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Executive Summary  

 

Since 2007 the Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands (EKN) has supported four Kenyan 

conservation organizations (AWF, ACC, NRT, LWF). Around 8% of the f inancial support of EKN 

has been spent on tourism activities  (foremost into the construction of lodges, destination 

marketing, or private - community - partnerships) , covering  61%  of all tourism activities of these 

4 NGOs, which in turn generated 400 - 450 dir ect jobs. Approximately 2000 - 2250 people directly 

depend  on these jobs  economically  through  income dependence . Another 100,000 people (in 

nearby communities) are benefitting from the work of these four organizations through school 

bursaries (at least 2500  bursaries), health facilities (at least six facilities), improved 

infrastructure, water systems, safety, and local decisi on making (effective governance ) . 

 

Introduction  

 

This reports examines the extent to which investments in tourism 1 projects in the ASA Ls in Kenya (in the 

period of 2007 -2013)  of four conservation organizations (AWF, ACC, NRT, LWF) , financially supported by the 

Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands ( EKN) , have led to óValue for Moneyô.  By interviewing and 

reviewing project documents from these partner s we evaluated  what livelihood outcomes have been 

achieved by the various partner organizations through tourism. By inspecting four best practices we also 

have examined how project s perform and differ  óon the groundô. By doing so we have  provided a baseline for 

future in -depth analysis of tourism interventions within Kenyaôs ASALs.  

 

Main F indings  

Due to lacking data and inconsistenc ies between the monitoring systems of the four  NGOôs,  it has been 

difficult to make fully accurate estimati ons  and comparisons of tourism impact s. Based on the available 

data, provided to us by the four  partner organisations, we have been able to reconstruct  for the period 

2007 -201 3 that:  

¶ The financial input of the EKN into the four partner organisations has be en Ksh . 2, 767 million in 

total (approx. 26. 4 million euro);  

¶ At least Ksh . 220 million ( 8 % of total EKN inputs) has been invested in tourism of which at least a 

third has been invested in the physical construction of tourism enterprises;  

¶ EKN finances appro ximately 61  % of all tourism activities of the  four partner organisations;  

¶ These activities have contributed to more than Ksh . 243 million community income and 

approximately 400 -450 direct jobs, which in turn have generated on average Ksh . 70 -75 million pe r 

year upon which approximately 2000 -2250 people directly depend;  

¶ At least 100,000 people (in nearby communities)  are benefitting from the work of these four 

organizations through school bursaries (at least 2500 bursaries), health facilities (at least  six 

facilities) , improved infrastructure, water systems, and local decision making (effective 

governance);  

¶ The main indirect impacts were earnings f rom beadworks, philanthropy and local purchasing. More 

research on the indirect effects would have to reveal th e true contribution to  local economic 

development.  

 

Our findings are summarized in the figure below:  

  

                                                 
1 By Tourism investments we refer to  any hours/resources spent on tourism development. For a clear definition of tourism, see 

methodology section 3.1  
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Financial I nput of the EKN  

The financial contribution of the EKN to the four partner organisations between 2007 -201 3 has been Ksh . 

2, 767 million in total (approx. 26. 4 million euro) . AWF has received funding since 2003 and is the largest 

beneficiary of EKN funding (on average Ksh . 262  million per year), while other partner organisations each 

receive a yearly grant of around Ksh . 60 -80 m illion. NRT has only recently (since 2012) started to receive 

grant funding by EKN . 

 

Funding has proven to be crucial for the execution of the NGO programmes in Kenya , because of the overall 

share the EKN contribution represents on their total budgets (e.g . LWF, AWF, ACC) and because of the 

conditions under which the grants are received. Generally speaking, EKN funds have not been restricted to 

particular programs or projects, but have been used for a wide range of expenses (e.g. overhead, salaries, 

materia l costs, projects, mediation services). These óunrestrictedô (but not unconditional) funds are critical  

for each organisation, and make sense in the current stage of development in conservation tourism as 

sustaining conservation tourism projects requires t hat EKN funding can be spent on mediation between 

communities and private investors, and revising and updating partnerships when required.         

 

Tourism Share  

We estimated that between 2007 -201 3 at least Ksh . 220 million ( 8 % of total EKN inputs) has be en invested 

in tourism  projects , of which at least a third has been invested in the construction of tourism enterprises . I n 

comparison to other donors funding tourism activities of the same partner organizations, EKN financed 80% 

of the tourism activities of ACC and LWF ;  19% of NRT  and 51% of AWF . The EKN support has also been 

imperative in relation to other donor support in Kenyaôs ASALs. From all tourism investments made by these 

four organizations, 61 % has been covered by EKN support.  

 

Next to constructi on work, the four partner organisations spen t  most of their investments  into  marketing  

(at least 11 % of investments into tourism coming from EKN), especially through t he work of LWF in 

Laikipia . Private -Community Partnerships (PCPs) (especially AWF , NRT and ACC )  have taken a great deal of 

time.  Other important tourism related activities include capacity building ( in particular  ACC), policy lobby ing  

(all organizations) , and only small portion on monitoring and evaluation of tourism activities  (only ACC has  

indicated to spent 0,06% on specific M&E of tourism).  
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Tourism and Development Pathways  

Although it is nearly impossible to show the exact attribution effect of various organisational approaches, in 

general we conclude that the various initiatives in to urism for Kenyaôs ASALs have had a large  impact on 

community livelihoods in places where different organisations have been active; AWF in the Samburu and 

Kilimanjaro heartlands (Laikipia and Amboseli); ACC in Amboseli and to some degree in Laikipia; NRT in  the 

Northern rangelands (with some overlap in Laikipia); and LWF in Laikipia only.  

 

Direct Impacts  

Based on the available date we estimate that AWF, ACC and NRT have contributed to more than Ksh . 243 

million  community income  (benefitting approximately 10 0,000 people in the ASALs) , a number that keeps 

growing on a yearly basis, partly due to renewed negotiations between communities and private operators 

active in Kenyaôs ASALs. Next to income, approximately 400-450 direct jobs have generated on average 

Ksh. 70 -75 million per year , upon which approximately 2000 -2250 people directly depend. Less clear is what 

type of jobs are generated, what education level is required for these jobs, and the extent to which gender 

and youth are benefiting from these. Looking  into larger scale effects towards community benefits through 

income to, for  example,  group ranches  and  conservancies, at least 100,000 people are benefitting from the 

work of these four organizations on paper, through school bursaries (at least 2500 bursa ries), health 

facilities (at least  six facilities have been constr ucted), improved infrastructure  and water systems.  

 

Indirect & Dynamic Impacts  

According to tourism experts, the influence of indirect and dynamic impacts on peopleôs livelihoods is 

general ly similar  to , if not larger  than , the direct impacts mentioned above. These indirect effects are, 

unfortunately, not recorded by the four partner organizations. Nonetheless , our research revealed at least  

three important indirect impacts: indirect earning s f rom beadworks (examples given by ACC and NRT); 

philanthropy (related to the work of AWF and NRT) and local purchasing contributing significantly to local 

economic development in places like Laikipia (examples given by AWF and LWF).  

 

The dynamic impacts  of EKN investments in conservation organisations, and subsequently in conservation 

tourism, yield more effects than merely livelihood and conservation benefits. Donor money allows 

organisations to experiment with new and different approaches in ways that would not have been able with 

commercial funding only. Donor funding also allows for learning between different approaches of 

organisations. Also in this regard the EKN has played an important role over the years in providing not only 

funding but also a pl atform for communication and lessons learned.   

 

Differences between the four conservation organisations  

Our analysis has shown interesting differences in organizational approaches that particularly  vary   in their 

scale  of operation . Where AWF focuses on h eartland conservation, NRT secures land for conservation on a 

large scale through conservancies, ACC supports small scale community based initiatives in cultural tourism 

and LWF focuses on the branding of Laikipia as a destination. It is therefore importan t that organizations are 

assessed taking their scale of operation and specific approach into account. Each approach has unique 

characteristics that other partners  can learn from. Moreover, tourism projects with these organizations are 

part of a more holist ic conservation approach  and tourism will always be put into strategic use within 

broader programmes.  

 

AWF stands out on creating business es for nature conservation through their focus on conservation 

enterprises . AWF implements this strategy  throughout Africa both by investments in con struction of lodges 

as well as private -community -partnerships (PCPs) . NRTôs approach on conservancies differs as tourism 

enterprises only partly (or often only marginally) can help to finance large scale conservation (and  securing) 

of landscapes in Northern Kenya. However, t hrough the establishment of PCPs, tourism  is the main source of 
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commercial income generated for and by conservancies. ACC has a strong scientific and bottom up approach 

in working on small scale and commu nity based  forms of cultural tourism . They  nevertheless made  large 

investments in the construction of  new tourism related enterprises. LWF has shifted away from direct 

involvement in  tourism enterprises through its  support of Laikipia n tourism enterprises  in  destination 

branding.  

 

Overall we conclude that the EKN support to the four partner organisations has not only led to important 

contributions to livelihood and conservation, but also enabled the four organisations to be international and 

national fron trunners in conservation tourism, to experiment and learn. Moreover, the EKN funding has set a 

productive process in motion for many years to come. In order to sustain these important results we 

recommend (international) donors in Kenya to continue to supp ort tourism initiatives undertaken by these 

organisations, enabling them to continue to play their important role in brokering, facilitation and lobbying, 

while at the same time urging them to improve their monitoring approaches in order to better capture the 

direct, indirect as well a dynamic impacts of their work  in tourism .   
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1  Introduction   

In the l ast ten years, despite the increasing focus on tourism and poverty reduction, there have 

been very few reported interventions where any att empt has been made to measure beneficia ry 

impact (Goodwin, 2007, p. 74 )  

 

Tourism is generally recognized as one of the most dynamic sectors to generate both economic g rowth and 

employment opportunities in developing contexts, potentially even supplementing traditional  sectors that 

face economic downturn due to the global economic and financial crisis ( ILO & UNWTO, 2009 ) . Tourism 

continues to show economic growth and number of tourists have reach ed one  billion in 2012. The sector is 

particularly important for developing countries, and has proven to generate substantial economic progress  

and employment (Spenceley & Goodwin, 2007 ) . According to Mitchell and Ashley, in 2007 tourist 

expenditure reached $ 295 billion in developing countries, equal to almost three  times the level of official 

development assistance, making tourism ñthe worldôs largest voluntary transfer of resources from rich 

people to poor peopleò (2010, p. 1).  

 

In  context of Kenyaôs poor population, tourism is frequently  considered  as a promising sector driving growth  

in arid and semi -arid lands (ASALs) . The Tourism  & Travel secto r is generally considered the second -best 

contributor to Kenyaôs GDP (between 12 -14% of GDP in 2007 -2014 2, contributing approx . Ksh . 400 billion )  

and responsible for around 5  % of direct, and around 12 % of total, employment in Kenya 3.  Kenyaôs Vision 

2030 consi ders tourism as one of Kenyaôs six priority sectors to establish a high quality of life for its citizens. 

