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Abstract

Efficient and effective management of potential risks in public sector assets is critical to
ensure the protection of government resources, good service delivery of public sector and
sustainable development. However, East African countries such as Tanzania, Uganda and
Kenya face challenges in mitigating their own risk to exposures like infrastructure, SOEs and
financial investments. Facing such issues the absence of regulation, the lack of data,
corruption, the encroachment of the political parties this paper examines and discusses
them under a hybrid empirical approach using desktop research and triangulating studies
from the literature. From diverse empirical research investigations on public procurement
practices, SOEs and fiscal risk assessment, lack of effective risk detection techniques,
policy implementation issues and institutional capacity have been cited as constraints to the
protection of assets and to performance. It highlights the need for robust governance, the
potential for more digital platforms and regional collaboration to prevent known risks. The
recommendations also include integrated risk management processes, robust capacity
development initiatives and new funding opportunities to support these investments which
collectively would strengthen both the readiness of the public asset and its response to risk

management.
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INTRODUCTION

Public sector assets such as physical infrastructure, financial capital, SOEs and natural
resources are a keystone of service delivery and economic development in developing nations
and in particular East Africa (World Bank, 2023; AfDB, 2024). Indeed for Tanzania, Uganda and
Kenya specifically the roadways, hospitals, energy plants and SOEs involved in strategic
industrial sectors that are critical for achieving these desired goals for national development
(energy and transport) (IMF, 2023; UN DESA, 2024). We need to mitigate risks against them if
we are to manage asset risks. These risks can be of financial nature whether for corruption or
even environmental change (Transparency International, 2024; IPCC, 2023). These systemic
factors, in turn, impact both internal and external national and international public sector actors,
which results in weak asset integrity, impaired efficiency of these agencies, and so financial
fragility from these institutions (IMF, 2023; World Bank, 2024).

The alignment is predicated on compliance with the International Public Sector
Accounting Standards (IPSAS), for example as well as guidance from the International
Monetary Fund (IMF) by which effective risk management of public assets is required (IPSASB,
2023; IMF, 2022). Fiscal sustainability and service delivery are at the forefront of these
frameworks, based on a risk-informed decision methodology (IMF, 2023; OECD, 2024). East
Africa that has suffered loss (e.g., procurement scandals, SOE bankruptcies, etc.) because,
owing to under-funded public assets that are prone to fail, poorly managed public assets are
subject to these pressures and do not manage adequately (AfDB, 2024; World Bank, 2023).

Considering that the specific resource group has low institutional structure and political
influences, which has intensified these vulnerabilities the discussion of how the risk is mitigated
will involve consideration in that context of how individual strategies are built (UNDP, 2023; IMF,
2023). This study is justified by a recognition that effective asset risk management is a key
element for both efficiency in the public sector and sustainable development in East Africa
(OECD, 2024; World Bank, 2024). Emerging economies, such as Tanzania, Uganda and Kenya
are becoming more vulnerable to the risks of both corruption as well as fiscal instability and
weather risks, which is shining a spotlight on the portrayal of public property and undermining
the success of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), with a particular focus on SDG 16
(Peaceful Societies) and 9 (Innovation and Infrastructure) (UN, 2023; Transparency
International, 2024).

There remains a gaping hole in the current literature in general, but especially in
empirical studies discussing empirical evidence related to these phenomena against a
background that is much wealthier and has a tendency to focus on developed countries or

specific cases (Rezvan, 2024; Challoumis & Constantinou, 2024). From this standpoint, the
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paper describes the challenges faced by these states and the potential responses, while making
recommendations for policymakers wishing to improve and expand risk management practices
and reduce financial losses and improve asset performance.

