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Introduction 
 

Namibiaôs natural resources and biological diversity are vital to 

the long-term sustainability of the country and the well-being of 

its people.  But the naturally stressed environmental conditions 

in this region of Africa coupled with growing socio-economic 

development exercise considerable influence on the state of all 

the countryôs ecosystems. Unsustainable use of natural 

resources has exercised an immense pressure on the 

landscape of Namibiaôs northern areas. To add to these 

burdens, climate change impacts such as an increase in 

extreme weather events that bring about abnormal temperature 

and precipitation patterns as well as long-term shifts in both 

towards less sustainable conditions drive nature closer to a 

tipping point. For a country whose people continue to be heavily 

reliant on natural ecosystems it poses a threat to human well-

being.  

Namibia has created a socio-economic and political system of 

Community Forests and Conservancies (Communal Wildlife 

Preservation Areas) under the umbrella of the so-called 

ñCommunity-Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) 

programò to help safeguard the natural environment and to 

provide conditions for the sustainable existence of its rural 

communities. This approach is unique to Namibia and 

internationally renowned.  

Conservancies and Community Forests are community-based 

protected areas, which are led by local inhabitants, and 

facilitate the securing of the availability of natural resources and 

the services nature offers to humans supporting their wellbeing 

(the so-called ecosystem services). At the same time, new 

sources for income are developed for the rural population. 

Conservancies focus on the protection of the wildlife of an area 

whereas Community Forests seek to secure a sustainable 

usage of forest areas, meaning the extraction of both woody 

biomass as well as non-timber products. Both approaches aim 

at an empowerment of the local population in certain regions of 

Namibia through the transmission of knowledge and skills on 

forest- and non-forest resource management. At the same time 

the establishment of a permit system improves the financial 

situation of those communities involved in such projects (Dof et 

al. n.y.). 

However, the successful and sustainable management of 

Conservancies and Community Forests is still a challenge for 

local people who are dependent on territorial resources. One of 

the important challenges is the inclusion of knowledge about 

risks and consequences of climate change and natural 

resource depletion into management. A good management 

would anticipate predictable changes and future problems.  

The GIZ project ĂBiodiversity management and climate changeñ 

supports the Namibian government with regional and local 

means to adapt to climate change. The assessment and 

evaluation of climate change impacts for the rural population 
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Fig. 1: Registered Communal Conservancies, Source: NACSO 2014, n.p. Fig. 2: George Mukoya and Muduva Nyangana Conservancy, Source: NACSO 2012, p.9 

and its environment through thorough analyses of 

vulnerabilities are an important part of this process, enabling 

the implementation of possible adaptation measures based on 

natural systems. This will help the communities of the 

Conservancies and Community Forests to improve their ability 

to accustom to climate change. 

The two Conservancies and Community forests (in the following 

called ñConservanciesò), both founded in 2005, are located in 

the utmost north-east of Namibia, very close to the Caprivi strip 

and east of the city of Rundu. They neighbour each other, 

George Mukoya Conservancy bordering Muduva Nyangana on 

the western edge and both touching the northern border of 

Khaudum National Park.  

.
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Both Conservancies support relatively diverse flora and fauna. 

The landscape is dominated by a more or less regular pattern 

of dunes and interdunal depressions, which provide different 

natural conditions for land and natural resource use.  

 

Approximately 2.000 people living in several villages call 

George Mukoya Conservancy their home. It was named after a 

former traditional chief of the Giriku people in Kavango. On 615 

square kilometres they share it with local wildlife such as 

elephants, wild dogs, leopards, kudus, eland, or steenbok. The 

local economy is based on agriculture and cattle ranching 

(NACSO 2009a).  

 

The economy of the local inhabitants is predominantly 

subsistence living although some income is generated through 

local village craft industry, including hand crafts, harvesting of 

grass for thatching and gathering of Devilôs claw for commercial 

medicine purposes. More substantial means of earning are 

generated through carefully regulated tourist trophy hunting. 