Three strategic goals for tourism have been recognized in Kenya ôs Vision 2030: the (direct) contribution to 

the GDP from tourism needs to increas e fourfold, international visitors and average spending of tourists in 

Kenya need to increase  considerably ; and the number of hotel beds need to increase from 40,000 to 65,000 

(emphasizing high quality accommodation and a total of at least 3,000 high -end b eds). It is expected by the 

WTTC that tourism in Kenya will reach a total contribution of just over Ksh . 600 billion by 2022 already.  

 

Arid and Semi -Arid Lands (ASALs) cover 80 % of land in Kenya. This vast amount of land has strong 

(eco/cultural/sustaina ble) tourism interest, yet also houses around 70 % of Kenyaôs livestock through 

traditional pastoralism. Despite increasing diversification of local  economies , ASALs face critical challenges 

such as long - lasting poverty, population increase, human -wildlife  conflicts and degrading ecosystems 

(Zeverijn & Osano, 2013 ) . It is within these dry savannah landscapes that many of the poorest Kenyans live 

today and where contrastingly high end resorts for  wildlife based tourism have been establis hed, many of 

them in collaboration with partner organisations supported by The Embassy of the Kingdom of the 

Netherlands (EKN) . EKN has sponsored the programmatic work of four partner organisations that 

predominantly  target  nature conservation within ASALs . These organizations are: African Wildlife Foundation 

(AWF), African Conservation Centre (ACC), Laikipia Wildlife Forum (LWF) and the Northern Rangelands Trust 

(NRT). T ourism often appear s to be used to complement alternative livelihoods of people in ASAL s hoping  to 

incentivize nature conservation. Although the policy environment of Kenya currently misses  cohesion and 

clear direction for  tourism development in ASALs, various experimental approaches by these partner 

organisations have gradually filled this  institutional deficiency  in partnership with governmental 

organizations (e.g. Kenya Wildlife Service) and private enterprises (e.g. tour operators)  (Lamers, Duim, 

Wijk, & Nthiga, 2014 ) . The extent to which these organizations have used Dutch , and other donor,  funding 

sources  to develop  tourism for conservation and local economic  development , has never been studied. It is  

for this purpose  that EKN commissioned an external evaluation of (Dutch) aid investments in the tourism 

sector of Kenyaôs ASALs. 

                                                 
2 World Travel and Tourism Council Data, 2013  
3 WTTC (2012) Travel & Tourism; economic impact 2012 for Kenya  
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1.1  Objectives  

The  main objectives of this study were:  

-  To understand the extent to which previous EKN tourism related investme nts in the ASALs in Kenya 

in the period of 2007 -2013 have led to óvalue for moneyô;  

o By review ing  various strategic approaches of selected conservation organizations  (AWF, 

ACC, NRT, LWF) ;  

o By r eview ing  project documents from these  partner organizations  to ascertain total tourism 

investments (financial flows) done in Kenya ôs ASAL, and to what extent these are  made 

possible with the support of the EKN in co llaboration  with other donor s, commercial income 

or in kind contributions;  

o By assess ing  what livelihood ou tcomes have been achie ved by the various partner 

organizations due to tourism  development ;  

o By assessing óon the ground ô experiences of various organizational approaches through their 

best practices in tourism for local economic development;  

-  To provide rec ommendations  on (more )  effective (re) design of tourism interventions in Kenyaôs 

ASALs;  

-  To provide  a baseline for future in -depth analysis of tourism interventions within Kenyaôs ASALs.  

 

1.2  Research Q uestions  

The following questions guided our research (see  also Appendix A for the Terms of Reference of this 

project):  

1.  How much have partners (financially) allocated to the development of tourism to dat e, since the 

NL funding from 2007 onwards , including (a cost estimate of) the investment in terms of their 

hum an resources?  

2.  How and to what extent have the  four organizations converted, or expect to convert, their 

tourism related resources (such as money, expertise, time, etc.) in outputs  between 2007 -

2013 ? What activities have been and will be undertaken and wha t are the (intended) outputs?  

3.  How and to what extent have intended outcomes been achieved  in between 2007 -2013 , or how 

likely are they to be achieved in the future?  

4.  What is the evaluatorôs assessment on attribution: to what extent have the activities (1) and 

outputs (2) resulted in outcomes (3)?  

5.  What is the evaluatorôs assessment of the developmental and distributional effects of tourism in 

the respective areas targeted by partners?  

6.  What could be done in the (re)design of tourism related interventions to make them more 

effective and/or efficient in terms of delivering developmental impact (recommendations)?  

 

1.3  Structure of  this R eport  

-  Chapter 2 presents the background of this study: a. explanation of the policy deficiency  of tourism, 

conservation and develop ment in Kenya  and b. the use of theory  to understand the relationship 

between tourism  and local economic development; three pathways to impact.   

-  Chapter 3 explains the approach of this study in more detail, including a methodological note on the 

collectio n of findings for this study. It furthermore explains the limitations of this study.  

-  Chapter  4 assess es the effect iveness  of various organizational approaches . A sub -chapter is 

dedicated to each organization al approach.  

-  Chapter 5 discusses the overall fi ndings of all partner organizations involved, and includes a set of 

general recommendations for the sector of tourism in Kenyaôs ASALs.  
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2   Tourism  Regulation  and the Effects on Local Economic Development  

2.1  Kenyaôs Institutional Deficiency  

Over the past 25 ye ars, the Kenyan landscape has been transformed by a wide variety of ónewô conservation 

practices and institutional arrangements. These include  conservation areas, reserves, conservancies and 

parks, in which a range of governmental organisations, local comm unities, international organisations and 

private tourism businesses generate, or are confronted with, costs and benefits for conservation and 

development. Tourism has gained an increasingly central role in addressing conservation -development 

issues and Ken ya has been at  the forefront of experimentation with institutional innovations  looking at the 

possible role of tourism f or conservation and development . Especially in Kenyaôs ASALS  tourism has 

increasingly become important as a strategy to contribut e to a lternative livelihoods in the poorest areas of 

Kenyaôs rural and distant landscapes and nature conservation (allowing more space for wildlife to maintain 

in both core and communal conservation areas).  

 

Until recently many surrounding communities in Kenyaôs ASALs would not only benefit from tourism 

indirectly (by receiving conservation/bed night fees), but also g et directly involved with the actual 

management of, and employment within, these enterprises. These s o-called community -owned or ï

managed enterpris es have had varying levels of success. Nevertheless , achieving sustained success in 

community based tourism projects  has proven to be challenging . Nowadays, most community based 

tourism enterprises are managed by private operators, as experiences with com munity owned/managed 

enterprises  showed that  ñpeople need to be wired into what they do best; donôt make a farmer a tourist 

guide, but instead let them cooperate and benefit from developments taking place on their landò (interview 

KWS) . Organizations like  AWF and NRT hence  now focus on  partnerships between communities  and private 

sector organisations where communities require  the facilitation of óhonest ô and óneutral bro kers ô. The 

organizations evaluated in this study have precisely played this role for  m any enterprises established in 

ASALs of especially Amboseli, Laikipia and Samburu landscapes. Yet their role has often moved beyond 

being a simple broker only. In many cases, as this study will further look into, partner organizations have 

also invested in to the actual construction of these enterprises, doing their marketing, building community 

capacities to work in high end and/or cultural tourism, etcetera.  

 

By doing so they addressed the existing policy deficiency  in Kenya. As Van Wijk et al. (2014) exp lain, 

landowners in Kenya have no property rights to wildlife on their land and their user rights are limited to 

photographic tourism since the 1977 ban on hunting, drastically reducing the incentive for landowners to 

protect wildlife on their land. Moreov er, the lack of a comprehensive land use policy made it difficult to 

conserve biodiversity outside protected areas. With no proper policies in place on tourism and community 

involvement in wildlife conservation, communal landowners furthermore occupied a d eprived position, facing 

the burdens of wildlife (e.g. crop raiding, livestock killing). As national parks are too small to guarantee 

wildlife survival, income -generating activities were needed to make wildlife pay for their own protection. 

Exactly this si tuation motivated the  four partner organizations to develop tourism related activities. As KWS 

focused primarily on facilitating their own deals within national parks, th is governmental agency accepted 

the help of NGOs, such as AWF, ACC, LWF and AWF ,  to m anage conservation outside state protected areas . 

 

This report specifically looks at the role of these four organisation in meeting the institutional deficiency  and 

the related effects this has had on local economic development  of ASALs in Kenya . 

 



Tourism Captured by the Poor -  Evaluation of Aid Investments in the Tourism Sector of Kenyaôs ASALs 

 

14  | P a g e  

 

2.2  Effects of Tourism on Local Economic Development  

There is no doubt about the impact of tourism on general economic growth for countries and destinations, 

yet there is no consensus on the impact of tourism on local economic development . This is partly due to 

variou s methodologies used by tourism experts  and researchers, as well as confusion about the 

conceptualization of poverty itself (Thomas, 2013 ) . There is st rong disunity in the level of analysis done  by 

different practitioners (both academic and non -academic) who have performed their analytical work in 

practical  isolation . Jonathan Mitchell and  Caroline Ashley (2010 )  have recently provided a useful and 

promising conceptual tool  to comprehend various approaches towards understanding ec onomic  impacts on 

poverty  through tourism . Mitchell and Ashley  distinguish three different kinds of effects (direct, secondary 

and dynamic) that each requires  its own  form of analysis depend ing  on research foci and level s of 

geographical scale . These touri sm effects, which are further  discussed in detail below, assists tourism 

researchers /consultants  to establish a comprehensive picture of the  multidimensional and complex  

relationship between tourism developments and poverty. So far, studies have focused on  either one or a 

combination of these pathways, yet an aggregate picture is regularly absent .  

 

2.2.1  Direct Effects  

Direct effects deal with (relatively) straightforward  micro - level 

analyses of tourism income from e.g. direct earnings through 

employment in hot el, restaurant, camp site, tea shops, souvenir 

sales, taxi drivers, local guiding, etcetera. Next to income 

through labour, there are direct earnings through royalties  (e.g. 

a community receives money for every tourist staying at a 

community owned lodge , o r that visits a neighbouring national 

park )  or  land leases  (e.g. a community receives money from an 

outside entrepreneur who leases the land for tourism 

purposes) . Mitchell & Ashley  (2010 )  underline that direct 

earnings can only account if they are accumulated through 

active involvement in the tourism sector . It does not matter 

whe ther someone who owns direct benefits from tourism has 

actual face to face contact with a tourist, and effects do not  

necessarily need to be financial ; they can also translate into 

direct financing of student bursaries, new health facilities  or  

roads .  

