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ABSTRACT

Ecological buffer zones are very crucial in minimizing the impact of land use practices close to
protected areas, though there is no consensus surrounding their objectives, location, area and
tiie level of their permitted use. This study therefore assessed the challenges of buffer zone
rranagement in some (adjacent) support zone communities in Oban Division of Cross River
vational  Park, Nigeria. Data were obtained through questionnaire interviews and
reconnaissance survey and subjected to descriptive and inferential statistical analysis. Results
vhowed that a high percentage (68.68%) of the respondents in the division were not aware of the
cvistence of the buffer zone and the policies governing it. 74.42°% belicved that the Park has left
them poorer: Only i7.21% accepted that they have enjoved tremendous benefits as a result of the
ostablishment of Park and its buffer zone. A el square analysis showed that the people were not
aware of the existence, creation and policy governing buffer zone managemeni and weie
thrrefore not in favour of its operations. These developments misht be adduced to the low fevel
of awareness of Park lavws and buffer zone management policies by these communitios. 1t iy
therefore recommended that public enlightenment campaigns should be stepped up to educate
the populace on the need to abide by the laws and policies soverning: the Park and its huffer
zune. Social amenities including classroom blocks, health centers, roads, water and electricity
should be provided by the management of the park including trainiz:g in a number of livelihood
options like beekeeping ax:id nan timber forest product farming. This is expected to reduce the
pressure by the local communitios on the resources of the paik and its biffer zone.

Feywords: Bufjerzone, Protected Areas, Cross River National Park, Land use practices. Non-
Timber IForest Products

INTRODUCTION

Deforestation and unsustainable land usc
patterns are causing significant degradation of
the world's natural resource basce at an cver
increasing ratc. A greater percentage of this
destruction is centered on the forest
ccosystems found ii: tropical Africa, Asia and

America (FAQ, 1991),

Nigreria currently has o network ol protecied
arcas which include a biosphere reserve,
seven (7) National
Strict Nature Reserves (Ogogo, 2004).

Yarks and nwelve (12)

Inspite oi their intuitive appeal, buffer zonces
haze not been adequateiy defined and existing
working modcls on their operations arc few.

MacKinnon 1. al. (i980) defined bufter

ZONCS as ;u’c‘-;m adjacent to protected areas on
which land usc is particularly restricted to
give an uddc.d,- layer ol protection to the
protected arca itselt while providing valued
benefits to neighboring rural communitics.
Wind et. al.  (1989) recently defined Park
buffer zones simply as arcas outside parks thai
are designed to protect the parks. These
approaches give emphasis o protection as
priorty i the developuient of buller zones
while relegating the supply of cconomic
benetits to local people as secomdary., i3uller
zomes tend o be coneeived as relatively
narrow  strips of land oa park bouadarics
within which the sustainable use ol aawural
resources are permitted. Activities that are

cotamonly allowed i buffer zones include;
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hunting or tishing using traditional mcthods,
collection of fallen
fruits, scasonal grazing of domestic stock, and
harvesting of specificd Non ‘Timber Forest
(NTFP) like

Actuvitics that are excluded in butler zone:

Products rattan  or grasscs.

generally include burning of vegetation,

cutting of live trees, construction of buildings-

and cstablishment of plantations. One ol the
benefits that local people derived from this
typc of land usc is the provision of a mcasure
wildlifc

Others are the establishment of physical

of protection from dcgradation.
barricrs to human cncroachment into the
strictly protected core zones. Bulfer zonces
also promotc the sustainable usc of wild plant
and animal specics Ly local conmmunitics and
provide mechanisms by which local pcoplc
can genuinely benefit from the existence of a
piotected arca. ‘They protect the natural
cnvironment and help keep nearby ceological
niches stable and functioning. Buffer zoncs
from the conscervation view point represent a
crucial methodology for preserving
biological and species diversity in reserves
under threat from the surrounding human

populations (Van Orsdol, 1988).

