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Preliminary Report on Luangwa Valley GMA Baseline Survey: Summary on Food Security and Wildlife Depletion Rates

Background

With support from Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS), the Zambia Wildlife Authority through its African College for CBNRM conducted a 42-day baseline survey of four game management areas (GMAs) in  Luangwa Valley.  The primary purpose of this survey was to establish baseline data on household food security, individual income, income sources, and estimated rates of wildlife depletion by local hunters. The College undertook this work from 18 April to 27 May, 2001.  The area surveyed encompassed five Community Resource Board (CRB) areas where management of wildlife is now being decentralized to local community authorities under the new Wildlife Act of Zambia.  

Using these data, the College will compare changes in food security, personal income and wildlife depletion rates over a two year period as a result of community-targeted interventions designed to improve food security and to diversify sources of legal income.  The hypothesis under test is that lowered household risks of food shortages and poverty will facilitate management efforts to increase wildlife populations in rural areas around national parks.  

To assist in these interventions, World Food Programme is providing food relief to approximately 2000 households stricken by food shortages.  The purpose of this relief is to enable them to undertake livelihood skills courses offered by the College to become more food secure without depending on illegal use of wildlife.  These courses are designed to improve food production as well as income earning skills.  

The data collected from this baseline survey will therefore be used to identify those households who will be offered food relief with the condition that they undertake livelihood skills training and cooperate with conservation efforts.

The sub-sample of local hunters interviewed in this survey provide an important livelihood profile of people within the community who depend on wildlife and possible factors that may be contributing to this dependence on wildlife.  These selected individuals and their respective households will provide an important focus for developing alternative livelihood strategies through skills development and new market opportunities provided by the College.   

Methodology

The survey team consisted of two team leaders, 10 college staff enumerators and a variable number of community enumerators.  Five different chief areas, each with their own CRB, were visited; and selected village areas, referred to as Village Area Groups or VAGs, were surveyed.  Individual villages, named after their respective headmen, were chosen for sampling.  Selection of villages was based on stratified sampling in reference to a map showing the location of all villages.  In cases where villages occurred near wildlife sensitive areas, the survey team increased sampling effort.  

Households were selected for interviews using two approaches.  One was a random selection.  In this case, all household names were first listed and a random selection process was used to identify those households the team visited.  The other approach used a selection criteria in which households headed by known local hunters were chosen.  Local Chiefs, village group headmen and resident hunters in the area assisted with the identification of these households.

For each group the same questionnaire was administered.  In the local hunter sample, a more intensive set of questions assisted the survey team to document hunting activities and how meat and other products are used.  The interview technique for this sample required a more secretive approach to increase the level of confidence by the interviewee to divulge information.    
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The figure below shows which GMAs were surveyed in Luangwa Valley and the particular VAGs selected for sampling.  VAGs not included in the survey were excluded due to inaccessibility of the roads.

Through ZAWA’s ADMADE programme, the College has facilitated the training and development of skills in community leadership to administer community-led solutions in rural development and resource management for all of the above VAGs, including those not surveyed.  Results from this baseline survey will provide an important basis for community leaders to gauge their success in achieving sustainable solutions for both rural livelihoods and resource management. 
Results

At the time this report was prepared, only data pertaining to food security and local hunter activity were analyzed.  Analysis of economic data was not yet processed but these results will feed into a consolidated analysis to relate rural income to livelihood needs in the Luangwa Valley.  This report therefore presents only a preliminary set of results, focusing on the following topics:

1. Summary statistics of households interviewed 

2. Demographic profile of population sampled 

3. Food security profile per VAG 

4. Specifics on staple food crops produced and inputs used (excluding cash crops)

5. Livelihood profile of local hunters

6. Rates of wildlife depletion contributed by local hunters

From these results, the paper makes recommendations for guiding interventions by the College to reduce rates of illegal hunting caused in part to high levels of food insecurity in Luangwa Valley:

1. Recommended procedures for WFP food distribution

2. Recommended livelihood skills training by African College for CBNRM

3. Additional support to enhance the value of WFP food contribution

Summary statistics of households interviewed

Table 1 provides number of households interviewed from the four sampled Units and 18 respective VAG areas.  A total of 1059 households were sampled, representing 7.1% of the total number of households in the project area.

	Table 1. 

