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someone sell@nething that is not his own property? We got the Guassa from our
forefathers and we should hand it to our children as we receiged it

(A 67yearold informant from Tesfomentier Peasant Association, cited in Ashenafi &
LeaderWilliams, 200%
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Abstract

It has long been recognisethat biodiversity will not be conserved without
understanding how humans interact with the natural world. Indeed, the popular
Community Conservation paradigm maintains that conservation must be
“participatory’, treating protected area neighbours as 'parsi, and organizedo

that suchareas contribute to the local economy and sustainable livelihoods.

Through a variety of participatory methods, this study assedbedimportance
(economic and otherwise) of ecosystem goods and services supporting the agro
pastoral livelihood of communities living next to the Guassa Community
Conservation Area in the Ethiopian Highlanfise main focus was an analysis of this
FNBlFa W@FrtdzSQ (2 020K K2dzaSK2t R&a FyR (KSA
those activites dependent on it, and the ecosystem goods and services which
regulated and supported these activities. In particulagximity, institutional status,
wealth and gender were found to significantly influence value systems and those
behavioural norms thatmpact resource use. Not only should these finditgdp
inform communitybased conservation strategie;n Guassa, they mighalso
contribute to the global debate on the complexities of meeting both consermati

and local development goals.

In the partigpatory context of this study the shortcomings of the experimental
techniques used are elucidated, withlternative recommendations made for
increasing the robustness of such research in the future, including further analyses of
how social and ecologicdtriesholds interact, and a more direct benefits assessment
based on extractive resource use. The pressing issue of illegal use and sustainability

given increasing demographic pressure is also assessed in this context.

Word Count: 14,876
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1. Introd uction

1.1 Problem Statement, Research Questions and Hypotheses

Outlined below arg¢he main problem statement, research questions and a selection
of hypotheses generated through éh literature review anddiscussions with

conservation professionals working in thield.

In order to quantify the extent to which a Community Conservation Area ben
localcommunities in an Afr@lpine area of the Central Highlands of Ethiopia, f
study will attemptto W@ | thez@afural goods and services that it provides.

analysngthese scales of value within a specific ecological, cultural and instifalt
context,a clearer understanding of hotliey impact household dynami¢and thus

resource use) can be gaid.

Fig 1.1 Main problem satement

Given that the @assa Community Conservation Area (GGCE€Ajlosed for long
periods of time and communities manage to survivighout utilizing is resources, it

shouldtherefore be asked

1) Towhat extent do local residentsalue theGCCAR

Hypotheses:

1 The GCCA provides a number of importardsgstem goods and services that
classicabconomicmarketsfail to quantify

1 These benefg are comparably important tthose derived from direct,

consumptive uses

2) What are the sockeconomic realities fothose communities that bordethe
GCCA
Hypotheses:

1 Livelihood security has declined over time with increasing demograpbgsure

-1-



1 Despite strict rules and regulations prohibiting resousse outside of official
permit seasonsillegal extraction is common

f  Proximity to the GCCA thus imposé3 8 | (iO2@ S thd®e cArymunities

1.2 Community Conservation in Context - Guassa

Based on the principle that a balanced comprontistween the needs of people
and those of biodiversity is indeed possible, commubiiged conservation
programmes(CC)place the sustainable management of natural resources as their
principal objective (Barrow & Murphree, 200Resultantly, &r more thana decade
now policy reforms aimed at decentralizing and devolving natural resource
management to local stakeholders have been underway throughout the developing
world (Agrawal, 2001; Edmundi al., 2003).

The Guassa Community Conservation Area (GGA&AY, originallydemarcated bya

four hundred yeawold A Y RA 3Sy 2dza YI yI 3SY QgoQispossialyi S Y
the oldest of its kind in AfricAshenafiPhD thesis2001) The purpose of the GCCA

is to conserve the biodiversity, natural resources and water catchsnehtMenz
thereby supporting the regional economy dnsustainable rural development
(GAGMP2007) Thisincludes a number of rare, endemiand endangered species
alongsidethe more general provision adssential ecosystem goodsr subsistence
purposes increased livelihood stability through the diversification of livelihood
options, and independence from the market and government through selfance
anda localised casimcome(Kemf, 1993Haverkort & Millar, 1994Kothari, 1997.

1.3 Capturing Benefit Flows ¢ Specific Aims & Objectives

The aim of thigesearch was to investigateow households valuethe GCCAin

particular through

1 the activities dependent upon iand

ly2q«



1 the ecosystem goods and services thairipvides.

An awareness of how such valuesght impact behavioural normsould then aid

the formulation of longterm management strategies for conservatioampatible
sustainable development and agricultugadactices. These might include household
and community fuelwood initiatives, alternative livestock fodder systems, the
production of domestic Guassa grass and the promotion of more diverse but

sustainable agricultural activities (GAGMP, 2007).

Given thatthe global loss of biodiversity is now seen as being instrumental in
impacting poverty levels and threatening food security, conservation now takes its
place as a vital tool in international development strategie&£AM2005% UN, 2010.
Thus ducidatingconcepts of value and methods o&lationis essentialn order to
negotiat the complex tradeoffs between diverse stakeholder objectiveend also

to guide policy and interventions vésvis aparticular ecosystemral its inhabitants.

1.4 Overview of Thesis Structure

Section 2 introduces the study site and presents an overview tioé history,
background, literature and a critical examination of previowsudies regarding
community conservation,placing particular emphasis onecological economic
methodologiesand the varioustechniquesfor evaluating ecosystem goods and
services

Section 3 provides a detailed presentationof the methods used in the stydin
sequential order, from prappraisal dialogug¢o data collection in the field and
statistical analysis upon return

In section 4, the results of the study are presemten a logical manner, before being
placed inthe broader context of previous resedr insection 5. The studg strengths
and limitations arghen discissed, with ecommendationsnadefor future research

given in conclusion.



2. Background

2.1 Study Context ¢ Ethiopia
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Fig 2.1 Map showing the altitudinal ranges of the highland blocks of Ethiopia, the Amhara Regional State and the
North Shoa Zonadministration in relation to the study site.

It has been estimated that over 90% of the rural population of-Sabharan Africa
access land through indigenous customary mechanisms; few matters will be more
central to the daily lives of Ethiopian sociatithan the use and governance of their
natural resources (Wiley, 200@pdeed,tK S NBf | A2y aKALl 0SG6SSy
human and natural systems has long been chamdoeéd not by equilibriumbut
instead by flux, crisis and calagniMesfin 1992). Withapproximately 8% of the
population livingby cultivating the land, natural resourckegradationis considered

to be the most pervasive environmental dlemge of the 2T century Sonneveld &
Keyzer 2003; Holden &hiferaw 2004 Amsaluet al., 2007). Indeed, some analysts
have predicted that if current practices continue unabated, a 30% logsrilcapita
incomecould resultby 2015 (Akalu & Woldegiorgia010).



Biologically, the majority of the country can be divided in two; the Horn of Africa
WK20aLR23iQ YR GKS 91 &aGSNYy One NRHheausfent: y S
90 KAZ2LALIY Hvabprlft \Stiategie@sadecentralizing natural resource
managementa policy in sharp contrast to that of the socialist regime (known as the
Perdp that ruled Ethiopia between 1974 and 1994hen a series of aggressive
agrarian reforms that included widscale land tenure reforms, environmental
reclamation programrmesand forced villagizatiortook place ( Kidand&lariamet al.,
2003; Jaggeet al., 2005. While a uniform usufruct righallowed famersto form
peasant associationké€beles)within the overriding framework of land ownership

by the state communal maagement pactices weresubsumed under a Malthusian
environmental degradation narrative increased populationpressure leads to

increasederosion(Hoben 1996).

Following the defeat of the Derg in 1991, a comprehensive approach to
envirormental conservationwas launched with the preparation of the National
Conservation Stratgga set of developmental and conservation objectives based on
the goals of enhancing public welfare and sustainability. More receintl2005 a

new Wildlife Utilisation and Strategiolioy was implemented,uniting previous
policies and highlighting the links between ecosystem maintenance and human well
being (EWCA 2010) It is hoped that this more participatory approach to
management might be instrumental in aligning development and pgvexduction

goals with conservation aims and strategies.

2.1.1 Study Context - Guassa Community Conservation Area

The Guassa area of Menz, located in the Amhara Regional State of North Shoa Zone,

in the GeraKeyaworeda(district) lies 265kmmorth-east of the national capital Adksl
Ababa. The total area dbuassa is 111km?, and its altitude ranges from 3200 to
3700m above sea level. Due to these altitudinal differences and the size of the
mountain block, the climate varies considerably. Hiljiuale Afro-alpine vegetation
characterises the areawithin which different habitat types predominat&uryops

Alchemillashrubland,Helichrysurd=estucagrassland andericamoorland. The area

-5-
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derives its name fromthe sOF f f SR G Ddzl & a | risedodfaurd Highly 6 KA OK

valuedspecies ofFestucdGAGMP 2007

Fig. 2.2 Grazing in Guassacompetition or coexistence?

A variety of endemic and endangered species inhabit the GCCA, including the
endemic Ethiopian wol€anis simensandthe Gelada babooirheropithecus gelada

(Fig. 2.2). With less than 500 remaining, the Ethiopian wolf is one of the rarest canids
in the world, and with an estimated 33 wolves (6.4% of the global population) found
in Guassa, this population e ofthe most importart in northern Ethiopia (IUCN
Redlist,2010; Marino, 1993; Ashenafet al, 2004). Among the mammal species
recorded here, seven species are endemic (22.6% of the endemic mammal fauna of
Ethiopia), and a total of 111 bird species have been identified, includirigaire
endemic Finally, as part of the higheptateau in theCentral Highlands of Ethiopia

the GCCA is an important water catchrh@mea, with 26 rivers originating hete

join the Blue Nile.

O



2.1.2 Study Context C Resource Use and Institutions

5dzNAYy 3 Yy 2LISY WLISNYAG aSlazyQr GKS Ddz &:

resource extraction and the volume of resources that can be taken out. Once this has
been done, the area is allowed to regenerdier up to seven yearsDespite
extensive pdtical changes, this traditionalystem has showaufficient resilience to
continue functioning with déined user groups and byelaws theggulate resource

use and manage the are@dshenafi & LeadéWilliams, 2005) Such an example
shows thatwhen there &ist both communal arrangements for the allocation of
resources as well as legitimate claims on these goods by members of recognized
groups, indigenous management systems may not only promote the ideals of
communal welfare and responsibility but can alseryw successfully conserve

biodiversity (Berkest al,, 1989; Feengt al, 1990).

Currently, éght peasant associations communally manage the G4k of a labour
market has meant that the greahajority of inhabitantsare entirely dependent on
natural resources, including traditional agricultural produce, livestock grazing and
the collection of medicinal plants and herbs (GAGMP, 2007). The reason that the
Guassa area has not been brought under permanent crop cultivatioextensive
woodlot plantation, despite the general craving for land in Menz, is due primarily to
its specific physical attributes; it lies above the tree line and neither crop cultivation

nor eucalyptus plantations yield worthwhile returns.

However, beause a principle driver of resource regulation is to ensusdilivod
security during tims of environmental stress such as dry or drought periods, the
area plays an important role in the economics and survival strategies of adjacent
communities (AshengfPhD thesis, 2001). But while the GCCA may well be essential
for the livelihoods of these Menz communities, rising demand from the growing
population of the Guassa user community has mean that in recent years grass
cutting rates have increased. Even pmduction has not met demand. Studies have

indicated that the total offtake during 19971998 was only 30% of the total



harvestable grass biomass, whereas in 2002 and 2005 the dfdgsticabiomass

was cleared (GAGMP, 2009).

2.2 Ecological Economics ¢ Ecosystem Evaluation

CKS Y2YyATSN wSO2aeadsSY 322Ra FyR aSNBAOSAQ
services (e.g. fresh water), regulating services (e.g. climate and flood regulation),

cultural services (e.g. aesthetic and spiritual benefitsdl supporting services (e.g.

nutrient cycling) (MEA, 2005). But aggregating such assets within the domain of
individual choice needs a certain amount of information about the nature of the

products in question; thus, in theural contex{ the main practial problem in

Wl fdzZAy3aIQ GKSY Aa 2yS 2F RSNAGAY3a ONBRAOT
imperfect or absent altogether (Pearce, 1993). Nevertheless, if transfers of resources

are to be made to future generations, with either sacrifices being mad#en

present or future benefits being lost, then an idea of what and how much is being
surrendered is essential for efficient policy instigation. Furthermore, market failure

of the type engendered by the common property nature of these public goods and

sewices (and thus their ovexxploitation) has been cited as threatening not only

global economic performance but also general human-eihg (see HM Treasury,

2006).

2.2.1 Environmental Valuation Theory and Method

According to the nealassicabconomicparadigm, choices between alternative uses

of a resource are generally based on the monetary balance of the costs and benefits
expected from each and every utilisation; thuy environmental valuatioshould

provide a means of balancing thesengoeting uses (Freeman, 200Burthermore,

without suchquantification the true contribution of an ecosystem to utility is likely

to be severely underestimatedYet giventhe utilitarian, anthropocentric and
instrumentalist nature of such valuationanyWo Sy STAGa FylfearaqQ Ay

Conservation (CC) contesttould be interpreted in the broadest sen@dg. 2.3).



