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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In 2009, Tanzania Wildlife Research Institute (TAWIRI) published the first ground-breaking study 
on wildlife corridors in Tanzania. This study not only made a first assessment of the status of 
remaining wildlife corridors and demonstrated the urgency to secure them. Maintaining this 
connectivity is one of the important objectives for biodiversity conservation in Tanzania and the 
Wildlife Conservation Act No. 5 of 2009 provides an avenue for establishing wildlife corridors, but 
also dispersal areas, buffer zones and migratory routes. So far, the provision for declaring wildlife 
corridors has not been implemented, as the regulations, which can guide the legal establishment 
of these areas, have not yet been developed.  

The objective of the study is to provide support to the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism 
(MNRT) in their efforts to develop regulations of the Wildlife Conservation Act No. 5 for the wildlife 
corridors, dispersal areas, buffer zones and migratory routes that is currently being drafted. 
Based on data gathered from literature and key stakeholders, this study provides an overview of 
the current status and biological viability of 29 wildlife corridors (out of 33 researched), the threats 
to their integrity and their land use and tenure situation. It also documents the experiences of 
existing initiatives to secure these corridors. For each corridor, a datasheet was developed, which 
summarizes the current state of knowledge.  

Based on the analysis of such data, a number of lessons learned are documented. It is shown 
that the current status of many corridors remains unclear and while there are different initiatives 
underway to secure some corridors, these are dispersed and not sufficiently coordinated. The 
study advocates a stronger involvement of the protected area authorities in these initiatives. The 
window of opportunity to secure the remaining corridors is closing fast and that costs to secure 
them will increase with time as they are progressively settled and their habitats increasingly 
converted for agriculture or grazing. The fact that the wildlife regulations are not yet available is 
an important impediment to achieve their protection.  

Land conversion, mainly for agriculture is the main threat to the integrity of the remaining 
corridors. Compared to 2009, pressure from pastoralists with livestock has increased significantly. 
But also, the poaching crisis of the last 10 years has significantly impacted their viability. Existing 
and proposed development initiatives also often fail to take into account the need to secure 
wildlife corridors.  

Most remaining wildlife corridors are largely situated on village land and community participation 
is therefore very important in efforts to secure them. Local authorities can be important facilitators 
in this process. It is crucial to ensure that communities will derive direct or indirect benefits for 
their efforts to maintain wildlife corridors.  

The key tool to achieve the protection of wildlife corridors is the development of Village Land Use 
Plans that will provide guidance on how the corridors will be managed in relation to other land 
uses. The establishment of Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs) provides good opportunity but 
experiences with their establishment are mixed and the challenges to make them more attractive 
need to be addressed. Experiences on how to, in particular, the study considered land use and 
tenure questions in different corridors and documented lessons learned on how these have been 
addressed. The creation of Village Forest Reserves can be an interesting alternative option, as 
the process is less complicated and their management is completely devolved to the community, 
thus creating good opportunities for benefit generation. Other instruments like easements also 
can be promising.  
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On the basis of the analysis of lessons learned, the study proposes recommendations on how 
land use and tenure issues in corridors can be best addressed: 

• As the land tenure situation in the different potential corridors can be very different, it is 

clear that there cannot be a “one size fits all” solution and different situations require 

different approaches to secure the corridors;  

• It is crucial that tenure rights are fully respected in the process of establishing wildlife 

corridors; 

• There is potential to make use of already existing legal frameworks including the Village 

Land Act, the Land Use Planning Act, the Forestry Act, the Water Resources Act and the 

Environmental Management Act;  

• Land use planning is the most important tool available to address land use and tenure 

conflicts in potential wildlife corridors; 

• For Land Use Planning to be effective, a landscape perspective is needed;   

• Village Forest Reserves are a good and flexible tool to secure corridors while providing 

benefits to local communities; 

• For WMA to be effective, certain key challenges and problems need to be addressed; 

• Other potential tools include easements and in certain cases compensation will have to 

be considered; 

• Proper benefits and incentives for the communities need to be secured; 

• Increasing grazing pressure needs to be addressed at the policy level and cannot be 

solved at local level only; 

• Better coordination between ministries is also needed to ensure that other development 

initiatives take into account the need to maintain wildlife connectivity and conflicting land 

use policies are avoided. 

The study also presents recommendations on important elements, which could be covered 

in the regulations to successfully secure wildlife corridors in Tanzania 

• The Regulations should be fully compatible not only with the Wildlife Conservation Act 

but also with other existing legal frameworks including, the Village Land Act and the Land 

Use Planning Act; 

• Wildlife corridors should not be considered as a new category of protected area; 

• The Regulations should foresee a priority setting mechanism and a Priority Corridor 

Action Plan could be developed to ensure that efforts to secure corridors fit into an overall 

strategy to maintain ecological connectivity; 

• The process to designate wildlife corridors should be initiated by the Minister for Natural 

Resources and Tourism by declaring an official intention to declare a corridor; 

• The Ministry for Natural Resources and Tourism (MNRT) needs to ensure proper 

coordination with other Ministries; 

• The design of the corridor can only happen at local level with involvement of all 

stakeholders; 

• The process should focus on landscape level land use planning; 

• Land use planning should ensure that proposed land use in the corridor area is 

compatible with its conservation objectives; 
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•  At the same time, an agreement needs to be sought with the stakeholders on appropriate 

benefits and incentives; 

• Only when all these issues have been addressed, the wildlife corridor should be officially 

designated;  

• Like the process for its designation, the management of the corridor should involve all 

stakeholders.  

• The establishment and management of wildlife corridors will require additional and 
substantial funding. This funding could come to a large extend from the protected area 
authorities but to make that possible it might be necessary to review how these institutions 
are funded. 

It is hoped that MNRT can take into consideration these considerations and integrate them into 
the current draft as far as they are deemed useful. However, it is crucial to stress the urgency of 
finalizing the regulations: every day more land in the proposed wildlife corridors is being 
converted for agriculture or degraded by grazing and deforestation, every day more people are 
settling inside the proposed corridor areas. Hence time can be considered the biggest challenge 
to secure the remaining wildlife corridors in Tanzania. 
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1. BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY     

Tanzania is a major repository of globally significant biodiversity, ranking amongst the top 
countries in tropical Africa in terms of the distinct eco-regions represented, and in species 
richness/species endemism (URT-GEF-UNDP, 2010). In order to conserve this exceptional 
biodiversity, the country has established an extensive system of protected areas. These areas 
are often clustered, forming mosaics of different types of protected areas. Moreover, some of 
these clusters of protected areas are still ecologically connected through wildlife corridors, which 
allow genetic exchange between them and movement of species of wildlife. In 2009, a first nation-
wide assessment led by the Tanzania Wildlife Research Institute (TAWIRI) and supported by the 
Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) documented 31 wildlife corridors in Tanzania (TAWIRI, 
2009). The report not only documented corridors known to be still used by wildlife but also 
included potential corridors based on habitat availability or historical data, and classified them 
according to type and degree of threat. The 2010 Tanzania Elephant Management Plan (TAWIRI, 
2010) further identified 25 corridors used by elephants, some of which were not included in the 
2009 TAWIRI study.  

The viability of protected areas and their ability to sustain their biodiversity increases with their 
size and decreases with their degree of isolation (Bennet, 2003). The fact that Tanzania is home 
to a large number of protected area complexes, which are to a certain extent still connected is 
therefore one of its important conservation assets and an increasingly rare situation in Africa and 
rest of the world. Maintaining this connectivity therefore has to be one of the important objectives 
for biodiversity conservation in the country. Unfortunately, connectivity between protected area 
complexes is increasingly threatened: already the 2009 TAWIRI assessment concluded that 74% 
of the identified corridors were deemed to be in extreme or critical condition and the study 
predicted that these could be lost within 2 to 5 years.  

The importance of maintaining connectivity has been acknowledged by the Tanzania’s Wildlife 
Conservation Act No. 5 of 2009, which foresees the possibility of establishing wildlife corridors, 
but also dispersal areas, buffer zones and migratory routes. So far, this provision has not been 
implemented by the development of regulations, which can guide the legal establishment and 
protection of these areas. 

Nonetheless, even without the availability of corridor regulations, various initiatives are underway 
by different conservation actors to try to secure existing wildlife corridors using different 
approaches or instruments. As most of these corridors are situated on village or general land, 
addressing the land use and tenure is key to achieve their protection. The current study was 
commissioned by the USAID/Tanzania PROTECT Project (Promoting Tanzania’s Environment, 
Conservation and Tourism) at the request of the Wildlife Division (WD) at the Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Tourism (MNRT) in order to document these experiences, analyse them and 
develop recommendations for the corridor regulations.  

2. OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY 

The objective of the consultancy was to provide support to the MNRT in their efforts to develop 
regulations for the wildlife corridors, dispersal areas, buffer zones and migratory routes. To 
achieve this, the study aimed at documenting the current status of wildlife corridors and their land 
use and tenure situation as well as the experiences of existing initiatives to secure these corridors. 
In particular, the study considered land use and tenure questions in different corridors and 
documented lessons learned on how these have been addressed. On the basis of the analysis, 
the study proposes recommendations on how land use and tenure issues in corridors can be 
best addressed as well as recommendations on important elements which could be covered in 
the regulations to successfully secure wildlife corridors in Tanzania.  
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3. METHODOLOGY 

The study was conducted in four different steps: 

3.1. Launching Workshop 

The study was kicked off by a one-day workshop, which brought together policy and decision 
makers from MNRT and other relevant ministries, departments, agencies and practitioners 
working on securing wildlife corridors. Practitioners presented case studies, documenting the 
activities they are undertaking to secure these corridors and discussed the main challenges and 
how the questions of land use and tenure are being addressed. Participants further discussed in 
working groups the challenges in securing corridors and which approaches can be used to 
address land use and tenure questions.  

3.2 Systematic data collection on experiences in securing wildlife corridors in Tanzania 

The workshop was followed by a systematic collection of data on the status of wildlife corridors 
in Tanzania and the on-going efforts to secure them. A total of 35 potential corridors were 
identified based on the 2009 TAWIRI report and the 2010 TAWIRI Elephant Management Plan. 
For each corridor one or more potential key stakeholders were identified and the list of resource 
persons consulted can be found in Annex 1. A questionnaire was developed and sent to the 
resource persons to collect data on the geographical situation of each corridor, its biological and 
ecological importance, its current status and viability and the threats to its integrity. The 
questionnaire also looked into the existing land use and tenure situation in the corridor and 
associated conflicts in the use of the resources and included questions on on-going efforts to 
secure these corridors, including on the approaches used to achieve this and the way the 
communities have been engaged in these efforts. The questionnaire can be found in Annex 2. 
The questionnaire was followed up with additional interviews to collect additional information 
through Focused Group Discussions and Key Informant Interviews.  Within the time constraints 
some limited field visits were carried out to a few of the northern and western corridors. Data 
were analysed and summarized in a series of datasheets in a tabular format on each corridor. 
The datasheets are an important output to this study and are included in Annex 3 of this report.  

3.3 Analysis of the lessons learned from the experiences to secure the corridor and 
address the land use and tenure issues 

Information was also sought from different actors working on corridors to gain understanding of 
their experiences and lessons learnt from their efforts to secure corridors. Lessons learned 
looked into the general status of wildlife corridors in Tanzania but also to review the most 
important threats to connectivity.  The approaches used to address land use and tenure issues 
were considered and best practices identified. The proposed lessons learned were presented in 
a second workshop and policy and decision makers and practitioners discussed them in detail 
during working groups discussions. Results from the working groups were taken into account in 
drafting the final proposed list of lessons learned included in this study.  

3.4 Development of recommendations 

Based on the lessons learned, the consultant team developed draft recommendations, which 
were also presented in the second workshop where policy and decision makers and practitioners 
discussed in working groups. The results of the workshop were analysed by the consultants in 
order to produce a comprehensive set of recommendations for inclusion in the regulations. 

A first part of the recommendations focuses on how to best address land use and tenure issues 
in order to secure wildlife corridors. The second part makes concrete proposals on important 
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steps which could be followed to secure wildlife corridors and which could be reflected in the 
regulations, which are under preparation.  

4. THE 2009 WILDLIFE ACT AND OTHER RELEVANT LEGISLATIONS  

The Wildlife Conservation Act # 5 of 2009 in the same paragraph empowers the Minister in 
addition to wildlife areas to designate dispersal areas, buffer zones and migratory routes. The 
act defines them in the following way: 

Wildlife Corridor an area of land used by wild animal species during their seasonal 
movements from one part of the ecosystem to another in search of basic 
requirements such as water, food, space and habitat; 

Dispersal Area an area habitually used by wild animal species for feeding, laying, storing 
eggs, rearing or feeding their young and includes breeding places; 

Buffer Zone an area surrounding a conservation area which the Minister may by notice 
in the Gazette declare in relation to that conservation area  

Migratory Route an area of a strip or zone of land used by herds of wild animals during their 
migratory cycles or seasonal movements.  

 

Nonetheless, the Wildlife Conservation Act cannot work in isolation since the use of such land 
masses are also subject to other legal administrations administered by other Acts. Whereas the 
Wildlife Conservation Act sets a stage for general wildlife conservation, other acts such as the 
Local Government Act of 1982, Village Land Act No. 5 of 1999, Environmental Management Act 
of 2004 and Land Use Planning Act N0. 6 of 2007 have implications for the sustainability of 
wildlife corridors, dispersal areas and migratory routes.  

Most wildlife corridors are situated on village lands whose administration and management are 
under the Local Government Act of 1982. While the mandate for village registration and 
administration are under the Local Government Act of 1982, their surveys and demarcations are 
under the Village Land Act No. 5 of 1999. Thus, creation, restoration and management of 
corridors in village lands need joint concerted efforts not only from the MNRT but also from other 
ministries, departments and agencies such as Regional Administration and Local Government 
Authorities and Ministry of Lands, Housing and Human Settlements Development, Agriculture, 
Livestock and Fisheries and Mining and Energy.  

For effective planning of village land resources, villages are obliged to carryout land use plans 
that lead all processes of a village resource management portfolio. These processes are 
governed by the Land Use Planning Act No. 6 of 2007, which is managed by the National Land 
Use Planning Commission. In order to permit effective, participatory, inclusive and integrated 
planning, the Act allows for carrying out joint village land use plans, district and zonal land use 
framework plans which allow a wider landscape perspective approach rather than spot planning. 
Adopting landscape planning allows more villages or districts to have wider thinking on how these 
overlapping landmasses, such as wildlife corridors, could be managed. Village land use planning 
also allows villagers to establish by-laws and local institutions to oversee them. 

The Environmental Management Act of 2004 also has legislative connotations that need to work 
together with other mentioned legislations so as to improve the village landscapes. The Act gives 
mandates for sustainable biodiversity conservation and protection of the environment over other 
land uses. The Act also provides administrative structures from national, regional to local 
government authorities to safeguard the environment including wildlife and biodiversity. An 
integration of such legislations when properly used can act as decisive tools in our determinations 
to restore wildlife corridors. Likewise, mainstreaming of environmental management 



 

 11 

requirements in planning processes at all levels of governance provided an opportunity for 
successful corridor restoration efforts. The Forest Act may also play a decisive role in the 
restoration of forest corridors such as the Uluguru North-South, Udzungwa escarpment – 
Kilombero Nature Reserve (Mngeta) and Usambaras west and east.   

Tanzania is a member and signatory to various regional and global conventions aimed at 
conserving and protecting biodiversity and include wildlife. These conventions include the 
Convention on Biological Diversity, Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, the World Heritage 
Convention and different endangered species conventions and climate change protocols. Such 
instruments can also help in organizing diverse efforts including personnel, technological and 
financial resources that are pertinent in securing corridors. 

 

5. LITERATURE REVIEW ON WILDLIFE CORRIDORS IN TANZANIA   

Wildlife Corridors and Dispersal Areas 

Tremendous efforts have been made over the last three decades to conserve natural heritage 
throughout the world by setting up of protected areas (Chape et al., 2005; Pressey, 1996). 
Protected Areas (PAs) usually have strict rules that exclude human activities and consequently 
they provide a better protection for many species that would otherwise be difficult to survive 
outside PAs due to human activities (Salafsky and Wollenberg, 2000). PAs are therefore well 
recognized as important ‘core’ units for in situ conservation (Gorenflo and Brandon 2006; Chape 
et al., 2005). However, it is also well understood that PAs alone cannot provide a long-term 
solution for conservation of some species. This is partly because some PAs are too small to 
maintain viable populations of some species (Newmark, 1993), but also many wildlife species 
often disperse outside PAs at certain times of the year to meet other ecological needs (Thirgood 
et al., 2004; Kahurananga and Silkiluwasha 1997; Western and Gichohi, 1993). For example, 
studies have shown that migratory ungulates such as elephants and zebra (Kahurananga and 
Silkiluwasha 1997) and wide ranging carnivores quite often move outside PAs for other ecological 
needs such as water and forage both in terms of quality and quantity (Fryxell and Sinclair, 1988). 
This means that wildlife movements are essential for maintaining population viability.  

The area that wildlife use to pass from one ‘habitat patch’ to another; or an area that connects 
two patches of suitable habitats by passing through a matrix of habitats is referred to as a wildlife 
corridor (Jones et al., 2009; Hilty et al., 2006), whereas dispersal among large mammals is largely 
viewed as wide spread distribution of animal populations (Fryxell & Sinclair 1988; Western, 1975). 
Debates on the rationale of wildlife corridors also echoed by Horskins (2005) depict that wildlife 
corridors have become a widely-adopted management strategy for the conservation of species 
in the fragmented habitat. Fragmentation reduces the size of habitat patches and increases the 
isolation of the populations within them, potentially resulting in extinction due to stochastic 
processes. The provision of corridors between habitat patches is ought to increase the level of 
connectivity through the integration of populations into a single demographic unit, thus increasing 
probability of survival (Nyamasyo & Kihima, 2014).  

Africa is endowed with diverse richness of biodiversity and Tanzania is among mega-biodiversity 
countries in the Africa (URT-GEF-UNDP, 2010). In order to conserve this exceptional biodiversity, 
an extensive system of terrestrial protected areas was developed in Tanzania, covering 35% on 
the national territory. Many of these protected areas are still ecologically connected allowing 
species of wildlife and plants, to move between them. In 2009, a first nation-wide assessment 
documented 31 remaining important corridors in Tanzania (Jones et al, 2009), although it was 
not clear if all of these were still effective and used by wildlife. The Tanzania Elephant 
Management Plan 2010 – 2015 (TAWIRI 2010) identified 25 elephant corridors, four of which 
were not included in the 2009 report. Recent research based on analysis of vegetation and land 
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conversion on satellite images suggest that currently there might still be more structural 
connections available between protected areas in Tanzania which are still potentially open for 
wildlife movement (Jason Riggio, pers. comment). 

Large mammals are highly considered when we revitalize corridors because they have high 
economic values as a source of revenue through consumptive and non-consumptive utilization. 
Their resources provide environmental goods and services for the livelihood of the people, socio-
cultural, aesthetic, and ecological values. In Tanzania, wildlife resources accounted for 17% of 
the gross domestic product, and provide diverse sources of employment. Although Tanzania has 
been exceptional in retaining a considerable diversity and concentration of its wildlife, the 
populations of many of its wild ungulate species have declined substantially inside and outside 
protected areas over the past three decades (TAWIRI, 2015). Small terrestrial mammals (< 2 kg) 
also occur within this environment (corridor habitat). These animals are less tolerant to habitat 
fragmentation (Bennett, 2003). 

Wildlife Movements  

The migration of wildlife populations is of paramount importance in sustaining large herds and 
their resilience particularly when rainfall is patchy, when there is climate variability and disease 
and predation. This migration is driven by intrinsic factors such as breeding and avoidance of 
inbreeding and to external factors such as droughts, floods, fires, resources (food and water), 
competition (food, water, mating), predation, and disease (parasitism) (McEune, 1993). The 
ultimate function of wildlife migration and dispersal is enhancement of survival success. For 
example, Fryxell and Sinclair (1988) have suggested that migration of large herbivores is in 
response to seasonal variations in resource availability and quality, as a means of enhancing 
access to high quality food and reducing the risk of predation. 

Dispersal among large mammals on the other hand is largely being seen as a wide spread 
distribution of animal populations. Animals move on daily basis (local resident movement) and 
change habitat seasonally (migration, dispersal) (Western, 1975) with three patterns or 
categories of movements namely; migratory, resident and dispersal systems, where dispersal 
refers to wet seasonal dispersal and dry season concentration of animals in a range. Wildlife 
dispersal areas and migratory routes/corridors are of critical importance for connecting and 
sustaining wildlife populations. 

Anecdotal evidences suggest that, these important areas of biotic diversity are facing challenges 
largely from perturbations influenced by anthropogenic dimensions and climate based factors, 
hence the need for legal framework for their integrated conservation efforts. Most of these 
corridors sit on village and/or general lands that have already been occupied by other land uses 
such as human settlements and farming, grazing and other forms of land uses with diverse tenure 
systems. Thus, developing corridor regulations that also addresses the need of other land users 
and reconsidering varied tenure systems is one of the instruments that can address this purpose 
more sustainably. 

Importance of Wildlife Corridors, Migratory Routes and Buffer Zones 

The role of wildlife corridors, migratory routes and buffer zones in maintaining wildlife populations 
within protected areas has been recognized by wildlife scientists for a long period of time 
(Newmark, 1993). Wildlife corridors are important for five main reasons (i) If an animal or plant 
population declines to a low level or becomes extinct in one area or habitat patch, individuals 
from another patch can immigrate and rescue the population from extinction; (ii) If a small 
population is isolated, it can increase genetic variation over the longer term and not suffer from 
inbreeding by use of a corridor and establishing contact with another population; (iii) A corridor 
increases the area and diversity of habitats over and above the two habitat patches it connects; 
(iv) If the habitat of one area becomes unsuitable (e.g. because of climate change), organisms 
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(both plants and animals) can move along corridors to reach more suitable habitats, an in this 
case be ‘rescued’; (v) Some protected areas do not encompass the range of ecosystem 
requirements needed by certain species (Caro et al., 2009; Jones et al., 2009). Migrating species, 
for example, may use corridors to move outside PAs for this purpose (Dobson et al., 1999; Crocks 
and Sanjayan, 2006). In the Tarangire ecosystem, for example, studies have shown that wet 
season migration of ungulates from the Tarangire NP to the Simanjiro Plains is driven by 
difference in pasture quality as a result of difference in soil nutrient content between the park and 
the Simanjiro plains. The short grass plains in the Simanjiro plains are more nutritious for lactating 
ungulates than tall grass found in the park during the wet season (Voeten, 1999). However, 
during the dry season, ungulates migrate to the park in search for water and greener pasture 
along the Tarangire River (Gereta et al., 2004; Kahurananga & Silkiluwasha, 1997). However, 
some ungulates that do not migrate are successful in their areas because they utilize a wide of 
food resources to one site on seasonal basis (Kutilek, 1979). 

Land Use and Tenure  

Gordon (2009) and Maitima et al (2009) have described that land use and tenure changes affect 
key aspects of the earth’s functions, including a direct impact on global biodiversity. In East Africa, 
land use changes have transformed land cover to farmlands and livestock grazing lands, mining 
grounds, human settlements, and urban centres at the expense of wildlife habitat. These changes 
are associated with wildlife losses, habitat destruction, land degradation, and blockage of wildlife 
corridors. Usually wild ungulates have been avoiding urban areas and settled areas (Nyamasyo 
& Kihima, 2014). 

Land use and land tenure change that does not consider conservation of wildlife affects wildlife 
habitats by converting them into farmlands and human settlements hence subject the wildlife into 
human incursions and resource constrain. In the recent past, most corridors of Tanzania show 
an increase in the size of farmlands, human settlements, extensive livestock keeping, extraction 
of natural resources and mining and infrastructure development (Jones et al, 2009). Thus, the 
main debates on land tenure and land use in wildlife corridors of Tanzania concern agricultural 
expansions, human population dynamics, economic factors, changing land tenure policy, geo-
politics and socio-cultural factors. Nyamaso and Kihima (2014) argue that, the main effects from 
these drivers include habitat fragmentation (decline in forestland, grasslands, wetlands and 
woodlands), land degradation, increased human-wildlife conflicts, decline in wild ungulate 
numbers and species, and displacement of wild ungulates.  

Wildlife corridors in Tanzania occur mostly in village land and rarely on general land. Both land 
categories are subject to subsequent poor land use practices, subdivision of land parcels and 
emergence of uncoordinated and conflicting land use types. Likewise, land marketing especially 
after trade liberalization since early 1990s has put the village/communal land under enormous 
pressure from other land uses and changing tenure arrangements (Nindi, 2004). Such practices 
have at different times led to increasing degradation and fragmentation of wetlands, forests, 
grassland, and woodlands that are wildlife habitats and are used as corridors. Wildlife corridors 
and land that is adjacent to wetlands that used to serve as wildlife corridors have become 
individual property. Hence, wild ungulates now have limited access to such areas that have been 
converted into farmland and human settlements or mining areas. Such trends may signify that 
wildlife conservation is considered a less important source of livelihood by the communities. Thus, 
concerted efforts are required to convince the communities to conserve the wildlife habitats. The 
implementation of alternative livelihood options, insurance of direct benefits from the wildlife 
based-activities, compensation and making conservation a people’s centred activity can yield 
substantive results by maintaining the corridors (Dr. Kisui; pers. comment). 

Another land use and tenure change that has portrayed negative implication to corridor viability 
is the subdivision of villages and ranches into individual plots (e.g. Mkata Ranch) which has result 
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in varied land use purposes which are usually too small in area and fragmented to be viable 
conservation units since they are not linked to each other. Debates on wildlife habitat 
fragmentation in 1960s and 1970s may result into what is referred to as island biogeography 
where protected areas become isolated hence inbreeding and lowering wildlife survival ability 
(Young and McClanahan, 1996). Corridors health and sustainability are further put under the 
spotlight when they occur on transboundary habitat such as West Kilimanjaro-Amboseli corridor. 
Differences in land use and tenure arrangements may have a dimension on the status of 
transboundary wildlife corridors. Caro and Davenport (2015), Davenport et al (2013), Jones et al 
(2012), Bracebridge et al (2011), Caro et al (2009a & b), Davenport et al (2009) and Jones et al 
(2009) have also extensively linked the potential of wildlife corridors to ensure wildlife 
sustainability and threats that corridors are enduring from varied drivers including changing land 
use and tenure in Tanzania and options for restoration.  