	Unit name
	VAG Name
	Total H/holds
	HH's Interviewed
	% Interviewed

	Chifunda
	Kasela
	868
	61
	7.03%

	Chifunda
	Luelo
	1491
	87
	5.84%

	Chifunda
	Mapamba
	2610
	152
	5.82%

	Chifunda
	Zimwanda
	550
	54
	9.82%

	Chikwa
	Chasato
	250
	25
	10.00%

	Chikwa
	Chilumba
	641
	54
	8.42%

	Chikwa
	Kanga
	497
	28
	5.63%

	Lower Lumimba
	Chasera
	1925
	46
	2.39%

	Lower Lumimba
	Lukusuzi
	1109
	83
	7.48%

	Lower Lumimba
	Mukasanga
	950
	28
	2.95%

	Lower Lumimba
	Mukwela
	1280
	58
	4.53%

	Lower Lumimba
	Yakobe
	838
	65
	7.76%

	Upper Lumimba
	Chibeza
	553
	53
	9.58%

	Upper Lumimba
	Chocha
	848
	57
	6.72%

	Upper Lumimba
	Kamira
	950
	50
	5.26%

	Upper Lumimba
	Kazembe
	889
	67
	7.54%

	Upper Lumimba
	Mtimbasonjo
	201
	32
	15.92%

	Upper Lumimba
	Nthumbe
	1681
	59
	3.51%

	Total:
	18
	
	1059
	7.1%


Demographic profile of population sampled

The data below show demographic characteristics of households interviewed and their respective educational levels.  Average age of household heads was 39.1 (Table 1) and 80.1% had educational levels of only grade 7 or below (see Fig. 2).

	Table 2.

	Unit Name
	Avg. Age
	Family size

	Chifunda
	37.0
	6.1

	Chikwa
	40.4
	5.1

	Lower Lumimba
	38.8
	5.2

	Upper Lumimba
	40.3
	5.6

	Average:
	39.1
	5.5


Figure 2. Education levels among respondents interviewed
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Food security profile 

Food security profiles were based on 2000 harvests for all major staple food crops as opposed to 2001 harvests.  This was due to the later harvest for 2001 and the fact many field had not been harvested when surveys were conducted.   98.5% of the households interviewed grew maize and represented by far the most important food crop grown in the study area. Rice and sorghum were secondary but important food crops (see Table 3).

	Table 3.

	Unit name
	casava
	maize
	millet
	rice
	sorghum

	Chifunda
	 
	337
	50
	76
	11

	Chikwa
	4
	103
	37
	8
	4

	Lower Lumimba
	 
	242
	 
	26
	114

	Upper Lumimba
	1
	300
	7
	33
	39


Among the randomly selected households (non-hunter selected sample), average quantity of food (maize, sorghum, rice, millet, cassava) produced per household for each of the sampled VAGs is shown in Table 4.  Overall quantity of staple foods per household for 2000 was 1188.7 kg.

	Table 4.

	Unit name
	VAG Name
	FamilySize
	Food Prod. (kg)

	Chifunda
	Kasela
	6.4
	1457.4

	Chifunda
	Luelo
	5.4
	1241.5

	Chifunda
	Mapamba
	6.4
	734.2

	Chifunda
	Zimwanda
	5.7
	1643.6

	Chikwa
	Chasato
	7.2
	2836.8

	Chikwa
	Chilumba
	5.0
	1204.3

	Chikwa
	Kanga
	4.3
	1239.9

	Lower Lumimba
	Chasera
	4.6
	938.3

	Lower Lumimba
	Lukusuzi
	4.7
	284.9

	Lower Lumimba
	Mukasanga
	6.0
	1234.3

	Lower Lumimba
	Mukwela
	5.3
	933.9

	Lower Lumimba
	Yakobe
	5.0
	1255.5

	Upper Lumimba
	Chibeza
	5.6
	1179.9

	Upper Lumimba
	Chocha
	4.9
	881.5

	Upper Lumimba
	Kamira
	5.4
	1313.8

	Upper Lumimba
	Kazembe:(K)
	5.4
	1232.5

	Upper Lumimba
	Mtimbasonjo
	5.1
	936.4

	Upper Lumimba
	Nthumbe
	5.5
	848.5

	 
	 