One of the most scerious problems in buiter
zonc managenment is the assumption  that
limited benetits that Tow to local people can
changc their behaviours, reduced pressure on
the plants and animals by the protected arcas
and  thereby  enhance  the

biclogical diversity. lHowcever, only  few

butler zone management programmes have
succeeded i establishing  stable and
compatible land use systems around protected
arcas in a way that local people are genuinely
reconciled to the conservation tunction ol the

arca (Oldficld, 1988).

timber, harvesting of

conscervation  of
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This work assessed the level of awareness and
attitude  of the people in the swrrounding
communitics of” Oban Division towards the
C'ross River National Park bufter zone. It also
investigated the level of impact of thc Park's
Manapgcment progranumes on the cconomic
status of the local inhabitants suggesiing ways

of improving the management of the park's

bullcrzone.

METIHODOLOGY
Study Area .
The Cross National Park (CRNP) is one ¢fthe
National Parks n

seven Nigesia, s

surrounded by moist  tropical  rzisforest
around the northern and western parts aud
mangrove swamps in the coastal fringes
(Ezcalor 2002). The Park lics in the extreme
south castern part of Nigeria and extends
along the Republic of Cameroon border
covering 4.000km’. It lics between latitude 5°
05' and 6" 29 North and Longitudes 8" 15" and
9" 31" East. The Park is scgmented into two
non contiguous divisions, the Oban Division
in the Southern part covering 3006km? and the
Division

Okwango in thc Northern part

covering 1000km’.

C'ross River National Park is charactericed by
two distinct tropical moist elinztic s :asons
the rainy and dry scasons. The rainy scason
begins from April to November with a double
pcak regime in Junc to July and Scpiembaer to
October. Annual  rainfall  decrcases  fron:
North to South across the Park. Average daily
temperature ranges from 14% o 25". The dry
scason starls from November o March or
carly April and cxpericnces harmattan

weather from December to Febraary.

Sampling Method

A reconnaissance survey of the study arca was
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conducted followed by the administration of
structured questionnairc on 12 randomly
selected communitics at the parks periphery
in Oban Division of Cross River National
Park. The communitics were Orem, Akor,
New Ndcbiji, Osomba, Aking, Oban Ncge,
Dwai, Ifumkpa, Mangor and Ekong. 348
questionnaires wcre administered on ~the
the The
respondents included farmers, tizuber dealers

respondcents in study arca.

and gathcrers of Non- Timber Forest Products
{NTFPs).

Trata Analysis
itata was analyzed using Chi-Squarc,
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frcquency distribution, percentages and
descriptive statistics. The Chi-Square
analysis was uscd to test for independence in
contingency tables. Variables uscd included
knowledge of bufler zone existence, reasons
for buffcr zone creation, opinion on buffer
zone project, enhancement of economic
status, support of buffer zonc management
and involvement in the management of buffer

zone.

RESULTSAND DISCUSSIONS
The socio-decmographic characteristics of the
respondcnts arc presented in table 1: )

Tablc 1: Socio-demographic characteristics of support zones communitics
Variable Frequen<y Percentage(%)
Gender
Malc 222 63.79
Female 126 36.21"
Total 348 100
Religion ’
Moslem 0.29

_ Christianity 344 98.85
Traditional : 0.86
Total 348 100
Agedistribution
Less than 25 ycars 50 14.37
26-40 ycars 181 52.01

~41-50yecars 23.28
Greater than 51 % Bl 23.28
Ycars ” ; 10.34
Total 348 100
Marital Status
Monogamous 273 78.41
Polygcamous 2.30
Widow/Widanwer 2.01
Divorced 1.15

- >

Unmarried

14.65
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Noresponse 5 1.47
Total 348 100
Education

Primary 173 49.71
Sceondary 127 36.149
Tertiary 27 7.76
Non Formal Education 21 6.04
Total 348 100
Occupation

