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Roadmap for this Session

1. Foundations | Treaty 
basis for Technical 

Advisory Groups and the 
objectives that anchor 

both groups

2. Structure | The 
Conservation Working 

Group and its sub-
working group disciplines

3. Mandates | AHSWG 
and KESWG side by side

4. Evidence | Elephant 
movement research, 

what the collar data tells 
us

5. The Interface |
Veterinary fencing, 

corridors and the shared 
agenda

6. Delivery | The IDP 
process and Conservation 

Strategy as input, 
prioritisation and 

awareness mechanisms

7. Next steps |
Positioning AHSWG 

evidence into Partner 
State planning
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Vision: Establish a world-class 
trans frontier conservation area 
and tourism destination in the 
Okavango and Zambezi river 
basin regions within the context 
of sustainable development.

Mission: To Sustainably manage the 
Kavango Zambezi ecosystem, its heritage 
and cultural resources based on best 
conservation & tourism models  for the 
socio-economic well-being of the 
communities and other stakeholders  in 
and around  the eco-region through 
harmonisation of policies, strategies & 
practices.

Objectives
1. Conservation

2. Promoting connectivity

3. Infrastructure development

4. Transboundary tourism

5. Sustainable use

6. Partnerships, investments & regional economic 
integration

7. Harmonisation of policies, legislation & approaches

8. Capacity building

9. Transboundary animal disease prevention, surveillance 
and control

10.Research – fundamental, applied and multi-disciplinary

11.Mainstreaming environmental and social issues including 
climate change
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Implementation of the TFCA : How to work together?

Marshalling technical 
will for collective action

KAZA Ministerial Committee

KAZA Coordinating Country

(Currently Zimbabwe)

KAZA Committee of Senior 

Officials

KAZA Joint Management 

Committee

KAZA Secretariat

(based in Kasane, Botswana)

National Committees

Coordination & facilitation of 
KAZA activities including 
stakeholder engagement

Technical oversight function. 
Supported (as required) by (currently) 
13 specialist Technical Advisory 
Groups & ad hoc task forces 

Defined institutional 
arrangements

Animal health

Elephants

Birds

Carnivores

Forestry

Freshwater & fisheries

Community Human 
resources

ConservationLegal Tourism & 

comms
Impact 

monitoring 
Finance Safety & 

Security
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Treaty Basis for the Technical Advisory Groups

• Article 10 – Institutional Framework: Partner States establish the structures for administration, management 
and development of the TFCA, and set up working groups of discipline practitioners and stakeholder 
representatives.

• Article 13(3)(f) – Specialist Advisory Groups: the JMC establishes and oversees ad hoc specialist groups, 
with TORs determined by the JMC, to:
• Advise the JMC on issues within their areas of specialisation
• Represent the interests of different sections of society in each Partner State
• Collect information and prepare specialist reports
• Facilitate exchange of information among the Partner States

• The objectives anchoring today’s discussion:
• Art. 6(1)(b) – a complementary network of Protected Areas linked through corridors safeguarding 

migratory wildlife (KESWG)
• Art. 6(1)(j) – harmonisation of legislation, policies and approaches in transboundary animal disease 

prevention, surveillance and control (AHSWG)
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The Conservation Working Group and its Sub-Working 
Groups

• The CWG is an advisory body to the JMC on conservation of shared natural resources. 
“Conservation” spans disciplines too diverse for one body, hence sub-working groups:
• Protected Area planning and management  •  Research and monitoring  •  Animal health, 

disease surveillance and management  •  Fisheries resources management  •  Specific 
species management  •  Forestry and habitat conservation

• Operating conventions:
• Members appointed through National Coordinating Agencies; mandated to consult 

counterparts across borders within their specialisation
• Sub-working groups operate under TORs and (should) report through the CWG; meetings 

loosely aligned with Structure Meeting cycles

• Keep the roles distinct: governance structures decide (Ministerial Committee, COSO, JMC); 
technical structures coordinate, prepare and review (WGs and Sub-WGs); the Secretariat and 
consultants facilitate.
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Two Mandates, One Landscape

• AHSWG (TORs revised by consensus; revival noted by JMC)
• Aim: improve animal health and mitigate disease and related conflicts within the KAZA 

TFCA (considered as a single epidemiological unit)
• Core problem: TAD control by movement restriction (veterinary fencing) is structurally 

incompatible with the TFCA vision of free-ranging wildlife
• Objectives: multi-sectoral dialogue; disease risk mitigation; harmonisation of policy and 

practices; One Health alignment; CBT and improved livestock production; resolving trade 
barriers

• KESWG (TORs; sub-working group of the CWG)
• Mission: secure the KAZA landscape for the largest contiguous elephant population, for the 

benefit of communities and conservation
• Primary objective: coordinate, promote and technically support implementation of the 

KAZA Elephant Strategic Planning Framework
• Pillars: monitoring and research; secure habitats and corridors; community benefits; policy 

contribution. Focus areas: the WDAs per the Master IDP
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Guiding frameworks for conservation & management of KAZA’s 
elephants 

• Approved Strategic Planning 
Framework – objective: 
manage KAZA’s elephants as 
one contiguous population
• Policy Brief on Elephant 