	5.4
	1188.7


Actual food security was expressed as number of months a given household had sufficient food for all members of the family.  This figure was calculated by dividing total maize produced by monthly consumption rates for households with different size.  These consumption rates were based on levels regarded as normal for healthy intake of carbohydrates for families of varying size, shown in Table 4.  Maize was used exclusively to allow a relative comparison between 2000 and 2001, when flooding was severe and because most of the sorghum crop was not harvested at the time the survey was carried. Results of this analysis are given in Table 6 and revealed a near 50% drop in food security for 2001.  In 2000, 28.2% of sampled households were food security only through the ninth month.  In 2001, 56.7% were food secure through the same period and only 34% were food secure for the entire year.  
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	Table 6.
	2000:
	 
	2001:
	 

	Max. months
	Number of
	%
	Number of
	%

	H/holds have food
	H/holds
	H/holds
	H/holds
	H/holds

	0-1
	17
	1.8%
	64
	8.3%

	2
	16
	1.7%
	45
	5.8%

	3
	27
	2.8%
	47
	6.1%

	4
	30
	3.1%
	68
	8.8%

	5
	30
	3.1%
	59
	7.7%

	6
	29
	3.0%
	24
	3.1%

	7
	30
	3.1%
	43
	5.6%

	8
	39
	4.1%
	44
	5.7%

	9
	53
	5.5%
	43
	5.6%

	10
	17
	1.8%
	14
	1.8%

	11
	52
	5.4%
	41
	5.3%

	12
	620
	64.6%
	267
	34.6%

	Total:
	960
	Total:
	771
	


Specifics on staple food crops produced and inputs used

Table 7 summarizes statistics on crop production for 2000 harvest in terms of average plot size and yield for the basic food crops for each of the four units surveyed.  Lower Lumimba (Mwanya) had the lowest yield of maize and Chikwa had the highest by a factor of almost 4.

	Table 7.

	Unit name
	CropName
	Avg. plot size (ha)
	Yield (kg/ha)

	Chifunda
	ground nuts
	0.2
	170.0

	Chifunda
	maize
	0.5
	271.5

	Chifunda
	millet
	0.2
	68.0

	Chifunda
	rice
	0.3
	117.0

	Chifunda
	sorghum
	0.3
	81.2

	Chikwa
	ground nuts
	0.6
	240.0

	Chikwa
	maize
	0.8
	485.8

	Chikwa
	millet
	0.3
	57.0

	Chikwa
	rice
	0.3
	178.8

	Chikwa
	sorghum
	0.2
	129.4

	Lower Lumimba
	ground nuts
	0.1
	150.0

	Lower Lumimba
	maize
	0.5
	111.0

	Lower Lumimba
	rice
	0.3
	98.7

	Lower Lumimba
	sorghum
	0.5
	99.2

	Upper Lumimba
	cassava
	0.1
	260.0

	Upper Lumimba
	ground nuts
	0.1
	18.0

	Upper Lumimba
	maize
	0.6
	220.1

	Upper Lumimba
	millet
	0.2
	41.3

	Upper Lumimba
	rice
	0.2
	111.5

	Upper Lumimba
	sorghum
	0.6
	79.3


Table 8 compares the maize yield between households using fertilizer inputs and those who did not use fertilizer.  Only 3% of the households interviewed used fertilizer, even though yield was 3.5 times greater.

	Table 8.

	Number h/holds
	Inputs
	Maize yield (kg/ha)

	33
	fertilizer
	845.70

	981
	none
	238.85


Households were asked if they experienced crop losses and causes.  Summarized in Table 9, 74.9% identified animals (including birds) as being a source of crop loss in 2000, while 13.2% complained about effects from flooding.  For the 2001 crop, 58.5% of the households viewed flooding and the effects of too much rain as being the biggest source of crop damage.

	Table 9.

	Cause of crop loss
	2000
	% (2000)
	2001
	% (2001)

	animals
	446
	74.9%
	304
	39.4%

	drought
	6
	1.0%
	5
	0.6%

	fire
	13
	2.2%
	2
	0.3%

	floods, heavy rains
	79
	13.2%
	452
	58.5%

	other insects
	8
	1.3%
	0
	0.0%

	termites
	37
	6.2%
	6
	0.8%

	theft
	4
	0.7%
	1
	0.1%

	weevils
	6
	1.0%
	1
	0.1%

	 Total:
	599
	 
	771
	 


Livelihood profile of local hunters

The selection of hunters for this sample of households interviewed was done selectively through the assistance of the local chief and the area headmen, who knew the active hunters in the area.  In most cases, these owned guns and were experienced in both hunting and making sales through well-established local and in some cases external market links.  