The rationale behind these three countries was based on their regionally based context
of East Africa and similar structures with respect to their respective public sectors, and their
problems over asset risk management that can be used to analyze these cases in a
comparative light (EAC Secretariat, 2023). Corruption and financial mismanagement
documented by the IMF in Tanzania endanger the functionality of the Tanzanian public assets
via organs like the Ministry’s Tanzania Ports Authority and TANESCO (IMF, 2023). Kenya's
decentralized country with county level management of assets are also cases where gaps
especially at Kenya Power & Lighting Company, and also at Uganda vulnerabilities of assets
through political interference of projects managed by the company National Oil Company
especially PPP illustrate procurement issues (World Bank, 2023; IMF, 2024). It is this
membership to collective institutions such as the East African Community (EAC) which propels
joint studies between approaches, diverse economic landscapes from resource based economy
in Tanzania with service model to developing oil industry in Uganda and enabling rich case
studies to be studied from external to these three contexts (EAC, 2023; AfDB, 2024).

LITERATURE REVIEW

Assets risk management in the public sector involves systematic processes to identify,
assess, and mitigate risks to public resources, ensuring their optimal utilization for service
delivery and economic growth. The International Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions
(INTOSAI) defines risk management as a core component of public governance, emphasizing
proactive strategies to address financial, operational, and reputational risks (INTOSAI, 2019). In
developing contexts like East Africa, public assets are exposed to unique risks, including
corruption, inadequate infrastructure, and fiscal volatility, necessitating tailored frameworks
(World Bank, 2020). This review explores theoretical foundations, empirical evidence, and
regional challenges in Tanzania, Kenya, and Uganda, drawing on a range of studies that

highlight the interplay between governance, corruption, and risk mitigation.

Theoretical Frameworks

Theoretical approaches to public sector assets risk management draw from enterprise
risk management (ERM) models, such as the COSO framework, which integrates risk into
strategic planning through identification, assessment, response, and monitoring (COSO, 2017).

For public assets, ERM emphasizes balancing risk appetite with public accountability, as seen
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in IPSAS guidelines that require risk disclosures in financial reporting (IPSASB, 2021). In East
Africa, the IMF’s Fiscal Transparency Code advocates for comprehensive risk assessments in
SOEs and infrastructure projects to prevent fiscal shocks (IMF, 2019). These frameworks
highlight the need for integrated risk management, but their application is limited by institutional
weaknesses, as noted in SSA contexts (Agyemang and Broadbent, 2015). Additionally, the
OECD'’s public procurement principles emphasize risk-based approaches to combat corruption,
which is a pervasive issue in East African public sectors (OECD, 2015). Theoretical models like
the Fraud Triangle (Cressey, 1953) explain how opportunity, pressure, and rationalization
contribute to asset risks, particularly in procurement and SOE management, providing a lens for

analyzing regional challenges.

Empirical Studies

Empirical research on public sector assets risk management in East Africa reveals
systemic challenges across multiple domains. In Tanzania, studies on SOEs like TANESCO show
that weak regulatory frameworks and corruption lead to asset mismanagement, with fiscal risks
from contingent liabilities exceeding 10% of GDP (IMF, 2023a); Mwakibinga and Bwana, 2020). A
study by Mzenzi and Gasbarro (2015) found that poor risk identification in public procurement
results in cost overruns of up to 30% in infrastructure projects, drawing on data from Tanzanian
audit reports. Further, Nyakundi (2024) extended similar findings to higher education
procurement, noting that risks reduce performance by 18%, based on empirical surveys in
Tanzanian institutions. In Kenya, devolved asset management under counties faces risks from
inadequate capacity, as evidenced by World Bank (2022) analysis of county liabilities, where
procurement risks contribute to 20% of fiscal vulnerabilities. Muriuki (2014) examined Kenyan
commercial banks but extended findings to public entities, showing that ineffective risk
management reduces financial performance by 15-25%, using panel data from 2010-2020. Osei-
Tutu (2024) in a SSRN study on SSA public sector risks identified fraud as a major barrier in
Kenya, with empirical data from surveys showing losses averaging 5% of public budgets.
Uganda’s PPP projects, such as the Karuma Hydropower Plant, are plagued by risks from political
interference and corruption, leading to delays and cost escalations of over 40% (Karim, 2011;
Ssali et al., 2023). Tumusiime et al. (2022) reported that SOE risks in Uganda, including debt
distress, account for 12% of GDP, per IMF (2023b) data, based on empirical fiscal assessments.

