforcement agents are updated 
to incorporate best practices and ensure the proper sanctions 
for serious infractions.  

Infrequent / 
insufficient 
meetings of 
Steering 
Committee  

Private Partner It appears that Steering Committee meetings in co-
management arrangements do not take place regularly or 
frequently enough.  In some cases, they meet only once a 
year, in others they do not meet for many years in a row.  

1. Reduce the size of the Steering Committee, in order to reduce 
the cost of meetings and difficulty in scheduling, and ensure 
regular meetings twice a year. Additional stakeholders who are 
not members of the Steering Committee may, if desired, be 
invited as observers.  
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  Overview of key actions for governments seeking to establish a pro-active strategy for engaging and promoting PPPs  



 84 
 

 
  Summary of recommendations for individual PPPs 



 

 

ANNEX A: RECOMMENDATIONS BY DESIGNEE 

In this Annex, we list the various recommendations that appear in Section 5 of the main report and 
categorize them according to the stakeholders to whom they are addressed, for quick and easy reference. 
While Section 5 provides a list of the various issues raised by stakeholders, a brief analysis of each issue, 
and recommendations for addressing those issues, this Annex only includes the final recommendations. 
Thus, for a fuller appreciation of the context, please refer to Section 5 of the Main Report.  

This Annex includes: 

1. Recommendations for Partnerships / All Partners 

2. Recommendations for Public Partners 

3. Recommendations for Private Partners 

4. Recommendations for Donors 

 

1. Recommendations for Partnerships / All Partners 

Agreements  

1.1. Ensure clarity regarding the partnership model and roles/responsibilities, embodied in a 
detailed written agreement. This should include, for example, clarity regarding:  

• the particular “sovereign prerogatives” of the government and how it intends to exercise 
them; 

• the role of the partner/park director in oversight of antipoaching activities and the 
hiring, discipline, and dismissal of personnel; and  

• tourism development and allocation of revenues generated by the park. 

1.2. Clarify the role of government in the partnership—both at a central and field level. 

• In delegated management PPPs, government should refrain from involving itself in daily 
management by the park management team. Rather, its role should be primarily 
regulation, oversight, evaluation, and facilitation. Outside the meetings of governance 
bodies (e.g., the Board), government should not intervene in management, except in the 
role of providing specific, requested support to park management.  

1.3. To address conflicts relating to lack of clarity of agreements, initiate a revision process, 
perhaps with the assistance of independent expert consultants and the arbitration of neutral 
persons, chosen by mutual agreement. 

Management Plans 

1.4. Ensure clarity by defining objectives and strategies in a long-term management plan in order 
to align expectations as early as possible in the partnership.  
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Governance 

1.5. Ensure Board members understand their roles and responsibilities, perhaps by creating a 
“Terms of Reference” for Board members. In particular, board members should understand 
their role as primarily oversight and strategy setting, not management and operations. 

Funding 

1.6. Intensify the diversification of funding sources, including promoting initiatives to develop 
innovative mechanisms for sustainable financing—at both a national and PA level.  This may 
include promoting biodiversity offsets, REDD+, and other kinds of payments for ecosystem 
services at a policy as well as an operational level.  

HR 

1.7. Adopt a harmonized HR policy including pay scales and benefits applicable to all park 
personnel. Staff at similar levels should have similar compensation (understanding that there 
may be some additional compensation to expatriate experts due to skills and market 
differentials). Government should be transparent with NGOs regarding the base salaries of 
staff, in order to facilitate this harmonization. 

1.8. Recruit the Park Director and Deputy Director based in part on their ability to work together 
and transcend cultural differences. Ensure clear terms of reference and divisions of 
responsibilities so that the Director and Deputy Director each understand the scope of their 
roles/responsibilities and how decisions are made. 

1.9. Ensure regular human rights sensitization/training for all staff, and especially ecoguards. 
Ensure transparent and rigorous complaints and investigation procedures. 

Capacity Building 

1.10. PA managers and partners should ensure meaningful consultation and communication when 
expats are hired. For its part, government should try to be understanding of the need for 
flexibility by PA managers to hire qualified staff in order to more effectively counter the high 
threats PAs face, provided there is a mechanism in place for skills transfer and a consistent 
plan for capacity building for nationals that is budgeted and executed. 

