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Figure 2.1 Distribution maps for each of the identified priority species 
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2.1.2 Market Trends 
Accurate figures are difficult to determine, but recent reports suggest that the global market for natural 
products (wild and cultivated) is US$60 billion and growing (Bennett, 2007). Industry sub-sectors of 
particular interest include personal care and cosmetics, herbal and dietary supplements (botanicals), and 
nutraceuticals (any substance that may be considered a food or part of a food and that provides medical or 
health benefits, including the prevention and treatment of disease). Namibia’s extreme environments and 
unique ecological niches are also of interest for bioprospecting, with increasing interest in biochemical 
diversity from industrial biotechnology companies. 
 
In 2005, botanicals/herbal supplements comprised US$3 to 4 billion market in raw/crude plant material, 
extracts derived from this material were worth roughly US$4 to 5 billion, and the market for botanicals 
and functional foods reached US$21 billion (Gruenwald and Wohlfahrt, 2007). The global herbal 
personal care and cosmetic sector in 2005 was estimated to be roughly US$12 billion. Total sales of 
herbs/botanicals in the US in 2006 were US$4.6 billion; sports and nutrition products US$2.4 billion; and 
natural personal care and household products US$7.5 billion (Nutrition Business Journal, 2007).  
 
The US market value for “healthy foods,” comprising functional, natural, and organic foods, and “lesser 
evil” foods, totaled US$120 billion out of US$566 billion (21.2%) in 2006 and grew 7.4% during that 
year. During this same period the global sales value of functional foods was US$31.4 billion, representing 
5.3% of the US$590-billion food industry (Nutrition Business Journal, 2007). Fifty six percent of 
functional food sales were in beverages, an industry that is believed to be more exploratory and 
innovative in its growth than food. Along with this trend is increasing interest by some of the largest 
beverage companies in the world in new products from biodiversity, including drinks incorporating 
baobab and marula. Despite this, the majority of functional foods are based upon waste or by-products 
from industry (e.g., grape seed extract, lycopene, soy isoflavones, green coffee extract, and omega-3 and  
-6 oils), sourced through cheap and well-established supply chains that present few access and benefit 
sharing (ABS) issues, have numerous intellectual property (IP) opportunities, and have well-researched 
safety histories (Phytotrade Africa, 2007). These factors, combined with increasing regulatory hurdles, 
such as the US Generally Recognized as Safe (GRAS), European Union (EU) Novel Foods, the EU 
Registration, Evaluation, Authorization and Restriction of Chemical Substances (REACH), or the 
Traditional Herbal Medicinal Product Directive (THMP, 2004/24/EC), play a major role in curbing 
innovation in novel biodiversity products in this sector.  
 
PhytoTrade Africa is the Southern Africa Natural Products Trade Association established in 2001 with the 
aim of facilitating growth in the natural products industry in southern Africa. PhytoTrade Africa’s product 
development in eight southern African countries focuses on a limited number of species such as marula, 
manketti, baobab, sausage tree, Kalahari melon, mobola (Parinari spp.), and Natal mahogany (Trichilia 
emetica). Current statistics on INP commercialization within PhytoTrade Africa membership show 
significant revenues being generated in the region. Namibia earns the second highest income from INPs in 
the region (behind South Africa). Table 2.1 shows the number of INP primary producers active within 
PhytoTrade Africa membership, INP income to primary producers, INP volume, and revenue generated 
(Natural Futures Programme, 2007). 
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Table 2.1 Statistics on the commercialization of INPs within PhytoTrade Africa 
membership  
 

 
Country 

No. of 
harvesters 

Income to 
harvesters 

(US$) 

Volume of 
raw products 

(kg) 

Volume to 
which value is 

added 
(kg) 

Income to 
PhytoTrade 

member (US$)
Zimbabwe 4,723 38,453 44,865 5,996 70,952
Botswana 6,000 13,802 9,704 9,120 41,000
Malawi 2,539 13,500 65,000 0 0
Mozambique 2,459 4,300 23,000 0 0
Zambia 2,399 4,000 4,000 560 6,135
Namibia 5,126 113,036 107,695 31,151 278,090
Swaziland 2,475 45,642 14,600 800 56,144
Total 29,350 384,000 489,836 60,795 845,389

  
Second to Botswana, Namibia has the largest number of natural product primary producers in the 
southern African region, almost all in rural areas. Most of the producers are found in the NCAs, and they 
are highly dependent on natural products for their livelihoods. Despite this reliance, the low revenues 
typically generated by natural products combined with the often seasonal and erratic nature of wild-
gathered resources mean that households seldom pursue harvesting as an exclusive livelihood strategy but 
rather as a buffer against crop failure and drought. As the north-central region of Namibia is characterized 
by rainfall that varies greatly in amount and timing, agricultural production cannot be fully relied upon 
and is highly risky. Good agricultural yields may be had in some years, but crops often fail as a result of 
inadequate and/or erratic rainfall. Natural products provide an vital safety net under these circumstances, 
but they do not currently play a meaningful role in poverty alleviation (Shackleton and Shackleton, 2004). 
Climate change predictions indicate that this buffer role will become increasingly important in the face of 
climate change and increased environmental uncertainty. 

2.1.3 Product-specific Market Trends 
(a) Marula. Marula products in Namibia include kernels, oil, and oil-based products (e.g., soap) for local 
and export markets, and fruit-based products for informal markets. Trial production for formal markets 
began in 1996, with the initiative growing into a US$61,500 (N$500 000) industry by 2000. Marula oil is 
now incorporated in about 140 products under the Body Shop’s Community Trade Program and 
generated US$91,450 in exports from Namibia in 2006. Potential expanded uses include personal care 
and cosmetic products, alcoholic beverages and fruit juices, and even salad oil. In 2005, a collaboration 
between Phytotrade Africa and Aldivia, a French research and development company, led to the 
registration of Maruline, the world’s first patented active botanical ingredient (Aldivia & Phytotrade 
Africa, 2005). Phytotrade Africa is co-
owner of the patent, an acknowledgment of 
rural producers and their contribution to the 
process. Although it is still too early to 
determine the significance of this 
development, its potential commercial 
value is estimated to be between 
US$120,000 to 1.7 million. The 2005 
annual value of trade from the Southern 
Africa Development Community (SADC) 
region was estimated at US$425,000 
(Bennett, 2006). 
 

Table 2.2 Potential income from marula (Natural 
Futures Programme, 2007) 
 
Density (stems/ha) 4  
Area vegetated (ha) 2,332,800  
Number of trees 9,331,200  
Annual fruit yield (kg) 905,126,400 
Amount of seed (kg) 144,820 
Amount of kernel (kg) 36,205 
Amount of oil (kg) 36,205 
Income (US$) 724,101 
Source: Curtis and Mannheimer, 2005 
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Despite its introduction into the global marketplace, marula exports are still modest. For the product 
potential to be reached, aggressive marketing and promotion are needed. Table 2.2 presents potential 
income from the marula resource, based on availability rather than market demand.  
 
(b) Devil’s claw. Devil’s claw is a mature natural product, having been traded from Namibia for more 
than 50 years, and with an average total supply to the global market of 405 tons/year from 1992 to 2007.  
For 14 of those years, Namibia supplied 90% or more of the global demand. The export of raw devil’s 
claw was worth US$1.5 million to Namibia in 2005, down from an estimated US$3.3 million in 2002. 
While these amounts are significant, they represent only about 3% of the value of the final product 
captured by producer countries. Moreover, harvesters receive just 0.45% of the value of the final product, 
or about 0.2% if the higher retail price of US$350 per kg (Wynberg, 2006). Export concentration is 
extremely high; about 70% of all exports in 2005 came from two individual traders (Bennett, 2006).  
 
The net value of the trade is significant. Grünwald (2003) notes that in 2001 and 2002, devil’s claw sales 
in Germany (the largest market) topped 30 million euros (US$34 million), representing the third highest 
sales of medicinal plants in that country. Significantly, devil’s claw accounts for 74% of the rheumatism 
treatments in Germany (Grünwald, 2003). Based on an average size of the annual world devil’s claw 
market of 405,030 kg and an estimated retail value of US$200 per kg, the industry is worth an estimated 
US$81 million per year.  
 
The devil’s claw trade is characterized by an extremely low level of value added in Namibia and a lack of 
investment in supply areas. Apart from initial slicing, drying, sorting, and bagging of raw material before 
export, between 60–80% of all devil’s claw supplied by Namibian exporters goes to international buyers 
that clean, grade, grind, and repack it, while only 12% of exports go directly to extractors and 
manufacturers (Lombard, 2003). Agents who redirect supplies to other buyers also play a major role, 
accounting for 19% of exports in Namibia (Lombard, 2003). Although there are obvious costs and 
investments involved in the development of a market for a plant such as devil’s claw, the trade is 
monopolized by a small cohort of international companies, and increased profits (or favorable changes in 
exchange rates) are seldom passed down the chain to producers. In a similar vein, processing activities 
take place almost exclusively in Europe, and the bulk of material is exported in a raw and largely 
unprocessed form.  
 
These low levels of value adding stem from a complex variety of different factors, including market 
access, buyer dominance, a lack of strategic alignment among southern African producers, insufficient 
technical and financial capacity, and a multitude of patents and applications that detract potential 
investors.  
 
The outlook for devil’s claw remains unclear. Market research suggests the importance of generic 
marketing and promotion to reinvigorate sales and global demand. Demand for organically certified 
material, estimated to be at 50–80 tons per year, brings challenges for the inclusion of new production 
areas (Cole and Bennett, 2007). Although the amount of organically certified devil’s claw produced is 
low, the niche market for this is developing, and organically certified producers are receiving a premium 
price (Table 2.3). 
 
Table 2.3 Difference in prices obtained for organic and non-organic devil’s claw material  
 
  ORGANIC NON-ORGANIC 
YEAR TOTAL SALES (kg) SALE PRICE (N$) TOTAL SALES (kg) SALE PRICE (N$) 
2003 3,676 38.7 592,387 25.8 
2004 4,952 35.7 331,466 25.1 
2005 1,825 33.0 336,713 22.5 
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  ORGANIC NON-ORGANIC 
YEAR TOTAL SALES (kg) SALE PRICE (N$) TOTAL SALES (kg) SALE PRICE (N$) 
2006 3,541 35.7 358,846 26.7 
  13,994 35.8 1,619,412 25.0 
Source: Cole and Bennett, 2007 
 
c) Hoodia spp. Hoodia is an emerging natural product that has been commercialized only over the past 
five years. In 1995, the South African-based CSIR patented use of the plant’s appetite-suppressing 
constituents and granted a license for the further development to the UK-based company Phytopharm. In 
2004, a joint development agreement was negotiated between Phytopharm and the consumer giant 
Unilever who intends to develop extracts from the plant and incorporate them into a functional weight-
loss food for the mass market. Developments are at an advanced stage and include clinical safety trials, 
manufacturing, and the cultivation of 300 hectares (ha) of Hoodia in South Africa and Namibia. Recently, 
Phytopharm announced the initiation of Stage 3 activities that include supply chain expansion and 
consumer studies.   
 
A parallel Hoodia market has also emerged in the past three to four years, based on trade in raw material. 
The publicity generated by the CSIR-Phytopharm-Unilever agreements, marketing opportunities related 
to San use of the plant, and the CSIR patent led to a frenzied interest in Hoodia among plant traders and 
inflated prices (up to US$150 per kg of wild harvested product). By 2004, concerns about threatened 
natural populations through unregulated collection led to the inclusion of Hoodia spp. in Appendix II of 
CITES (CITES, 2004). By 2006, trade had escalated exponentially—in many cases, illegally—from just a 
few tons to more than 600 tons of wet, harvested material per year, sold as ground powder for 
incorporation into non-patented dietary supplements.  
 
In North America in particular, dozens of Hoodia products have been sold as diet bars, pills, drinks, and 
juice, traded by myriad companies piggy-backing on the publicity and clinical trials of Phytopharm and 
Unilever. The CSIR patent focused on the Hoodia extract, and nothing prevented companies from selling 
the raw material for herbal supplements. Most products, however, are of dubious authenticity, contain 
unsubstantiated quantities of Hoodia, and imply association with the San who receive no benefits from 
sale of these products. Closer analysis by the US Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has revealed that 
many of these products contain little or no Hoodia and lack adequate evidence of safety (FDA, 2004). 
The US Federal Trade Commission (FTC) has also brought action against spammers who send e-mail 
messages about Hoodia weight-loss products, alleging that these claims were false and unsubstantiated 
(FTC, 2007).  
 
Increased concerns about the quality and safety of material sold as Hoodia, coupled with over-harvesting 
concerns, have led to a more regulated industry based on cultivated material. Greater vigilance on the part 
of the FDA and FTC, as well as the American Herbal Products Association, is rapidly reducing the 
number of illegitimate products on the US market, and regulators in South Africa, Namibia, and 
Botswana have introduced permitting procedures that prohibit wild harvesting of Hoodia, require its 
transparent cultivation, and set in place mechanisms to track trade across borders.  
 
Namibian farmers are increasingly mobilizing to benefit from a potential multi-million global market. The 
Namibia Hoodia Growers Association (HOGRAN) was formally established in December 2006 as an 
umbrella group to represent the industry. The EU has provided N$10,145,000 to 600 communal farmers 
to grow Hoodia and to help set up HOGRAN as a support structure for marketing and sales. Almost all 
harvesting in Namibia is currently from cultivated plantations, with time from planting to harvesting 
averaging between two to three years. Industry watchers claim that reasonable margins can be made at 
between N$400 (US$56.69)/kg and N$600 (US$85.02)/kg (Bennett, 2007). Hoodia was first exported 
from Namibia in 2007, selling for US$40/kg. 
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(d) Kalahari melon. Once considered a weed, KMS is now a cash crop being harvested by over 3,000 
households and sold to factories in northern Namibia for its oil. Seeds are extracted and used for virgin 
cold pressed oil in personal care products and cosmetics. Approximately 250 tons of KMS were exported 
from 2001 through 2006 for a total export value of N$1.5M (US$214,286). International demand 
currently exceeds supply. The global market value could reach $21 million in the personal care and 
cosmetics markets, but generic marketing and promotion and a substantially increased supply of KMS in 
Namibia are needed. 
 
The potential export market for Namibian KMS is substantial. Estimates of the market possibilities range 
from 50 and 500 tons of oil per year, or between 350 to 3500 tons of seed (du Plessis et al, 2002). If sold 
at N$2/kg, between N$700,000 and 7 million additional cash income could be realized annually for 
Namibian farmers before profit sharing.  
 
Labor availability is key to the development of the INP industry, and in the case of the KMS, seeds are 
processed for oil production whenever labor and ripe melons are available and the household needs oil. 
On the traditional agricultural calendar, the main melon seed harvest is processed after the mahangu has 
been threshed and stored. This allows the melons to ripen completely, resulting in well-filled seed and a 
higher oil yield.  
 
Melon seed extraction is labor intensive and many farm families do not harvest all the melons they grow 
and do not grow all the melons they could (du Plessis et al, 2002). The unwanted melons are valuable 
stock feed in winter. While melons do grow wild in some parts of Namibia, they are often grazed before 
they can ripen (Natural Futures Programme, 2007). Melon seeds store well for at least a year, and most 
households keep a small stock for processing as needed.  
 
(e) Ximenia. The general public has known of Ximenia’s beneficial properties for the skin since the 
1970s. Namibian Ximenia has attracted the interest of French and German buyers for its use in cosmetics 
due to the product’s excellent anti-oxidation properties (derived from ximenic acid), high viscosity, good 
color, and long shelf life. Twenty-two tons of Ximenia were sold in 2006, up from 8.5 tons in 2004. 
Producer groups report price stagnancy and thin profit margins, and they may look to market Ximenia oil 
locally and reduce fluctuations in demand by non-local markets. Seed volumes for oil will need to be 
increased on a sustainable level to meet the growing interest of the global cosmetics and personal care 
markets as well as local markets. The calculation on the potential scale of production below is based on 
the natural products available rather than market demand (Table 2.4 and Table 2.5). 

 

 

Table 2.4 Potential income from 
Ximenia americana 
 
Density (stems/ha) 5  
Area vegetated (ha) 2,770,200 
Number of trees 13,851,000 
Annual fruit yield (kg) 831,060,000 
Amount of seed (kg) 295,857 
Amount of kernel (kg) 29,586 
Amount of oil (kg) 14,793 
Income from oil (US$) 325,443 
Source: Curtis and Mannheimer, 2005 

Table 2.5 Potential income from 
Ximenia caffra  
 
Density (stems/ha) 4 
Area vegetated (ha) 2,7770,200 
Number of trees 11,080,800 
Annual fruit yield (kg) 664,848,000 
Amount of seed (kg) 236,686 
Amount of kernel (kg) 23,669 
Amount of oil (kg) 11,834 
Income from oil (US$) 260,354 
Source: Curtis and Mannheimer, 2005 
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2.2 Policy and Legal Framework 

2.2.1 Overview 
A range of laws and policies that affect the INP sector in Namibia are summarized in Table 2.6. These 
include inter alia: 

• The recently promulgated Environmental Management Act (7 of 2007), which sets up a 
Sustainable Development Advisory Council (not yet functioning) and stipulates activities 
requiring an environmental impact assessment (EIA); 

• The Nature Conservation Ordinance (4 of 1975), which is the main legislation governing species 
conservation in Namibia; 

• The 1996 Nature Conservation Amendment Act, which gives rights over wildlife and tourism to 
communal residents; 

• The Forest Act (12 of 2001), which makes provision for the establishment of various kinds of 
classified forest and their management; and 

• The Communal Land Reform Act, which sets out procedures and institutions for the allocation of 
customary land rights. 

 
Broadly speaking, these can be clustered into approaches focused on: 

• Species conservation and biodiversity protection; 
• Access to genetic resources, benefit sharing, and traditional knowledge protection;  
• The suite of approaches adopted to manage natural resources in communal areas; and 
• Trade and export. 

 
Table 2.6 Key laws and policies influencing the INP sector in Namibia 
 

Policy/Law Relevant Provisions/Content 
Namibian Constitution • Obliges the Government of the Republic of Namibia (GRN) “to adopt 

policies aimed at the maintenance of ecosystems, essential ecological 
processes and biodiversity, and the utilization of living natural resources 
on a sustainable basis for the benefit of all Namibians, both at present 
and in the future.”  

• Recognizes the existence and importance of customary law, declaring it 
to be of the same value as common law. 

• Vests ownership of all non-privately owned land and natural resources 
to the state. 