Economic Challenges Posed by Participatory CC Management
w (néedto view resource use in the context of specific livelihood systems;

w IAPSY GKIFG @FfdzSa NS NBtFiA@S 002N
0SYySFAGA aAdGNROGEEe FNBY SIOK AYRAGARMzZ €

w UKS FdzyRIF'YSy il f onaYegigyNahd ggndeBissBed; RA & G NA

w 0KS ySSR (2 dzy RSNA G ynBking wath redarisQd tiie saidl,y]
biological and institutional complexities of community management;

w GKS aA3ayArTAiOl-etdd@niczdsts angrlieheftd Aot ST y 2y
wthe difficulty of measuring illegally or opportunistically harvested resources;

w 0KS ySSR (2 RSIf gAdK I a20AFf LINROS

Fig. 2.3 Adapted from Davies & Richards, 1999

Becauserelated conservation benefitare a mix of associated cash flows aleds
tangible non-market benefits they are often downgraded due to not being
sufficiently internalised into the landise choie mechanism (Davies & Richards
1999). Attempts to avoid this predicamerhasled to the formation ofthe now
commonly usedTotal Economic auation (TEV), comprising of use andmase

valuesas seeroverleafin Fig 2.4.

While sIzZOK W! &4 S commodiSdedved lfrdiiSgoods and services by those
inhabitants of the ecosystenin question, indirecz onfYyse Vdlueare more
functional, not so obviously consumed, and may have benefits that extend away
from the said ecosystem (Pearce & Warforth93). Indeed, their exclusion from
traditional householdoudget surveys may have resedtin missing values and thus
highly inaccurate valuations (Cavendish, 2000). In this respect a standard TEV might

fail to aggregate the total value of an environmental asEurthermorethey are

Ytis important to note here that Total Economic Value is not commensurate with total value; it may therefore at
most provide the lower bound estimate of the value of a given resource/system (Turner &,FA8§4).

-9-



likely to exaggerate the attractiveness of resource management through simplistic

assumptions, especially surrounding sustainability.

TOTAL ECONOMIC VALUATION IN A CC CONTEXT

Use Value + Non Use Value

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Direct Value + Indirect Value + Option Value + Existence Value

Grasslands as objects of
intrinsic value, as a gift

Future uses direct and
indirect as per (1) + (2)

Function benefits
enjoyed indirectly

Outputs-/services
that can be consumed

directly to others. Responsibility,
stewardship- ‘Bequest
Extractive uses Values'.
Fuelwood Biological support
Non-timber Nutrient cycling Species habitats Includes cultural and
products Micro-climate Biodiversity heritage values
Medicine Species
Grazing land
Genetic material
Non-extractive use Physical support
Tourism Downstream watershed
Recreation protection
Human habitat
Education
Research
Aesthetic
N
Decreasing ‘tangibility” of value to individual >

Fig. 2.4 TEV Adaptedfrom Pearcek Warford 1993

2.3 Criticisms and Alternatives ¢ Participatory Rural Appraisal

In order to investigatdess obvioustakeholder incentivegwvhich the researcher can
then anchor in an observed market prjcsophisticated valuation methodsave
been designed and implementdd current overviews given iPAtkinson & Morauto
2008 and summarised iAppendix I). But whileContingent dluation (CV)methods
(contingent ranking or stated preferengemay bepreferred, a number oftechnical
problems and biasetave been identified. i@icismsrange from the fallibility of
imaginedscenaria; that Hypothetical questions lead to pgthetical answer&Neil
etal, 1994)to 0 KS W& A ¥ &Y oNBhatSihBughiraral communitigsif
presed, mayindeedbe able to conjure up a figure, wheththis adequately reflect

a realisticpayment levelfor changes in goods and serviaasonly everbe assumed

-10-



(Gregersenret al, 1995).But regardless of theseriticisms the classical response
remains powerful;any environmental evaluatiorthat is able toincorporate the
subtle behavioural complexities of the agents in questimight well be ‘8ne
component of the bestf all world€3 (Atkinson & Moratp, 2008).At the end of the
day the choices open to conservationists and pefidkers are curtailed by the
existence of establishedonceptualstructures of understandingn this sensethe
monetarization ofthe environmentis a matter of convenience, allowirtg inclusion

in economic calculatiosin a way thatwill impacton choice, action angolicy.

Wt | NI A OA LI (0 2 NBRANEIZNGués hdve helddil devalbpédpart as a
response to thiglifficulty of quantifying goods and services that can be valued both
intrinsically and extrinsically (and thus not solely in market tertdaferlying such a
theory is a more flexiblattitude to the statistical precision of quantitative data; in
PR\, researcher judgement is thought to be as reliable as formal survey

guestionnairegFig 2.5 overleafshows amenu of relevant methods

These constructive approacks assumethat people do not have webhrdered
preferences for unfamiliar objects like ecosystem goadd services and that the
elicitation process itself can help people form and express themselves in terms
suited to the problem of adequate quantification (Chambers 1992, 1994; Wilson &
Howarth, 2002).Furthermore, if it is accepted that validity and réliity are not
absolute values, then it might also be necessary to accept that tradeoffs take place,
through ignorance and imprecision, where lower validity and reliability might be
more costeffective, enhancing utility through less cost or greater retee or
timeliness (Chambers, 1992, 1994).

2 For a useful overview of the debate, see Gowdy, 2004.

-11-



Question to be | Economic Perspective Information methodologies

answered and Issues
Participatory Techniques Other Approaches
1.Why areresources] @ | 4S5S4 YIRS 4w wStlIdA@S NI
important and what w aliNRE &a02|
benefits do they w w2f$8 LX I &a
provide? w tAS RAIANI

2. Whousesthem? | @ 2 KA OK 3INERdzll w 2-Beindg (wealth)
individuals by gender and ranking
household socioeconomic| w { 2 OA Lt YI LJA

group
3. What is thelw 126 AYLRNI|w w2fS LXl&da|w 902t 23X
relative importance | values compared to otherl w wihgyafd scoring of physical
of their indirect use| tangible goods? matrices relationships
ornonusevalues? | w 2 KIF i LINE R dz wContingent
activities depend on their valuation surveys
existence and to what
extent?

4. How sustainablel w |1 2¢ FNB ljdz|l o 1 A&Z02NRAOIE | w 902f 234

is resource use? changing over time? transects and matrices of populations
w |26 R2 0(0KS{w ¢NBYR NIy
natural productivity? w / NAGAOKE §¢

Fig 2.5 PRA Techniquesdapted fromllEDQ 1997

However, given that imprecision is the bane of poi¥yt { SNA X Fy& wasSoOo2yF
Aa0ASYO0SQ ol a tw! (S OKkion&zftchinkoh, dMMosE Sy O f
prove its worth if it is to adequately supplement the first. Without the hard evidence

produced byformal diagnostic processes, research may be reduced to hearsay and

evidence to conjecture. The failure here lies not so much in the concepts involved

but rather in making the necessary miamacro linkages when estimating the

cardinal (absolute) values aded in economic analysis, as opposed to the ordinal

(relative) values of PRA techniques (Plottu & Plottu, 20@8leed,t NXA OSQa a (i dzR@é
contingent valuation methods in thisontext argues that such techniquesay

sacrifice content (and thus validity)Md F2NY oFy R GKS | LILISI NI y OS
(2000).

2.4 Natural Resource Management ¢ Institutions and Social Equity

Defining the socioceconomicvariablesthat ensuresuccess rather than failuna the

CC context remains problematic, especially when is the very renewability,

-12-



spontaneous occurrence and communal tenure pmiegs of environmental
resources that limit knowledge of theiruse andvalue across household types
(Cavendish 2000). But from a significant body of literature on ruréfrican
livelihoods (summarised in Ellis, 1992and more recently inNelsa, 2010, a
standard model identifiedypical subsistencéevel households as simultaneously
production and consumption unitswith complex trade-offs between factors of
production (labourJand and capal) both withinand between haseholdsand with
non-marketed gods such as natural products beihgme-consumed or bartexd
(Fisher, 2004; Shackleton & Shackleton, 200b)he Dendi district of south western
Ethiopia, for example,Getachewet a. 6 H AN T O F2dzy R (K I &2 NRIaOK
income contributes 39% to average household income, whereas in Tigray, northern
Ethiopia, it occupied the second largest share in average total household income
nextto that derived from cropgBabuloet al., 2009).The role thesdniddendynamics

play in efficient management strategy should not be undstimated.

Such dependenclyoth createsand is created bjocalised behavioural paradignis.

the theoretical literature on cooperative behaviour and collective action in the
management of natural resources, a number of principle factorgs composition
can be identified: land tenure rights, group member homogeneity, dependence on
the resoures in question and those institutional arrangements that underpin
cooperative behaviour (Wade, 1987; Ostrom, 1997; Banezjesd., 2004; McCarthy

et al, 2004). Resulting arrangements can inclutle establishment of penalty
systems andhe enforcement ofrules (Grebremedhiret al., 2004), social norms
(Cleaver, 2000) and encouragement by peer groups (Kandel & Lazear, TS9R).
any attempt to quantify ecosysie benefit flows in a C€ntext should bear in mind
that interaction among group members is nobnfined to activities in resource
management but is embedded ithese broader socialnetworks (Beyene &Korf,
2008) From the social equity perspective so fundamental doth PRA and
community conservation, a crucial question might then be htw evaluate
ecosystem provisionin a manner that avoids the unfair treatment of these
competing social groups without compromisirtge statistical significance and

validity of said assessmelftVilson & Howarth, 2002).

-13-



2.5 Natural Value as a Component of Community Conservation

2 KAETS GKS GSNXY WOFfdzS wYlF& 6S IyFGiKSYlF 2
behavioural norms make it an intrinsic component of those social systems that
regulate resource use. However, any valuation of ecosystem goods and services will
necessarily be influenced by the different perspectives of those seeking to define

them (Straton, 2006). Ecologists, for example, might view something as having

W@ fdzSQ Ay GSN¥a 2F K2g AlG O¢ysStehigpazi Sa 2
how rodentspecies maintairan Ethiopianwolf population for example,or how an
ecosystemacts as a watershed for theultitude of tributaries that run off it. In

O2y (N> a2z yS20fraarolt SO02y2YA0a 02y O0SA@Sa
contributes to the m& A YA &l GA2y 2F GKFG AYRADARdZ f Q&
perspective might lack consideration of the social processes and human preferences

that guide resource use, economists might likewise ignorestiigle biophysical and

ecological processes thatinderlie ecosystem regulation. In looking ahose

communities who depend on such a systeimaving a third perspectivéhus

becomes necessary, that of combining these disparate elements into a wider, more

interdisciplinary framework.

2.6 Ecosystem Dynamics - The Human Perspective

Just as the age of participation has replaced the age of managerserdommunity
conservationis more than simply a project or policy "choice' that can be accepted or
rejected at will (Turneet al,, 2010). Indeed, many initiatives do not seem to have
lived up to their promise; for every success witnessed, a multitude of critics bemoan
the gulf between rhetoric and reality (for project reviews and reflections, see
Shackletoret al, 2002, and Jones Blurphree, 2004). And if involvement is not to
be reduced to mere compliance, nor participation to cooperatitiren the fragile

interface between human and natural systems must be sensitively managed.

-14-



It is recognized in the Convention on Biological Diversity that biodiversity will not be
conserved withouta far greaterunderstandingof how humans interact with the
natural world (CBD, 200 Intrinsic to the convention is also an awareness of
knowledgedeficits coupled withthe affirmation thatan adequate measurfor these
related values is needetlVhile this may seem selévident, socicpolitical and spatial
asymmetries otinequalities carplay a key role in forming the patterns of access to
benefits oliained from ecosystem serviceSommunities engaged in subsistence
agriculture as a way of life rely on biodiversity asnaansby which production
systems can be optimised (Kothari, 1997hus ay WK 2 f dnaly$id 0 fails to
embedthe relevant economic incentivewithin a very specific ecologicand socic
political framework runs the risk of losingf context and engendering insteaget

more rhetoric. Replacing commodity fact wittommodity fictiort.

‘e termWO2 YY2 RA G & T 4h® dstushplionthan sl & asEwhéttbought or sold in a markear
not) havea market pricgPolyani, 1965)
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3. Study Design and Methodology

3.1 Study Site and Research Methods

Given that Guassa had beeloged to extactive use since April 200&xperimental
techniques were used instead sfandard markeimethodsto value the benefits it

provided to local communities.

Fig 3.1 Map of thosekebelegshaded) that have official access to the GCCA

Conducted in fourkkebeles(indicated inFig. 3.1 by red dots;Gedenbg Kuledeha
Chareand Chargue oYed), this study attempted to infer the value of nenarketed
goodsand serwcesfrom respondent preferences, to assign weightings to particular
indicators that were not necessarily monetary, and to provide a qualitative
assessment of values through communal deliberation and focus grt®sStes
were selectedso asto analyse how both proximity to the GCCA and related
institutional rightsmight affectW @I f dzIBatth Ghglré &hd Yedi lacked traditional

user rights and when, following theSocialistRevolution in 1975these communities
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were settled in agriculturally arginalland close to Guass#lhe previousowners
(Gedenbo and Kuledeh&mainedin the lowlying more productive land further to
the west Thus,formally marginalisegpeasant asociations lying closest tGuassa

became the prime cadrollers of accesgAshenafi & eaderWilliams, 2005).

Recogriing that a combination ofualitative and quantitative methods can enable
researchers to gain imghts from the strengths of botMilner-Gulland & Rowcliffe,
2007), this researchiook a three-pronged approach to valuingcosystem goods,

servicesand associated benefit flowig. 3.2).