Cross-country comparisons highlight regional patterns. A study by Basheka (2023) on
Ugandan procurement governance found that risks lead to 25% inefficiency, similar to Kenyan
higher education procurement risks analyzed by Nyakundi (2024), where performance declines

by 18% due to fragmented strategies. Empirical evidence from IMF (2008) selected issues for
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Kenya, Uganda, and Tanzania shows that capital adequacy risks in public financial institutions
range from 17-20%, but asset quality deterioration exacerbates vulnerabilities. Further, a
ResearchGate study by Kigen (2017) on Kenyan banks extended to public sector found that
financial risk management improves performance by 20%, but in Tanzania, pension funds face
15% portfolio risks due to inadequate strategies (Mzenzi, 2022). Mugurura (2020) on Africa's
public-private partnerships noted that risks in Uganda and Kenya reduce project viability by
30%, based on case studies. These studies underscore data gaps, with surveys indicating only
40% of public entities in public financial management have formal risk frameworks (PFMR
Secretariat, 2022).

Additional empirical insights reveal emerging risks. In Tanzania, liquidity risks in public
entities lead to 10-15% operational inefficiencies, as per IRIMETS (2023) study on asset
traceability. Kenya’s public procurement corruption causes 20% cost inflations, per OECD (2023)
report on East African economies. Uganda’s SOE risks from poor governance result in 15% debt
increases, as analyzed by the Debt Management Facility (DMF, 2022). Climate risks, such as

floods impacting infrastructure, add 8% annual losses across the region (World Bank, 2020).

Regional Challenges

In East Africa, institutional barriers exacerbate assets risk management challenges.
Tanzania’s public asset management is hindered by traceability issues, as seen in Zanzibar case
studies where monitoring deficiencies lead to asset losses of 10-15% (IRIMETS, 2023). Kenya’s
county-level management faces similar problems, with fragmented systems leading to liabilities
exceeding USD 1 billion (World Bank, 2022). Uganda’s risks are amplified by PPP challenges,
with political risks causing 30% project failures (Ssali et al., 2023). Corruption, a common thread,
erodes asset value by 5-10% across the region (Osei-Tutu, 2024). Cybersecurity risks in public
financial systems add vulnerabilities, with losses of 5% in digital assets (DMF, 2022). These

challenges call for regional harmonization under EAC frameworks (EAC, 2023).

Gaps in Literature

While ERM and IMF frameworks provide theoretical guidance, empirical studies in East
Africa are limited to isolated sectors like procurement and SOEs, with gaps in comprehensive
cross-country analyses. Data scarcity and methodological biases, such as reliance on surveys
without longitudinal data, reduce reliability (Mzenzi and Gasbarro, 2015). Emerging risks like
cybersecurity and climate impacts are underexplored (World Bank, 2020). There is a need for
integrated studies on digital risk management tools and capacity building to address these gaps
(Osei-Tutu, 2024).
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METHODOLOGY

This study employs a mixed-methods approach, combining a desktop study with
triangulation of literature to address the challenges of assets risk management in the public
sector of Tanzania, Kenya, and Uganda.

Desktop Study

A comprehensive desktop study was conducted, reviewing academic literature,
government reports, and international datasets (e.g., IMF, World Bank, SSRN, ResearchGate,
PFMR Secretariat). Sources included peer-reviewed journals, policy documents, and empirical
reports from 2008-2024, focusing on public asset risks, SOE management, and procurement in
the three countries. The desktop study provided baseline data on risk factors, financial

performance, and institutional frameworks.

Triangulation of Literature

Triangulation was used to enhance validity by cross-referencing multiple sources.
Academic studies (e.g., Osei-Tutu, 2024; Ssali et al., 2023) provided empirical data on risk
challenges. Government reports (e.g., PFMR Secretariat, 2022) offered policy insights, while
international assessments (e.g., IMF, 2023a; World Bank, 2022) supplied fiscal data.
Triangulation ensured robustness by comparing quantitative metrics (e.g., fiscal losses) with

gualitative analyses (e.g., corruption impacts) to identify patterns and inconsistencies.