Environmental 
Management Act  
(7 of 2007) 

• Requires benefit sharing. 
• Sets up an Advisory Council that includes access to genetic resources. 
• Stipulates that activities including (a) the removal of resources and (b) 

land-use transformation may require an environmental assessment. 
Environmental Investment 
Fund of Namibia Act  
(13 of 2001) 

• Establishes a fund to support environmental and natural resources 
management in Namibia. 
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Policy/Law Relevant Provisions/Content 
Nature Conservation 
Ordinance (4 of 1975) 

• Primary legislation governing nature conservation in Namibia. 
• Sets in place a permitting system for protected species, including 

Hoodia spp. and Harpagophytum procumbens. 
• Requires a permit for the picking and transport, sale, donation, export, 

and removal of protected plants, and requires the written permission of 
landowners before picking any indigenous plant. 

Nature Conservation 
Amendment Act  
(Act 5 of 1996) 

• Gives rights over wildlife and tourism to communal farmers. 
• Allows communal area residents to apply to the Minister to declare a 

conservancy.  
Policy on the Harvesting 
and Export of 
Harpagophytum spp. 
(1999) 

• Sets in place a harvesting season of March to October. 
• Allows new permits only if there is compliance. 
• Despite the existence and implementation of this policy, regulations 

have not yet been gazetted.  
National Agriculture Policy 
(1995) 

• Aims to achieve growth in agricultural production and profitability, 
ensure food security, improve living standards for farmers and farm 
workers, and promote sustainable use of the land and natural 
resources. 

• Aims to promote diversification of rural livelihoods. 
Water Resources 
Management Act  
(2004) 

• Establishes water point user associations and local water users 
associations to plan and control the use of communal land in the vicinity 
of water points. 

Forest Act (12 of 2001) • Makes provision for the establishment of various kinds of classified 
forests, including state and regional forest reserves and community 
forests. 

• Requires a management plan for community forests. 
• Lists Sclerocarya birrea (marula) as a protected tree. 

Communal Land Reform 
Act (5 of 2002) 

• Sets out procedures for the allocation of customary land rights. 
• Establishes communal land boards to oversee customary land rights 

allocations. 
Traditional Authorities Act 
(17 of 1995) 

• Requires traditional authorities to ensure that members of their 
community use natural resources sustainably and in a manner that 
conserves the environment. 

Research, Science, and 
Technology Act 
(23 of 2004) 

• Establishes a National Commission of Research, Science, and 
Technology. 

Plant Quarantine Bill 
(2006)  

• Requires phyto-sanitary certificates to accompany exports of raw 
material. 

2.2.2 Species Conservation  
INP activities that involve listed species are regulated by the Forest Act (12 of 2001), which lists 
protected trees, and the Nature Conservation Ordinance (4 of 1975), which inter alia sets in place a 
permitting system for protected species. Of the species relevant to this proposal, only H. procumbens and 
Hoodia spp. are included on the protected species list, and marula on the protected trees list.  
 
Schedule 9, which lists protected species, has seemingly not been updated since its promulgation in 1975, 
and ongoing efforts have been made over the past decade to develop comprehensive legislation to go 
beyond species protection to cover all levels of biodiversity. The intention of the Park and Wildlife 
Management Bill is to control trade in CITES-listed species, introduce provisions relating to wildlife 
trade, and implement a more comprehensive system of penalties and deterrents. The importance of 
updating this law is evidenced not only by the outdated species list, but also by the hopelessly inadequate 
compliance provisions of the 1975 Ordinance. For example, the maximum penalty for contravening 
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provisions of the Ordinance is N$750 (approximately US$100) and/or imprisonment for a year. As the 
Hoodia case in Implementation Tool 2 describes, this provides little deterrent in the face of the potential 
millions of dollars to be made from trade. The legal framework governing devil’s claw, Hoodia, and 
marula is described in Implementation Tool 2.  
 
Wild harvesting of Hoodia is no longer allowed in Namibia. All commercial material is cultivated and 
regulations are in place to ensure that any material for which a CITES permit is applied comes from a 
registered and inspected nursery or enterprise. When Hoodia was initially targeted for commercialization 
in Namibia, resource inventories were discussed and appropriate methodology investigated. Both H. 
gordonii and H. currori were found to be difficult to assess for the following reasons: 

• Both species are generally area-localized and distribution and density are not uniform throughout 
an area; 

• Because the plants are area-localized, sampling methods do not give a true reflection of the 
population and measuring total populations is not feasible; and 

• Populations fluctuate depending on environmental conditions such as rainfall or grazing by 
wildlife, and the effects of harvesting are difficult to isolate. 

 
Soon after, the Hoodia Working Group of the Ministry of Environment and Tourism (MET) decided not 
to allow wild harvesting of Hoodia and the need to determine species abundance was no longer a priority. 
All sites of Hoodia cultivation need to be inspected by MET on an annual basis to maintain registration as 
a nursery. 
 
Devil’s claw has been commercially harvested in Namibia for more than 50 years. Initially the quantities 
harvested were small, but when the relevant authorities realized that this species was being harvested on a 
large scale, resource inventories were difficult for the following reasons: 

• Devil’s claw populations fluctuate in response to environmental conditions such as soil type and 
annual rainfall; 

• For much of the year, the plants are difficult to find because the parts of the plant that are above 
ground can dry up and disappear; 

• Devil’s claw is a disturbed-area plant and tends to thrive in areas that have been cleared or 
trampled, thus sampling populations in accessible areas is unlikely to give a true reflection of the 
population; and 

• Like many arid region species, devil’s claw tends to be area-localized rather than evenly 
distributed. 

 
Recently however, methodology has been established that allows for the estimation of population and size 
and the determination of an acceptable harvest offtake (Strohbach and Cole, 2007). This methodology is 
suitable for assessing populations accessible to households. Areas where communities appear to be over-
harvesting devil’s claw are targeted in order to determine densities and acceptable levels of offtake. 

2.2.3 Access to Genetic Resources and Benefit Sharing and the Protection of 
Traditional Knowledge 

Namibia has adopted a progressive and proactive policy approach toward ensuring access to genetic and 
biological resources and the fair sharing of benefits derived from these resources. At the international 
level, Namibia has ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the International Treaty for 
Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture, and is also a member of the World Trade Organization 
(WTO) and its Agreement on Trade Related Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS). As a party to these 
legally binding agreements, Namibia thus has a legal obligation to abide by their provisions and ensure 
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implementation through existing and/or new national legislation. Namibia has neither ratified nor signed 
the 1991 Union for the Protection of Plant Varieties Convention, believing that it promotes the interests of 
commercial plant breeders over those of traditional farmers and is inappropriate to the needs of its 
subsistence farmers (Krugmann et al, 2003). 
 
Namibia has played an active and influential role in international negotiations to develop a legally binding 
International Regime on ABS to promote and safeguard the fair and equitable benefits arising out of the 
use of genetic resources. Negotiations have been ongoing for five years, under the auspices of the CBD’s 
Ad Hoc Open-Ended Working Group on ABS, with the intention of finalizing negotiations on an 
International Regime by 2010. Progress has been difficult and slow with little agreement on either the 
scope or objectives of the new agreement, but Namibia has played a crucial role in moving discussions 
forward and presenting pragmatic proposals. The Africa Group is chaired by a Director in the MET, and a 
staff member of the French nongovernmental organization (NGO) Center for Research Information 
Action in Africa (CRIAA) has been involved in co-chairing working group meetings to develop the 
agreement.  
 
Implementation Tool 3 contains additional details on access to genetic resources.   

2.2.4 Natural Resource Governance and Access to Resources 
Rights to control access to land and natural resources in communal areas are governed by a number of key 
laws in Namibia; detailed descriptions of these are provided in the SEA Phase 1 Report. Three laws in 
particular have a bearing on the way in which INPs are managed in communal areas: the Forest Act (12 of 
2001), which provides for the establishment of community forests, the Nature Conservation Amendment 
Act (Act 5 of 1996), which enables people on communal land to form conservancies for the purpose of 
managing and benefiting from wildlife, and the Communal Land Reform Act (5 of 2002).  
 
In some areas, residents of communal areas have faced increasing difficulties in excluding outsiders from 
harvesting resources on these lands. This is likely to be exacerbated with increased commercialization. 
Conservancy-related laws and the Forest Act provide some legal mechanisms to redress this concern: 
 

• While the focus of conservancies is on wildlife rather than INPs, the Communal Land Reform 
Act provides for conservancies to take a leasehold, which could be for the purposes of plant 
production (although this has not yet been tried); and 

• The designation of community forests under the Forest Act enables communities to take greater 
control over resources, although this is not linked to strong provisions for a management or 
monitoring regime for these resources.  

 
Such measures may be necessary in certain situations of outside pressure and over-harvesting, but in most 
cases they will not be needed. For example, although conservancies do not include rights to INPs, they are 
able to include INPs in conservancy management plans. Moreover, as described in INP Implementation 
Tool 2, internal monitoring and institutional systems are typically sufficient to ensure equitable access 
and prevent over-exploitation of marula.  
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3.0 INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 
The institutional framework that supports the INP sector in Namibia is well-structured and well-defined. 
At the PPO level, cooperatives and conservancies are both recognized legal entities. NGO support to 
these community-based organizations (CBOs) is coordinated at national and regional levels. Overall 
coordination between government, donors, support organizations, and CBOs is also provided. However, 
while these institutional arrangements have been cited as examples to neighboring countries, none of 
these institutions are more than 10 years old and many need ongoing support and institutional 
development.  

3.1 Government 

The two ministries most involved in the INP sector are listed below. 
 

• The MET supports community-based natural resource management (CBNRM) initiatives through its 
CBNRM Support Division (CSD). CSD has representatives in each of the regions. Technical support 
is given to conservancies and other CBOs dealing with the management and utilization of natural 
resources. 

 
• The Ministry of Agriculture, Water, and Forestry (MAWF) supports the formation and management 

of community forests through the Directorate of Forestry. The formation of cooperatives is supported 
through the Directorate of Planning, while the Directorate of Extension and Engineering Services 
supports the Eco-regional Satellite Centers and provides technical support to farmers and producers. 

3.2 Harvesters and Producer Organizations  

Harvesters of INPs are some of the poorest and most marginalized people in Namibia, with the majority 
being women. They do not typically own property but manage small plots of communal land that may 
include marula trees, Kalahari melons, or devil’s claw (in the east). They are cash-poor and have access to 
almost no commercial inputs or post-harvest infrastructure. These harvesters are isolated with only very 
limited contact with markets, and they depend on “traditional” practices and technology rather than 
industrialized ones. This group accounts for almost all of the raw produce that is harvested, collected, and 
produced in Namibia.  
 
When at all possible, established and reputable CBOs are used as first-level collators and bulkers of wild-
harvested or semi-domesticated raw materials. This strengthens social networks, avoids excessive 
expenditure of time and money on starting new supply chains, helps to minimize “development fatigue” 
in target communities, and has clearly been both cost-effective (for the market) and beneficial (for the 
participating CBOs). The existing network of grassroots collaborators provides ready entry points for 
promoting sustainable management, domestication, and cultivation of valuable indigenous plants.  
 
Examples of harvester or producer CBOs are: 

• The Eudafano Women’s Cooperative (EWC), a primary producer and processor of marula and 
KMS, is headquartered in Ondangwa. The EWC has approximately 4,500 members in four 
regions that have been divided into 14 regional centers to more effectively coordinate activities.  
The cooperative provides support and structure to the harvesters and activates communities to 
harvest or collect natural products, which are then sold through the cooperative. The EWC also 
owns the factory in Ondangwa that processes marula and KMS.  

• The King Nehale Conservancy, a primary producer of KMS, is located in the north-central region 
of Namibia and has approximately 5,000 members with a board of 30 members. The conservancy 



   MCA NAMIBIA COMPACT – VOLUME 4: THEMATIC ANALYSIS REPORT – INPS 16 

is divided into ten regional centers to more effectively coordinate activities. The majority of the 
households in the region are female-led, thus females represent the majority of their membership.   

• The Tulongeni Twahangana Project (TTP) based in Eenhana has 600 members, the vast majority 
of which are women. The constituency area includes six districts with primary producers of 
Ximenia and KMS. This group is in the process of registering as a cooperative.  

• The Kyaramacan Residents Association is situated in West Caprivi, and its 5100 members are all 
residents of Bwabwata National Park. The association supports the harvesting of devil’s claw, 
and quotas are calculated on a village basis. Each of the ten villages has a co-coordinator tasked 
with organizing and monitoring harvesting. 

• The Puros, Orupembe, Sanitatas, Marienfluss, and Okondjombo conservancies harvest 
Commiphora resin, facilitated by the conservancy management committees and conservancy 
staff. Collectively, these conservancies have 1600 members. Weighing and payments are made at 
the conservancy offices by the staff. 

 
All of these CBOs are membership-based, facilitating record-keeping and traceability. The CBO staff can 
thus ensure that only members are harvesting and selling products through the organization.  

3.3 Processors and Processing Facilities 

The harvesters of devil’s claw, marula, Ximenia, and KMS perform some processing of their products 
before sale. Devil’s claw harvesters (both men and women) are responsible for peeling, slicing, and 
drying the tubers, which determines the product’s quality. The use of basic equipment such as a stainless 
steel knife, a clean bag, and some shade netting (for drying) greatly enhances the quality of the material 
produced. The initial processing of marula, KMS, and Ximenia is done by women. KMS processing is 
labor intensive, requiring the removal of seeds and pulp and then the separation of seeds from the pulp. 
But, given the fact that KMS is an annual plant that is traditionally grown as an “encouraged weed” in 
Namibian farming systems, the technical barriers to increasing primary production are not 
insurmountable. With marula and Ximenia, however, the kernels need to be extracted and decorticated 
before they are sold. 
 
The INP team visited three processors during the course of the field excursion. Section 11 contains 
information about these processors.   

3.4 NGOs and Support Organizations 

A variety of NGOs provide support for the INP sector (Table 3.1). This support is coordinated by the 
Namibian Association of CBNRM Support Organizations (NACSO). Within each region, a lead NGO is 
identified to coordinate local activities. National coordination is affected through quarterly members 
meetings and supported by a dedicated Windhoek-based Secretariat. NACSO is represented on the IPTT 
as a voting member. 
 
Table 3.1 INP support organizations 
 
Organization Services provided Area of operation 
CRIAA SADC Technical advice, feasibility assessments, and 

market linkages to organizations and 
communities on the development of 
indigenous natural plant products 

National 

Integrated Rural 
Development and 
Nature 

Field-based NGO providing technical, 
logistical, and financial support to registered 
and emerging conservancies 

Kunene and Caprivi 
regions 
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Organization Services provided Area of operation 
Conservation 
(IRDNC) 
Namibia 
Development Trust 

Field-based NGO providing technical support 
to registered and emerging conservancies. 
Supports Hoodia project in southern Namibia. 

Kara, Hardap, and 
Otjozondjupa regions 

Namibia Nature 
Foundation (NNF) 

Provides assistance in grant administration, 
fundraising, financial management, and 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E). Also 
provides technical assistance to 
conservancies. 

National and Kavango 
Region 

Nyae Nyae 
Development 
Foundation  

Field-based NGO provides technical support 
to registered and emerging conservancies. 

Otjondjupa Region 

Rossing 
Foundation 

Supports community craft development and 
marketing. Provides support for 
conservancies in north-central Namibia. 

National 
Omusati, Ohangwena, 
Oshana, and Oshikoto 
regions 

Rural Institute for 
Social 
Empowerment 

Field-based NGO providing technical support 
to registered and emerging conservancies 

Erongo Region 

 
During implementation of the INP Activity, the support organizations above may be contracted to provide 
PPO training and could benefit from certification compliance training. Section 9.3 below includes a 
recommendation for using existing support organizations for the implementation of PPO training 
activities. These support organizations would also play a role in assisting CBOs to apply for primary 
production improvement grants and may apply for grants in the category of INP applied research and 
innovations, as described in Sub-Activity 2 (see Section 5.2).  
 
The SEA Terms of Reference (Volume 2, Section 1) single out CRIAA SADC as an NGO playing a 
particularly pivotal role in the INP sector. It was established in 1996 as an association of development 
professionals acting on a non-profit basis. Its creation is the result of the restructuring of the Centre for 
Research Information Action for Development in Africa. CRIAA SADC, with financial support from a 
number of European donors, provides a variety of research and development services for the INP industry 
in Namibia, has been closely involved in the promotion and development of INPs in the global market, 
and has a leadership role within the IPTT. CRIAA SADC spent approximately N$10 million on INP 
industry development between 1996 and 2006. 

3.5 Industry: Buyers, Traders, and Exporters 

Harvesters sell KMS, Ximenia, and marula in raw form to processors, who then export the processed 
material directly to international buyers. Commercial farmers have the capacity and skills to communicate 
and negotiate with international buyers and will have sufficient quantities of material to sell, so it is likely 
that they can sell directly with those buyers. The first sale of Hoodia material by a commercial farmer 
was made in 2007.  
 
Registered conservancies are legal entities that can enter into contractual arrangements. Raw 
Commiphora resin is sold to a French company through their conservancy management structures. This 
process is facilitated by IRDNC, the supporting NGO. This may be a model that can be replicated for 
other INPs.  
 
The sale of devil’s claw is more complicated. There are often two or three intermediary agents between 
the harvesters and the exporters. As community groups become more structured and organized, they are 
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more likely to sell directly to the exporter. Conservancy and community groups that have achieved 
organic certification typically sell directly to the exporter. 

3.6 Donors 

Several donors have supported the INP sector over the past 10 to 15 years.  
 
The Worldwide Fund for Nature Living in a Finite Environment (WWF-LIFE) Plus Project has been 
supporting capacity building programs that target Namibia’s communal conservancies as part of the 
country’s CBNRM activities. CBNRM offers a multi-faceted approach to conservation and rural 
development that has become an important strategy of the GRN to meet its goals of sustainable 
development. USAID has invested approximately US$40 million in CBNRM over the past 12 years, with 
funding ending in June 2008. USAID supported capacity building activities in organizational 
development and business management skills of CBOs, and provided business development and 
management training to the small and medium enterprise (SME) sector through the four-year US$9 
million SME Compete Program.  
 
Worldwide Fund for Nature in the United Kingdom has supported the formation and management of 
communal conservancies in Kunene and Caprivi regions by providing funding to IRDNC for about 13 
years. The current N$50 million contract is for a five-year period. IRDNC provides technical, financial, 
and logistical support to 45 registered and emerging conservancies. Initially, the focus in these 
conservancies was the sustainable management of wildlife and tourism resources. Three years ago, this 
focus broadened to include valuable plant resources. 
 
Namibia is a priority partner country for the German Agency for Technical Cooperation (GTZ), which 
opened a country office there in 1994. GTZ focused on three priorities, one of which is the sustainable 
management of natural resources. The implementing partner for this support is the MET through the 
Directorate of Environmental Affairs (DEA). In particular, GTZ is supporting biodiversity conservation, 
of which biotrade is one component. This includes investigation of a marula food oil and a fair trade 
toiletry range based on INPs. GTZ is also supporting the process of developing and finalizing ABS 
legislation and training, and recently funded a study to investigate permitting arrangements for biological 
resources.  
 