Before undertaking any of the surveys,
basic questionnaireon the GCCA and
related social capitalvas givento those
in relevant pogions of authority, namely
government  officials, conservation
practitioners, woreda and kebeleheads,
and local environmental club officer
(Appendix II). For all other methods
employed, abackground preamble wa:
prepared including introductions,
definitions, an assurance of anonymi

and the opportuniy to refuse to

participate. It was made explicit whe
was intended by the usage of certain ki
G SN¥asz a LJS tpohsehol@|
WnvironmenQ 2~ Well-beingQ and
Wcosystem goods and  servif

(Appendix 1ll ¢ V). This was to ensure

75

that results were consistg within and Kev Informant ’
ey Informant Interview

across all survey sites.
Fig. 3.2 Survey methods
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3.2 Approach | - Questionnaire Survey

No families in the research areas owned telephones, houses were unnumbered,
G2G§SN) NBIAAGNI GA2y S FOOdz2NF 4GS I NBIF YI L&A
readily availabl€Bernard, 200% the only census data available was an approximate

HH number. It was thus not possible to develop a random sampling frame for
surveys, and as a result a purposeful sampling strategy was designed and
implemented instead. Where possible, every third HH wagaegthed with the aim

of surveyingno less thanl0%, or 100HHs from each peasant associatiqtaking a

rough estimate of HH numbees 100(per kebelg. The reason why the lower limit is
expressed both as a percentage and in terms of a minimum number issiore a

reasonable and statistically meaningful sample for data analysis (Patton, 1990).

As the core element of this study,agicular efforts were made to localize the
guestionnaire, to ensure a comprehensive coverage of activities and environmental
goads and services, and to bring the same PRA and PEV type techniques from the
communitylevel groups into a household setting. This was achieved by pneliyni
analysis work ofivelihoods from previous, markdbcused surveys and rigorous
guestionnaire prepiloting. Particular attention was given to activities dependent on
Guassa, and to provisioning, supporting and regulating ecosystem goods and

servicesThe HH questionnaire was divided into the following 4 parts:

1. Demographic Data- Used b ascertain the representativeness of thepecific
sample population and the influendeackground demogphic characteristics had

on attitudestowards the GCCA.

2. Assets- Questions concerning baseénassets and income weresed to definea

wealth ranking

3. Activities- The benefits of these to Welihoods was rated usingankings of
importanceand a Rarticipatory EconomicValuation (PEVegxercisecompared acros

both open and closed seasons.
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4. Goods and Services ¢ The same exercises were adapted elicit the perceived
values associated with theGCCA and the goods and services it providettudes

and perceptionsvere also identifiedn agree/disagree stateents.

3.2.1 Approach Il - PRA Focus Groups

Enumerators canvassed randomly selected sections of each community at staggered
times of the day to recruit participants for the PRA groups. Given the opportunistic,
arbitrary nature of this, restrictions wereot imposed on their number or gender,
although no respondents participed in more than one FGquestionnaire or
interview overall. Discussion began with general questions about (B€AGand the
benefits it providedto the community, with the facilitatoinstructed to encourge
discussion of a wide range akrvices/resources/values and explore thesevith
follow-up questions and nondirective promptagpendix Ill). PRA and PEV exercises
followed. Sensitive issues raised then formed the basis for the kdégrmant

interviews.

3.2.2 PRA/PEV Techniques Used

Separate ating and scorig methods were used tovalue the benefitsboth
communities and HHgained from the GCCAMaving identied a range ofelevant
activities'ecosystem goods andervices, values were first assigned vaarating of
importance to livelihoods, and secondlyy distributing pebblesbetween these
activitiegservices and a Wy dzY S NI A NB Qhat Chady SigRifiRdnded (or was
convenient) to the local socieconomy and coudl be readily converted to cash in
times of need (Emerton, 1996). For this exercise;plat appraisal groups decided

that a sheep best fitted the criteria of measureménithis was to give an idea of

aStt SNE 6SNB AT INPIIeOKYS RNl adSeK [ 1fa aliSRIBEOSNI | Ay
WaildltyRFNRQ aKSSLI® ¢KS | @SN AST Hpn 9QUKAZ2LIALY . ANNI 69¢.
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valuesNBt I GA GBS (2 SI OK 2 i krfsl hdallowy Wwherd &levank S Wy dzY S

for translation into cash amouni§ig. 3.3).

- Steps in Valuing Ecosystem Goods & Services for Guassa Households -

Imagined Case Study - Questionnaire respondent x, from Gedenbo (03), a 48 year old male,
farmer by profession, owning an above average amount of land (6 timat), and a below average
number of livestock (1 cow, 2 chickens). All responses correspond to an open ‘permit ‘season.

1 - Scoring uses by allocating pebbles

2 — Translating activities into ‘wealth item equivalents’ and overall values

Activity No. of pebbles Points in ‘sheep’ Overall
allocated equivalent value
(ETB)
a. Harvesting crops(fruits and plants) for food 3 0.3X250 75
or sale.
b. Collecting grass Festuca 15 1.5X250 375
c. Collecting grass (other grass) . 8 0.8X250 200
d. Collecting firewood 7 0.7X250 175
e. Construction 10 1X250 250
f. Grazing livestock 12 1.2X250 300
g. Safety-net prog. 2 0.2X250 50
h. Collecting medicinal plants or food stuff 2 0.2X250 50
Numeraire — Sheep — 10 Stones — 250 ETB

Fig. 3.3 One step in evaluating ecosystem goods & sendgo®®EV case study example

This Participatory Economic Valuation method (PEV) I ft 42 (y 26y I a w02
NJ VY 1 i& it of the CV metharften used by environmental economistds
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an example fromthe case studyto the left, collecting Festucagrass in a permit
season was considered to be worth 15 stones to the HH in questio 375 ETB.
Likewise,¥ 2 NR S NJ edo8ysteth@botisdaBdseces stones were assigneit
comparisonto a different numeraire, in this case the most important activity to a
individualHHR utility.

3.2.3 Approach Il - Key Informant Interviews

In each kebek, open ended questions were used to explore the meaning
NBalLlRyRSyGta 3 @S G2 GKS | 0 aphdndixiv). 2 y OS LJi
respondentswere asked to recommend#ey nformants Of differing age gender,

wealth status and main form of occupation/income) to be interview€kese initial
interviews were then followed up where possible by chain referral, interviewees
identifying other individuals from within thé&ebelewho might be willing to take

part. Responses were recorded and translated back from Amharic to English on the
same day so as to minimize confusion over responses. So as to lessen the risk that a
focus onenefitddcould result in negative values being missed, here theouar

Y O 2 & liviaghext to theGCCA wee the focal point of analysis, and topics included
general environmental concerns, coping mechanisms when Guassa was closed,
humanwildlife conflict, climate regulation, inter and intra community conflict, and

increased govemment participation in management of the GCCA.

3.3 Data Analysis

PASWformally SPSSStatistics 19vas used to analysesial survey datayisingboth
parametric and nofparametric testsso asto explore relationships between soeio
economic Vvariables andactors affecting attitudes, perceptions and vaés.
Communitylevel PRA results were used qualitatively to identify and then compare
and contrast trendskey informantinterview data wereanalysed for specific content

that related to theresearch questios and hypotheses.
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So as to provide the context in which the subsequent data can be understood, the
results are presented in the same order as the methodological plan. Household data are,
where applical®, supplemented by relevant Fénd key informant interview data.
Informants are coded with botkebeleand identification numbers (codes startiog =
Gedenbop4 = Kuledeha@6 = Chare, an®20 = Yedi). Particular comments can then be
linked to individual profiles imppendix VII. Thetraditional Ethiopian measure of land
area, thetimat, is equal to 50 mz2, although in Menz there is a conception that it is a little
smaller as a result of the terrain and the poor condition of the cattle used for farming
(Ashenafipers.comm). All curency is given in Ethiopian Birr (ETB), 13.6 of which were
GAYSQet2F

Slidat ¢t G2 2y8$

t NEPINI YYSQ

impoverished Ethiopian HHs on a weelkésis.

4.1 Survey Site Details

Four kebeleswere surveyed between Mag" and July 4" 2010. Both Gedenbo and

Kuledeha occupied land further away from Guassa, while Chare and Yedi bordered the

GCCATable 1).

i o

4. Results

52f f | NJ
LINR A RS A

-0 GKS
adzLJLX SYSy (I NB

Table 1. Key characteristics of thesbelesurveyed

Kebele no. and | Mean distance Population® |No. of HHs |No. of HHs % of HHs

name (km) from Guassa Sampled sampled
(£SE)

03 Gedenbo 11.5+0.33 4217 1300 94 7.2

04 Kuledeha 19.59+0.46 4535 1058 104 9.82

06 Chare 6.4+0.23 4730 1336 100 7.78

020 Yedi 1.8+40.12 4821 1186 105 8.85

® 2009 census data comes from theredaadministration
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A systematic random sampling technique to select HHs was attempted, but
implementation was hampered by the dispersed nature of dwellings wkiebelesand

by respondent absence. Due to the aim of acquiring diverse attitudes, perceptions and
thus valuations it was not deemed necessary to canvass HH heads alone, and this
allowed a greater number of questionnaires to be undertaken. A total of 403 were
conmpleted, taking a mean time of 34 +1.5 minutes (median=27). Two PRA focus groups
were held in eachkebele ranging in size from 12 to 33 participants, and 20 key

informants were interviewed, five per survey site.

4.2 Basic Demographics

The ethnicity of respondents was 100% Christian Amhara, and of the sample population
(the total number of respondents, summed over the four survey sites) 29% was female.
The median age was 45, and 43% had no formal educationTéde 2 overleal). The

mean number of people per HH was 5.51 +0.99. One way ANOVA (which produces a
one-way analysis of variance for a quantitative dependent variable by a single factor
(independent) variable) was used to test the hypothesis that mean HH size across
kebeleswas equl. No significant difference (B,898)=2.7, p>0.5) was found between
survey sites (Gedenbo mean = 5.63 +2.23, Kuledeha mean = 5.38 +1.89, Chare mean
5.90 1.9, Yedi mean = 5.15 %1.7). A higher numbers of respondents in Chare and Yedi
(50% and 55% resptvely) had no education compared to 33% and 35% in Gedenbo

and Kuledehakebelescloser to the schools in Mehal Meda.

As aforementioned, current pximity to the GCCA also implietiffering institutional

status historicail with regards to access. Thigs particularly pali A Y Sy & Ay ., SRA
who hadgone from being totally excluded to becoming prime controllers. Boundaries

that were once defined by hoagenous kinship descent groups were redraan

political and topograpic considerations, and this rda the variable an important one

for analysis. Both Gedenbo and Kuwdéd, while occupying land that wamore
agriculturally productive, remaed further away from the GCCA and rgethus likely to

WPl £t dzSQ Al RAFTFSNByltfeo
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Table 2. DemographicCharacteristics

Characteristic Category Percentage of Percentage of Sample
Total Sample Population by Location
Pop. (n = 403)
03. Ged. 04. Kul. 06. Chare 020. Yedi
(n=94) (n=104) | (n=100) (n =105)

Gender Male 71.2 87.2 69.2 69.0 61.0

Female 28.2 12.8 30.8 31.0 39.0
Age Class 17-29 10.4 9.6 12.5 6.0 13.3

3044 38.5 394 36.5 35.0 42.9

4559 35.2 34.0 34.6 39.0 33.3

>59 15.9 17.0 16.3 20.0 10.5
Education No educ. 43.7 33.0 35.6 50.0 55.2
Level

Primary 375 45.7 394 344 314

Secondary | 6.9 10.6 8.7 0 1.9

Church 5.2 4.3 7.7 10.0 5.7

Other 6.7 6.4 8.7 6.0 5.7
Household 1-3 12.4 11.7 16.3 7.0 14.3
Size

4-6 59.6 59.6 57.7 57.0 63.8

7-9 248 22.3 24.0 33.0 20.0

>=10 3.2 6.4 1.9 3.0 1.9

4.3 Primary Means of HH Income

The majority of respondents (94%) practiced either crop production or a mix of crop
production and animal husbandry as their primary, incegemerating occupation.

Other trades such as wodl S| @AYy A3 Ol ddzl £ Q ¢ \W2@WIND &y RiI SH2QIKK)
administrative positions) accounted for a total of 7.1% of respondents. Work activities

were not specific to survey locations with the exception of Gedenbo, where 9% were

casual labourers, perhaps due to its proximity to Mehal Meda.
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4.4 Assets and Wealth Ranking

While 95.8% of respondents owned land, crops were grown by 96.3%, as a small number
of landless HHs rented fields in order to do so. Crops inclimkzas, barley, wheat,
peas, lentils and chickpeas; with both productivity and income from sale differing
between kebeles In Yedif = 105), for example, 96.8% of HHs grew crops last year.
56.6% of this consisted solely of barley, with a mean productivity68f5¥ + 239.10 kg

per HH. A mere 2.1% of these HHs sold any of this amount, the majority being put aside
for basic subsistence needs. In contrast, 91.5% of Gedenbort#184) grew three or

more different crop types, with a mean productivity of 1126.6092.10 kg. 34.7% of
these HHs sold a proportion of this total, with a mean income of 862.03 + 715.35 ETB.
Livestock of one form or another were kept by 94.5% of respondents, with FGs implying
consistently between survey sites that this was for both condumaand non

consumable purposes.

For the purpose of this study, information on assets was gathered primarily as a means

of defining a wealth ranking and thus providing an extra variable for anaihike 3).

Table 3. Wealth Ranking

Wealth Ranking Percentage of Percentage of Sample
(Asset level) Total Sample By Location

Population (n =403) | 03. Gedenbo 04. Kuledeha 06. Chare 020. Yedi

(n=94) (n=104) (n =100) (n =105)

High Level 2.0 3.2 3.8 0 1.0
Moderate Level 75.2 70.2 74.0 85.0 71.4
Low Level 17.1 20.2 17.3 11.0 20.0
Very Low Level 5.7 6.4 4.8 4.0 7.6

Traditionally such exercises rank wealth across assubple of the given population by
allowing PRA groups to define the level of individual HHs. But in this study, due to time
restraints and the fact that often FGs took place in the fields, away fromifgpéiHs,

the process was reversed. Rather than assigning an individual ranking to each HH and
then extrapolating out to the larger population, in eakebeleWO2 YYdzy A G A SaQ

asked to define a general fiy@int scale based on assets and income (lamdi lavestock
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owned, etc), by which questionnaire data could later be used to rank HH#\ ppeadix
VI). However, the initial fivgpoint scale was reduced to four when it was found out that
y24 | aAy3atsS 11 | ONraa Ftf adz2NIBSe aAaiaSa |jdz f

CKS YlI22NAGe o6Ttpodw:0 2F NBalLRyRSyida TSttt oA
between 4 and &imat, 4and 10 sheep, and-2 larger animals (cows, horses, donkey
mules). While the robustness of such a simple scale should not be overestimated, it does

however provide a means of further stratifying respondents.