Such detailed literature reviews call for the establishment of an effective, transparent, fair, and 
equitable wildlife benefit-sharing scheme, compensation; establishment of an effective and 
transparent management system for managing corridors; rehabilitation of fragmented community 
wildlife corridors; and embrace appropriate technology in production/extraction activities. 
Effective, inclusive and participatory land use planning may also play pivotal roles in ensuring 
sustainable village land uses and institution of alternative livelihoods. A legal framework 
(regulations) to guide such multiple activities is therefore not an overemphasis but essential, 
necessary and paramount. 

6. OVERVIEW ON CURRENT STATUS OF WILDLIFE CORRIDORS IN TANZANIA 
  

This part will provide an overview and summary of the data collected on the current status of 
wildlife corridors in Tanzania. Some 33 potential corridors were identified and divided into two 
geographical groups: the corridors in southern and western Tanzania and the corridors in 
northern and central Tanzania. Map 1 provides an overview of the different corridors, which have 
been considered and where these corridors are located. 

A table providing an overview of the stakeholders who responded to the questionnaire or 
provided other data can be found in Annex 1. Annex 3 includes the datasheets on each of the 
corridors for which data were received or historical data reviewed. The datasheets present a 
summary of the information, which was collected and collated on the geographical situation of 
the corridor, and the land use and tenure and its biological and ecological significance, its current 
status and ecological viability, the main threats to its integrity. The biological and ecological 
significance of a corridor is linked to its importance in terms of maintaining the biodiversity and 
ecological functions of the areas it is connecting and the ecosystems it is part of. A corridor can 
be considered viable if it is still used by wildlife to move between areas or –if this movement is 
not documented- if the habitat is still in place, which could allow for such wildlife movements. The 
datasheets also present information on the on-going efforts to secure these corridors and to 
address the land uses and tenure issues and ensure the support of the local communities for 
their conservation. They also list the main challenges to their conservation and possible lessons 
learned. It needs to be recalled that the information, which is the basis of the datasheets was 
provided by the resource persons or collated from the literature could not be independently 
verified by the study team. 
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Map 1: Overview of the 33 wildlife corridors considered in the study 
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Situational analysis of Wildlife corridors in Tanzania 

Datasheets for a total of 26 corridors are available in Annex 3. Out of the 18 corridors considered 
in southern and western Tanzania, data were collected on 16. Data could not be collected from 
two corridors (Burigi – Moyowosi / Kigosi; Burigi – Akagera) since no resource persons could be 
identified. Out of 15 corridors in central and northern Tanzania, primary data were collected in 
10 corridors. For the remaining 5 corridors (Usambaras east (Derema), Usambaras West, Wami 
Mbiki - Mikumi; Wami Mbiki – Juhudi and Wami Mbiki – Handeni) no resource people could be 
identified or no replies were received to the questionaire although some literature review was 
carried out). There were no on-going efforts for the three latter corridors. The reviewed corridors 
present a great diversity of different types of corridors. Some are large-scale landscape corridors 
connecting large protected area complexes and ecosystems and traditionally have also been 
important dispersal areas for the wildlife living in these ecosystems. This is for example the case 
for the corridor between the Selous Game Reserve and the Niassa Game Reserve in northern 
Mozambique, an area of dense miombo woodlands, which used to be sparsely inhabited by 
people and not only has a role of a transboundary corridor between the two protected areas but 
is also used by wildlife including elephants as habitat and as a dispersal area. Similar account 
fits for Tarangire-SwagaSwaga-Muhezi corridor that connects with western ecosystems of 
Ruaha-Rungwa-Kizigo-Muhezi with both migratory and resident species such as elephant, kudu, 
eland and impala. Likewise, the Mahale – Masito – Ugalla corridor is composed of different forest 
areas, which harbour small independent chimpanzee populations while at the same time the 
habitat is sufficiently connected to allow genetic exchanges between these groups. It is thus 
much more than a corridor, but a complex of connected chimp habitats. At the same time, these 
forests are also used as habitat and wildlife corridor by various other wildlife species such as 
elephant and buffalo. Corridors connected to Tarangire National Park also acts as dispersal 
areas and are inhabited by more wildlife populations in the wet season than the National Park 
itself while West Kilimanjaro-Amboseli (Kitendeni) is both a transboundary corridor and an 
important calving corridor for wildebeest and zebra. Manyara-Lake Natron corridor possesses an 
important extensive wetland of regional and global importance due to lesser flamingo endemism. 

Other corridors are more routes, allowing animals to move between protected area but do not 
seem to be used in a permanent way. This is probably the case for the Mahale – Katavi and 
Wamimbiki-Mikumi, corridors, where the movement of elephants, bufallo and other mammals like 
roan antelope and wildebeest has been observed. The Udzungwa – Ruaha, Udzungwa – Mikumi, 
Selous – Udzungwa and Wamimbiki-Saadani corridors are probably similar.  

A special case are the forest corridors found in the Udzungwa and Southern Highlands, such as 
the Mngeta corridor (between Uzungwa Scarp and Kilombero Nature Reserves) and the 
Bujingijila corridor (between Mount Rungwe Nature Reserve and Livingstone Forest Reserve), 
which are composed of relatively small stretches of degraded forests connecting the remaining 
forest remnants and which are very important to prevent fragmentation of these habitats. 
Likewise, Usambaras east (Derema), Usambaras West and Uluguru North – South forest 
corridors also provide important areas that allow genetic exchange and endemism of important 
forest species such as amphibians, reptiles, mammals, birds and endemic plants. 

 

Current status and biological viability 

The 2009 TAWIRI study classified status of the different corridors in terms perceived urgency to 
undertake action to secure them:  
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Extreme  Less than 2 years remaining to secure them 

 Critical  Less than 5 years remaining to secure them 

Moderate Less than 20 years remaining to secure them 

In the questionnaire, resource persons were requested to assess the current status of the corridor 
and provide information on its viability: is there evidence that this corridor is still being used and 
how recent are these data, or are there indications that the corridor is no longer being used and 
effectively blocked?. An overview of the results can be found in Table 2. 

Analysing these results, the first conclusion is that critical data are missing. There are for example 
no recent data on the corridor between the Udzungwa and the Ruaha ecosystem, although this 
is a vital link between the elephant meta population of the Selous / Niassa ecosystem and the 
Ruaha / Katavi ecosystem. Lack of current data is common for corridors such as Wamimbiki-
Mikumi, Wamimbiki-Juhudi, Wamimbiki-Saadani, Wamimbiki-Handeni, Tarangire-Mkungunero-
Kimotorok and Tarangire-SwagaSwaga-Muhezi.  

While the 2009 TAWIRI report was undoubtedly crucial to raise awareness on the threats to 
corridors. Fortunately, not all of the 21 corridors classified “Extreme” or “Critical” in the report are 
effectively blocked today and this is probably partly due to on-going efforts to secure these 
corridors.  

The available data indicate that there is still connectivity in place over a large landscape in 
western Tanzania all the way from the Ruaha ecosystem, via the Katavi ecosystem through to 
Mahale National Park, the Zambia border and the Ugalla ecosystem and possibly up to the 
Malagarasi / Moyowosi ecosystem.  At the same time, at least three corridors are completely and 
three more partly blocked and is likely that connectivity between the Selous / Niassa ecosystem 
and the Ruaha / Katavi ecosystem is lost. The relatively small chimpanzee population of Gombe 
National Park is isolated and disconnected from the bigger population in the Greater Mahale 
ecosystem although the restoration of the Gombe – Rukamabasi corridor probably has improved 
the viability of this isolated population.   

In northern Tanzania, the Manyara-Lake Natron corridor has a potential to connect with wildlife 
populations of west Kilimanjaro-Amboseli (in Kenya) making it one of the extensive corridors. 
Large mammals like elephant, buffalo, wildebeest and giraffe are commonly known to utilize this 
corridor. Tarangire/SwagaSwaga/Muhezi is another extensive corridor that used to connect 
northern populations with western/southern populations, however this connection has today been 
almost lost and restoration might either be very difficult or almost impossible. Tarangire-Simajiro 
plains could connect with the Wamimbiki corridor complex (especially the Wamimbiki-Handeni 
corridor that also connects with Wamimbiki-Mikumi, Wamimbiki-Juhudi and Wamimbiki Saadani) 
although the Wamimbiki-Mikumi is considered almost blocked. The 
Tarangire/Mkungunero/Kimorotok corridor is considered highly fragmented making it very difficult 
to restore. Generally, corridors connected to Tarangire National Park form important hub of 
connectivity between northern-southern, and northern-western populations via central regions of 
Tanzania. Despite faced with various challenges mostly influenced by human activities, many 
corridors in the northern are still feasible for restoration. A good example is the Tarangire-
Manyara corridor which five years ago was not functional, but due to recent conservation efforts, 
wildlife populations are now re-using this important corridor.   

It can be concluded that while the situation is generally more positive than predicted in 2009, the 
situation has become more critical and time to secure the remaining wildlife corridors is running 
out. 
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Table 2: Viability of wildlife corridors in southern and western Tanzania 
 

Name of the corridor TAWIRI, 2009 
classification 

Current 
classification 

Current viability 

Selous – Niassa (western and 
eastern routes) 

Moderate Moderate Western route in use and viable 
but eastern route blocked 

Udzungwa – Selous Extreme Extreme Ruipa corridor via Kilombero 
GCA and Nyanganje corridors 
blocked. Magombera corridor 
potentially still in use and viable 

if restoration efforts are 
undertaken.   

Udzungwa escarpment – 
Kilombero NR (Mngeta) 

Critical Critical Considered viable in 2008 but no 
recent data so current status 
unclear. 

Bujingijila (Mt. Rungwe – 
Livingstone) 

Critical Critical Viable, on-going use of the 

corridor documented recently 
(2016) 

Udzungwa – Mikumi Critical Critical Route via Kilombero sugar estate 
probably blocked, route via 

Ruaha gorge north of TANZAM 
highway possibly still open 
(evidence of elephants crossing 
of 2014) and potentially viable 

Udzungwa – Ruaha Critical Critical Considered viable in 2006 but no 
recent data so current status 
unclear 

Igando – Igawa (Ruaha – 
Kipengere) 

Moderate Extreme Blocked 

Katavi/Rukwa/Lukwati-
Rungwa/Kisigo/Muhesi 

Moderate Critical Viable, recent data of use by 

elephants 

Katavi – Mahale Critical Extreme Viable (data from 2016) 

Loazi  – Lwafi Extreme Critical Viable 

Loazi – Kalambo Critical Critical Viable (data from 2016) 

Greater Mahale – Masito- Ugalla N/A Critical / 
Moderate 

Viable (recent data) 

Moyowosi – Ugalla N/A Critical Data of elephant movements of 
2014. Possibly still viable. 

Greater Gombe Ecosystem – 
Masito – Ugalla 

Moderate Extreme Blocked 

Gombe – Kwitanga Critical Extreme Blocked 

Gombe – Mukungu – 
Rukamabasi 

Critical Critical Viable (corridor restored, 

evidence of chimpanzee groups) 

Kilimanjaro – Amboseli 
(Kitendeni) (transboundary) 

Critical Critical More than half fragmented but 
viable due to restoration efforts 

by WMA, patrols and Easement 
program in Kenya 

Manyara Ranch – Lake Natron Moderate Moderate Viable with continued restoration 

efforts (care must be taken for 
intended road construction) 

Manyara – Ngorongoro (Upper 
Kitete / Selela) 

Extreme Extreme Blocked to larger extent but 
restoration possible through the 

use of riverine passage 

Tarangire – Makuyuni Moderate Moderate/critical Viable but with difficulty due to 

continued human infringements 
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Name of the corridor TAWIRI, 2009 
classification 

Current 
classification 

Current viability 

Tarangire/Mkungunero/Kimotorok Moderate Moderate/critical Less viable due and continued 

human infringements 

Tarangire – Swagaswaga –
Muhezi 

Critical Critical Less Viable. Very difficult to 

restore 

Tarangire – Simanjiro Plains Critical Critical Viable with continued restoration 

efforts 

Tarangire – Manyara 
(Kwakuchinja) 

Critical Critical Viable with continued restoration 

efforts 

Uluguru North – South Critical Moderate Viable if restoration efforts are 

available after TFCG/WWF.  

Wami Mbiki – Saadani Extreme Extreme Viable if restoration efforts are 

available. Wamimbiki WMA is 
almost defunct 

Wami Mbiki – Handeni (Southern 
Masai Steppe) 

Moderate Critical Viable if restoration efforts are 

available* 

Wami Mbiki – Jukumu/ Gonabisi/ 
Northern Selous 

Critical Critical Viable if restoration efforts are 

available* 

Wami Mbiki – Mikumi Extreme Extreme Almost blocked and difficult to 

restore* 

Usambara East (Derema) Critical Moderate Viable if enforcement efforts are 

available after compensation/ 
restoration efforts by the 
government and Development 
partners * 

Usambaras West Critical Moderate Viable after restoration efforts by 

TFS (Forestry & Beekeeping 
Division), Amani Nature 
Reserve* 

* For these corridors no replies were received on the questionnaire and data are based on literature or 

information provided by participants to the technical workshops. 

Threats to the corridors 

The most common threat cited in the questionnaires is land conversion, linked to agricultural 
expansion. The pace of land conversion seems to be accelerating mainly as a result of internal 
migration of pastoralists and agro-pastoralists in search for pasture land, water, mineral licking 
points and land for agriculture. Deforestation linked to illegal charcoal production, lumbering and 
logging are also common threats. These threats are also increasing because of greater 
accessibility of previously remote areas. 

The expansion and upgrading of Tanzania’s road network is an important factor in opening up 
some of the remote areas. Increasing traffic loads for example on the TANZAM highway, Arusha-
Babati and Morogoro – Dodoma highways also make it more difficult for wildlife to cross.  

While maintaining wildlife corridors is a clear policy objective of MNRT, other government policies 
and decisions sometimes work against this or have failed to take the conservation of corridors 
into their planning. Certain areas in the region like the Kilombero valley in the SAGCOT has been 
earmarked for agricultural expansion, not taking into consideration their importance for wildlife 
conservation and connectivity. Corridor areas also commonly overlap with concessions granted 
for oil or mining exploration. The need to preserve wildlife corridors is also often not taken into 
account in the development of land use plans. 

The poaching crisis has also affected wildlife corridors: as they are less protected, they are often 
have been first targeted by poachers and their wildlife populations have been depleted with 
wildlife avoiding them or preferring being confined in the more secure protected areas.  
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Forest corridors are often affected by wildfires but also by the invasion of exotic tree species, 
logging and other forms of encroachments. Cultivation and other human activities along edges 
of forest corridors also have negative implication to the sustainability of these corridors.     

Land Use and tenure 

Table 3 shows an overview of the land use and tenure situation, which can be found in the wildlife 
corridors of Tanzania.   

Table 3: Land use and tenure situation in the corridors southern and western Tanzania 

Name of the corridor Village 
land 

General 
Land  

Reserved 
Land 

Private Land 

Selous – Niassa (western and eastern routes) X ? X  

Udzungwa – Selous X  X X (sugar 
plantation) 

Udzungwa escarpment – Kilombero NR (Mngeta) X ?   

Bujingijila (Mt. Rungwe – Livingstone) ? X   

Udzungwa – Mikumi X  X X (military) 

Udzungwa – Ruaha X ? X  

Igando – Igawa (Ruaha – Kipengere) X    

Katavi/Rukwa/Lukwati-Rungwa/Kisigo/Muhesi X X X  

Katavi – Mahale X X   

Loazi  – Lwafi ?  X X (ranch) 

Loazi – Kalambo X  X  

Greater Mahale – Masito- Ugalla X X X  

Moyowosi – Ugalla X ? X  

Greater Gombe Ecosystem – Masito – Ugalla X X X  

Gombe – Kwitanga X   X (prison) 

Gombe – Mukungu - Rukamabasi X    

Kilimanjaro – Amboseli (Kitendeni) 
(transboundary) 

X  X  (Forest) X  (Ranch & 
Conservancies) 

Manyara Ranch – Lake Natron X X  X (Ranch) 

Manyara – Ngorongoro (Upper Kitete / Selela) X X X X (farms) 

Tarangire – Makuyuni X X X (GCA) X (lease 
concessions) 

Tarangire/Mkungunero/Kimotorok X  X (GR / GCA)  

Tarangire – Simanjiro Plains X  X (GCA)  

Tarangire – Manyara (Kwakuchinja) X X X  

Usambaras West X  X (FR)  

Wami Mbiki – Handeni (Southern Masai Steppe) X  X (WMA) X (FR) 

Wami Mbiki – Jukumu/ Gonabisi/ Northern Selous X  X (GR) X (Army) 

Wami Mbiki – Mikumi X X X (WMA) X (Ranch & 
farms) 

Wami Mbiki – Saadani X  X (WMA) X (farms) 

Uluguru North – South X  X (FR)  

Usambaras (Derema) X  X (FR)  

Tarangire – Swagaswaga –Muhezi X  X (FRs) X (farms) 

 
It is obvious that the majority of these corridors are largely situated on village land. Very few are 
situated in private land. Many corridors also include patches of already reserved land or areas of 
other conservation status such as Game Controlled Areas (GCA) (for example the Ruipa corridor 
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between Selous and Uzungwa, Tarangire-Simanjiro plains corridor and 
Tarangire/Mkungunero/Kimotorok corridors that utilize the Lolkisale and Simanjiro GCAs) or 
Game Reserves (for example in the Selous / Niassa and Swagaswaga-Muhezi corridors) or 
Forest Reserves (Usambaras East (Derema) and West, Uluguru north-south and Mngeta 
corridors). For northern Tanzania, grazing land is lost to agriculture (which is directly affecting 
wildlife) and the tension between agriculturalists and pastoralists has been high for several 
decades. Conversely, the 2009 drought led to change in land use systems as pure pastoralists 
like Masaai of Loliondo began engaging into agriculture leading to further land conversion and 
fragmentation of corridors. The 2009 wildlife Conservation Act further poised another conflict on 
the GCA as it restricts agriculture and other forms of human activities while the earlier Act (1974) 
allowed for co-existence. This is typical example of conflicts in Loliondo and Kilombero GCAs. 
Often the corridors include forest reserves, which were not specifically set aside for wildlife but 
are used by wildlife as stepping stones.  

Contrary to other parts of Tanzania, it can also be noted that in western Tanzania there is still 
quite extensive general land available, which has not been included in the village land. This can 
be a challenge as there are few restrictions for people to settle in these areas but also presents 
a unique opportunity, as it is less complicated to elevate their protection status to reserved land. 

On-going efforts to secure these corridors 

Table 4 presents an overview of the on-going efforts to secure the identified corridors and the 
organisations, which are involved: of the 33 potential corridors, 19 have on-going efforts to secure 
them, while 14 have no on-going activities. It is interesting to note that in 10 of those there have 
been efforts to secure a wildlife corridor in the past, but these efforts have been abandoned 
because either lack of support from some of the involved villages or because the project which 
supported these activities was ended and there has been no follow up/no continuity. 
 
Efforts to secure the corridors usually try to address the land use and tenure situation through 
land use planning. Activities to support alternative livelihoods together with environmental 
education programmes are also implemented. NGOs/CSOs have also helping communities to 
strengthen their administration and governance portfolio through establishment of zonal and 
general management plans and develop business plans. These actors for instance UCRT, TNC 
and AWF have also been engaged to help communities with village land use plans and issuance 
of certificates of customary right of occupancy especially among pastoral and gathers and 
hunters’ communities so as to improve their security on land ownership, accessibility and control.  
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Table 4: On-going efforts to secure wildlife corridors in Tanzania 

Name of the corridor Who Activities to secure the corridor 

Selous – Niassa (western and 
eastern routes) 

WWF 

 

PAMS 

• VLUP 

• Support WMA 

• CBFM in village forest reserves 

• Law enforcement 

Udzungwa – Selous BTC 

STEP 

• Redefinition of GCA with VLUP 
including looking at re-opening the 
Ruipa corridor 

• Magombera corridor restoration 
project (viability analysis) 

Udzungwa escarpment – 
Kilombero NR (Mngeta) 

TFCG 

WWF 

• Development and management of 
village forest reserves 

• Proposal for the creation of a forest 
reserve (status?) 

Bujingijila (Mt. Rungwe – 
Livingstone) 

WCS • Environmental education and 
stakeholder involvement (village 
environmental committees 

• Reforestation, fire management, 
livelihoods 

Udzungwa – Mikumi  • No activities 

Udzungwa - Ruaha  • No activities 

Igando – Igawa (Ruaha – 
Kipengere) 

WCS • No ongoing activities 

• Previous Support to establish WMA 
but lack of interest from some villages 

Katavi/Rukwa/Lukwati-
Rungwa/Kisigo/Muhesi 

WCS • Identifying the best options for the 
open areas connecting the two 
ecosystems 

• Law enforcement 

Katavi – Mahale FZS 

TNC 

• VLUP and establishment village 
forest reserves 

• Creation of District forest reserve on 
general land 

• Livelihoods  

Loazi  – Lwafi WCS • Environmental education and 
stakeholder involvement (village 
environmental committees) 

• Fire management, livelihoods 

Loazi – Kalambo WCS • Environmental education and 
stakeholder involvement (village 
environmental committees) 

• Fire management, livelihoods 

Greater Mahale – Masito- Ugalla FZS 

TNC 

• VLUP and establishment village 
forest reserves 

• Creation of District forest reserve on 
general land 

• Livelihoods  

• Carbon project under development 
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Name of the corridor Who Activities to secure the corridor 

Moyowosi – Ugalla Previous: DANIDA • No ongoing activities 

• DANIDA project support land use 
planning, village forest reserves, WMA 
but currently no activities 

Burigi – Moyowosi / Kigosi  • No activities known 

Burigi - Akagera  • No activities known 

Greater Gombe Ecosystem – 
Masito - Ugalla 

 • No ongoing activities on the entire 
corridor 

• Ongoing efforts to establish Masito 
Forest Reserve 

Gombe - Kwitanga JGI • No ongoing activities 

• Previous efforts to secure the corridor 
through VLUP and village forest 
reserves but resistance from some 
villages 

Gombe – Mukungu - 
Rukamabasi 

JGI • VLUP and establishment of village 
forest reserves 

• Livelihood activities 

Kilimanjaro – Amboseli 
(Kitendeni) (transboundary) 

AWF, TNC, HGF • WMA, VLUPs, Easement, land (ranch) 
acquisition, Patrols 

Manyara Ranch – Lake Natron TNC, UCRT, 
TRIAS, HGF 

• VLUPs and issuance of Customary 
Certificates of Right of Occupancy 
(CCROs) 

Manyara – Ngorongoro (Upper 
Kitete / Selela) 

TNC, UCRT, 

NCAA 

• VLUPs, CCROs, Easement but 
complex, alternative livelihoods 

Tarangire – Makuyuni UCRT, WCS, TNC, 
WD, HGF, 

• VLUPs, CCROs, Patrols, GCA, 
improvement of village management  

Tarangire/Mkungunero/Kimotorok WCS, TNC, WD • No ongoing activities 

Tarangire – Simanjiro Plains UCRT, Dorobo, 
TNC, WCS, WD 

• GCA, WMA, support village 
governance, VLUPs 

Tarangire – Manyara 
(Kwakuchinja) 

UCRT, WCS, HGF, 
TNC 

• WMA, VLUPs, Zonal and General 
Management Plans, VLUPs, 
Governance, coaching VGS, patrols, 
Biodiversity conservation Projects  

Usambaras West Amani Nature 
Reserve 

• Forest restoration & community 
forests, alternative livelihoods 

Wami Mbiki – Handeni (Southern 
Masai Steppe) 

 • No ongoing activities 

Wami Mbiki – Jukumu/ Gonabisi/ 
Northern Selous 

 • No ongoing activities 

Wami Mbiki – Mikumi  • No ongoing activities 
Wami Mbiki – Saadani  • No ongoing activities 
Uluguru North – South Eastern Arc, 

Forestry & Bee 
Keeping Division 

• Restoration of Forest reserves & 
community forests & alternative 
livelihoods 

Usambaras (Derema) Government of 
Tanzania, Amani 
Nature Reserve & 

DPs 

• Restoration of Forest reserves & 
community forests, compensation & 
alternative livelihoods 

Tarangire – Swagaswaga –
Muhezi 

 • No ongoing activities 
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7. LESSONS LEARNED   
      

7.1 General lessons learned  

The current status of many corridors remains unclear 

The 2009 TAWIRI study was a landmark study, which for the first time documented the potential 
wildlife corridors in Tanzania in a systematic way. The report was compiled based on available 
scientific data or data collected by conservation organisations as part of their projects and not 
based on systematic and standardized field research. The level of information on the different 
corridors was therefore quite variable, depending on the fact if the area was subject to a field 
research or conservation project.  

It is interesting that the same seems to be true today. Eight years after the publication of the 2009 
study, fairly little new data on the actual use of the corridors or their ecological importance for the 
survival of wildlife populations and the long-term integrity of the Tanzania protected area system 
seem to be available and information remains mostly anecdotal. Most evidence on the current 
viability of corridors is still based on a few field observations or information provided by local 
communities and for some corridors, there are no new data at all. An example is the Udzungwa 
– Ruaha corridor, considered to be a crucial connection between two of the three elephant meta 
populations in Tanzania, but there seem to be no other data available than the 2006 data quoted 
in the 2009 study. 

The lack of systematic and up to date is even more worrying if you consider the fact that the 
situation in the field is very dynamic and subject to rapid change with ample evidence that since 
2009, pressure on the corridors is increasing with remaining undisturbed natural habitat outside 
the protected areas being converted rapidly for agriculture and degraded by grazing deforestation 
and people settling in these previously sparsely inhabited areas.    

At the same time, some new research based on the analysis recent land cover data suggests 
that there might be more potential corridors than the ones identified in the 2009 TAWIRI study 
and the 2010 Elephant Management Plan (Jason Riggio, pers. com.). 