Farming 287 82.47
Others Ol 17.53
Yotal 348 144

From the table, 63.79% of the respondents
acre males while 36.21% were females with
the highest proportion (52.0i%) falling
between 26-40 years old. Majority of the
respondents were monogamous  (78.41%)
tollowed by unmarricd (14.65%),
polygamous (2.30%), widow/widower
(2.01%) and divorced (1.15%). The highest
percentage (49.717%) had primary cducation,
while (36.49%) had sccondary education with
7.76% and < 94% in the tertiary and non
tormal categories respectively. The low tevel
vi'cducation i the study arca will posc scerious
problems in terms of awareness of park
conscrvation propuoanimes and those of bulicr
zones. 81.47% of _the respondents  were
farmers while 17.53%5 represented j':cnpfx‘
with other forms oi susicnance. This s an

idication that fz2rsing is the mam soweee of

income in this communitics and agriculture is.
the major causc of deforestation in Nigeria
(Kio, 2000). There is therefore nced for

‘serious fevel of scnsitization to ensure that

farmers  are cencouraged (o carry  out

sustainable firming practices.

The level of awarcness of respondeiits on the
existence ot the butfer zone including reason-
for buller zonce crcation and the laws
governing its operations are presented in tabl:.
2. A high pereentage of the respondent:
(60.08%6) claimced that they were unaware f
the existence of the buller zone while only
Sacdns conceded too its o existence, This
stuation predisposes the butfer zone to abuss

s many Joeal inhabituts would engage in

ctiy ttes that are prohibited u the butier zone

U HHCCOVET Gl g narancg.
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Table 2: Existence, creation and law governing buffer zone

Variable "~ Aware Not Aware No. Respond Total
Knowledge of 99(28.45%) 239(68.68%) IO(2.8:7%) 348
bulfer zone

existence

Recasons for Buffer  77(22.13%) 252(72.41%) 10(2.87%) 348
zonc crcation

Knowledge of 86(24.71'%) 249(71.55%) 13(3.745%) 348
policics governing

Buffer Zonc

m:m:lgcmcnt

Total 1044

2062(25.10%)

Results on the purposc of creating the bufTer
zonce indicated that 72.4 1% of the respondents

claimed that they did not understand the

purposc ofits crecation whilce
22 .13% indicated they had knowledge of the

buffer zonc managcmenrt mode!. Before the

cstablishment of the park @nd its bulfer zonce,
the inhabitants of the arca had frc= access and
rights to the utihization of the resources
thicrein. The law establiching the park and its
bulfer zone had vnmposed restnictions on the

utthzation of resources e the park and s

buffer zona (National Park Scrvice Decree No

10 of 1990y, The denvvceation o the

boundarics of the nak and its buffer zone

antensatically lewds 1o the poople forfoiting

theie tradhiional bt to the use ol the

resoirrees inside the ik as cortoboerat. d by
oy 8 il mont . ' ' [ oy s

{anservittion (2o

On the jpolicy  coverning bulfer zone

managrciment 71.55% 6 o the respondents werg

not aware of thewa poiicies wle 24 71,

LR A U R W S ry R AR N TR T I AR A

TA0(70.88%)

NIV N IRONN N 8N NO et

33(3.16")

adnmutted having knowledge of the policices.
The pcople's knowledge on the purposc of
buffer zonc management was relatively low; a
situation that has been corroborated by Fadarg
(1989). The
apprcciate the purpos~ for creating buiicr
zoncs and their operational policics is an is=uc

inability of the pcople to

that rcquires special attention by ihe
management of Cross River National Park if
thc local pcople arc to support the projert.
Majorily  of the people consider  the
cstabhishment of the park as stopping them
from having access to their natural neriiage
and feel more aggricved that this Niil_l:l(i()ll has
heen extended through the cstablishment of
buller zones. s implied that while these
communttios want  to

might appreciate

conscrvatton  activitics around  them, tha

torepe ot oo iehabccation bec thie ot

ckme.  conscequently. the docal  people

should be fully mvolved in the managemen
of” the park at all levels. This hias beew
suceessfully tested in many regions using

ditterent approaches i ihe implementaiion of

Eereorarn
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seved das v

Integrated Conscrvation Development

projects (McNecly, 1994, Wells et al. 1992)