Quantitative Methods
Quantification involved collecting data on:
e Risk Metrics: Fiscal risks from SOEs (e.g., contingent liabilities as % of GDP).
e Performance Indicators: Financial losses from poor risk management (e.g.,
procurement inefficiencies). Valuation methods included statistical analysis of

performance data from IMF and World Bank reports.

Qualitative Methods
Qualitative analysis involved reviewing case studies and policy documents to understand

governance challenges and stakeholder perspectives.

Limitations
The desktop study relies on secondary data, potentially outdated. Triangulation mitigates

biases, but empirical gaps persist.
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RESEARCH FINDINGS

The findings reveal substantial challenges in public sector assets risk management in
Tanzania, Kenya, and Uganda, with risks leading to fiscal losses of 5—-15% of public budgets. In
Tanzania, SOEs like TANESCO face risks from debt distress, with contingent liabilities at 10%
of GDP (IMF, 2023a). Procurement risks in infrastructure projects cause cost overruns of 30%
(Mwakibinga and Bwana, 2020). Corruption in public procurement adds 5-10% losses, as per
Osei-Tutu (2024). Climate risks to infrastructure, such as floods, contribute 8% annual losses
(World Bank, 2020). Cybersecurity threats in financial assets lead to 5% vulnerabilities (DMF,
2022). Political risks in SOE governance reduce performance by 15% (Mzenzi and Gasbarro,
2015).

In Kenya, county assets are vulnerable to procurement fraud, with liabilities exceeding
USD 1 billion (World Bank, 2022). SOEs like Kenya Power face asset quality deterioration,
reducing performance by 18% (Nyakundi, 2024). Corruption risks in procurement inflate costs
by 20% (OECD, 2023). Political interference in devolved systems fragments management,
leading to 10% inefficiencies (PFMR Secretariat, 2022). Climate risks to public infrastructure
cause 7% annual damages (World Bank, 2020). Cybersecurity in digital assets exposes 6% of
budgets to threats (DMF, 2022).

Uganda’s PPP projects, such as Karuma Hydropower, suffer from political risks, with
delays costing 40% overruns (Ssali et al., 2023). Fiscal risks from SOEs are 12% of GDP (IMF,
2023b). Procurement corruption leads to 25% inefficiency (Basheka, 2023). Climate impacts on
assets add 9% losses (World Bank, 2020). Cybersecurity risks in public financial systems cause
4-7% vulnerabilities (DMF, 2022). Political risks in oil sector SOEs increase debt by 15%
(Karim, 2011).

Table 1: Comparative Challenges in Public Sector Assets Risk Management

Impact (% of

Budget/GDP) Sources

Country Key Risk Areas

SOE debt, procurement
corruption, climate risks,

IMF (2023a), Mwakibinga and

10% GDP | -
0% GDP losses, 5 Bwana (2020), World Bank

T i . . 10% i % .
anzania cybersecurity, political 0% cor_ruptlon, 8% (2020), Osei-Tutu (2024), DMF
. climate
interference (2022)
County liabilities, asset quality 0 World Bank (2022), Nyakundi
deterioration, corruption, 5-8% budget losses, (2024), OECD (2023), PFMR
Kenya " . . 20% procurement .
political fragmentation, climate iflation. 7% climate Secretariat (2022), World Bank
risks, cybersecurity ' (2020), DMF (2022)
PPP delays, political risks, 12% GDP risks, 25%  IMF (2023b), Ssali et al. (2023),
Uganda procurement corruption, inefficiency, 9% Basheka (2023), World Bank
climate impacts, cybersecurity climate (2020), DMF (2022)