4.5 Evaluating Benefit Flows ¢ PRA and PEV Exercises

The core element of the questionnaire survey was a series of PRA exercises designed to

WAl fdzSQ (K2aS I OGABAGASAE RSLISYRSyld 2y GKS D/
Prepilot appraisal and FG discussions idiged ten main activities which were then

valued in two different ways so as to provide triangulation; the first, a rating of

A Y L2 NI Fwelthsingdi 26 HSY SNI £ KSFEOGK |y (IKIvdglJA Yy S&E2 a0
important, 5= not important at all), and theecond, a PEV whereby the assignment of
atG2ySa (02 LI NIGAOdzZ NI I OGA@GAGASAa Ef286SR 02Vl
was assumed, for the soeeronomic purpose of the study, to be more relevant than

the frequency by which these activities veeundertaken.

wSalLR2yRSyiGta oSNBE Fa{SR (2uliBQ@DSA G&®a @KS dzF &
AYLRNIGEFYOS G2 11a 2F GKSaS FTOUAGAGASE RdzNR)
Officially, all extractive resource is prohibited when Guassa isd;l@sel given the long

periods needed for system regeneration, this can be up to five or six years. Currently,

GKS f1ad 2Ly WLISN¥YAGQ aSlazy ¢éla AY HAANTD v
WnQ @Fftdad GA2y AF RSaA NBoRthelr ilissogHedidiicalhlBoY A Y RS R
value of any kind should have been assigned to direct uses during closed seasons, unless

there was an implicit admittance of illegal use.

Key informants highlighted how, with the exception of concern over livestock predation

by jackal and hyena populations, conflict with wildlife was negligible, with 20% citing
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increased community awareness as the cau@a0%, 0303, 0401, 02001). From a
congervation point of view, it is interesting to note that hunting for foochmn-existent
in the GCCAWhile an informant in a closé&ebele(02003) admittedto the past hunting
of antelope (grey duikerSylvicapra grimmiaklipspringerOreotragus oreotragys a
somewhat surprising revelation given the strict prohibitions against this by the Ethiopian
Orthodox Church, these findings were supported by the lack of wild meat in local market
and no observation nor scout reports of hunters, snaretianting equipnent. Thus it

was not included as a relevant activity for either income generation or HH use.

4.5.1 Statistical Analysis

Data for both rating and valuation activities were explored graphically and tested for
normality, including the Kolmogre8mirnov andhe ShapireWilk test. For overall totals

[ SOSySQa (Said akK2¢gSR (KFG K2yY23SySide 27
5.08** (activities) and f1,401) =18.69*** (goods and services). Given that the data had
violated parametric assumptions, was necessary to use ngrarametric models for

analyses of correlatidh

For the ratings exercises, logistic regression (which assumes nonlinearity and allows
categorical variables to be predicted from independent variables) was used to examine
relationships between socks O2y2YA O FILF OG2NARA FyR (KS&aS gl
Following the convention of logistic regression, each attitude scale was dichotomized

into a dummy (indicator) variable; thus a respondent was assigned a code of 1 if he/she

held a nore favourable attitude and O if otherwise (i.e. less or no favourable attitude).

The explanatory variables examined during the logistic regression included: proximity to

Guassa; age; gender; education level; HH size and wealth ranking.

While it was acknwledged that collapsing categories in this way would lead to a loss of
information, this simple distinction was considered adequate for the purposes of the

research. However, in order to provide further triangulation, gnan thedistributional

®5%, 1% and 0.1% significance levels will hereon be derastéd**, *** respectively. Figures will be
rounded off to two decimal places.
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similarites acrosexercises (and thus the assumption that any significant demographic

variables highlighted by the logistic model would also be signifidar the PEV

exercise), these evaluatiodatag SN Ay adSIR Fylfel SR dzAy3

coefficient a rank correlation that indicates the direction ofsasiation between two

{

variables, inl KA a4 O 4SS GKS ydzyYoSNB 2F adz2ySa | aaaidy

AYRAGARdzZEf Ww3a22Ra IyYyR aSNBAOSQ®

4.5.2 Activities - Direct Use vs. Indirect Use

5
B Open Seasor
4 - m Closed Seasot
Rating 3 -
2 |
1 |
S > ) Q> Q & ) & & Q
S S NG S8
(} ((e‘:}‘ (9 ) §®$ \S\\'é' (’)<b & Q}ﬂ \Q\’b &\\b \}\\'
< 9 2 RN
S ) o)
@ N
@Q/
Activity

Fig. 4.1 Mean rating of activities (1=not important, 5=very important)

Figure 4.1 shows how direct consumptive activities were consistently rated as being
Y2NBE AYLRNBSYYIh2 O o FLde achviidswithithé Rakvisigl) Of (i
grass (bothFestucaand other species) and grazing for livestock in open seasons as the
Y240 AYLRNIlIYyGd 2KAES DdzZr aal Qad LRAAGAZ2Y
may explain the low importance assigned to harvesting crops, still the® some
association between proximity to the GCCA and the rating given, particularly during an
open season (x2 = 13.27**). This was also the case with the 20% of HHs that rated
harvestingFestucagrass out of season (i.e. illegally) as still importahtH48.09***), as

84.5% of these came from one of the tlebelescloser to the GCCA. Thdssbelesalso
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gave higher ratings for grazing in closed seasons (x2 = 33.76***), whereas favourable
attitudes towards grazing in an open season was more signifjcargédicted by wealth

(x2 = 18.61***). No significant differences in views were observed between age
groupings, education or HH size, although gender explained attitudes to firewood
collection in open seasons (x2 = 9.41**), with 65.3% of females holdifayaurable

attitude compared to 48% of men. When questioned more generally about the
differences between open and closed seasons, key informants expressed a disdain for
KFE@gAy3a G2 Y2@0S tA0SaiG201 (2 Rdispacedosare I NI 1T Ay
0401, 02001), and independently of being asked, 25% expressed the desire for reduced

WOt 24 SRQ LIS No3dR0M04,0602, 02604 0200%)z( dzNB 0

Fig 4.2 lllegallyextractedFestucagrass seizedn a night patrol, Yedi.

Coping mechanisms and the costs endurkig 4.2) by communities during these closed

seasons were discussed at length in both the FGs and key informant interviews.
PLILINRPEAYFGSE @ | GKANR 27F Ay TeRdwmaréy>i ai YOO 8AAYYS
from other woredas (0303, 0401, 0402, 0605, 02005), while the remainder more

candidly referred to the central Mehal Meda market as the main repository of illegally
extracted Festucagrass @301, 0404, 02003, 0602). One informant claimed that
outsidersregularlyused the GCCA WY I N]J SGa Ay 20GKSNJ g2NBRI 3
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(0402); likewise, that these same outsiders came to burn the grass so as to expand their

own, bordering farmlandodo4).

While it was expected that HHs did not engagevatching wildlife per se, the activity

was included as a means of ensuring that responses were being adequately considered.
However, 36% of respondents held a favourable attitude to it, with the logistidemo
implying that education was a more significant predictdrthis (x2 = 30.35***) than
LINRPEAYAGE OEuy I podhcprpoX IS 2N 6SHEG-K o6LIBHAadPp
economic history of the area (especially regarding the two more dikemtlesthat had
traditional user right¥ cultural activities that toolplace in clge proximity to the GCCA

(e.g. wedding and funeral ceremonigsvere not rated as favourably as assumed.
However, a key informant from Gedenbo, one of the two more distkébeles
nevertheless claimed that it was widely recognised that it was reliance on the GCCA that
W2f Ra GKS O2Y@®agyAde G(23S0iKSND

4.5.3 Participatory Economic Valuation ¢ Open vs. Closed Seasons

45
40 - B Open Seasor
35 - B Closed Seasor
30 -
25 -
Mean Total 20 -
15 -
10 -

Activity

Fig. 4.3 Mean tals assigned to activities acrdssth open and closed seasons
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Mean total valuations assigned to each activity in the PEV exercise pedsantery

similar distribution to that of the previous importance ratingjgt 4.3). FG discussion
KAIKEATIKGSR K2g 020K YOKSE&NRY QO @3 QabliyRT
well-being, had no financial relevance. Therefore, they were not included in the

valuation.

Having used a financially relevant proxy as the numeraire for comparison (a sheep); a
basic analysis of frequencies and meaggealed that men (mean = 140.79 +£79.26) gave
consistently higher valuations than women (mean = 118.99 +69.76), as did those with
some form of education (mean = 119.98 +86.03) opposed to none (mean = 107.20
+69.75). The two most important activities, colieg Festucagrass and grazing
fA0SaG2012 o6SNBE Ffaz2 FaairdySR (KS KAIKSaAD
positive association between the twos @ .680**). While little value was assigned to

these during closed seasons, there was a significasuaation between the number of

stones a HH assigned to these activities during an open season and the number they
then assigned to a closed seasom #r.322**, Festucacollection, and § = .368**,

grazing). Again, these higher valuations were made by iHHZhare and Yedi, those

kebeles bordering the CCA. Furthermore, when these totals were summed and
converted from stones to ETB, a further comparison of multiple means using ANOVA
found significant variation across all fokebeleswith regards to the toél assigned

during open and closed seasons (F= 6.87** and 15.81*** respectively). The general
trend indicated that closekebeles¥ @I f dzZSRQ GKSaS Of 2aSR aSl az
with a mean of 603.05 £391.55 ETB compared to a mean of 399.24 +45B0%EHH

from those further away.

Both the rating of importance and the PEV proxy technique were investigated at a
community level in FGs. It was made clear that responses were to be discussed and
given only when consensus had been reached, and thatpgravere to consider the

WdzG AT AG®SAYVHER PFSHKS O2YYdzyAde NFYGKSN GKIFy
activity rating and evaluation, communi STAY SR W@l f dzSQ 41 & KA IKS
for Festucacollection (both open and closed seasonsyl dar grazing in open seasons,

with almost twice as many stones assigned by Chare and Yedi than by those from
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Gedenbo and Kuledeha. Similarly, overall totals assigned to closed season activities
followed the aforementioned trend, with Yedi assigning 70ns® in total to these
activities as compared to a mere 6 stones from the Kuledeha FG, with highest valuations

assigned to collecting grasses, firewood and grazing.

4.5.4 PEV ¢ An Overall Value

Given the fact that each HH evaluated these activities bgipy a financial amount on

the contribution they made to HH utility across both open and closed seagomsuid

be possible to extrapolata monetary total forthe entire community For illustrative
purposes, taking the overall mean per HH at 2860 +1%&MB for an open season and

503 +437.5 ETB for a closed, with 8000 HHs as a rough total estimate across all 8 user

communities, this figure could be summed to provide the following totals per year

U Open Season 22,880,000 ETB, 41,682,342
Ui Closed Season4,024,000 ETB $295,882

Not only does this seem like a significant underestimation, but the theoretical validity of
jdzZ yGAFe@AY3 | G2a4Ff F33aINBIFGSR WOt dzSQ ol &Ss
further discussion, especiallyvgn the heterogeneity of means due to survey site

variation (e.g. in terms of proximity, land quality and user rights).

4.5.5 Ecosystem Goods and Services

Pre-appraisal dialogue with conservation practitioners and local environmental officers
intheFASETt R ARSYUGATASR | ydzYoSNJ 2F WwW3I22Ra&a I YR
using the same rating and evaluation techniques applied to activities, although in order

to focus on more general supply, provision andul@gon, HHs were not asked to
differentiate between open and closed seasons as in the previous exercise. The

following results are stratified by proximity to the GCCA inst€igl 4.4).
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Goods and Services

Fig. 4.4 Mean rating of gods and services (1= not important, 5= very important)

It is pertinent to note that the GCCA is much more important forudéthan HHincome

OKSNB VyINNRgfe RSTAYSR Ia WOlI&AKQUI AYLX @A

fulfilment of basic subsistence needs rather than as a source of rev&dbide 50%o0f

NBalLR2yRSyGas FStt Ay GKAA WESaa AYLRNIFyQ(:

favourable attitude to income provision were HH size (x2 = 11.78*) and gender (x2 =
16.19***). While 54% of male respalents, for example, expressed thiavourabe
attitude, only 31% of females did, with 57% of large HHs (7 or more members) rating it

favourably compared to 37% of the smaller HHs (3 or less members).