Movements and Connectivity
(approved in June 2022) -
compiled from the collated 
KESWG collar dataset
• First KAZA-wide synchronised 

aerial survey – prioritised under 
the Framework & undertaken in 
the 2022 dry season
• Elephant Action Plan
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Guiding frameworks for the AHSWG 

• TORs developed & noted by 
the KAZA Structures

• Work plan developed, 
monitored & reported on 
yearly 
• CBT guidelines approved at 

SADC level guiding 
implementation in MS

• First two phases of the vet 
fences assessment – guiding 
informed decision making & 
transboundary dialogue 
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The AHSWG–KESWG Interface: Fencing and Connectivity

• The two mandates mirror each other at the fence line:
• KESWG Policy Brief: veterinary cordon fences listed among principal threats of permanent 

corridor closure; three fences named for review
• AHSWG TORs: “participate in assessment of existing and/or proposed fences to control 

transboundary animal diseases… while considering needs related to corridors/wildlife 
dispersal areas”

• AHSWG Workplan WP 6.1–6.5: cross-sectoral cost/benefit mechanisms for fencing decisions; 
assessment of current and planned veterinary fences affecting WDAs; a holistic KAZA-wide 
fencing strategy

• Beyond fencing, the shared agenda runs through:
• Commodity-based trade; the non-geographic alternative to fence-based FMD control 

(SADC-adopted guidelines, 2019; pilots in WDAs in three countries)
• Cross-border movement of samples, collars and data – parallel SOP needs
• Shared geography (the WDAs) and shared communities at the wildlife–livestock interface
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The work of both groups -
informed by science, with 
policy implications & land 
use/management applications  

• The elephant collar dataset: > 4 million GPS 
observations from 298 collared elephants (130 
female, 97 male), collared from 2010 onwards

• Three corridor types observed
• Directed movements to and from water
• Directed movements along fences 
• Pinchpoints through human-modified 

landscapes  
• Phase I Vet Fences Assessment – impact on 

wildlife movement incl. elephant
• Used elephant collar data + aerial surveys 

of fencelines + ground surveys 
• Prioritised fence sections for further assessment 

à connectivity & conflict implications 
• Corridor designation: micro-corridors feed 

directly into land-use planning (LUCIS) & 
formal corridor protection with community 
participation
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• Not meant to be seen as duplication of activities but as a guide for collaboration & 
complementarity between the WGs

• Demonstrates the multi-faceted relevance of these activities 
• Elephant Action Plan was informed by experts beyond the ESWG – including some in this 

room 
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The AHSWG’s Contribution to the Elephant Action Plan

• 1. Fence assessment: bring veterinary disease-risk analysis into the cost/benefit 
review of the priority fences – so realignment decisions are defensible to both 
sectors (livestock & wildlife)
• 2. CBT as the enabling condition: progress CBT of beef so FMD management no 

longer depends on fences that close corridors & improved livelihood security for 
farmers 
• 3. Harmonised disease control: joint cross-border & inter-agency protocols, & 

coordinated emergency response, improving preparedness for mass mortality 
events
• 4. Sample, collar and data movement: extend the sample-transfer and CITES 

CoP18 Doc. 56 workstream to cover research logistics re KESWG needs
• 5. Joint WDA-level planning: surveillance design, fence-line monitoring and 

corridor management on the same ground, with the same communities
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Delivery Mechanism: The IDP Process and Conservation 
Strategy

• Input: national IDPs must align with regional (in-country) priorities and corridors 
and cohere with the KAZA Conservation Strategy; Working Groups sit on the IDP 
Steering Committee and at the Technical and Planning Level – sub-working 
group evidence (collar data, fence assessments, disease risk, CBT feasibility) is 
the ‘shared analytical product’ the process is built on
• Prioritisation: corridor protection and land-use trade-offs are named pressure 

points for thematic integration sessions and facilitated negotiation; four formal 
decision gates with political-level validation; mandatory multi-ministry 
participation puts veterinary services and wildlife authorities in the same room –
the standing venue the fence-vs-corridor question has lacked

• Awareness: decision-gate briefings carry the agenda to planning and finance 
ministries; community and rights-holder engagement carries corridor 
designation, HEC mitigation and CBT-linked livelihoods to the landscape level; 
everything routed through established KAZA structures with the Secretariat as 
coordinating node
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Positioning the AHSWG: Next Steps

• Feed the evidence in now – the national IDP processes are underway, 
and the decision gates are still ahead; fence assessments, strategic 
herding and CBT evidence should enter through the Technical and 
Planning Level, not after plans are drafted

• Nominate AHSWG representation into the national IDP engagement 
structures and, where appropriate, the Master IDP Steering Committee
• Prioritise WP 6.1–6.5 (fencing cost/benefit and KAZA-wide fencing 

strategy) so outputs land within the IDP trade-off analysis window
• Advance the CBT and sample-movement workstreams jointly with the 

KESWG – one cross-border protocol agenda, two mandates served

• Report through the CWG so that governance structures (JMC, COSO, 
Ministerial Committee) decide on a single, cross-sectoral evidence base
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