For many of the identified corridors, data are also lacking on the exact routes animals are 
following, the periods of the year they are used and the critical areas in need of protection to 
guarantee the corridor to remain open. As the establishment of wildlife corridors on village land 
will require a complex negotiation process with local communities to convince them to set aside 
this land for the corridor and avoid incompatible land use, it will be important to have more precise 
data, which can inform this negotiation process. 

With the rapid pace of development and land conversion in Tanzania, it seems unlikely that all 
wildlife corridors can be secured. It seems therefore important that priorities can be set, based 
on sound data. But these data are still lacking and there is definitely a need for more systematic 
research to assess the current status and viability of potential wildlife corridors and their biological 
and ecological importance in order for the Tanzanian authorities to make informed decisions on 
priorities to be set. 

On-going efforts to secure corridors are dispersed and not coordinated 

The 2009 corridor study was raised the alarm on the status of wildlife corridors in Tanzania and 
the need to intensify efforts to safeguard them. As a result, different initiatives are now underway 
trying to secure some corridors. While this is great news, there is little overall coordination and 
priority setting. Most of these initiatives are spearheaded by conservation NGOs/CSOs or 
implemented by projects and so decisions on where to intervene are thus partly driven by the 
internal logic of the partner NGOs/CSOs or donor agency and linked to their own geographical 
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or species of focus. This can potentially lead to investments in lesser priority areas or target one 
strategic link for connectivity while nothing is done for the next one. In case of the Selous – 
Udzungwa corridor, efforts are underway to restore the Magombera corridor. However, this 
corridor is an important stepping stone connecting the elephant population of the Selous 
ecosystem with the population of the Ruaha ecosystem, but there are currently no on-going 
activities to secure the Udzungwa – Ruaha ecosystem. While any initiative to secure or restore 
connectivity has of course conservation significance in its own right, a more coordinated 
countrywide approach would allow to direct investments in corridors towards the highest priorities 
or relevance. 

Need for more involvement of the protected area authorities 

The objective of maintaining connectivity between protected areas is to ensure the long-term 
protection of their ecological integrity and the survival of the wildlife species they harbour. 
Protected area agencies, TANAPA for the national parks or TAWA in case of game reserves and 
game controlled areas and NCAA in the case of Ngorongoro can therefore be considered as the 
first beneficiaries of wildlife corridor and dispersal area protection efforts.  

However, their direct involvement in on-going efforts to secure the wildlife corridors seems on 
average quite low and activities are usually implemented through projects and conservation 
NGOs. Protected area authorities should take a leading role in initiating initiatives to secure 
corridors in order to ensure their sustainability. Protected area agencies could play a facilitating 
role in collaboration with local authorities in the process of negotiating land use agreements with 
the villages.  

Protected Area Agencies also should play an important role in coordinating and providing funding 
and other resources for law enforcement once the agreements to secure the corridors are set up 
and take responsibility in monitoring and evaluating the integrity of the corridors. They also could 
potentially provide benefits to offset opportunity costs for example by funding alternative 
livelihood activities or providing other financial incentives. The current legislative framework 
considers that all wildlife belongs to the Government and results in little incentives for the 
communities to conserve it. While the 2009 Wildlife Act provides for some benefit sharing, like in 
the case of WMA, it seems crucial that more, if not all, benefits are devolved to the communities 
to create the necessary incentives for wildlife conservation outside the protected areas.  

The window of opportunity to secure wildlife corridors is closing fast and costs for 
securing them are increasing 

The 2009 TAWIRI study considered most of the identified corridors at the risk of being lost in a 2 
to 5-year time span and stressed the urgency to undertake initiatives to secure them. It is 
therefore very positive that 8 years later, only a few corridors have been totally blocked. On-going 
efforts to secure corridors have certainly contributed to this result and avoided that more corridors 
have been severed.  

However, pressures on the remaining corridors are increasing rapidly with land conversion 
leading to further fragmentation of habitats outside protected areas. Significantly, more efforts 
and investment will be needed and urgent action undertaken to maintain the existing wildlife 
corridors. With increasing human settlements of vacant land and land conversion in the potential 
corridor areas, securing them is becoming more complicated every day as once people are 
settled in an area or have made investment in exploiting the land for agriculture, it is much more 
difficult to reverse the situation. Once the land is being used, it will be much more complicated to 
convince local communities to set it aside for wildlife conservation. Corridor restoration is possible 
and experiences in the Gombe – Rukamabasi corridor have shown that degraded areas can be 
recovered if conserved. However, if people have already settled or started farming, 
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compensation, easement and resettlement might be the only options to achieve, making corridor 
restoration potentially a very expensive exercise.   

It is urgent to finalize the wildlife corridor regulations  

The fact that the Wildlife Conservation Act # 5 of 2009 made provisions for the designation of 
corridors, this means it has provided a positive impetus on efforts to secure wildlife corridors as 
it gave a clear signal that safeguarding connectivity is an important element of the wildlife 
conservation policy in Tanzania. This has also been an important factor to mobilise the support 
of regional and local authorities for on-going efforts to secure corridors. 

Unfortunately, to date no corridor has been officially designated using the provisions of the 
Wildlife Conservation Act # 5 of 2009. Efforts were made a few years ago to officially designate 
the Selous – Niassa corridor nonetheless did not go forward due to lack of clarity on what this 
designation would actually mean in terms of the status of the land use and tenure but also on 
which area had to be exactly designated.  

While the Wildlife Conservation Act does not preclude the Minister for Natural Resources & 
Tourism to designate wildlife corridors in absence of the corridor regulations, it seems 
complicated to do in the absence of clear procedures to be followed for their establishment and 
management. There seems to be a lot of confusion with stakeholders on what the designation of 
a wildlife corridor would actually mean, in particular how it would impact land use rights and the 
tenure situation. The fact that 8 years after the adoption of the wildlife conservation act, this 
confusion is still continuing and can be considered as a major impediment to effectively secure 
the remaining corridors.  There is therefore an urgent need to clarify procedures by completing 
and adopting the wildlife corridor regulations. 

What about dispersal areas, buffer zones and migratory routes? 

The Wildlife Conservation Act # 5 of 2009 in the same paragraph empowers the Minister in 
addition to wildlife areas to designate dispersal areas, buffer zones and migratory routes (see 
definition on page 10). 

There seems to be quite some overlap between wildlife corridors and migratory routes and the 
main difference seems to be the size (the migratory route being defined as a strip or zone of 
land) and the fact that it refers to the migration of larger groups (“herds”) of wild animals. However, 
in practice there can be also an overlap with the other designations: some wildlife corridors like 
the Selous – Niassa corridor are also important dispersal areas while others like Tarangire - 
Simanjiro corridor could probably better defined as dispersal areas rather than wildlife corridors. 
Others like the Gombe – Mukungu – Rukambazi corridor also partly constitute a buffer zone to a 
protected area.  

The 2009 TAWIRI study looked only at potential wildlife corridors, even if some might overlap 
with the other designations. It would therefore be important to complete the work of this study 
and determine also in a systematic way the critical dispersal areas and buffer zones, which are 
vital for the survival of the wildlife populations in the protected areas. Also, the regulations will 
pertain to all these designations and have to take this into account. 

The special case of transboundary corridors 

Several of the corridors identified are transboundary and connect protected areas across the 
international border between Tanzania and neighbouring countries. This is the case for the 
Selous – Niassa corridor (with Mozambique), the Burigi – Akagera corridor (with Rwanda), the 
Gombe – Rukamabasi corridor (with Burundi), the Kilimanjaro – Amboseli corridor (with Kenya), 
the Loazi – Kalambo corridor (with Zambia). Their transboundary character adds an additional 
layer of complexity as actions to secure the corridor need to be coordinated across the boundary. 
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To facilitate this coordination, an agreement can be signed between the countries involved. Such 
an agreement is only in place for the Selous- Niassa corridor but has yet to be operationalized. 

Connectivity is not only about wildlife corridors 

The Wildlife Conservation Act # 5 of 2009 governs the management of wildlife in Tanzania. It is 
therefore logical to also critically focus on wildlife corridors and migratory routes. However, 
connectivity in terms of biodiversity conservation is larger than the aspect of wildlife alone but 
also about preventing genetic isolation of all species. This also means that in certain cases 
connectivity can also be ensured by other means than physically preserving an area for wildlife 
to pass. Particular to this case are the forest corridors, there is potential to use other models such 
and landscape approaches which ensure connectivity by promoting a mosaic of land use and 
preserving stepping stones which can be used by plants and animals. Conversely, such 
provisions for connectivity are not covered under the 2009 Wildlife Conservation Act. 

7.2 Lessons learned on threats  

Habitat Loss through land conversion is the number one threat 

Land conversion, especially for agriculture, was cited as the main threat for almost all reviewed 
wildlife corridors. The main driver behind the land conversion seems to be the rapid population 
growth whose livelihood largely depend agriculture. Tanzania’s population is expected to triple 
from 55 million people in 2016 to 138 million in 2050 and mostly residing in rural areas. Population 
growth figures are even higher in certain areas like western Tanzania where land conversion for 
agriculture is rampant. Poor access to reproductive health facilities is one of the reasons for this 
high growth rate. Rapid population growth coupled with low productivity of the subsistence 
agriculture still common in most parts of Tanzania. Poor agricultural techniques, little access to 
quality seeds and extension services and low use of inputs such as fertilizers and inadequate 
disease and pests control result in low yields and a quick degradation of soil fertility. Poor storage 
facilities and techniques lead to high post-harvest losses. As a result more land need to be 
converted to agriculture to satisfy the subsistence needs of the rapidly growing rural population. 
Increasing demand of land for agriculture results into more utilization of natural habitats outside 
the protected areas currently used by wildlife being converted for agriculture. This agricultural 
expansion into new areas used by wildlife is also reported to result in an increase in human – 
wildlife conflicts.  

Increasing pressure from livestock grazing 

Compared to 2009, there seems to be an increased pressure from pastoralists with livestock on 
protected areas as well as remaining non-protected natural habitats. With increased land 
conversion for agriculture, grazing areas are becoming scarce in certain parts of the country, 
forcing pastoral communities to move their cattle in to areas, which were previously avoided 
because of trypanosomiasis and other diseases. Numbers of livestock also seem on the increase 
as the possession of large herds continues to be a status symbol of importance and wealth even 
if productivity of the livestock per head is low. As livestock remains untaxed and as there is little 
action to stop illegal grazing, there is little incentive for pastoralists to control the numbers of their 
livestock and invest in higher productivity and per capita yield. 

Increasingly, livestock movements in search of grazing areas are no longer seasonal but results 
in permanent migration into previously sparsely settled areas. In western and southern Tanzania, 
agro-pastoralists from the centre of the country are taking control over previously unsettled land, 
including general land but also forest reserves and (proposed) Wildlife Management Areas and 
even Game Reserves and Game Controlled Areas, and erect permanent settlements in the area, 
destroying the forests, invading wetlands with livestock and setting up farming plots. 
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Poaching could make corridors irrelevant 

For the last 10 years Tanzania has been experiencing a surge in poaching in particular elephant 
poaching. Especially elephant populations in the south and the west of the country have 
decreased significantly. While poaching has been bad in many of the protected areas, it has even 
more affected the dispersal areas and wildlife corridors, where there are usually less anti-
poaching efforts. Examples are the Selous – Niassa corridor, but also the Ugala – Moyowozi 
corridor and the corridor between the Ruaha and Katavi ecosystems.  

With elephant populations, much smaller now than 10 years ago and security outside protected 
areas even more problematic than inside the game reserves or national parks, it is likely that 
elephants and other wildlife species are less inclined to leave the protected areas and use wildlife 
corridors and dispersal areas. At the same time, experiences in the Selous – Niassa corridor 
have shown that when poaching pressure can be brought down with adequate law enforcement, 
elephants will return to these areas. 

Development initiatives fail to take into account wildlife corridors 

With the provisions in the Wildlife Conservation Act # 5 of 2009, which make it possible to 
designate wildlife corridors, the Tanzania Government made the conservation of connectivity part 
of its wildlife policy. At the same time, this important political commitment to safeguarding wildlife 
corridors seem poorly known in other Ministries, Departments, Agencies (MDAs) and 
development projects or other initiatives. Such initiatives include but not limited to mining and oil 
and gas exploration and exploitation projects, development corridors, large scale agricultural 
development projects, road development and upgrading projects, which rarely take into account 
the needs to preserve these wildlife corridors. This is of course also due to the fact that eight 
years after the adoption of the 2009 Wildlife Conservation Act, not a single wildlife corridor or 
dispersal area has been officially designated. If corridors would have been designated or at least 
priority corridors would have been officially identified, it would have been easier for these projects 
to take them into account. In fact, some of these larger development projects could also present 
opportunities to support corridor protection as they are subject to Environmental and Social 
Impact Assessment and sometimes Strategic Environmental Assessment and could foresee 
measures to safeguard corridors and connectivity as part of their Environmental Management 
Plan. 

Climate change: the elephant in the room? 

There is significant uncertainty over climate projections for Tanzania. In general, temperatures 
are expected to increase in the range of 1-3°C by the middle of the century but changes in pattern 
of rainfall are less clear as global climate models disagree over whether there will be an increase 
or a decrease in precipitation over most parts of Tanzania.  
 
It is clear that future changes in rainfall and temperature are likely to result in changes in plant 
and animal species composition and diversity and in shifts in species range. This could mean 
that that in some locations the geographical range of suitable habitats will shift outside protected 
area boundaries and fragmentation of habitats could easily disrupt existing connectivity and 
increase the difficulties for migrating species. Climate change will also impact on agricultural land 
and areas currently used for grazing and lead to further pressure on remaining natural habitats. 
 
While it is at this stage difficult to predict the exact impact of climate change on the protected 
areas of Tanzania and on existing wildlife corridors, it is recognized that larger protected areas 
and protected areas connected over larger landscapes will be more resilient to these changes. 
So, securing connectivity between the different ecosystems together with the preservation of 
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larger protected area complexes are probably the best available strategy at this stage to prepare 
for climate change impacts.  

7.3 Lessons learned on approaches to address land use and tenure in securing wildlife 
corridors 

Most wildlife corridors in Tanzania lie on village land with varied land tenure and use systems. 
The land tenure varies from individual farm plots, private lands and woodlots, community grazing 
areas, joint village forest and others. Such complex land tenure systems may complicate efforts 
to secure corridors thus different participatory and integrative approaches need to be considered 
in our endeavour to restore wildlife corridors. 

Community participation is key  

The different on going initiatives to secure wildlife corridors have undertaken important efforts to 
ensure full community participation in their processes as they consoder that payoff for most 
CBNRs projects is largely vested on their buy-in capacity from the local communities. The 
experiences show that the success of the different approaches to secure corridors, such as joint 
and community managed forests in Mngeta corridor, joint patrols and easements in Tarangire-
Simanjiro plains and compensation in Derema, depend on the extent to which communities have 
been involved. It was learnt that the higher the involvement of communities the higher the 
chances of success, hence sustainability of the efforts. Involvement of communities has shown 
some positive elements in conservation of corridors in Tarangire-Manyara, West Kilimanjaro-
Amboseli and Manyara-Ngorongoro corridors. It must be emphasized that these corridor areas 
are mostly situated on village land with different individual tenure rights thus such lands cannot 
be protected “against” the local community. Communities require fair, prior and informed consent, 
which are also important for sustainability and reduce the cost of enforcement especially when 
the capacity of the central-based institutions is low or lacking. However, securing buy-in takes 
time and building a relation of trust and respect is needed. Important question in these processes 
is that “time is the one thing we do not have”. Thus, careful balancing of issues using experienced 
extension staff and efficient state of the art technologies can help reduce the time risk. 

Local authorities are important facilitators   

It was also learnt from the study that since most of the corridors sit on village lands this calls for 
full engagement of local government authorities in planning and monitoring of the processes. 
Corridor restoration actors have confidence that to achieve their full buy-in, local government 
authorities need to be convinced on the rationale and importance of these corridors not only as 
local artefact but rather as amenities of national, regional and global importance. Their direct 
involvement and benefit portfolio must be explicitly elaborated. Then local authorities need to be 
convinced and can be a great asset in facilitating dialogue with the communities as they are they 
are in a good position to bring together the general interest (connectivity) with the local concerns. 
Active support from local authorities has been key to different successful corridor initiatives 
(examples Kilimanjaro-Amboseli (Kitendeni), Mahale – Katavi; Mahale – Ugalla, Gombe – 
Rukambasi, Tarangire-Manyara (Kwakuchinja), Uluguru north-south (Bunduki gap) and 
Usambaras east (Derema). Effective involvement of the local government authorities was thus 
thought important for sustainability but it remains a challenge in terms ofapproaches can be 
effectively used to achieve this support. The use of district subject matter specialists, ward and 
village extension officers, community development officers and locally available enthusiastic 
personnel can yield important dividends in conservation. Wildlife conservation agenda should be 
part of Ward Development agenda that later being discussed at district level and can be 
mainstreamed in the district development planning process. There is also need to consider local 
conditions and bio-physical amenities of a particular area. 
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Benefits for local communities 

The study revealed out that ensuring benefits for local communities from these efforts is the key 
point. It is important at this juncture to have feasible and implementable promises when we are 
engaging with communities. Benefits can also include non-material benefits (example: watershed 
protection, environmental goods and services and aesthetic values. Gombe – Rukambazi is a 
good example for watershed protection benefit. Looking at new ways of generating benefits 
(carbon, ecosystem services) can also be ideal and promising. However, the question remains 
“whose benefits; for social benefits or individuals, or authorities benefits?  To avoid 
embarrassments, several bitter lessons can be learnt when promises and expectation from 
interventions are not met by communities. 

Village land use planning is a key tool 

It was found in this study that despite its potential for rural resource planning, only handful villages 
have land use plans in Tanzania. By February 2017, hardly 2,000 villages out of 12,545 had 
village land use plans (VLUP) country-wide regardless they are close or away from protected 
area. However, all villages surrounding WMAs have land use plans.  

The lack of VLUP can translate into complex pathways when it comes to rural resource planning 
and it can be another source of conflicts. Nonetheless legal frameworks to carryout land use 
plans exist in the country. The Land Policy (1995-now under review), the Village Land Act No. 5 
of 1999, the land Use Planning Act No. 6 of 2006, National Land Use Framework Plans (2013-
2033), District Land Use Framework Plans (2006) and Guidelines for preparation of participatory 
village land use plans (2013) all exist. These important legal instruments provide a platform to 
carryout VLUP and district or zonal land use framework plans.  

VLUP is participatory, inclusive and integrative that help community and local authority buy-in. 
VLUP ensures sustainable resources assessment and use in village lands so as corridors, it 
enables communities to develop own community action plans, by-laws and institutions to manage 
rural management. VLUP is a long-term plan that can ensure sustainability of key resources in 
the village including corridors. It provides avenues to communities to improve their landscapes 
through detailed plans. VLUPs allow adjudication, registration, surveying & certification of village 
land parcels hence tenure security including corridors. VLUP is mandatory for WMAs 
establishment and has been applied in Makame, Burunge, Randilen and Mbomipa WMA, which 
are all situated in important wildlife corridors. Through VLUPs, these WMAs have managed to 
develop their socio-economic and biophysical development pathways through developing action 
plans. They have managed establish by-laws and institutions to enforce them which is important 
for natural resources safeguard. VLUP has six important stages that need to be followed step by 
step to yield important results on landscape restoration & livelihoods improvement. It was also 
learnt that good governance is key for successful VLUPs. The fact that often there are no land 
use plans can actually be utilized as an opportunity as it provides room for conservation actors 
to carry out new VLUPs that seriously consider restoration and safeguard of corridors. AWF, 
UCRT and TNC have used land use planning to restore corridors such as Tarangire-Manyara, 
Tarangire-Simanjiro plains and, Manyara-Ngorongoro. Likewise, TNC-Tuungane Project, JGI, 
FZS are using VLUPs restore western corridors. 

 

WMAs remain an important approach to secure corridors and dispersal areas 

The study further identified that WMAs remain a key tool to set aside land for wildlife conservation 
while generating benefits for the communities. The legal framework for establishing and 
managing WMAs exists, nonetheless, wildlife remains property of the state. There are about 38 
WMAs in Tanzania covering 334 villages in 34 districts. In many cases, expected benefits from 
these locally based institutions have failed to materialize creating frustration among local 
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communities, hence resistance against creating new WMAs. Besides, processes of 
institutionalizing these structures are very long, expensive and complicated hence bottlenecks 
exist to succeed. Other benefits that can be accrued from WMAs beyond trophy hunting or 
photographic tourism should be considered thoroughly. More often than not, law enforcement in 
these corridor/dispersal areas needs outside support (example; Selous-Niassa). 
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Nonetheless, WMAs are facing different challenges that need to be addressed as a matter of 
priority, including a poor spill-over of benefits to communities or individuals, poor management 
or limited gains from conservation benefits, limited enforcement and encroachments from 
livestock e.g. the case of Wamimbiki and excessive government involvement especially in the 
control of revenues. In line with the current legislative framework and the WMA regulations, 
villages receive only 60% of the received income from wildlife use for their effort to shoulder the 
cost of conservation while the government receives 40% of the WMA benefit for allowing wildlife 
to use the community land. A full devolvement of the perceived income to the communities could 
provide the necessary incentives for these communities to conserve the wildlife which is utilizing 
their land. 
 

Village Forest Reserves: flexible and efficient 

Village forest reserves contain mosaics of varied blocks of forests with rich biodiversity. 
Sometimes they serve as important areas for primate conservation may host both endangered 
& endemic forest plants and mammals. When well-maintained they can provide safe passage for 
large mammals such as elephant and buffalo thus, helping connectivity to other conservation 
hotspots. Village forest reserves also have a human face by providing livelihood amenities to 
surrounding communities and ecosystem services, e.g., water flows. The restoration of the 
Gombe – Mukungu – Rukamabasi is a spectacular example. The forests in this corridor were 
increasingly degraded by deforestation and agricultural conversion. Through a VLUP exercise, it 
was possible to set these areas aside as village forest reserves and today the vegetation has 
been recovering in a spectacular way. Village forest reserves in Mngeta corridor, Mlele and a 
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stretch between Manyara and Ngorongoro corridor are other examples. They are much more 
flexible and quick to set up than WMA and are widely used to protect corridors.  

Easement and Compensation 

Conservation easements are often described as splitting the bundle of rights. In a conservation 
easement, a government or non-profit conservation organization acquires partial property rights 
from a landowner to restrict land uses such as agriculture, building, mining or timber harvesting 
so as the parcel could be utilized by wildlife. The conservation easement holder is tasked with 
enforcing these restrictions, typically in perpetuity. Private and communal lands are critical for 
wildlife habitat and connectivity and acquiring conservation easements is one important approach 
to species conservation. So far analysis of most corridors shows that these corridors are 
inhabited with people accompanied by their varied social economic activities and infrastructure. 
To rescue such occupied corridors may require approaches such as easement and 
compensation. AWF and WCS tried with communities around Tarangire-Simanjiro plains 
whereas NCAA, TNC, UCRT used easement to restore Manyara-Ngorongoro (Upper 
Kitete/Selela) corridor. Nonetheless there are lots of challenges partly due to low community 
participation, lack of legal framework, conflicts of interest between actors and speculation on land 
grabbing. Easement is famous in Amboseli where 90 farmers are paid not to cultivate but the risk 
is high as its solely depend on donor’s financing and there is a possibility of speculation on land 
value hence communities taking actors into ransom. It must be understood that negotiation for 
easement agreements is based on a voluntary basis and makes every effort to obtain an 
agreement that is fair and reasonable to both parties. 

Similar to easement approach is compensation, which is a form of payment to a land user to 
vacate and surrender his user rights the land after being fairly and timely compensated. It is one 
of the tools for land acquisition.  One of the compensation approaches to rescue corridor was 
carried out by the government of Tanzania in collaboration with Development Partners to halt 
forest fragmentation in the Derema corridor (Usambaras east. More than 2.5 million US$ of 
project support was used to gazette the Derema forest and improve connectivity. Support was 
also provided to alternative farming land to affected communities and devise alternative income 
generating activities. Independent evaluation of this project is missing but its exorbitant cost is 
explicit which indicates that restoration of fragmented landscapes need critical investment which 
sometimes cannot be met by government funding alone thus collaboration with different 
stakeholders that can offer financial, technical and technological support is important. To be 
effective, compensation need another layer of enforcement such as patrols to make it effective 
otherwise former land users and even new comers may bounce back. 

Both easements and compensation, require careful handling to avoid flaws. Community 
involvement and acceptance is key, thus buy-in strategies need to be strengthened though critical 
planning otherwise can lead into huge loss of resources.  

Extension, upgrading and creation of protected areas 

Creation of these corridors as another form of protection is possible when they are situated on 
general or protected land but becomes complex when they are on village land. Creation of 
another form of protection takes long time in particular if it concerns extension of national park 
(e.g. extension of Ruaha National Park) and needs huge resources in terms of finances, logistics 
and personnel. More often than not it becomes a potential source of conflicts with communities 
and human rights organizations. Expansion or change of protection status of Ushango Wetlands, 
Ruaha NP; Speke’s Gulf, Serengeti National Park are typical examples. Alternatively, these 
areas can be gazetted as local forest reserves managed under local authority as community 
and/or joint forest reserves (Example of Tongwe West District Forest Reserve around Mahale). 
Effective community involvement is needed to yield important milestone on this approach. The 
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tool may be quicker and easier to implement though its effectiveness requires detailed 
assessment based on local conditions. 

Reserving land for wildlife and grazing 

The study also revealed that Honey Guide Foundation (HGF), TRIAS, TNC, AWF have worked 
with communities in Manyara Ranch – Lake Natron and Tarangire-Makuyuni corridors to provide 
safe passage for wildlife and land for livestock. TNC and HGF have also been supporting 
Randilen and Burunge WMAs while AWF provides support when needed. These actors have 
used VLUPs and issuance of CCROs in securing customary ownerships right to grazing areas 
as a way to secure grazing lands for wildlife and livestock and keeping agricultural conversion at 
bay. Through community guides, they have managed secure safe passage for through the use 
of different approaches and different fencing materials e.g. chili, tree branches or wire to let the 
animals pass from one protected area to the other. Use of alarm and touches/flash lights have 
also tried by village protection teams (e.g. in Mswakini-Kwakuchinja corridor) and have helped 
to lead wildlife to safe passage. With careful planning, wildlife and livestock can yield a 
compatible land use model. The use of Crop Protection Tool Kit (as used by HGF in Tarangire-
Manyara corridor) can be ideal in restoration of wildlife corridors. It is an interactive tool kit loaded 
with various conservation models and packages that not only help community buy-in but also 
has alternative methods to lead wildlife into safe passage. 