The Conservancyôs management committee consists of 10 

people (3 women, 7 men), and 10 other support staff (3 women, 

7 men). 

 

Muduva Nyangana Conservancy, named after a famous 

elephant hunter, encompasses an area of 486 square 

kilometres, inhabited by about a population of 2.000 people, 

scattered across several small villages, existing under similar 

socio-economic conditions as those in the previous 

conservancy. Part of the conservancy is also set aside as a 

wildlife management zone.. The Muduva Nyangana 

management committee also includes 10 people (4 women, 6 

men) and offers staff jobs to 10 people as well (2 women, 8 

men)(NACSO 2009b). 

 

Both Conservancies are receiving small amounts of aid and 

support from donor agencies as part of a capacity building 

programme in partnership with local NGOs. As part of the 

programme the Centre for Econics and Ecosystem 

Management has been contracted by the GIZ (a German 

implementing agency, offering support for the establishment of 

development projects) to deliver adaptive management 

planning workshops (MARISCO) in an attempt to help resolve 

some of what are perceived to be growing problems relating to 

land use and natural resource degradation. MARISCO stands 

for "Adaptive Management of Risk and Vulnerability at 

Conservation Sites".  

 

More than 60 people, mainly inhabitants of the two 

Conservancies participated during the first workshop in March 

2015. They split up into two groups to discuss and analyze the 

socio-environmental conditions within each of the 

Conservancies. The workshops involved groups of participants 

working through the various stages of MARISCO, together with 

plenary discussions (performed as ñpeer reviewsò, to ensure 

information exchange in-between the groups), and 

presentations the whole process was facilitated and guided by 
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two coaches and supported by an assistant. The method is an 

interactive process of analysis designed to generate a final, 

detailed socio-environmental analysis of conditions in both 

Conservancies, and which will eventually produce, by the end 

of the second workshop, strategies for future sustainable 

development. The final goal will be to design management 

measures that embrace adaptation to climate change based on 

natural systems, appropriately addressing the identified risks 

and opportunities. 

 

The training was implemented by the "Centre for Econics and Ecosystem Management e.V." (CEEM). Since its founding in 2011, as a 

joint initiative of Eberswalde University for Sustainable Development, Germany, and Writtle College, UK, the centre has promoted 

sustainable development with a focus on ecosystem management and adaptation to global change based on ecosystems. Developing 

a research portfolio focused on the needs of the environmental sector, it has cooperated with various institutions and organizations 

dedicated to the conservation and management of ecosystems, promoting innovation and application of scientific results in the 

management of natural resources. Among the centreôs innovations, the MARISCO methodology was developed in collaboration with 

and supported by GIZ. It has been applied in many projects on a global level (e.g. in Albania, Costa Rica, Germany, Korea, Ecuador, 

Guatemala or Peru). 
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The goal of the mission is: 

The strategic analysis of risks and vulnerabilities of the two Conservancies and Community Forests George Mukoya and Muduva 

Nyangana in the Kavango East Region in Namibia. The consultants from the CEEM seek to support the Namibian experts in: 

1. Improving their ability to individually apply the MARISCO method to adaptively assess the vulnerability of a region 

2. Assessing the vulnerability of the before mentioned regions and their natural environment (George Mukoya and Muduva 

Nyangana Conservancy) 

3. Identifying possibilities for measures to be put into practice that are able to reduce the vulnerability of the Conservancies and 

enable them to more appropriately adapt to climate change, with a special focus on ecosystem-based solutions.  

 

Phases and consultancy products 

Part I: 

- Conducting two field visits prior to the workshops 

(Ecosystem Diagnostics Analysis) to the two regions 

where the method is applied. First visit (March): one day 

in George Mukoya Conservancy and Community Forest 

and one day in Muduva Nyangana Conservancy and 

Community Forest, and a second ïone day trip through 

both conervancies (July).  