As was the case with the activities exercise, for the evaluation of goods and services, the
trend seems to indicate that the closéebelés I f a2 W@l f dzZSRQ (KSas
was certainly the case for erosion prevention (x2 = 20.53***), community cohesion (x2 =
13.33**) and habitat for wildlife (x2 = 19.57***). One of the few exceptions to this
pattern was in the rating of cultural value, and it is worth bearing in mind here that
perhaps the furtherl S 6 Sgre&tér Qistorical ties to the GCCA might explain a slightly

higher appreciation of this service (x2 = 6.5%).
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Despite these differences it KS LISNOSAGBSR AYLEZNIFYyOS 2N W
NEalLl2yasSa (2 Ddzraal Qa dzyAljdzS 0A2RAGSNBRAAGE &
recognized by key informants (regardlesslafation) that species such as the gelada

baboon and Ethiopian wolf weré(iLJ2 NIi | Y i R 28K eke-aé SAmyiafic) W

(0302, 0304, 0405, 02001). A number of informants also stated that Guassa wildlife was

Wseful itakamen- Amharic) 0401, 0403, 02002), although it was not made explicit as

to the exact nature of thidbenefit. One informant referred to potential tourism as a
NEIazys odzi 2yfteé& Ay (K &Sosypbaple in hedkdbelasSlgioS = Of | )
O2YyaARSNI gAft REAFS (G2 0SS do3oBfdzA Ay GKAA&A gl &

Indeed, even as an option valueterms of future development (which was a part of its

definition in the preamble), more than 50% of HH respondents failed to see tourism as

important to them. A search of related web sites indicated that while specialist interest

groups may be catered foin larger national parks, most tourists to Ethiopia visit

historical or cultural sites rather than wildlife habitat, and the neighbouring presence of

both Tanzania and Kenya, where international arrivals in 2009 were 501,000 and

987,000 respectively (comaped to 200,000 for Ethiopia) may further reduce this
LRGSYOGALrt ott¢exX wnmno® | 26SOSNE RdzS (G2 Ddzl a2
GKS FFOG GKFIG C¥%{2 dzNIBBa LRzaKRE g3t ZFIIWS yWSO 20 K S NB

awareness of potential future come.

4.5.6 Participatory Valuation

2 KAET S 4GS YL A-yiadket @cdds @i lséndeSsCGo HH2wding it was

decided not to use a somewhat meaningless financial numeraire such as a sheep as the

proxy for comparison, and instead respondents weasked to compare each good or

A& SNIIA OS maseimportad RdlJitg¥ FTNRY (GKS LINBGA2dza &aSOGAz
contributed most to overall HH health, wdleing and financial security (and which was

then assigned 10 stoneskig. 4.5 overlea). Thuswhile the resulting data cannot be

anchored in a monetary unit, it does however provide scales of value.
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Fig. 4.5 Mean totals assigned to individual goods aedvices

m Closer

m Further

Again proximity to the GCA was the primary fagt in how highly those goods and

servicedooselydSTAY SR a4 WO2yadzYLWiA@SQ $sSNB O f dzSR

of stones a responderassigned to HH us#é)e more they werehen likely to assign to

regulating and provisioning services suchclimate (g = .57**), erosion (& = .66**)

watershed provision = .73**) and drought prevention {~.25**). But whileservices

such as cultural value, community cohesion and potential future tourisre assigned

fewer stones significant associatiamwere nevertheless evident; for example, valuing

HH use was positively associated with valuing habitat for wildlife (60**), whereas

valuing Guassa for watershed provision was negatively associated with valuing it for

cultural reasons {r=-.24**). With the exception once more of cultural value, all goods

and services were valued more highly by those closer to the GCCA, with HH use, income

and watershed production assigned almost 50% more stones.

In comparing the outcome of goods and serviegaluation, similar trends were noted

Ay CD&ax odzi 6A0GK W/ 2YYdzyAdde

1aSQ

important to community wekd SAy 33 |4 2L aSR G2

YR
idKS

Interestingly, these groups considered habitat for wildliddoe more important towell-

being (a mean of 4) than HHs did (a mean of 3).
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The general importance of the Guassa ecosystem to livelihoods was widely recognize

across allkebelesand in all exerciseswith many respondentgoncerned about the

implications of future change on these regulating and provisioning services. However,
GKAETS (GKA&A &SINNR& NIAYyTFLIEt gl a O2yaAiARSNBR
KAIKE AGKGSR (GKS NBOSyGf e gl INSEIRMYOD304, 6 1Sa 3/ ( dlz
and threeothers stated that compared to ten years ago rainfall and thus overall crop
productivity had significantly decreasea(02, 02003,02004)’® wSFSNNA Yy 3 (2 (KS
YySGQ adzllLd SYSyid a (GKS OFdzasSs Yzald AYyF2NXIYyY
provison as a major concerno301, 0403, 02001), although two, both from nearer

kebelef SELX I AYySR (KI (i Rddhgzeple intd llehal ueyZBid1,dzSy G A | ¢
0601).

4.5.7 Comparisons and Correlations between assigned Values

Generally, there was significant association between the overall total number of
stones a HH assigned to activities and the overall total they then gave to goods and
services, §= .51 (oneailed)**. Likewise, there was a significant relationship between
the overall totalnumber of stones assigned to activities in an open season and the total
given in a closed,sx .55 (onetailed)**. The reason for making these tests otagled

was the simple directional hypothesis that the more a HH valued activities, the more
likely theywere to value goods and services, and this was seen to be the case both

overall and seasonally.

! Interestingly, all three informants were from the sakebele Yedi, closer to Guassa, where agricultural
productivity was comparatively low and restricted almost entirelypéoley.
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400— 731 Wealth HH valuations (the sum of a
% 0 Eza;igz ;{Zﬁiir_thy individual activities or goods an
; 3007 2557054 298 services) according to proximit
E and wealth, consistently found tc
g 7 be two of the more important
% 1004 H independent variables analyzec
= i Here the wealth ranking has bee

S Furer further dik2 G2 YAT SR
Proximity to the CCA (less than 4 timat, etc) and
WY2RSNI 0SS G2 ¢
timat, etc). Both plots show hov

400 .fj”h proximity to the CCA appeared t
E iy be a primary factor in the overal
g 1 8 311 D344 number of stones assigned. Whi
E.' 200 r;iz . the distribution for activities
z H shows a ®nilar range, it appears
o 1007 I% that in general the poorer subet

. | gave slightly larger valuations

Closer Further Closer kebeles gave a wider

Proximity to the CCA variation of valuations for good:

Fig. 4.6 Boxplots presenting totals according to and services, although outlier
wealth and proximity were from poorer HHs in thost

kebeledurther away.

The majority of these outliers were found to correspond to high valuations given to
collectingFestucagrass in an open season. This only takes place once every five years or
so, and given that 96% of Guassa HHs use this grasghatoh their houses, isf equal
importance to all 8 communities who collectively manage the GCCA (Ashenafi &.eader
Williams, 2005). Thus whereas closkebeleshad a more immediate, evemyay

relationship with Guassa, an open season was one of the few times when these further
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kebeleswere likely to benefit from it materially. This was certainly the case for those

poorer HHs who lacked livestock and thus did not need to utilise the GCCA for grazing.

The influence of proximity on these relationships was regularly reiterated s FG
Furthermore, key informants described how irilemmunity conflict only really existed
as a function okebeledistance from the GCCA. All informantskiebeles03 and 04
(further away) pointed out that members of closkebeles(06, 020) extracted more
resources from the GCCA than they rightfully shoo®D1, 0302, 0303, 0304, 0305,
0401, 0402, 0403, 0404, 0405), while the majority of informants from theskebeles

failed to identify any such sources of discord.

4.6 Evaluating Benefit Flows ¢ Attitudes and Perceptions

In order to identifyunderlying motivations to natural resource use and the value types
which might impact on these, respondents were asked to respond to agree/disagree
statements on a basic scale ¢sEable 5 opposite). In the prepilot appraisal dialogues,
these response options were reduced from a five point to a three point scale due to a
problems defining the difference betweestrongly agree/disagreand agree/disagree
Despite thissimplification, it was nevertheks possible to perform a basamalysis of
association. A contingency table was used to tabulate tBmtionships between

statements(Table 4).

Table 4. Pairwise association between statements

Statement (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h)
(a) general
(b) selfish 16.03**

(c) indirect 32.32*** | 60.774*** | -

(d) option 15.43** | 29.83*** 19.57**
(e) bequest 14.33** 20.72*** 13.78** 79.94***

(f) exist. 31.52%* | 1.06 2.361 20.46%** 24,054 | -
(g) comm.s 8.16 16.39** 29.49%* | 3.91 1.45 22.03***
(h) t-off 11.87* 33.84%+* 19.34** 3.14 1.64 3.71 33.78%*
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Table 5 (a). Statement Response Proportion and Descriptive StatigtesgreepKI R 2 y Qbi= disafee) =

Statement A DK D
a) general context 57.1 | 19.4 | 23.6
The rules and regulations governingw and when | use the GCCA provide satisfactory resources for my family.
b) selfish 285 | 21.3 | 50.1
The GCCA is only important if it is being used by people.
c) indirect 615 | 3.7 34.7
The Ethiopian government should place more control on the use of these resources if too much is being taken.
d) option 91.3 | 7.2 15
Even if myhousehold does not use the GCCA resources, it is important that they are available for us in the future.
e) bequest 92.6 | 5.2 2.2
Even if it means that my household must use less resoumoes protecting the GCCA for future generations is important.
f) existence 79.2 | 16.1 | 4.7
Increasing use of the GCCA by human communities has a negative impact on the wildlife that lives in it, and thieffegatsvan issue that these communitid
should care about.
g) tragedy of the commons 40.0 | 39.7 | 20.3
If | restrict my use of the GCCA, | worry that other users will use more.
h) trade-off 38.7 | 16.1 | 45.2
Protecting the GCCA should only be a priority once the needs of the local people are met.
Table 5 (b). Statement Response Proportion by Survey Locatieragreepkl’ R 2 y Qb disagrée§ >

a) general con. b) selfish c) indirect d) option e) bequest f) existence g) trag. of the c. h) trade-off
Statement A DK D A DK D A DK | D A DK D A DK D A DK D A DK D A DK D
Overall 57.1 | 194 | 23.6 | 285 | 21.3 | 50.1 | 61.5 | 3.7 | 34.7 | 913 | 7.2 1.5 | 92.6 | 5.2 2.2 ]179.2 | 16.1 | 4.7 | 40.0 | 39.7 | 20.3 | 38.7 | 16.1 | 45.2
(n=403)
Gedenbo 426 | 28.7| 287 27.7| 266 | 45.7] 63.8| 43 | 319]894| 64 |43]851|106|43|69.1|21.3|9.6]23.0|426|245]31.9|34.0| 34.0
(n=94)
Kuledeha 56.7 | 12.5| 30.8] 30.8 | 29.8| 3941529 | 19 | 45.2]86.5| 135| 0 885 (7.7 |38]79.8|135|6.7]40.4| 40.4| 19.2| 34.6| 11.5| 53.8
(n=104)
Yedi 64.8| 21.0| 1431 219(20.0|58.1]163.8|48 |31.4]924|76 |0 97.1| 1.0 191829|16.2|1.0]36.2|448| 19.0] 43.8| 13.3| 42.9
(n=105)
Chare 63.0| 16.0| 21.0] 340( 9.0 | 57.0|] 66.0| 40 | 30.0] 970| 1.0 | 2.0]99.0|10 |O 84.0| 140 2.0 | 50.0| 31.0| 19.0144.0| 7.0 | 49.0
(n=100)
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DAGSY (KIG GKAA RIGF -squbré tesy ®a¥ Jused fo desttfoS I NE 2 y Q
significance, and where necessary (because the low frequency of answers to some of the
statements were too deviant from a chilj dzZF N RA&GNROdziAzy G2 0S8

exact test.

While some statements elicited responses that were evenly distributed between
categories, there existed significant associations between the responses to statesnents
(option value), e (bequest value), andf (existence value), which could imypla
predominantly preenvironmental stance. However, there was strong disagreement
(61.5% in favour, 34.7% against) as to whether the government should restrict resource
use further if too much was being taken from the area, and in Kuledeha, where
traditional rights have been eroded since 1975, 45.2% of HHs were opposed to) this (

2 KSGKSNJ 0KAA (NMHz &8 NBLINBASYGSR WAYRANBOOIQ O
government as a source of financial investment may have resulted from ulterior,
political motivations. This was also noted in the FGs, where discussions on certain
Wgl t dzS4 Q atddindyirade SoAcSryiieXecent general election (May PR

While many key informants welcomed increased government protection, citing
ineffident enforcement as the decisive issug3@1, 0402, 02002, 02003), two were
adamantly opposed due to concerns over more stringent restrictions on Q862 ,(
06010 = | YR | y2 (KStNd olrfrdsgonsiBilRy; wieKshoild protect Gudldsa
(02001).

Although gatement responses weralsorelatively unifom across survey sites, itight

be misleading to infer that generally Guassa communities rejected anthropocentric or
selfish motivations to natural resource use. Indeed, traffis between the costs of
conservation and the benefits of unrestricted use, represented by staterhgd5.2%
disagreement), and putting use into a more general context, statemer{23.6%
disagreement), did not provoke such unanimous responses. Likewise, as was seen in the
rating and PEV exercises, while many respondents held indirect, option andiseon

values, all surveyed communities appear to be motivated more by immediate HH needs.
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While the same statements were not assigned on the agree/disagree scale in the FGs,
they werediscussed at length. Just as 92% of HHs agreed with option eake FGs
expressed willingness to alter their own current levels of use if it meant protecting the
GCCA for future generations. Key informants identified the most common
environmental worres as concerning increasing populations (both human and livestock),

and specifically whether this could lead to stricter policies of enforcem@sai( 0405,

0402, 02004). But while reduced grazing was suggested as a possible solog@at),(or
curtailingillegal extraction (which was recognised as affecting both watershed provision

and wildlife numbers)0403, 0605, 02001), one informant claimed that the largest herds

were often owned by administrative head®602). Another, akebelechairman, pointed

2dzi OKRAadzNBQ (2 GKS O2YYdzyAide YSIya LIKeaa
FSYOST gAGK2dzi (KA & X02002K She dearNft thisawasYwndat y A y 3 f
Yoreigner®) dzf GAYIF GSfé& AYyGSYyRSR F@003), wiktStwoD/ / ! ;
informants from one of the closétebelesvoicing a locabelief that it had already been

sold to the Germans (FZS) and was thus likely to be fenced in the future for those who

Wome to see wildlif@06G2, 0603).