Indeed, success of most of these approaches dwell on how best communities are involved. As 
earlier pointed out that most corridors sit on village lands with diverse individual and communal 
land rights that need to be acknowledged. The land users and owners need to be consulted to 
gain their consent which is important element for sustainability. To achieve effective community 
participation, one needs to understand and respect these communities and their socio-cultural 
organizations. Practitioners must take time and space to understand communities’ potential of 
indigenousness and unique focal features that characterize particular community. Field work 
must be a matter of principal so as to understand these communities; we need to spend times 
with them if we want to understand them. Successful restoration of corridors also requires 
collaboration and partnership between state and non-state actors so as international actors.   
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS  

8.1 Recommendations on how to address land use and tenure  

Different situations require different approaches to secure the corridors 

Wildlife corridors demonstrated great diversity in terms of biodiversity resources they support and 
the size. The western, eastern and southern corridors such as Mngeta, Udzungwa, Gombe, 
Uluguru and Usambaras were found to have important forest and vegetation resources 
compared to northern corridors that were dominated by grasslands, thickets and degraded 
woodlands. Some corridors such as Selous-Niassa and Tarangire-SwagaSwaga-Muhezi are so 
extensive and they also acted as dispersal areas. Corridors such as Manyara-Ngorongoro were 
just small passage to allow animals to move from one protected area to another. Besides, land 
use and tenure systems were also varied so as the treats though mostly typified by agriculture, 
livestock keeping, mining, charcoal making, lumbering and logging. Land conversions largely for 
agriculture and livestock keeping were the main threats, which led to deforestation and 
degradation hence corridors’ fragmentation. Most corridors were situated on village land though 
a few passed through public land (especially those in the western part), private land (like Mngeta 
passing Ilovo plantation) and ranches such as Kilimanjaro-Amboseli and Wamimbiki-Mikumi. 
Some corridors such as Tarangire-Mkungunero-Kimotorok and Tarangire-Maasai Plains also 
utilize other forms of protection such as Game Reserves and Game Controlled Areas and Wildlife 
Management Areas. Corridors connected to major ecosystems such as Selous-Mikumi, 
Tarangire-Manyara and Ruaha-Rungwa-Muhezi had more diverse species of wildlife utilizing the 
corridors. It is recommended that actors for corridor conservation employ varied conservation 
approaches to adapt to specific objectives at different area. Hardly one tool fits restoration efforts 
to all corridors. 

Tenure rights need to be respected 

Securing corridors can only happen with the participation and agreement of people having the 
tenure rights. Participatory and respectful buy-in from communities needs to be employed to 
ensure sustainability. Understanding of their cultural values and socio-political settings must also 
be respectful. AWF and TNC for instance have worked extensively with Hadzabe hunters and 
gathers in the Makame wildlife management area to secure surrounding wildlife corridors. It must 
also noted that corridors are situated largely on village land so this means an agreement has to 
be negotiated with the local communities on how the corridor can be secured and maintained in 
village lands with multiple land rights including individual/private and communal land rights. On 
the other scenario however, many corridors have been invaded recently by people with no 
traditional tenure rights whose dealings may require a different approach. Thus, understanding 
such dynamics is key in restoring corridors. 

The laws need to be respected 

Tanzania has important legal provisions, which already protect the landscapes against 
inappropriate land use and environmental destruction. The Environmental Management Act of 
2004 has a provision that restricts agriculture on steep slopes, no agriculture 60 m from the river 
banks or water sources. The Wildlife Conservation Act No. 5 of 2009, Land Policy of 1995 and 
its subsequent legal frameworks e.g. the Village Land Act No. 5 of 1999 and Land Use Planning 
Act No. 6 of 2007, the Forestry Policy of 1998 and its subsequent Act so as Water Resources 
Policy and Acts all have provisions that directly or impliedly can help secure and maintain 
corridors. Nonetheless, laws must be explicit to avoid unnecessary confusion and ensure that 
they are being respected by the general population. If these legal provisions would be respected, 
this would facilitate connectivity and securing corridors. In addition there are important by-laws 
agreed with communities as part of land use planning, creation of village forest reserves, WMA 
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and other CBNRM portfolios. When used wisely and enforced with community based institution 
can bring fruitful results in securing corridors. It is thus imperative to make better use of the 
existing legal frameworks. 

Potential of Land Use Planning 

Village Land use planning remains the most important tool for addressing land use and tenure 
issues and conflicts. It is therefore the main framework that allows for securing corridors and 
ensuring compatible land uses. To ensure functioning land use plans, there is a need to speed 
up village land use planning in important corridor areas with an objective of restoring wildlife 
connectivity. Importantly these land use plans need to be promoted by local and regional 
authorities and PA agencies. Efforts to secure corridors in northern part were associated with 
VLUPs and all 38 WMA established in the country have VLUPs which are at different stages of 
implementation. VLUPs lay the basis for participatory, integrated and inclusive processes in 
resource assessment and planning. It involves formulation of by-laws and local institutions to 
overseer them. Its flexible that it can be adjusted based on community emerging needs. However, 
time and resources are needed to carryout VLUPs. Nonetheless, nationwide, only handful 
villages have LUPs, thus is recommended that this provision though a disguise provides with an 
opportunity for new plans that precisely aim to secure the wildlife corridors as integral part of 
village natural resources base. 

Need for landscape perspective 

Since corridors criss-cross larger area than a single or a few villages, and passes through 
extensive biodiversity endowment that are situated across villages there is therefore a need of 
having a landscape approach when carrying out VLUPs. Otherwise the scale of VLUP can be 
too small for securing corridors. Thus, it is advised that to reconsider for an “overarching view” 
to ensure connectivity across the landscape. To ensure sustainable landscape approach, it is 
recommended the use of sound scientific data coupled with traditional knowledge systems, which 
are necessary to identify the priority routes for the corridors. Coordination of VLUP across the 
landscape should be supported by mapping and GIS and coupled with participatory mapping to 
ensure community ownership to the processes. Appreciably is that, the land use planning laws 
allow for joint village land use plans so as District and Zonal land use framework plans and 
guidelines to carry out such plans are available thus conservationists are urgently urged to utilize 
these frameworks.  

Use Village Forest Reserves to secure corridors while providing benefits to the 
communities 

Village Forest Reserves can be a flexible and convenient tool in securing corridors and can be 
established as part of the VLUPs. VFRs have potential to generate important benefits 
(sustainable harvesting of timber, construction poles, thatching materials, charcoal, food e.g. 
mushrooms, medicinal plants), which are directly going to the community. Such plans need to be 
supported by management plan or community action plans. Besides, by-laws need to be well 
elaborated and enforced. In context of corridors, it is advised that support should be provided for 
patrolling and law enforcement (by District and Protected Area Agencies) (joint patrols, small 
allowances, training, equipment) but also ensuring better status for VGS can yield substantive 
results. 

Address the challenges of Wildlife Management Areas 

So far 38 WMA are established in the country. Establishment of WMA is also associated with 
carrying out VLUPs hence ensuring range sustainability of the corridors. WMA remain an 
important tool to secure corridors but the known problems of WMA need to be fixed including 
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simplifying procedures to establish them, devolve ownership over the wildlife to the local 
communities. Plans to secure corridors must also ensure multiple use of areas through allowing 
sustainable use if compatible with conservation objectives (example wet season grazing, limited/ 
or well-planned access to water points). It is also recommended to ensure diversification of 
benefits to communities e.g. permit regulated local hunting, use of forest products by 
communities, engaging communities into carbon market, and ensure wider understanding of 
other cash and non-cash benefits the conservation can bring to the communities. Update the 
regulations is important to capture fast changing scenarios. There is need to implement 
recommendations and evaluations put forward by various studies and actors. Indeed, securing 
these corridors requires technical and financial support for law enforcement and management 
thus collaboration among sectors and stakeholders are prerequisites.  

Further diversify the tools to secure corridors 

There are other tools to secure corridors that have also been utilized in Tanzania. Easement has 
been tried in some parts of Tarangire and Manyara to secure corridors whereas compensation 
and resettlement combined with the provision of alternative livelihoods and farming or village 
lands were tried in Usambaras corridors (Derema). Governance improvement through provision 
of Zonal  and Gerneral Management Plans were also tried in several areas in Tarangire and 
Manyara corridors. It is recommended that these efforts be improved including being  backed up 
with systmetic data sets and more importantly, with  the involvement of local ommunities and 
their institutions.  

Ensure benefits for communities 

Benefit generation is probably the most complex part of securing a corridor. It needs to be 
discussed transparently with local communities. Benefit generation tools like WMA and VLUPs 
needs to be improved. It is therefore advised that innovative ways of generating benefits need to 
be further developed (e.g. easements, alternative income generating activities, carbon credits), 
which can help communities benefit as opportunity costs. Likewise, possibility of the Government 
and PA authorities  to provide additional benefits need to be critically considered.  

Address issue of increasing grazing pressure 

This is a complex issue, which is linked to many factors (population increase, climate chance, 
land scarcity, cultural habits-norms and values). Extensive grazing is severely impacting not only 
potential corridors but also protected areas. This challenge needs to be addressed by appropriate 
livestock policy at national level, with regulations and incentives and involving several Ministries, 
Departments, Agencies and non-state actors. Only immediate solutions seem to ensure that the 
law is respected strictly, but reaching out to the  wider pastoral community remains tricky. It is 
urged that the use of joint village land use plans or district land use framework plans may assist 
designating extension grazing area that also permit mobility and could allow wildlife movement 
between protected areas. 

Address conflicting land use policies 

It is not uncommon that different Ministries pushing agendas with conflicting land use possibly 
due to weak coordination. It is therefore recommended that better coordination is needed 
between all policy and decision making levels. Macro level Land Use planning and Strategic 
Environmental Assessments for big programmes such as SAGCOT and mining and gas projects 
can be utilized to avoid conflicting interests towards achieving our sustainable development goals. 
MNRT is strongly urged to develop a clear corridor plan to feed into these discussions and 
decision making pathways.  It is understandable that without legal recognition of corridors it would 
always be difficult to incorporate them into planning and programming of national initiatives. Thus, 
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the urgency of formulating wildlife corridor regulations is important to place its urgency into 
national planning and programming processes.    

8.2 Recommendations for the preparation of Regulations on wildlife corridor, dispersal 
area, buffer zones and migratory routes 

The Regulations should be fully compatible with existing laws and regulations, in 
particular the Village Land Act 

The Regulations will not stand in isolation, but will need to fully take into account other existing 
laws and regulations. As most wildlife corridors are largely situated on village land, all laws and 
regulations governing the management of village land will need to be fully considered, in 
particular the Land Act # 4 of 1999, the Village Land Act # 5 of 1999 and Land Use Planning Act 
#6 of 2007, which clarify the authority over village land governance. It needs to be recalled that 
the Village Land Act # 5 of 1999 does foresee the possibility to transfer village land to reserved 
land for reasons of public interest, but such a transfer is subject to a stringent procedure and 
automatically also triggers compensation.  

The 2009 Wildlife Conservation Act does not foresee that the designation of an area as wildlife 
corridor, dispersal area, buffer zone or migratory route automatically entails a transfer of the land 
to the reserved land (see below). Therefore, it will be the village and the local communities who 
remain with the authority over the land and this has to be fully taken into account in drafting the 
regulations.  

Wildlife corridors, dispersal areas, buffer zones and migratory routes should not be 
considered as new categories of protected areas 

It is recommended that the designations of wildlife corridors, dispersal areas, buffer zones and 
migratory routes should not be considered as new protected area categories. Designating wildlife 
corridors, as protected areas would automatically result in a reclassification into the category of 
reserved land. With most of the wildlife corridors currently situated on village land, this would 
require the transfer of important areas of village land to the category of reserved land, which is 
not only complicated but also costly and probably unrealistic. It would probably also encounter a 
lot of popular resistance and resentment hence its unsustainability. Rather it is suggested that 
potential corridors would remain within their current land categories but that their designation 
would trigger a land use planning process, which should ensure that the land use foreseen in 
these areas is compatible with the conservation objectives assigned to them. The Land Use 
Planning Act # 6 of 2007 can guide such processes so as that of landscape approach. 

In practice, this would mean that a wildlife corridor could be composed of a mosaic of land with 
different tenure status. Designated wildlife corridors could still include protected areas, using one 
of the existing protected area designations (national park, game reserve or forest reserve), but it 
is likely that most land would remain under full ownership of the villages and private owners. 
However, the official designation as a Wildlife Corridor would create a framework for its overall 
management in accordance with the set conservation objectives to secure connectivity and safe 
passage of wildlife. The management framework has to be participatory, inclusive and integrative 
and involve al the (customary) owners of the land. It is recommended that the Regulations lay 
out the process to design the corridor and develop this management framework and clarify how 
it will be implemented.  
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The Regulations should foresee a mechanism for priority setting 

The conservation of wildlife corridors is an important priority for biodiversity conservation in 
Tanzania and the fact that the Wildlife Conservation Act # 5 of 2009 provides for the designation 
of wildlife corridors opens up possibilities to secure them. At the same time, it seems unlikely that 
it will be possible to secure all potential wildlife corridors, which have been identified so far. 
Several of them are currently blocked, partly encroached or invaded by agro-pastoralists and not 
all of them might still be ecologically viable. While it is in theory possible to also reclaim and 
restore corridors, which are already blocked or encroached, this will entail an important cost and 
complex negotiations. In addition, designating wildlife corridors on village land will be a long and 
costly process and require a careful negotiation with local communities.  

It is therefore recommended that the Regulations foresee a mechanism to determine clear 
priorities for corridor designation. Priorities should be based on assessing the biological and 
ecological importance of the different corridors in view of how to best secure the long-term 
survival of the different ecosystems of Tanzania (including the transboundary ecosystems), the 
integrity of the Protected Area System and the conservation of the wildlife populations they 
harbour. To allow for this priority setting to be done objectively more data will have to be collected 
in a systematic way to address the evident knowledge gaps which currently exists on the viability 
and ecological importance of certain potential corridors. The priority setting will also have to take 
into account the feasibility, negotiation complexities and related cost of securing the identified 
corridors, based on their land use and tenure situation and the level of encroachment.  The 
priority setting exercise should be facilitated by the Wildlife Division but ensure the participation 
of TAWIRI, TANAPA, TAWA, NCAA, scientists and conservation stakeholders. This exercise of 
priority setting could also be further enlarged to dispersal areas, buffer zones and migratory 
routes. 

It is recommended that the Regulations would include criteria for this priority setting exercise. It 
is further proposed that regulations would foresee the documentation of the priorities in the form 
of a “Priority Corridor Action Plan”. This action plan could be prepared for a defined time period 
(for example 5 years) and updated and revised at expiration, after an evaluation of its 
implementation. The Priority Corridor Action Plan should be approved at the level of the Minister 
and disseminated widely amongst Government Ministries and Regional and Local Authorities 
and be taken into account when making decisions on development projects which will affect land 
use and tenure.  

Initiating the process by declaring the intention to designate a corridor 

It is recommended that the Regulations foresee that to start the process of designation of a 
wildlife corridor, the declaration of an official “intention to designate a corridor” is made by the 
Minister. The intention to designate the corridor would be based on the priorities determined in 
the corridor action plan and the proposal would include a rough geographical delimitation of the 
area under consideration, a rationale for the corridor based on its biological and ecological 
importance and clearly specified conservation objectives, including an indication of wildlife 
species targeted. The declaration of intention would automatically trigger a process of 
consultation and negotiation with the landowners and stakeholders to identify the best land use 
options to secure the corridor, which should be concluded in an appropriate timeframe stated in 
the declaration of intention. It would also start a consultation process with other Ministries and 
Agencies. 

While the declaration of intention would set in motion the stakeholder consultation process, it 
would be important that during this time activities, which could further degrade the corridors are 
halted until a final agreement on land use options is reached. It is recommended that provisions 
for temporary ban to halt the expansion of certain activities could be included in the Regulations 
but it might also be possible to use other existing provision such as the Environmental 
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Management Act of 2004 (designation of Environmental Protected Area) or Village Land Act # 5 
of 1999 (declaration of hazard land). The support of the regional and local authorities will be 
crucial to implement these provisions. 

Consultation and coordination with other Ministries and Authorities 

Once the Minister has declared his intention to designate a corridor, it is recommended that the 
Regulations require the Minister to officially inform other relevant Ministries and Government 
Authorities such as the National Environmental Management Council (NEMC) about this 
intention and request Wildlife Division to organize a consultation with them to inform them about 
the details of the proposed designation and to check if any other projects or activities are foreseen 
within the proposed area, which could impact on the proposed corridor designation. These could 
include mining exploration or exploitation concessions, oil exploration or exploitation concessions, 
agricultural development schemes, large scale industrial developments including hydro-power 
dams as well as road developments and upgrades.  

If any projects are foreseen to have an impact on the proposed wildlife corridors, it will be 
important to take into account these planned projects while designing the corridor. In addition, 
the Environmental and Social Impact Assessments for the proposed project would have to 
include a careful assessment of the impacts of the project on the proposed wildlife corridors and 
ensure that the project is designed in such a way that any negative impacts can be avoided or 
mitigated. The same should apply for any future projects once the corridor is designated. 

Set up a local stakeholder working group to design the corridor 

It is crucial that the design of the corridor is done in a participatory and transparent way and 
includes all key stakeholders.  It is therefore recommended that the Regulations foresee that as 
soon as the Minister declares its intention to designate a wildlife corridor, a local stakeholder 
working group is set up to develop the further design of the corridor. This working group should 
include a representative from Wildlife Division, representatives of the relevant Regions, Districts 
and Villages, representatives of private landowners (if any), representative of the relevant 
protected area agencies (TAWA, TANAPA, NCAA and possibly TFS if forest reserves are 
involved). Other representatives should come from Authorized Association in case there is a 
WMA, as well as other potential stakeholders such as conservation NGOs/CSOs already working 
to secure the potential corridor or tourism operators active in the area. The working group should 
be made aware of the timeframe provided for the design phase of the corridor as decided by the 
Minister. Model Terms of Reference for the working group could be included in the Regulations. 

The facilitation of the working group will be crucial to achieve the best results. The facilitator will 
have to play the role of “honest broker” to help negotiate an agreement, which can be supported 
by all stakeholders. It is therefore recommended that the role of facilitation and coordination of 
the working group is given to the representative of the District (or the Region in case there is 
more than one District involved). This role could potentially also be assigned to the Wildlife 
Division, but given that it is the Ministry which declared the intention to establish the corridor, 
other stakeholders might be consider that this would create a “conflict of interest”. 

Once the corridor is officially established the working group could be transformed in a Joint 
Corridor Management Committee and tasked with the coordination of the management of the 
corridor. 
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Proposed tool: landscape level land use planning 

It is recommended that the Regulations foresee that the working group will initiate a landscape 
level land use planning exercise. Land use planning processes in Tanzania are not only done at 
the village level through the development of Village Land Use Plans (VLUPs) but also there is a 
legal mandate to carryout joint village land use plans, district and/or zonal land use framework 
plans). Coordination between VLUPs at district level is ensured through District Land Use 
Framework Plans. For the purpose of designing the wildlife corridors, it will be necessary to 
ensure a coordinated or joint land use planning across the entire landscape included in the 
proposed corridor. This is likely to include several villages and possibly more than one district. 
Southern Agricultural Growth Corridor of Tanzania (SAGCOT) land use framework plan is typical 
of a landscape approach which can also be used when trying to revitalize corridors that cuts 
across different administrative districts or regions. 

This exercise will have to start by assessing the situation with regard to land use planning in the 
proposed wildlife corridors: have the villages involved already have VLUPs and is/are there a 
District/s Land Use Framework Plans available? It is likely that at least some villages will not yet 
have VLUP. If there are VLUPs, it is likely that these will have to be adapted to ensure that land 
use in the proposed corridor areas is compatible with the conservation objectives. While VLUP 
will have to be developed or adapted for each village separately, the working group should be 
able to coordinate the development of these plans as to ensure the landscape perspective and 
guarantee that there will be compatible land use across the proposed corridor. The development 
of a District Land Use Framework Plan or Joint Village Land Use Plans can be a tool for this. It 
is recommended that proper and up to date maps are prepared on the areas important for the 
corridor, which can be considered during the development of the individual VLUP.  

Ensure compatible land use 

The main objective of the corridor wide land use planning will be to identify forms of land use 
compatible with the conservation objectives whilst at the same time catering for the interests and 
needs of the local communities.  

The planning process should also allow to narrow down the area that needs to be set aside for 
the wildlife corridor. It is recommended that the planning of the corridors also maximises the use 
of land which is or should be protected for other environmental reasons: protection of watersheds 
and interdiction to cultivate steep slopes, protection of riverine forests and interdiction to cultivate 
river banks and takes advantage as far as possible areas already set aside for conservation such 
as Wildlife Management Areas or Village Forest Reserves. 

It is however recommended that the Regulations leave the options on compatible land use open 
and to be decided during the negotiation process in accordance with the local situation and 
conservation objectives.  While it is likely that agricultural use which could lead to habitat 
fragmentation as well as human settlements within the proposed corridor area will not be 
compatible, other uses such as seasonal grazing or sustainable forest exploitation including 
harvesting of timber could be compatible. Ideally, land use should be oriented towards different 
forms of Community Based Natural Resource Management. Land use options, which would 
maximise conservation benefits such as the establishment of Wildlife Management Areas or 
Village Forest Reserves, should be fully considered.  

It is recommended that the possibility to elevate the status of some parts of the corridor to 
reserved land could also be carefully considered as an option in case no other solutions.  

It is recommended that the Regulations foresee that, once agreement is reached on the areas to 
be included in the corridor and land use restrictions and obligations of the different stakeholders, 
that these are translated into by-laws. These by-laws will form the basis of the law enforcement 
activities to ensure the integrity of the corridors. 
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Identifying benefits and incentives 

It seems only fair that if communities accept certain land use restrictions on their land on a 
voluntary basis to ensure the protection of wildlife corridors, they should receive fair and timely 
incentives for this. Identifying sufficient potential benefits to ensure the support of local 
communities will definitely present the most important challenge of the corridor design process. 
It is recommended that Regulations foresee for the negotiation process to discuss this question 
in detail and in full transparency, avoiding creating unrealistic expectations.  

As the corridor has the objective of conserving wildlife, it is logical that wildlife be considered as 
the first option to generate these benefits. However, it seems likely that only in exceptional cases, 
it will be possible to generate sufficient benefits through the use of the wildlife, either by sports 
hunting or photographic tourism. This has been clearly demonstrated by the experiences made 
with the establishment of WMAs. By their nature, wildlife is often only using these corridors for 
the limited period of the year and it could be difficult to interest investors for this. It is therefore 
recommended that a mix of potential benefit generating activities is considered based on a 
sustainable use of natural resources. These can include “classic” types of CBNRM projects such 
as the sustainable exploitation of timber in the village forest reserves or beekeeping, but also 
more innovative ways such as the marketing of ecosystem services or carbon credits should be 
considered or even making the land available for seasonal grazing activities.  

Nevertheless, other forms of incentivising the communities will also have to be considered. 
Conservation easements could be a potentially powerful tool whereby communities accept to 
restrict certain land use in exchange for cash payments. Costs for these easements could be 
covered by tourism operators of the protected areas and by the protected areas authorities 
directly, as they are the first beneficiaries from the corridor.  

Signing the corridor agreement 

It is recommended that the Regulations foresee that the agreements on the land use planning 
and land use restrictions and the benefits and incentives are formalized through the signature of 
a “Wildlife Corridor Establishment Agreement”. The agreement should also include by-laws and 
institutional arrangements to oversee them, land use maps as well as a detailed map of the 
designated wildlife corridor. Installation of witness marks such as geo-referenced beacons can 
have positive impact on safeguard of corridors. 

The agreement should be signed by all members of the Corridor Design Working Group to 
ensure that all stakeholders fully subscribe to its conclusions. The agreement will be vetted by 
the Director of Wildlife, endorsed by the Minister and lead to the official designation of the Wildlife 
Corridor in the Gazette, as foreseen in the 2009 Wildlife Conservation Act. Once the corridor is 
officially gazetted, the Corridor Agreement should be binding to the signing parties and only be 
changed in agreement with all signatories. This also has implications for the VLUPs, which will 
be an essential part of the agreement and means that changing the VLUPs (or at least the 
components of it pertaining to the wildlife corridor) would require the agreement of the signatories. 
It is recommended that the Regulations set out the process for making changes to the agreement. 

The agreement should also include the composition of the “Joint Corridor Management 
Committee”, which will be responsible to coordinate the implementation of the agreement and 
ensure the management of the corridor. This Committee should in principle be composed of the 
members of the corridor design working group. The agreement should also clarify how the 
operations of the Committee will be funded. It is recommended that these costs bill be primarily 
born by the protected area authorities involved with possible additional funding from other 
stakeholders. 
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Management of the designated wildlife corridors 

It is recommended that the Regulations give the responsibility of coordinating the implementation 
of the corridor agreement to the Joint Corridor Management Committee.  

To ensure law enforcement, it is recommended that the Regulations foresee the possibility that 
the Joint Corridor Management Committee to contract Village Game Scouts (VGS), who will be 
tasked with law enforcement and ensuring the implementation of the by-laws governing the 
corridor. Village Game Scouts should receive formal authority from the Director of Wildlife similar 
to the VGS already operating in WMAs and receive training and equipment support through the 
protected area authorities. Protected area authorities should play a role in coordinating Law 
Enforcement activities within the ecosystem and provide support to the VGS through joint patrols 
when needed. 

It is recommended that once the wildlife corridor is officially designated, the Regulations require 
the preparation of a succinct corridor management plan to translate the decisions documented 
in the corridor agreement into practical arrangements for implementation. The Regulations could 
include guidelines on what should be included in the management plan.  

The management plan should definitely include indicators to allow monitor the use and viability 
of the wildlife corridor. The monitoring of these indicators could be tasked to the protected area 
authorities. 