- Creation of Ecosystem Diagnostics Report 

- Performing the first stage of the MARISCO study at 

Sarasungu River Lodge to more than 60 local 

participants of both regions, with an intensity of 3 days 

(24-26 March 2015). In this first part, participants: 

o Developed a systemic analysis of vulnerability and 

risk 

o Identified types of stress in the analysed natural 

systems, observable threats and chains of 

contributing factors that generate them, showing 

interactions in-between them 

o Performed an analysis of criticality, change, 

manageability, knowledge, systemic activity and 

prioritization of factors (to define and implement 

strategies to address vulnerabilities in the next 

workshop) 

- Development of a documentation report. 
 

 

Part II: 

- Performing the second phase of the MARISCO study at 

Sarasungu River Lodge with approximately 60 local 

participants to develop regional strategies (actions and 

measures to reduce vulnerabilities and / or improving 

their ability to adapt to climate change) 

- Systematization of the results and recommendations of 

the second phase of the workshop.  
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Part III (Closure): 

- Production of a detailed document containing the main 

results of the study 

- Provide relevant results to be presented at a meeting 

with counterparts and GIZ 

- Submit reports of activities and working days to GIZ. 

 

This report comprises the results of two MARISCO workshops 

which covered two Conservancies in Namibia (George Mukoya 

and Muduva Nyangana). The workshops build the main product 

of the consultancy. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This reporté 

éis: 

¶ A working paper that functions as a memory aid for the 

participants of the workshops and enables them to make 

use of the digitized results 

¶ A report of progress which is useful for future strategic 

work, possibly moderated by appropriate authorities 

¶ A report, which seeks to compile the workshop results in 

a comprehensive manner, especially including pictures, 

systematized tables and graphics.  

éis not: 

¶ A scientific document to describe the working steps and 

results of the workshops in detail 

¶ An extensive outline of the various steps and phases of 

the MARISCO method, as this can be investigated in the 

complete MARISCO manual 

¶ A management plan for the studied sites 

¶ A document suitable for publication, presenting the 

results to a broad public. 
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The MARISCO-method 

 

The MARISCO methodology can be described as an ñAll 

Inclusiveò approach with the aim of encouraging  

 

¶ Including all people, experts, institutions, organisations 

and everybody else who lives or makes use of Namibiaôs 

unique ecosystem. 

¶ Gathering and including all knowledge needed in order to 

understand the high complexity of the ecosystem. 

¶ Including the analysis of all factors and threats 

generating stress in territorial systems with focus on 

conservation areas. 

¶ Including the development of all possible strategies 

needed for preserving Namibiaôs distinctive nature. 

¶ Including the reflection and reasonable handling of all 

future uncertainties impacting the conservation area by 

following the philosophy of adaptive management and 

ever ongoing learning. 

 

 

 

The methodology has been derived from the Open Standards 

for the Practice of Conservation (OS) developed by the 

Conservation Measures Partnership and further extended by 

the Centre for Econics and Ecosystem Management. This 

resulted in the development of a process cycle with the aim of 

creating a management plan that is both comprehensive and 

adaptive/flexible.  

 

MARISCO follows a step-wise, systematic procedure involving 

a representative group of stakeholders within a given project 

area. The values of the participants represented in the analysis 

should reflect the environmental and conservation interests of 

the living landscape, such as wildlife species, medicinal plants 

and peopleôs health. 

 

The method employed in MARISCO involves four interrelated 

phases with several steps conducted by the team of coaches, 

organizers and the participants of the workshops: 
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Phase I: Preparation and initial conceptualisation 
 

This phase starts with a broad desktop study of the different 

ecosystems in the region in order to provide a complete 

overview of the landscape and to establish perceived and 

potential problems as well as risks and threats. An important 

part of the exercise is to establish the geographical scope of 

management and study; and the analysis of important local 

environmental units/elements that are to be conserved 

(conservation objects) as well as their connections and 

interrelations. After having proposed an initial management 

vision, Phase I is fulfilled. 