1.11. Develop a capacity building program/plan.   

• This plan should be approved by the Board (i.e., both partners), with input from staff 
themselves.   

• It should be clear as to the kinds of training (formal/informal, PhD/research vs. 
practical PA management skills) that should be undertaken for all kinds and levels of 
staff.   

• The plan should be incorporated into annual budgets and work plans, and regularly 
evaluated. 

• Donors can assist by funding the development and implementation of such programs. 

M&E 
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1.12. Ensure regular evaluations, based on clear, measurable, and agreed indicators. This may 
include annual reports, as well as evaluations by independent experts every 5 years.  

Communication/Relationships 

1.13. Consider creating positions for internal and external communications officers for the 
activities of the partnership. 

1.14. Consider jointly designating a mediator, in advance, who can easily and quickly be called 
upon to help resolve conflicts. 

1.15. Promote the establishment of consultation platforms involving actors operating in 
neighboring areas.  Alternatively, the partners may invite select representatives of other 
organizations to participate as observers in governance body meetings. 

 

SPECIFIC ISSUES RELATING TO DELEGATION VIA FOUNDATION 

1.16. Clarify in the contract roles/responsibilities for all aspects of decision making, and the role 
and purpose of the foundation.  Ensure clear understanding from the outset regarding the 
model and the role of Board members in providing strategic guidance, support, and 
oversight, while not interfering in daily management.  

1.17. Outside the meetings of governance bodies (e.g., the Board of the Foundation), government 
should not intervene in management, except in the role of providing specific, requested 
support to park management. 

1.18. In the event of conflict regarding the composition of the Board, consider the appointment of 
an independent Chairperson, selected based on skill and merit. In the event of a conflict 
regarding the size of the Board, establish a smaller Board composed of representatives of the 
partners and create a separate advisory body with a broader composition to ensure wider 
consultation on various issues related to protected area management. In such cases, this 
advisory body should convene immediately prior to Board meetings to identify issues for 
consideration by the Board as the decision-making body. 

1.19. To the extent civil society representative sit on the Board, ensure they liaise directly with 
community representatives before and after each Board meeting.  

1.20. Ensure other formal/informal fora for communication and information-sharing between 
park management and local communities and local government.  

 

SPECIFIC ISSUES RELATING TO CO-MANAGEMENT 

1.21. Give preference to integrated—as opposed to bilateral—co-management structures.  

1.22. Ensure equal representation of private and public partner on the Board or Steering 
Committee, with emphasis in selection placed on skill, merit, and 
understanding/commitment to the PPP’s objectives.  
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1.23. Reduce the size of the Board or Steering Committee, in order to reduce the cost of meetings 
and difficulty in scheduling, and ensure regular meetings twice a year. Additional stakeholders 
who are not members of the Steering Committee may, if desired, attend as observers.  

1.24. Include provisions in existing/future agreements to prohibit or circumscribe the particular 
circumstances in which political and administrative authorities may intervene in management 
of the PA, outside the reserved framework of meetings of governance bodies 
(Board/Steering Committee, Advisory Councils). 

1.25. Unify management under a single command and organization chart. All staff should be 
subject to the authority of the Director (employed by the private partner), who works in 
close collaboration with the Deputy (a seconded government official).   

1.26. Ensure transparent selection of senior executives of the PMU via open calls for applications, 
in order to favor skills, with ultimate selection of senior managers agreed to by both partners 
at the Board or Steering Committee level.  

1.27. Ensure clarity regarding roles/responsibilities of the Director and Deputy Director and 
decision making procedures. Institute regular, internal meetings of the PMU on 
programming and execution of work plans and budgets.  

1.28. Establish a procedure for resolution of conflicts by elevating to the Board or Steering 
Committee level, if necessary.  

1.29. Jointly adopt one set of admin, HR, and financial procedures/manuals for the PA, approved 
by the Steering Committee.   

1.30. Establish internal regulations that ensure the ultimate authority of the Park Director, 
including for all operations and personnel management, working in close collaboration with 
the Deputy Director. This includes establishing best practice operating procedures and 
recruiting/disciplining staff. This may include the ability to initiate the transfer of 
government seconded staff out of the park and back to government in the event of serious 
or repeated violations. 