 

2.2.2  Secondary Effects  

Secondary effects are  difficult to measure . These effects deal with in -direct effects that are often occurring 

on the supply side of tourism activities (e.g. food supply to restaurants , shopping done by tou rists in local 

supermarkets ), but  can also include re - investments of former direct earnings in the local economy of a 

destination analysed  (so called induced effects) . These effects are, in other words, not directly created by 

the tourism sector itself, but deal with developments in other  sectors that have significant effects on the 

tourism sector.  Philanthropy is also such an indirect effect, especially in the context of high end 

accommodation  in ASALs, where wealthy tourists contribute to the development of local community 

projects, burs aries, etc.    

 

The size of indirect income through tourism is often large, as highlighted by several studies done in Namibia 

(86% of direct impact), Brazil (63% of direct impact), or Tanzania (220% of direct impact) (Turpie et al, 

2006; Blake et al, 2008;  Kweka et al, 2003; all in Mitchell and Ashley, 2010, p. 68 -69). In fact, in many 

destinations the indirect impact from tourism is expected to be larger than direct impacts:  

Tourism spending beyond the 

accommodation sector in Kenya are 

indicated to  be much higher for safari 

tourism than coastal and city tourism, 

namely respectively 113 -188% to 50% 

of accommodation spending (Christie 

and Crompton, 2001; in Mitchell & 

Ashley, 2010). Such spending can 

make a large difference for small and 

medium sized enterprises  to answer 

such demand, leaving possibly more 

opportunities for local economic 

development  in comparison to more 

mass forms of tourism elsewhere on 

the coast or in the cities of Kenya.  
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With the exception of wages, most of the income generated through direct effects within the 

tourism economy goes to hotel and restaurant owners, namely local or international elites. By 

contrast, the income generated through indirect effects trickles down to the lower income layers of 

the economy. Since most of the industries that supp ly the tourism economy are non -high tech and 

labour intensive, the majority of backward linkages are forged by smaller unskilled producers. From 

a policy perspective, increasing the ratio multiplier promotes an equitable distribution of the tourism 

pie and  offers a sustainable livelihood to smaller and lower - income producers in a broad array of 

economic sectors. (Lejarraga and Walkenhorst, 2006, p. 19; in Mitchell and Ashley, 2010, p. 72)  

 

2.2.3  Dynamic Effects  

Dynamic effects are less tangible to  delineate , but relate to growth patterns occurring in tourism 

destinations at different geographical scales that can serious ly  impact  on the livelihoods of the poor. For 

example, those that depend on local agricultural produce might be seriously impacted with vast foreig n 

tourism investments that possibly deliver economic, social, cultural or even environmental costs. These 

costs are not necessarily covered by mainstream tourism economies, and can as such fall into the hands of 

those who ideally would have been targeted a s beneficiaries  in pro -poor policies . On the other hand, there is 

also the possibility that tourism can bring positive side effects to infrastructure, efficient communication and 

distribution networks, human resource training, or the promotion of women and  youth employment  in 

traditional economic networks . Employment in tourism has been productive for especially women, youth and 

rural populations ( ILO, 2001 ; ILO & UNWTO, 2009 ; Spenceley & Goodwin, 2007 ) . Depending on the 

definition of what tourism exactly stands for (excluding/including accommodation and catering servic es), the 

ILO describes that between 46% and 90% of waged employment in tourism is performed by women (ILO, 

2001). The ILO further underlines that:  

 

[ Women] occupy the lower levels of the occupational structure in the tourism labour market, with 

few career  development opportunities and low levels of remuneration (some estimates suggest that 

wages for women are up to 20% lower than those for men). The greater incidence of unemployment 

among women is attributed to their low skill levels and their low social s tatus in many poor 

countries. They also tend to be the first affected when labour retrenchment occurs as a result of 

recession or adjustment to new technology. It should be noted that the majority of workers in 

subcontracted, temporary, casual or part - time  employment are women.  (ILO, 2001, p.74)  

 

Moreover, where tourism can directly contribute to poor households, tourism could potentially still reach 

other poor households that are not situated  or typically targeted within the boundaries of a particular 

tou rism destination.  

 

Figure 2. 1 summarizes  how different direct, secondary and dynamic pathways of tourism can possibly 

influence local economic development (Mitchell and Ashley , 2010, p.25) . 
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2.2.4  The Multidimensionality of Poverty  

An i mportant and ongoing debate is the debate  about the definition of ópoor ô or óa poor household ô. While  

there is consensus on the multidimensionality of poverty, most studies still use a poverty line index of 1 .25  

or  two dollar per day as an indicator of poverty (Spenceley and Goodwin, 2007; Thomas, 2013) . However, 

according to the World Bank (Haughton and Khandker, 2009; in Thomas, 2013, p.3)  poverty  includes a 

broad variety of factors :  

 

Poverty is pronounced deprivation in wellbeing, and comprises many di mensions. It includes low 

incomes and the inability to acquire the basic goods and services necessary for survival with dignity. 

Poverty also encompasses low levels of health and education, poor access to clean water and 

sanitation, inadequate physical sec urity, lack of voice, and insignificant capacity and o pportunity to 

better oneôs life. 

 

In this report we  will make use of the model of Mitchell and Ashley (2010) and will not only look at direct 

effects in terms of income and jobs, but also indirect and d ynamic effects which might support livelihoods of 

the poor. The aim of this study is not to assess whether specific households have benefitted livelihoods 

through tourism as this would require a broad understanding of peopleôs livelihoods (on household lev el) 

before and after tourism interventions have taken place. Instead in this study we try to assess  what impact 

pathways have been established for people in targeted ASALs by means of donor support by the EKN. We 

assume that an increase in number of jobs, community income, gender balance, levels of security, roads, 

healthcare, school bursaries, etce tera . can  have positive effects upon peopleôs lives. This still leaves open 

the  question of equitability which, again, cannot be studied in the framework of thi s project but would 

require in -depth  follow up studies amongst local tourism projects.  

 

Figure 2. 1 : Mitchell & Ashley's  pathways of tourism effects on the poor   
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3  Methodology  

3.1  The Approach  

In order to understand the extent to which ótourism is captured by the poorô, we have applied a relatively 

linear value chain approach :  fina ncial input  has been made available by the Dutch government through EKN, 

a percentage of this input is spent o n tourism activities, which has  led to certain  tourism outputs , outcomes 

and impact for local economic development. Taking Mitchell a nd Ashley ôs impact pathways into account, we 

have distinguished between direct tourism outcomes, and other tourism impacts that are either secondary 

(indirect effects) or dynamic  (3 rd ) (see again section 2.2) .  

 

 

We have not defined  ótourismô prior to this assessment as we were especially interested to learn from 

various organizations how they conceive the  tourism activities that they initiated . Their 

personal/organizational understanding of tourism led to a better understanding of different organizational 

approaches. For example:  

-  ACC provided a ver y clear picture of tourism  activities , as it clearly matches their work on the 

ground with communities, especially women groups, to set up small scale cultural experiences in 

ASALs. This includes construction of important fac ilities (e.g. sewage systems, toilets, receptions, 

etcetera) that visitors to these cultural experiences would expect. An important role in tourism 

development is therefore also awareness raising with communities about these expectations, and on 

top of tha t, a strong focus on capacity building by organizations like ACC to deal with incoming 

visitors independently and effectively (e.g. strong local governance or financial management).  

-  AWF and NRT had more difficulties in framing tourism as it is integrated  with their 

heartlands/conservancies programmes, and not a programme activity in itself. Although they take 

different scales in their approach, their emphasis is on securing land for conservation . Tourism , in 

particular high end wildlife/photographic  touris m,  comes in as a means to finance this  securing of 

land , and is as such always closely interrelated to their work on conservation. It seemed difficult 

therefore to draw a line for both organizations on where tourism (input) ends and where 

conservation (inp ut) starts.  

-  LWF operate s more on a n aggregated  level , like  AWF and NRT, yet decided to bend their focus on 

destination development  for Laikipia . They strongly belief that  connectivity between supply and 

demand of tourism  is necessary if tourism is to funct ion effectively.  

 

Figure 3.1: Tourism óvalue for moneyô flowchart 



Tourism Captured by the Poor -  Evaluation of Aid Investments in the Tourism Sector of Kenyaôs ASALs 

 

18  | P a g e  

 

It has been difficult to compare the tourism inputs between organizations . Since approaches are different or 

at times impossible to define (as will be illustrated in the case of AWF), we could only compare  (and 

conclude that there exist)  differences between organizations. To some extend all organizations are involved 

in policy dialogue within the larger national discussions on tourism and nature conservation, yet even in this 

respect it was hard for organizations to exactly specify the ex tent of their efforts as they have not been 

framed in terms of tourism .  Tourism is normally not explicitly framed within requests for funding but rather 

related to or c aptured  in broader conservation programmes and projects.  

 

For each partner organization  we have re -constructed a flowchart as outlined in figure 3.1 , to understand 

how each organization contribute s to local economic development through tourism in its own unique  

approach . The d ata available for this analysis  is principally  depending on past m onit oring efforts of partner 

organiz ations. On basis of  the input of each organization, an overall picture has been created  that 

summarizes the total value for money from Dutch donor income through t he EKN between 2007 and 2013. 

This comprehensive represen tation  (see also the conclusions in chapter 5) , together with organizational 

visualizations  ( in  chapter 4) , helps to understand the effectiveness of tourism as a development tool from 

the perspective of partner organisations. Our role as researchers has be en to re -order  existing data and to 

assess the  performance of individual organizations  comparatively . Within the time frame an d financial 

limitations of this project we have not been able to collect primary data other than through interviews with 

the  four partner organisations and site visits to four  best practices. Our analysis therefore predominantly 

rests on the reports and documents provided to us by the four partner organisations and the EKN. The next 

section details our data collection methods.  

 

3.2  Data  Collection  

On the basis of the agreed ToR (see Appendix A)  and relevant concepts  for  this study  (cf . Mitchell and 

Ashley, 2010) , a pre - field visit questionnaire was  constructed (see Appendix B). Policy makers of each 

partner organization were given the ta sk to complete this questionnaire as detailed as possible, providing us 

with a first indication of how (easily or difficult) data on tourism inputs , outputs  or outcomes could be  

detected .  

 

Complementary to this questionnaire, a manifold  of additional data  collection efforts was necessary  for this 

study :  

-  Follow -up telephone interviews on basis of the questionnaire ;  

-  Follow -up face - to - face and in -depth interviews with employees of partner organizations that also 

included a broader set  of questions that addres sed the three pathways of Mitchell & Ashley (2010) . 