 

Phase II: Systemic vulnerability and risk analysis 
 

This complex analysis of the current situation in the region 

targets the following: 

¶ Establishment of a sound/good understanding of the 

current status of the so-called conservation objects. 

¶ Identification of existing and potential stresses, threats 

and contributing factors. 

¶ Assessment of all these elements according to states of 

criticality, their influences  as well as levels of knowledge 

and manageability from the participants. 

¶ Setup of relations between stresses, threats and 

contributing factors to relevant stakeholders. 

 
 

Phase III: Comprehensive evaluation prioritisation and 

strategy formulation 
 

In this phase existing strategies are analysed, strategic gaps 

identified and new strategies are developed. The reasons 

therefore are: to improve the functionality of the conservation 

objects and to reduce the stresses and threats in the system 

that may risk a secure future of humans, wildlife and nature. 

Phase III ends with the design of a monitoring plan in order to 

ensure the effectiveness of the strategies. 

 

Phase IV: Implementation and (non-) knowledge 

management 

 

The focus of this phase is on the implementation of the 

developed strategic plan, strategic knowledge management 

and the evaluation of the implementation process. 

If you would like to get a complete and detailed overview of the 

principles and the methodological steps please consult the 

accompanying guidebook ñMARISCO: adaptive Management of 

vulnerability and RISk at COnservation sitesò (see website: 

www.marisco.training).  

 

http://www.marisco.training/
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Outline of the cyclic procedure of a MARISCO study including the ongoing identification of risks of increased vulnerability of the 

conservation targets or the same strategies. For further information please have a look at the MARISCO manual on our website 

(http://www.marisco.training/resources/manual/) or PowerPoint presentations about the various steps 

(http://www.marisco.training/resources/presentations/). 

http://www.marisco.training/resources/manual/
http://www.marisco.training/resources/presentations/
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Concrete workshop application and results 
 

The findings of the report draw on a combination of information extracted from some publications and from observations made in the 

field during a one-day excursion around both conservancies. In no way do any of the statements or conclusions represent the results 

of detailed field-based studies. The description and evaluation are intended to reveal the general character of the landscape, its use, 

and also to raise awareness of on-going or potential conflicts of interest manifest in the use of natural resources by local communities. 

Introductory talk on MARISCO  
 

After a warm welcome by different workshop team members, an introductory talk set the stage for the workshop exercise.  
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The consulting team presented background information about 

the MARISCO method as well as impressions and findings from 

their Ecosystem Diagnostics Analysis in both Conservancies. In 

a few days the team travelled through a good part of the 

territory, documenting observation with photographs that also 

helped to interpret satellite images that were consulted 

beforehand. 
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The participants were also introduced to these (Google Earth) 

satellite images as well as to the pictures from the ground that 

offered a direct comparison and deeper insight into the current 

situation of the natural systems of the Conservancies. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Travel route though George Mukoya Conservancy 
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Development of the conceptual model 
 
Human wellbeing (MARISCO cycle step 3) 
 

After the introduction the workshop started right away with the 

identification of aspects of ñhuman wellbeingò. This included 

everything a person needs in order to happily survive. It 

encompasses a personôs basic needs and recognizable human 

benefits that can be derived from his/ her surroundings.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Social systems and social services as source of human 

wellbeing (extension to MARISCO cycle step 3) 
 

In the next stage of the process ñsocial systemsò were identified 

along with the derived ñsocial servicesò. ñSocial servicesò are 

best described as the advantages a person receives from 

others in the community or from legal institutions of his/her 

social environment ï the so-called ñsocial systemsò (e.g. 

ministries, communities, families etc). 
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Ecosystem services as source of human wellbeing (MARISCO 
cycle step 3) 
 
The wide range of services provided by the natural environment 

were identified and linked to the range of human well-being 

outcomes.  During this stage of the exercise it was important to 

engage with popular terms and concepts of natural goods and 

benefits in order to best reflect local values.  