A surprising result from these interviews was the high food production for the 37 households who made up this sampled category.  Total food produced per household averaged 1989.7 kg (see Table 10).  This was 802 kgs more food produced than the random sample, suggesting that hunters, especially the active and successful hunters, were also relatively successful farmers.  This group of households were also more food secure than the random sample, as measured by the percentage of households who had enough food to sustain family members to the next year’s harvest (see Table 11).  Unlike the random sample, none of the households were food insecure for less than 11 months.

	Table 10.

	Unit name
	VAG Name
	Family size
	Food Produced (kg)

	Chifunda
	Kasela
	11.0
	3176.0

	Chifunda
	Zimwanda
	6.5
	2718.0

	Chikwa
	Chilumba
	5.1
	1295.7

	Lower Lumimba
	Chasera
	9.5
	2385.0

	Lower Lumimba
	Lukusuzi
	6.2
	1296.7

	Upper Lumimba
	Chocha
	5.2
	730.0

	Upper Lumimba
	Kazembe:(K)
	10.0
	2326.5

	 
	 
	7.6
	1989.7


	Table 11.

	VAG Name
	10
	11
	12

	Chasera
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Chilumba
	0%
	14%
	86%

	Chocha
	0%
	25%
	80%

	Kasela
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Kazembe:(K)
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Lukusuzi
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Zimwanda
	0%
	0%
	100%


Each of the hunters interviewed were asked what livelihood skills they would like to learn as an alternative to hunting and the responses are summarized in Table 12.  Improved poultry production skills scored this highest, followed by bee-keeping and gardening.  Both poultry and bee-keeping represent important income sources and because of their high preference among hunters, it suggests the importance of hunting as a source of income.  When interviewed about the price of game meat sold locally or to external market traders, hunters revealed they sold game meat for extremely low prices.  Using impala as a standard, a single impale, once dried and sold, averaged tween K5000 to K10000 in total sales for a hunter.  This represented little more than the value of a chicken.

	Table 12.

	VAG Name
	bee keeping
	carpentry
	conserv. farming
	farming
	fish farming
	piggery
	poultry
	gardening
	wildlife manag't

	Chasera
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	50.0%

	Chilumba
	57.1%
	28.6%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	28.6%
	0.0%
	85.7%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Chocha
	20.0%
	0.0%
	20.0%
	0.0%
	40.0%
	0.0%
	80.0%
	20.0%
	0.0%

	Kasela
	20.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	60.0%
	20.0%
	80.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Kazembe
	36.4%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	27.3%
	0.0%
	36.4%
	45.5%
	0.0%

	Lukusuzi
	33.3%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	16.7%
	0.0%
	33.3%
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Zimwanda
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	50.0%

	Average:
	38.1%
	4.1%
	2.9%
	7.1%
	24.6%
	2.9%
	45.1%
	37.9%
	14.3%


Rates of wildlife depletion contributed by local hunters

Considerable effort was taken to ensure information extracted from local hunters was accurate.  Accompany the interviewer was the area group headman who reassured hunters their information would not be used against them or would lead to their arrest.  The interviews were conducted in secrecy and conservative estimates were always used when determining numbers based on ranges.  Using such methodologies, the information gathered on hunting rates proved most revealing.  From the sample of 37 hunters, annual off-take of hooved animals (minus cane rats and baboons) was 3360.  Annual offtake of a number of species was exceptionally high, including buffalo (149), bushbuck (285), eland (18), hartebeest (49), and impala (1058), kudu (94), and warthog (520), and wildebeest (164).  Despite the large number of animals, only five hunters accounted for 34% of the total animals killed (see Fig. 3), and each of these hunters owned high caliber firearms and relied on game meat as a source of income.  Those who killed the fewest number of animals relied mostly on snaring while hunters who depended mostly on muzzle-loading guns accounted for moderate numbers of animals hunted.

	Table 13.