1.31. Create a single budget and account for the PA. Annual budgets should be approved by the 
Board or Steering Committee.  

1.32. Specify in the contract what should happen in the event either partner is unable to fulfill its 
stated commitments. 
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2. Recommendations for Public Partners 

Legal Framework 

2.1. Incorporate PPPs into the legal framework in a general way, so as to provide solid legal 
foundation for the national institution to engage in PPPs, without being too prescriptive, so 
as to limit innovation, flexibility and experimentation. Governments may seek to draw on the 
experiences of other countries in Central Africa and across the continent that have enacted 
such laws. This recommendation mainly concerns the Republic of the Congo (RoC) and 
other countries in the subregion, unlike DRC which already has a legal foundation for PPPs 
in protected areas. 

2.2. These enabling legal frameworks should be complemented by implementing legislation or 
guiding policies that set forth the means for developing, approving, and monitoring PPPs. 
This recommendation concerns both RoC and DRC. Again, care should be taken to leave 
room for flexibility and innovation.  

Agreements 

2.3. Governments that engage in PPPs should design a clear, transparent, and expeditious 
process for selecting partners (via open tenders) and negotiating agreements. 

2.4. Government should respect its agreements.  If an issue arises, it should address these 
transparently and seek to resolve them according to the contract before terminating the 
partnership. 

2.5. To the extent the public partner wishes to engage in a co-management model, give 
preference to integrated, rather than bilateral, management structures.  

2.6. In the context of co-management agreements, governments must make greater efforts to 
consistently honor their commitments—including financial contributions, allocation of 
human resources (both in quantity and quality), and ensuring administrative functions and 
interministerial co-ordination. If, after an honest assessment, government is not able to 
honor those commitments, then it should seriously consider and be open to delegated 
models. 

Government Support 

2.7. Establish inter-ministerial committee/coordination in order, for example, to ensure that 
development activities contrary to the purposes of the PA are not greenlit (for example, the 
issuance of oil and mining permits inside PAs). 

2.8. Continue to sensitize government officials regarding the nature and benefits of PPPs, 
preferably by a respected person within government itself.  

2.9. Consider creating a directorate within the national institution responsible for engaging, 
supporting, and monitoring PPPs. Hire a capacitated individual who understands PPPs and 
can help advance them. 

2.10. Given the critical nature of law enforcement, government should either fulfill its 
commitments or allow another solution (e.g., permit the NGO partner to import necessary 
equipment).   
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2.11. Ensure expeditious support to management partners, when requested, including the 
facilitation of permits/permissions, provision of political support, and sensitization of 
stakeholders. 

2.12. Ensure that agreements made by the Government with private companies do not interfere 
with the goals and implementation of the PPP. 

HR 

2.13. Government should allow the NGO Park Director to exercise ultimate authority for hiring 
and discipline/dismissal of all staff. If necessary, government should act promptly on serious 
cases of discipline presented by management in regards to government staff.  Government 
should ensure its code of conduct and disciplinary procedures for uniformed, law 
enforcement agents are updated to incorporate best practices and ensure the proper 
sanctions for serious infractions. 

2.14. When the partnership invests in training staff seconded from government, government 
should refrain from transferring such personnel without the approval of the private partner. 

2.15. Work alongside donors and partners to consider ways to systematically invest in the 
development and capacity building of the next generation of local conservation leaders. This 
may include establishing conservation leadership programs to help nurture the next 
generation of PA managers and conservation advocates in the country, as this is critical to 
the sustainability and success of these PA management partnerships over the long-term. For 
example, this could take the form of establishing a well-resourced, PA management program 
located in one or more well-run protected areas in the region, and focused on developing 
practical skills. 

Finance 

2.16. For the purposes of transparency and accountability, governments may specify in the 
management contract the financial reporting they desire from the private partner, so as to 
avoid misaligned expectations in the future.  

M&E 

2.17. Government should clearly specify its expectations regarding the nature/frequency of 
communications and reporting, and may establish standardized indicators for the PA 
network to facilitate M&E. 