In total 12 employees have been interviewed (see further  Appendix C) ;   

-  A total of five  interviews with employees of other sector relevant organizations :  USAID, SNV, KWCA, 

KWS and EKN  to help contextualiz e our findings ;   

-  Analysis of p olicy documentation available with the EKN and the partner organizations  in the period 

of 2007 -2013.  Data generated through the q uestionnaires was either validated or falsified  on the 

basis of documentation, and missing gaps co mpleted as far as possible . Documents mainly 

consisted of EKN funding proposals and evaluation reports, including annual progress statements.  

-  An enterprise analysis of  four best practices , including interviews with 53 respondents,  each 

represent ing  the wo rk of partner s evaluated here  (s ee further section 3.4 ) . 

-  Workshop on  preliminary findings (23 rd  of April 2014, AWF office in Nairobi) ;  both partner 

organizations as well as other Kenyan stakeholders have been able to further validate  and discuss 

findings.  In total ,  17  stakeholders attended the  workshop (see further  Appendix D).  
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3.3  Data Analysis  

It has generally proven difficult to exactly define measurable indicators for the flowchart (see figure 2), to 

calculate what share of EKN input has been transformed into tourism investments, and even more so in 

understanding secondary and tertiary impacts to local economic development. Nevertheless, the variety of 

resources has helped in making assumptions on resources spent, activities undertaken and direct outcomes 

achieved.  

 

Further, in order to establish an understanding of the relative share that EKN has provided to tourism 

developments of the four partner organizations involved, we also tried to identify  how much of the tourism 

efforts ha s been funded by other d onors. With ACC and LWF this has been relatively easy to calculate and 

categorized in to  activities undertaken  by the organization  (marketing, construction, capacity building, 

institutional support, etc .) ; for  AWF and NRT this proved to be nearly  impossible . For NRT we have been 

able to combine annual budgets in combination with information on estimated time  dedicated  on tourism 

meetings . We have  supplemented these  findings with follow -up interviews. I nformation on tourism support 

from other donors helped to  estimate what was left for EKN to fund NRTôs efforts into tourism. With AWF it 

has been impossible to assess the relative share of work in tourism as this had never been accounted for.  

This , again, is mainly due to the fact that tourism is only marginally  part of the holistic approach of AWF 

towards securing conservation impacts.  

 

For the second part of our  flowchart  (see Figure  3.1 ) , the various organizations were at least able to report 

on simple and direct indicators for local economic impact , such as  information on jobs, community income, 

wages, and beneficiaries.  More in -depth information was  lacking. Furthermore , the organizations have not 

been able to consistently record information on direct impact indicators . I n order to make a complete 

overview, we again had to make assumptions. This was especially the case whe n different reports show ed 

contrasting results. In this case we have always opted to make use of the most recent information available, 

and asked partner organizations to validate our  findin gs.  

 

Finally, partner organizations  could generally not provide information  on indirect forms of impact. As an 

exception to the rule, o nly LWF has provided a few traces of evidence on e.g. local procurement in Laikipia . 

It therefore was impossible to make  any far - reaching conclusions on the basis of very limited or inconsistent  

information. However, the different organizations have, in more descriptive forms, been able to explain how 

their work impacted communities dynamically through e.g. women empowermen t, economic diversification 

through education, improved security situation, or tourism aiding in securing land for nature conservation.  

 

Even though more (in -depth) information would have been necessary to make strong er  and more valid 

comparison s between the various organization al approaches in tourism , all organizations have contributed to 

delineat ing  a fair idea of what is happening in tourism developments of Kenyaôs ASALs. 

 

 

3.4  Best Practices  

Most secondary sources of information in this project were aggre gated at a macro/ meso level of analysis . 

However , a ny analysis of local economic development needs to include at least the perspe ctive of the local 

poor. It is for this reason that we have complemented our study with a livelihoods assessment of best 

practi ces. Each partner organization was given the opportunity to indicate a best practice example of a 

tourism intervention that would adequately represent  their organizational approach. The following  four 

tourism enterprises have been identified for analysis:  
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-  Satao Elerai Lodge, established with the support of AWF. AWF indicated that there was not any 

particular conservation enterprise considered as the best practice. For AWF ñthe model of 

conservation enterprise is a best practice in itselfò. Since Satao Elerai is often used in presentation s 

of AWF, we opted to look into this case to represent the model of AWF.  

-  Twala Tenebo cultural village, established with the support of ACC. ACC claims to excel  in more 

cultural village approaches, including women empowermen t. Twala is considered a good 

representation of ACCôs approach to tourism.  

-  Sarara Lodge, established with the support of NRT. Where NRT does not invest in the hardware of 

lodges, they have had a good working relationship with the conservancy in which Sara ra  is 

established,   

-  Tassia Lodge, established with the support of LWF . Where LWF is currently focusing on destination 

management of Laikipia, its (marketing based) work in tourism is difficult to compare with other 

partner organizations. Nevertheless, LWF  used to have a similar role like other partners, and was 

part of the initial community partnership building for Tassia.  

 

The best practices have been visited in person by one of the authors  during 3 -day visits to each enterprise. 

The enterprises have been  analysed individually and comparatively on basis of a broad set of indicators, 

including , i.e. : key outstanding features of the arrangement between the community and the enterprise , key 

actors involved , community benefit sharing mechanisms , income , econom ic viability ,  employment , 

beneficiaries , spin offs , contribution to non -monetary benefits , and challenges.  

 

3.5  Limitations  

The main l imitations of this project stem  from  two factors, i.e. the limited time and (financial) resources 

available for executing thi s project  and  the lack of data avail able and hence provided by the four  partner 

organisations.  As a consequence it has been difficult to assess:  

¶ The scale upon which a particular tourism activity  has been effective .  For conceptualizing 

effects from touris m upon local economic development, it is crucial to understand the exact 

boundaries of a destination, organisation, or tourism enterprise. Where have tourism outputs been 

targeted at? Solely to one enterprise? To larger landscape scale approaches such as a ssociations, 

conservancies? To regional branding of a destination? Different partners have various approaches 

on various scales; this makes it difficult to exactly compare who is responsible for what. Mitchell and 

Ashley (2010) advise that effects need to be studied as part of regional economic development and 

not merely to one hotel or, contrastingly, a (national )  destination. It makes more sense to establish 

an idea of a collection of related destination components for one spatial unit of analysis.  

¶ The i mportance of s econdary effects .  A full picture of especially secondary (in -direct) effects 

was well beyond the boundaries of this study, yet could be sketched in general terms by our 

respondents. A more detailed insight is desirable as secondary (in -direct ) effects are considered to 

have a larger impact upon local economic development in comparison to direct effect (Mitchell & 

Ashley, 2010).  

¶ The difference between tourism and non - tourism activities .  Where tourism is still a relatively 

broad term, we asked respondents to make their own distinction between tourism and other 

activities undertaken by the organization. The results of this study illustrate that at various steps (of 

figure 3.1 ) some organizations have been more capable to show results where others  could not or 

were constrained due to the way they  monitor  their programmes and projects , or the intrinsic and 

integrated approach of the organization that tourism is made part of . 

¶ The contribution of the activities to outcomes and impacts .  As it has been  very difficult to 

develop a story on attribution instead of contributio n, we have primarily look ed into the extent to 
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which an organization has contributed effectively to livelihood enhancements amongst people 

directly and in -directly affected by tourism development.   
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4  Results  

4.1  African Conservation  Centre  

4.1.1  Introduction to ACC  

ACCôs mission is to conserve wildlife and the natural environment in East Africa and beyond through 

collaborative application of scientific and indigenous knowledge, enhanced liveliho ods and development of 

local institutions 4. In doing this, ACC strongly focusses on sustainable landscapes and resilient livelihoods, 

by empowering marginalised and vulnerable pastoral communities 5. The majority of pastoral communities 

supported by ACC are  Maasai. ACC covers four main landscapes: South Rift, Amboseli, Maasai Mara and 

Mukogodo -Laikipia  (see Figure 4.1.1) . 

 

A main strategic goal of ACC is to build a national hub that brings together the best expertise in local 

development from local, nation al and international collaborative partners 6. These should incorporate 

communities, the new government counties, and national agencies.  ACC does this through partnerships and 

the establishment of appropriate local institutions that deliver benefits to com munities within its 

landscapes 7. This is exemplified by the results of the 2010 Biodiversity, Land -use and Climate Change 

                                                 
4 COCA:2  
5 Sustainable Landscapes  and Livelihood, Jan 2012:3  
6 Sustainable Landscapes and Livelihood, Jan 2012:12  
7 Sustainable Landscapes and Livelihood Programme Activity no. 23716, May 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012 ï April Report:2  

Figure 4.1.1 Project Areas ACC (source: ACC)  
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Conference supported by the 2011 Dutch grant and other partners in which ACC created a policy 

environment that engaged g overnment and stakeholders . 

 

To achieve some of its goals, ACC runs Tourism Support Programs to specifically ósupport the development 

of resilient livelihoods to reduce vulnerability, enhance food securit y and alleviate povertyô8. In practice this 

involves empowering th e local community with skills to sustainably manage and benefit from tourism 

activities. ACC has made major steps towards this in women projects. For example, in 2011 ACC trained 38 

women in b eadwork as part of a Train - the -Trainers (ToT) workshop ; the newl y trained trainers transferred  

their new skills to the rest of their group members in Amboseli, Laikipi a, South Right and Maasai Mara 9. ACC 

also supports richer visitor game viewing experiences i n its focal landscapes through e cotourism (supporting 

the dev elopment of viable eco - tourism facilities and related enterprises an d viable tourism products) and 

cultural activi ties (Maasai heritage program) 10 .  

 

In the future, ACC aims to become óa national and regional NGO with the skills and credibility to draw 

toge ther the institutions needed to support initiatives in environmental conservation and management at 

local and national scalesô11 .  This also leads to the main strengths of ACC when it comes to tourism:  

-  Capacity building and infrastructure development of smal l scale tourism ventures for marginalized 

community groups, particularly women  

-  Strong bottom up approach with great respect for both indigenous and scientific knowledge;  

-  Connected to regional institutional development that small scale ventures can be linke d up to larger 

networks, like domestic and international tourism markets  

 

4.1.2  Input  

Between 2007  and 2013, ACC received 8 3% of its tourism donations from EKN (see Table 4.1. 1: Known 

income from donors during t he project cycle: 2007 -2013 ). The main purpose of the Dutch funding was óto 

enhance livelihoods and empower g ender in ACC focal landscapesô12 . In the same period, donations from the 

Ford Foundation were used for a two -year Community Capacity Building Project that would in crease benefits 

to communities from ecotourism ventures. The donations from the Liz Claiborne Art Ortenberg Foundation 

(LCAOF) were focussed on a Trans -border Elephant Monitoring between Kenya and Tanzania to reduce 

human -wildlife conflict.  