The MET Integrated Community-based Ecosystem Management (ICEMA) Project is funded through a 
grant from the Global Environment Fund (GEF) and aims to scale up community-based resource 
management for the benefit of rural people, biodiversity conservation, and sustainable land use. A small 
grants facility is available to target conservancies. One of the components of this project is ecosystem-
based income generating activities of which high value plant species are a part. This component of 
ICEMA is supported with additional funding from Fonds Francais pour l’Environnement Mondial 
(French Funds for Global Environment—FFEM). The ICEMA project is in the fourth year of a five-year 
contract. 
 
The EU is supporting various INP activities in Namibia, some of these as components of other 
community projects. The EU-funded West Caprivi CBNRM Program is supporting the sustainable 
harvesting of devil’s claw by San communities living inside the Bwabwata National Park. The 
Community Enterprise Support Program (CESP) supports a wide range of community-based enterprises 
some of which involve INPs. Through the Rural Poverty Reduction Program (RPRP), about N$10 million 
has been provided to support 600 communal farmers to grow Hoodia and to help set up HOGRAN as a 
support structure for marketing and sales 
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3.7 Key Coordinating Committees 

IPTT. Since 2000, indigenous plant activities have been coordinated by the Namibian IPTT, a multi-
stakeholder committee chaired by the Directorate of Agricultural Research, whose purpose is to ensure 
sustainable utilization and promote collaborative approaches in the sector. This body coordinates national 
strategy and brings stakeholders together. The IPTT has played a major role in linking some of Namibia’s 
natural products directly to international cosmetic and pharmaceutical markets and has several product 
initiatives under development. Representation on the group by a range of government departments also 
helps to facilitate inter-departmental coordination of activities. 
 
The National Botanical Research Institute (NBRI) acts as the secretariat and also performs the function of 
an institutional memory. Eco-regional satellite centers are being established to make relevant information 
more readily available. The IPTT has made significant contributions to the development of the INP 
industry in Namibia, not withstanding severe constraints of funding and human resources. The IPTT 
operates without dedicated paid staff and is supported primarily by a small core of volunteers. Both the 
GRN and donors such as the EU have contributed funds to activities managed by the IPTT. 
 
The IPTT has adopted the “pipeline approach” that looks broadly at a wide range of species of potential 
economic importance and, on the basis of preliminary research and pilot projects, focuses efforts on those 
species where the potential is most clear. This approach focuses on investing in overcoming the 
bottlenecks that are preventing commercialization. By its nature, the pipeline approach allows the IPTT 
the flexibility to move forward along one pipeline when another becomes blocked. 
 
In addition to its “steering committee” role in the promotion of pipeline products, the IPTT also plays an 
important role in national coordination. The IPTT has been responsible for the emergence of a robust 
“best practices” model for stimulating environmentally sustainable commercialization of INPs. Its pro-
poor approach targets poor rural households, mainly women, through CBOs. 
 
The current voting members of IPTT are:  
 

• Directorate of Agricultural Research and Training (MAWF) 
• NBRI (MAWF) 
• Directorate of Planning (MAWF) 
• Directorate of Forestry (MAWF) 
• Directorate of Extension and Engineering Services (MAWF) 
• Directorate Research, Science, and Technology (Ministry of Education) 
• Directorate of Scientific Services (MET) 
• Directorate of Environmental Affairs (MET) 
• Division of Industrial Development, Directorate of International Trade (MTI) 
• Polytechnic of Namibia 
• University of Namibia 
• NACSO 
• Ootanga Oil Producers 

 
Observers and guests to the IPTT include: the Namibian Agronomic Board, representatives from the Eco-
regional Satellite Centers, the GTZ, HOGRAN, the Namibian Agricultural Union, the ICEMA project, 
and the WWF-LIFE program. Meetings are held bi-monthly and this forum provides an excellent 
opportunity for sharing information and coordinating activities. 
 



   MCA NAMIBIA COMPACT – VOLUME 4: THEMATIC ANALYSIS REPORT – INPS 20 

Namibian Association of CBNRM Support Organizations (NACSO). Another important means of co-
ordination between government, donors, and implementing partners are the member meetings of NACSO. 
Most NACSO members are NGOs whose activities are donor funded. The members meetings are 
attended by the NGOs, representatives from MET, and donors. Although most of the NACSO members 
are geographically placed, there are thematic working groups that focus, at a national level, on technical 
developments and share best practices. These include working groups on natural resources, business, 
enterprise and livelihoods, institutional development and training, overall strategic working, and legal 
issues.
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4.0 STAKEHOLDER ISSUES AND CONCERNS 
• Resource sustainability is of particular concern with wild-harvested species. This was raised 

during key informant interviews and at the stakeholders’ roundtable meeting (6 August 2008). 
While structured management of the resource is taking place in formalized user groups such as 
conservancies and residents’ associations, this is not the case for all PPOs. Resource inventories, 
harvesting quotas, and resource monitoring are in the process of being incorporated into the 
adaptive management processes of the more formalized PPOs, but these processes are not 
necessarily taking place in less structured groups. 

• Primary production improvement grants could be administratively cumbersome, and 
stakeholders (especially support organizations who have previously assisted CBOs with grants 
management) raised concerns about the viability of such a facility given the remoteness and 
poverty of many PPOs and their inexperience in applying for and managing grants. Measures to 
help PPOs will carry a high administrative overhead and will present logistical and capacity 
challenges to CBOs. 

• Cultivation of INPs is a strategy identified in Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) INP 
documentation, but this will not necessarily increase benefits for all producers. Some of the 
products will be impossible to cultivate. Stakeholders participating in the roundtable meeting 
concluded that it is vital to the goals of the INP interventions to ensure that as production is 
scaled up, it is strictly reserved to the traditional communities who have initiated or “invented” 
the product. Without this, there is the risk of going against the aims of the draft bill on “Access to 
Genetic Resources and Associated Traditional Knowledge,” and moving the center of gravity 
from local to commercial producers and from the local to the national economy (Aronson, 2007).   

• Ensure participation of women and vulnerable groups for whom the current earnings from 
INPs provide income for payments such as school fees, clinic fees, and the purchase of food. The 
income is seasonal and limited, but it provides women and vulnerable groups with a 
diversification of livelihoods and the opportunity to earn small amounts of cash income. Unless 
care is taken, the INP activities may inadvertently reduce women’s existing rights to allocate, 
regulate, collect, process, and market INPs.   

• The role of CRIAA SADC in INP development seems to be clear to other support 
organizations, and CRIAA’s strategic contribution to the IPTT is widely appreciated. However, 
there seems to be some misunderstanding about CRIAA’s role amongst the PPOs and private 
sector. While CRIAA provides a variety of research and development services and is involved in 
the promotion and development of INPs in the global market, CRIAA is a non-profit organization 
that charges for its services on a cost recovery basis. While a product is still in developmental 
stages, CRIAA will act as a buyer or a processor, as it has done for KMS, marula, and Ximenia. 
The lack of understanding of CRIAA’s role has resulted in the belief that the center is creating 
“unfair” or “subsidized” competition. However, this perception is not widely held among 
Namibia’s INP specialists. 

• Maintenance of existing institutional frameworks is encouraged by IPTT stakeholders. The 
institutional framework that supports the INP sector in Namibia consists of cooperatives, 
conservancies, and other CBOs, local, regional, and national governments, NGOs (mainly 
provide support to the CBOs), donors, and other support organizations. Much has been invested 
in the development of these institutional structures and, while they are well structured and 
functional, all are less than 10 years old. Key informants emphasized that existing institutional 
structures should be supported and strengthened rather than creating new structures to support the 
INP activities. 
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• Social and institutional challenges of growth for young CBOs involve many aspects, including 
representation and participation in decision making, financial management and sustainability, 
benefit management, member communication, leadership, and capacity. Support organizations 
reported it is not always appropriate to encourage rapid growth in groups that are not already 
organized and relatively stable. Growing membership and increased benefits would strain already 
challenged management structures of young organizations. 

• Vigilance is needed on elite capture of benefits. INP harvesting and processing is primarily 
undertaken by poor or marginalized communities, mostly by the women in those communities. 
Where PPO institutional structures are not formalized, there is the risk of elite capture of benefits. 
This could be further enhanced if the INP focus is towards cultivation. Cultivation runs the risk of 
being concentrated in the hands of very few producers—as is becoming the case for Hoodia 
(Aronson, 2007). While stakeholders raised this at the roundtable meeting, they were confident 
that options existed to address this concern.  

• See also the Stakeholder Consultation Report, Volume 2, Section 4. 
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5.0 IMPACT ASSESSMENT  
 
The INP theme team used the EIA matrix (Volume 2, Section 3) to determine potential negative and 
positive social and environmental impacts and their significance. The team then used the format below 
(Section 5.1) to frame the EIA discussion.   

5.1 Sub-activity 1: Producer and Processor Organization Development 

PPO Training. Priority capacity building areas of the PPO training intervention will consist of 
organizational strengthening, business and market skills development, and technical capacity 
improvement. The training’s purpose will be to build capacity so that PPOs can respond effectively to 
market demands for adequate volume of quality products. 
 
It is not envisaged that PPO training will have any negative impacts on the livelihoods of local people, but 
rather that it will empower groups to use their natural resources to enhance their livelihood options and 
obtain better returns on INPs.  
 
It is also unlikely that the training will have any negative impacts on biodiversity and the natural 
environment. On the contrary, the training could have positive results for species abundance, species 
distribution, and the status of rare and endangered species from strengthened capacity that will indirectly 
lead to improved resource management by PPOs. Assisting producers to maintain a consistent supply of 
resource, harvest resources in a sustainable manner, and organize themselves effectively also has direct 
benefits for ecosystem services and processes.  
 

 

Impact description Impact ranking 

Recommended 
mitigation of 

negatives 
Recommended 
enhancement 

Livelihoods: 
The activity is likely to 
have indirect positive 
impacts on livelihoods 
resulting from an increased 
number of potential 
beneficiaries (trained 
individuals) and the 
possibility of increased 
income of existing 
beneficiaries from INPs as 
an indirect effect of 
training.  

 Direction: Positive 
 Spatial: Local 
 Duration: Medium- to long-
term 

 Cumulative impacts: Yes 
 Probability: Definite 
 Significance without 
mitigation: N/A 

 Significance with mitigation: 
N/A 

N/A Positive impacts may be 
enhanced by: 
 
1. Focusing initial training 

on existing PPOs. 
2. Using established 

support organizations 
who have already 
developed appropriate 
training strategies. 

3. Using appropriate CBOs 
as a means of 
accessing potential 
beneficiaries and 
identifying appropriate 
target groups and 
resources for training 
interventions. 

Biodiversity: 
The activity is likely to 
have indirect positive 
impacts resulting from 
strengthened capacity and 
improved resource 
management by PPOs. 
Species diversity may 
however be diminished if 

 Direction: Positive 
 Spatial: Local 
 Duration: Long-term 
 Cumulative impacts: Possible 
 Probability: Definite 
 Significance without 
mitigation: Low  

 Significance with mitigation: 
Low/negligible 

N/A Positive impacts may be 
enhanced by: 
 
1. Ensuring that training is 

focused on existing 
producers and 
producer groups. 

2. Developing resource-
specific training kits. 
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Impact description Impact ranking 

Recommended 
mitigation of 

negatives 
Recommended 
enhancement 

training emphasizes 
cultivation and 
intensification. 

 3. Helping people to 
maintain a consistent 
supply of product. 

4. Ensuring that any 
training associated with 
cultivation, 
domestication, and 
intensification is 
appropriate and 
tailored to the social 
and ecological context 
of the producer 
community. 

5. Ensuring that any 
cultivation training is 
resource-specific and 
is accompanied by 
practical 
recommendations 
about how to minimize 
impacts on biodiversity 

 
Primary production improvement grants. PPOs will be able to access grants within the following 
categories: simple raw product preparation grants, product preservation grants, processing equipment 
grants, and initial certification grants. This will support the development of the asset base and operational 
capacities of PPOs. 
 
The investment in PPOs by means of primary production grants will increase the ability of the PPOs to 
produce high quality INPs and thus increase the benefits to producers and processors. Increased benefits 
will be especially apparent at household level. Livelihoods will be more secure and the vulnerability of 
local people decreased. There is, however, a risk that improvements in resource extraction through 
technology development will change the profile of beneficiaries. 
 
Greater investment in PPOs through the envisaged grant facility could have a diversity of impacts on 
biodiversity. On the one hand, an increase in technical capacity through, for example, the introduction of 
technology to improve processing efficiency, will almost certainly lead to an increase in the levels of 
harvesting and thus a reduction in resource abundance and, possibly, species diversity. A case in point is 
that of Ximenia, where the lack of available oil presses is considered to be a major bottleneck to increased 
production capacity. Similarly, the provision of nets to increase drying efficiency for plants such as 
devil’s claw will likely increase harvesting intensity. 
 

 

Impact description Impact ranking 
Recommended 

mitigation of negatives 
Recommended 
enhancement 

Livelihoods: 
Positive impacts resulting 
from improved primary 
production leading to 
increased household 
benefits and improved 
livelihoods.  

 Direction: Positive 
 Spatial: Local 
 Duration: Medium- to 
long-term 

 Cumulative impacts: Yes 
 Probability: Definite 
 Significance without 
mitigation: High 

 Significance with 

None Positive impacts may be 
enhanced by:  
 
1. Ensuring that members 

receiving raw product 
preparation grants have 
participated in PPO 
training. 

2. Allocating primary 
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Impact description Impact ranking 
Recommended 

mitigation of negatives 
Recommended 
enhancement 

mitigation: Low production improvement 
grants to CBOs with the 
capacity to effectively 
manage these 
investments on behalf of 
all the beneficiaries. 

3. Ensuring that women 
and vulnerable groups 
are not excluded from 
accessing and using 
equipment. 

Possible negative impacts 
may arise if developments 
that improve the efficiency 
of resource extraction 
attract a different group of 
beneficiaries and squeeze 
out women and 
marginalized and 
vulnerable groups. 
 
 
 

 Direction: Negative 
 Spatial: Local 
 Duration: Medium- to 
long-term 

 Cumulative impacts: Yes 
 Probability: Possible 
 Significance without 
mitigation: High 

 Significance with 
mitigation: Low 

1. Support PPOs to develop 
institutional structures that 
are robust and able to 
secure the position of 
women and marginalized 
communities. 

2. Ensure that grants are 
awarded to PPOs that can 
demonstrate an ability to 
protect women and 
marginalized and 
vulnerable groups. PPO 
membership requirements 
and/or constitutions can 
help ensure this.   

None 

Biodiversity impacts for 
wild-harvested species: 
Although none of the 
identified species are 
currently under threat, 
negative impacts resulting 
from increased harvesting 
and improved efficiency 
may reduce resource 
abundance. Additionally, 
increased demand for 
certain species may lead 
to over-exploitation. 
Species diversity could 
also be negatively affected 
through prioritizing certain 
species over others, and 
shifting patterns of use 
from existing species to 
others (e.g., for fuelwood).  

 Direction: Negative 
 Spatial: Local/possibly 
regional if resource is 
over-exploited and 
harvesters travel further 
to collect 

 Duration: Medium- to 
long-term 

 Cumulative impacts: Yes 
(for harvesting) 

 Probability: Likely 
 Significance without 
mitigation: Medium 

 Significance with 
mitigation: Low 

 

1. Training will be a key tool 
to ensure that biodiversity 
impacts are minimized. 

2. Grant recipients should be 
required to develop a 
sustainability monitoring 
plan before receiving the 
grant if harvesting is 
destructive or if there are 
questions about 
sustainability of the 
process. Detailed criteria 
should be developed to 
assess grant applications 
based on the ability and 
intention of recipients to 
use resources sustainably. 

3. In cases where over-
harvesting is a concern, 
grant recipients should be 
required to undertake a 
resource survey. However, 
this should not be a 
blanket requirement for all 
applicants. 

4. Specific mechanisms need 
to be put in place to assist 
PPOs to develop 
sustainability monitoring 
plans. 

5. Sustainability plans need 
to link to existing red data 
lists that monitor trends in 

1. Link increased benefits 
to good management 
practices through 
CBNRM principles and 
strategies. 

2. Support compliance 
implementation (of local 
rules and regulations) 
by CBOs. 
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Impact description Impact ranking 
Recommended 

mitigation of negatives 
Recommended 
enhancement 

species diversity at 
national level. 

Biodiversity impacts for 
cultivated/managed 
species: 
Positive impacts on 
resource abundance may 
occur, and an increase of 
useful species may 
enhance ecosystem 
services and processes.  
 

 Direction: Positive 
 Spatial: Local  
 Duration: Medium- to 
long-term 

 Cumulative impacts: Yes 
 Probability: Likely 
 Significance without 
mitigation: Medium 

 Significance with 
mitigation: Low 

None 1. Encourage 
enhancement planting 
to strengthen wild 
populations from 
cultivated plants. 

Species diversity could be 
negatively affected through 
prioritizing certain species 
over others. Cultivation 
may introduce possible 
chemical contaminants 
although their lack of 
affordability is likely to be a 
significant deterrent to use. 

 Direction: Negative 
 Spatial: Local  
 Duration: Medium- to 
long-term 

 Cumulative impacts: Yes 
 Probability: Likely 
 Significance without 
mitigation: Medium 

 Significance with 
mitigation: Low 

1. Training will be a key tool 
to ensure that biodiversity 
impacts are minimized. 

2. Where relevant, 
sustainability plans should 
address the negative 
environmental impacts of 
cultivation. 

3. PPOs should be assisted 
to develop sustainability 
monitoring plans that take 
into account the potential 
negative impacts of 
cultivation/intensification.  

None 

Livelihood impacts of 
infrastructure 
development: 
Infrastructure development 
is usually accompanied by 
job creation. This positive 
effect may be countered by 
the fact that members 
living far from the facility 
are unlikely to be able to 
access the benefits of this 
employment opportunity, 
although there should be 
positive impacts through 
group use of the facility.  

 Direction: Positive 
 Spatial: Local  
 Duration: Medium- to 
long-term 

 Cumulative impacts: Yes 
 Probability: Possible 
 Significance without 
enhancement: Low 

 Significance with 
enhancement: Neutral 

None 1. CBO management 
process must ensure 
that job opportunities 
are allocated equitably.  

 

Negative impacts may 
result from the relocation 
of processing activities 
from the home to a factory, 
removing the advantages 
and flexibility women have 
of combining household 
responsibilities with 
processing activities. 
 

 Direction: Negative 
 Spatial: Local 
 Duration: Medium- to 
long-term 

 Cumulative impacts: Yes 
 Probability: Possible 
 Significance without 
mitigation: Medium 

 Significance with 
mitigation: Low 

1. Strategic planning by CBO 
must ensure that other 
developments 
(infrastructural or 
otherwise) are spread 
throughout target area. 