	Species name
	Chasera
	Chilumba
	Chocha
	Kasela
	Kazembe
	Lukusuzi
	Zimwanda
	TOTALS

	Baboon
	 
	21
	 
	 
	 
	 
	60
	81

	Buffalo 
	36
	 
	 
	55
	32
	14
	12
	149

	Bushbuck
	24
	46
	12
	90
	104
	9
	 
	285

	Bushpig
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	21
	21

	Cane Rats
	 
	268
	24
	 
	186
	 
	 
	478

	Duiker 
	6
	42
	12
	159
	156
	18
	 
	393

	Eland 
	6
	 
	 
	12
	 
	 
	 
	18

	Elephant
	6
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	4
	10

	Grysbok 
	 
	112
	8
	 
	18
	 
	 
	138

	Hartebeest 
	 
	 
	 
	49
	 
	 
	 
	49

	Impala
	60
	28
	83
	176
	335
	240
	136
	1058

	Klipspringer
	 
	66
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	66

	Kudu 
	12
	14
	 
	32
	12
	 
	24
	94

	Puku
	30
	 
	18
	 
	105
	48
	16
	217

	Roan
	6
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	6

	Rock Hyrax
	 
	79
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	79

	Warthog
	 
	28
	80
	135
	152
	53
	72
	520

	Waterbuck
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	14
	 
	14

	Wildebeest 
	20
	 
	 
	74
	26
	 
	44
	164

	Zebra 
	 
	 
	 
	23
	20
	28
	8
	79

	Totals with C. Rat
	206
	704
	237
	805
	1146
	424
	397
	3919

	Minus C. Rats/Baboons
	206
	436
	213
	805
	960
	424
	397
	3360 
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The relatively few animals hunted by snares per individual hunters is likely to be much higher in absolute terms.  This is because the actual number of households who experience some level of food shortage based on total households in the project area (see Tables 1,6) is likely to range between 4000 and 8000 households, depending on such factors as floods and crop damage. 

Recommended procedures for WFP food distribution

On 28 June, Community Coordinators from all five GMAs (Chikwa, Chifunda, Upper Lumimba, Lower Lumimba and Munyamadzi) will convene a meeting with College/WCS staff to review results of baseline surveys and to develop an agreed strategy for maize storage, distribution and training.

Baseline results suggest that hunters who own firearms are less affected by food shortages than those without guns.  This may suggest that access to game meat may actually increase food security, possible by increasing farm labour in exchange with meat or by having enough money to pay for extra labour or crop inputs.  The College/Coordinators will focus on developing skills among this group to support new markets that do not depend on illegally hunted wildlife.  These people will generally be non-recipients of WFP maize, since their household food supplies are generally sufficient to meet the needs of households members.

Baseline results suggest that 30 to 50% of the households in selected VAGs will face critical shortages of food staples this year, caused in part by heavy rains and poor farming methods.  Such affected households will be identified from this survey as the starting point for helping organize local food security groups.  Formation of local food security groups will be the primary task of Community Coordinators.  To receive food relief, improved food security skills and additional inputs, households will have to be registered members of these groups and will be expected to attend meetings and trainings offered.

Specific activities that will support the distribution of WFP food are as follows:

1. On 25 July, CRB chairpersons, members and Patrons will be informed about the WFP support and the general objectives this support will achieve.  These people will be asked to identify a secure facility within their community for storage of the WFP when it arrives.  A preliminary survey was undertaken and structures do exist in each of the GMAs that will allow safe maize storage while food is being distributed.  At these local community meetings, arrangement will be made to insure safe storage with adequate security to prevent any loss by theft or rodents.

2. On 28 June, College staff and Community Coordinators will agree on a timetable for formation of food security groups, size of groups and number of groups.  Each group will receive initial training on how to organize themselves in terms of electing leaders and preparing guidelines for group membership.  One such guideline will require members to play a positive role in the area’s natural resource management, including the discontinuation of any use of snares.  Priority will be given to those VAGs worse affected by food security problems and potential threat to wildlife in their area.  Community Coordinators will be asked to complete this exercise by 15 July.

3. From 15 July to 15 August, the College in collaboration with WFP will coordinate the delivery of maize relief to the storage/distribution points in each of the selected GMAs. As maize is delivered, both College staff and CRB members will be present to help record inventories and verify security measures are in place.

4. Soon after 15 August, the food security groups will begin their training in improved food security skills.  Upon completion of the basic course, members will receive their first allocation of maize relief.  Community Coordinators with College staff will administer the maize allocation to ensure accountability and compliance with agreed conditions and procedures.

5. Conditions for continued allocation of relief are as follows:

a) second allocation requires verification that their fields are prepared in accordance with conservation farming skills taught

b) third and final allocation requires that households before 1 November achieve the following: 

1) to assist with needed inputs for more optimum use of conservation farming, group members will have to provide one of the following: a) not less than 6 bags of chicken manure or buffalo manure for fertilizer, b) surrender not less than 15 wire snares which will enable that member to receive commercial fertilizer in exchange, or c) offer K75,000 for fertilizer purchase.  