 

There have be en at least 12 other sources of income in the same period (2007 -2013) , including WWF 

ESARPO, the Ministry of Environment and Mineral Resources, USAID through Kenya Wildlife Services and the 

Regional Centre for Mappin g of Resources for Development 13 .  In addi tion, ACC had collaborations with 36 

partners including IUCN, WWF and USAID Kenya. EU also funded an ecotourism project in Magadi that 

established community conservation enterprises.  

                                                 
8 Sustainable Landscapes and Livelihood Programme Activ ity no. 23716, May 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012 ï April Report:7  
9 Sustainable Landscapes and Livelihood Programme Activity no. 23716, May 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012 ï April Report:7 -10  
10  Sustainable Landscapes and Livelihood, Jan 2012:9  
11  Sustainable La ndscapes and Livelihood, Jan 2012:4  
12  Strategic plan 2009 -2013:7  
13  COCA, February 2012:7  
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Table 4.1. 1 : Known i ncome from donors during t he project cycle: 2007 - 2013  

 

Period  Donor  Total donation  %  Target  

2011 -2013  Liz Clairebon Art Ottenburg 

Foundation (LCAOF)  

KES 1,700,000.00  2%  Community tourism enterprises and 

their supporting networks; governance 

structures for 10 Tourism regional 

node s 

2009 -2011  FORD Foundation  KES 11,839,336.00  15%  Community Based Tourism enterprises 

(formation of FECTO)  

2007 -201 3  EKN  KES 67 ,809,188.00  8 3 %   

 Total  KES 81 ,348 ,524 .00  100%   

 

Of the total EKN donor funding , on average 11% was targeted to tourism re lated activities ( see table 4.1.2 ) , 

in some years reaching up  to a significant share of  nearly 25% .  

 

Table 4.1. 2 : % of EKN  funding targeting tourism related activities  

 

Year  Income from EKN  total  t o tourism  % to tourism  

2007   KES              63,272,856.00   KES      100,000.00  00.16%  

2008   KES              68,148,260.27   KES   5,945,098.00  08.72%  

2009   KES              95,781,313.65   KES   7,013,923.00  07.32%  

2010   KES              90,000,000.00   KES 12,599,155.00  14.00 %  

2011   KES              57,396,186.00   KES   7,537,092.00  13.13%  

2012   KES            108,127,245.00   KES 12,428,382.00  11.49%  

2013   KES              42,158,948.00   KES 10,185,538.00  24.16%  

2014   KES              87,612,500.00   KES 12,000,000.00  13 .70%  

Total   KES            612 ,497 ,308 .92   KES 67 ,809 ,188 .00  11 .07%  

 

 

4.1.3  Activities  

Of tourism related activities by ACC, a significant proportion (+/ -  60 %) was spent on construction (see 

figure 4.1.2). Most of the construction investments (approx. 25% of t otal construction output) involves clean 

and running washrooms with toilet and shower facilities, as well as running water and sewage systems, 

typical basic facilities that need to be present if a facility likes to receive visitors , see further figure 4.1. 3.  
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Figure 4.1.3: Specification of construction investments ACC  

Figure 4.1.2: Tourism activities organized by ACC between  2007 -2013  
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Besides construction, ACC has a large portfolio of other tourism related activities , including institutional 

support and marketing. Much of ACCôs institutional support since 2012 goes to the Federation of Community 

Based Tourism Organisations  (FECTO). ACC and AWF have jointly supported the foundation of FECTO, where 

AWF is still support ing  FECTO by using EKN funds . FECTO targets four key areas: operations and 

establishment of regional circuits; product development and standardisation to offer authentic cultural 

experiences; marketing and branding products; and development of financial sustainability pla ns and benefit 

sharing schemes 14. On marketing, ACC notes that ñprofessional marketing of the eco-tourism and bio -

enterprises is necessary for bu siness to be viable and su ccessfulò15 . Nevertheless , as part of the EKN 

contribution, only 3 % of ACCôs input into tourism is dedicated to marketing.  

 

ACC also stresses the importance of monitoring and evaluation f rom a óscience based approachô16 . Towards 

this, ACC has invested a large proportion of donor income in the establishment of baseline livelihood 

profiles/scenarios or monitoring of poverty levels . For example , in Amboseli and the Transrift Area 20 -25% 

of EKN support was spen t on monitoring and evalu ation 17 . However, in general , less than 1% has been 

spent on monitoring tourism business progress.   

 

Further, ACC has indicated that the majority of their work is related to building partnerships that any of 

these tourism enterprises need to maintain a sus tainable basis for on -going performances. Some 

institutional or private partners have expertise that ACC does not have, e.g. some are good in beehive 

training, others in aloe production, etcetera. In case any partner loses  vital donor support, a targeted 

community continues to lean on other support organizations that have on -going income to support their 

operation. Since tourism activities of ACC is integrated with these activities, the total investment in tourism 

is estimated to be much larger for ACC, but  impossibl e to turn into figures. What we do know , however ,  is 

that EKN is responsible for the majority of personnel costs at ACC (approximately 70%).  

 

... the big role that takes us anything between  two to  four years, is mobilizing groups, getting them 

to agree on a common vision, agreeing on the frame of management, and then getting them to 

start working with projects. And that many times it can be understated in terms of efforts it takes, 

because it isnôt a money effort, itôs a personnel effort. If we were then to say that we can quantify 

personnel time in a process, in money (...) terms, for ACC that would be a huge chunk of the 

investment that we make  (interview ACC) . 

 

4.1.4  Outputs  

ACC has three main foci for the Dutch funding , i.e.  empowerment of women, es tablishment of community 

institutions and income generation for the wider community. First, ACC pays special attention to the position 

of women within male dominated Maasai societies. With Dutch funding, ACC has supported several  women 

groups: Im birikani, Twala Tenebo, Oloolaimutia, Loosho, Laleenok, Oloika, Masaai Mara cultural villages 

association and Nekishon. Of these , the  Nekishon Women Group received substantial support in 2009 when 

almost Ksh . 4 million was spent on the construction of a solar fence . In general, ACC advices women groups 

to distribute their benefits as follows: 60% of income to member dividends, 20% to girl -child education, and 

the remaining 20% is reinvested into general maintenance and/or domestic use.  

 

                                                 
14  Sustainable Landscapes and Livelihood, Jan 2012:11  
15  ACC, Lessons Learned for the period 2007 -2011:3  
16  c.f. Lessons Learned for the period 2007 -2011:3  
17  ACC, landsca pe conservation grant, financial statement 2007 -2011  



Tourism Captured by the Poor -  Evaluation of Aid Investments in the Tourism Sector of Kenyaôs ASALs 

 

27  | P a g e  

 

In its on -going plans, ACC aims to establish 15 cultural villages with membership of 1,500 women receiving 

Ksh. 100,000 per month per manyatta, enhance beadwork products for  six women groups, and in general 

increase women involvemen t in tourism businesses by 40% 18 .  

 

Secondly, relate d to the establishment of community institutions ,  ACC has taken up the task of facilitating 

equitable benefit distribution by getting involved in the governance of communities. The challenge has been 

the lack of transparency and underlying power structure s that ñhave all hampered the development of 

effective interventionsò19 . On the ground level, ACC employs local project officers to coordinate each activity 

while on a more overarching level, it establishes trusts and associations. This way it creates clear  institutions 

that also involve less dominant groups 

such as women and youth. These 

institutions include the formation of the 

Amboseli Tsavo Gamesô Scout 

Association (ATGSA) in 2008, support 

of Federation of Community Based 

Tourism Organisations (FECTO) si nce 

2012, and the formation of the South 

Rift Association of Landowners 

(SORALO) that connects the Mara and 

Amboseli in 2012. The amount of EKN 

funds spent on these institutions is 

summarised in Figure 4.1. 4:  

 

 

Currently, ACC is working on developing benef it sharing plans for all supported cultural villages 

(representing over 500 households), supporting 10 community tourism enterprises through marketing 

exposure, and training 10 community groups on business skills and product development. In partnership 

wit h IUCN, ACC also hopes to assist Uganda n counterparts  in replicating an organisation similar to FECTO 20 .   

 

The third focus of ACC is on income 

generation for the wider community. 

Most of the tourism income flows into 

communit ies  through group ranches. In 

general group ranches are not in favour 

of dividend distribution to individual 

members because the portion would be 

considered ónot significant enoughô for 

individual consumption. Instead, group 

ranches spend their income on 

community projects that mainly target 

education (the largest priority for 

communities), but also include 

development of roads and improvement 

of livestock yields.  

 

 

                                                 
18  Sustainable Landscapes and Livelihood, Jan 2012 annex 2  
19  ACC, Lessons Learned for the period 2007 -2011:2  
20  Sustainable Landscapes and Livelihood, Jan 2012 annex: 2.2  

Figure 4.1.4: Spendings on institutional support by ACC  

Figure 4.1.5: Diversification of income for SORALO in 2013  
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I n 2013,  Soralo generated the highest income and this was mostly done through beadwork sales , see figure 

4.1.5 . Beadwor k sales is the only activity that is done in all four regions. Beadwork sales and sale of food 

and drinks are the main sources of income for enterprise developments within e.g. Twala  Tenebo (see figure 

4.1. 6) .  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In other places , like  Ambos eli , beadworks sale is not always as significant even though these enterprises  are 

situated close to the more well -known  tourism circuit of Amboseli, Mara. However, entry fees are a 

significant source of income for places like  the  Mara. In general, it seem s that ACC community projects 

seem to generate more tourism income from areas with lower national tourism attention.  

 

4.1.5  Outcomes  

The outcomes of ACC activities can also be grouped according to the three main areas mentioned above. To 

begin with, through em powerment of women there has been an increase in income, health and education. 

For example, between 2007 -2013, the women group at Maasai Mara generated income amounting to Ksh . 

1,200,000 from entry fees, Ksh . 1,000,000 from beadwork and Ksh . 600,000 from k itchen gardens. They 

also registered improved health due to growing of vegetables and provision of clean piped water. The 

Im birikani Women Group (30 women)  raised Ksh . 900,000 from tourism activities out of which they bought  

11 Cows (Ksh . 220,000) and 30 sheep (Ksh . 90,000) and constructed a hay store to mitigate dry weather 

conditions for their livestock. The Oloika Women Guest House generated Ksh . 800,000 in 2011 from their  

two bedroom guest house. 20%  of the income generated by women groups is directed towards education  for 

young girls .  