2. Innovative approaches 
should be developed to 
maintain as much of the 
value chain as possible 
within women’s homes or 
within convenient reach of 
their homes. 

None 
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Impact description Impact ranking 
Recommended 

mitigation of negatives 
Recommended 
enhancement 

Biodiversity impacts of 
infrastructure 
development: 
Infrastructure development 
and construction will have 
environmental impacts 
although, depending on 
the envisaged scale, these 
are likely to be localized. 

 Direction: Negative 
 Spatial: Local 
 Duration: Short- to 
medium-term 

 Cumulative impacts: No  
 Probability: Possible 
 Significance without 
mitigation: Medium 

 Significance with 
mitigation: Low 

 

1. Infrastructure construction 
should comply with MET 
environmental guidelines 
(see INP Implementation 
Tool 4). 

2. Sites for infrastructure 
should be located in areas 
that are already disturbed. 

None 

5.2 Sub-activity 2: INP Applied Research and Innovation Facility 

The proposed INP Applied Research and Innovation Facility will make grants available for new product 
use innovation, new INP platforms, extraction and refinement innovations, product analysis, and 
regulatory compliance.  
 
The facility will have a negligible direct impact on biodiversity, although it may ultimately lead to new 
markets and products, the development of which will have implications for resource management and 
livelihoods. Many of the specific impacts are difficult to predict given the open-ended nature of this 
component but in all likelihood, the activities associated with the facility will be of a technical nature, 
focused on undertaking specific research, investigating market trends, undertaking policy reviews, and 
developing and testing improved techniques of processing and analyzing INPs. None of these activities 
are expected to have negative biodiversity impacts, but on the contrary, will lead to a strengthened INP 
sector that indirectly will have positive environmental benefits. This activity will also improve regulatory 
compliance, which should lead to positive environmental impacts.  

 

Impact description Impact ranking 
Recommended 

mitigation of negatives 
Recommended 
enhancement 

Biodiversity and 
livelihoods: 
Negligible impacts on 
biodiversity and livelihoods 
are expected from this 
activity, which is primarily 
focused on research, 
technical support, and 
organizational 
strengthening. The 
intended strengthening of 
regulatory compliance 
through this activity will 
lead to positive economic 
and environmental 
impacts.  

 Direction: 
Neutral/Positive 

 Spatial: National 
 Duration: Long-term 
 Cumulative impacts: No 
 Probability: Definite 
 Significance without 
mitigation: N/A  

 Significance with 
mitigation: N/A 

 

None 1. Ensure that criteria for 
support are developed 
collaboratively by the 
IPTT and MCA and 
include screening criteria 
for potential impacts on 
biodiversity. 

2. Support the existing 
pipeline approach of the 
IPTT, where the remit is 
to investigate all 
Namibian plant species 
with commercial 
potential, not only those 
identified as priority 
species by the MCA 
Compact. 

5.3 Sub-activity 3: Market Information Delivery and IPTT Strengthening 

The establishment of a central database that is populated with relevant market information will not have 
direct impacts on biodiversity. However, if this information is not managed appropriately and through a 
system of controlled and differential access, there is a risk that it will be used irresponsibly. For example, 
poorly researched or dated pricing information about a particular product may drive harvesting pressures 
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unsustainably upwards or may lead to a collapse of markets. Access to the database by buyers could result 
in the information being used against the interests of producers. Attention needs to be given to using the 
database not only for pricing information, but more broadly as a tool for resource management and 
monitoring of INPs, linked to existing plant use databases such as the Survey of Economic Plants for Arid 
and Semi-Arid Lands (SEPASAL). The strengthening of the IPTT through this activity will result in 
positive—albeit indirect—biodiversity and livelihood impacts. 

 

Impact description Impact ranking 
Recommended 

mitigation of negatives 
Recommended 
enhancement 

Livelihoods: 
If correctly implemented, 
access to information 
should increase the ability 
of PPOs to make sound 
business decisions, thus 
improving INPs and the 
benefits they generate. 
However, if access to this 
information is not 
controlled, this information 
may contribute to elite 
capture or an 
enhancement of private 
initiatives rather than 
collective strategies 
focused on women and 
marginalized groups. 

 Direction: Negative 
 Spatial: National 
 Duration: Medium-term 
 Cumulative impacts: No 
 Probability: Very low 
 Significance without 
mitigation: Medium 

 Significance with 
mitigation: 
Low/negligible 

1. Set in place a system of 
controlled and differential 
access to the database. 

 

1. A Web site should be 
developed in conjunction 
with the database. This 
Web site could 
showcase Namibia’s 
resources and products 
and act as a marketing 
tool. 

Biodiversity: 
It is unlikely that this 
activity as currently 
described will have any 
direct impacts on 
biodiversity. 

 Direction: Neutral 
 Spatial: National 
 Duration: Medium-term 
 Cumulative impacts: No 
 Probability: N/A 
 Significance without 
mitigation: N/A  

 Significance with 
mitigation: N/A 

None 1. Consider widening the 
database to include 
resource assessment 
data for selected INPs, 
plus relevant traditional 
knowledge and 
intellectual property 
rights data.  

2. Ensure focus is given to 
improving the 
institutional strength of 
the IPTT.  

3. Develop a plan to 
ensure the long-term 
sustainability of this tool 
and the professional 
positions associated  
with it. 

5.4 Key Social and Environmental Issues 

The commercialization of natural products raises a suite of social, economic, cultural, and environmental 
issues. Some of these are described in forthcoming sections of this report, but they are highlighted here 
they will need to be considered in implementation of the INP component of the MCA Compact.  
 
Securing the role of women in natural product harvesting and development. Women in the NCAs have 
traditionally managed and utilized most plant resources and continue to do so today. Much of the 
processing and marketing of harvested material is also largely done by women. However, there is 
evidence internationally that as cash earnings increase and enterprises grow, men begin to engage more 
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actively. The danger thus exists that men will take over the trade to the disadvantage of the women. It is 
important to secure the role of women in natural product harvesting and development.  
 
Participation in the natural product sector provides women with independent income and stature, 
increased status and bargaining power, and a more flexible work schedule. Available time for income-
earning activities is more limited for women than for men. INP harvesting and processing provides for 
flexible part-time work that can be scheduled around other household and farming responsibilities.  
 
Building appropriate CBO capacity to manage INPs. Cooperatives, conservancies, and residents’ 
associations are the main CBO structures being used to support INP activities. These CBOs have a 
constitution, ensure that management structures are representative, and provide a framework for financial 
management.  
 
However, CBOs are facing challenges, the most significant of which is lack of capacity. Training by 
support organizations has targeted management committees where decisions are made. While this strategy 
has many merits, management committees members are elected into non-permanent positions. Thus, 
when management capacity is lost, training is again needed. To provide the continuity essential for 
effective functioning, some CBOs are hiring permanent staff members to fulfill roles requiring specific 
skills, thus ensuring continuity and the effective use of training.   
 
At community level, rudimentary business skills and marketing knowledge are lacking. While some 
groups hire more educated younger people to address this gap, there is often a high turnover as these 
individuals seek more secure and better-paying job. Sometimes, local social entrepreneurs (e.g., teachers) 
act in this capacity to handle logistics and provide access to cell phones, offices, and other necessary 
infrastructure. PPOs are generally reluctant to allow middlemen to get involved for profit (Diamond and 
Mwashita, 2008). 
 
Wherever possible, established CBOs are used to facilitate the collection of raw materials. This adds 
value to existing social structures and avoids the time and money spent on starting new supply chains and 
institutions. The existing network of CBOs provides ready entry points for promoting sustainable 
management of natural resources.  
 
New and increased incomes from INPs have deliberately been linked to good resource management 
practices by working with Namibia’s strong CBNRM movement. In the natural product sector, 
environmental sustainability is more than just a public good—it is a crucial business consideration, for 
both enterprise sustainability and marketing.  
 
Ensuring controlled and equitable access to resources. Communities appear to have different practices 
and rules governing access to different INPs. For example, marula is semi-domesticated and the trees are 
protected and harvested by individuals. KMS plants mainly grow in the wild, although some farmers 
intercrop them with mahangu. Access to marula and KMS can be controlled by the family living and 
farming in that area or the traditional authority. However, devil’s claw occurs in the wild on communally 
owned lands and is thus a communal or shared resource. The government is now regulating the collection 
of devil’s claw via permits and collector name/photo tags. Communal resource management is, in some 
areas, the responsibility of conservancies (in the eastern and northern eastern areas of Namibia) or 
residents’ associations (such as the Bwabwata National Park). With support, these CBOs are facilitating 
processes such as quota setting, harvest regulation, and quality control.   
 
As a community organizes and obtains support and benefits from the INPs, people outside of the 
community may try to become involved through access to the resource or opportunities to sell the 
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product. In a community conservancy or cooperative, this situation can usually be managed, but the 
resource and the income-generating opportunity could come under pressure in an open access situation. 
 
Assessing ecological impacts of wild harvesting. Most of the species under consideration are currently 
wild-harvested, although resources such as marula and KMS are increasingly managed through inter-
cropping or agroforestry systems, representing a gradient between wild-harvesting and cultivation. There 
are obvious ecological concerns raised by wild harvesting and its likely escalation:  

• Will this threaten the species harvested or have a detrimental effect on population size?  
• Will it reduce species diversity?  
• Will it undermine ecological processes and services?  

 
Clearly the nature of impacts will be highly differentiated depending on the type of species and its 
biological attributes, population densities, and spatial distribution; the parts being harvested; and the 
diversity of the habitat in which it is found (Peters, 1992; Arnold and Pérez, 2001). Rapid rates of 
reproduction and growth, for example, or multiple strategies for propagation minimize negative 
ecological effects, whereas long-lived, slow-growing, and slow-reproducing species will require more 
intensive management and monitoring (Neumann and Hirsch, 2000). Where the roots of a plant are 
harvested, as is the case for devil’s claw or Terminalia spp., localized impacts on the resource will be 
more significant than where the fruits are utilized, as for marula, Ximenia, and KMS. Population densities 
are also key. For example, the abundance of marula fruits suggests that the threat of over-harvesting is 
low, but its low recruitment may lead to demand outstripping supply (Shackleton et al, 2003). In contrast, 
the highly fragmented and irregular population distribution of Hoodia spp. presents major constraints to 
wild harvesting as a commercialization strategy. This, combined with a burgeoning market interest in the 
plant, has necessitated its cultivation.  
 
Scaling up but minimizing the social and environmental impacts of cultivation. Domestication and 
cultivation provide further advantages over wild-harvested plants in ensuring reliable, predictable, and 
regular supplies of material; enabling the selection and development of genotypes with desirable traits; 
allowing controlled post-harvest handling and increased quality controls; and securing product standards 
(Schippmann et al, 2002). Cultivation also helps to achieve magnitudes of production at relatively low 
costs, which would not be possible with wild harvesting. Costs can be further reduced by locating farms 
close to markets or transport points and by reducing the amount of labor required. Production can be 
increased many times to obtain economies of scale.  
 
Although a strong economic case can be made for cultivation, the social and environmental benefits are 
more ambiguous, particularly in the NCAs where water resources are limited and soil quality is poor. 
Both cultivation and wild harvesting bring social benefits, the former through generating jobs, income, 
and improved infrastructure associated with plantation agriculture (such as schools and clinics); and the 
latter through cash—albeit often seasonal—to extremely poor households. However, cultivation has been 
firmly associated with strengthening the hand of the privileged and aggravating inequities in resource 
distribution (illustrated by countless examples throughout the world). Moreover, wild harvesters are often 
not the same people who will undertake cultivation. Since cultivation generally involves a process of 
specialization and the use of new agronomic techniques, traditional harvesters are further marginalized 
from participation in these new ventures. The risks entailed in cultivation bring additional barriers and 
narrow the distribution of benefits to those better equipped to weather adverse circumstances.  
 
The environmental aspects of cultivation also pose a complex suite of problems. Although domestication 
can reduce the land area required for production and, hence, have ecological benefits through reduced 
pressure on forest resources, the reverse may also occur through the clearing of virgin areas for planting. 
Moreover, the abandonment of wild species harvesting is likely to remove any incentive that local 
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collectors might have had to protect the wild population, and with this loss in value, alternative land uses 
may be introduced that are more environmentally destructive (Wollenberg et al, 2001; Schippmann et al, 
2002). Not all species are affected in the same way; much depends on the biology of the organism 
exploited and the production system under consideration. Different situations have different potentials 
and limitations, and therefore demand different responses (Arnold and Pérez, 2001).  
 
Impacts of technology development. Harvesting raw materials for INPs is hard work and the benefits 
relatively small. However, harvesters are generally the most marginalized groups within a community and 
the small incomes they earn make a significant contribution to their livelihoods. While technology can 
help reduce the time and work involved to harvest or process INPs, the introduction of technology could 
shift benefit streams from marginalized groups and women to men and the more privileged. As products 
and technology develop, the marginalized groups who are currently benefiting should not be excluded 
from the sector.  
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6.0 BENEFICIARY ANALYSIS  

6.1 Existing Beneficiaries 

INP activities associated with the MCA Compact are expected to increase incomes for up to 15,000 
primary producers, a majority of whom are poor and female. With an average of five people per 
household, this translates to supplementary household income for up to 75,000 individuals. Currently, 
some 10,600 producers are estimated to be engaged in INP activities in the NCAs (Table 6.1). Tables 6.2 
through 6.4 summarize average incomes received by harvesters from such activities and indicate that: 
 

• Marula producers earned an average of $N257 per year from harvesting activities from 2006–
2007; 

• Ximenia producers earned an average of $N177 per year from harvesting activities from 2004–
2008; and 

• KMS producers earned an average of $N40 per year from harvesting activities during 2007. 
 
Table 6.1 Estimated number of beneficiaries involved in INP activities in 2008 
 

Institution Resource 
Individual/ 
household No. of beneficiaries 

EWC Marula 
KMS Individual 4,000 

TTP Ximenia Individual 500 

Ootanga Oil Producers KMS 
Ximenia Individual 3,000 

King Nehale Conservancy KMS Individual 250 
Joseph Mbambangandu, George 
Mukoya, Muduva Nyangana, and 
Shamungwa conservancies 

Ximenia Individual 400 

Marienfluss, Sanitatas, Orupembe, and 
Puros conservancies Commiphora Individual 391 

Omaheke user groups (authority of 
traditional authorities) Devil’s claw Household and 

individual 275 

Kyaramacan Residents Association Devil’s claw Household 183 
Nyae Nyae and N#a-Jaqna 
conservancies Devil’s claw Household 1,032 

RPRP Hoodia project Hoodia Household 600 
TOTAL   10,631 
Note: ”Household” indicates that more than one person could be involved in harvesting and processing INPs. 

 
Table 6.2 Harvester incomes from marula sold to EWC (the predominant marula supplier 
in Namibia)  
 

Year 
Volumes 

kernel (kg) 
No. of 

harvesters 

Price 
received 

per kg (N$) 

Average 
harvest per 
harvester 

(kgs of 
kernels) 

Average 
annual 

income per 
harvester 

(N$) 

Total 
income 

from 
marula 

received by 
households 

(N$) 
2006 22,420 1,940 N$17 11.6 196.50 381,132
2007 26,635 1,514 N$18 17.6 316.80 479,430
Note: Figures exclude the N$20 membership fee paid by harvesters to EWC. 
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Table 6.3 Harvester incomes from Ximenia sold to TTP (the predominant Ximenia 
supplier in Namibia) 
  

Year 

Volumes 
kernel 

(kg) 

Number 
of har-
vesters 

Price 
received 
per kg (+ 
transport 

and 
admin., 

N$) 

Average 
harvest 

per 
harvester 

(kgs of 
kernels) 

Average 
annual 
income 

per 
harvester 

(N$) 

Total 
income 

from 
Ximenia 
received 

by house-
holds 
(N$) 

Total 
income 
received 
by TTP 

for 
transport 

and 
admin. 

2004 6,000 588 5 (+1) 10.2 51 30,000 6,000
2005 12,200 569 5 (+1) 21.0 105 61,000 12,200
2006 22,000 572 5 (+1.5) 38.5    192.5 110,000 33,000
2007 7,710 252 6 (+2.5) 30.6    183.6 46,260 19,275
2008 25,230 500 7 (+2.5) 50.5    353.2 176,610 63,075
Note 1: Estimates are net income and already deduct the TTP transport and coordination fee. 
Note 2: Estimates exclude the N$30 membership fee paid by harvesters to TTP. 

 
Table 6.4 Harvester incomes from KMS in 2007 
 

Year 
Volumes 

kernel (kg) 
No. of 

harvesters 

Price 
received 

per kg (N$) 

Average 
harvest per 
harvester 

(kgs of 
kernels) 

Average 
annual 

income per 
harvester 

(N$) 

Total 
income 

from KMS 
received by 

house-
holds (N$) 

2007 68,000 
(estimate) 

6,000 
(estimate), 
including 
Ootanga 
and EWC 

3–3.50 11.3 39.70 238,000 

6.2 Potential Changes in Beneficiaries 

While some harvesters may be involved in more than one value chain, these figures nonetheless verify 
trends from elsewhere in the world that suggest that INP harvesting is a niche occupied by the poor, with 
incomes making up shortfalls during lean times. An important question that needs to be asked within the 
context of the MCA Compact is whether people engage in INP extraction because they are poor, or 
whether the nature of the markets in which these products are sold tend to keep wages and prices for 
producers low, with profit shares increasing with increased processing as the product moves closer to the 
consumer. While the answer is, in all likelihood, somewhere in between, the question underscores the 
importance of the value-adding component of the MCA Compact, which in turn raises issues as to 
whether upscaling activities in the INP sector will change the nature of the beneficiaries involved. 
 
In this regard, a number of concerns have been raised by the INP community in southern Africa, most of 
whom have been engaged, to some degree, to develop the MCA Namibia Compact. The following are 
quotes from key informants: 
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• “…[I]t is unclear how best to ensure a high level of participation in training/adoption of skills 
among poorer communities and households…particularly as the INP industry develops and 
economic opportunities increase with market expansion.” 

• “[The MCA Compact]…needs to ensure that approach and methodologies are conducive to the 
uptake of skills, ideas, and direct participation in the INP value chain by poor farmers currently 
involved in INP collection.”  

• “…[H]ow will benefits for poor rural populations be maintained if cultivation/harvesting by 
SMEs is increased rapidly? The risk of moving towards cultivation is the concentration of 
benefits into the hands of very few producers, as the case of Hoodia is beginning to show.”  

• “How can we ensure that small-scale collectors continue to participate and benefit, many of 
whom are comprised of women or populations of vulnerable groups?” 

• “It is vital to the goals of the project to ensure that as production is scaled up, it is strictly 
reserved to the traditional communities who have ‘invented’ the product.” 