What if no agreement is achieved 

The above-mentioned recommendations are based on the assumption that an agreement can 
be achieved between all stakeholders to establish the wildlife corridor proposed by the Ministry 
and agree identifying the land to be included in it and the land use restrictions to ensure that the 
corridor can remain viable. However, there might be cases where such an agreement cannot be 
reached, at least not over the entire area proposed for the corridor. The Regulations should 
include provisions on how to address such a situation, otherwise there is a risk that failure to get 
agreement in one part of the proposed corridor might happen. 

Most viable wildlife corridors while situated on village land still relatively undisturbed habitats, 
which are only starting to be encroached. So, it is likely that if sufficient benefits and incentives 
can be proposed to the local communities or land owners, they will consent to voluntarily accept 
certain restrictions on land use. Conflicts and disagreements are therefore probably linked to only 
a part of the corridor, which are already occupied and under agricultural or other use. If this land 
occupation or use is deemed in accordance with the law, then the only option might be to give it 
a protection status, for example by declaring it as hazard land under the Village Land Act # 5 of 
1999 or as Environmental Protected area under the 2004 Environmental Management Act and 
provide the people using the land with adequate compensation in accordance with the Land 
Acquisition Act.  

How to finance wildlife corridors 

Establishing wildlife corridors will require substantial funding. Funding will not only be required 
for the process of setting them up but also to ensure their management and cover costs for 
incentives, law enforcement, operational costs of the Joint Corridor Management Committees 
and for monitoring. 
 
Currently most of the initiatives to secure corridors are externally funded by conservation 
NGOs/CSOs or projects (funded through private donations to NGOs or supported by bilateral 
and multilateral donors) and it might be possible to fund at least a large part of the costs of 
establishing wildlife corridors this way. However, to be sustainable, management costs have to 
be funded from a reliable long term funding source. Funding for management could come from 
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a mix of sources, including budget contributions from the District or the Ministry or through full 
devolution of the benefits generated from the use of wildlife through photographic or hunting 
tourism to the communities managing these corridors. However, it seems clear that this will not 
be sufficient and it would seem that the only sustainable source of additional funding would be 
the protected area authorities, which directly benefiting from the corridor.  
 
Currently these agencies are themselves struggling to have adequate budgets to fund their core 
business of managing the protected areas under their jurisdiction. However, they have an 
important potential for revenue generation and if they could fully retain this revenue, they should 
be able to cover these additional costs. This would however require a change in policy by the 
Government towards the protected area authorities, which are currently taxed on their revenue 
irrespective of their operating costs. It is therefore recommended that the Government of 
Tanzania would allow the protected area agencies to fully retain the income they generate in 
order to be able to not only manage the protected areas under their remit, but also to provide 
funding for the management of the corridors and incentivise the local communities to maintain 
corridor connectivity and conserve the wildlife. 
 
It is useful to recall that in almost all countries in the world, protected area agencies are heavily 
subsidized by the Government budgets over and above the retention of their revenue and this is 
considered perfectly justifiable considering the contribution they make towards the economy and 
the responsibility they have to manage a public good. Wildlife based tourism is one of the 
important drivers of economic development in Tanzania and the number one economic sector of 
the country, preceding agriculture and mining. The financial health of the protected area agencies 
and their capacity to adequately manage the protected areas is fundamental to conserve the 
wildlife resources, which are at the basis of this success. Wildlife corridors together with 
community based natural resource management approaches such as WMAs have an equally 
important role to play to secure these wildlife resources. 
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9. WAY FORWARD 

Towards the end of the study, the consultant team was informed that a far advanced draft of the 
Regulations had already been prepared by MNRT. Unfortunately, the team could not receive a 
copy of this draft although its main elements were presented by MNRT at the second corridor 
workshop. While some elements proposed above were probably already covered in the current 
draft, these recommendations are likely containing some new suggestions. It is hoped that MNRT 
can take into consideration these considerations and integrate them into the current draft as far 
as they are deemed useful. However, the consultant team would like to stress the urgency of 
finalizing the Regulations: every day more land in the proposed wildlife corridors is being 
converted for agriculture or degraded by grazing and deforestation, and every day more people 
are settling inside the proposed corridor areas. Hence time can be considered the biggest 
challenge to secure the remaining wildlife corridors in Tanzania. 
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Annex 1  List of people and organisations who were consulted 

The following table includes the names of the resource persons / organisations who were 
consulted during the study and/or submitted the filled out questionnaire.  On the other corridors, 
some data were sourced from existing literature. Some information was also collected from 
participants at the two workshops. Reports of these workshops are available separately and 
include lists of participants. 
 

Name of the corridor  

(Southern / Western Tanzania) 

Resource persons  

Selous – Niassa (western and eastern routes) Asukile Kajuni, Geofrey Mwanjela and Isaac 
Malugu (WWF); Wayne Lotter and Ally 
Namangaya (PAMS Foundation), Mr. 
Rweyemanu (MNRT), Rudolph Hahn, Donald 
Ntongani, Louis Nzali, K. Ngomello. 

Udzungwa – Selous Trevor Jones, STEP; Giuseppe Daconto, 
BTC; Joram Panjoli (TNC) 

Udzungwa escarpment – Kilombero NR 
(Mgneta) 

Francesco Rovero, Nike Doggart (TFCG), 
Geofrey Mwanjela and Isaak Malugu (WWF) 

Bujingijila (Mt Rungwe – Livingstone) Tim Davenport (WCS) 

Udzungwa – Mikumi Trevor Jones, Josephine Smit, STEP, Clinton 
Epps (Oregon State University) 

Udzungwa - Ruaha Clinton Epps (Oregon State University), 
Trevor Jones and Josephine Smit (STEP) 

Igando – Igawa (Ruaha – Kipengere) Tim Davenport, Aaron Nicholas (WCS) 

Katavi/Rukwa/Lukwati-Rungwa/Kisigo/Muhesi Tim Davenport, Aaron Nicholas (WCS) 

Katavi - Mahale Magnus Mosha, Kathryn Doody, FZS, Petro 
Masolwa (TNC) 

Loazi  – Lwafi Tim Davenport (WCS), Ian Games (IUCN) 

Loazi – Kalambo Tim Davenport (WCS), Ian Games (IUCN) 

Greater Mahale – Masito- Ugalla Kathryn Doody, Magnus Mosha (FZS); Alex 
Piel (Ugalla Primate Project); Petro Masolwa 
(TNC). 

Moyowosi – Ugalla Elikana Kalumanga (UDSM), Isabell von 
Oertzen 

Greater Gombe Ecosystem – Masito - Ugalla Alex Piel (Ugalla Primate Project); Deus 
Mjungu, Emmanuel Mtiti, (JGI), Kathryn 
Doody (FZS) 

Gombe - Kwitanga Shadrack Kamenya, Emmanuel Mtiti, 
Fadhzili Abdallah, Elikana Manumbu, Paulo 
Mjema, Anthony Collins (JGI)  

Gombe – Mukungu - Rukamabasi Deus Mjungu, Emmanuel Mtiti, Fadhzili 
Abdallah, Elikana Manumbu, Paulo Mjema, 
Anthony Collins (JGI) 
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Name of the corridor  

(Northern and Central Tanzania) 

Resource persons  

West Kilimanjaro-Amboseli (Kitendeni) Alphonce Mallya (TNC), Melckzedeck 
(Honey Guide), John Salehe (AWF), Nicolas 
(ChemChem) 

Manyara-Lake Natron Alphonce Mallya (TNC), John Salehe (AWF), 
Nicolas (ChemChem) 

Manyara-Ngorongoro (upper Kitete/Selela) Bernard Kisui, John Kioko, Christian Kifner 
(SFS), Alphonce Mallya (TNC), Nicolas 
(ChemChem) 

Tarangire-Makuyuni Danian Bell & Melckzedeck (HGF), Alphonce 
Mallya (TNC), Nicolas (ChemChem) 

Tarangire-Manyara (Kwakuchinja) Danian Bell & Melckzedeck (HGF), Alphonce 
Mallya (TNC), Nicolas (ChemChem) 

Tarangire/Swagaswaga/Muhezi Alex Lobora (TAWIRI) 

Tarangire-Simanjiro Plains Alphonce Mallya (TNC), John Salehe (WF) 

Tarangire/Mkungunero/Kimotorok Alphonce Mallya (TNC) 

Uluguru north-south Maurus Msuha (TAWIRI), Charles Meshack 
(TFCG/WWF) during technical workshop 

Wamimbiki-Saadani Angela Mwakatobe (TAWIRI),  
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Annex 2  Questionnaire on the current status of wildlife corridors and experiences in 
securing them 

 

Background to the study 
 
Despite the fact that the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism (MNRT), Non-State 
conservation actors such as Frankfurt Zoological Society (FZS), African Wildlife Foundation 
(AWF), World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), Jane Goodall Institute (JGI) etc fully support the 
development of the regulations for wildlife corridors, dispersal areas, and buffer zones as 
stipulated in the Wildlife Conservation Act # 5 of 2009, the regulations has not been developed 
due to various reasons including technical capacity from the MNRT, budgetary constraints 
among other reasons. In response, the Wildlife Division (WD) initiated the process by facilitating 
the development of the zero-draft document in March 2015 and requested, in-kind financial and 
technical support from USAID/Tanzania PROTECT Project to facilitate the finalization of wildlife 
corridors regulations. This technical study aims to collect information that will inform the 
regulations development process.   
 
Objective of the study 

The primary objective of this study is to support the MNRT to develop regulations for the wildlife 
corridors, dispersal areas, buffer zones and migratory routes. To do this, this study will focus on 
documenting the experiences of existing initiatives to secure wildlife corridors and more 
specifically on how the key questions of land use and tenure have been addressed. On the basis 
of the analysis, recommendations will be developed on what elements could be addressed by 
the regulations to successfully secure wildlife corridors in Tanzania. 

Data collection on the current status of wildlife corridors in Tanzania and experiences in 
securing them 

The study was kicked off by a one day workshop held in Dar es Salaam on November 29, 2016, 
which brought together policy and decision makers from MNRT and other relevant Ministries and 
practitioners working on securing wildlife corridors. During the workshop, different case studies 
were presented documenting on-going efforts to secure some wildlife corridors. Participants also 
discussed lessons learned from the presented case studies. The report of the workshop is 
available (see link below)1. 

In the discussion on the way forward, workshop participants recommended that as a first step 
the study should systematically document the current knowledge on the status of wildlife corridors 
as well as the efforts which are being undertaken to secure them for each of the 36 corridors 
identified in the 2009 report by the Tanzania Wildlife Research Institute (TAWIRI) and the 2010 
Tanzania Elephant Management Plan. Data will be collected by contacting research persons and 
organisations doing research or conducting conservation activities in the different corridors. 

Results will be documented in a tabular format, providing information on the available information 
on the current status of wildlife corridors in Tanzania and experiences in securing them. These 
will be published in the final report of the study. If possible, data will also be uploaded to the 
existing website on Wildlife Corridors in Tanzania (http://www.tzwildlifecorridors.org ).  

 

 

 

                                                        
1 https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/0BzTgYXoxkjgJOENFeWZmdzU5clE?usp=sharing 

http://www.tzwildlifecorridors.org/
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/0BzTgYXoxkjgJOENFeWZmdzU5clE?usp=sharing
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Questionnaire 

If you have received this document, this means you are considered to be able to provide useful 
information on one or more corridors. To allow for as much information as possible to be collected 
and to be able to capture the diversity of corridor research and work it was decided to work with 
open-ended questionnaire. A list of 11 open questions are found below. The questions are 
grouped into three parts. Part A deals with questions related to the information on the wildlife 
corridors, including their current status. Part B enquires about on-going efforts to secure the 
wildlife corridors. Part C provides you with an opportunity to pinpoint important issues which in 
your opinion should be included in the proposed regulations on wildlife corridors, dispersal areas 
and buffer zones.  

Of course it is possible that only part of the sections / questions are relevant to your work. In that 
case, we invite you to just answer the relevant sections and questions. Questions are open and 
we intentionally decided not to set limits on the number of words for each question, as we want 
to make sure you are able to provide all relevant information. However, we invite you to be 
concise and if possible limit the reply to each question in one paragraph. Please also feel free to 
refer to other articles, publications or reports where more detailed information can be found, 
which can be exploited by the consultants (if possible, add these documents to your reply). 

Results of the questionnaire will be synthesized for each corridor (as we might have more than 
one contribution for certain corridors). However, contributors will be highlighted for each corridor. 

Part A: The wildlife corridor and its current status 
 
1. Description of the corridor 

Where the corridor is situated, which key protected areas or wildlife areas is it connecting? If 
any maps or shape files are available, it would be great if they could be attached.  
 

2. Biological and ecological importance of the corridor 
What is the biological / ecological importance of the corridor at local, national and 
internationalscales. What is the type of habitat? Are there any specific species of wildlife 
which are / were known to use the corridor? 
 

3. Current status and ecological viability 
What is the knowledge on the current status of the corridor? Is the corridor known to be still 
actvelly used by wildlife? How recent is this evidence? What is the source of this evidence 
(observations, data collected from the corridor or local communities)? What is the status of 
the habitat? Is the corridors continuous in terms of habitat or is it interspersed/fragmented 
with non natural vegetation like cultivated land? Can the corridor be considered ecologically 
viable? The 2009 TAWIRI report distinguished between 5 types of corridors2 (A: Unfonfirmed 
corridors; B Uncultivated lands between protected areas without documented animal 
movement; C Continuous or semi-continuous non-agricultural land between protected areas 
with anecdotal information on animal movements; D Known animal movement routes 
between 2 protected areas; E Potential connectivity of important habitats). What is your 
assessment based on the available knowledge of this corridor status? 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
2 See page 7 of  TAWIRI (2009). Wildlife Corridors in Tanzania 
http://www.tzwildlifecorridors.org/TzWildlifeCorridors.pdf  

 

http://www.tzwildlifecorridors.org/TzWildlifeCorridors.pdf
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4. Threats to the corridor 
What are the most important threats to the maintenance of this corridor? What is the level of 
these threats? Are threats increasing or stable or even decreasing as result of conservation 
efforts? 
 

5. Land use and land tenure 
What is the status of the land type where the corridor is situated (general land / reserved land 
/ village land / private land). In case there is a mixture of land tenure status, please estimate 
the percentages. What is the land use? How is land use evolving?  
 

6. Status of threats 
The 2009 TAWIRI report classified all corridors in terms of the urgency to protect them 
(Extreme: probably less than 2 years remaining; Critical: probably less than 5 years 
remaining; Moderate: less than 20 years remaining. How do you evaluate the current level of 
threat in this corridor? 
 

Part B: On-going efforts to secure the wildlife corridor 
 

7. Activities to secure the corridor 
Which are the efforts currently undertaken to secure the corridor? Who is undertaking these 
activities? If to your knowledge no activities are being undertaken, please mention it. 
 

8. Challenges 
What are the major challenges that need to be addressed to secure the corridor? What are 
challenges, which emerged during the implementation of the activities? 
 

9. Buy in by local communities 
How have local communities been involved in the on-going efforts to secure the corridor? 
Have these efforts resulted in an active buy in by the local communities? Are the local 
authorities supportive? 
 

10. Addressing the land use and tenure  
One of the important challenges for securing corridors is to find solutions for land tenure 
issues and to avoid land use which is conflicting with the conservation objectives. How has 
this problem been tackled in this corridor? Have other different approaches be tried out? 
What has worked out or not worked out? 
 

11. Results achieved and lessons learned 
What are the results achieved so far in securing the corridor? What are important lessons 
learned which could be applied to other corridor projects? 
 

Part C: Recommendations to take into account in the preparation of the regulations on 
wildlife corridors, dispersal areas and buffer zones.  

Based on your experience working on corridors, we welcome any recommendations or 
suggestion on issues to be included in the draft corridor regulations. 
 
List of relevant, articles publications or reports 

If possible please add also where appropriate references to available articles, reports or 
publications on the corridor you are working on. Where possible please provide a link to the 
publication or a copy. It will be particularly valuable to receive any synthetic project or activity 
reports or evaluations which provide more insight in the activities you bear undertaking to 
preserve the corridor. This documentation will allow to build a database on available resources 
on wildlife corridors in Tanzania, which could be added to the existing website in the future.  
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Annex 3  Datasheets on experiences in securing wildlife corridors in Tanzania  
 
The following pages include the datasheets for the different corridors researched in the study 
and presented in the table below. 
 

Southern and Western Tanzania Northern and Central Tanzania 

Selous – Niassa (western and eastern routes) 
(transboundary) 

West Kilimanjaro-Amboseli (Kitendeni) 

Udzungwa – Selous Manyara-Lake Natron 

Udzungwa escarpment – Kilombero NR (Mgneta) Manyara-Ngorongoro (upper Kitete/Selela) 

Bujingijila (Mt Rungwe – Livingstone) Tarangire-Makuyuni 

Udzungwa – Mikumi Tarangire-Manyara (Kwakuchinja) 

Udzungwa - Ruaha Tarangire/Swagaswaga/Muhezi 

Igando – Igawa (Ruaha – Kipengere) Tarangire-Simanjiro Plains 

Katavi/Rukwa/Lukwati-Rungwa/Kisigo/Muhesi Tarangire/Mkungunero/Kimotoroki 

Katavi - Mahale Uluguru north-south 

Loazi  – Lwafi Wamimbiki-Saadani 

Loazi – Kalambo  

Greater Mahale – Masito- Ugalla  

Moyowosi – Ugalla  

Greater Gombe Ecosystem – Masito - Ugalla  

Gombe - Kwitanga  

Gombe – Mukungu - Rukamabasi  
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SELOUS - NIASSA CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Asukile Kajuni, Geofrey Mwanjela and Isaac Malugu (WWF); 
Wayne Lotter and Ally Namangaya (PAMS Foundation), Mr. Menradi Rweyemamu 
(MNRT), Rudolph Hahn, Donald Ntongani, Louis Nzali, K. Ngomello. 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

This vast area links the Selous Game Reserve in Tanzania with the Niassa Game 
Reserve in Mozambique and is one of the largest transboundary ecosystems in 
Africa. 

Two routes were thought to exist, a western route and an eastern route (Selous – 
Masasi corridor). The latter was crossing Nachingwea and Nayumbu districts and 
includes the Msanjesi and Lukwika-Lumesule Game Reserves. The western route is 
located in the Namtumbo and Tunduru districts.  

Land Use and Tenure: 

Situated mainly on village land and partially on reserved land (Game Reserves and 
Forest Reserves). 5 WMAs have been set up in the Namtumbo and Tunduru districts, 
which overlap with the corridor. The corridor was sparsely inhabited but is increasingly 
settled with land conversion for agriculture extending, both for cashcrops (cashew) and 
subsistence food crops. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

The corridor is supposedly linking the two of the largest remaining wilderness areas in 
Africa, the Selous Game Reserve (50.000 km2) and the Niassa Game Reserve 
(42.000 km2) in Mozambique, which were harboring one of the largest remaining 
elephant populations in Africa before the current poaching crisis started. Other wildlife 
include sable antelope, eland, impala and greater kudu. 

Corridor Type: D (TAWIRI, 2009: D) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

The eastern route (Selous – Masasi corridor) is thought to be closed as a result of 
encroachment, although elephants are still crossing the Ruvuma river between the 
Lukwika - Lumesule Game Reserve and Mozambique. Elephants have been shown to 
use the western corridor areas and several crossing points on the Ruvuma river have 
been documented. These are clearly still important dispersal areas for elephants living 
in the two Game Reserves with elephants from Niassa also moving to the Lipambara 
Game Reserve to the west of the corridor. While it is unclear if elephants currently 
move all the way between the two Game Reserves, the corridor is in principle 
considered viable. Nevertheless, elephant populations in the ecosystem have been 
reduces significantly through poaching in both Game Reserves and even more so in 
the corridor area. Poaching seems to be brought under control now and elephants are 
regularly observed in the WMAs and Village Forest Reserves adjacent to the WMAs. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Moderate (2009: Moderate) 

The eastern route is now considered blocked. 
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Main threats:  

- Unplanned and unregulated land conversion for (shifting) agriculture and 
settlements leading to fragmentation an increased human-wildlife conflict. 

- Land conversion is also affecting land set aside for conservation, in particular the 
WMAs; 

- Wetland areas, which are key for wildlife are increasingly being converted for rice 
cultivation; 

- Poaching of wildlife including organized elephant poaching for ivory (and 
transboundary trafficking of ivory) but also poaching for bushmeat; 

- Habitat degradation due to increased livestock invasion and uncontrolled fires; 
- Current and planned infrastructural developments (in particular roads) are 

increasing access to protected and general land; 
- Mining exploration in particular for Uranium and artisanal mining; 
- Illegal timber trade and wildlife trafficking. 

 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

Efforts to secure the corridor have been on-going for more than 10 years. These 
resulted in the creation of 5 WMAs, under which villages set aside land for wildlife 
conservation. Land use plans have been developed and parallel to the WMA, several 
village forest reserves have been created. Support has also been provided to develop 
alternative income generating activities. Measures to mitigate human elephant 
conflicts are also being supported. Currently these efforts are supported by WWF.  
PAMS Foundation is providing important support on law enforcement to village scouts 
of the WMAs and this has resulted in a better control of poaching.  
A transboundary agreement has been signed by the Governments of Mozambique and 
Tanzania, which includes commitments to ensure the corridor remain viable. 
A proposal to formally gazette the corridor under the 2009 Wildlife act was prepared 
but has not yet materialized. 
 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

The corridor is mostly situated on village land and on existing Game Reserves and 
Forest Reserves. All villages have land use plans, which are valid till 2017/2018. 
Villages have set aside land for 5 WMAs, which are at the heart of the corridor. In 
addition, some village forest reserves have also been created. However, as the WMA 
did not yet bring the anticipated benefits, communities are increasingly skeptical about 
them. 

Main Challenges: 

- Poaching has reduced wildlife in the WMAs. Combined with the remoteness of the 
area, it has been challenging to identify potential tourism investors; 

- As several of the WMA have no investor, they are not yet providing economic 
benefits to the communities. The communities are therefore disappointed with the 
result of the WMAs; 

- In spite of the long term investment in this corridor, there are few reliable recent 
data on its use by wildlife and the exact routes which are followed; 

- The tarmacking of the road from Songea to Mtwara has opened up the area, with 
more people moving in, deforestation for charcoal on the increase and additional 
pressure from cattle; 
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- Demand for land for agriculture is increasing, especially in the wetlands for rice 
cultivation; 

- Other development projects such as mining might be not compatible with the 
conservation objectives of the corridor and there is no coordination with relevant 
ministries;   

- Lack of transboundary cooperation in spite of the signing of the agreement; 
- Population increase in the area with people totally dependent on the natural 

resources.  

Main Lessons Learned: 

- It remains challenging to generate sufficient benefits from the WMA to create 
incentives for their conservation; 

- Economic benefits from WMA should not be limited to benefits from wildlife but 
also include other sustainable uses of natural resources, in particular forest 
products; 

- WMA can be effective at conserving wildlife through law enforcement, but currently 
the law enforcement activities require outside financial support;  

- A better coordination is needed between the different government actors and other 
stakeholders to avoid conflicting land use;  

- Inclusion of the different stakeholders and support from the local authorities are 
very important. 
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SELOUS UDZUNGWA CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Trevor Jones, STEP; Giuseppe Daconto, BTC; Joram Panjoli 
(TNC) 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

The 2009 TAWIRI study described two corridors between Udzungwa Mountains 
National Park (UMNP) and Selous Game Reserve (SGR): the Ruipa corridor via the 
Kilombero GCA and the Nyanganje corridor via the Nyanganje Forest Reserve. In 
2015, Southern Tanzania Elephant Program (STEP) and Association Mazingira 
conducted a study to assess feasibility of a third corridor between Udzungwa and 
Selous, which would join Mwanihana forest in UMNP with Magombera forest. Two 
possible routes were described: a northern scenario from Magombera to Sanje and 
southern route from Katurukila to Sole.  

Land Use and Tenure: 

Leaving Selous Game Reserve, the Ruipa corridor is crossing village land and the 
Kilombero Valley Teak Company, before the Kilombero GCA to join the Matundu 
forest situated in the Kilombero Nature Reserve and Udzungwa National Park. On 
both sides of the valley, large areas of the GCA are being encroached and 
increasingly converted to agriculture or grazing land.  

The Nyanganje corridor crosses village land with a mosaic of cultivation and 
degraded grassland for 13 km before reaching the Nyanganje Forest Reserve.  

Both proposed routes for the Magombera corridor start in the Magombera Forest 
(proposed for inclusion in Selous GR) and then cross a mosaic of agriculture and 
degraded land situated on village land or owned by the Ilovo sugar company. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

The corridor is an important link to connect the two largest remaining Elephant 
populations in Tanzania, which occur in the Selous ecosystem and the Ruaha/Katavi 
ecosystems, linking elephant populations of southern east Africa and northern east 
Africa. While no specific data are available, it is assumed that other large mammal 
species were also using these routes. The corridor is also vital on its own right linking 
the Udzungwa National Park and adjacent protected areas in the Udzungwa 
mountains with Selous Game Reserve. 

Corridor Type: D/E (TAWIRI, 2009: D) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

Both the Ruipa and Nyanganje corridors were identified on the basis of known animal 
movements, which were documented in 2006. Currently, both of these corridors have 
already been blocked by land conversion for agriculture. The Nyanganye corridor 
seems lost, while some people consider it could be possible to re-open the Ruipa 
corridor. 

For the Magombera corridors, a viability study conducted by STEP has shown that 
both proposed routes have been used and might still be in use by elephants, in spite 
of their increasing blockage by agriculture and land conversion. The viability study 
concludes that both routes are viable options for corridor restoration. 
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Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Extreme (2009: Extreme) 

The Ruipa and Nyanganje corridors are currently considered blocked. The 
Magombera corridor will require urgent restoration to become fully functional again. 