4.7 Hypotheses C A Response

1) Given that the GCCA is closed for long periods of time and communities manage to
survive without utilizing its resources, a sense of natural value has been shown to exist
in the appreciation of its importance to direct, consumptivge activities as wedlsits
provision of a number of important ecosystem goods and servicesnigtit be missing

from classical economic market valuations. But whhese indirect benefits may be
essential components of system stability, they were consistently valued less highly by

both HHs and communities across all survey sites.

2) Both HH and community livelihoodsere defined and impacted by a number of
explanatory variables, the most important being proximity to the GCCA (and the
relevant change in user rights), wealth (land quality as well as income and assets), and to
a lesser extent education and gender. Thi®ximity to the GCCA was consistently

associated with increased valuations of resource use in closed seasons, which could be
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seen as a taciadmittance of illegal behaviour drivesy permit season extraction rates

being insufficient to meet demand. Suck@ | G A S WwWO2aiaQ ¢SNB (Kdza
these HHs, and awareness of the adverse effects of increasing demographic pressure on
Guassa, and the implications of this for sustainability (and thus for bothbegly and

financial utility), was widespread.
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5. Discussion

An awareness of what is important to HHs is essential for any bettorapproach to
conservation. But while things are assigned value insofar as they propel individuals
toward meeting certain objectives (the satisfaction of desires or needs, for example),
optimization in a subsistence context like that of Guassa has been shown to take place in
the presence of socieconomic constraints such as income, land quality and resource
supply, etc. Thus giving an objective measure of the degree to which the GCIA mig
improve wellbeing is more than a matter of simply identifying correlations between
demographics and the results of specific rating or scoring exercises. In order to further
define the choices that households make as to either degrade this environmemiest

in its protection, the following relevant questions must also be kept in mind

1 How do values vary across different ssdts of the sample population, and
1 how can we aggregate them in such a way that they will prove relevant to

wider conservationnitiatives?

5.1 The Socio-Demographic Context

¢KS LRLMzEFGdAz2y 2F aSyl A& wmnmgk: ! YKFENAOX
myriad ethnic groups. The IMF report that this population is also young, with a median
age of 17.5 (IMF, 2007), and certlgi in Menz individuals contribute to subsistence HH
activities from early on, with small children often seen tending livestock. Indeed, less
than 50% of the sample population had completed any form of education, a statistic that
is in keeping with reporté nationwide literacy levels of 41.5% (EIU, 2006). With the
majority of the population rural, it is likely that HH labour is perceived to be more
productive than schooling, and competition due to the lack of a labour market and
access difficulties will ftiner exacerbate this. But despite such apparent homogeneity,
significant socieeconomic differences have been shown to exist within the sample
population. Thusvhile a main aim of this survey was to evaluate the suitability of these

methods in meeting theesearch objectives, any discussion of the area in general must

-43-



make explicit the assumption that this sample population is representative of the wider

Guassa demographic.

52YSe@ 02YLRySyida 2F W+l tdz2SQ Ay (GKS /2YYdzyArde

Likewise, ay O2 YLI NI 6 A @S |yl feara 2F WGIFfdzsSQ ySSRaA
wealth. The aforementioned lack of a labour market entails that defining a HH as being
WoSGGOSNI 2FFQ NBFSNE aAvyLie G2 Y2NB fFyR | yR
greaternumber of employed people in the HH, for example. In terms of productivity and

income, however, those on more agriculturally productive land (Gedenbo and Kuledeha)

GSNE O2yaAARSNBR WNAOKSNID (GKIFIy (Kz2asS 6K2 AYyKI
GCCAmany of whom struggled to produce adequate crops for HH use, let alone as a

potential source of revenue. Thus wealth was irrevocably dependent on Guassa and its

goods and services, and this madiefining how these HHs valued the GCCA much more
complicated. However, given that the change in institutional arrangements and thus

access rights to Guassa following the Agrarian Revolution was so instrumental in shaping
livelihoods, these simple binaryanations (rich/poor and close/distant) nevertheless

reflected the practices of different user groups operating under different sets of

incentives.

5.2.1 Ecosystem Goods and Services ¢ Direct and Indirect Uses

The Guassa region of Menz is a fertileaavéith high levels of rainfall relative to other

parts of Ethiopia (GAGMP, 2010). Such conditions also lend well to crop growth and

Ddzl aal Aa 0O2YY2yfté O2y&AARSNBR | WNAOKQ I NBI
where vegetation cover has been reducex2.7% of its original surface area (Ashenafi,

PhD Thesis, 2001). As such, principal sources of direct consumptive use value are
dependent on a specific set of ecological conditions. Given that production decisions are

based on differing altitude and soitetween locations, as well as access to arable land,

the livelihood strategies diebelesare a careful balance of these components according

to the particular availability of the natural resources in question.
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Data analysis consistently highlighted htlwese principal sources of direct use value,
e.g. crop, livestock production and the harvesting of various grasses for personal use
were thus more important than any recreational or cultural uses of the GCCA. The
activity valuations also identified the the main risks to Guassa resourcds Festuca
grasses (harvested for thatching), tluryops pinifoliug@nd Ericasp. (harvested for
fuelwood) and the Afroalpine meadows (used for grazi@gyen that the GCCA is under
threat from development and investemt initiatives, agricultural expansion and
uncontrolled grazingit is therefore necessary to reiterate how pivotal these resources

are not only to Guassa livelihoods but to Guassa biodiversity as well.

The implication in the relevant literature on suélielihoods is that poor households

have a greater appreciation of/dependence upon these environmental resources than

the rich (Cavendish, 1999, 2000; Fisher, 2004; Shackleton & Shackleton, 2006), which
Oy 0SS O2NNBfl SR ¢ A KorellHHE wereamind IkEet@ give T A y R A
greater valuations across all exercises. This is all the more pertinent given that a
common criticism levelled at PRA techniques is that they invariably value only what is of

importance to the more dominant subets of a iyen population (Price, 2000).

So while the distribution of responses to rating and ranking exercises showed an
awareness of the importance of ecosystem goods and services in supporting these
activities, it alsdhighlighted relative scales e@flue, variations that can be explained by
3S23ANY LIKe&sx SO2t238 FyR (KdzaA WgSIfGKQDd | Sy
kebelesof Yedi and Chare to give higher valuations than those from further away,
perhaps highlighting the closer, d&y-day reldionship thesekebeleshad with the

GCCA. Furthermore, the logistic model showed thatudéilwas perceived to be more

important to thesekebelesthan HH mcome with a strong association between these

higher valuations and those assigned to other provisigrand regulating services such

as watershed provision and climate regulation.

While the environmental conditions supparg the flow of these benefitsra currently
regulated by byelaws, externalities such as eyexzing or ovecutting of Festucawvere

evident and commonly recognised. Oxfam reports on the almost yearly periods of
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extreme drought suffered in many parts of Ethiopia, thus natural hazards must also be
factored into survival strategies, as erratic rainy seasons limit the production of both
food and cash crops (Oxfam, 2010). One of the most important roles the GCCA plays in
the lives of local communities is as a refuge in such times of stress, and this study
showed that this service was valued equally acroskeldeles both at a HH and a

community level.

5.2.2 Attitudes and Perceptions

Despite low levels of education and income, community concern for Guassa manifested
itself in norruse values and apprehension over future sustainability. While 30% of HHs
were dissatisfied with current ruleand regulations concerning resource use, 93%
expressed the belief that even if it meant restricting their own use of resources now,
protecting the GCCA for future generations was important. But despite many
respondentsendorsing increased protection of the GC@#Ath statements showing that
60% were in favour of increased Government regulation if too much was being)taken
such attitudes were anthropocentric, and the provision of habitat for wildlife remained a

low priornty.

[ 224Sfé RSTAPRYASNDRYXdzyRGEA LINHZRSY (G dzaS 00
on the longterm sustainability of local resources) thus seems applicable to Guassa. But

to wrest more meaning from this definition and thereby make it somethinig inot,

active community preservation of an ecosystem, for example, leads inexorably to the

oft-cited (and simplistically formulated) question of whether or not communities can

I OGdzZl £t t&8 WO2yaSNWSQ o! ANY gl t 3 DAOEAYS HANH
purpose here. Both the traditional community management systéperq and its

current replacement focus predominantly on the equitable sharing of resources and

thus conflict mitigation, tradeoffs between people and the environment that are

commorly influenced by shorterm and seHinterested goals. Positive attitudes to the

environment will likely be deserted when more pressing -ttaglay issues of health,

poverty and education need to be met.
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5.3 An Economic Valuation

Generally in these kirgdof valuation, absolute values differ between studies in relation
to a range of contextual factors such as proximity to markets, currency strength,
diversity and abundance of key resources, biodiversity and opportunity costs, etc
(Shackleton & Shackleto2006). Likewise, because HHs rely on components of these
goods and services according to ssfgecific resource endowments (e.g. more or less
productive agricultural land), it might also be invalid to extrapolate out to the population
in general. Yet thdigures calculated here are just that, after all, figures. And while a
policymaker might claim that the low dollar amount ($1,682,3#42an open season)
assigned to the financial benefits of Guassa to HHs is evidence of just how little it is
W@ f dzSfaeramaidskiat to subsistence HHs or communities that rely upon the
GCCA, these figures are hugerhapsof still greater contribution to the conservationist

are the less obvious linkages often ignored in economic TEVS, those that exist between

HH valuations and their attributes, such as education, skills and social capital.

5.4 Social Capital and Conservation

Analysis of the HH questionnaire data might stimulatesimilar tendency to further
underrate indirect goods and services such as cultural value and community cohesion.
This, in part, stems from the nedassical assumption that societal preferencas be
adequately represented by simply aggregating valuations obtained from individuals in
isolation. And yet it has been seen that in instances where services valued have
substantial interpersonal or social implications, this is not always the case {S2@%f).
C2NJ SEIFYLX ST 6KAES | LI2N) , SRA |1 YAIKEG 3IJA
to its weltbeing, its rating to a Yedi community, whose social system and identity is
intimately linked to it, would be greater than the sum of such indegent values.
Indeed, this was seen consistently in FGs, where a higher appreciation was shown for
these less tangible but no less important goodsd aervices. Care should be taken not to
undervalue them, then, when their relative importance, as shown statement

responses and interviews, was still significantly high.
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Perceived value to the community, not merely the individual, was consistently withessed

in FGs across all survey sites, and it was widely recognised that the Guassa ecosystem
was highly important in maintaining levels of welleing (and thus utility). This shows

how the costs and benefits of living next to the GCCA must be assessed not only on
economic grounds but also on social, political and cultural terms. Emphasising
community rather tlan production and consumption in this way not only expands the
source of value to be given consideration in economic analysis and policy, but also that

of conservation initiatives in general.

5.5 Justifying Valuations ¢ Biodiversity and Sustainability

In managing ecosystems, option value may well lie in the avoidance of catastrophic

changes (Limburgt al, 2002). For systems like that of Guassa which are relatively

intact, functioning well and resilient, this would mean investing in policies that neirtu

FYR YIAYUlAy GKAa NBaAtASYyOSod ¢KS FIFO4G GKIG
indicative of local appreciation of this fact. And yet, it is likely that increasing
demographic pressure and thus opportunity costs will impact this further in thedu

especially consideringhe soOl f f SR WAYS@AGFoAfAGE 27F Fdzi dzN
fragile systems respond to climate change (Dei#l., 2008).

This is all the more pertinent given the illicit admittance by 20% of HHs that use in a so
caledWDESRQ &SI &2y s sl edhsidEredAimpbrard to thdtre vigheidgl

and financial utility. The call for shorter closed seasons and the common claim that
WBuassa is never clofaere indicative of the fact that resource extraction levelsam

open season were insufficient to meet demand. Other factors such as weak byelaw
enforcement, an increase in the number of people making use of the area, rHarket
demand for theFestucagrass, overexploitation of the resource when it is open and
illegal use by neighbouring/oreda were all mentioned in key informant interviews as
important factors in reducing the effectiveness of current magragnt strategies.
Indeed, Ashedfi reports thatFestucagrass from the GCCA has been sold in markets as

far asDebre Birhan and Debre Sina, which are 150 km and 110 km from the Guassa area,
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respectively (Ashenafi, PhD Thesis, 2001). In Chare, a number of informants claimed that
when the GCCA is next open there will be little grass left because of illegal extraction
one adding that this was likely to be a major source of conflict betwedielesin the

future.

Too bleak a picture, however, should not be painted h&teidies have shown that the
conservation attitudes of local people living adjacent to wildlife itetb are strongly
influenced by problems asciated with wildlife (Newmarlt al., 1994), few of which
occur here. Furthermore, the value of grazing, for example, in maintaining low
vegetation cover has resulted in an increase in abundance of importaytgpecies for

the Ethiopian wolf and at current levelsis a positive effect of the grazing system in
Guassa (Ashenddt al., 2004). More generally, and given that less than 0.4% of the total
highland biome in the country is protected within natiorfzdrks or other protected
areas, the future of many endangered and threatened species in the Ethiopian highlands
greatly depends on protection that is provided by local communities (Akalu &

Woldegiorgis, 2010).

Ultimately, if the desired future state offairs in Guassa is one where the threats to the
ecosystem are minimised and essential ecological processes are maintained as near as
Ll2adaAofS 02 GKSANI LINARaGAYS yIFGdz2NI € adal dsSz
the GCCA must be offset bynlp term benefits. Access to resources is the most
important source of value in subsistence communities, after all, thus any conservation
measure that restricts this access is bound to be opposed by those most affected by it.
Valuation might open a windownto what is likely to work and what is likely to fail in

the CC context by permitting the identification of positions where workable teite

might be achieved between conservation and development objectives.