Licensed under Creative Common Page 11


http://ijecm.co.uk/

© Yona

The table summarizes key risks, impacts, and sources. Tanzania’'s 10% GDP losses
from SOE debt are from IMF (2023a), reflecting poor risk assessment, with corruption adding 5—
10% (Osei-Tutu, 2024), climate 8% (World Bank, 2020), cybersecurity 5% (DMF, 2022).
Kenya’s 5-8% budget losses are from World Bank (2022), with procurement inflation 20%
(OECD, 2023), climate 7% (World Bank, 2020), cybersecurity 6% (DMF, 2022). Uganda’s 12%
GDP risks are from IMF (2023b), inefficiency 25% (Basheka, 2023), climate 9% (World Bank,
2020), cybersecurity 4—7% (DMF, 2022).
Additional risk areas include regulatory weaknesses, with Tanzania’s asset traceability issues
causing 10-15% losses (IRIMETS, 2023). In Kenya, regulatory fragmentation in counties leads
to 10% inefficiencies (PFMR Secretariat, 2022). Uganda’s regulatory gaps in PPPs result in
30% failures (Ssali et al., 2023). Human resource risks, such as limited capacity, reduce
performance by 15-20% (Mzenzi, 2022). Operational risks from poor maintenance in
infrastructure add 10% losses (World Bank, 2022). Reputational risks from corruption scandals
erode public trust by 20% (Osei-Tutu, 2024).

Table 2: Expanded Risk Areas in Public Sector Assets Management

Examples in

Risk Area Description Impact . Sources
Countries
. Osei-Tutu (2024),
. . . Tanzania SOEs,
Corruption &  Fraud in tendering  5—20% cost zan! . Basheka (2023),
. . Kenya counties, .
Procurement and contracts inflation Uaanda PPPs Mwakibinga and
g Bwana (2020)
K
. Floods, droughts 7-9% enya roads,
Climate & . ) Uganda
. impacting annual World Bank (2020)
Environmental . hydropower,
infrastructure damages .
Tanzania ports
Digital 4-6% All three countries'
Cybersecurity vulnerabilities in budget public finance DMF (2022)
financial systems exposure platforms
Tanzania
Inadequate . IRIMETS (2023),
Regulatory qu 10-15% traceability, Kenya ( .)
frameworks and . PFMR Secretariat
Weaknesses losses fragmentation,
enforcement (2022)
Uganda gaps
— 0,
Human Limited skills in risk ~_ ~> 207 Public entities Mzenzi (2022),
Resource & performance . .
. assessment . across region Nyakundi (2024)
Capacity decline
ional 10% Inf in all
Opgratlona & Poor asset upkeep . . 0 0 n rastructulre na World Bank (2022)
Maintenance inefficiencies countries
Scandals erodin 20% Corruption cases in
Reputational 9 reduced P Osei-Tutu (2024)
trust . SOEs
investment
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The table expands on risk areas, with descriptions, impacts, examples, and sources.
Corruption causes 5-20% inflation (Osei-Tutu, 2024); climate adds 7-9% damages (World
Bank, 2020); cybersecurity exposes 4-6% (DMF, 2022); regulatory weaknesses lead to 10—
15% losses (IRIJMETS, 2023); human resource gaps cause 15-20% decline (Mzenzi, 2022);
operational risks add 10% (World Bank, 2022); reputational risks erode 20% (Osei-Tutu, 2024).

DISCUSSION

The findings confirm that assets risk management in the public sector of Tanzania,
Kenya, and Uganda is plagued by systemic challenges, leading to substantial financial losses
and inefficiencies. With aggregate risks contributing to 5—-15% of public budgets, these issues
undermine service delivery and economic stability. A major hurdle is data gaps, where irregular
audits and limited digital tools hinder risk identification. In Tanzania, SOE risk assessments are
infrequent, leading to undetected debt accumulation (IMF, 2023a); Mwakibinga and Bwana,
2020). Kenya’s county systems lack centralized data, resulting in unreported liabilities (World
Bank, 2022). Uganda’s PPP projects suffer from poor data transparency, amplifying delays
(Ssali et al., 2023). These gaps, as noted by Osei-Tutu (2024), reduce risk forecasting accuracy
by 20-30%.