 

Next, through establishment of community institutions , ACC has linked proximate communities through 

overarching umbrella bodies, thus enhancing cooperation between them and increasing their combined 

leverage. At SORALO,  ACC attracted funding partners including the Cincinnati Zoo and Botanical Garden 

(Ksh . 7.5 m), the Tourism Trust Fund (Ksh . 8m), the Community Environmental Facility (Ksh . 4m), the 

Angel Fund ( Ksh. 18.7m) and the Liz Claireborn Art Ottenberg Foundation (L CAOF). Also, Loisiijo developed 

a management agreement with African Latitude and Mt. Suswa Conservancy attracted the Global Geopark 

Network through support from UNESCO to be branded as an African Geopark. At the Amboseli Eco system  

Trust (AET), ecosystem co nservation issues have been addressed through stakeholder forums . T he Strategic 

Environmental Assessment (SEA) for the Amboseli Ecosystem Management Plan, 2008 -2018 (AEMP SEA 

Process) is almost  ready for implementation . Websites have also been developed fo r SORALO and AET to 

brand and market the regions both locally and internationally. In addition, ACC provides strong institutional 

support for FECTO. In the period 2007 -2013, it identified 202 Community based tourism enterprises (CBTEs) 

Figure 4.1.6: Income sources for Twala Tenebo  
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out of which 60 were  trained. Through FECTO, ACC also conducted a baseline survey in  six tourism c ircuits 

(Northern Kenya, Coast, Nyanza, Western, Eastern and North Rift), and carried out business plan 

development workshops in Northern Kenya and the Coast.  

 

Finally, ACC ha s contributed towards income generation for the wider community through establishment of 

community institutions, marketing efforts such as participation in tourism trade fairs, and development of 

community constitutions and benefit sharing schemes. By 2012 , four community conservancies had 

functional conservancy management plans and  three grass root  community -driven  institutions were 

established 21 . In general, the outputs have translated into total revenue of Ksh . 92,658,000 (see various 

sources of income in  table 4.1.3) and 128 jobs  between 2007 -2013 . There ha ve  also been contribution s 

towards increased security, for example at AET 60 Game Scouts were further trained to acquire the Kenya 

Police Reservist status. Conservation areas have also increased (e.g. 2 5,000 acres set aside by Rombo 

Conservancy for conservation) and research centres for conservation related research have been established 

at various places including  the Lôaleenok Resource Centre, the Noonkotiak Resource Centre and the Twala 

Tenebo Resourc e Centre ï resulting in an increase of visits from educational groups. At the Lôaleenok 

Resource Centre this is further enhanced through the installation of a solar system. ACC has also used EKN 

funds to widen support of the Twala Tenebo Resource Centre th rough establishing a consortium of 11 

partners.  

 

 

4.1.6  Impacts  

Through income generation for women and the community at large, EKN funds have directly impacted local 

livelihoods by contributing to increased household revenues and thereby contributing to povert y alleviation. 

It has also directly impacted the status of women in these male -dominated societies by providing them with 

sources of monetary income, a platform to address their issues, and skills, training and education not only 

for earning a living, but also to help them in acquiring more confidence, dignity and collaboration with 

others. In developing countries, women generally hold the status of being the poorest of the poor and key 

for reducing poverty in the wider society when given the opportunity. T he EKN donation has also acted as a 

seed fund that has attracted other funders covering tourism and other developmental areas, thereby 

enhancing donor diversification. This is exemplified by the consortium of 11 partners at the Twala Tenebo 

Resource Centre . In addition, the EKN funds to ACC have contributed towards uplifting the communitiesô 

status by providing institutions through which they can get involved in broader regional and national issues. 

                                                 
21  Narrative report, 01 May 2012 U/ T 31 December 2012  

Summary

Activity Income generatedFundraising Beadwork Lease & bed nightsKitchen gardens

Maasai Mara Cultural Tourism InitiativeMaasai Mara Cultural Tourism Initiative 1,220,000                   1,000,000          600,000                 

Mara Women Beadwork 275,000                      

Develop South Rift as a Tourism DestinationLoisijo 3,320,000                    

Láleenok Resource Centre 17,400,000                

Sampu Camp 1,800,000                   

Oloika Women Guest House 800,000                      

Amboseli Business Entreprises Amboseli Tsavo Scouts Camp 1,410,000                   

Imbirikani Cultural Village 900,000                      

Rombo Conservancy 3,240,000                   

Noonkotiak Resource Centre

Mt Suswa Conservancy Mt Suswa Conservancy 1,400,000                   

Twala Tenebo Resource Centre Twala Tenebo Resource Centre 4,893,000                   

SORALO SORALO 37,000,000        

FECTO FECTO

AET AET 17,400,000                

50,738,000                37,000,000        1,000,000          3,320,000                    600,000                 

Total revenue 92,658,000                

Table 4.1.3: Sources of revenue tourism projects initiated by ACC between  2007 - 2 013  
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For example, through the Amboseli Ecosystem Trust, there i s a plan involving KWS, the tourism industry 

and other NGOs to address wildlife conservation and management issues in the entire Amboseli ecosystem. 

Another impact has been the improvement of overall security for both human and wildlife.  

 

The most promine nt dynamic effect has been the contribution to the construction industry. This would in  

turn have multiplier effects, for example, in providing seasonal jobs especially to young men and a market 

for building materials. As is often the case in other constru ction sites in Kenya, it can also be assumed to 

result in other spin -off activities such as small food businesses often set up by women near the sites to feed 

labourers. Through these ventures, young people and women are further given the opportunity to de velop 

and diversify their skills. Further more , there is a relative importance of the livestock industry. For example, 

at Imbirikani tourism revenue was not only used to purchase cows and sheep, but also to provide structures 

that would help in mitigating d ry weather impacts on livestock  to sustain a healthy livestock business .   

 

4.1.7  Best Practice: Twala Tenebo  

Description  

Twala Tenebo Cultural Village is a low -end, 

community based tourism initiative in Il Polei 

and Munishoi group ranches about an hour 

north of Nanyuki  (Laikipia  county) . The 

cultural village welcomes day visitors for a 

cultural experience with, among others, 

Maasai dances and dinners, a walk with 

domesticated baboons, a guided cattle walk, 

participation in daily village life and help with 

the aloe vera or honey production. The 

village also offers the possibility for large 

meetings, workshops or seminars in its newly 

constr ucted resource centre. Both cultural 

and workshop visitors have the possibility to 

stay overnight at Twala Tenebo and can ch oose between staying in one of the Maasai manyatta  houses, 

their own tents or one of the two guesthouses with three beds each. In the middle of the cultural village is 

the visitor centre, where Maasai beadwork made by the women is exhibited and dinners tak e place. The 

neighbouring  group ranches Il Polei and Munishoi collaborate very closely together in the Twala Tenebo 

project. Il Polei has 308 registered members, Munishoi 560. The total estimated population is 7,000 persons, 

including children. The entire enterprise is led, managed and run by 143 women of the community who 

organized themselves in the Twala Tenebo Womenôs Association (TTWA). There is no private investor 

involved.  

Histor y and Governance  

The African Conservation Centre (ACC) took the project o n board in 2006 after it had been started by AWF 

and USAID years earlier but stalled when funds froze after 9/11. ACC has been essential for the funding and 

construction of the resource centre , cultural centre  and guesthouses and continues to play a role i n 

institutional and knowledge support. The largest element of that support has been capacity building and the 

empowerment of women within the strictly male - led Maasai culture. Each group ranch is governed by a 

committee. The TTWA is governed by a committee  of nine women, aided by a hospitality manager who is 

employed by the association but paid by ACC, and her assistant. The committee members are chosen 

according to a rotation system with overlapping periods to ensure continuity. The project manager is a 

community member with extensive  tourism experience from Ol Lentille Sanctuary and, besides being the 

Figure 4.1.7: Beadworks at Twala Tenebo  
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direct link with ACC, functions as the ever needed link between men and women. The project manager  is 

employed and paid by ACC. Salaries of the six wildlife scouts are also paid by ACC.  

Impacts  

The TTWA is an independent entity. Income from the resource centre , cultural activities, baboon walks and 

other excursions, tourist overnights  or  day visits, is collected in an association account. Twice per year, in 

June and December, the economic performance of the cultural village is presented to villagers. Dividend is 

solely for the members of the womenôs association. Overnight occupancy is dependent on season and 

ranges between 10% and 50%. Bookings of the resource centre  are not included in the occupancy rate and 

brings in much day clientele. Visitors are mainly Kenyan residents  where m arketing is limited to word -of -

mouth.  

 

With its variety of activities, the enterprise created a good dive rsification of income gener ation . There is 

cash flow from the guesthouses, homestays, dinners, excursions, honey production, aloe vera production, 

the resource centre , entree fees of day visitors and sale of handmade beadwork. Sixty percent of all income 

goes directly to the associa tionôs bank account. Twenty percent is destined for management expenses and is 

used for maintenance  of the resource centre  and the guesthouses, food for guests upon arrival, food for 

seminars/workshops in the resource centre , on the spot expenses, etc. The  remaining 20% goes to school 

bursaries for girls. Beadwork income is 90% for the individual maker and 10% is reserved for girl school 

bursaries. Tourism income in the first quarter of 2014 amounted to $5,000.  

 

Women empowerment is the main characteristic of the project and the largest direct effect. Culturally, 

women were not allowed to have a voice in Maasai tradition and were not supposed to earn income or 

organize themselves. Nowadays it is decided to have three women in each group ranch committee and t he 

tourism enterprise is run by women only. The women association is divided in six subgroups, in which 

women provide each other with support in terms of health care and large incidental expenses. Women 

provide their households with diversification of live lihood besides their traditional pastoral existence . Other 

direct effects are direct employment (10 FTE) and education for girls. Secondary effects are stronger 

collaboration between the two group ranches, supply chain linkages by newly constructed shops b y the 

women, among others. Economic diversification  and  improvement of human resources are some of the 

dynamic effects  achieved . 

Contribution t o Conservation  

The area of the two combined group ranches covers some 8,000 hectares. Currently, 300 hectares of Il Polei 

and approximately 100 hectares of Munishoi are designated conservation area, meaning free of livestock  

grazing. This conservation land is to be expanded in the future. ACC is fulfilling a role as mediator in a 

conservancy development plan in which  the two group ranches combine their land with two neighbouring  

private ranchers who own large strips of land, and other nearby ranchers. The direct aim of such partnership 

is the establishment of a new, middle -end eco lodge , for which negotiations are in its starting phase. A 

potential affiliation with the larger Naibunga Conservancy Trust (NCT) is part of the objective. The current 

six wildlife scouts (three from each group ranch) are installed with support of ACC and are a direct effect of 

the tourism en terprise. They monitor the entire group ranch area for poachers and human -wildlife conflict 

and contribute to an increased sense of security among the population.  

Conclusions  

The focus on women empowerment makes this project unique. The enterprise is fully  owned and operated 

by women, showcasing gender equality. It is an achievement to place the culturally sensitive women 

association in the institutional functioning of the group ranches, despite heavy internal power struggles. 