Law Enforcement 

2.18. Government should ensure the special status (or integration into the civil service) of anti-
poaching agents recruited by the private partner to ensure their authority and ability to 
effectively perform their jobs, while preserving the flexibility of the private partner to 
effectively manage and discipline such personnel. 
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3. Recommendations for Private Partners 

Finance 

3.1. Ensure financial transparency. In particular, improve information and communication 
regarding financing agreements with public donors so that government is well-informed 
regarding their content and reassured of their proper use.  

3.2. Improve information and communication regarding how private partner engagement 
mobilizes additional funding. 

HR 

3.3. Ensure meaningful consultation with government regarding required skills and selection of 
park manager, even if the ultimate decision rests with the private partner.  

3.4. Develop a capacity building program/plan for national managers, in collaboration with the 
government partner, include a significant budget line and ensure annual execution.   

3.5. Improve communication and reporting regarding how the partnership is contributing to 
capacity building, including the training of national managers.  

Community Development 

3.6. Make a concerted effort to solicit development funding, in addition to conservation funding, 
to PAs in order to invest more significantly in local communities. The private and public 
partners should consult and combine their efforts to adopt realistic and coherent community 
development plans, assess funding needs, and jointly solicit the funds needed to promote 
local development. 

3.7. A community engagement strategy should be developed based on underlying feasibility and 
value chain studies. Develop and adopt, in a participatory manner, plans for cost-effective 
and sustainable income-generating activities. This may include, for example, the development 
of community tourism. Allocate significant funding to ensure that these are more than small 
or token initiatives and have a real impact.  

3.8. Invest in communication, sensitization, and expectation management. PA managers should 
establish mechanisms for consistent communication with communities and local government 
representatives via regular formal and informal meetings.  This includes timely, transparent 
information sharing (especially regarding funds dedicated to community development). 

Relationships 

3.9. Engage other actors in the landscape, exploring potential synergies and creating a broader 
constituency that can support the PA when needed.  This may include establishing regular 
consultation and collaboration platforms. 
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4. Recommendations for Donors 

Capacity Building and Funding of National Institution 

4.1. Donor funds dedicated to institutional strengthening at a central level should be 
distinguished from funds intended for PA management.  These are separate programs with 
separate aims and mechanisms.   

4.2. Institutional strengthening efforts of public funders should include efforts to mainstream 
conservation issues throughout government (development and land-use) policy.   

4.3. More specifically, consider helping to fund the creation of a new directorate within the 
national institution with responsibility for engaging, supporting, and monitoring PPPs, as a 
way of strengthening the ability of the national institution to effectively engage, implement, 
monitor, facilitate, and scale up PPPs.  

4.4. Consider allocating an appropriate amount of public donor funding for PAs to be dedicated 
to covering M&E missions by government as well as missions by government to support 
fundraising for the management of the PA (in the budget line for administrative costs). 

4.5. Alongside government and NGO partners, consider ways to systematically invest in the 
development and capacity building of the next generation of local conservation leaders.  This 
may include establishing conservation leadership programs in countries to help nurture the 
next generation of PA managers and conservation advocates in the country, as this is critical 
to the sustainability and success of these PA management partnerships over the long-term.  
For example, this could take the form of establishing a well-resourced, PA management 
program located in one or more well-run protected areas in the region, and focused on 
developing practical skills. 

Funding PPPs 

4.6. Improve coordination of public donors that fund the same PAs to ensure funding is 
complementary and supports the execution of the PA’s management, strategic, and business 
plans.  

4.7. Ensure funding programs take into account the unique contexts and issues facing diverse 
PAs. Avoid a one-size fits all approach to PAs with vastly different contexts. 

4.8. Consider greater willingness to fund PA fundamentals—e.g., salaries and logistics. 

4.9. Consider creating contingency/emergency fund lines in budgets with trusted partners with 
longstanding relationships and track records. 

4.10. Avoid engaging for-profit, private sector consultancies to manage donor funds granted to the 
PPP, since this means a higher percentage of funds spent on indirect costs, creates 
misalignment between financial and park management, and represents a missed opportunity 
for institutional strengthening of the partnership. 