5.6 Assumptions and Applicability of Methods

Time and language proved to be the most significant restraints. The fact that neither
enumerators spoke English (and that a translator was only really available in Mehal

Meda) greatly restricted the scope of interaction at survey sites. Such prgotataems
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generated methodological ones; in the more experimental questions it appeared as
though discrepancies in answers could not be explained simply by respondent variation
alone, but were more likely to be a function of subtle differences in the qomeistg

process itself. This also made facilitating the community PRA group very difficult, and

directly impacted the many elements necessary for h@sictice, including:

w F YSIya (2 O2dzyGiSNJ G6KS G4SyRSyOe TN aiNRy3
w FRSljdzZ 46S aLJ OS F¥2NJ RAaAOdzaadaAz2ya FyR gKSNB
w UKS FToAfAGe 2F GKS Tl OAf AlletaR ND6) 2 Sy adz2NB |

QX

Tk

It is also recognised that information concerning assets and income may be subject to

biasarid y3d FNRY | NBalLRyRSyiQa O2yOSNYy |a (2 K3
Koppenhaver, 2004). In this particular case, it was highlighted in both thpilotephase

YR o6& | 18& AYyTF2NXYIYy(i REQL FRSRSEARI SNBSS NE Y
incentivize respondents to underestimate the extent of their assets (and thus avoid the

risk of losing out on said aid).

A limitation in applying any kind of valuation to a given system is that it is static;
preferences for one good or service over anothex measured at a single point in time,

when they will change seasonally, yearly and in the future. Even within open and closed
seasons there are variations of value, when thatch, for example, becomes more valuable

in a rainy season due to immediate congttion needs. In the longer term, changes in

preference are likely to result from increasing scarcity or limited availability of goods and

services resulting from changing trends in population, technology, income and
institutional regimes. More generallyf) O2 Yy AaSNIJI G A2y S ARSYGATFe&Ay3
and how they change over time is important because sustainability is an inherently long

term concept and ecosystem services have no defined end point.

The obvious gender bias in HH respondents could also have obscured differences in how
benefit flows were perceived and value was assigrngte higher valuations given by
YSys F2N) SEI YLX S YAIKG AYLX & a2Y$8 y2iAzy 2

where patrticularly high valuations were made and 88% of respondents were male, as
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compared to a 70% mean in othkebeles Likewise, in PRA focus groups, the lack of
female input highlighted traditional, mai@ominated social structures. But while female
attitudes and motivation to resource use and relationships to Guassa in this context
couldbe researched further, no majaignificant differences were noted at the level of

this study.

Likewise, the reversed wealth ranking exercise used for this surveyomas to be

more restrictive than traditional techniques in its assumptions about what made a HH

wealthy. Whereas these types of exercise usually allow for the inclusion of other

significant factors such as the number of unemployed people in a HH, a lawex or

the presence of handicapped members, the method used here dealt solely with income
YR FaasSda yR a adzOK RAR y2d LINRBGARS |

More generally, the complexity of ecosystem goods and services led to problems of

aggregation, including

1 how to compare different ranges withinmedefinedscale,
1 how to measure scales for different types of value against each other, and

1 how to combine the viewpoints of different stakeholders,

This was particularly evident in the rating and evaluation exercises, where a number of
the common criticisms that have been levelled at CV methods were also found to be
valid. These exercises might have been unreliable, especially when using a-brestkt

numeraire in a primarily subsistence rural economy, where people were unused to

valuing goods and services in monetary terms. Despite the assignment of an objective

WAl fdzSQ ol &aKSSLI g2NIK Hpn 9¢.0 F2N O2 YL N

of a numeraire which was differentially owned by respondents was nevertheless likely to
AYyFEdzSyOS GKSANI WadzoaeSOGABSQ @Glfda GAzyYy
d02NB Ayda2 | OFNRAYLFt WdziAf AGes@asg)thé maSt o &

important activity) was conceptually abstract. In general, any move along the continuum

from direct use to noruse values, and frommarkét 8 SR (2 GKS&S {1 AYyRa&
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YIEN] SGQ @l fdzr iA2Yy YSGK2RA& uch brobledis inEreade, so2 T (0 KS
too does credibility decline (Davies & Richards, 1999).

So while it may be true to say that PRA and PEV techniques do indeed provide validity

criteria that set them apart fronother traditional nonmarket valuation approachesei

the direct invdvement of nonrexperts indecision making groups, it is questionable as to
GKSUKSN) GKSe8 aidAff LINPODARS FyeldKAy3d 208KSNI
and thus whether this attempt to find hypothetical scenarios and realigdigment

vehicles was ultimately a success or ndbwever, these techniques allow people to
RSTAYS WGItdzSQ 6AGKAY GKS O2yGSEG 2F GKSAN
(Emerton, 2001), and rather than giving objective figures, they demonstrate tthat i
Ll2aaArotsS G2 tAy]l] t20rf OFGS3I2NRSa 2F ¢SIfdK
that might help explain behaviour. Given the significance of resource use for poor rural
households such as those of Guassa who have few alternatives, this isulaalyi

relevant to related conservation efforts.

5.6 Further Research

This valuation study has highlighted a number of issues that warrant further research in
order to advance the effectiveommunaimanagement of the GCCA. There are three key
directions for this research, improving the methodology employed by this study,
analysing issues that it might have brought to light, and increasing the scope to include

other aspects of the TEV framework.

The ongoing narrative of Guassa, its biodiversity and human users, is necessarily two
pronged, and any assessment of it should contain both kinds of valuation. Further direct

O2y adzYLWiA®S dzaS O2YLRySyda Ydzad oS AyOf dzZRSR
ecosystem goods and services during an open season through the values of grass
extracted, crop and livestock production, forest products and construction materials,

those that are predominantly characterised in Guassa by high inputs of HH labour and

low inputs of capital.
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Furthermore, greater research should go into how these relative scales of value and thus
behaviour affect thresholds, be they social, economic, institutional or ecological.
Qurrently, information on hownegative or stabilizing feedbacksgulate resource use is
provided solely by scouts who undertake quarterly transects to record the number of
people using the area and what extraction they are conducting (GAGMP, 2010).
However this system does not record the volume and type of grassaediranor the

effect on the growing grass itself. A lotgrm study using community management
groups could be instigated to examine the effect of harvesand grazingon grass
growth and associated biodiversity in order to establish optimal croppmgjlivestock

densityrates.

The ideal approach, then, would be to integrate PRA methods;ctassical economic

tools and ecological techniques in the following way,

1. A profile of CC interactions using PRA methods (including the rating, ranking and
WOKYEQ 2F 3IF22RAa YR aSNIBAOS&AOLT

2. An ecological study of both flora and fauna involving an overview of important species

that could then feed into a yield and sustainability analysis;

od 'y AyailAaddzirAzyl SORYyRYV& DA 2 LIIBNIsdrdHSE R S 3
involving assessment debeleorganizations, State Government, NGOs and any other

key actors;

4. An economic calculation of direct consumptive use values, alongside Cost Benefit
Analysis measures of project worth. Looking at possible altar@atcenarios such as

complete open access or longer closed periods would provide relevant counterfactuals

to maintaining the GCCA in its present condition.

5.8 Conclusion - Separating Commodity Fact from Commodity Fiction

Defining the linkages and threshis between how ecological resources contribute to
economic value and how the subjective notion of value to an individual affects

behaviour is essential to effective conservation interventions. This study has shown that
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1 Relative scales of wealtimdt only income and assets, but also the type of land
owned, a function of proximity to Guagsaroduced relative scales of value
Thus,

 cf 2 aSNE kebtladerdédiddaluehe GCCA more highly than those further
away, although,

1 these distantkebeleswere nevertheless dependent upon it for a number of
important activities such as collecting thatch for HHs, and goods and services

such as refuge from drought, and this reliance was evident in their valuations.

The claim that positive externalities generd for society from such areas (e.g.

watershed provision, a sense of cultural cohesion) will perhaps not be considered by
resources owners if they cannot benefit from them financially, has been shown to be

spurious in the case of Guassa, a model of a comtyled natural resource
management regime that has operated for centuries without degenerating into a
WiGNF3ISRE 2F GKS O2YY2yaQBuiwhid3ocahcddrBmylhited 2 0! & K
had a positive attitude to the GCCA and its vital resources,dpfri. 2y (G KSANJ WG f
the options for future management varied greatly, especially regarding the length of

closed periods and levels of extraction. Indeed, general trends indicated that what was

of importance to HHs were direct uses and those goodssamdices that provided and

regulated these uses. Ultimately, more positive environmental attitudes will only be

maintained if basic HH needs are satisfied.

Thus, as the human pressures on the region increase, it is important to ensure that
natural resoures continue to be managed sustainably. This study gives an important
insight into the livelihood supporting goods and services provided by the GCCA. In
guantifying subsistence benefits alongside these less tangible but no less important
services, not onlycan commodity fact be separated from commodity fiction, but the

underlying motivations driving resource use can also be illuminated.
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Appendix Il z Preliminary Analysis

As part of a preliminary analysis, | would like to ascertain a basic level of understanding of
the current status of this area. Please answer yes or no to the following questions.

Investigation

The resources are very limited in distribution/availability
There is open access use of these resources

There are no rules for resource use or management
Outsiders are coming in to use these resources

There is high conflict in the community

There are significant power imbalances within communities

Social capital may be low and thus impact on future CC effectiveness

Natural resources are value by the community

Users are highly dependent on these resources

There is economic value attached to these resources

There are common goals for resource management

There is strong community leadership

There is official recognition of user rights by the government
The community is organised into defined user groups
Conflict is managed and minimized

Qutsiders are excluded

Social capital appears sufficient for CC success

Implementation

Byelaws are negotiated and agreed

There is a participatory management plan outlining use, protection,
development and monitoring rules

There are regular meetings about natural resource management
Management responsibility is shared amongst users

There is regular monitoring of the resource and its use by local
communities

There is regular feedback between monitoring and community leaders
Management decisions are transparent

The incidence of illegal activity is low

lllegal activity is appropriately dealt with (by charges, fines, etc)

Effective CC strategies are already underway
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Appendix Il - Participatory Rural A ppraisal F ocus Group

Focus Group Number: Date:

Interview Location: No. & Gender of respondents:

OowSI R 2dzie daD22R Y2 NJY A yhame loffinieS/iyaeaidyl dm
from (birthplace of interviewdr This is Adam, a student from Imperial College in
London, England.

We are conducting a study together to calculate the economic benefits of the Guassa
area to the communities that live close by. In particular, we are looking at the
environmental goods and services that this conservation area provides. By this we
mean everything natural in the landscape, including the land you live on, the air you
breathe and the water you drink, the plants and wood that you use and the animals
and birds that share it with you. In order to best value such goods and services, we
would like to gather information about these things and your relationships to them.
In this way we hope to better understand how valuable they actually are to your
communities.

This group session will discuss general relationships to the natural environment in
which you live. In order to understand these values, we are interested in how this
environment contributes to your livelihoods and well-being. This could be in terms of
changes to its condition, the state of the resources that you all rely on, or more
general questions concerning your attitudes and beliefs. Because your ideas and
opinions are so essential to this study, please take time to think carefully and discuss
your responses to these questions before collectively forming your answer. There are
5 main questions which we will discuss one at a time. There is no hurry and you may
ask us to clarify points if you feel that they are not clear enough. The information you
give us will help us understand the importance of the Guassa Community
Conservation Area to your everyday lives.

For the facilitator ¢
INITIAL TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION
1. What is life like here?
(These couIdAprovide an ideg of attitudes to, gmerceptions ofbotKk WOKIF y3ISaQ
WLINE 0 f S Y aificreadingOpdpuldtiégn pressure, political instability, environmental

degradation, drought etc)

2. How would you describe the Guassa area?
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3. How does the area benefit your household and the community in general?

(The idea here is to illicit both general direse and noruse values, but only their
suggestions )

4. What concerns do you have concerning this area and the goods and services that it
provides?

(This is to ascertain more specifiorries people might have, what causes them, and more
importantly, possible solutions to these concerns)

NOTE: When a participant raises either an ecosystem good or service in discussion, please
explore their understanding and perceptions oédl goods and services by instigating
further comment/discussion.

SPECIFIC QUESTIONS
Ql. Adamisnewtothisaren.S @2dzZA R fA1S G2 FAYR 2dzi K2¢
measured. He does not want an exact amount, but rathelassification of wealth. Please
discuss what makes a person rich (e.g. livestock numbers, house size, agricultural

production) and what makes a household poor. If possible try and define five ranks.

(very rich)

O N <

(very poor)

Q2 a) Now he would like to learn about the daily activities that people take part in. If
possible, please tell him about the differences between permit season and closed seasons
As a groupwe would like you to rank the followingctivities individuallyaccording tchow
important they are to your well-being. By this we mean your overall generation of money,
sense of health and happinegs.g. 1 is very important and 5 the least).

The degres of importance are as follows

1- Very important
2- Highly mportant
3- Important

4- Lessmportant
5- Notimportant

Activity Ranking (1-5) [Closed
Open Season [season

a. Harvesting crops (fruits and plants) for foodsate.

b. Collectingrestucagrass

c. Collecting other grass

d. Collecting firewood
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e. Construction

f. Grazing livestock

g. Safteynet programme.

h. Collecting medicinal plants food stuff

i. Watching wildlife

j- Cultural activities

Q3. We would like you to try and put a monetary amount on these activities. We will look
once again at the ranking €ihancial importance to livelihoods, and then distribute values
(stonest 0SG6SSYy (KSaFdzr ONR PNB ® & Bredp.yVEeRWHI (i
O2YLI NB Ol fdzSa G2 GKAA WydzYSNI ANBQO®

Activity Value (stones) Closed
Open season season

a. Harvesting crops (fruits and plants) for food or sale.

b. Collecting-estucagrass

c. Collecting other grass

d. Collecting firewood

e. Construction

f. Grazing livestock

g. Safetynet prog.

h. Collecting medicinal plants food stuff

Key 1 Sheep = stOnes

Q4. The following are a list of important ecosystem goods and services provided by the
GCCAAs a group, please rank them individually in termewefrall importance to your
well-being. By this we mean your generation of money, health and sense of happiness.
Please use the same degrees of importance.