Methodological inconsistencies exacerbate these problems, with varying approaches like
ERM and IPSAS applied unevenly. In Kenya, procurement risks are assessed using outdated
models, leading to 18% performance declines (Nyakundi, 2024); Muriuki, 2014). Tanzania’s
financial risk management in banks extends to public assets, but lacks integration (Kigen,
2017). Uganda’s contingent valuation in PPPs yields biased results (Carson and Hanemann,
2005; Basheka, 2023). Political economy factors, including corruption and interference, further
complicate management. In Uganda, political patronage in SOEs increases risks by 12% of
GDP (IMF, 2023b; Tumusiime et al., 2022). Kenya’s devolved structure fosters inequitable
resource allocation (World Bank, 2022); PFMR Secretariat, 2022). Tanzania’s regulatory
weaknesses enable fraud (Osei-Tutu, 2024); Mzenzi and Gasbarro, 2015). External threats like
economic volatility add layers, with IMF (2008) noting 17-20% capital risks in financial
institutions.

These challenges necessitate standardized protocols and regional cooperation, as
fragmented approaches limit comparability (Agyemang and Broadbent, 2015); INTOSAI, 2019).
The findings confirm that assets risk management in the public sector of Tanzania, Kenya, and
Uganda is plagued by systemic challenges, leading to substantial financial losses and
inefficiencies. With aggregate risks contributing to 5-15% of public budgets, these issues

undermine service delivery and economic stability. A major hurdle is data gaps, where irregular
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audits and limited digital tools hinder risk identification. In Tanzania, SOE risk assessments are
infrequent, leading to undetected debt accumulation (IMF, 2023a); Mwakibinga and Bwana,
2020). Kenya’s county systems lack centralized data, resulting in unreported liabilities (World
Bank, 2022). Uganda’s PPP projects suffer from poor data transparency, amplifying delays
(Ssali et al., 2023). These gaps, as noted by Osei-Tutu (2024), reduce risk forecasting accuracy
by 20-30%.

Methodological inconsistencies exacerbate these problems, with varying approaches like
ERM and IPSAS applied unevenly. In Kenya, procurement risks are assessed using outdated
models, leading to 18% performance declines (Nyakundi, 2024); Muriuki, 2014). Tanzania’s
financial risk management in banks extends to public assets, but lacks integration (Kigen,
2017). Uganda’s contingent valuation in PPPs yields biased results (Carson and Hanemann,
2005; Basheka, 2023). Political economy factors, including corruption and interference, further
complicate management. In Uganda, political patronage in SOEs increases risks by 12% of
GDP (IMF, 2023b); Tumusiime et al., 2022). Kenya’s devolved structure fosters inequitable
resource allocation (World Bank, 2022); PFMR Secretariat, 2022). Tanzania’s regulatory
weaknesses enable fraud (Osei-Tutu, 2024); Mzenzi and Gasbarro, 2015). External threats like
economic volatility add layers, with IMF (2008) noting 17-20% capital risks in financial
institutions. These challenges necessitate standardized protocols and regional cooperation, as
fragmented approaches limit comparability (Agyemang and Broadbent, 2015); INTOSAI, 2019).

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The biological assets in the national parks of Tanzania, Kenya, and Uganda—Serengeti,
Ngorongoro Crater, Tarangire, Maasai Mara, Amboseli, Tsavo, Bwindi, Queen Elizabeth, and
Murchison Falls—are vital for economic prosperity, ecological stability, and cultural heritage,
contributing over USD 3.5 billion annually in economic value. These parks support tourism,
ecosystem services like carbon sequestration and watershed protection, and non-use values
such as biodiversity existence, making them critical components of East Africa’s natural capital.
However, their valuation is constrained by significant barriers, including unreliable data,
inconsistent methodologies, socio-political challenges, and external threats like poaching and
climate change. These obstacles limit the ability of policymakers to leverage valuations for
conservation financing and equitable development, necessitating urgent action to strengthen
natural capital accounting.

To overcome these, a comprehensive approach to natural capital accounting is
essential. The United Nations System of Environmental-Economic Accounting (SEEA) provides

a robust framework for integrating biological assets into national accounts, enabling
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policymakers to quantify their contributions to economic and ecological sustainability.
Implementing SEEA requires capacity building for park authorities and national statistical
agencies, particularly in Tanzania, where adoption lags behind countries like South Africa
(World Bank, 2018); UNEP, 2020). Training programs, supported by international organizations
like the World Bank, could enhance technical expertise in valuation methods and data
management, ensuring consistent application across the region.

