Veterinary Fencing Assessment — Phase 3

(Community & Other Stakeholder Perspectives; Strategic Herding)
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Elephant GPS movements across the WDA

Challenges to Elephant
Connectivity From Border
Fences in the World's
Largest Transfrontier
Conservation Area (2022),
R. Naidoo et al., Front.
Conserv. Sci., Vol. 3,

£C.2022,788133.
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Data courtesy of the Gov. of Botswana, Go#.
Namibia, Ecoexist, and WVY/

3-Phase
Veterinary

Fences

Project

> Question 1: Which fences impact wildlife
movement the most in Botswana'’s
component of KAZA?

Expected Outcome: 3 Question 2: Would the risk of disease
Science-based advice to Phase Il change if certain portions of fences were
govts of BW & NA to not there?

support decision making

cted Impacts:
» ' Reduced conflict with
wildlife Question 3: What is the experience of
Reduced risk of disease Phase Il communities in E. Panhandle engaging in
Increased participation agriculture & in relation to wildlife & fence
_in ) green economy presence? And how would this change if
> Increased connectivity they are willing to employ active herding?
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Phase |l outcomes

Key messages:

. that specific section is there or not

Not all vet fence sections of focus in their current
state are serving their disease control purpose

Risk of disease outbreaks remains the same whether

Risk mitigation measures (i.e. herding) can reduce
the risk of disease in a way that fences cannot*

Intentional illegal movement of livestock across
international borders remains a risk (fences unlikely

to stop that)
* Managed herding itself (as underpinned by planned grazing) is already starting to demonstrate the potential for an
extraordinary number of co-benefits in the region, induding but not limited to healthier livestock in better condition, an
onvramp to Successiul CBT of wildifie-friendly baek, prefereatial beef pricing from local tourism operatore, (mproved
vaccination coverage, improved animal identification and thus bility, d i losses from predators (with less
retaliatory killing of camivores), avoidance of buffalo and other wildlife by herders, less cattle theft, improved rangeland
condition/restoration (good for livestock and wildlife), and enhanced soil carbon sequestration.
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Phase Il asks the question: What is the experience of communities in E. Panhandle engaging in agriculture & in

relation to wildlife & fence presence? And how would this change if they are willing to emp?oy active herding?

Y1-2025/26
Baseline survey .
Ut & stakeholder Reconnecting KAZA
Othi ng . consultations Rethinking Veterinary Fences and Livestock Herding to
Active herding/ Catalyze Conservation and Resilient Livelihoods
Re-Survey after
3-5yrs.
Y4/Y5

Outcome: clear, science-based, stakeholder-
informed recommendations to assist decision
makers on fence removal decisions
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Phase Il Update

+ Baseline survey kickstarted by briefing the Village
Chiefs & district level authorities

+ Covered 14 villages in Botswana's eastern panhandle

+ Strategic herding model organically spreading

+ Survey report being drafted
» Transboundary stock theft a threat
* Integrated approach to addressing livestock production, disease
management, conservation, hWC, community security required
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Phase Il — Phased roll-out of strategic herding

Year 1 (east) 7Year 2 (west) i ‘WYear 3 (central) 7Year 4 (as needed) ] rYear 5 (as needed)
16bomas/upto  mmmp 10 bomas/up to - 6 bomas / up to - 6 bomas / up to s 6 bomas / up to
5,600 cattle 3,500 cattle 2,100 cattle | 2,100 cattle 1,960 cattle

NAMIBIA

% 1 Eastern
' panhandle
L __ ~15260 cattle

BOTSWANA ) Bl

fiha Okavango Delta
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Recognizes that connectivity
across broader landscape is critical

Reinforces the urgency of addressing
connectivity challenges

Recommends to assess the feasibility of
removal of specific fence sections to allow
movement as appropriate — esp northern
Buffalo fence in BW; BW-NA Zambezi
border fence; & BW-NA- western border
fence
Approved in 2019 (KAZA
Ministers Committee) &
adopted by Heads of

State, Kasane Elephant Connectivity - resource accessibility across habitats esp in
Summit, May 2019 (] ?N @ ’] face of changing climates & genetic diversity — not just for

/ elephants!
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