 
Demographic changes in the beneficiary profile are already visible in the sector. Although these have not 
been quantified, the SEA team made the following observations:  

• Ximenia harvesters have noted that although older women were initially engaged in harvesting, 
the profile has changed to include younger women, and men now constitute about 12% of all 
harvesters. This is attributed directly to the limited employment opportunities available in the 
region. 

• A similar trend has been noted for KMS. 
• The introduction of technology, such as oil presses, typically involves and attracts men and will 

continue to do so. 
• It is critical to address issues of efficiency and quality control, and a balance will need to be 

struck between scaling up production, ensuring adequate quality, and addressing the needs of 
beneficiaries. For example, the quality and quantity of home-based decortication, notoriously 
labor-intensive, would be vastly improved with the establishment of a processing facility. 
However, having this activity remain home-based benefits women by enabling them to integrate 
income generation with family responsibilities.  

 
These concerns relate to existing producers, but a 50% increase in the number of beneficiaries—from 
10,600 to 15,000—is probable. Interventions will initially focus on existing harvesters and processors 
within existing PPOs, but this will likely increase in the latter stages of the MCA investment as 
innovations are put into effect. In some cases, more harvesters from the same villages could become 
involved, but if resources are limited or if there are insufficient harvesters, scaling up could involve 
harvesters from areas that have not traditionally sold products. Results of field surveys undertaken by the 
SEA Phase II public participation teams (Table 6.5) suggest that while most people in the NCA collect 
veld products for their own use, only a small portion sell these products to supplement household income. 
With awareness raising and training, this figure could increase significantly. Moreover, if additional 
products and species are targeted, and other geographic areas of Namibia are included, beneficiaries could 
expand to well beyond 15,000 households. 
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Table 6.5 Results of field surveys by SEA Phase II Public Participation teams, August 
2008 
 

Region 

No. of 
men 
inter-

viewed 

No. of 
women 
inter-

viewed 
Resources 

utilized Collection Processing Selling 

Ohangwena 26 44 Marula 
KMS 

Women and 
children Women 

Local sale 
(men and 
women)   

Oshikoto 16 28 Marula 
Ximenia 

Women and 
children Women 

Local sale. 
Women 
also sell 
Ximenia to 
factory. 

Oshana 33 51 Marula 
KMS 

Men, 
women, and 
children 

Women Only local 

Omusati 40 59 KMS Women Women None 
Kunene 112 128 Ximenia Women Women None 

Kavango   
Marula 
Ximenia 
KMS 

Women Women None 

 
Beneficiary income is expected to increase not only because of increased volumes but also because of 
organic certification. This applies specifically to marula and devil’s claw producers, both of whom 
receive a higher price for organically certified products. As the case study in West Caprivi shows 
(Volume 2, Section 8), households earning between N$4–5/kg from devil’s claw earned N$16/kg after 
training and certification. Current devil’s claw target groups are already certified or are in the process of 
obtaining certification. Omaheke devil’s claw PPOs have been certified, but for a variety of reasons have 
allowed their certification to lapse. Given that additional PPOs may become certified over the course of 
the MCA investment, income is expected to increase and expand to include new PPOs, in parallel with an 
anticipated increased market demand for certified material from Namibia. 

6.3 Competition Risk 

While most producers are organized through PPOs and/or conservancies, others operate independently 
and supply a private firm that competes for the same products. With INP sector enhancements, other 
enterprises could increase this competition. Although PPOs and conservancies have clear principles that 
focus on the poor and ensure equitable benefit sharing, private companies may not operate likewise. 
There is a risk that the producer profile could change for those groups who are not organized and not 
affiliated to a community-based structure. This is an area that requires careful monitoring. 

6.4 Vulnerable Groups 

The SEA Gender Report (Diamond and Mwashita, 2008) recommends that vulnerable groups be given 
special consideration in the INP component beneficiary analysis. To illustrate how this investment can 
affect women within these vulnerable groups, two case studies were formulated (see Volume 2, Sections 
8 and 9). The studies focus the Himba in Kunene and the Khwe (San) in West Caprivi.  
 
Vulnerable groups are expected to benefit from INP sector enhancements, since many of the San and 
Himba households already rely on these products and are currently supplying them to processors. Benefits 
are expected to increase through more material being harvested (e.g., resin harvesting by Himba), better 
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prices for harvested material, or harvesting material more efficiently. However, if certain safeguards 
(described in Section 8) are not put in place, MCA investment could adversely affect vulnerable groups. 

6.5 Key Principles  

The SEA team has formulated the following principles as a first step in avoiding shifts in benefit flows 
from female-headed households and the poor and vulnerable. The team recommends that these form the 
basis for any decisions regarding expenditure allocation. 
 

1. Agroforestry, intercropping, and enhancement planting are the main forms of cultivation that 
should be considered. Large-scale commercial cultivation is not appropriate for INPs such as 
KMS, Ximenia, and marula. Examples of appropriate cultivation include planting KMS seeds 
between rows of mahangu or additional Ximenia or marula trees in and around homesteads. MCA 
interventions should focus only on forms of cultivation (agroforestry, intercropping, and 
enhancement planting) that do not require large capital investments or large quantities of water. 
This is supported by the concerns raised at various stages of the SEA consultation process about 
cultivation resulting in elite capture of resources or changing the target beneficiaries.   

2. MCA Namibia interventions should focus on enhancing the work of existing support 
organizations (i.e., NGOs and government departments). Existing support organizations have 
developed training and capacity building approaches that are culturally appropriate and locally 
relevant. Their target beneficiaries are poor rural communities, especially women and vulnerable 
groups. These organizations are aware of issues, such as elite capture, while acknowledging the 
importance of involving all stakeholders. Rather than developing new strategies for supporting 
INP development in rural communities, existing support structures should be used. 

3. Initial support to PPOs should focus on strengthening existing PPOs. Many of the existing PPOs 
are young CBOs that need support with organizational strengthening and INP technical and 
marketing aspects. The current trends show that these existing PPOs are increasing the amount of 
INPs produced and extending their membership base. Strengthening these PPOs will increase 
income to a large group of beneficiaries. Once these PPOs are achieving their potentials, support 
can be extended to establishing new PPOs and supporting new INPs in different areas. 

4. Support to new PPOs should focus on community groups where existing CBO structures, such as 
cooperatives and conservancies, are already in place. There are a large number of registered 
conservancies in the NCAs that provide opportunities for linking good natural resource 
management practices with enterprise development. The way in which conservancies are 
currently structured ensures representative decision making structures, accountable financial 
management systems, and processes for benefit sharing both at community and household levels. 
Use of such institutional structures thus minimizes the risks identified of marginalizing women 
and vulnerable groups. While cooperatives and other CBOs are appropriate structures with regard 
to institutional compositions, they often struggle to achieve their goals because of lack of 
resources, especially financial and technical. There are presently strong support structures in 
place for conservancies in many areas, and conservancies have financial resources that can help 
ensure good management of INP enterprises. There are many examples of conservancies 
managing water points, plants resources, and other resources. Innovation and entrepreneurship is 
most likely to happen within the framework of conservancies than within that of cooperatives and 
other CBOs.  
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7.0 RESETTLEMENT NEEDS 
 
The SEA team has identified no resettlement needs based on the current description in the MCA Namibia 
Compact INP Activity. 
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8.0 LINKAGES, SYNERGIES, AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
The following discussion addresses the Terms of Reference for SEA tasks, specifically IV.2.5.2 
Cumulative Impacts, which requires comment on the following issues: 

• Define potential for integration of conservancies into INP activities to ensure sustainable 
management of wild INP resources (see Section 8.3 below). 

• Assess potential for conflict between the proposed game breeding/reintroduction camps and INP 
harvesting on conservancy land (see Section 8.3 below). 

• Using information generated through the LIFE Project annual/final reports, summarize the key 
lessons learned from the conservancy planning, revenue generation, resource monitoring, and 
capacity building process that can be integrated into MCC-funded tourism and INP activities (see 
Section 8.3 below). 

 
The discussion on linkages, synergies and cumulative effects is based on the outputs from a cumulative 
effects workshop held in Windhoek on 28–29 August 2008 and LIFE Project documents. 

8.1 Key Cumulative Effects within the INP Theme 

The only potential cumulative impacts and synergies identified within the INP Activity relate to Sub-
activity 1. There are opportunities for enhancing synergies between the various INP activities in Sub-
activity 1, such as encouraging PPOs and members applying for Primary Production Improvement Grants 
to link this application to a request for PPO training. For example, if equipment is provided to members, it 
will have the most impact if used effectively to increase production and contribute to improved 
livelihoods, as well as providing for the effective and efficient use of INPs according to acceptable 
harvesting processes. 
 
8.2 Linkages and Secondary Effects of INP Activities 
 
Figure 8.1 demonstrates the linkages and potential negative spin-offs of the INP activities. As can be 
seen, there are several interlinked “virtuous circles,” but also some negative spirals, which will have to be 
carefully managed in order to ensure that they do not become unintended consequences of the INP 
Activity.   

• INP interventions will provide an opportunity for diversification of livelihood strategies for poor 
families in target areas. Although the income is sometimes small, the additional seasonal income 
from INPs is significant to the beneficiaries. Tourism-related activities, e.g., craft sales, provide 
another means of livelihood diversification. 

• There is an opportunity for the development of INP-related tourism. Tourists could be encouraged 
to visit sites where INPs are being collected or processed. This would also provide an opportunity 
for the sale of locally produced INP products, which in turn would add value to the locally 
produced products and to the tourism experience. An increased demand for products could mean 
that there would be an increase in the number of beneficiaries, thus spreading the benefits of INP 
production and the positive spin-off that the small increase in income can bring (Figure 8.1). 

• As discussed in detail in Section 8.3, there are numerous complementary benefits between INP 
production and improvements in natural resource management through the establishment and 
strengthening of conservancies. 
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Figure 8.1 Positive and negative linkages resulting from economic growth in INPs 
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• Training will increase awareness of the value and income potential of INPs as well as appropriate 
and sustainable harvesting methods. Primary production grants could provide equipment, 
technology, and facilities to make harvesting easier and could lead to increased harvesting.  

• Although none of the identified species are currently under threat, negative impacts resulting 
from increased harvesting and improved efficiency may reduce resource abundance. Additionally, 
increased demand for certain species may lead to over-exploitation. At present, only devil’s claw 
harvesting has the potential to lead to grassland degradation. Harvesters dig large holes to remove 
the secondary tubers. If these holes are not properly filled in, grasslands could be affected.  
Species diversity could also be negatively impacted through prioritizing certain species over 
others, and shifting patterns of use from existing species to others. The unintended consequences 
of this would be a depletion of INP resources, which would mean that producers would not be 
able to meet demand and some would go out of business and revert to other agricultural products 
(e.g., livestock) to supplement their income (Figure 8.1). Without adequate interventions through 
MCA’s CBLRM Program in the Agriculture Project, this would ultimately lead to degradation of 
grasslands and the cycle of poverty would go full circle. 

 
The interventions required to minimize the possibilities for negative spirals and to ensure that the 
intended benefits of the INP Activity materialize are listed in Table 8.1. 
 
Table 8.1 Interventions required for successful implementation of the INP component 
 

Issue 
Recommended 
interventions Indicators Responsibility 

Due date / 
frequency 

Increased 
large-scale 
cultivation 

• Rapid environmental 
assessments 

• No. of rapid 
environmental 
assessments 
conducted 

Entrepreneur, 
MET, MAWF 

During 
project 
planning 
(before 
approval) 

Over-utilization 
of resources 

• Conduct resource 
inventories and 
monitoring 

• Intervene when a 
problem is identified 

• Populations of 
species are 
maintained at 
same or 
improved levels 
as now 

NGOs, IPTT, 
MAWF, 
coordinated by 
NBRI 

With 
immediate 
effect 

Harvesting is 
carried out by 
outsiders (not 
CBO 
members) 

• Implement system of 
control and 
enforcement at 
harvesting sites 

• Check membership at 
purchasing points 

• Maintain up-to-
date CBO 
membership 
registers 

• No harvesting 
by non-CBO 
members 

CBOs With 
immediate 
effect 

New products 
that  will be 
developed 
through IPTT 
and partners 

• Compile resource 
inventories 

• Establish monitoring 
systems where 
required 

Maintain plant 
populations from 
which resource 
material is 
harvested 

NGOs, IPTT, 
MAWF, 
coordinated by 
NBRI 

With 
immediate 
effect 

 
8.3 Opportunities for Optimizing Synergies with Other Program 

Components 
 
The main source of information for this section was obtained from the publication by NACSO (2008). 
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Several types of CBOs have been discussed in this report—cooperatives, conservancies, residents 
associations, and user groups falling under the authority of the local traditional leaders. This section 
focuses on the conservancy as an appropriate local institution for the management of INPs. This is partly 
due to the fact that, among IPTT partners, the conservancy is recognized as an effective point of entry into 
a community and partly due to the fact that there are several associated synergies with the tourism 
component of the MCA Compact.  
 
The main objective of CBNRM is to improve livelihoods. Conservancies with their triple bottom line 
approach, provide linkages between: 

• Natural resources and their management; 
• Social and institutional development, as well as livelihood security; and 
• Enterprise development and the generation of benefits. 

 
The tourism and the INP components of the MCA Compact will largely be implemented through these 
local level institutions. Widely viewed as a southern African success story, the conservancy experience 
offers a number of lessons for implementation of the tourism and INP activities (wild harvesting, not 
cultivation) to be funded by MCC. In response to the TORs (IV.2.5.2 #1), these lessons are summarized 
below. 
 
Conservancies manage a wide range of resources. As a greater skills base and more institutional 
confidence develop around the conservancy movement, it is increasingly clear that stronger external 
linkages are a key way forward. First, conservancies can manage many or all natural resources in 
extensive landscapes—including plant resources and grazing, as well as wildlife and tourism. This 
implies not only broader technical responsibilities, but also bigger income earning opportunities and 
enterprise management challenges.  
 
Secondly, there are scenarios in which conservancies can and should collaborate with other locally 
representative resource management structures, notably the growing number of community forest 
committees.  
 
Thirdly, conservancies can link together and join with other official and NGO structures for joint 
management of natural resources and promotion of environmental interests across larger areas (or 
“management complexes”), or as in the case of East Caprivi, across national borders. In many cases, these 
alliances should link conservancies with neighboring protected areas in joint nature conservation efforts. 
All these linkages are aspects of the broader and better integrated resource management opportunities that 
the conservancy movement has helped to create and that MCA support should help to develop. 
 
Monitoring and record keeping are related management challenge concerns. The Event Book system is a 
well-established way for conservancies to monitor wildlife and related events, but the needs in this area 
are now spreading into broader fields of observation and record keeping, including social concerns and 
conflicts and regular affairs such as births and deaths, employment levels, and benefit sharing. These local 
monitoring tools and processes need to aggregate up to reporting and analysis at the national level. As 
MCA supports further development in the tourism and INP sectors, consolidation and refinement of these 
technical and institutional monitoring systems will be an important priority. 
 
An evolving concern is balancing wildlife and ecotourism land uses in a conservancy with the many other 
livelihood strategies and resource uses on which people depend. Not only must human-wildlife conflicts 
be moderated and mitigated, consensus and clarity must be facilitated with regard to the allocation of 
different areas to different uses. Wildlife and nature conservation are not the only route to a better life for 
conservancy residents. Support should be given to more intensive land use planning and zonation as 
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conservancies’ conservation-based activities develop, so that other land-based livelihood strategies can 
also grow.  
 
Ideally, tourism and INP activities would be linked into other local economic development strategies and 
managed in an integrated manner by connecting community-based institutions. The exact configuration of 
such arrangements will depend, of course, on the number and nature of joint venture agreements with 
private sector partners. Understanding and managing such partnerships is a key challenge for 
communities and leaders with little or no prior experience of such relationships. Long-term external 
advisory support is usually needed to ensure success in such joint ventures, although some private sector 
interests have now developed competence and commitment in this regard and can be expected to bring 
these assets into new community collaborations. 
 
Conservancy game camps and INPs. Game camps will be established in selected conservancies with 
funding from the Tourism Project. The purpose of these fenced areas is to provide protected space for 
wildlife (including reintroduced species) within conservancies where other land uses, notably livestock 
production, are relatively intensive. They thus provide core areas for wildlife, nature conservation, and 
ecotourism within the multi-use zoning of these conservancies.  
 
There is potential for conflict between these game camps and INP activities if, like some existing camps 
to date, they are dedicated exclusively to wildlife and access for resource harvesting is prohibited. Access 
prohibition is understandable if camps are small temporary holding areas for recently reintroduced game. 
But the camps to be supported through the Compact will cover several thousand hectares and will be 
permanent core wildlife areas, as described above. It is not necessary from a conservation or ecological 
perspective to prohibit access for INP harvesting in such areas. Properly planned and managed by 
conservancy authorities, such harvesting will be no more disruptive than in the many other areas of 
northern Namibia, in and out of conservancies, where such resource uses coexist with wildlife. 
 
This potential conflict between the tourism and INP activities can thus be easily avoided through basic co-
ordination between INP harvesters and processors and conservancy management. INP harvesting need not 
clash with wildlife or ecotourism. INP activities could in fact be made part of the ecotourism product. 
Joint sustainable use of the land by wildlife and INP harvesters will avert a negative cumulative effect 
that could otherwise arise. 
 
CBNRM provides diversified livelihood strategies. One of the central aims of CBNRM is to improve the 
livelihoods of rural people through sustainable use of natural resources. The strategy for achieving this is 
to provide households with a variety of options for accessing food, income, and other resources in 
addition to traditional methods. By registering as a conservancy, communities gain benefits from wildlife 
and tourism that are not otherwise accessible. The tangible benefits at the household level could include 
cash income, meat from hunting, jobs in conservancy enterprises, and income from sale of crafts.  
 
Income from INPs provides another diversification of income. This income is seasonal but, fortuitously, it 
becomes available at a time of year when food and income from agricultural activities are minimal. In 
combination with several other sources of income, INPs can contribute to more secure livelihoods of 
people living in NCAs. 
 
Conservancies as appropriate institutions for INP management. Namibia’s decade of conservancy 
development has provided extensive experience in how to build and capacitate community management 
institutions. This experience will be invaluable in further institutional development to support tourism and 
INP activities funded through the Compact. Many of these governance lessons appear self-evident, but are 
being reinforced as the number and experience of conservancies increase. Management and decision-
making structures need to be as representative as possible. Sub-committees, each representing a particular 
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village, area, or interest group, are one possible strategy. Election of key leaders by the whole 
constituency, and not just by the management committee or board, is preferable. Whatever their 
democratic credentials, leaders need strong support to build their management capacity. Progress has been 
made in promoting women’s membership on management bodies (in 2007, 37% of conservancy 
committee members were women), but much more remains to be done. There should be representative 
linkages between conservancy structures and those of other pertinent governance systems, such as 
community forest committees and farmers’ associations, as well as the usual representation of traditional 
authorities and women’s and youth groups.  
 