G&S Rank (1-5)

a. HH use

b. Cash Income

c. Climate regulation

d. Soilerosionprevention

e. Water provision

f. Protection from drought
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g. Habitat for wildlife

h. Future dev (tourism)

i. Culturalvalue

j. Communitycohesion

Q5. Thinking about the activities previously from both open and closed seasons, please
choosethe most important activity overall to your well-being. We will compare this with
the ecosystem goods and services, worthsidnhes.

G&S Overall % of importance to well-being

a. HH use

b. Cash Income

c. Climate regulation

d. Soil erosion prevention

e. Water provision

f. Protection from drought

g. Habitat for wildlife

h. Future dev (tourism)

i. Cultural value

j. Community cohesion

Numeraire (their most importardctivity to wellbeing)¢ 10 stones

¢CKIFGiQa | f¢ S KI @S F2N) G2RIé&d LT @2dz
NFAaS GKIFG ¢S KIFI@SyQli O20SNBR KSNB:
you for your time and help; this has been very useful.
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Appendix IV - Household Questionnaire

wSaLRYRSyiQa b d{ Date:

Interview Location: Time spent to the area of the GCCA that you use:

Interview start time: Interview finish time:

[Read out] Good morning/afternoon. My name is (A Y (i S NI A S § SdlLxédme
from (birthplace of interviewer). This is Adam, a Masters student from Imperial
College in London, England.

We are conducting a study together to investigate the benefits of the Guassa area to
the communities that live around it. In particular, we are looking at the environmental
goods and services that this conservation area provides. By this we mean everything
natural in the landscape, including the land you live on, the air you breathe and the
water you drink, the plants and wood that you use and the animals and birds that
share it with you. In order to best value such goods and services, we would like to
gather information about these things and your households.

Today we will be gathering information about households, the decisions that they
make and what is important to them. By household, we mean those who normally
take their meals together and sleep under this roof. We will not ask you for your
name, and your answers will remain anonymous to other community members. They
are not for taxation purposes, simply to help us understand the benefits of the GCCA.
The questionnaire should take approximately 25 minutes. Are you willing to take part?

1. Basic demography

1.1 Gender of the respondent: a. Male b. Female

1.2 Age of the respondent:

1.1 Education level: a. No education b. Primary education
c. Church training d. Secondary education

e. other
1.4 Marital $atus:
a. Married b. Never married
c. Divorced d. Widowed

1.5 Number of household members:
Male Female Total
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1.6 Major means of subsistence:

a.Crop Farming b. Animal husbandry
c. Mixed (agriculture & livestock)  d. Petty Trade

e. Carpenter f. Wool wézmnadti)
g. Casual labour h. Other (please specify)

2. Household assets and incomes- land, livestock and crops
2.1 Doyouown land? a.Yes b.No

If yes, please indicate how much land your HH owns, in hectares .

Land use category owned Area (in timat)

a. Cropland

b. Pasture

c. Home Garden

d. Woodlot (eucalyptus plantation)

e. Fallow Land

Total:a+b+c+d+e

2.2 Did you harvest crops last year?
a.yes b. No

HPHOM LT &S 3&ZyieldArémieach é&dplSmouit sold Gnd PriSd- pdirit (can
be taken from a market survey).

Crop Type [ FadG &SI NX2{ Amountsold during Price per unit (ETB)
yield (Qt) the year

2.3 Do you have livestock?
a. Yes b. No

2.3.1 If yes, please indicate the number of different livestock owned by you and your family.
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Type Number Type Number
a. | Ox e. Horse
b. | Cow* f. Mule
c. | Sheep g. | Donkey
d. | Goat h. | Poultry

* To includeall variations thereof (calf, bull, heifer etc)

3. Activities

3.1 The following are a list of activities associated with the GCCA. Thinking about your HH,
please indicate hovimportant they are to your overall well-being? By this we mean your
generation of money, health and sense of happinegsach activity should be ranked
individually, using a rank of3. The degrees of importance are as follows

1- Very important
2- Highly mportant
3- Important

4- Lessmportant
5- Notimportant

Activity Ranking (35) [Ranking (%)
Open season |[Closed
Season

a. Harvesting crops (fitgiand plants) for food or sale

b. Collectingestucagrass

c. Collecting other grass

d. Collecting firewood

e. Construction

f. Grazindivestock

g. Safetynet programme

f. Collecting medicinal plants food stuff

g. Watching wildlife

h. Cultural activities

3. 2. Now we would like to try and put a monetary amount on those activities that generate

income. We will look at aanking of financial importance to livelihoods, and then

distribute valueq stoneg between these activities and Wy dzY SNJ A NB-@Qsh@epY Y 2 RA U
2§ gAft GKSY O2YLI NB Ol fdSa (2 GKA& WydzySNI A
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Activity Value (stones) Closed Season
Open season

a. Harvestingrops (fruitand plant$ for food

b. Collectindestucagrass

c. Collecting other grass

d. Collecting firewood

e. Construction

f. Grazing livestock

g. Safetynet programme

h. Collecting medicinal plantsr food stuff

i. Numeraire (sheep} 10 stones

4. Goods and Services Cattitudes, perceptions and values - the relationship between
activities and well-being.

4.1 The following are a list of important ecosystem goods and services provided by the
GCCA (ascertained from the focus groupase rank them individually in termsaderall
importance to your well-being. By this wemean your generation of money, health and
sense of happiness. Please us the same degrees of importance

G&S Rank (1-5)

a. HH use

b. Cash Income

c. Climate regulation

d. Soil erosion prevention

e. Water provision

f. Protection from drought

g. Habitat for wildlife

h. Future dev (tourism)

i. Cultural value

j- Community cohesion

4.2. Thinking about the activities previously from both open and closed seasons, please
choosethe most important activity overall to your well-being. We will compare this with
the ecosystem gads and services, worth 10 stones
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G&S Overall % of importance to well-being

a. HH use

b. Cash Income

c. Climate regulation

d. Soil erosion prevention

e. Water provision

f. Protection from drought

g. Habitat for wildlife

h. Future dev (tourism)

i. Cultural value

j. Community cohesion

Numeraire (their most importardctivity to wellbeing)¢ 10 stones

4.3 We would like youo respond to a collection of statements using the following three
point scale. 1- Agree, X disagree 3BR2 Yy Qi |y 2 6 @

a) The rules and regulations governing how and when | use the GCCA provide satisfactory
resources for my family.

b) The GCCA is ontgportant if it is being used by people.

c¢) The Ethiopian government should place more control on the use of these resources if too
much is being taken.

d) Even if my household does not use the GCCA resources, it is important that they are
available fows in the future.

e) Even if it means that my household must use less resources now, protecting the GCCA for
future generations is important.

f) Increasing use of the GCCA by human communities has a negative impact on the wildlife
that lives in it, ad this negative effect is an issue that these communities should care
about.

g) If I restrict my use of the GCCA, | worry that other users will use more.

h) Protecting the GCCA should only be a priority once the needs of the local people are met.

¢CKFEGQa Iff ¢S KI @S T2NJ G2RIFeéd LT é&2dz

NFAasS GKIG ¢S KFE@SyQid O2@3SNBR KSNB:X L
for your time and help; this has been very useful.
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Appendix V - Key Inform ant I nterview

Respondent Number: Date:
Interview Location: Gender of respondent:
Age of respondent: Main occupation of respondent:

OowSI R 2dzié aD22R Y2 NY A yhAmelof iite3vikieR add/l @m
from

(birthplace of interviewej. This is Adam, a student from Imperial College in London,
England.

We are conducting a study together to calculate the economic benefits of the Guassa
area to the communities that live close by. In particular, we are looking at the
environmental goods and services that this conservation area provides. By this we
mean everything natural in the landscape, including the land you live on, the air you
breathe and the water you drink, the plants and wood that you use and the animals
and birds that share it with you. In order to best value such goods and services, we
would like to gather information about these things and your relationships to them. In
this way we hope to better understand how valuable they actually are to your
communities.

This interview aims to discuss more specific relationships to the natural environment
in which you live. We are interested in how this environment contributes to your
livelihoods and well-being, and in particular any negative associations you might have
when thinking about Guassa. Because your ideas and opinions are so essential to this
study, please take time to think carefully before formulating your answer. There are 6
main questions which we will discuss one at a time, but please feel free to use them as
a base for further discussion. There is no hurry and you may ask us to clarify points if
you feel that they are not clear enough. The information you give us will help us
understand the importance of the Guassa Community Conservation Area to your
everyday lives.

NOTE for the interviewer: Whena AY F2NX I Yy NI A&Sa | LISNIAYySyd
the CCA to either HHs or communitiptease exploreéheir understanding of this in the
wider context of ecosystem goods and servimggstigating further comment/discussion.

1. What are the issues that most worry people in these communities? Are they related to
the environment?
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2. How do peopleope in the years that thergsslands are closed®hey go elsewheré
graze their animig, buy feed, etc? How much illegal extraction of resources takes place?

3. Do you have any negative feelings towards the GCCA? What about relationships with
wildlife- conflict over crops, livestock losses? How do people view wildlife here?

4. How abat climate and crop productivity? Is there too much or too little raieduced
production of plants through r@uced flowering.

5. Are there any issues that cause conflict within communities? How about between
different communities?

6. If the governrant were to create alternative policide either further protect @ increase
access to the GCCA , how would locals respond?

¢CKIGQa Fff ¢S KI@GS F2N) d2RlI&d LT @&2dz
raisel KI 4 6S KI @SyQi O2@0SNBR KSNBxX LJ SI &
for your time and help; this has been very useful.
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Appendix VI z Wealth Ranking

Wealth Ranking Aggregated Definition Notable kebele differences
(means summed from eac
kebelg*

Mill house All kebelesexcept Kuledeha wanted mor
1 ¢ Very Rich than 50 sheep to begin with and the

50 shee . . .
P lowered this total after discussion.
>4-5 ox

>45 cows
>4'5 donkey

>1015 poultry
>12timat and above

>8timat In Gedenbo, this definition was remarkal

2 ¢ Well Off >10 sheep AAYAE LN G2 GKS wg@S
>4 kinds of large livestock the other kebeles showed greater|
Poultry variations.

4-8timat WIFNBS fA@gSaidz201Q
3 ¢ Moderate Assets 4-10 sheep and COXVSJ but}nczt goAats. lfor thif exevrcAi
I2F 0a gSNE O2yaARS

Poultry _ FGs in Yedi and Chare objected to.
2-4 large livestock

0-3timat Initially, FGs showed disagreement abd

4 ¢ Poor 0-1 large livestock whether to include a single cow or donkg
3 or fewersheep in this ranking, only to accept it aftg
Poultry discussion.

No land (land rented to growf, Unanimousdecisions were reached in 3

5 ¢ Very Poor crops) FGs.
No livestock of any kind

* While eachkebeleprovided a different ranking, discussion within FGs prompted similar scales
of wealth across survey sites that could be aggregated in this way. Naturally certain HHs fulfilled
some criteria and not thers, so it was necessary, on occasion, to make decisions on where to
place these HHs. When this was necessary, local liaison officers (who knew the respondents in

guestion) were asked for inpu
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Appendix VI | z Key Informant Profiles

0301 - Gedenbog Male ¢ Farmerg 32 years old; Date of interview 24/05/10
0302 - Gedenbog Male ¢ Farmerg 46 ¢ 24/05/10

0303 - Gedenbog Male ¢ Farmerg 73 ¢ 24/05/10

0304 - Gedenbo Femaleg Farmerg 41 ¢ 25/05/10

0305 - Gedenbog Femaleg Farmerg 28 ¢ 25/05/10

0401 - Kdedehac¢ Malec Farmerg Mid 44¢ 07/06/10

0402 - Kuedehac Malec¢ Militia ¢ 48 ¢ 08/06/10

0403 - Kuledela ¢ Malec Local Administration Officey52 ¢ 08/06/10
0404 - Kdedehac Malec Farmerg 28 ¢ 09/06/10

0405 - Kuledehag Femalec Famerg 45¢ 09/06/10

02001 - Yedic Femaleg Farmerc 39¢ 17/06/10

02002 - Yedic Male ¢ KebeleChairmarg 47 ¢ 18/06/10

02003 - Yedic Male ¢ LocalAdministration Office 43¢ 18/06/10
02004 - Yedic Femalec Famerg 42 ¢ 22/06/10

02005 - Yedi¢ Femaleg Farmerg 37 ¢ 22/06/10

0601 - Charec Male¢ Farmerg 36¢ 29/06/10

0602 - Charec Femalec Farmerg 47 ¢ 30/06/10

0603 - Chareg Male¢ Teacherg 28 ¢ 30/06/10

0604 - Charec Femde ¢ Farmerg 35¢ 30/06/10

0605 - Charec Femaleg farmer¢ 56 ¢ 30/06/10
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Appendix VII | z Project Staff Profiles

Siyum Gebrewold ¢ FZ$STechnical Advisofranslator 27, N. Wollo,
BSc Forest Management

Talegeta Woldesilase ¢ FZS, Logistical SuppofD, Menz,
High School Diploma

Tigist Abebe ¢ Enumerator 26, Menz,
High School Diploma

Mella Bayou ¢ Enumerator,35, Menz,
High School Diploma

Kaltasay Shewangezaw ¢ Local Liaison Officer, Gedenios,

Aresa Lema ¢ Local Liaison Officer, Kuelediog,

Tibeba Shewaferahu ¢ Local Liaison Officer, Ye020

Minda Woldetsadik ¢ Local Liaison Officer, Chaos,
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