2) Complete at least one other livelihood skills course offered by the college

Recommended livelihood skills training by African College for CBNRM

Training interventions by African College for CBNRM on villages affected by poor household food security will focus on skills to increase food production, especially staple foods.  Distribution of WFP food will require recipient households to undertake training in conservation farming.  These skills will enable households to avoid the effect of floods by being able to farm productively on higher, less risk-prone fields.  These skills will also reduce the need for households to continue clearing more land, thus exposing them to increased risks of wildlife crop damage.  This will also enable communities to make better use of land within the central area of the community, land that was abandoned due to perceived unproductivity. 

The College will organize recipient households into food security groups to facilitate skills transfers and future training initiatives.  The College will offer courses for both men and women and will require recipient households to gather sufficient quantities of chicken manure or buffalo manure for fertilize r inputs.   Community Coordinators, trained in a range of livelihood skills, including conservation farming, reside in each of the receiving areas.  These staff will facilitate formation of food security groups and will liaise with College staff on the training programme.  The College will begin conservation farming courses in August.

The College will also offer additional livelihood courses and will offer them in situ for improved attendance and increased gender participation.  Priority skills include poultry raising, dry season farming of legumes and vegetables, and bee-keeping.  

In addition to conservation farming, the College will encourage local hunters identified through the baseline survey, especially those most dependent on wildlife, to participate in a number of programmes that will encourage alternative livelihoods to hunting.  These programmes will relate to interests that hunters are likely to have and will find acceptable, including:

1. tanning and leathercraft

2. training and employment to undertake ground counts of wildlife along prescribed transects that follow traditional hunting routes 

3. training as local guides for tourists or trackers and skinners for safari clients

4. community advisors in wildlife management

 Additional support to enhance the value of WFP food contribution

In addition to the above training activities, the College is helping establish a community trading company that will involve communities targeted for the WFP relief.  Public awareness campaigns throughout the WFP food distribution exercises will emphasize opportunities for increased income households have when they are food secure.  This is  because households spend less unproductive time searching for food and more time is available to producing commodities for legal markets.  The proposed trading company is designed to increase market links and to stimulate opportunities for new commodities households can produce or increase  production of existing ones.

WCS in collaboration with the College has procured a 4-wheel drive truck to help sustain commodity outputs from community to various market destinations, including town centres and urban markets.  WCS has also employed additional staff to help support this initiative for one year on a trial basis.

Salient points learned from this survey and in need of further study

1. Food production levels for most households living in Luangwa Valley are well below potential levels, due in part to low farmer inputs, improper farming practices, and crop losses from animals and periodic floods and heavy rains. 

2. Periodic floods contribute to major food losses due to intense use of alluvial riverine areas for increased soil fertility. More central areas are abandoned as soil fertility declines and as a result, there is increased pressure to clear new lands, which in turn attract conflicts from wildlife. 

3. High levels of household food shortfalls are contributing to subsistence levels of wildlife snaring.  Accumulatively, this is contributing to large wildlife losses.

4. Well experienced hunters with more sophisticated means of hunting occur in communities of Luangwa Valley but in low numbers.  Their low numbers, however, account for a disproportionately high number of animals killed, especially the larger, more valuable species.  It is hypothesized that these hunters also tend to kill male animals because of larger body size to maximize economic returns.

5. Economic returns from wild animals hunted by local hunters is extremely low and could be replaced by more profitable forms of livelihoods, assuming that the primary motive for hunting is economic.  

6. Given that the more accomplished hunters probably have a strong affinity toward hunting, possibly because of its social status in the community, hunter skills could be reprogrammed through new forms of livelihoods linked to tourism or wildlife management.

Pictures of  ZAWA College/WCS staff undertaking baseline survey
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Dale Lewis

With bicycles and camping gear, staff reached the most remote villages to learn about local livelihoods and local use of wildlife





The survey found some fields not yet harvested.  Owners of these fields will be revisited.





During the survey, ZAWA/local village scouts apprehended this man in Chikwa area.  He killed a waterbuck with a wire snare and was intending to exchange the meat for food.  Waterbuck is an uncommon species in the area. 





Qualified staff gained the confidence of local hunters to discuss their livelihoods and way of life, thus revealing many of their secrets.





Local women provided a representative and important part of the baseline survey data.
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