 
Major natural components (MARISCO cycle step 2) 

 

When deploying the MARISCO method nature is conveniently 

described in terms of ñbiodiversity objectsò. These are natural 

components which are most important to a region because they 

play a major role in regulating the function of ecosystems and in 

sustaining biodiversity.  
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Mapping of land use activities and ecosystems (extension to 

MARISCO cycle steps 0 and 1) 
 

The most important elements of the natural environment as well 

as significant agricultural areas were mapped as accurately as 

possible to provide an accurate spatial record of the landscape. 

Through this it became visible which territories play an 

important role for the communities concerning food and 

resource provision.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

At the same time areas were identified which the ecosystem 

needs in order to be complete and healthy and produce all the 

services demanded by the humans. It became obvious that 

there is a lot of effort from the local communities not to intersect 

with the wildlife zone. It could be seen that regions coined with 

comparably high fertility and vegetation are nowadays mostly 

used for agriculture, putting those last havens at risk. 

 
All participants eagerly 

participated in all these 

steps. 
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Ecosystems and natural key attributes (MARISCO cycle steps 2 

and 4) 

 

After having described and analysed these elements the model 

was further developed and the most important key attributes 

(ñKey ecological attributesò ï elements that nature needs in 

order to function properly and deliver the goods and services 

humans depend on) then highlighted. 

 

 
 
 
 
 

At the end of the first workshop day the participants compared 

and explained their results to each other. Through this process 

similarities and differences between the two sites were 

highlighted, making it possible to identify common features of 

interest. 
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Stresses of nature (MARISCO cycle step 5) 

 

Day two of the workshop started with the identification of both 

obvious and less apparent ñstressesò thought to be 

symptomatic of the threats leading to negative changes in the 

system.   

 
Threats that cause stresses (MARISCO cycle step 6) 

 

ñStressesò derive from ñthreatsò, which are changes in nature 

that in the long run cause deterioration and degradation of flora 

and fauna (the ñbiodiversity objectsò) and ultimately loss of 

human wellbeing. They are created by humans and lead to 

direct or indirect negative impacts on the functionality of the 

natural environment.  
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Threat mapping (part of MARISCO cycle step 9) 
 
Afterwards the participants were encouraged to identify on the 

map the likely location of the perceived threats.  Geographically 

óplacingô the threats on the map allowed for a more effective 

analysis of scale-related disturbance at the possible far-

reaching impacts to other adjoining territories and ecosystems. 

Contributing factors to threats (MARISCO cycle step 7) 

 

Their underlying reasons are ñcontributing factorsò, which are 

the actual root problems that need to be tackled. They are 

human activities that directly or indirectly have negative impacts 

on the ecosystem. 
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Criticality of problems (MARISCO cycle step 10) 

 

In the next step the participants began the process of 

prioritizing the range of stresses, threats and their contributing 

factors according to a set of criteria designed to determine level 

of severity.  A colour coding system was used to depict levels of 

severity in each case (red = very critical, yellow = moderately 

critical, light green = critical, dark green = very critical).  

A journey in a time machine: looking into the past and the future 
(MARISCO cycle step 5) 
 

To help participants with the task of recording past and 

predicted future trends they were asked by the facilitators to 

recall momentous events that have happened in their personal 

lives and to reflect on these in the context of changing times 

and possible future outcomes. The object of the exercise is to 

evoke amongst participants feelings of strong and ambitious 

hopes and wishes. 
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On the base of this encouragement, the next step was to further 

evaluate the past and future criticality of the ñstressesò, 

ñthreatsò, and ñcontributing factorsò, as well as perceived 

changes in current trends. The object of the exercise was to 

reveal any obvious changes in the elements, in particular, signs 

of progressive environmental loss or degradation. Ultimately, a 

picture would emerge of socio-environmental features most 

stressed and under threat from human-induced factors. . The 

outcome of the exercise would help establish the terms of the 

next stage of identifying the most appropriate strategies to 

mitigate the problems. 