ACCôs support has been intense and essential and turned the association into a considered and respected 

entity. Like most other community -based tourism initiatives, Twala Tenebo has been highly dependent on 
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external support for its establishment. But also like most others, it knows a l ow occupancy rate, lack of 

internal management skills and poor marketing. Twala Tenebo shows its first signs of self - reliance and 

durability, but still has a way to go. If the enterprise is not able to gain independence and sustain itself by 

creating links  with external, (inter)national tourism operators and the larger tourism value chain, it is not 

unlikely that it undergoes the same fate of many CBT initiatives before them (making public support vanish 

in vain ) . The potential new eco lodge  nearby is inten ded to provide a business synergy with the cultural 

village and might be both beneficial for the expansion of the conservation area, as well as durability of Twala 

Tenebo Womenôs Association. The larger project shows great potential, but seems to remain dependent 

mainly up on ACC. 

 

4.1.8  Conclusion on ACC  

The Dutch funding was earmarked to enhance livelihoods and empower women in ACC focal landscapes. 

Towards this, ACC has made significant headways, especially in the area of women empowerment. There 

have also been  remarkable contributions towards increased income to communities. ACC has made efforts 

towards sustainable financing by attracting a diversity of funders. ACCôs strength has notably been in 

community projects with deep indigenous roots but by endeavouring  to stretch this to a wider regional and 

national level, this is likely to be weakened in areas where ACC is not firmly connected to the communities. 

As a way forward, such a step should be taken very gradually and with great caution.  

 

ACCôs tourism inputs have had a strong emphasis on both construction efforts and larger scale institutional 

support that small scale tourism ventures need to operate effectively  (see Figure 4.1.9) . The funding of, 

predominantly Dutch, donor income has as such been invested i n the early stages of tourism developments 

in these new enterprises which without any such funding could not have been established for especially 

marginal women groups spread over Kenya. A large part of ACC ô funding in tourism is through its time 

investmen t in partnership building, yet this has been impossible for ACC to express  into exact figures  (time 

nor expenses) . Figures in tourism input  by ACC are hence fairly conservative indications.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In general we recommend to ACC:  

-  To follow up the  on -going monitoring of their progress in various tourism related projects around 

Kenya, yet incorporating more information on in -direct and dynamic effects of small scale tourism 

initiatives. These initiatives are different in scale in comparison to other conservation organizations 

evaluated here (e.g. AWF and NRT), and it needs to be seen to what extent these initiatives can 

perform in relation to large scale tourism lodges that other conservation NGOs seem to be more 

familiar with . ACC stands out in this regard, but could work on its legitimization of these projects 

through stronger monitoring of livelihood effects that clearly seem to go beyond enterprises 

themselves. ACC has proven to stand at the basis of many spin off businesses that lead to a great 

Figure 4.1.9: Summary flowchart ACC  
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span of new economic development that by itself could only exist through initial investments in 

tourism.  

-  To make tourism a programme element of ACC considering the high percentage of income flowing 

into tourism projects already. ACC is establishing a strong  basis of lessons learned on community 

based tourism which could potentially reach out more to other organizations that are involved in 

tourism projects with a strong bottom -up approach like ACC. The support to FECTO is a good 

example of how knowledge on c ommunity based tourism can become institutionalized, and we 

underline its importance for the future.  

-  To be cautious with on -going investments into tourism projectsô hardware, and instead continue to 

build upon the establishment of strong and diversified s upport for community interests into tourism 

that ACC can contribute to through their expertise in community based tourism. It seems that some 

tourism enterprises like women projectsô involvement into beadworks, has led to profitable returns. 

Such developme nt is positive in light of decreasing donor support that also ACC is facing, leading to 

a greater independency of any tourism initiative. ACC could consider looking into a reversed 

business model where its main form of income is coming from the communities  it is supporting (e.g. 

see also envisioned approach of NRT explained in section 4.4), instead of providing communities 

with donor income and additional capacities.  
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4.2  African Wildlife Foundation  

4.2.1  Introduction  to AWF  

The mission of the African Wildlife Found ation is to ensure, together with the people of Africa, that the 

wildlife and wild lands of Africa will endure forever. Related to tourism , AWF has created a successful 

process of developing and brokering eco - lodges between communities and experienced priv ate operators. 

While both provide funding, the community owns the land and lodge, and the operator is responsible for 

running it. The operators then lease the land from the community and agree to pay a percentage of all 

revenue earned, creating incentives for communities to protect areas for wildlife. The work in Kenya focuses 

on two Heartlands: Samburu and Kilimanjaro Heartland. 22  

 

The main strengths of the AWF conservation enterprise approach compared to the three other organisations 

are:  

¶ Its business orie ntation and its potential to attract sustainable commercial finance  

(through its affiliate African Wildlife Capital);  

¶ Its advocacy role in Kenya;  

¶ The community contributions per beneficiary  

(in terms of community income, jobs, bursaries, health faciliti es etc.).  

The experimentation with (tourism) conservation enterprises has provided important lessons learned, 

increasingly documented by AWF as well as external partners.  

 

4.2.2  Inputs  

AWF has been granted Ksh. 1,573,026,219 by the EKN between 2008 and 201 3;  whi ch is on average over 

Ksh . 262 m illion per year (between July 2007 -June 2011 & July 2012 -June 2014) . Although varying per 

year, EKNs contribution constituted less than 10% of the total AWF income per year. However, when we 

consider AWF income in Kenya only , EKNôs input  constituted in some years for more than 70%  of AWFôs 

total budget (COCA reports) . 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
22  Heartlands are ñlarge landscapes of exceptional wildlife and natural value where AWF works with a variety of partners, including 

local people, governments and other resource users to fulfil our mission of conserving wildlife and wild p laces in Africa.ò -  AWF 

(2003) Heartland Conservation Process (HCP) , A framework for effective conservation in AWFôs African Heartlands 

Figure 4.2.1: Input EKN to AWF between 2008 - 2014  
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On basis of (limited) data available on 

support  from other donor organizations, 

we estimate that EKNôs contribution 

towards AWFôs tourism activities adds up 

to 51 % 23 . USAID and the EU biodiversity 

fund have played a significant role in the 

financing of tourism conservation 

enterprises like Satao Elerai. In most 

cases AWF has used a diversity of funding 

sources to invest in conservation 

enterprises, table 4 .2.2 provides an 

overview of examples in different cases . 

 

 

 

4.2.3  Activities  

It has been impossible for AWF to clearly articulate how EKN payments have specifically contributed to 

tourism related activities (like investments done, hours spent, etcetera):  

 

We simply do not have this data. Staff time is charged to landscape s, and trying to estimate the 

hours for each area of engagement would be something that is quite time intensive, and built on 

guesswork ï nothing that would be reliable. Similar story for the  hourly wages. (...) Keep in mind 

that these enterprise initiatives are part of larger, more integrated programming ï and often 

meetings and efforts are not one -subject events. Our recording of staff time is at a higher level than 

any specific activity ( in terview AWF) . 

 

Nevertheless, AWF continued to support 12 conservation enterprises  in the period 2008 -2013 , 10 of which 

are tourism enterprises: Koija  Starbeds , Satao Elerai, Lumo, Tawi, ADC Mutara , Enduimet, Olgulului , 

Chiawa, Umojaôs women manyatta, and Ol Lentille. In other cases AWF had a non - financial engagement.  

AWF has been able to reconstruct how much investments have been ma de in various years between 2004 -

2012 24 , see table 4.2.1 . Table 4.2.2 has been reconstructed by AWF to give an indication of the ir key 

activities and resources spend on tourism enterprises, as far as details are known by AWF.  

 

Even though there is limited information, in terms of exact numbers and specifications of numbers given, we 

conclude from this data that  AWF has had both suc cessful and less successful engagements with tourism 

facilities. Shompole is an example where AWFôs efforts have been unsuccessfully due to tensions between 

community and private operators. Nevertheless, AWF was generally able to show significant results 

elsewhere, the most striking examples being Satao Elerai and the  re -structuring of Lionôs Bluff. Taking the 

evaluation period 2008 -2013 into account only, we can conclude that AWF has invested approx. Ksh. 117 

million into construction , post -deal services, business planning, negotiations between private partners and 

communities. Tourism activities as such have utilized approximately 7% of AWFôs total budget received by 

EKN. The exact distribution of these funds into tourism related activities is unknown. At least Ksh. 32 million 

went into construction, Ksh.  2 million into post -deal/ -construction services, and Ksh.  8 million into 

restructuring and planning (Lionôs Bluff). Yet this only accounts to a third of proclaimed expenses in tourism 

by AWF between 2007 -2012.  

                                                 
23  Estimation on basis of information in table 4.2.2  
24  Only figures between 2007 -2012 are used for the overall analysis o f AWFôs performance in comparison to other organizations 

assessed.  

Figure 4.2.2: Relative donor support  to AWF's tourism activities  
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Table 4.2.1: I nvestments into tourism enterprises by AWF between 2004 - 2012  

Financial Year  Resources from EKN 

Dedicated to T ourism  

Key Activities  

2004  Ksh.  2,097,171  Construction  of Lentille,  Chiawa cultural village  

2005  Ksh.  6,085,530  Support to construction  of Elerai and Lentille, Chiawa and Park 

tourism management model  for Samburu National Reserve  

2006  Ksh.  4,689,576  Construction  for Elerai, Lentile and development of Kalama 

Conservancy  for tourism  

2007  Ksh.  14,881,236  Construction of Eler ai, Lentile, Umoja womens manyatta and 

Chiawa Cultural Vilage  

2008  Ksh.  4,505,633  Support  to Enduimet, ADC Mutara and development of tourism 

enterprise tools  

2009  Ksh.  19,397,681  Support  to Enduimet, Mutara, post deal services  to 

Koija/Kijabe; Samburu Re serve tourism management; and 

scoping and business planning  for Kitenden community  

2010  Ksh.  23,871,860  Support  to ADC Mutara; Enduimet; post deal support services; 

tool development  (e.g. standard KWS tourism leases) and 

facilitation  of new negotiations, Maasai Mara Plan  

2011  Ksh.  43,469,913  Support  to Enduimet, ADC Mutara, post deal support services  

and support  to Samburu Reserve  

2012  Ksh.  11,349,173  Support  to Enduimet; deal negotiations and post deal 

support services  

Total  Ksh.  130,347,773  KES 117,4 75,496 (2007 - 2012 only  ï for analysis purposes 

of this report )  

 

However, i t has been impossible to make any conclusions on the attribution level of AWFs work when it 

comes to taking pride in generated outcomes. Often the establishment of tourism facilitie s is done in 

collaboration with partners (communities, funders, private operators, etc.), each bringing in their stake 

(income, expertise, natural resources, etc.). We can only assert that EKN, through the work of AWF, has 

contributed to described (and wel l monitored) direct outcomes amongst communities connected to these 

tourism facilities (see further under AWF outcomes). As AWF asserts:  ñwithout our stimulating ideas and 

commitment to actualize them, there would be no lodges!ò.  