As a key instrument of governance, annual general meetings of conservancy or similar management 
bodies need to be prepared, performed, and followed up as smoothly and democratically as possible. A 
constant challenge facing conservancies and all tourism and INP management structures concerns 
communication between representatives and their constituents. All too often, committee or board 
members report back incompletely, infrequently, or not at all. Accountability and transparency have to be 
built from both sides: committee members must perform their duty, and the general public must use its 
power to demand information and action from their elected representatives. It has also become apparent 
that some committee members are too busy to give conservancy and enterprise management the time it 
demands. One solution is the employment of full time management staff by some conservancies. 
 
All parties must also recognize that institutional structures are dynamic and need to grow and change as 
conservancy management, tourism enterprises, or INP activities move forward. Some conservancies, for 
example, are now considering updates to their constitutions. 
 
Conservancies and grants. The proposed grants will be more complex and challenging than those 
currently administered by groups such as the Namibia Nature Foundation. Those grants focused entirely 
on the CBO process. For example, they provided up to N$5,000 for the costs of conservancy annual 
general meetings, and up to N$30,000 for institutional development activities such as training workshops. 
Recipient organizations used simple applications and reporting and accounting templates and procedures 
provided to them by NNF. Once the meeting or other activity was complete and satisfactorily accounted 
for, the file on the grant could be closed. The MCA grants to the INP sector, on the other hand, will often 
include procurement of assets to be used over extended periods. They will be linked to production, 
processing, marketing, and certification activities and will need more thorough justification and more 
intensive planning and monitoring over longer periods. 
 
In spite of the challenges listed above, conservancies are possibly still the most appropriate and best 
placed community institutions to deal with grants. Conservancies already have experience in managing 
small grants and some have experience in managing their own income, often from wildlife-based tourism 
enterprises. Conservancies also have support organizations in place that assist with financial management 
and monitoring and would be able to provide technical support for grant applications and management. 
 
Conservancies and benefit distribution. A key policy issue for any community management body or 
enterprise is how its benefits will be distributed. This has often been a challenge to many conservancies 
during their early years. Sometimes all (registered) community members are recognized as equal 
shareholders and are paid an equal dividend. In other cases, some or all of the net income is distributed to 
an agreed set of interest groups or local institutions, such as a primary school, a church, or a youth group. 
A key lesson to carry across to new tourism and INP enterprises supported by the MCA Compact is that 
these enterprises will not transform people’s livelihoods or turn poverty into prosperity. They can be a 
valuable supplement to existing bundles of livelihood strategies and significantly improve standards of 
living. But people’s economic expectations should not be built up too high. The lesson from conservancy 
experience to date is that, wherever possible, enterprises should be diversified. Adding INP ventures to 
conservancies’ portfolios is one important way of doing this. However, the broader the resource and 
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enterprise portfolio for which community institutions are responsible, the heavier the management 
challenge. 
 
External support will thus be needed for some time to come. The demand for this support is growing, and 
advisory capacity and resources are not keeping pace. One key call from the 2007 annual report on the 
progress of Namibia’s conservancy movement is for sustainable finance strategies to provide for critical 
services to conservancies in the long term. The initial and remarkably extended period of donor support 
for such services is drawing to a close. MCC funding may help to meet some of the ongoing need, but 
further thinking and funding will be needed to guarantee the necessary support to community natural 
resource-based enterprises in the tourism and INP sectors. 
 
Synergies could also be enhanced between INP and livestock components. Both of these components aim 
to create opportunities for improved livelihoods, and both are based on providing incentives for improved 
resource management. Encouraging the improved management of more than one resource by a 
community group supports a more holistic approach to resource management. 
 
8.4 Cumulative Negative and Antagonistic Effects of INP Activities with 

Other Program Components 
 
There are possibilities of antagonistic effects between the tourism and INP themes (though there need not 
and should not be). For example, the proposed game camps that will be dedicated exclusively to wildlife 
might prohibit access for resource harvesting. Since the camps to be supported through the Compact will 
cover several thousand hectares and will be permanent core wildlife areas, it is not necessary to prohibit 
access for INP harvesting. This potential conflict between the tourism and INP activities can thus be 
easily avoided through basic coordination between INP harvesters and conservancy management.  
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9.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

9.1 Sustainability Analysis for Primary Production Improvement Grants 

The proposed primary production improvement grants would be made available to PPOs. Described in the 
INP Activity Overview (18 April 2008) as “Market Access Grants,” they would be available in several 
categories: 

• To enhance product preparation (tools and equipment); 
• To enhance product preservation; 
• To acquire processing equipment; and 
• To help PPOs go through the process of certifying compliance with organic and ethical trade 

standards. 
 
MCC’s INP Activity Overview envisages that “the grants will be allocated following a predetermined 
process (development of a grants-making manual is a top priority during CIF) whereby, in addition to its 
market competitiveness, technical soundness and impact on members, the cost sharing ratio will be a key 
factor considered in the approval process.” 
 
The INP Activity Overview also notes that these small grants could be administratively cumbersome. 
Managing them will be one of the tasks of the single contractor who will be appointed to implement the 
entire Producer and Processor Organization Strengthening sub-activity on behalf of MCA Namibia. The 
key issue here, however, is how viable such a facility will be, given the remoteness and poverty of many 
PPOs and their inexperience in applying for and managing grants. 
 
There is no doubt that the overhead on these small grants will be high, comprising conventional 
administration and special support to PPOs during the application and implementation phases. This is 
inevitable and acceptable—a necessary cost in a difficult environment. It is not clear whether these 
overheads are to be paid from the US$200,000 allocated to funding the grants. 
 
Like most small grants, measures to help PPOs will involve a combination of vigilance and flexibility. 
Recipients may infringe conditions and regulations for personal or organizational gain, or because of 
misunderstandings or logistical or other constraints beyond their control. Special precautions against theft 
of materials and equipment will also be necessary. It is important to be understanding and creative with 
regard to PPOs’ poor facilities and communications. They may be unable to make photocopies, for 
example, and might have to travel long distances to reach a fax machine. Few have access to e-mail, 
although most have cell phones. Some PPOs may not have bank accounts. 
 
MCC anticipates that applicants for these grants would make their own contribution. This will not be 
viable in many cases. PPOs do not often have the resources to make even a small cash contribution, and 
contributions in kind are not appropriate for the types of grant envisaged here. It may be possible to 
negotiate that part of the grant be treated as a loan to be repaid from subsequent revenue. The proportion 
repayable would depend on the likely increase in profits to be achieved through the grant. PPO 
contributions may thus be expected to be viable in the case of grants to support fair trade and/or organic 
certification.  
 
For implementation of these grants, the following steps and tasks will be necessary: 
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• Finalize criteria for grant approval, including identifying types and sizes of grant (probably for 
product preservation and processing) that will require business plans and cost sharing (see 
below); 

• Identify additional simple screening criteria (besides the financial criteria in the business plan) to 
which applications should respond, including environmental sustainability and gender (analysis 
of poverty levels or involvement of marginal groups is superfluous for the PPOs in question);   

• Prepare, pilot, finalize, and periodically review publicity materials, application forms, business 
plan templates, and reporting formats; 

• Publicize the grants program; 
• Coordinate with and support PPOs as they prepare and submit their applications (this could be 

done partly or wholly by intermediary NGOs); 
• Coordinate with and support PPOs as they prepare the simple business plans that will be required 

by some grants; 
• Monitor financial and technical grant implementation and grantee reporting; 
• Conduct technical analysis of grantee performance and of grants’ social, financial, economic, and 

environmental impact; and 
• Establish audit requirements and processes. 

 
It is envisaged that many of the above arrangements would be captured in a grant making manual to be 
prepared in the early months of the contract. 
 
There is no doubt that the proposed competitive grants facility is viable, and that there are individuals and 
organizations with the experience and competence to administer it. The cost of the facility should not be 
underestimated, but as noted above, it is a cost worth paying. 

9.2 Project Level Environmental Guidelines 

Section 6.5 contains four principles that should guide MCA interventions to avoid shifting benefit flows 
away from female-headed households and the poor and vulnerable.   
 
INP Implementation Tool 4 contains the MET required environmental screening tool with which all INP 
activities must comply.    
 
The recommendations provided in Sections 9.2 and 9.3 are derived from the impact assessment in Section 
5.  Mitigation measures below are required to minimize negative impacts that have been identified by the 
impact assessment.  Recommended enhancements, while not required, will significantly improve INP 
Activity success and sustainability if implemented. These principles, mitigation measures, and 
enhancements should be incorporated into project designs and into activity-level EIAs and environmental 
management plans (EMPs).    

• Mitigation measure: Grant recipients should be required to develop a sustainability monitoring 
plan before receiving the grant. Detailed criteria should be developed to assess grant applications 
based on the ability and intention of recipients to use resources sustainably. In cases where over-
harvesting is a concern, grant recipients should be required to undertake a resource survey. 
However, this should not be a blanket requirement for all applicants.  

• Mitigation measure: Specific mechanisms should be put in place to assist PPOs to develop 
sustainability monitoring plans. Sustainability plans need to link to existing red data lists that 
monitor trends in species diversity at national level.   
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• Mitigation measure: In Sub-activity 1, the construction of any infrastructure should comply with 
MET environmental guidelines (see INP Implementation 4).  

9.3 Implementation Recommendations 
Recommendations for PPO Training 

• Enhancement recommendation: Existing support organizations (listed in Section 3.4) should be 
contracted to provide PPO training. These support organizations would be familiar with culturally 
appropriate training methods (especially for non-literate participants) and would be able to 
provide ongoing support of field-based activities. CBOs and NGOs can play an important role in 
reinforcing women’s gathering rights and protecting their income-earning opportunities. MCA 
INP activities may inadvertently reduce women’s existing rights to allocate, regulate, collect, 
process, and market INPs. Existing support organizations that are already familiar with these 
issues should thus be considered when training is planned to mitigate this potential impact. 

• Enhancement recommendation: Positive impacts may be enhanced by focusing initial training on 
existing PPOs. PPO training will be most effective when trainers work with already organized 
groups and tailor each training activity to the needs of a specific group. This will also ensure that 
when INP awareness raising and training for new CBOs takes place, the appropriate groups 
within that CBO are targeted. Enterprise training should focus on group enterprises rather than 
individual ones, and should be followed up with coaching/mentoring. Non-technical skills may be 
needed to increase the effectiveness of groups and especially women’s articulation of their 
interests in community enterprises. Examples of these skills are conflict resolution and public 
speaking.  

• Enhancement recommendation: Positive impacts may be enhanced by developing resource-
specific training kits and ensuring that any training associated with cultivation, domestication, 
and intensification is appropriate and tailored to the social and ecological context of the producer 
community. Any cultivation training must be resource-specific and accompanied by practical 
recommendations on minimizing impacts on biodiversity 

• Enhancement recommendation: Training that includes rural women must be convenient for them. 
It should be held in the communities where they live, adjusted to their daily household 
responsibilities and childcare duties, and their seasonal calendar. Where appropriate, women 
should be allowed to bring small children with them. Additionally, women respond well to 
women trainers.  

• Enhancement recommendation: Training courses for San and Himba communities should take 
place in villages and should be structured around their daily routines and responsibilities and the 
harvesting calendar. The level of the training and materials must be adjusted to appropriate 
literacy and numeracy levels.  

• Enhancement recommendation: Harvesters need training on labor saving devices for INP product 
processing. Enterprise training is often most effective when accompanied by “kick-start” inputs 
(such as equipment). Quality control is a key area of training, and clear standards need to be 
demonstrated. INP enterprises need training in enterprise-related skills and the use and 
interpretation of market information.   

• Enhancement recommendation: One important protective step could entail separate male and 
female mapping, using participatory rural appraisal methods of INPs to denote ownership and 
rights. These should be part of conservancy natural resource management plans.  
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Recommendations for Primary Production Improvement Grants 

• Enhancement recommendation: Provision should be made for support organizations to assist 
CBOs to apply for primary production improvement grants. Special support would also be needed 
for PPOs arranging certification. The most likely arrangement is that the PPO would use its grant 
to procure advisory and support services from a professional organization such as CRIAA SADC. 

• Enhancement recommendation: Where possible, existing CBO structures, such as conservancies, 
should be used to coordinate INP activities and to facilitate grant allocation and management. By 
its very nature, INP work is seasonal (two to four months a year) and part-time (generally three 
days per week). It would be overkill to invest significant effort into year-round group governance 
for such a short-term activity. Using existing institutional structures where some capacity already 
exists would be appropriate. Some conservancies have capacity and processes in place to deal 
with funds from grants and, where possible, these grants could be channeled through 
conservancies to alleviate some of the barriers to PPOs accessing these grants.  

• Enhancement recommendation: Positive impacts may be enhanced by ensuring that members 
receiving raw product preparation grants have participated in related PPO training. 

• Enhancement recommendation: When applications for grants are considered, PPOs should not be 
evaluated on a one-size-fits-all basis. PPOs will be involved in harvesting and processing 
different INPs and there will be differences by ethnicity, by task, and even by location. Best 
practices for producers and processors will vary depending on the resource and the environment. 
The broad range of stakeholders represented in the IPTT should have the technical knowledge 
and skills, as well as the experience, to take this into account when evaluating applications.  

• Mitigation measure: Grant recipients should be required to develop a sustainability monitoring 
plan for wild harvested species before receiving the grant. Detailed criteria should be developed 
to assess grant applications based on the ability and intention of recipients to use resources 
sustainably. Grant recipients should be required to undertake a resource survey, if over-harvesting 
is a concern; however, this should not be a blanket requirement for all applicants. Specific 
mechanisms need to be put in place to assist PPOs to develop sustainability monitoring plans. 
Sustainability plans need to link to existing red data lists that monitor trends in species diversity 
at the national level. Where relevant, sustainability plans should address the negative 
environmental impacts of cultivation. PPOs should be assisted to develop sustainability 
monitoring plans that take into account the potential negative impacts of 
cultivation/intensification. Enhancement planting should be encouraged to strengthen wild 
populations from cultivated plants. 

• Enhancement recommendation: The management of the small grants program is likely to be a 
full-time job for one experienced administrator, supported by an accountant working half time. 
Communications and field transport costs should also be factored into the administrative budget 
for the program. 

• Enhancement recommendation: The INP Project Overview suggested that the administrative load 
be reduced by clustering procurement of materials, equipment, etc. that will be needed by various 
PPOs. As there will be a degree of seasonality in PPO needs, it may be helpful to cluster and 
simplify the procurement processes in response to grant applications. 

 
Recommendations for INP Applied Research and Innovation Facility  

• Enhancement recommendation: The grant approval process for the INP applied research and 
innovation facility grants should follow the existing pipeline approach of the IPTT, where the 
remit is to investigate all Namibian plant species with commercial potential, not only those 
identified as priority. 
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• Enhancement recommendation: The criteria for support of activities by the INP Applied Research 
and Innovation Grant Facility should be developed collaboratively by the IPTT and MCA and 
include screening criteria for potential impacts on biodiversity. 

 
Recommendations for Market Information Facility 

• Mitigation measure: A system of controlled and differential access to the database should be set 
in place. 

• Enhancement recommendation: A Web site should be developed in conjunction with the 
database. This Web site could showcase Namibia’s resources and products and act as a marketing 
tool. 

• Enhancement recommendation: Resource assessment data for selected INPs should be included 
in the database, as well as relevant traditional knowledge and intellectual property rights data.  

• Enhancement recommendation: A plan should be developed to ensure the long-term sustainability 
of this tool and the professional positions associated with it. 

• Enhancement recommendation: This activity must ensure focus on improving the institutional 
strength of the IPTT by providing a secretariat for the team as well as an overall coordination 
role. It is recommended that this activity support three full-time jobs within the NBRI: a database 
manager supported by a bioinformatics technician and plant product developer. To ensure 
sustainability of these positions, the position levels and remuneration must be related to current 
government structures. 

 
General Recommendations 

• It is not desirable or appropriate for the ABS legislation to be finalized prior to implementation of 
the Compact, and prior to the finalization of the International Regime on Access and Benefit 
Sharing in 2010. Regulatory and institutional vacuums are currently filled by the interim 
Bioprospecting Committee and supporting legislation, and this will serve well as a holding action 
until finalization of the International Regime. It is recommended that the Compact be used as part 
of the process to strengthen Namibia’s role as a leader in biotrade, and the development of 
innovative approaches towards natural product commercialization.  

• A forum should be established to allow donors to meet and share information about activities and 
priorities. This will ensure that resources are utilized effectively and that activities are 
coordinated and implemented effectively. 

9.4 Key indicators of success 

The indicators of success should include: 
 

• Economic growth in the INP sector in Namibia 
• Increased number of people benefiting from INPs 
• Increased income to current beneficiaries 
• Improved INP resource management 
• New INPs being harvested and sold  
• More INPs certified (organic or fair trade). 
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11.0 LIST OF CONTACTS AND INP PROCESSORS VISITED 
 
Date Time Stakeholder Venue 
17 June 12h00min  Mr. Pierre du Plessis, CRIAA 

0812510672 
Windhoek 

18 June 9h00min IPTT informed of SEA Phase 2 activities for INP 
component. 
Chairperson: Mr. S. Ipinge 
061-2087066 

NAB, Windhoek 

22 July 14h00min Mr. Chris Weaver, WWF-LIFE 
061-239945 

Kenya House, Windhoek 

22 July 15h30min Mr. Steve Carr, NBRI 
061-2022012 

NBRI, Windhoek 

23 July 14h30min Ms. Selmi Kaulinge, Ootanga Oil Producers    
0811292252 

Zoo Café, Windhoek 

28 July 8h00min Tulongeni Twahangana Project 
Mr. Ephraim Weyulu, DEES-MAWF 
0812598197 
Ms. Johanna Amakali, DEES-MAWF 
0811486566 
Mr. Ndjuulume, Chairperson of TTP 
Ms. Loide Nghumbilemo, Eenhana Branch 
Ms. Karine Jason, Onakalunga Branch  
Ms. Frieda Olavi, Omulonga Branch 
Ms. Aina Napafiku, Epembe Branch 
Ms. Paulina, Epembe Branch 

MAWF Offices, Eenhana 

28 July 14h00min Edufano Women’s Cooperative 
Ms. Frieda Haufiku, Cooperative Chairperson 
0812568664 
Ms. Martha  Kangando, Factory Administrator 
065-240068 

EWC, Ondangwa 

29 July 8h30min Ms. Victoria Nehale, Ootanga Oil Producers  
0813219199 

Ootanga Oils, 
Ondangwa 

30 July 10h00min Stakeholders meeting  
Participants: 
Mr. Friedrich Alpers, IRDNC 
0812128989 
Mr. Steve Carr, NBRI 
061-2022012 
Mr. Dave Cole, CRIAA-SADC 
061-220117 
Mr. Mark Holker, CESP/NACSO 
0813512319 
Ms. Magdalena YaKasita, DSS, MET 
061-2842545 
Ms. Selmi Kaulinge , Ootanga Oil Producers  
0811292252 
Michelle Mallet, CRIAA-SADC 
061-220117 
Ms. Peggy Poncelet, ICEMA High Value 
Plants Project 061-2022041 
Ms. Sally Wood, NNF 
061-248345 
Ms. Easter Chigumira, SAIEA 

NNF, Windhoek 
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Date Time Stakeholder Venue 
061-220579 
Ms. Georgina van Wyk, NRM WG, NACSO 
061-248345 
Facilitators: 
Ms. Karen Menczer 
Ms. Karen Nott 
Dr. Stephen Turner 
Dr. Rachel Wynberg 

30 July 14h00min Ms. Peggy Poncelet, ICEMA High Value Plants 
Project 

NNF, Windhoek 

30 July 15h00min Ms. Selmi Kaulinge, Ootanga Oil Producers  
0811292252 

NNF, Windhoek 

31 July 8h30min Dr. Kirsten Probst, GTZ 
061-231419 

DEA, Windhoek 

31 July 14h30min Dr. Gillian Maggs-Kolling, NBRI 
Steve Carr, NBRI      
061-2022012 

NBRI, Windhoek 

31 July 16h00min Dr. Brian Jones 
0811280804 

SAIEA, Windhoek 

1 August 8h30min Mr. Andee Davidson, BEL WG 
061- 239945 

Kenya House, Windhoek 

1 August 10h00min Mr. Sem Shikongo, Dir. of Tourism, MET   
0811295109 

DEA, Windhoek 

1 August 11h30min Ms. Silke Rugheimer, Analytical Laboratory 
Services 
061-210132 

Analab, Windhoek 

1 August 14h00min Mr. Dave Cole, Devil’s Claw Working Group  
061-220117 

CRIAA, Windhoek 

1 August 15h00min Ms. Nangula Amutenya, Katutura Artisans Project   
0812024059 

KAP, Katurura 

1 August 16h30min Mr. Michelle Mallet, CRIAA-SADC 
061-220117 

CRIAA, Windoek 

 
The Indigenous Natural Products (INP) team visited three processors during the course of the field 
excursion. 
 