This process was started on day two and completed on day 

three. The group work for this part was extremely passionate 

and fruitful. 
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Ongoing peer review among the teams  
 

During several occasions, the participants were allowed to have 

a look at the conceptual model of the other group. 

Presentations, explanations and discussions followed. Through 

the process of sharing and exchanging knowledge each team 

was in a better position to evaluate their own results, and where 

necessary refresh their findings.   
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Manageability (MARISCO cycle step 14) 

At the end of the thorough and systematic analysis of the 

situation participants were in a better position to be able to 

assess their own level of knowledge and to consider their own 

needs as well as capabilities in resolving some of the priority 

problems. 
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Introduction of the second workshop 

 

The second workshop started with a welcome by Gerrit Bartels 

as a representative of the GIZ and by members of the team 

representing the Center for Econics and Ecosystem 

Management, Pierre Ibisch, Peter Hobson, Anja Krause, and 

Christina Lehmann.  

 
 

Transcribing all the information collected during the first 

workshop into a digitized format was a convenient way of 

presenting the participants with the necessary information for 

the next phase.  The final print out provided information on 

ranking lists for the contributing factors, stresses, and threats to 

the ecosystem, as well as matrices indicating the connections 

(arrows) that were drawn in-between the various elements of 

the conceptual model.  

 

 

The creation of this material was done between the two visits of 

the consulting team. The conceptual model was now brought as 

a big clear digitized poster. For each Conservancy a matrix was 

produced with details on the  connections between the rateable 

elements (contibuting factors, threats, stresses) of the model 

(1=there is a connection). These connections were inserted into 

the conceptual model in the form of arrows. The amount of 

arrows that each element produces and is influenced by, shows 

the ñsystemic activityò of an element, indicating  how active it is 
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in the whole network of elements. In combination with the 

ratings of criticality, knowledge, and manageability each 

contributing factor, threat, and stress was calculated a value: 

The ñstrategic relevanceò. With the help of this the most crucial 

elements could be indicated ï the ones that need more 

attention when developing strategies. This made it much easier 

to work with the results from the first workshop but also helped 

with  the continuation of the workshops.   

 

Review of results 

 

Participants in their separate conservancy teams spent some 

time checking through their results and making any necessary 

changes.  They had the opportunity to ask questions and make 

changes to the model, if necessary.  

 

 

 

Stakeholder mapping (MARISCO cycle step 15) 

Participants were asked to identify the main stakeholders in the 

system. They recorded onto cards those stakeholders who 

were thought to have positive or negative influences in certain 

areas before transferring the cards into the conceptual model 

alongside factors contributing to threats in the system. 
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Identification of locally applied strategies (modified MARISCO 

cycle steps 17 and 20) 

The next step was the first one out of three major parts. The 

participants were asked to describe the threats and stresses 

present in their surroundings and everyday lives.. For this 

purpose nine general areas of activity were identified: hunting 

tourism, water resource use; crop production; animal 

production; production of vegetables in gardens; use of forest 

resources for fire wood (cooking); use of natural material for 

crafts to sell; use of natural material for construction and tools 

natural materials sold for income (e.g. Devilôs claw). Small 

printed duplicates of the threats and stresses of each model 

were offered which the participants could match to the 

associated areas of activity (e.g. the stress ñShortage of waterò 

was matched with the area of activity ñWater resource useò). 