 

Apart from brokering of  partnership deals and construction of conservation enterprises, AWF has also played 

an important role in advocacy related to tourism, the foundation of organisations as FECTO and KWCA, and 

in sharing and dissemination of lessons learned. Therefore AWF has  made use of the support of EKN to 

allocate staff time for these important tasks. This is also reflected in the Programme proposal for the 2012 -

2016 period in which AWF focuses on increasing commercial performance, developing sustainability among 

existing enterprises and diversifying from single (tourism) to value chain enterprises (including livestock, 

agriculture, harvesting and processing of natural products). Related to tourism this means:  

¶ Development of a green marketing tourism plan for conservation enterprises;  

¶ Technical support for restructuring partnership arrangements and benefit sharing mechanisms 

where necessary;  

¶ Sharing and dissemination of lessons learned to stakeholders based on socio -economic impact 

surveys.   
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Table 4.2.2: Tourism investment  by enterprise  

Tourism Facility  Description of Activities  Description of Investment into Facility  

The Sanctuary at 

Ol Lentille  

AWF had a full engagement in this 

development, from working with the 

community to negotiate  for a land 

conservancy, to identifi cation and 

development of the lodge  with the partner 

(Regen esis Ltd.)  

Initial discussions and development of this 

lodge began in 2002.   AWF contributed in 

excess of US$ 8 00,000  towards the 

construction  of the lodge.  Donor funding 

used for this project inclu ded USAID, EKN  

($150,000) , EU TTF, Ford Foundation , 

an individual donor  and Regenesis Ltd . 

Koija Starbeds  AWF had a full engagement in this 

development, from working with the 

community to negotiate for a land 

conservancy , to secure land ownership, to 

deve loping partnership institutions (KCT),  

to identification and development of the 

lodge  with the partner (Oryx Ltd., operator of 

Loisaba Ranch)  

AWF provided funding to construct  the 

Starbeds in 2000.  Construction funding was 

provided by USAID (100%) and was 

approx. $ 50,000  with another $20,000 

for support services . Over the years, a 

total of $20,000 of EKN funds were used for 

post deal support services such as 

development of strategic plan, monitoring of 

partnership and dispute resolution.  

Olgulului 

Campsite  

(Amboseli 

Community 

Campsite)  

AWF had full engagement in the development 

of this campsite .  

AWF provided $48,000 from USAID funds to 

build the campsite. Later we contributed 

$2,000 from the Tourism Trust Fund for 

marketing and another $5,000 from EKN for 

post -construction support services.  

Satao Elerai 

Lodge  

AWF had a full engagement in this 

development, from working with the 

community to negotiate for a land 

conservancy , to development of 

partnership institutional arrangements,  to  

identification and deve lopment of the 

lodge  with the partner (Southern Cross 

Safaris)  

Initial discussions and development of this 

lodge began in 2002 .  AWF contributed 

approx. US$412,000 towards the 

construction of the lodge .  Donor funding 

used for this project included USAID  

( $126,050) , EKN  ($100,000) , EU  

Biodiversity Conservation Project 

($240,000).   

Tawi Lodge  AWF had limited engagement here.  The lodge 

was developed prior to AWF involvement.  AWF 

worked with the lodge operators to secure 

access to larger portion of communit y 

land,  thereby increasing the income of 

communities as well as the tourism concession 

of Tawi.  

no investment in facilities  

Lion's Bluff  AWF had full engagement in this lodge from 

supporting the development of LUMO 

conservancy  to identification and 

devel opment of the lodge  in partnership 

with Tsavo Hotels Ltd. Later as part of post 

deal support, AWF facilitated a restructuring 

dea l from Lion's Rock under previous operator 

to Lion's Bluff under current operator. Data for 

Lion's Rock (opened in 2001) was un reliable as 

prior operator was unwilling to share.  AWF has 

The mid - level lodge was built  with funding 

from USAID CORE of $192,308. Safaricom 

Foundation contr ibuted $65,000 for 

development of the conservancy; Ford 

Foundation provided $50,000 for part of the 

restructuring and governance work while 

EKN funds ($100,000 were used for 

restructuring, strategic p lanning and 

governance issues).  
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data from the start of the new operations, 

under the camp name Lion's Bluff (opened in 

July 2009)  

Shompole  AWF was invite d by the operator and the 

community to mediate growing tensions 

between the operator and the community .  

However because of political interference and 

unwillingness of the operator to negotiate, we 

were unsuccessful at resolving the 

conflict .  Shompole has  since closed and there 

are now various legal issues related to the 

dispute between the operator and the 

community. AWF has had no recent 

involvement and no plans to re - engage . 

no investment in facilities  

ADC Mutura  AWF successfully  negotiated a deal betw een 

ADC  (the owners of the land) and 

Chesterhouse Ltd, a private tourism 

operator for the successful development of 

Jambo Mutara Lodge. This 24 -bed lodge 

opened for business in April 2014. AWF also 

assisted ADC and CHL to establish a 20,000 

acre conservanc y; equip scouts and enter a 

partnership with Ol Pejeta Conservancy for 

tourism traversing rights.  

no investment in facilities  but in the 

preparation of conservancy and negotiation 

of deal ($50,000).  

Enduimet  Enduimet Lodge development is ongoing.  

There h ave been some difficulties in the 

construction and development of the 

lodge . AWF is hoping that construction will be 

completed by year -end 2014.  

AWF has spent approx. US$300,000  to 

date on Enduimet. Construction started in 

2010 and was fully funded by inco me from 

EKN. However, the lodge is not yet open. 

Total construction budget will be about $1 

million with AWF contributing $500,000 and 

the private sector providing the balance  

Chiawa Cultural 

Village  

In 2007, AWF successfully supported the 

Chiawa Chiefdom  to construct the cultural 

village and negotiated deals with lodges along 

the Zambezi River to ensure a steady stream 

of visitors. AWF also created the institution to 

manage the village and built capacity.  

$100,000 was spent to construct the 

cultural vill age and build operational 

capacity  

 

 

These lessons learned are also relevant for stakeholders outside Kenya. AWF also continued to participate in 

international dialogue on impacts from tourism as well as lessons learned from enterprise development. AWF 

wo rked together with the IIED and Dutch academics from both the Maastricht School of Management and 

Wageningen University on a training, a research project, and partnered in a NWO project to examine the 

role of AWF as an institutional entrepreneur . Research results have been published in various publications 

(Elliott & Sumba, 2011 ; Lamers  et al. , 2013 ; Van Wijk  et al. , 2014 ) . 
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4.2.4  Outputs / Outcomes  

Clearly, AWFs focus has been on the development of tourism conservation enterprises ( e.g. brokering of 

partnership -deals, community capacity building and construction of l odges) and its related outcomes. 

Despite its PIMA -system aiming at systematic monitoring of key impact indicators, we have not fully been 

able to re -create a full picture of conservation enterprises and their related outcomes.  

 

AWF claims that the  six main  tourism conservation enterprises (The Sanctuary at Ol Lentille, Koija Starbeds, 

Olugulului Campsite, Satao Elarai Lodge, Twai Lodge and Lionsô Bluff) have generated since 2006:  

¶ KSh. 10 8 million  of direct community benefits (for lease, bed -night and conser vation fees , etc.)  

¶ Ksh. 81  million  of wage benefits from employments;  

¶ On average around 100 direct jobs per year . 

For the period 2007 -2011 in various reports 25  submitted to the Embassy detailed figures are available from 

tourism conservation enterprises (in  Ksh.), which however substantially differ from other figures provided 

directly to us by AWF  in 2014 . They differ probably because, according to AWF, ñsome of the incomes 

accrued around eco - lodges are conservation related payments that are not necessarily tourism related e.g. 

payments for leases and other ecosystem services among others. Besides there are also livestock and other 

enterprise related costs for spin -offs of eco -lodges that we count which are not tourism relatedò (interview 

AWF) . 

 

Table 4.2.3  Summary livelihood impacts from a number of selected tourism conservation enterprises  

Enterprise  Direct 

community 

income form 

enterprise  

(2007 -2011)  

Number of 

males 

employed in 

2011  

Number of 

females 

employed in 

2011  

Total wages 

from 

employment  

2011  

Total income to 

community 

from 

conservation in 

2011  

Beneficiaries 

in 2011  

Sanctuary at 

Ol Lentille  

13,803,087  78 (17 in 

2010)  

35 (4 in 

2010)  

15,082,254  120,392,915  10,000  

Kijabe 

womenôs 

manyatta  

1,761,813  --  2 --  272,510  53  

Satao Elerai  8,057,166  33  --  2,682 ,645  6,408,523  400  

LUMO lodge 

and s anctuary  

4,502,002  30  7 3,865,715  4,865,715  6,200  

Tawi Lodge  2,559,377  6 --  576,000  2,880,000  150  

Amboseli 

Community 

Campsite  

354,000  0 

18 (in 2010)  

--  0 

1,548,000 

(in 2010 )  

0 

1,902,000 (in 

2010)  

11,485  

Koija Starbeds  

Ecolodge  

5,102,000  7 --  1.030,000  2,330,000  1,200  

Total of 

tourism  

36,139,445  154  44  23,236,614  134,269,663  19,003  

Total of 

enterprises 

and projects  

117,857,056  300  62  35,786,442  163,980,885  32,472  

% share of 

tourism  

23%  51%  70%  65%  82%   

                                                 
25  See Annual Report for Year 4 Activity 16360 (2010 -2011) and Final Summary Report Activity 16360 (2007 -2011)  
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Based on th ese figures, i n the period 

2007 -2011 around 25% of all direct 

community income from AWF enterprises 

was directly related to tourism. However, 

in 2011 around half of menôs employment 

(see also figure 4.2.3) and 2/3 of 

womenôs employments of all enterprises 

(22) employment was directly related to 

the seven  tourism enterprises. Clearly in 

2011 tourism enterprises generated much 

more beneficiaries than other types of 

enterprises, despite the fact that the 

closure of the Amboseli community 

campsite considerably reduced the 

amount of beneficiaries.  

 

 

 

In general there is a growing trend of income going to local communities from conservation enterprises 

between 2006 -2012 , see figure 4.2.4 . Especially Satao Elerai and Lionôs Bluff26  are showing steady and 

almost lin ear growth of income towards communities. Others are relatively stable, even though Olgulului has 

shown to be relatively unpredictable in 2010 (and 2012).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

According to Sumba ( interview  2014): ñThe dip in revenues and visitation for Ol gulului in 2010 was related 

to the political campaigns for the referendum during the high season while in 2012 it was because of 

elections. Olgulului is frequented by backpackers who use road transport most of the time are most 

susceptible to suffer conseq uences of political activit yò.  

                                                 
26  Lionôs Bluff has been restarted with the support of AWF, only generating community income since 2009.  

Figure 4.2.3: Males employed at AWF's Conservation Enterp rises  

Figure 4.2.4: Communal income from conservation enterprises 

between 2006 -2012  










































































