The Eudafano factory was built in 2005 in Ondangwa, and it processes marula kernels and Kalahari 
melon seed (KMS) purchased from the Eudafano Women’s Cooperative (EWC). The oil is extracted and 
sold to a French company for the production of personal care products. In 2007, Eudafano processed 26 
tons of marula kernels. Eudafano has received technical and financial support from a wide range of 
stakeholders including government agencies and Center for Research Information Action in Africa 
(CRIAA SADC), a nongovernmental organization providing technical and marketing support in the INP 
sector. The factory employs nine staff members, six of whom are involved in operating the pressing 
machines. Although all the members of the EWC are women, the factory employs both men and women. 
This processing facility could access support through the producer and processor organization (PPO) 
training and primary production improvement grants of sub-activity one. 
 
Ootanga Oil Producers is a privately owned company that has been operational in Ondangwa for 16 
years. The company’s main activity is the processing and oil extraction from KMS. Some Ximenia 
processing is done, and occasionally small quantities of marula kernels are processed. Raw material is 
purchased at village level from any harvesters who have produce to sell. Ootanga Oil Producers have 
identified individuals in target villages who inform and activate harvesters within their village. The oil is 
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exported to a variety of companies mostly in the United Kingdom and France. Training of harvesters was 
highlighted as a need in this group. This training could be accessed through the PPO training component 
of sub-activity one. 
 
Katutura Artisans Project is a facility in Katutura, Windhoek, that is owned by CRIAA SADC. This 
facility was used to process marula and KMS before the Eudafano factory was built, and it is currently 
processing mostly Ximenia. CRIAA SADC buys the Ximenia, extracts the oil, and then sells and exports 
the oil. This year, 25 tons of Ximenia kernels have been purchased from the Tulongeni Twahangana 
Project and a further 16 tons are expected. 
 
This project could access support through the technical capacity improvement training as well as the 
processing equipment grants in Sub-activity 1. 
 
 





 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

KEY IMPLEMENTATION TOOLS 



 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Implementation Tool 1 
Questions to Guide INP Stakeholder Interviews 
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1 Producers and Harvesters 

1. Identify key institutions and leadership in the community (Both in general and those that have 
been designed specifically for trade in plant products). 

2. Investigate the current tenure system and links between tenure, use, and harvesting. 

3. Describe the demographics of the producer communities—male, female, age, income, ethnicities, 
etc. 

4. Which plant resources are harvested to sell? When do you harvest? How do you store it? What 
processing do you do? Which is the most important? 

5. Do only community members harvest/produce …? How many people harvest? Who in the 
community is involved in harvesting / processing / trade and in what way? (role of women?) 
Could more people become involved? 

6. How much do you sell, who buys it from you, and what are you paid? How are prices negotiated? 
Who are your main trading partners? What could you do to make more money from …? 

7. What are the benefits of working with different types of partners (e.g., NGO/government 
department/private firm)? What are the constraints to working with these partners?  

8. What training have you received with regard to harvesting and processing? 

9. What are your main problems in harvesting / producing / trading …? 

10. What could be done better? What is working well? 

11. What do you do to ensure the product is of good quality? What would help to improve quality? 

12. What prevents greater harvesting, processing and value adding from taking place? 

13. Is cultivation an option for the production of …?  

14. How has the trade of …improved your life? 

15. To what extent do you collaborate with other producers/harvesters, and around what matters, if 
any? 

16. Is the resource getting scarce? If there was more available would you harvest more? What 
measures are taken to ensure sustainability? Who monitors and enforces controls that are in 
place? What are the environmental impacts of collection? 

17. How is benefit-sharing done in the community and what mechanisms are in place to distribute 
benefits? Are benefits derived by the community or by individuals? What benefits other than 
financial reward are obtained from trade…? 

18. What does the future hold for trade in …? Will more or less harvesters or producers become 
involved in the trade? 

2 Exporters and Local Intermediaries 

1. How did you come to be involved in this trade? Why did you choose to trade …? 

2. How do things work? Who are your main partners? 



   MCA/NAMIBIA COMPACT – VOLUME 4: THEMATIC ANALYSIS REPORT – INPS 66 

3. How much of …do you trade?  

4. What does it cost per kilogram to buy in? 

5. How many people are harvesting …to supply you with this amount? 

6. How many people supply you with …?  

7. From where is material collected?  

8. How is the sustainability of resource use ensured? Is the resource degraded? What steps are taken 
to minimize environmental impact? 

9. What approaches does your firm adopt to the cultivation of…?  To what extent are producer 
communities involved in the cultivation project? 

10. What processing/value adding of…takes place? What constraints are there preventing more value 
from being added at the community /local/national levels? 

11. What are your company’s policies on benefit-sharing and social responsibility—how are these 
implemented on the ground and what prevents their full realization? 

12. Does your involvement in the … trade involve any form of technology / knowledge transfer or 
capacity building to those harvesting the resource? What constraints prevent this from happening? 

13. What government policies and regulations affect your trade in …? How effective is it? What are 
the main problems in its implementation? 

14. What would you like to see in place to improve business? 

15. To what extent do you collaborate with other exporters, and around what matters, if any? 

16. The future—what do you anticipate in demands from consumers; availability of the resource; 
relations with the community? 

17. What recommendations or suggestions would you make to improve trade in…? 

3 PPOs and Support Organizations  

1. What are the objectives of your organization? How is your support funded? Which communities 
are supported by your organization? Which community structures/CBOs do you work through? 
How did you come to be involved in this trade?  

2. What type of support do you give (technical, financial, logistical, training)? How long will these 
communities be supported by your organization? 

3. At what stage of the process is your organization involved in this trade? Do you trade with any 
plant resources yourselves (or just on behalf of communities)?  

4. What does it cost per kilogram to buy in …? What price is it sold for? 

5. How many people are harvesting to supply with this amount? What are the profiles of the 
harvesters? How are women involved? Men? What is their main means of earning a living? How 
many harvesters? Households? 
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6. From where is material collected? How is it harvested? Wild harvesting or cultivation? Which 
wholesalers and retailers do you supply? Are you supported by CRIAA or Phytotrade? If so, 
how? 

7. What quality control and standardization procedures do you have in place for …? Do you 
purchase organic supplies of …and if so why? Do you need support in getting certification? Who 
does this? 

8. What processing / value adding takes place? What are the costs of this? What prevents more 
value from being added at the community / local / national levels? 

9. How is traditional knowledge used and promoted in your products? How do you go about 
obtaining the consent of holders of knowledge to use their knowledge in your products? 

10. What government policies and regulations affect your support to communities? How effective is 
it? What are the main problems in its implementation? 

11. What would you like to see in place to improve business? Recommendations? Suggestions? What 
organizational strengthening would you like to see in place? What business and marketing skills 
would you like to see in place? What technical capacity is needed? 

12. How is the sustainability of resource use ensured? Is the resource degraded? What steps are taken 
to minimize environmental impact? The future—what do you anticipate in demands from 
consumers, availability of the resource, and relations with provider communities? Do you monitor 
the impacts and results of your work? 

4 Government Officials   

1. What permits are required for the collection, cultivation and export of…species and what are the 
conditions of such permits?  

2. What permits have been issued for the collection, cultivation and export of… species by your 
department over the past 10 years and to whom?  

3. How much…has been traded over the past 10 years? (Please indicate a breakdown between local 
trade, export to other southern African countries, and overseas export if possible.) How accurate 
are these figures?  

4. Is…species legally protected and if so how?  

5. How is the sustainability of the resource ensured? Is the resource degraded? What steps are taken 
to minimize environmental impact?  

6. What other government policies/regulations exist to control trade in…?  

7. What government departments are involved in regulating the use and trade of …and how are such 
efforts linked?  

8. How is monitoring and enforcement of such regulations effected?  

9. What is the impact of international trade / environmental agreements (e.g., CITES, CBD, TRIPS 
and other WTO Agreements) on your control of the…trade?  

10. What are your main problems in ensuring sustainable use and regulating trade in…?  

11. What could be done better? What is working well? 
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12. What prevents more processing and value-adding of…from taking place locally and communities 
from benefiting more than they are at present? 

13. Is cultivation of…a preferred option for the continuation of the trade? What are the constraints 
and opportunities of cultivation?  

14. Are there any projects your department is involved in concerning …?  

15. What is planned for the future regulation of the…trade? What approaches are being considered to 
conserve the plant and to enhance local and national benefits from exploitation of the species? 

 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Implementation Tool 2 
Guide for INP Species Conservation 
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1 Devil’s Claw 

Although few non-timber forest products are explicitly regulated in Namibia, devil’s claw is an exception, 
and a variety of laws and policies exist to control its exploitation and trade. These laws date back to the 
1970s and the onset of growth in international trade of the species. 
 
The first efforts to control exploitation of devil’s claw were introduced in June 1975, with the declaration 
of H. procumbens (but not H. zeyheri) as a protected plant under Schedule 9 of the Nature Conservation 
Ordinance (4 of 1975), and the introduction of a permit system to control the gathering, purchase, and 
export of plant material. While the permit system for exporting material worked relatively well, that for 
controlling harvesting proved extremely problematic. This resulted in permit requirements for harvesting, 
possession, and transportation being suspended in 1986 and maintained for export and phytosanitary 
purposes only. 
 
In 1999, renewed concerns about over-harvesting and unsustainable methods of harvesting, as well as the 
unauthorized harvesting on communal and private lands, led to a reassessment of the situation, and the 
issuing of an overarching Policy on the Harvesting and Export of Harpagophytum spp. by the Ministry of 
the Environment and Tourism (MET). The policy stipulates a harvesting season from March to October 
for both species of Harpagophytum spp., with no permits being issued outside of this period. Harvesting 
is subject to a non-transferable permit valid for the duration of the harvesting season, and is applicable for 
a particular locality only. Permit holders, who are defined generally as being individuals or a group, are 
required to obtain the permission of the landowner prior to harvesting and are also required to report the 
number of bags harvested, to whom such bags were sold, and on which dates. New permits are issued 
only on receipt of such a report and confirmation of compliance with sustainable harvesting techniques. 
Furthermore, persons dealing (purchasing, transporting, selling, exporting, importing) in Harpagophytum 
spp. are required to register annually with the ministry, to keep a register of all transactions in 
collaboration with harvesters, and to clearly distinguish between the two species of Harpagophytum spp. 
in reporting. No limitations are placed on the number of permits granted, but the MET reserves the option 
to set a quota on any particular permit issued. Permits are still required for the export of Harpagophytum 
spp., to be accompanied by information on the origin of all material, as are phytosanitary certificates. 
Permits are also required for any cultivation of Harpagophytum spp., for research on the plant, and for 
any feasibility studies into cultivation. The policy also supports projects that add value to Harpagophytum 
spp. in the interest of national development.  
 
Decision-making is affected through the Devil’s Claw Working Group, a stakeholder group set up in 
1999. The Namibian government gives increasing recognition to the importance of maintaining a 
sustainable trade in the plant. A regional working group comprising representatives from Namibia, South 
Africa, and Botswana aims to bring regional cohesion to policy frameworks but meets erratically and 
typically in response to problems that arise. In 2002, for example, a proposal was tabled by Germany to 
list devil’s claw in Appendix II of CITES. This was met by outrage from devil’s claw range states who 
argued that the inclusion of Harpagophytum spp. in Appendix II would shift the market towards 
preferring a cultivated product over one that is wild harvested, and thus an environment favoring 
agribusiness and commercial farmers, over and above marginalized small farmers and local livelihoods 
(CRIAA, 2000). The proposal was later withdrawn, although devil’s claw is regularly reviewed at CITES 
meetings. 

2 Hoodia 

Hoodia is listed on Appendix II of CITES and all Hoodia species are also protected by the 1975 Nature 
Conservation Ordinance. A comprehensive permitting system thus exists to protect wild Hoodia 
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populations, comply with CITES non-detriment requirements (i.e., this essentially shows that harvesting 
has been conducted in accordance with sustainability guidelines), and provide information about 
harvesting pressures, illegal activities, and resource status (Mupetami, 2007). The MET provides 
oversight on all Hoodia use and trade and issues and administers all relevant permits. Permits are required 
for the picking, transporting, or trade of both wild-harvested and cultivated material. MET also requires 
permits for the collection of seeds, the establishment of cultivated areas, and any manufacturing activities 
associated with Hoodia. All farms that have wild populations of Hoodia have also been asked to register 
with the MET. Anyone wanting to cultivate Hoodia must apply for a nursery license and stipulate where 
the seed is collected. The required seed permit can be issued regionally and is valid for six months, after 
which the project must be inspected. Permits are also required to register a Hoodia nursery. A register 
must be kept of all transactions—the number of seedlings, the number surviving to maturity, and all sales. 
Nursery registration is valid for one year and must be renewed annually.  
 
There is a general consensus that wild harvesting of the plant is not sustainable, but under certain 
conditions “salvage” harvesting may be allowed of plants that have died through natural circumstances 
(e.g., animal damage or disease). Detailed wild harvesting guidelines have been developed in this regard. 
Applicants need to show that the wild population exceeds 1,000 plants, and must produce verified 
distribution and density maps. Wild harvesting is only permitted once active cultivation and enrichment 
planting programs have been established. MET must be informed of the intention to harvest and the date 
on which the harvesting will take place, and must be present when harvesting takes place. Cultivated 
material cannot be mixed with wild-harvested material. Under such stringent conditions, it is not 
surprising that only one “salvage” permit has been issued to date for the wild harvesting of plants. Those 
wishing to be involved in any manufacture associated with Hoodia need to register as a manufacturer and 
provide proof of registration as a business, proof of experience with medicinal plants, and documentation 
from the health authorities regarding the operating site. These applications must be made through the 
MET Head Office in Windhoek. 
 
Because of Hoodia’s listing on CITES Appendix II, the export of parts, derivatives, or whole plants 
requires a CITES permit, and a permit is required for each consignment. The CITES listing provides for 
partly or fully processed material to be exported under an agreement between the producing company and 
the CITES Management Authority (MET) without a permit, provided that the containers in which the 
Hoodia is packed (e.g., bottles) are labelled to the effect that the product has been produced under an 
agreement with the CITES Management Authority of the Hoodia range state (Namibia). Applications to 
export must be accompanied by proof of permission to import into the receiving country, and proof of 
non-detriment findings.  
 
Monitoring, enforcement, and compliance are key constraints that prevent effective implementation of the 
Hoodia permitting system in Namibia. Law enforcement capacity is low, the legal process is cumbersome 
and seemingly full of loopholes, and the low penalties do not provide a sufficient deterrent to 
transgressors given the high value of the resource. This is exacerbated by the fact that illegal harvesting 
typically occurs in remote rural areas, with material quickly transported over the border to South Africa. 
Illegal activities seemed to have peaked from 2003–2006, and have now declined with increasing border 
control, less market demand, and increasing vigilance on the part of Namibian and South African 
regulators (Wynberg and Newton, 2008). Nonetheless, several recent prosecutions have been made.  
 
Those interviewed about the efficacy of the existing permitting system have commented that the system is 
adequate, but requires further streamlining (Wynberg and Newton, 2008). Individual permits required for 
each trade transaction are considered to be onerous, and the Hoodia Growers Association of Namibia has 
proposed an open-ended permit that would also facilitate the entry of small growers into the system. 
Inspection requirements are also considered to be unnecessarily onerous and redundant given capacity 
constraints within MET. One proposal is that MET give consideration to a single permit that allows 
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cultivation, harvesting of cultivated material, processing, and trade with inspection and renewal on an 
annual basis. 
 
Maintaining ownership of Hoodia genetic resources is a key area that has received attention by regulators 
given the ease in which Hoodia can be cultivated. Existing plantations in the US and elsewhere are causes 
for concern and could undermine regional efforts to develop the industry. With this in mind, an agreement 
on developing a common permitting protocol has recently been reached between Namibia, South Africa, 
and Botswana to allow seed exports within these range states, but not outside. The difficulties of 
enforcing such requirements are enormous, however, given the ease with which seed can be transported 
out of the country. 

3 Marula 

Statutory laws governing marula: Marula and other fruit trees have long been protected by statutory and 
customary law in Namibia. The tree was included as one of 23 protected tree species in the Preservation 
of Trees and Forests Ordinance 37 of 1952, although this law and its 1968 successor have since been 
repealed with the  promulgation of the Forest Act (12 of 2001), which is now the primary policy 
instrument regulating wild fruit trees and prohibiting marula felling. However, no specific provision 
restricts the use of fruits and anyone is entitled to collect fruit so long as the tree is not damaged 
(Wynberg and Laird, 2007). Section 22(5) allows for the declaration of a protected plant or species, while 
Section 24 enables the “legal occupiers” of land to harvest and dispose of forest produce in any way he or 
she likes. Such activities are, however, prohibited in classified forests without a permit. Key differences 
between the new Forest Act and the so-called Colonial Act of 1968 include the increased emphasis given 
to community-based approaches to forest management and the higher penalties for contravening the 
legislation. 
 