These small cards were pinned to four empty boards (hence, 

four smaller groups were split) and the participantsô stated their 

livelihood strategies accordingly ï on light yellow cards (or by 

indicting with the letter ñEò for ñexisting strategyò) they indicated 

how they dealt with those problems in their everyday life. In a 

second stage they added dark yellow cards (or indicating using 

the letter ñCò for ñcomplementary strategyò) to record possible 

solutions to some of the problems experienced in their lives.  
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Each group reviewed the results of the other.  

 

Afterwards the four groups presented and discussed their ideas 

with fellow conservancy members.  

 

Assessment of local strategies (modified MARISCO cycle steps 

18 and 21) 
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Finally, these strategies were rated (in the known 4-colour 

system of dark green, light green, yellow, red) according to five 

aspects: Resources, Acceptance, Technical feasibility, Ability to 

solve problems, Creation of new problems. In this step the 

participants were asked to comment on  the effectiveness of the 

existing and complementary (future) strategies to these 

problems as well as state their views on the following issues: if 

there are enough financial, material, and human resources; to 

what extent strategies are appreciated by the people; if from a 

technical perspective strategies could be put into practice; 

whether it is likely that this strategy will solve the problem it is 

tackling; and to what extent this strategy could create new 

problems that need to be dealt with.  The rating table can be 

found in Annex 3. 

 

All these steps were conducted on the first workshop day. 

The second day of the workshop day started with a review of 

existing and complementary strategies related to livelihood 

activities in the same nine areas of activity. The groups of both 

Conservancies were asked to exchange their perceptions.  
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A plenary session followed during which the results were 

presented to the whole group of participants and short 

discussions on these strategies were held.  

 

 

Identification of strategies applied by the Conservancies 

(modified MARISCO cycle steps 17 and 20) 

This discussion served as a bridge to the second bigger part of 

the workshop: Strategies of the conservancies. 

For this step each conservancy was split into four groups again 

ï each group dealt with a certain thematic area (according to 

the thematic boxes of the conceptual models). Similar to the 

strategy development during the first day, the groups had 

empty boards and this time small duplicates of the contributing 

factors of their model. After analyzing and choosing the most 

crucial problems (pinned to the board) the participants indicated 

the existing problem-solving strategies the conservancy is 

already putting into practice. This step was followed by an 

exercise in which new ideas for future actions were suggested.  
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The whole process involved knowledge sharing and exchange 

of ideas between the two Conservancy teams. ñTo go shopping 

for ideasò on the strategy boards of other participants was a 

very pleasant and fruitful task. The participants were then 

required to select the five most crucial (livelihood- and 

Conservancy-) strategies in each group and incorporate these 

into their conceptual model.  This shows at which point of entry 

the strategies will make a change to the whole system.  
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During a final end-of-day plenary session each group presented 

and discussed their findings for existing and future strategies. 

  

 

 

 

 

Discussion of coherence of strategies (modified MARISCO 

cycle step 23) 

 

Day three started with a short summary of the preceding steps 

and an introduction to a rather different visual display of the 

strategies. The various relationships and interlinkages between 

the objects and different strategies were organized and 

structured as a pyramid. Four major layers were represented 

with the most important, the ecosystems and biodiversity 

positioned at the base of the pyramid.  The next level up in the 

pyramid was the local livelihood strategies followed by the 

strategies of the conservancy; and finally, at the top or apex of 

the model, the external authorities like NGOs and government.  

The idea of conveying the various levels of operation in this 

form was to demonstrate both the top down and bottom up 

processes of order, information flow and activities between the 

different tiers of society. 
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Identification and assessment of strategies applied by external 

organisations (modified MARISCO cycle steps 17, 18, 20 and 

21) 

In order to hear more about the actual activities of a few 

representative institutions, the Ministry for Environment and 

Tourism (MET), the Namibian Nature Foundation (NNF), the 

Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Forestry (MAWF), the 

Directorate of Forestry (DoF), and the Gesellschaft für 

Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ ï German Cooperation) 

gave brief introductions about their roles and activities. 

 

 

 

  
























































































































































































































