Table 3 shows the opinton of the people on the

Bufler zone project including their level of

support,  enhancement  of’ their cconomie

status and their involvement in th: overall

management of the project. Results on the

pereeption of the buffer zone project indicated™

v dviot . .

lai
that a very hagh parcentage ol the reaspondoeni:,
(75.29%) viewed it as a bad project while ot:ly
22.41% registered a positive opinion. This is

untortunate as many ol those who view ii

ncgative terms are hikely to scuttle the lavs

cstablistying it This exposes the bulfer zone to

abusc in terms oiscsource utilization.

Table 3: Perception of Bulie: Zone Pregrame

Varitable in-lavous

()|)i'||iuh on Butfer T8(22.4%)
Zone Project
Support ol Iiuﬂ'cr 74(21.26%,)
Sone Managpremoent
l;'nhuncdncnt of 39(11.21%)
Fconomic Status
Involvement ot

Buffer Zone

81(23.28%)

lllill).’l)_""lll"lll

‘Total

272(19.54%)

The impact ol Cross River National Park on
respondents’ economic status showed that
74.42% of
opimion that the pick hoas made them poorer
while only 11.21% felt that the park has

The

the respondents were of the

miproved  their cconomie  fortune:
people feel they have been made poorer
through the prohibition of hunting within the
ik and s buticr zone as well as restncetion
ol assess o collect

(NTFPs). Consequently

activities both in the butter zone and the park

Producis

lave beenonthe mercase Hhimm (2001)

Apainst

202(75.29%0)

265(77.01%)

259(79.43%)

257(T3.85%:)

1046(75.14%)

Non-"Timber-lrorest”

illcgal

i Al Giviice e
8(2.30%) g7 g
6(1.72%) _—
50(14.37%) 348
LO(2.87%) 348

1392 )

74(5.32%)

Results on involvementin the management o
the buffer zone indicated that 73.81% of the

respondetits claimed not to be involved i the |

the while 23 .:29%

its

managemeent of 7one

indicated they were involved iu

management and that of the National Park.
The survival of the buller zone and therefore
the National Park and its resources greatly

depend  on partnering. with the focal

communtties an the management ol these
resourcces.

A chi-square  analysis showed  that the
tabulated  frequency  was greater thia the
calculated  trequency  at 0,05 level ol
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stenificance  The nali hyvpothese wes Ihn, 7 € {2001), Brodiversiiy Conservation
therefore reiceted This showed  thai i and  Community Participation.  In
PL.:;)P{C were ol aware of the casteney, Masdhia  rola oy aml pubiic
crecation and policy governing bulier zone enlightenment Stratepices:
management and were therefore not in favour - Proccedings of the National
of'its opc ations. Workshop on Media relations and
COIIHIISiOIIS Public c¢nlightenment  strategies
A large perceniagce of thc members of the organized by National Park Service,
susrounding communitics claimed ignorance Yankari National Park.

of the cxistence of the buffes zone and the . ;
laws establishing it. The project was also . Eleazor, A. U. (Ed) (2002). Critical Sites for

pcfcei_vcd as bad bccause a few of them . Biodiversity Conscrvation in Nigerta,
pacticipated i its management and that ol the Nigerian Conscrvation  Foundation,
Neational Park. Conscquently. illepal activities Lapos, Nigeria. pp 14 '

including farming . poaching anda gathering of

NEYPs e on the mmcrcase and willl contimue oA O (1991) Umited Nations Pood aned
unsbated in the National Park and its Buffer Agricultural Organization. Trees for
Zone if necessary steps are not taken by the Life. United Nations World Food
park to cvolve o participatory approach ity Nav, 16" October 1091 #p12-14,

management steicgic..,
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