Main threats:  

The Ruipa and Nyanganje corridors have been blocked as a result of rapid land 
conversion for agriculture and grazing. The Kilombero Valley has been prioritized as 
an area for agricultural development. 
For the Magombera corridor, the main threats are: 
- Land conversion for agriculture (primarily sugarcane and rice). 
- Tarmacking of the Mikumi-Ifakara road (underpasses/overpasses for wildlife 

crossings required). 
- Increasing development along the Mikumi-Ifakara road, such that crossing points 

for wildlife are becoming narrower and more risky. 
 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

BTC is engaged in a project to redefine the Kilombero GCA and has proposed several 
scenario. Depending on which scenario is followed, a restoration of the Ruipa corridor 
could be envisaged but is considered complicated as a result of the high degree of 
encroachment.  
For the Magombera corridor, STEP is proposing a corridor restoration project. The 
viability analysis has been completed. Restoration of one of the two corridor routes will 
require freeing some of the land currently under cultivation through compensation. 
After the economic valuation is completed, consultation with stakeholders needs to be 
started and funding for the compensation identified. If implemented, the future 
protection status of the area also needs to be determined. 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

Land tenure is a central issue in the Kilombero valley: 
- As a result of the overlap between the GCA and village land, tenure conflicts are 

common; 
- Existence of different and conflicting development objectives also leads to tenure 

conflicts: agricultural expansion and intensification, increase of livestock and 
resulting grazing pressure, water and fisheries conservation, catchment protection, 
which is often conflicting with conservation objectives such as maintaining wildlife 
corridors; 

- The environment in the valley is extremely dynamic, with villages being subdivided, 
town areas emerging, important immigration into the area, overlay of land use 
practices, diffuse agricultural intensification and several large scale development 
projects; 

- While villages have VLUP and the District Land use Framework talks about wildlife 
corridors, they have been ineffective in ensuring connectivity. 

 
For the restoration of the Magombera corridor, it is proposed to address the tenure 
question at least partly through compensation. Consultation with the local stakeholders  
(small farmers) still has to start. It is hoped that a solution can also be found with the 
Ilovo sugar estate. 
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Main Challenges: 

- The overall population dynamics combined with conflicting development 
objectives make the conservation of these corridors very challenging; 

- Lack of overall connectivity vision in designing VLUP and the District Land Use 
Plan Framework; 

- The opportunity to secure the existing wildlife corridors at a time when they were 
still open was not seized and therefore costly corridor restoration measures are 
now needed to safeguard connectivity; 

- It is for the moment unclear which protection status the Magombera corridor 
could get after being restored. 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- With the Ruipa and Nyanganye corridors already closed, the best option to sees 
to be the restoration of the Magombera corridor, although it was also suggested 
that the Ruipa corridor could be re-opened; 

- While the Magombera corridor is considered viable, restoration will involve costly 
investments, which might have been possible to avoid if earlier action had been 
taken and if developments were better planned and had taken into account 
conservation objectives. 

- The restoration project itself is at its start and therefore to early for lessons learned. 
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MNGETA CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Francesco Rovero, Nike Doggart (TFCG), Geofrey Mwanjela 
and Isaak Malugu (WWF) 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

The Mngeta corridor links the Uzungwa Scarp Nature Reserve with the Kilombero 
Nature Reserve and Udzungwa Mountains National Park. The corridor is between 
9.2 and 15.2 km long and 2.1 to 6.8 km wide. Part is dominated by steep slopes. 

Land Use and Tenure: 

Mostly general land and village land. Some of the general land is used by farmers. 
Most of the corridor is still covered by natural vegetation. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

The Mngeta corridor is a forest corridor to avoid that Uzungwa Scarp Nature Reserve, 
one of Tanzania’s most important forest, becomes totally isolated and without chance 
of gene flow for potentially dispersing populations that could connect to Kilombero 
Nature Reserve and hence northern Udzungwa protected areas. The corridor has the 
potential to connect forest species such as duikers, Udzungwa red colobus, Sanje 
mangabey and potentially elephants and buffalo. The corridor acts as water catchment 
area. 

Corridor Type: D/E (TAWIRI, 2009: E) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

The corridor is considered potentially viable although there is some land conversion 
and agricultural encroachment. Agricultural encroachment is increasing. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Moderate / Critical (2009: Critical) 

Main threats:  

Agricultural encroachment is still limited but remains an important threat, in particular 
in the light of the population increase in the area, in particular through increased 
immigration from the southern Kilombero valley). However, many parts of the 
proposed corridor are very steep and unfit for agriculture. There is also increased 
pressure from livestock. 

 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

- The creation of a forest reserve to connect both protected areas has been 
proposed and its gazettement has been prepared with assistance of WWF. 
However, the project seems currently on hold. A limited number of households are 
living within the proposed forest reserve. 

- TFCG is working to establish Village Forest Reserves in the area and to improve 
their management through participatory forest management.  

- Catchment forest reserves have been demarcated 
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Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

- A limited number of households are living within the proposed forest reserve and 
would need to be resettled to create the corridor. It is estimated that 20% of the 
proposed forest reserve is used for agriculture and settlement. 

- Villages are being involved in the establishment of village forest reserves and are 
keen to derive income from these; 

- Some actors believe securing the corridor only through the establishment of village 
forest reserves might be more effective and ensure greater buy in from local 
communities. 

Main Challenges: 

- Gazettement of the forest reserve to establish the corridor and resettlement of the 
people established in the proposed reserve. 

- Ensuring connectivity through village forest reserves as an alternative to the 
establishment of the forest reserve. 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Compensation might be required to complete the resettlement 
- Need to provide agricultural extension services to ensure improved agricultural 

productivity; 
- It is crucial to raise awareness on the importance of the forest for providing 

ecosystem services such as catchment protection; 
- The provision of community incentives (beekeeping, tree lanting and education) 

has facilitated securing the support of the communities. 
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BUJINGIJILA CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Tim Davenport, WCS 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

Connects Rungwe Nature Reserve to Kitulo National Park. The corridor has a width 
of 250m to 800 m with an elevation difference of 320 m. 

Land Use and Tenure: 

Situated on general land (open area) but considered by the communities as an area 
of protection like the two protected areas. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

Links 2 critical protected areas in the Eastern Arc, which harbors the critically 
endangered and endemic Kipunji monkey and the endemic Abbott’s duiker. Both 
protected areas are relatively small and not well connected to other biomes. The area 
is an important catchment area for lake Nyasa.  

Corridor Type: D (TAWIRI, 2009: E) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

On-going use of the corridor is documented (as recent as November 2016), including 
by small mammals. Use by Kipunji and Abbott’s duiker is assumed, but not 
documented.  

The corridor is considered viable, as it is not subject to human use or habitation. Only 
a local road passes through the corridor to connect Ngumbulu and Bujingijila villages.   

Nevertheless, its status is considered critical (less than 5 years remaining) as a result 
of the invasion by pine. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Critical (2009: Critical) 

Main threats:  

- Wild fires: in the past the area was burned annually by the local communities; 
- Proliferation of pine trees spreading from nearby plantation forests into the 

corridor and the reserves; 
 
This corridor is not subject to any land disputes but is only affected by land uses 
outside which impact on the corridor, in particular wild fire and the introduction of alien 
species. 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

WCS has been supporting conservation activities in the area focusing on: 

- Environmental education in primary and secondary schools and villages adjacent 
the corridor; 

- Designed and implemented village environmental committees; 
- Planted 17,000 tree seedlings in the corridor in 2011; 
- Designed fire management plan, which has minimized the occurance of wildfires 

since 2013; 
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- Raising national and international awareness on the importance of the area; 
- Carried ecological survey of the corridor 2003 – 2008; 
- Small livelihood improving schemes such as beekeeping and woodlots 

development 
- Implement community forest guards patrols 

 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

The local communities have been involved in the conservation of the corridor through 
the implementation of fire management schemes, tree planting, environmental 
education that targets prohibition of illegal resource extraction and small scale 
community livelihood that targets at protecting the corridor and increase livelihood. 
The local authorities are reportedly very supportive for the conservation of the corridor. 
This corridor is not subject to any land disputes.  
 

Main Challenges: 

- Urgent need to stop proliferation of pine trees; 
- There is no clear demarcated boundary of the two reserves. They have been 

surveyed but there are still some disputes with communities. 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Securing support of the local communities through of awareness raising on the 
purpose of the corridor and the role it plays in the ecological stability is crucial in 
gaining support from the communities 

- Small community incentives (such as beekeeping, tree planting and education) 
facilitate securing the support of communities. 
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UDZUNGWA - MIKUMI CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Trevor Jones & Josephine Smit (STEP), Clinton Epps 
(Oregon State University) 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

Connects Udzungwa National Park to Mikumi National Park. TAWIRI, 2009 identified 
two possible routes on the basis continuous and semi-continuous non-agricultural 
land and anecdotal information on animal movements. The first route connects the 
western part of Mikumi to Udzungwa through the hilly area south of the Mikumi – 
Iringa highway and north of the Kilombero sugar plantations. The second route goes 
from the northern part of Udzungwa through the mountainous area north of the 
Mikumi-Iringa highway to the eastern boundary of Mikumi. 

Land Use and Tenure: 

Route 1: village land and a military zone 

Route 2: village land and forest reserves (Pala Ulanga, Ukwiva, Ilole) 

Biological and ecological significance: 

This corridor can also be considered a critical step for linking the two most important 
elephant populations of Tanzania of Selous Game Reserve (which is contiguous with 
Mikumi) and the Ruaha / Katavi complex. Potential connectivity for 6 other species 
other than elephants has been assumed but not demonstrated. 

Corridor Type: C (TAWIRI, 2009: C) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

There is no recent evidence of elephant movements for route 1 but no systematic data 
collection has taken place). It is possible that route 1 has already been severed as a 
result of land conversion. 

Field research in 2007 by Clinton Epps found evidence of movements of elephants 
along route 2 but connectivity could not be documented.  There are recent reports by 
STEP (2014 – 2016) of elephants in the Ruaha Gorge near the TANZAM highway and 
elephants still seem to be crossing the road east of Ruaha Mbuyuni. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Critical (2009: Critical) The current 
status of the corridor is unclear. 

Main threats:  

- Increased land conversion for agriculture and deforestation for charcoal; 
- Increased traffic on the Mikumi – Iringa high way; 
- The proposed tarmacking of the Kilosa road, which is planned to bypass Mikumi 

National Park, could increase deforestation and land conversion in an area critical 
for this corridor 
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On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

No specific efforts underway to secure this corridor although TFCG is working on forest 
protection in some of the forest reserves which are considered critical steps in this 
corridor. 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

N/A 
 

Main Challenges: 

- No on-going efforts to secure this corridor, although TFCG is working on forest 
protection in the forest reserves which are part of the corridor; 

- No recent data on the viability of the corridor nor details on the currently most viable 
route; 

- Land conversion is proceeding rapidly and time seems running out to secure this 
corridor. 

Main Lessons Learned: 

N/A 
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UDZUNGWA RUAHA CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Clinton Epps (Oregon State University), Trevor Jones and 
Josephine Smit (STEP) 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

This corridor connects Udzungwa National Park to Ruaha National park. A detailed 
description of possible routes in TAWIRI, 2009. 

Land Use and Tenure: 

The corridor crosses a mix of village land, private land, general land and reserved 
land. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

This corridor is critical for linking the two most important elephant populations of 
Tanzania: the population of Selous Game Reserve and the Ruaha / Katavi complex. It 
is considered the only remaining link between elephant populations of southern east 
Africa and northern east Africa. Many other species of mammals use habitats outside 
of the parks encompassed by the corridor, including greater and lesser kudu, leopard, 
hyena, giraffe, impala, red and bush duiker, bushbuck, and many other species, 
although the corridor does not necessarily function as such for some of those species  

Corridor Type: D (TAWIRI, 2009: D) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

Field research in 2006 and 2007 by Clinton Epps considered the corridor viable. As 
recent as 2012, signs of elephants crossing the Mikumi – Iringa highway near 
Mtandika were documented. Current status unclear. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Critical (2009: Critical). The current 
status of the corridor is unclear. 

Main threats:  
- Increasing traffic on the Mikumi – Iringa highway 
- Agricultural expansion (in particular oninon cultivation in the valley around 

Mtandika)   
- Increased grazing pressure by livestock 
Threats have been increasing since 2006/2007 when the corridor was considered 
viable. 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 
N/A 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 
No information available. 

Main Challenges: 
- No recent data on status or viability of the corridor; 
- No ongoing efforts to secure the corridor; 
- Land conversion proceeding rapidly. 

Main Lessons Learned: N/A 



 

 67 

 

RUAHA - KIPENGERE CORRIDOR3 

Information sources: Tim Davenport, Aaron Nicholas (WCS) 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

The corridor should link the Mpanga – Kipengere Game Reserve with the Ruaha 
National Park (in particular the extension of the Usangu Wetlands).  

Land Use and Tenure: 

The area is mostly village land. The Umemarua WMA has been authorized but does 
not seem supported by the 16 villages which are part of it. The WMA is now heavily 
encroached and no longer considered viable. More than 60% of the corridor is 
encroached and converted to agriculture. Only the areas close to Ruaha National 
Park and the Mpanga – Kipengere Game Reserve are still relatively intact. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

The area historically was used by different mammal species, including elephants. 

Corridor Type: E (TAWIRI, 2009: D) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

While larger mammals have been documented to use the corridor in the past (see 
TAWIRI 2009), there is no evidence of this still being the case today. Making the 
corridor viable for use by large mammals and in particular elephants would require 
recovery of the heavily encroached areas and involve the resettlement of people 
outside the proposed corridor and WMA. With the process of the WMA effectively 
stalled, there seems little prospect to achieve this in the near future. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Extreme (2009: Moderate) 

Corridor is currently considered blocked. 

Main threats:  

- Land conversion to agriculture is the main threat and has resulted in the corridor 
effectively being blocked;  
- Charcoal production is an important threat to the vegetation;  
- Access to the area is facilitated because of the presence of the TANZAM highway; 
- Increased traffic along the TANZAM highway also make it difficult for wildlife to cross.  

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

WCS has been supporting the WMA establishment but the WMA is currently 
considered not viable as a result of encroachment and lack of commitment of the 16 
villages. Restoring the corridor would require important resettlement and is currently 
not considered a viable option. 

 

                                                        
3 Also called the Igando – Igawa corridor 
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Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

The local communities were part of the setting up of the Umemarua WMA but 
commitment to the conservation of the WMA is currently low as there are no benefits 
perceived. The WMA is heavily encroached with settlements and agriculture and 
restoring its integrity and viability would involve an important resettlement operation. 

Main Challenges: 

- Continued encroachment of the WMA 
- Lack of commitment by the villages for the WMA because of lack of benefits 
- Charcoal producing as a result of good accessibility (on the main Iringa – Mbeya 

road) 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- WMA was probably not realistic and viable and with a large number of villages and 
little benefit sharing, it has been a challenge to maintain the commitment for 
conserving it. So what!? 
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KATAVI / RUKWA / LUKWATI – RUNGWA/KISIGO/RUAHA CORRIDOR4 

Information sources: Tim Davenport, Aaron Nicholas (WCS) 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

The corridor links two protected area complexes, which are comprised of contiguous 
National Parks and Game Reserves: the Katavi/Rukwa/Lukwati ecosystem and the  
Rungwa/Kisigo/Ruaha ecosystem.  

Land Use and Tenure: 

Protected areas (National Parks, Game Reserves, Forest Reserves) constitute more 
than 90% of the area. Both protected area complexes are connected via two Open 
Areas, Piti Open Area and Rungwe Open Area, but it is not clear if these are situated 
on village or general land. There is increasing encroachment in these open areas, 
mainly along the Rungwa – Mbeya road. The area is increasingly threatened by 
invasion from agropastoralists and related land conversion. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

Both complexes harbor together the largest remaining elephant population in Tanzania 
and the corridor allows elephant movement between Ruaha Rungwa and Katavi – 
Rukwa. The corridor is probably also used by other species including wild dogs. 

Corridor Type: D (TAWIRI, 2009: B) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

The corridor is reportedly actively used by elephants and can be considered 
ecologically viable. Key drainages have been identified linked to elephant movements 
from discussions with local communities. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Critical (2009: Moderate) 

Main threats:  

Land invasion by agropastoralists who also engage in land conversion, timber felling 
and poaching. Piti open area is increasingly being encroached from the north and 
encroachment level is currently estimated at 40%. Encroachment in Rungwe Open 
area is less (estimated at 20%) and mainly concentrated along the road. 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

WCS is supporting law enforcement across the corridor and is working with TAWA 
and the districts to improve the management of the 2 key open areas. Different 
options to strengthen the management of the Open Areas are being discussed but 
no formal decision has been taken. Possible option could include the development of 
a WMA or the upgrading of part of the Open Areas to a Game Reserve status. 

 

 

                                                        
4 Also called the Igando – Igawa corridor 
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Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

The Open Areas are situated on general land and there are no major land tenure 
issues with the local communities. The main challenge is the invasion of the area by 
pastoralist coming from central Tanzania in search of pasture and land for agriculture. 
Local authorities are very supportive of efforts to secure the Open Areas as the wildlife 
is perceived as a potential economic resource, which is currently being degraded by 
people invading these areas. 

Main Challenges: 

- Increased encroachment of the Mpiti and Rungwe open areas by immigrating 
agropastoralists coming from Central Tanzania. 

- Collapse of the hunting industry, which has resulted in the hunting block in Piti 
Open Area currently not being occupied anymore. This absence of a hunting 
company, together with the weak capacity of TAWA and District authorities has 
facilitated the invasion of the area by agropastroralists. The hunting block in 
Rungwe Open Area is occupied and there is less encroachment. 
 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Agropastoralist invasions lead to rapid encroachment and land conversion and 
have shifted the urgency to secure this corridor from “moderate” to “critical”. 

- District authorities are supportive of conserving the area but have limited power to 
address the land invasions.  

- The abandoning of hunting blocks facilitates the encroachment of open areas. 
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KATAVI - MAHALE CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Magnus Mosha, Kathryn Doody, FZS, Petro Masolwa (TNC) 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

An elephant migration route has been documented linking the southern tip of Mahale 
National Park to the Nkamba Forest Reserve and the northern part of Katavi National 
Park. Elephants are also still reported to move between Katavi and the Ntakata ridge 
and possibly onwards to Mahale (see also Mahale-Masito-Ugalla corridor). 

Land Use and Tenure: 

Land tenure is a mix of general land and village land.  

Biological and ecological significance: 

The corridor allows movement of large mammals between the Katavi/Rukwa 
ecosystem to Mahale National Park on the shores of Lake Tanganyika. Elephants, 
buffalo, giraffe and other mammals have been documented to use the route. The 
reasons for this movement is as yet not fully understood but could be linked to the 
occurrence of natural salt leaks in Mahale. 

Corridor Type: D (TAWIRI, 2009: D) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

The corridor is being used by different species and elephant movement has been 
documented as recent as 2016 both by survey teams and observations of community 
members. Wild dogs are also known to use the corridor. The corridor is currently 
considered viable, though threatened. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Extreme / Critical (2009: Critical) 

Main threats:  

- Unplanned settlements and clearing of forest for agriculture; 
- Influx of agro-pastoralists from central Tanzania into the region; 
- A planned road development accessing the villages south of Mahale and opening 

up the area east of the park boundary could increase settlement and deforestation 
in this area. 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

FZS and TNC have been working towards securing the corridor by: 

- Supporting the development of Village Land Use Plans which sets aside village 
forest reserves in order to secure the corridor; 

- Working with the District to give a protection status for general land which is part 
of the corridor; 

- Putting up sign boards to identify the corridor; 
- Working with Regional and District authorities to remove invading agro-pastoralists 

and makeshift settlements. 
- Developing a innovative carbon project in cooperation with Carbon Tanzania to 

provide alternative benefits t the communities 
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Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

Local communities support the establishment of village forest reserves and have been 
sensitized to conserve wildlife and protect the corridor. 
 

Main Challenges: 

- The main challenge remains the uncontrolled influx of agro-pastoralists into the 
region; 

- Lack of a clear protection status for corridor land, in particular for the areas of the 
corridor situated on general land; 

- Subdivision of villages requires to repeat the VLUP, which is costly but also can 
put into question what has been achieved; 

- Additional benefits need to be identified for the communities. 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Securing buy in from local communities, local, district and regional authorities is 
key to securing the corridor; 

- A clear vision is needed before engaging with the communities; 
- Changes in political will, linked to the electoral process can derail the process; 
- Village Forest Reserves and District Forest reserves are flexible instruments which 

can be put in place relatively easily but also can be reversed easily. 
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LOASI - LWAFI CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Tim Davenport (WCS), Ian Games (IUCN)  

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

The corridor connects the Loasi Forest Reserve and the Lwafi Game Reserve. 

Land Use and Tenure: 

The corridor is using land of the Kalambo Ranch, most of which has intact 
vegetation. There are some land tenure conflicts between the Ranch and local 
villages. The boundary of Lwafi Game Reserve is also not clearly established.  

Biological and ecological significance: 

Loasi and Lwafi still have a small chimpanzee population chimpanzees and also 
elephant as well as other wildlife are still reported to move between the two forest 
reserves. The corridor is thought to allow for elephant movements between Katavi 
Game Reserve to Zambia, with a small group of elephants shown to make this 
movement.  It is unclear where they go when reaching Zambia as it seems unlikely 
they can reach Sumbu National Park, given the dense settlements between the border 
and the park.  

Corridor Type: D (TAWIRI, 2009: D) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

The corridor is reportedly still used by wildlife including elephants and chimpanzees.  

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Critical (2009: Extreme) 

Main threats:  

- Land conversion for agriculture 
- Wildfires 
- Deforestation and charcoal production 
 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

WCS has been supporting conservation activities in the area focusing on: 

- Environmental education in primary and secondary schools and villages adjacent 
the corridor; 

- Designed and implemented village environmental committees and the Kalambo 
Sumbawanga District Environmental Committee; 

- Designed fire management plans 
- Carried ecological survey of the corridor 2005 – 2012; 
- Small livelihood improving schemes such as beekeeping and woodlots 

development 
 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

The local communities have been involved in the conservation of the corridor through 
the implementation of fire management schemes, tree planting, environmental 
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education that targets prohibition of illegal resource extraction and small scale 
community livelihood that targets at protecting the corridor and increase livelihood. 
The local authorities are reportedly very supportive for the conservation of the corridor. 
 

Main Challenges: 

- Lack of village land use plans 
- Uncontrolled forest conversion to agriculture 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Securing support of the local communities through of awareness raising on the 
purpose of the corridor and the role it plays in the ecological stability is crucial in 
gaining support from the communities; 

- Small community incentives (such as beekeeping, tree planting and education) 
facilitate securing the support of communities. 
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LOASI - KALAMBO CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Tim Davenport (WCS), Ian Games (IUCN)  

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

The corridor connects the Loasi Forest Reserve and the Kalambo Forest Reserve. 

Land Use and Tenure: 

The corridor is situated on village land without Village Land Use Plans. Part of Loaso 
Forest Reserve also seems to be overlapping with village land. Kalambo Forest 
Reserve is reported to be degraded. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

Loasi still has a small chimpanzee population Chimpanzees and also elephant as well 
as other wildlife are still reported to move between the two forest reserves. The corridor 
is thought to allow for elephant movements between Katavi Game Reserve to Zambia, 
with a small group of elephants shown to make this movement.  It is unclear where 
they go when reaching Zambia as it seems unlikely they can reach Sumbu National 
Park, given the dense settlements between the border and the park. 

Corridor Type: D (TAWIRI, 2009: E) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

The corridor is reportedly still used by wildlife including elephants and chimpanzees. 
Elephants have been documented using the corridor as early as November 2016. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Critical (2009: Critical) 

Main threats:  

- Land conversion for agriculture 
- Wildfires 
- Deforestation and charcoal production 
 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

WCS has been supporting conservation activities in the area focusing on: 

- Environmental education in primary and secondary schools and villages adjacent 
the corridor; 

- Designed and implemented village environmental committees and the Kalambo 
Sumbawanga District Environmental Committee; 

- Designed fire management plans 
- Carried ecological survey of the corridor 2005 – 2012; 
- Small livelihood improving schemes such as beekeeping and woodlots 

development 
 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

The local communities have been involved in the conservation of the corridor through 
the implementation of fire management schemes, tree planting, environmental 
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education that targets prohibition of illegal resource extraction and small scale 
community livelihood that targets at protecting the corridor and increase livelihood. 
The local authorities are very supportive for the conservation of the corridor. As part of 
the activities, WCS is collaborating with the Kalambo district to develop a community 
honey center. 
 

Main Challenges: 

- Lack of village land use plans 
- Uncontrolled forest conversion to agriculture 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Securing support of the local communities through of awareness raising on the 
purpose of the corridor and the role it plays in the ecological stability is crucial in 
gaining support from the communities; 

- Small community incentives (such as beekeeping, tree plating and education) 
facilitate securing the support of communities. 
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GREATER MAHALE ECOSYSTEM – MASITO – UGALLA CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Kathryn Doody, Magnus Mosha (FZS); Alex Piel (Ugalla 
Primate Project); Petro Masolwa (TNC). 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

This corridor connects the Mahale National park to the minimally disturbed forest 
areas of Masito and Ugalla and other forest fragments, which also harbor 
chimpanzee populations.  

Land Use and Tenure: 

The corridor is situated on general and village land.  In addition to the Tongwe East 
District Forest Reserves, two new District Forest Reserves, Tonge West (Mpanda 
District) and Masito are in the process of being created on general land. Village 
Forest Reserves are planned or already created in the Ntakata ridge and the 
Kukungu/Buyombe/Wansisi ridge, which harbor important chimpanzee populations. 
This corridor is not mentioned in the 2009 TAWIRI report but is mentioned in the 
2010 Tanzania Elephant Management Plan. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

This corridor connect little disturbed forests and woodlands in the Ugalla and Masito 
Forests, the Ntakata Ridge and the Kakungu / Buyombe / Wansisi ridge.  Elephants 
are also using these areas and might still also cross from Wansisi to Ugala directly, 
using the forests south east of the former Mishamo Refugee Camp. From Wansisi and 
Ntakata, there are also reports of elephants crossing to Katavi National Park and 
Nkamba Forest and onward to Loasi via the Lwafi Game Reserve. 