Customary laws governing marula: These statutory laws apply to marula found on private, state, 
municipal, and communal lands, but the most important source of marula for local communities—
communal lands, private fields, farms, and villages—also falls under a layer of customary law. These 
pertain to the felling of wild marula fruit trees and harvesting of fruit and bark and are reportedly stronger 
than those for other fruit trees. Customary laws also regulate the ways in which marula can be used, and 
the behavior of community members during marula season. For example, during marula season in 
Namibia, there is a prohibition on carrying knives or weapons, traditional courts are closed, and part of 
the omaongo harvest is provided to the traditional authorities (Botelle, 2001). 
 
Felling of marula trees: Marula trees are felled or pruned primarily for use as fuel wood, and in some 
cases to clear areas for agriculture. Traditionally, the felling of marula trees (particularly female trees) 
was strictly taboo in most rural societies where this species occurs. Among the Kwanyama in Namibia, 
Rodin (1985) noted that the tree was so highly prized for its fruit that it was never cut down. In other 
cases, marula trees could only be cut with the permission of the chief. This is corroborated by recent 
research (Wynberg and Laird, 2007) which suggests that the felling of marula, and indeed any other fruit 
tree, is still strongly prohibited. Moreover, permission is required from the headman, before felling non-
fruit trees that are deemed important by the community. This applies to both male and female marula 
trees, although in practice people appear to be more flexible in their rules for felling male trees.  
 
Harvesting of marula fruit: Marula fruit is widely collected throughout the region but, like all wild fruit 
trees, including Ximenia, fruit must first fall to the ground before harvesting is permitted. Permission for 
harvesting marula fruit in people’s yards and fields, the site of most collections, is required. Communal 
areas are also tightly regulated, and both villagers and outsiders are required to obtain permission from 
the village headman prior to harvesting fruit there. This regulation applied exclusively to marula and 
eembe (Berchemia discolor), and not to other fruit trees. Fruit harvesting in communal areas is also 
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coordinated by the village, with women granted permission by the headman to harvest and process the 
fruit. In the customary law of Ndonga, goats and other animals are also prohibited from eating marula 
fruits from communal lands, and transgressions can carry a fine as high as US$50 or a cow (Wynberg and 
Laird, 2007).  
 
Rules for drinking omaongo have reportedly changed over the years. Tatekulu Moongo, the senior 
headman for 48 villages in the Ondangwa area, recounted that in the past all marula trees belonged to the 
king and the headmen, and the only places where omaongo could be drunk were at the houses of the king, 
senior headman, and village headman. Today there is increased private ownership of marula trees, and 
people can drink omaongo anywhere, although a portion is still tithed to the headman. 
 
Interface between statutory and customary law: A crucial issue is the nature of the interface between 
customary and statutory laws. Although approaches to marula management vary under different 
customary and statutory laws, there is no apparent conflict in the overarching objectives, with both sets of 
laws aiming to ensure sustainable use and long-term benefits for the community. However, customary 
laws are far better understood and better enforced by the community and have had greater influence than 
provincial or national law, both in terms of local knowledge of rules and regulations, and enforcement 
(Wynberg and Laird, 2007). It is also often the only system recognized in practice. However, the efficacy 
of customary law relies substantially on the legitimacy of traditional authorities and the extent of respect 
for the law. 

Monitoring and enforcement of marula infractions is reportedly very effective in the marula-growing 
areas of Namibia, with explicit recognition by government of the efficacy of customary systems and thus 
an emphasis on monitoring and enforcement by the community and the village headmen. This is 
considered to work well, although concerns have been expressed regarding the limited powers of 
traditional authorities, and the need for incentives to be introduced for traditional authorities (e.g., through 
the payment of salaries) to improve enforcement. 
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The approach to the access and benefit sharing (ABS) by Namibia has been to develop dedicated national 
legislation to regulate it and the protection of associated traditional knowledge. Discussions commenced 
on the form and content of legislation as early as 1997, through the then Biotrade Working Group, 
operating under a National Biodiversity Task Force. A focused effort to develop ABS legislation was 
initiated in 1999 as part of the MET’s Environmental Legislation Project, with support from the Legal 
Assistance Centre (LAC), funded by the Norwegian Agency For Development Cooperation (NORAD) 
and the National Botanical Research Institute (NBRI). Following stakeholder input, a first draft was 
developed in 2000 based on a Model Law on Community Rights that had been adopted by the then 
Organisation of African Unity (OAU) (Ekpere, 2001). The end of the Environmental Legislation Project 
and the lack of a champion to drive the process slowed progress until 2003, when a stakeholder workshop 
proposed an interim institutional framework for ABS. In 2004 a National Biotrade and Bioprospecting 
Programme was initiated, as a component of the GTZ-funded Biodiversity and Sustainable Land 
Management Project. This included support for enacting and implementing ABS legislation, as well 
establishing the Bioprospecting Council and Bioprospecting Fund under the Environmental Investment 
Fund framework. 
 
The existing 2006 draft Bill on Access to Genetic Resources and Associated Traditional Knowledge has 
received inputs from high-level ministerial meetings as well as from numerous stakeholder consultations. 
Key elements of the draft law include: 
 

• Its application to in situ and ex situ genetic resources and their derivatives and traditional 
knowledge and technologies associated with these resources; 

• Its exclusion of traditional systems of access, use, and benefit-sharing; 

• The vesting of ownership of genetic resources in the State, and of traditional knowledge with 
communities holding this knowledge; 

• The establishment of a unit to administer ABS; 

• Establishment of a national bioprospecting account in the Environment Investment Fund; 

• A requirement for prior informed consent from both the state and affected local communities for 
those wanting to obtain access to genetic resources and associated traditional knowledge; 

• A differentiation between permits for academic research, commercial research, and commercial 
exploitation; 

• Restrictions to minimize the environmental impacts of activities; 

• A prohibition on patents over life forms and biological processes; 

• Provision of rights to refuse consent and access, to benefit and to recognize community 
intellectual rights; and 

• Enabling legislation for the development of further regulations. 

Ongoing delays in promulgation of ABS legislation have led to concerns amongst stakeholders about the 
lack of a coordinated national approach and institutional framework to consider requests to access genetic 
resources. Numerous requests have been made to a variety of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and 
government institutions and there has been little guidance as to how these should be processed and 
administered. As a result, access requests have either been denied or postponed, with a consequent loss of 
commercial and research opportunities. Over time, systems have become more streamlined but there is a 



  MCA/NAMIBIA COMPACT – VOLUME 4: THEMATIC ANALYSIS REPORT – INPS 78 

widely held view that Namibia now needs to proactively seek out existing opportunities and provide a 
more coherent institutional framework for bioprospecting and biotrade.  
 
In response to these concerns a Cabinet Directive was issued in 2007 to establish an Interim 
Bioprospecting Committee to, inter alia: 
 

• Coordinate biotrade and bioprospecting issues in Namibia; 

• Optimize value adding; 

• Ensure sustainable resource use; 

• Inform and train communities on the value of their traditional knowledge; 

• Facilitate the issuing of permits through responsible authorities; and 

• Develop consensus positions for cross-border resources.  

The Committee is comprised of representatives from key government departments, tertiary research 
institutions, other relevant committees, and NGOs, with secretarial services provides by the National 
Biodiversity Program in the Directorate of Environmental Affairs of the Ministry of the Environment and 
Tourism (MET). 
 
Because of the draft nature of the 2006 legislation, it is not appropriate to comment on the feasibility or 
effectiveness of specific provisions. However, given the emphasis in the Millennium Challenge Account 
Namibia Compact on finalizing the legislation, it is necessary to comment on why this may be 
undesirable at the present time. First, despite the fact that the legislation is in a relatively advanced stage, 
stakeholders agree there is little point in promulgating and implementing the law until the International 
Regime is adopted and finalized in 2010. Adoption of the International Regime will almost certainly 
require changes to national legislation to implement this new agreement, and thus it has been argued that 
it is financially and administratively prudent to wait until 2010 before finalizing a national ABS law. This 
is underpinned by the leadership role assumed by Namibia in the negotiations, and the sensitivities 
associated with defining the scope and definitions of the regime.  
 
Moreover, as described above, an interim system already exists to deal with access requests in a more 
coordinated manner in the form of the interim Bioprospecting Committee. The intention here is that the 
committee will come to learn through experience and will eventually take on the role of the National 
Competent Authority for ABS, envisaged under the 2002 Bonn Guidelines on ABS, a voluntary tool 
developed under the auspices of the Convention on Biologic Diversity. While delays in developing and 
finalizing Namibia’s ABS legislation may have led to the loss of commercial opportunities, they have 
also injected a greater sense of pragmatism and realism into ABS discussions and regulatory frameworks. 
Thus, this incremental approach may well serve Namibia better than the introduction of potentially 
impossible to implement, confusing, and overly bureaucratic procedures. 
 
Third, it is untrue to say that ABS is currently unregulated in Namibia, as other laws do facilitate access 
and benefit sharing, albeit more broadly. The Environmental Management Act 7 of 2007 stipulates as one 
of its principles that “community involvement in natural resources management and the sharing of 
benefits arising from the use of the resources, must be promoted and facilitated,” and that “equitable 
access to environmental resources must be promoted.” This act also establishes a Sustainable 
Development Advisory Council that advises the Minister, among other matters, on “the conservation of 
biological diversity, access to genetic resources in Namibia and the use of components of the environment 
in a way and at a rate that does not lead to the long-term decline of the environment.” Provisions for 
access and benefit sharing are also included in different forms in policies and laws for key natural 
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resource sectors (forestry, wildlife, agriculture, and fisheries); policies and legislation governing land 
access, tenure, and use; legislation protecting intellectual property rights (IPRs); and policies and laws 
governing the decentralization of political and administrative decision making processes and the 
devolution of management authority over natural resources (Krugman et al, 2003). Additionally, under 
the leadership of the NBRI, Namibia has progressed significantly in developing a practice for using 
material transfer agreements (MTAs), which specify the conditions under which biological material can 
be used and developed. Two different types of standard MTAs are currently used: one for “scientific 
research purposes” and other one for “commercialization purposes.”  
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SCREENING QUESTIONNAIRE FOR 
PROJECTS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

By 
 
 

 
 
 
 

MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT & TOURISM 
DIRECTORATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The completion of this questionnaire is a requirement under section 20 (1) of the Environmental 
Management Act 
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PURPOSE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
The information you provide in this questionnaire will provide the Government to gain a clear 
understanding of your proposed project. 
 
Projects that are likely to have a significant impact on the environment may not go ahead unless an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) has been done first, and only if EA can demonstrate that it is possible 
and feasible to keep impacts to acceptable levels. 
 
Nearly all projects have some impact, but some projects are too small and impacts so low, that it may not 
be necessary to do a full EA. On the other hand, some projects could have serious environmental impacts, 
and it is essential that we identify these before the projects are implemented. If an EA is not done, we may 
only discover the impacts after the project implementation. By then, it is usually too late to avoid the 
impacts. If this happens the developer might have to spend a lot of money fixing the problem or even 
abandon the project altogether. 
 
The information you provide in this questionnaire can help us to make the right decision of whether an 
EA should be done or not, the level of detail of the EA, the main issues which should be investigated, and 
so on. This guides all of us in our future planning and could save money and time in the long run. 
 
The developer must complete this questionnaire accurately, honestly and comprehensively. The 
Environmental Commissioner and relevant ministry will jointly decide on whether the EA is necessary or 
not. Their decisions based on whether the project is likely to have significant effect on the environment by 
virtue of its nature, size or location. 
 
Your co-operation is essential.   
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GENERAL INFORMATION 
 

 
Name of proposed project:   
 
 
Location of proposed project: 
 
 
Name of Proponent / Developer:  
 
 
Contact Person: 
 
 
Address of Proponent / Developer: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tel: 
 
 
Fax: 
 
 
 
 
 
NB: As stated on page 2, the information to be provided in this questionnaire will assist the Ministry to 
determine whether an EA is required or not. Therefore such information must be as truthful and reliable 
as possible. It must be noted here that the proponent is accountable for any wrong and misleading 
information that may be provided in this questionnaire. From this perspective, any person who completes 
this questionnaire must read and sign the declaratory statement provided on page 14 of this 
questionnaire. 
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PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
Briefly describe the nature and purpose of the project. Provide key information on the project main 
activities, industrial processes, raw materials, infrastructure, lifespan and closure. If available, attach a 
map, ground plan and a copy of pre-feasibility or feasibility reports.  
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Project information 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

General 
• Is a license/permit required for the 

activity? 
 
• Is the project an extension of an existing 

activity? 
 
• Will the project involve land 

disturbance, site clearance, earthmoving, 
or underground workings? 

 
 
• Will the project involve re-zoning? 
 
 
• Will the project involve the transport, 

storage, handling, production or use of 
toxic or hazardous substances? 

 
 
• Will the project require the construction 

of facilities to bring power or water to 
the project? 

 
 
• Will new roads be constructed? 
 
 
• Will construction or operation of the 

project generate large volumes of traffic? 
 
 
 
 

 
    Yes 
       No 
        ? 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
    Νο 
     ? 

 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 
 

   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

Details / Comments 
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   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

   Yes 
    Νο 
     ? 

 
 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 
 

   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

General Continued 
 
Will explosives be used? 
 
 
Will the project have large water 
requirements? If yes, where will water 
be obtained? 
 
Will the project have significant energy 
requirements? 
 
Atmospheric Environment 
 
Will the project generate emissions to 
the air from fuel combustion, production 
processes or other sources? 
 
Will the project involve disposal of 
waste through burning in the open air 
(e.g. slash material and construction 
debris)? 
 
Will the project give smell/odour 
emission? 
 
Aquatic & Marine Environment 
 
Will the project require disposal of large 
volumes of sewage or industrial 
effluent? 

Details / Comments 
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Details / Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
    Νο 
     ? 

 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

Aquatic and Marine Environment 
 
Will the project require channel 
dredging, straightening or crossing of 
streams? 
 
Will the project require the construction 
of piers or seawalls? 
 
Will the project require the construction 
of offshore structures? 
 
Waste Generation 
Will the project generate overburden or 
mine process wastes? 
 
 
Will the project generate domestic or 
industrial wastes? 
 
Could the project contaminate soil or 
groundwater? 
 
Noise 
Will the project cause noise, vibration, 
light, heat or other radiation into the 
environment? 
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Details / Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
    Νο 
     ? 

 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

Hazards 
 
Will the project involve regular use 
of substances for pest or weed 
control? 
 
Social 
Will project involve employment of 
large numbers of workers? 
 
Will the project provide housing 
and other facilities for the 
workforce? 
 
Any other project information 
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Details / Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
    Νο 
     ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

General characteristics 
 
Is the project located in or near a game 
reserve? 
 
Is the project located in an area with 
unique landscape or scenery? 
 
Is the project located in an area with 
unique wildlife? 
 
 
Is the project located in an area with 
unique plant life? 
 
Are there any archaeological features 
nearby? 
 
 
Are there any national monuments 
nearby? 
 
Is the area already experiencing 
pollution or other environmental 
damage? 
 
Will the project be located in or close 
to wetlands, rivers or any other 
waterbody (including groundwater)? 
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Details / Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

   Yes 
    Νο 
     ? 

 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 
 

   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 

Aquatic Features 
 
Will the project adversely affect the 
quality, flow or volume or surface or 
groundwater? 
 
Visual Characteristics 
Will the project be visible to the 
public? 
 
Erosion 
Is the project likely to cause soil 
erosion? 
 
Ecology 
Will the project result in loss or 
disturbance of valuable habitats or 
ecosystems? 
 
Will the project disturb wildlife 
migration, feeding or breeding? 
 
Will the project cause the introduction 
of alien (exotic) plants or animals 
(excluding livestock)? 
 
Will the project significantly increase 
the risk of veldfires? 



  MCA/NAMIBIA COMPACT – VOLUME 4: THEMATIC ANALYSIS REPORT – INPS 93 

                  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Details / Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 
 
 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
    Νο 
     ? 

 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

Land Use 
 
Will the project be located in a 
densely populated area or in the 
vicinity of residential property or 
other sensitive land uses (e.g. 
schools, hospitals, community 
facilities)? 
 
Will the project be located on land 
of high agricultural value? 
 
Will the project be located in an 
area of recreational/tourist 
importance? 
 
Land & Property 
Will the project require any people 
to be moved or resettled? 
 
Will the project attract a large 
number of people into the area? 
 
Will the project result in demolition 
of structures or occupation of 
homes, gardens, businesses? 
 
Will the existing population be 
physically divided as a result of the 
project? 
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Details / Comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

   Yes 
    Νο 
     ? 

 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 

   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
 
 

   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

 
 
 

   Yes 
    Νο 
    ? 

 
   Yes 
   Νο 
    ? 

Wider Consultation 
 
Has there been public concern about 
the project? 
 
Will the project have an impact on the 
neighbouring country? 
 
 
Has the public been consulted yet 
about the project? 
 
 
Other environmental information 
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Declaration 

 
I…………………………………………. (name in full) understand the information that I have provided in 
this questionnaire will be used by the Ministry of Environment and Tourism to decide whether my project 
requires an EA or not. I also understand that any wrong information provided in this questionnaire will 
mislead the decision of the Ministry on my project. Should this be the case, I am well aware that the 
Ministry will hold me accountable for my wrong and misleading information. Therefore, I honestly 
declare that the information that I have provided in this questionnaire is to the best of my ability true and 
reliable. 
 
 
Signature:……………………………  Date:……………………………………. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                              





 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Implementation Tool 5 
Social-Environmental Assessment Tool: Public Participation 
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1. Public Participation to Minimize Conflict when Investigating the 
Opening Up of de facto Illegally Fenced Land Holdings: 

Public participation/stakeholder engagement has been identified as a key step in achieving the success of 
many of Livestock Theme activities. Below are considered best practice guidelines in public participation. 
The Calabash Program, a leading player in environmental impact assessment (EIA) and public 
participation processes, has tested various public participation models. Information on the Calabash 
Program and detailed recommendations for public participation can be found at http://www.saiea.com.    
 
Best Practice in Public Participation (Calabash Program): 
 

• Early engagement of stakeholders 
• Inclusivity 
• Transparency and honesty 
• Independent facilitation 
• Special efforts for marginalized communities 
• Accessibility 

– Information 
– Venues 
– People 
– Ample opportunity for involvement, comment and to exchange views 

• Ongoing feedback and acknowledgement 
• Respect and fairness 
• Efficiency of process 

 
The Public Participation Strategy being developed as part of the SEA, will elaborate on the process to be 
used for effective engagement of stakeholders. 
 
Screening document as required by the EMA (2007) to be used to determine impacts of boreholes and 
new quarantine facilities (see Implementation Tool 4). 
 
 