4.11. Support the development and funding of capacity building programs at the PA level.  
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Sensitization and Sharing Learnings of PPPs 

4.12. Continue to support research about and a clearer understanding of PPPs by all stakeholders. 

4.13. Together with regional organizations, ensure the dissemination of best practices guides, this 
report, etc., via training workshops for government officials and targeted stakeholders, with 
the participation of private partners. 

4.14. Consider organizing a regular reflection/workshop with government officials and private 
partners with the assistance of independent facilitators to share experiences and best 
practices.   

4.15. Support field visits by government officials to successful PPPs in the region to increase 
understanding of what can be accomplished with a strong partnership. 
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ANNEX B: LIST OF PERSONS CONSULTED 

PERSON STAKEHOLDER 
CATEGORY 

ORGANIZATION 
/ PARK POSITION 

Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) 
Dr Cosma Wilungula Government ICCN Director General 

Marcel Collet Conservation Partner Mangroves Marine Park /  
CBBC Park Director 

Cary Farley Conservation Partner Salonga NP / WWF Senior Director, Congo Basin 

Alain Huart Conservation Partner Salonga NP / WWF Forest and Agriculture 
Coordinator 

Pierre Kafondo Conservation Partner Salonga NP / WWF Park Director 

Matthieu Mirambo Conservation Partner 
Lomami NP / Lukuru 
Wildlife Research 
Foundation 

Program Manager, TL2 Project 

Rob Craig Conservation Partner 
Upemba-Kundelungu 
Complex / Forgotten 
Parks Foundation 

Technical Advisor 

Emmanuel de 
Merode 

Conservation Partner & 
ICCN 

Virunga NP / Virunga 
Foundation Park Director 

Chantal Shalukoma Government Virunga NP / ICCN Deputy Park Director 
Emmanuel 
Bahatilukoo Government Virunga NP / ICCN Head of LAB, Southern Sector 

Sebastian Desbureaux Conservation Partner Virunga NP / Virunga 
Foundation Head of Monitoring & Evaluation 

Julie Williams Conservation Partner Virunga NP / Virunga 
Foundation Head of Tourism 

Anthony Caere Conservation Partner Virunga NP / Virunga 
Foundation Anti-poaching Pilot 

John Barrett Conservation Partner  Garamba NP / AP Park Director 

John Vogel Conservation Partner Garamba NP / AP Director of Conservation 
Research and Development 

Blaise Bombiwe Government Garamba NP / ICCN Head of Law Enforcement 

Thierry Normand Conservation Partner Garamba NP / AP Sustainable Development 
Director 

Kevin Keeno Conservation Partner Garamba NP / AP Human Resources Director  
Stephanie Baud  Conservation Partner Garamba NP / AP Monitoring & Evaluation Manager 

Nicolas Matkoski Conservation Partner Garamba NP / AP Director, Regional Information 
Coordination Center 

Rens Ilgen Conservation Partner Garamba NP / AP Intelligence Coordinator 
Two Local 
Entrepreneurs Local Entrepreneurs Virunga NP  

Andre Fache Donor EU 
Chargé de Programme 
Environnement et Agriculture 
durable 

Luis Rodriguez 
Mendizabal Donor EU 

Chargé de Programme 
Environnement et Agriculture 
durable 

Loic Joel Zaralli Donor EU 
Chargé de Programme 
Environnement et Agriculture 
durable 
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Daniele Bertille Fouth 
Obang Donor GIZ Technical Advisor 

Patrick Welby Independent Independent Consultant Trustee, Okapi Fund for Nature 
Conservation 

Republic of the Congo 

Grégoire Bonassidi Government Ministère de L’Économie 
Forestière 

Attaché à la Faune et aux Aires 
Protégées 

Albert Roger Mbete Government Ministère de L’Économie 
Forestière 

Conseiller à la Faune et aux Aires 
Protégées 

Jean Claude Bozongo Government Ministère de L’Économie 
Forestière 

Directeur des Etudes et 
Planification 

Emma Stokes Conservation Partner Conkouati-Douli NP / 
Nouabalé-Ndoki NP Central Africa Regional Director 

Richard Malonga Conservation Partner Conkouati-Douli NP / 
Nouabalé-Ndoki NP 

Country Director, Congo  
(former Park Director, NNNP) 