Corridor Type: D (TAWIRI, 2009: not mentioned) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

There is relatively undisturbed woodland all the way from the existing Tongwe East 
Forest Reserve up-to the Ntakata ridge. This woodland is situated on general land 
and in the process of being reserved as the Tongwe West and Masito Forest 
Reserves. From Ntakata to Kakungu Ridge and then on to Mahale, the corridor is 
crossing village land with a mosaic of forest fragments  interspersed with agriculture. 
The corridor is currently considered viable 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Critical / N/A 

The Tongwe West and Masito forest reserves as well as the forests on the Ntakata 
and Kakungu / Wansisi ridge are still in good condition but the corridors connecting 
these areas are under threat.  

Main threats:  

- Land conversion for agriculture and deforestation; 
- High population growth leading to increasing demand for land for agriculture, 
- Road development crossing key areas for the corridor;  
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- The corridor is also increasingly under pressure as a result of the invasion of 
cattle herders and illegal grazing; 

- Forest fires threaten the remaining gallery forests 
- Illegal logging is reported from the Tongwe East forest reserve 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

Conservation support so far has concentrated on securing the remaining little disturbed 
forests on general land. These efforts are ongoing with the imminent creation of the 
Tongwe West and the Masito District Forest Reserves. Forest on the Ntakata ridge 
and the Kakungu / Wansisi ridge have been secured through the creation of village 
forest reserves but the connections between these forests still needs to be secured. 
There are also efforts by TNC and Carbon Tanzania to set up a carbon credit scheme, 
which could create new incentives to local communities to conserve forested areas.  

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

The Tongwe West and Masito Forest Reserves are being created on general land. 
These forest reserves will be managed together with the local communities, who 
support the initiative. The forest on the Ntakata and Kakungu / Wansisi ridge are also 
secured through the establishment of village forest reserves as part of village land use 
planning.  

Main Challenges: 

- The creation of the district forest reserves will be an important step but the next 
challenge will be to ensure their protection and integrity;  

- The area is developing rapidly with roads being build and immigrants moving in, 
so it might be a challenge to ensure implementation of the village land use plans; 

- In particular the arrival of large numbers of agro-pastoralists with cattle into the 
region creates important challenges; 

- The granting of Tanzanian citizenship to the refugees in Mishamo Refugee Camp 
and the creation of new villages in this area, all bordering the new Tongwe West 
Forest Reserve is another new challenge; 

- Other conflicting land uses like mining might create new challenges; 
- While villages have been enthusiastic in reserving land for the creation of village 

forest reserves, it will be key to demonstrate that these forests can generate 
economic benefits; 

- Subdivision of villages requires to repeat the VLUP, which is costly but also can 
put into question what has been achieved; 

- How to secure additional benefits for the communities. 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Securing buy in from local communities, local, district and regional authorities is 
key to securing the corridor; 

- A clear vision is needed before engaging with the communities; 
- Changes in political will, linked to the electoral process can derail the process; 
- Village forest Reserves have been used in a very effective way to conserve key 

forest areas for chimpanzees and to secure connectivity; 
- Managing these forest reserves can be a challenge for the districts, in particular in 

the context of the creation of the new villages in the Mishamo and massive 
immigration into the area; 
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MOYOWOSI - UGALLA CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Elikana Kalumanga (UDSM), Isabell von Oertzen 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

The corridor connects the Moyowosi-Kigosi Game Reserve with the Ugalla Game 
Reserve and also includes the Gombe and Luganzo Game Controlled Areas. The 
corridor was not mentioned in the 2009 TAWIRI study but is included in the 2010 – 
2015 Tanzania Elephant Management Plan. 

Land Use and Tenure: 

Most of the corridor is situated on village land. The corridor also includes two GCA 
and the proposed Isawima WMA. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

The corridor is at the heart of the Malagarasi-Muyovozi Ramsar Site (MMRS). The 
large portion of the corridor is dominated by a miombo-wetland ecosystem. The 
wetlands in the corridor are internationally known among the remaining natural habitats 
for vulnerable species such as wattled crane (Bugeranus carunculatus), shoebill stork 
(Balaeniceps rex) and allows wide-movement of the African elephants (Loxodonta 
africana africana) and wild dogs (Lycaon pictus) in the landscape.   

Corridor Type: D (TAWIRI, 2009: not included) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

There are still indices showing movement of wild mammals between Moyowosi-Kigosi 
and Ugalla Game Reserve (e.g. elephant and wild dog movements). Evidence of 
elephant movements were noticed as recent as in 2014 and the corridor is currently 
still considered viable but under increasing threat. The corridor can only remain viable 
if existing approved Land Use Plans (LUPs) are implemented in the villages within the 
corridor.   

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Critical (2009: not included) 

Main threats:  

- The area is affected by invasions by agropastoralists from the Mwanza and 
Shinyanga region, who are attracted to the wetlands for grazing their cattle and 
also engage in forest destruction and converting land for agriculture; 

- Deforestation for charcoal production; 
- Areas set aside for forest and biodiversity conservation in the VLUP are not 

respected by immigrants who pay of local communities to allow them to settle in 
these areas; 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

During a DANIDA funded wetland conservation project most villages developed Land 
Use Plans and set aside land for forest and wetland conservation. In addition, a WMA 
was being established. Almost the entire corridor was covered with areas set aside for 
forest and wildlife conservation. Unfortunately, these LUP are not respected nor 
enforced and the WMA process is not completed. The DANIDA project was terminated 
and there are currently no active efforts to secure the corridor. Nevertheless, the 
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problem of forest destruction and land invasion has been recognized by the authorities, 
which have expressed commitment to address it. These invasions do not only threaten 
the corridor but also the integrity and long term survival of a RAMSAR wetland of 
international importance. 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

The DANIDA funded project was a participatory project that created conservation 
awareness of the local communities and facilitated development of the LUPs. The local 
authorities were supportive and local communities are happy to see the sustainable 
management of the Sagara and Nyamagoma lakes, Lumbe swamp and the 
surrounding miombo woodlands. The survival of majority in the communities within the 
corridor heavily depend on natural resources.  

Main Challenges: 

- Uncontrolled agropastoralist immigration into the area has led to invasions of areas 
set aside for conservation and sustainable management of natural resources; 

- The VLUP are not enforced and local communities and authoritiesare at the same 
time victims and complicit to the invasions; 

- The WMA is not fully established and currently ineffective. 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Strong commitment is needed from local authorities and communities to enforce 
the VLUP and to follow up on their implementation; 

- Local authorities and communities have challenges to enforce VLUP faced with 
pressure from immigrants (with high purchasing power). 
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GREATER GOMBE ECOSYSTEM – MASITO – UGALLA CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Alex Piel (Ugalla Primate Project); Deus Mjungu, Emmanuel 
Mtiti, (JGI), Kathryn Doody (FZS) 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

This corridor connects the Gombe National park to the minimally disturbed forest 
areas of Masito and Ugalla, which also harbor chimpanzee populations, including the 
Tongwe (East) Forest Reserve.  

Land Use and Tenure: 

The corridor is exclusively situated on general and village land.  In addition to the 
Tongwe East District Forest Reserves, two new District Forest Reserves, Tonge 
West (Mpanda District) and Masito are in the process of being created on general 
land. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

This corridor would maintain the population integrity of different chimpanzee 
populations living in an increasingly fragmented landscape. This is particularly 
important for the chimpanzees living in a savanna / woodland mosaic as they require 
large home ranges.  
 

Corridor Type: E/A (TAWIRI,2009: A) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

The corridor is a mosaic of forest fragments and strips of gallery forest interspersed 
with agriculture and degraded land. Land conversion is rapidly destroying the 
remaining forest fragments. The corridor is currently considered blocked. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Extreme (2009: Moderate) 

The 2009 assessment probably referred to the status of the Masito and Ugalla 
forests rather than the corridor itself. The corridor is currently considered blocked. 

Main threats:  

- Land conversion for agriculture and deforestation have cut this corridor. 
- High population pressure make villages unwilling to set aside land for village 

forest reserves. Young people from the overpopulated villages north and east of 
Gombe National Park settle in this area; 

- Poaching of chimpanzee seems on the increase (linked to the presence of 
refugees but also human wildlife conflict;  

- The corridor is also increasingly under pressure as a result of the invasion of 
cattle herders and illegal grazing; 

- Forest fires threaten the remaining gallery forests 
- Illegal logging is reported from the Tongwe East forest reserve 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

Conservation support so far has concentrated on securing the remaining little disturbed 
forests on general land. These efforts are ongoing with the imminent creation if the 
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Tongwe West and the Masito District Forest Reserves. Although the protection status 
of district forest reserves is quite low, the designation is a critical tool to quickly secure 
these areas and avoid further expansion of the agricultural front into these areas. So 
far, no efforts have targeted the (potential) corridor. Restoring this corridor can be 
considered extremely challenging given the level of degradation and the number of 
people who have settled in the area. 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

The Tongwe West and Masito Forest Reserves are being created on general land. 
These forest reserves will be managed together with the local communities, who 
support the initiative. The corridor area between these forest reserves and Gombe 
National Park is largely situated on village land. 

Main Challenges: 

- So far no efforts have been deployed to secure this corridor (but have focused on 
reserving the remaining intact forest situated on general land).  

- The creation of the district forest reserves will be an important step but the next 
challenge will be to ensure their protection and integrity;  

- The area of the corridor itself is largely settled and establishing and it seems 
unlikely that villages will be willing to set aside land for village forest reserves. 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- The creation of District Forest Reserves can be a relatively quick way to reserve 
areas important for biodiversity situated on general land; 

- While the procedure to create these forest reserves is relatively easy, their 
protection status remains weak and could be revoked quite easily; 

- Managing these forest reserves can be a challenge for the districts. 
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GOMBE KWITANGA CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Shadrack Kamenya, Emmanuel Mtiti, Fadhzili Abdallah, 
Elikana Manumbu, Paulo Mjema, Anthony Collins (JGI)  

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

This corridor would connect the Gombe National park Kwitanga prison forest, home 
to a relict population of chimpanzees.  

Land Use and Tenure: 

The corridor is exclusively situated on village land. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

The corridor was important to connect the Gombe chimpanzee population with the 
closest viable chimpanzee population east of the park, in the Kwitanga forest, owned 
by the Kwitanga prison. Chimpanzees but also baboons and other wildlife were known 
to use this corridor. Up to 26 chimpanzees were known to survive in the Kwitanga 
forest, but there have been no sightings or evidence of their presence for the last 3 
years, as the habitat of the forest continuous to degrade. The settlement of Burundian 
refugees in the area might also have led to the poaching of chimpanzees. 

Corridor Type: C (TAWIRI, 2009: E) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

The corridor is a mosaic of forest fragments interspersed with agriculture, mainly 
cassava and oil palm. Land conversion is rapidly destroying the remaining forest 
fragments. The corridor is currently considered blocked, although chimpanzee 
movement still might be possible as they can use also the oil palm plantations for 
feeding. There have been some rare records of individual chimpanzees. Nevertheless, 
with the chimpanzee population in Kwitanga probably disappeared or reduced, the 
corridor can hardly be considered viable; 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Extreme (2009: Critical) 

The corridor is currently blocked. 

Main threats:  

- Land conversion for agriculture and deforestation have cut this corridor. 
- High population pressure make villages unwilling to set aside land for village 

forest reserves; 
- Influx of refugees from Burundi and agro-patoralists from Central Tanzania 

looking for grazing land further complicate the situation; 
- Poaching of chimpanzee seems on the increase (linked to the presence of 

refugees but also human wildlife conflict;  
- In the southern part of the corridor there are also problems with invasion of cattle 

herders and illegal grazing 
- Kwitanga forest reserve degraded by fuel wood collection and charcoal 

production. 
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On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

JGI with support of USAID has been carrying out land use planning in the villages 
situated along the corridor and trying to establish village forest reserves through a 
participatory process. A number of villages have agreed to establish village forest 
reserves, whilst others have not agreed as they consider they need the land for 
agriculture. Contrary to the Gombe – Rukambazi corridor, the corridor is not following 
a ridge and most land is suitable for agriculture and planted with food and cash crops. 
It has so far not been possible to establish a continuous string of village forest reserves 
to establish the corridor. The corridor is therefore semi-continuous and interrupted by 
cultivated land. The efforts to set up this corridor have been stalled following the refusal 
of some villages to set aside land and as a result of reports of the disappearance of 
chimpanzees from Kwitanga forest. 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

Through the land use planning exercise, some villages have agreed to set aside village 
forest reserves whilst other have not agreed. JGI continues to try to sensitize these 
villages but there is a lot of resistance and will land conversion continuing, it seems 
unlikely a functional corridor can still be established. 

Main Challenges: 

- Boundary disputes between the villages have been an important challenge in 
developing the land use plans and also in enforcing them (as sometimes 
agricultural plots in designated forest reserves belong to other village); 

- The area is densely populated, making land for agriculture increasingly scarce, 
some villages are therefore unwilling to set aside land for village forest reserves; 

- The Kwitanga forest is not protected and continues to be degraded; 
- Influx of refugees from Burundi into the area 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- The approach of creating corridors by securing village forest reserves through land 
use planning can only be successful if communities can be convinced to set aside 
land for forest conservation; 

- If the proposed corridor is situated on land suitable for agriculture and especially 
with increasing population density, this is challenging; 

- The participatory approach demands time and efforts in convincing people and is 
not always yielding the expected results; 

- In these cases, additional incentives might be needed to convince communities to 
set aside land to secure the corridor (compensation?); 

- An alternative approach, using palm oil plantation to continue to ensure the 
possibility of chimpanzees to move through the area could be considered but would 
involve sensitizing communities and compensating for possible crop loss. 
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GOMBE MUKUNGO RUKAMBASI CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Deus Mjungu, Emmanuel Mtiti, Fadhzili Abdallah, Elikana 
Manumbu, Paulo Mjema, Anthony Collins (JGI) 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

This corridor connects the Gombe National park with the Burundi border and runs 
along the steep rift valley escarpment.  

Land Use and Tenure: 

The corridor is exclusively situated on village land. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

With 35 km2, Gombe National Park is extremely small. As a result of land conversion 
for agriculture, the park and its resident chimp population had become completely 
isolated and remaining forest habitat outside the park was increasingly fragmented. 
However, surveys showed that these forest remnants were still used by small groups 
of chimpanzees, although it is not completely clear if these are different communities 
from the Gombe communities. In addition, there are potentially small chimpanzee 
populations remaining in the forest fragments across the border with Burundi. The 
corridors aims at restoring connectivity between these fragments and allowing 
chimpanzees to use this area and potentially connect Gombe with other small 
chimpanzee communities in the area and Burundi. The corridor can potentially also be 
used by other primates and species of wildlife. The part of the corridor situated along 
the National Park also acts as a buffer zone. 

Corridor Type: D (TAWIRI, 2009: E) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

Thanks to land use planning and forest restoration, the corridor is considered again 
viable and there is evidence of chimpanzee presence. The corridor is cosidered in a 
much better status compared to the status reported in the 2009 TAWIRI report. 
Through village land use planning it has been possible to set aside the entire rift area 
from Gombe up to the Burundi border as village forest reserves and forest regrowth 
is very encouraging resulting in forest fragments being re-connected. Nevertheless, 
challenges remain with enforcing the by-laws. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Critical (2009: Critical) 

Main threats:  

Land conversion for agriculture and deforestation remain the most important threats. 
While the corridor restoration efforts have been quite successful, pressure remains 
high: 

- Enforcing the by-laws remains challenging: some individual farmers still are 
attempting to cultivate and a constant effort to enforce the by-laws is needed; 

- Population pressure in the villages is high, not only as a result of high birth rates 
but also as an influx of refugees from Burundi who settle in the area and provide 
cheap labor; 
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- In the southern part of the corridor there are also problems with invasion of cattle 
herders and illegal grazing 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

JGI has been carrying out land use planning in all the villages situated along the 
corridor and to date, village forest reserves have been established all along the rift 
through a participatory process. Based on the VLUP, farmers have relocated their 
farms away from the steep ridges and forest has been restored naturally. To ensure 
that village forest reserves are respected, forest monitors have been trained, who are 
monitoring the respect of the by-law and also collect data on wildlife. Forest monitors 
are volunteers and only receive a small contribution through the JGI project for food 
rations. 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

Through the land use planning exercise, villages have agreed to set aside village forest 
reserves and to relocate their farms outside these reserves. Village forest reserves 
have been designated along the rift valley. This is where forest remnants were located 
and were the sporadic presence of chimpanzees had been confirmed. The slopes are 
very steep and therefore not very suitable for agriculture and the rift is also a catchment 
area for the rivers in the valley. Recent problems with drying out of rivers and landslides 
were important factors to help convince villages to create the village forest reserves. 

Main Challenges: 

- Boundary disputes between the villages have been an important challenge in 
developing the land use plans and also in enforcing them (as sometimes 
agricultural plots in designated forest reserves belong to other village); 

- The area is densely populated, making land for agriculture increasingly scarce; 
- While Village Forest Reserves have been agreed, some individual farmers have 

not yet agreed to evacuate their farms and sometimes claim compensation, in 
particular in case of perennial cash crops (oil palm, coffee); 

- Forest monitors are volunteers and only receive a small remuneration for food 
rations. They are often only patrolling close to the village. 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- This corridor demonstrates that it is possible to convince villagers to set aside 
village forest reserves even in very densely populated communities if they can see 
the importance for their own livelihoods (in this case catchment conservation and 
protection against landslides); 

- If areas can be protected, forest restoration can work and provide good results in 
limited time; 

- The participatory approach can be effective but demands time and efforts in 
convincing people; 

- Enforcement of the agreed by-laws remains key and ensuring this enforcement 
remains a challenge. The approach of forest monitors works but needs minimal 
outside funding, raising questions of sustainability. 
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KILIMANJARO - AMBOSELI (KITENDENI)  CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Alphonce Mallya (TNC); John Salehe (AWF), Damian Bell 
(HGF) & Benard Ksui (SFS)  

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

Situated west of Mt. Kilimanjaro (Kilimanjaro Forest Reserve). A corridor serves 
between three Protected Areas (PAs) of Lake Natron and Kilimanjaro NP (Tanzania) 
and Amboseli NP (Kenya). By 1990 the corridor was 10km long but was reduced to 
5km long by 2000. 

Land Use and Tenure: 

Situated mostly on arable village land. Rampant land sells due to high prices hence 
high encroachment. Individual land parcels most bought from locals. Eight villages in 
the area form Enduiment WMA to secure the corridor. AWF also was working to 
secure 75,000 acres of land from West Kilimanjaro Ranch to be set as conservation 
area. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

Supports large number of elephants and other wildlife and provides important calving 
areas for zebra, wildebeest (Connochaetes taurinus), Thomson’s gazelles (Gazella 
thomsonii) and Grant’s gazelles (Gazella grantii). More than 600 elephants use the 
corridor during dry season. The corridor has high biodiversity priority and it is feasible 
for restoration. 

Corridor Type: D (Tawiri: D) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

The corridor is highly viable and blessed with fertile land potential for agriculture, 
which also fetches high prices. Serious fragmentation going on which led the 
government and AWF spearheaded formation of Enduiment WMA encompassing 
almost 680 km2. Agriculture and human settlements are key factors to corridor 
blockage on Tanzania side while in Kenya change in land tenure (private 
conservancy) has put the corridor in test. This obliged the AWF-Kenya to engage into 
easement program with household not to cultivate along corridor to allow free 
movement of wildlife. In Tanzania, efforts by AWF to acquire West Kilimanjaro Ranch 
and inclusion of 7,500 acres set aside for conservation may increase the size of the 
corridor. Also efforts by the Big Life Foundation significantly reduced elephant 
poaching in the area. 

The status of the corridor is considered critical (less than 5 years remaining) as a 
result of the fragmentation due to land sell for other economic purposes and change 
in land tenure. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Critical (2009: Critical) More than half 
is considered blocked to human activities (farming and settlement)  

Main threats:  

- High demand for arable land; 
- High prices of land parcels; 
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- Change of land use and tenure on Kenyan side 
- Poaching 
- Crops in the farms along the corridor 
- Disputes due to land use uses and sell of land plots are possible as to human-

wildlife conflicts. 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

AWF, HGF and Big Life Foundation are supporting conservation activities in the area 
focusing on: 

- Establishment and management of WMA (AWF & HGF); 
- Anti-poaching programs (Big Life Foundation and HGF) 
- Negotiation to acquire 7,500 from the West Kilimanjaro Ranch for conservation; 
- Transboundary negotiations (AWF and HGF) 
- Organizing community youth aged 18-25 years to engage into conservation (HGF) 
- Easement on Kenya side (90 families not farm – AWF) 
- Demarcation of the corridor (AWF, Communities and the government officials); 
 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

The corridor is situated on village land where land parceling is going on.  Nonetheless, 
local communities have been involved in the conservation of the corridor through the 
implementation WMA and undertaking other livelihood options. Transboundary issues 
on land use and tenure need a special forum for sustainability of this important corridor. 
Besides, the local authorities and communities are supportive for the conservation of 
the corridor.  
 

Main Challenges: 

- Commercialization of the land; 
- Easement only depend on donor money 
- The word “corridor” may have negative connotation among communities versus 

safe passage  
- Pressure from communities and investors to acquire arable land. 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Securing support of practitioners and local communities and authorities through of 
awareness raising on the purpose of the corridor and the role it plays in the 
ecological stability is crucial to gain support for corridor conservation 
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MANYARA RANCH – LAKE NATRON CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Bernard Kisui, Christian Kifner, John Kioko (SFS), Mallya 
(TNC), Damian Bell (HGF) also reports from Charles Foley & Lara Foley (WCS), 
Fortunata Msofe (TANAPA) & Tom Morrison (Dartmouth)  

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

The Corridor extends from the northern end of Tarangire NP and crosses the 
Arusha-Babati highway at Miswakini Juu and Miswakini Chini villages and then 
passes through Manyara Ranch. Much of the area is dominated by open grassland 
interspersed with open bush land.  

Land Use and Tenure: 

Agriculture is dominant and is increasing especially along strip of land between 
Tarangire NP and Manyara Ranch.  

Biological and ecological significance: 

Wildlife in the northeast boundary of Manyara Ranch crosses Makuyuni-Mto wa Mbu 
road between Manyara Ranch and Losirua/Esilale villages, passes through a narrow 
channel at the northwest base of the Lolsimongori mountain and continues northwards 
to the plains on the southern edge of Lake Natron. The corridor has medium 
biodiversity potential and it is feasible for restoration. 

Corridor Type: D (Tawiri: D) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

Is one of the complex corridors in the northern circuit as it is also dominated by 
human settlements and agriculture BUT it is feasible for rescue as a corridor and it 
accords High priority due to its significance. Its status is considered Moderate (less 
than 20 years remaining), thus e have rooms to act fast to rescue it. More 
coordination of current practitioners working in the area is needed to yield significant 
positive results. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Moderate (2009: Moderate) 

Main threats:  

- High demand for arable land especially at Mto wa Mbu and suburbs; 
- Increasing human settlements and agricultural activities; 
- Extension and rapid expansion of other emerging rural towns such as Miswakini 

Juu and Miswakini Chini 
 
Disputes due to land use uses and possible human-wildlife conflicts due to crop 
raiding, poaching. 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

TANAPA, HGF, TNC, UCRT, TRIAS and WCS have been supporting conservation 
activities in the area focusing on: 

- Village land use planning and issuance of CCROs 
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- Patrols; 
- Community awareness raising; 
- Support community socio-economic efforts; 
- Support community-based conservation efforts e.g. chilli fence, alarm to stop 

animals from crop raiding especially during wet season; 
- Ongoing effort to establish WMA encompassing 30 villages  
- Current village protection teams supervised by AWF/HGF at Mswakini  
- Possibilities of compensation 

 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

The local communities have been involved in the conservation of the corridor through 
support of community-based projects as alternative livelihoods, establishment of 
village protection teams and good neighborhood approaches.  
Besides, there is appreciable support of local authorities and communities on 
conservation of the corridor.  
 

Main Challenges: 

- Commercialization of land; increased agricultural activities especially at Mto wa 
Mbu; 

- Pressure from population increase and settlements  
- Increasing number of livestock 
- Increased business ventures that take over land from wildlife conservation. 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Securing support of practitioners and local authorities through of awareness raising 
on the purpose of the corridor and the role it plays in the ecological stability is 
crucial in gaining support from the communities 

- More enforcement on village land use plans needed 
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MANYARA– NGONGORO (UPPER KITETE/SELELA) CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Bernard Kisui, Christian Kifner, John Kioko (SFS), Alphonce 
Mallya (TNC; UCRT) & report by Hassan Shombe (SUA)  

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

Extends from Manyara NP to Ngorongoro CA covering a total length of 2 km wide 
and 10 km long. The upper part of Kitete corridor was in 1978 joined as part of NCA 
to main wildlife movement from the North Highland Forest to the lowland below the 
rift escapement. The Selela corridor extends from the lowlands Selela groundwater 
forest to Lake Manyara NP. It is a key feature of the Rift Valley that connects the 
NCA and the Lake Manyara NP.  

Land Use and Tenure: 

The corridor is largely on village land on the exception of some area lying in the 
Manyara forest and Upper Kitete that was joined to NCA. Agriculture is dominant and 
is increasing both for food and cash crops such as coffee, maize and wheat. 
Smallholding and medium scale farms are dominant holding types. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

The corridor is mostly used by African elephant and buffalo. It is very important corridor 
that connects between Manyara-Ngorongoro-Serengeti ungulate populations. There is 
also possibility that Tarangire large mammal populations are connected to this corridor 
while matching towards further northern circuit. The corridor has high biodiversity 
priority and it is feasible for restoration. 

Corridor Type: D (Tawiri: D) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

Discussions with practitioners in the area showed that various human activities are 
going on in the corridor is mostly dominated settlements and agriculture, business 
ventures e.g. curios, camping sites and hotels. All areas adjacent to the corridor are 
settled cultivated by the locals.  