Improving data collection is a critical step toward accurate valuations. Regular wildlife
censuses, supported by advanced technologies like satellite imagery and drones, can provide
up-to-date population estimates for species like wildebeest in Serengeti, elephants in Tarangire
and Amboseli, and gorillas in Bwindi (Tanzania National Parks, 2023; TAWIRI, 2024; WRTI,
2024; Uganda Wildlife Authority, 2023). Comprehensive visitor expenditure surveys, particularly
for Maasai Mara, Tsavo, and Queen Elizabeth, would enhance the reliability of Travel Cost
Method valuations, addressing current data gaps (Okello and Novelli, 2014). Additionally,
investing in ecosystem mapping for carbon storage and watershed services in Ngorongoro,
Amboseli, and Murchison Falls would improve indirect use valuations, leveraging tools like GIS
and remote sensing (Nairobi Convention, 2023; Global Conservation, 2024). These efforts
require funding and coordination, potentially through international partnerships with
organizations like WWF and IUCN to scale data initiatives.

Innovative financing mechanisms offer a promising avenue for monetizing ecosystem
services and supporting conservation. Carbon credit programs, based on the carbon storage
capacities of Serengeti, Ngorongoro, and Bwindi, could generate significant revenue, especially
with rising global carbon prices (World Bank, 2021). Biodiversity offset programs, compensating
for environmental impacts in Tsavo and Murchison Falls, could fund habitat restoration and anti-
poaching initiatives (Lindsey et al., 2021). These mechanisms require clear valuation protocols
to ensure credibility, as well as partnerships with global carbon markets and private sector
stakeholders to scale investments, drawing on successful models from other SSA countries
(DMF, 2022).

Strengthening community engagement is vital to address socio-political barriers and
enhance conservation support. Reinvesting tourism revenues into local communities around
Maasai Mara, Bwindi, and Ngorongoro can mitigate conflicts over benefit-sharing, fostering
social legitimacy for conservation efforts (Adams and Infield, 2003; Homewood et al., 2012;
Koskei and Glyptou, 2025). Community-based conservation programs, such as those piloted in
Tarangire and Amboseli, could provide economic incentives like microfinance and eco-tourism
training, ensuring that local stakeholders benefit directly from park revenues (TAWIRI, 2024;

WRTI, 2024). These initiatives should be supported by transparent governance structures to
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ensure equitable distribution and accountability, reducing corruption risks as highlighted in
regional studies (Osei-Tutu, 2024).

Finally, regional cooperation is essential to harmonize valuation methodologies and data
collection practices across East Africa. Establishing an East African task force, comprising
representatives from Tanzania National Parks, Kenya Wildlife Service, Uganda Wildlife
Authority, and regional research institutes like TAWIRI and WRTI, could standardize protocols
for wildlife censuses, carbon assessments, and economic valuations (Visseren-Hamakers et al.,
2015). This task force could facilitate data sharing, align methodologies with global frameworks
like TEEB, and advocate for policy reforms to integrate natural capital into national development
plans (UNEP, 2010). Such collaboration would enhance the comparability of valuations across
Serengeti, Maasai Mara, Bwindi, and other parks, supporting sustainable development goals
and regional economic resilience (EAC, 2023).

In conclusion future research should examine the institutional readiness and pathways
for implementing System of Environmental-Economic Accounting which is based on natural
capital accounting in East African protected areas, focusing on Tanzania, Kenya, and Uganda.
Such work could compare mandates, data systems, and human capacities across park
agencies and national statistical offices, and assess how different governance arrangements
shape the integration of ecosystem accounts into macro-fiscal and development planning.
Further studies should also investigate the effectiveness and equity of benefit-sharing and
community-based conservation models around key parks such as Maasai Mara, Ngorongoro,
Bwindi, Tarangire, and Amboseli. Mixed-methods research combining household surveys,
participatory approaches, and ecological indicators could identify which revenue-sharing and
governance arrangements most strongly enhance local livelihoods, reduce conflict, and improve

conservation outcomes.
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