Erik Arnheim Conservation Partner Nouabalé-Ndoki NP Park Director 

Marcel Ngangoue Government Nouabalé-Ndoki NP / 
ACFAP 

Head of Conservation & 
Biodiversity 

Pierre Nicolas 
Anthoniw Conservation Partner Nouabalé-Ndoki NP Finance and Administrative 

Director  
Parfait Charleston 
Bakabana Conservation Partner Nouabalé-Ndoki NP Head of Community 

Development 
Terry Brncic Conservation Partner Nouabalé-Ndoki NP  Head of Research & Monitoring 
Willy Brice Safou 
Makaya Conservation Partner Nouabalé-Ndoki NP Head of Logistics 

5 Elders of the 
Bomassa Community  Local Community Nouabalé-Ndoki NP Village Representatives 

Chief of Bonkouin 
Community  Local Community  Nouabalé-Ndoki NP Village Chief 

Ashish Malik Private Forestry Company 
Nouabalé-Ndoki NP / 
Congolaise Industrielle de 
Bois 

Vice-President 

Moussa Ghislain 
Christian Local Government Odzala-Kokoua NP Chef de Cabinet, Sous-Prefet de 

Mbomo 

Erik Mararv Conservation Partner Odzala-Kokoua NP / 
African Parks 

West Africa, Regional Director 
(former Park Director, Odzala-
Kokoua NP & Garamba NP) 

Jonas Eriksson Conservation Partner Odzala-Kokoua NP / 
African Parks Park Director 

Esther de Chassey Conservation Partner Odzala-Kokoua NP / 
African Parks Special Projects Director 

Guy-Aime Florent 
Malada Government Odzala-Kokoua NP / 

ACFAP Deputy Park Director 

Albert Gilbert Elende Conservation Partner Odzala-Kokoua NP / 
African Parks 

Coordinator, Community 
Conservation Department 

Givley Bokaka Conservation Partner Odzala-Kokoua NP / 
African Parks Communications Manager 

Torsten Bohm Conservation Partner Odzala-Kokoua NP / 
African Parks Director, Reseacher & Monitoring 

Alexandre Tregoures Partner Odzala-Kokoua NP / 
Nature+ Technical Assistant 

Florence Bianen  Partner Odzala-Kokoua NP / 
Nature+ Technical Assistant 
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Magda Bermejo Independent Researcher Odzala-Kokoua NP / 
Independent Researcher Primatologist 

Karen Waterston Private Tourism Company 
Odzala-Kokoua NP / 
Congo Conservation 
Company 

COO 

Silvie Razafindrakoto Private Tourism Company 
Odzala-Kokoua NP / 
Congo Conservation 
Company 

Senior Camp Manager 

Matthieu Bonnet Conservation Partner  
Lesio-Louna Gorilla 
Reserve /  
Aspinall Foundation 

Regional Director 

Berthin Mbangui Conservation Partner 
Lesio-Louna Gorilla 
Reserve /  
Aspinall Foundation 

Congo Director 

Camille Pubill Donor EU 
Chargée d’aide et de cooperation 
internationals, Foret, 
Environment 

Djoni Bourges Donor UNDP Global Environment Facility 
(GEF) Small Grants Program 

Brice Mowawa Donor UNDP Expert in Sustainable Financing of 
PAs 

Norbert Gami Independent  WCS Anthropologist, Chief Socio-
economic Advisor 

Florent Ikoli Independent Lesio-Louna Gorilla 
Reserve Former Conservateur 

Jerome Mokoko 
Ickonga Independent Nouabalé-Ndoki NP 

Ornithologist,  
Member of the Board of 
Fondation Nouabalé-Ndoki 

Roch Euloge N’Zobo Civil Society 
Cercle des droits de 
l’homme et de 
développement 

National Coordinator 

Pascal Goma Government Odzala-Kokoua NP / 
ACFAP Former Deputy Park Director 

Constantin Mbessa Government ACFAP Former Director General  

Central African Republic 

Bertrand Loriod Conservation Partner Chinko Nature Reserve / 
African Parks Head of Bangui Office 

International 

Peter Fearnhead Conservation Partner African Parks CEO 
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