But they also had hope the corridor can be rescued with good protection along the rift 
escapement, which most utilized by animals. Its status was considered Extreme by 
TAWIRI, 2009 (less than 2 years remaining) largely due to human related 
infringements despite efforts by NCAA for easement and patrols, the later also led by 
TANAPA to rescue the corridor. Nonetheless, it was learnt that feasibility to secure it 
is going to be very difficult due to human infringements. Priority to secure this 
corridor is high due to its high potential of biodiversity it supports. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Extreme (2009: Extreme)  

Main threats:  

- High demand for arable land; 
- Increasing human settlements and agricultural activities; 
- Increased business ventures (curios, hotels and camping sites) 



 

 92 

- Extension and rapid expansion of Karatu town and other emerging rural towns 
such as Rhotia where the School for Field Studies, Center for Wildlife 
Management Studies is locate along Manyara-Karatu highway 

- Cattle dips disputes due to land use uses and possible human-wildlife conflicts 
due to crop raiding, poaching. 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

TANAPA, NCAA, TNC, UCRT, Communities and School for Field Studies, Center for 
Wildlife Management Studies have been supporting conservation activities in the 
area focusing on: 

- Comprehensive village land use planning and issuance of customary certificate of 
right of occupancy (CCROs) mainly by TNC and UCRT 

- Patrols (TANAPA and NCAA); 
- Public Outreach and Community education for awareness raising (SFS, TANAPA, 

NCAA) 
- Support community socio-economic efforts (TANAPA, NCAA, TNC, UCRT and 

CFS); 
- Building support for conservation through public participation 

 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

The local communities have been involved in the conservation of the corridor through 
support of community-based projects as alternative livelihoods and good 
neighborhood approaches. Various tourist activities to support conservation are going 
on 
Besides, there is appreciable support of local authorities and communities on 
conservation of the corridor.  
 

Main Challenges: 

- Commercialization of the land, increased agricultural activities; 
- Pressure from population increase and settlements in some selected areas such 

as Mto wa Mbu, Rhotia and Karatu,  
- Increasing number of livestock 
- Increased business ventures that take over land for wildlife conservation. 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Multiple efforts from different stakeholders are needed. Community involvement 
through awareness raising programs is key and to ensure ecological stability of the 
corridor 

- Compensation can be thought to free the corridor 
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TARANGIRE–MAKUYUNI (MAKUYUNI) CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Bernard Kisui, Christian Kifner, John Kioko (SFS), Alphonce 
Mallya (TNC), Damian Bell (HGF) and Reports by Charles Foley & Lara Foley 
(WCS); Fortunata Msoffe (TANAPA); Tom Morrison (Dartmouth).  

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

Makuyuni links Tarangire NP with a key elephant dispersal area to the northeast of the 
Park. A short corridor covering an area of 15km and lies within the Lolkisale Game 
Controlled Area. The area is dominated by Acacia woodland and dense thickets.  

Land Use and Tenure: 

Vast part of the area is on village land and Lolkisale GCA. About half of the corridor is 
protected through land lease agreements with tour operators. Crop cultivation and 
human settlements are dominant and escalating in the area and; villagers utilize the 
forest for charcoal burning as well.   

Biological and ecological significance: 

The corridor is well-known habitat for the sub-population of elephants in Tarangire. 
These elephants leave the park during the wet season and spend a total of 3-5 months 
in the dispersal area where their movements have been well documented through 
radio collaring and ground counts. The corridor has medium biodiversity priority and it 
is feasible for restoration. 

Corridor Type: D (Tawiri: D) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

The corridor was rated to have high biodiversity endowment and high priority to rescue 
it. Nonetheless concerted efforts are needed as may be considered very difficult to 
rescue it due to dominance of human settlements and agriculture, business ventures 
e.g. camping sites and hotels. Though its status is considered Moderate (less than 20 
years remaining), continued   infringements by human related activities if unabated 
may render it critical. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Moderate (2009: Moderate) 

Main threats:  

- Increasing human settlements and agricultural expansions; 
- Animal poaching; 
- Loss of habitat through tree felling for charcoal production 
- Increased business ventures (curios, hotels and camping sites) 
- Human-wildlife conflicts due to crop cultivation and wildlife management 

activities.  

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

UCRT, WCS, HGF, TNC work with communities on; 

- Village land use planning and issuance of CCROs; 
- Anti-poaching patrols; Aerial Patrols for elephant protections; 
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- Public Outreach and Community education for awareness raising on conservation 
and use of alternative sources of energy; 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

Agriculture and human settlements are increasingly becoming common in the area. A 
corridor was demarcated with beacons but still suffers infringements from human 
activities. More community engagements are needed and clear definition between 
corridor and dispersal area can resolve several other conservation hiccups. 

 

Main Challenges: 

- Increased human and settlement agricultural activities; 
- Pressure from population increase and settlements in some selected areas such 

as Makuyuni, Naitolia and Lolkisale villages.   
- Increased business ventures that take over land for wildlife conservation. 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Human-wildlife conflict resolutions need multi-stakeholders engagement  
- Community engagement to raise the level of anti-poaching awareness along the 

corridor.  
- Securing support of practitioners and local authorities through awareness raising 

on the purpose of the corridor and the role it plays in the ecological stability is 
crucial in gaining support from the communities.  
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TARANGIRE – MANYARA (Kwakuchinja)  

Information sources: Alphonce Mallya (TNC), Bernard Kisui, Christian Kifner, John Kioko 
(SFS), Damian Bell (HGF) & Reports by Hassan Shombe (SUA) &Goldman M.J., (WCS)  

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

Kwakuchinja corridor is located between latitude 03◦ 35’ 38’’ and 03◦ 48’ 02’’S and longitude 
35◦ 48’ 21’’ and 35◦ 59’ 25’’E. It is an open area (600 km2) lying between Lake Manyara and 
Tarangire NP. The vegetation is primarily savanna with pockets of woodlands along 
waterways. A home for several ethnic groups in several sub-villages.  

Land Use and Tenure: 

The corridor is crucial to a range of large mammal species including: elephants; bushbuck; 
and impala. Apart from wildlife management and conservation; agriculture livestock keeping, 
settlements, phosphate mining, business ventures and fishing form other land use types. It is 
an area also affected by immigration from surrounding towns such as Babati. The Great North 
Roadway makes the area highly accessible. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

The corridor conjoins Lake Manyara Biosphere Reserve and Tarangire National Park. It is 
crucial for sustaining the globally-significant biodiversity, the Tarangire-Manyara ecosystem. 
The corridor forms part of a critical habitat for aquatic fauna, a variety of bird species, migratory 
wildlife including elephant, buffalo, lion, hippopotamus, impala, giraffe, zebra, wildebeest, 
bushbuck, leopard and baboon. The area has medium biodiversity endowment. Efforts to 
rescue the corridor are also feasible. 

Corridor Type: D (Tawiri: D) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

Much of the area’s biodiversity is sustained by wetlands and other water sources in the area, 
making the Tarangire-Manyara water catchments and wetlands critical ecological components 
of the region. The corridor and the Burunge WMA support wildlife movement between 
Tarangire, Lake Manyara and the adjacent lake Manyara Ranch making it an area of high 
conservational significance. The area is famous for its large buffalo population that moves in 
and out of Tarangire. The lake Burunge in the WMA attracts migration of water birds such as 
Greater and Lesser flamingos and a range of ducks and shore avian. Despite the fact that, its 
status was considered Critical (less than 5 years remaining) due to encroachments from 
human activities, BUT practitioners working in the area had the opinion that the corridor is 
feasible for rescue.  

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Critical (2009: Critical) 

Main threats:  

- Conflicting land uses including agriculture, livestock keeping, human settlements, mining, 
fishing and wildlife management and conservation.  

- Local extinction of several animal species including eland, hartebeest, buffalo, oryx, lesser 
kudu, cheetah (Acinonyx jubatus), leopard and lion 

- Settlements and agriculture expansion which block movements of animals  
- Poaching and human disturbance are also at high rate. 
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- Proximity to fast growing towns 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

TNC,  UCRT, HGF and WCS are working in the area with communities to rescue the corridor 
using various approaches including;  

- Easement,  
- Village land use planning and issuance of CCROs 
- Management Zone Plans (MZP) and General Management Plans (GMP).  
- Establishment of Burunge WMAs and Biodiversity Conservation Projects such as Api-

Agro-Forestry. 
- Strengthening village capacity to develop sustainable biodiversity enterprises though 

establishment of business plans. 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

The local communities are involved in management of the corridor through easement, village 
land use planning and issuance and CCROs, establishment of community-based conservation 
projects aimed at creating alternative sources of income and reduce poverty. Besides, local 
communities have been oriented on how to manage and benefit from the natural resources 
around them. Kwakuchinja Corridor sits on the village lands selected as a pilot site for trial of 
the government’s new ‘Wildlife Management Area’ (WMA) policy. 

Main Challenges: 

- Land fragmentation from expanding multiple land uses 
- Human settlements and cultivated fields expansion at the expense of natural resource 

base 
- Persistent bush meat hunting   
- Habitat encroachment by human activities especially farming and livestock keeping 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Empowering local communities to develop sustainable incomes through tourism, honey-
production, women’s handicrafts and campsites is crucial for reducing pressure from 
natural resources. 

- Zoning of some parts of the corridor with collaboration of the local community could reduce 
the pressure on more sensitive areas of the corridor to carter for ecological recovery.  

- Some proceeds from tourism activities in the WMAs should be re-invested in community 
development projects, such as medical facilities, classrooms and water pumps to cultivate 
a sense of ownership and positive attitude towards biodiversity conservation.  
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TARANGIRE-MUHEZI- SWAGASWAGA CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Alphonce Mallya (TNC); and Report by Bakari Mbano and 
Coppolillo et al.   

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

The corridor extends west of Tarangire though Dodoma crossing Itigi thickets and 
connecting the western population through Ruaha-Kizigo-Rungwa-Muhezi 
ecosystem. It is one of corridors that have very limited information of its potentials 
and viability. 

Land Use and Tenure 

The corridor largely sits on village land and parts of protected area such as the Itigi 
thickets and some forest reserves. Land conversions due to livestock grazing, 
agricultural production and human settlements are increasing in the along the 
corridor. The corridor is characterized by continuous or semi-continuous agricultural 
land between protected areas with anecdotal information on animal movements. It 
consists of patches or network of one or more FRs that lie between two large 
protected areas. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

Though systematic information is missing, the corridor is known to support 
movement of large mammals such as elephant and other species. The Itigi thicket is 
an iconic habitat that dominates this corridor. A few reports indicate seasonal round 
migration with elephant passing through the northern area from Muhezi toward 
SwagaSwaga early in the wet season, returning via the south of Bahi later in the 
year. Genetic evidence suggests that Ruaha elephants are closely to Tarangire than 
Selous elephant though the population is far from clear. Kudu, impala and eland are 
reported to utilize the corridor though it is not clear whether they move through the 
area or are locally resident in habitat remnants or disperse from Tarangire, Muhezi 
and SwagaSwaga. 

Corridor Type: C (Tawiri: C)  

Current status and ecological viability:  

The corridor is in critical condition due to various human activities. Agriculture, 
mining, charcoal making, human settlements and livestock keeping threatens the 
sustainability of this corridor. TAWIRI, 2009 described its status as Critical (less than 
5 years remaining), lack of current efforts to secure may drive the corridor into 
extreme condition. Thus, strengthening CBRM along the corridor is highly important. 
The corridor is assumed to have low biodiversity. Restoration is very difficult or 
almost impossible due to encumbrances caused by human activities. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): (2009: Critical) Critical 

Main threats:  

- Deforestation and forest degradation are most common 
- Charcoal production,  
- Agricultural expansion often in associated with bush clearing,  
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- Mining activities 
- Human-wildlife conflicts due to crop raiding and retaliation killings. 
- High incidences of poaching 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

There a very limited ongoing activities that can be used as stepping stones to rescue 
the corridor. Only basic information for wildlife movements was collected by WCS. 
Other activities in the area that can help restoration of the wildlife corridor once 
enhanced include; 

- Village land use planning in a few selected areas with less intension to restore 
wildlife corridors 

- Continued involvement of local communities in the management of the forest 
reserves though the current focus was not based on securing corridors 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

- Different land uses in village lands with varied farm sizes along the corridor hence 
its fragmentation. 

- The local communities have been involved in the conservation of the corridor 
through management of Forest reserves 

 

Main Challenges: 

- Continuous or semi-continuous agricultural activities along the corridor hence 
clearing of bushes and thickets for agricultural expansion.   

- Pressure from population increase, human settlements and herding  
 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Since there are no specific efforts to restore corridors, it is imperative to sensitize 
institutions including local government authorities to include corridor conservation 
while planning for natural resources management   
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TARANGIRE - SIMANJIRO PLAINS  

Information sources: Alphonce Mallya (TNC) & Reports by WCS (Tim Caro; 
Rodgers A. et al; Sachedina, H.; Bolger, T. et al) 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

The Tarangire-Simanjiro plains corridor extends northwest corner of the Tarangire 
NP ecosystem with an area of 2,600km2.. The whole Tarangire ecosystem covers 
20,000km2 which was formally utilized by wildlife and Maasai pastoralists. The Park is 
a dry season refuge for herbivores migrated from the east of the NP through the 
Lolkisale GCA. Many of the former migration routes have been lost. The most 
important remaining corridor is in the east through the Lolkisale GCA out to the 
villages of Emboreet, Sukuro and Terrat. 

Land Use and Tenure: 

The corridor largely lies on the village land. Agricultural practices and human 
settlements are dominant and increasing. Pastoralists, moving across the landscape 
in search of forage for their cattle are also common in the area. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

Tarangire-Simanjiro Plains is a richest area for large animal diversity and abundance 
consisting of migratory species of antelopes, zebras, hartebeest, buffalos, 
wildebeests, and giraffes. The corridor connotes medium biodiversity for wildlife, high 
priority for conservation and restoration efforts are feasible.  

Corridor Type: D (Tawiri: D) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

Ecosystem is one of the richest areas for large animal diversity and abundance, and 
is a hotspot for diversity of ungulates. Its status by TAWIRI, 2009 considered it Critical 
(less than 5 years remaining) due to encroachments from human activities. Hence 
herbivores movement west, north, northeast, east and south, many of these routes 
have already been lost. The remaining corridor is east through the Lolkisale GCA out 
to the villages of Sukuro, Emboreet and Terrat. Nonetheless, TNC believes that the 
corridor is feasible for rescue if the ongoing efforts are integrated and strengthened. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Critical (2009: Critical) 

Main threats:  

- Agricultural expansion and permanent houses that have blocked most of 
migratory routes. 

- Inadequate protection of the migration route.  

- Sport and illegal hunting. 

- Disputes among different land users such as Controversy arisen between some 
stakeholders over the corridor between Tarangire NP and villages to the east; and 
increasingly the villages adjoining the National Park are entering into land lease 
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agreements with tour operators and creating concession areas which are used 
solely for tourism and cattle grazing. 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

UCRT, Dorobo Fund, TNC, WCS are working in the area on various initiatives to 
rescue the corridor including; 

- Easement program 

- Comprehensive land-use planning and CCROs issuance along the entire 
migratory route. 

- Speed bumps and signs along the road where wildlife concentrate to cross.  

- Continued involvement of local communities in the conservation and management 
of the corridor and awareness raising on the importance of the corridor. 

- Anti-poaching patrols such as employing local Maasai warriors.  

- Grassroots eco-tourism developments. 

- Low fees to encourage visitors while funding protection and development. 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

Various initiatives by UCRT, Dorobo Fund, TNC and WCS are working with local 
communities on the conservation of the corridor to ensure that the interests of NP with 
regard to natural resources conservation and community welfare are presented at all 
levels. There is appreciable support of development partners, Non Government 
Organizations, the government, local authorities and communities on conservation of 
the corridor though still some challenges are yet to be addressed 

Main Challenges: 

- Agricultural cultivation close and adjacent to the NP; 

- Bushmeat hunting and resident hunting 

- Population increase that depend on natural resources extraction; 

- Increase in human settlements in villages adjoining the NP 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- This corridor is very rich in terms of biodiversity and concerted efforts are required 
to conserve these globally important ecosystems.  

- Inclusion of different stakeholders can yield substantive results for wildlife 
management.  

- Securing support of practitioners and local authorities through of awareness 
raising on the purpose of the corridor and the role it plays in the ecological stability 
is crucial in gaining support from the communities.  
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TARANGIRE – MKUNGUNERO/KIMOTOROK CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Alphonce Mallya (TNC); Reports by Charles Foley &; Lara 
Foley (WCS); Fortunata Msoffe (TANAPA); Tom Morrison (Dartmouth).  

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

The corridor covers the southern end of Tarangire NP through Mkungunero Game 
Reserve and extends to eastwards towards Makame and Ndedo villages. The area is 
dominated by open grassland, swamps, open Acacia microphyll woodland and dense 
thicket in the Makame and Ndedo villages. Very little information available for this 
corridor. 

Land Use and Tenure 

The corridor largely sits on village land. Agricultural production and human 
settlements are increasing in the area especially on the south of Makame Village. 
Strengthening of the Makame WMA is underway to make this corridor viable. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

The corridor supports movement of elephants, wildebeest together with other large 
mammal species, including the rarer gerenuk, lesser kudu and wild dogs. The corridor 
has high biodiversity potential and provides high priority for conservation. 

Corridor Type: D (Tawiri: D)  

Current status and ecological viability:  

The corridor is dominated by human settlements and agriculture expansion on the 
south of Makame village which is likely to impact the corridor. Though TAWIRI, 2009 
described its status as Moderate (less than 20 years remaining) current situation may 
drive the corridor to critical. Thus, strengthening of Makame WMA is highly 
recommended. Current feasibility of the corridor is assumed very difficult despite its 
high biodiversity priority. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): (2009: Moderate) Currently:-may be 
Critical due to increasing human activities 

Main threats:  

- Increasing immigration and human settlements due to Babati-Simanjiro road 
construction that bisects the corridor. 

- Deforestation and forest degradation 

- Charcoal production, often in association with bush clearing for agriculture.  

- Human-wildlife conflicts due to crop raiding and retaliation killings. 

- High incidences of poaching 
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On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

There a very limited ongoing activities to rescue the corridor. A few noted efforts 
include: 

- Village land use planning 

- Makame WMA 

- Continued involvement of local communities in the management of the corridor; 

- Awareness raising at all levels on the importance of the area; 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

- Multiple land uses with varied farm sizes along the corridor hence its 
fragmentation. 

- The local communities have been involved in the conservation of the corridor 
through the implementation of the Makame Wildlife Management Area (WMA) 
though more efforts are needed to strengthen it. 

- Increased human settlements and increased number of livestock herds 

Main Challenges: 

- Increased agricultural activities in selected areas such as South of Makame 
village; 

- Pressure from population increase and settlements. 

- Clearing of bushes and thickets for agricultural expansion.   

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Sustainable use of land to avoid extensive use of such land is required. 

- Securing support of the local communities through of awareness raising on the 
purpose of the corridor and the role it plays in the ecological stability is crucial in 
gaining support from the communities.  

- Community incentives are important (such as beekeeping, improvement of the 
agricultural and livestock value-chains, tree planting and education) facilitate 
securing the support of communities.  

- The need to enhance the functioning of the Makame WMA though different 
management skills, business models and community participation approaches 
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UULUGURU NORTH - SOUTH CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Charles Meshack (TFCG/WWF) during technical workshop and 
Reports by Neil Burgess; Doggart N. J. Lovett et al; Rodgers, W. A & Burgess, N. D. and 
Butulaine, G) 

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

Uluguru Mountains are one of the blocks within the Eastern Arc ranges. They consistently 
rank in top three of the blocks in terms of overall species value and many species are just 
endemic in this area. The corridor popularly known as Bundiki corridor is circumscribed 
between two large forest reserves of Uluguru north and Uluguru south both of of which 
contain significant biodiversity. The corridor forms an important part of the Uluguru 
Mountains which are also of critical importance for the provision of water to the Ruvu River 
especially during dry season. 

Land Use and Tenure: 

Agricultural activities mostly of slash and burn nature and extraction of forest products for 
different reasons are common. Human settlements also characterize this important corridor. 
The corridor mostly sits on village land subjected to miniature and medium size farm plots 
hence fragmentation of the corridor. 

Biological and ecological significance: 

The corridor is an important area for gene richness for more than 135 endemic species of 
plants, provides an area for prosperity for two endemic species of birds (Uluguru bush sharike 
– Malaconotus alius and Loveridges sunbird – Nectarinia loveridgei) and forty four Eastern 
Arc endemic vertebrates. Other species whose prosperity depend on viability of this corridor 
are six species of amphibians of Nectophrynoides, Scolecumorphus, Hyperolius and 
Probreviceps spp, two endemic species of reptiles (Typhylops uluguruensis and 
Xyeledontophis uluguruensis) and one endemic small mammal (Myosorex geata) which utilize 
this corridor. 

Corridor Type: D (Tawiri: E) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

The corridor is a potential connectivity of important habitats among the highland forests that 
links fragmented/threatened habitat patches with many species considered as threatened 
with extinction.  

Corridor was considered Critical (less than 2 years remaining) by TAWIRI, 2009 report, 
largely due to encroachments from human activities. Tanzania Forest Conservation Group 
(TFCG) and WWF tried restoration of the area including planting of indigenous trees 
species. Their efforts ended in 2014 thus enforcement and continuity is needed to ensure 
effective conservation efforts. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Extreme (2009: Extreme) 

Main threats:  

- Establishment of villages on forest edges 
- Increased farming activities in the forest reserve 
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- Ongoing extraction of natural resources  
- Status of resettlement and compensation need to be reworked to iron-out complains   
- Disputes due to conflicting land uses and possible illegal activities or unaligned 

activities e.g. deforestation. 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

The current restoration status is not known after end of TFCG/WWF project intervention in 

2014: 

- Restoration of Bunduki forest strip/gap joining the North and south reserves 
through tree planting 

- Support community alternative income generating activities 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

In previous times till 2014, the local communities have been involved in the conservation of 
the corridor through support of community-based projects as alternative livelihoods, 
resettlement and compensation. TFCG and WWF Restoration of the Bunduki gap (joining the 
North and South reserves) has never been an easy task. 
Besides, there is appreciable support of development partners, the government, local 
authorities and communities on conservation of the corridor though still some challenges are 
yet to be addressed.  
 

Main Challenges: 

- Population increase that depend on natural resources extraction; 
- Increase in human settlements on forest edges 
- Complications relates to resettlements and compensation 
- Weak monitoring instruments for forest restoration  

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Forest restoration is possible but multi-stakeholders involvement is important 
- Restoration need to be followed by strict enforcement otherwise fragmentation will recur 
- Resettlement and compensation need a very careful processes and must be inclusive and 

participatory 
- This corridor is very rich in terms of biodiversity and concerted efforts are required to 

conserved these globally important forests 
- Inclusion of different stakeholders can yield substantive results for forest conservation  
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WAMIMBIKI– SAADANI CORRIDOR 

Information sources: Angela Mwakatobe (TAWIRI) and Jason Riggio. Reports by Van de 
Perre et al. J. and TAWIRI  

Geographical situation of the corridor:  

Sandwiched between three administrative regions: Morogoro (SW), Tanga (N) and Pwani 
(SE) with a stretch of 50km long. The corridor stretches between Saadani National Park and 
Wami-Mbiki Wildlife Management Area. Weather is warm with a mean daily temperature of 
25°C and mean annual rainfall of over 1000 mm. 

Land Use and Tenure: 

The corridor is an aggregation of areas of community/village land in which local people have 
usage rights over the wildlife resources. Agricultural activities (rice, pineapples, mangoes, 
maize), livestock herding, human settlements, hunting and extraction of forest resources are 
rampant hence fragmentation of the corridor. 

 

Biological and ecological significance: 

The corridor is habituated by African elephants (Loxodonta africana), buffalo (Ayncerus 
caffer), giraffe (Giraffa camelopardalis) and hartebeest (Alcelaphus buselaphus). The Wami 
is the most important river in the area flowing east through the centre of Wami-Mbiki towards 
the southern tip of Saadani National Park. Observed wet season migration of elephant and 
buffaloes between Wami Mbiki WMA and Saadan NP though little information is available on 
routes and the general status of the corridor.  

Corridor Type: D (Tawiri: A) 

Current status and ecological viability:  

The corridor inhabited by both large and small mammals. It provides an avenue for 
terrestrial-marine nexus as it connects between the two scapes. 

The corridor viability is constrained by disturbances from extensive human use or habitation. 
Currently, large conversion of land for agriculture, settlements, extensive livestock keeping, 
charcoal burning and massive clearance of vegetation cover. The area is also subject to many 
immigrants from outside the area.   

Nevertheless, its status is considered Extreme (less than 2 years remaining) as a result of 
the extreme disturbances from human activities. The corridor has high biodiversity priority 
and its feasible for restoration. 

Status classification (Now /TAWIRI, 2009): Extreme (2009: Extreme) 

Main threats:  

- Population growth and Human habitation (settlements) 

- Farming activities (mainly rice, maize and beans) 

- Deforestation and forest degradation 

- Livestock keeping; 

- Charcoal burning 
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This corridor is facing serious decline of wildlife species due to disturbances caused by human 
activities. 

On-going efforts to secure the corridor and address threats: 

There a very limited ongoing activities to rescue the corridor. Only basic information for 
wildlife movements was collected by WCS. Other activities in the area that can help 
restoration of the wildlife corridor once enhanced include: 

- Village land use plans; 

- The local communities have been involved in the conservation of the corridor through the 
implementation of Wildlife Management Area (WMA) 

- Raising national and international awareness on the importance of the area; 

- Ongoing participatory community forest and establishment of individual woodlots 

- Demarcation and installation of witness marks for Saadani National Park and Wami-Mbiki 
Wildlife Management Areas 

Land tenure issues and support by local communities: 

 - Multiple land uses with varied sizes along the corridor hence its fragmentation 

  - Land sell and lease are common 

 - Extensive development of new settlements and increased number of livestock herds 

 - One of the areas prone for land use related conflicts 

Main Challenges: 

- Few villages with village land use plans 

- Systematic use of the landscape though Community Action Plans need to be enhanced; 

- Clear demarcate the boundary of WMA and Saadani National Park and the corridor itself. 

- Limited ecological surveys in the corridor (1969– 2014); limited available documentation 
available 

Main Lessons Learned: 

- Careful design of sustainable multiple land use is needed 

- Sustainable use of land to avoid extensive use of land is required 

- Securing support of the local communities through of awareness raising on the purpose of 
the corridor and the role it plays in the ecological stability is crucial in gaining support from 
the communities 

- Community incentives are important (such as beekeeping, improvement of the agricultural 
and livestock value-chains, tree planting and education) facilitate securing the support of 
communities. 

 


