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PROJECT DOCUMENT

Republic of Kenya

United Nations Development Programme

Global Environment Facility
Strengthening the Protected Area Network within the Eastern Montane Forest Hotspot of Kenya

PIMS No: 4178 Proposal ID: 00051074, Project ID: 00063423

	Brief Description: Kenya has a wide range of ecosystems, ranging from coral reefs and mangroves, through semi-desert and dry savannah, saline and freshwater lakes, to moist forests (including Montane forests in Montane areas and Afromontane forests in interior mountain areas), which give way at high altitudes to Afromontane vegetation. The country is rich in species, many of these which have restricted distributions- particularly montane species, which are often restricted to single ranges or volcanic outcrops. The country has established an extensive network of protected areas to conserve biodiversity, covering over 11% of the land area of 586,600 km2. However, despite its size, the PA estate is not entirely representative of the country’s biodiversity endowment. The savannah and desert ecosystems are relatively well represented in the PA network, in part because they harbour large wildlife assemblages that are a draw-card for the economically important tourism industry. 
In contrast, the forest ecosystems remain under-represented; this is particularly the case if only those protected areas created specifically for biodiversity conservation are factored into the equation. Although numerous Forest Reserves have been established, many of these were created to provide timber and non timber forest products and unlike National Parks and National Reserves do not necessarily serve an overarching biodiversity conservation purpose. Two of the country’s three Biodiversity Hotspots are forest ecosystems, namely the Eastern Afromontane and the Eastern African Montane Forests. The Hotspot status of these areas underscores their conservation value, amplified by the ecological services that they provide (such as carbon sequestration in above and below-ground biomass). 

This project addresses the need to improve PA representation in the Eastern Afromontane Hotspot, complementing efforts to strengthen the management of Montane Forests as part of a national strategy to improve the coverage of the PA system. The project will directly bring an additional 95,000 ha of land into PA categories designed to conserve biodiversity, including unprotected forest lands and reserve forests being managed for production. The systemic interventions planned will indirectly improve the status of the entire western forest estate. This will be achieved by improving accountability for decision making, monitoring and adaptive management. The project takes a comprehensive approach towards strengthening the management effectiveness of PAs in conserving biodiversity. This will lead to the constitution of new PAs and reclassification of Forest Reserves established for productive purposes under higher PA management categories, managed expressly for biodiversity conservation. In order to ensure that existing management capacities and finances are not stretched unduly in the process, the project addresses capacity needs at the systemic level, particularly the need to improve institutional coordination of PA management, and integrate PAs into local area development frameworks. 
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1.3 Abbreviations and Acronyms

ACC

African Conservation Centre

ARK

A Rocha Kenya

AWF

African Wildlife Foundation

BCP



Biodiversity Conservation Programme

CAP



Community Action Plan

CAP 

Council for African Partners

CARE

Cooperative for Relief and Assistance Everywhere

CBD

Convention on Biological Diversity

CBFM

Community Based Forest Management

CBNRM

Community Based Natural Resource Management

CBO
 
Community Based Organisation

CBT



Community Based Tourism

CCA

Community Conserved Area

CDTF

Community Development Trust Fund

CEF



Community Environment Facility

CFA 

Community Forest Association

CIA



Central Intelligence Agency

CITES

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species

COP



Conference of the Parties

CPB



Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety

CRM

Community Resource Management

CSO



Civil Society Organization

DSA

Daily Subsistence Allowance

EANHS

East African Natural History Society

EAWLS 

East Africa Wildlife Society

EIA



Environmental Impact Assessment

EIS



Environmental Information System

EK



Ecotourism Kenya

EMCA

Environmental Management and Coordination Act (1999)

EU



European Union

EXA

Executing Agency

FAN

Forest Action Network

FGD

Focus Group Discussion

FoC



Friends of Conservation

FR



Forest Reserve

FSP



Full-Sized Proposal

GDP

Gross Domestic Product

GEF 

Global Environment Facility

GEF



Global Environmental Authority

GOK

Government of Kenya

Ha



hectares

IA



Implementing Agency

IBA



Important Bird Area

ICD



Integrated Conservation and Development

ICIPE

International Centre for Insect Physiology and Ecology

IGA



Income Generating Activity

IUCN

International Union for the Conservation of Nature (World Conservation Union)

IUCN-EARO
IUCN East Africa Regional Office

JFM



Joint Forest Management

KATO

Kenya Association of Tour Operators

KEEP

Kakamega Environmental Education Programme

KES



Kenya shillings

KFS



Kenya Forest Service

KFWG

Kenya Forest Working Group

KNR

Kakamega nature Reserve

KTB

Kenya Tourist Board

KTDA

Kenya Tea Development Authority

KTDC

Kenya Tourist Development Corporation

KTF



Kenya Tourism Federation

KWS

Kenya Wildlife Service

Logframe

Logical Framework

M&E

Monitoring and Evaluation

MEA

Multilateral Environmental Agreement

METT

Management and Effectiveness Tracking Tool

MoA

Ministry of Agriculture

MoL

Ministry of Livestock and Development

MoU

Memorandum of Understanding

NAP

National Action Plan

NBSAP

National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan

NEAP

National Environment Action Plan

NEF



Nandi Hills Environmental Forum

NEMA

National Environment Management Authority

NGO

Non Governmental Organisation

NK

 

Nature Kenya

NMK

National Museums of Kenya

NP



National Park

NPEP 

National Poverty Eradication Plan

PA



Protected Area

PAC



Project Advisory Committee

PAS 

Protected Areas System

PES



Payment for Ecosystem Services

PFM

Participatory Forest Management

PIC



Project Implementation Committee

PPG



Project Preparation Grant


PS



Policy Specialist

REDD

Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation 

SIDA

Swedish International Development Agency

Spp.



Species

SSG



Site Support Group 

SSS



Site Support Specialist

TA



Technical Assistance

TF



Task Force

ToR 

Terms of Reference

UN



United Nations

UNCCD

United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification

UNDP

United Nations Development Programme

UNEP

United Nations Environment Programme 

UNEP

United Nations Environmental Programme

UNFCCC

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

USD

United States Dollar

UWA

Uganda Wildlife Authority

WCPPA

World Commission on Parks and Protected Areas

WRI



World Resources Institute

WRMA

Water Resources Management Authority

WRUA

Water Resources Users Association

WWF

World Wide Fund for Nature

WWF-EARPO
World Wide Fund for Nature - East Africa Regional Programme Office

2. PART IA: Situational Analysis

2.1 Biophysical Context

2.1.1 Country Location and Overview

1. Kenya lies astride the equator on the eastern coast of Africa. A medium-sized country by continental standards, it covers an area of about 586,600 km². Inland water bodies cover some 10,700 km2, the bulk of this in Lakes Victoria and Lake Turkana. Kenya is bordered by Somalia and the Indian Ocean to the east, Ethiopia to the north, Sudan to the north-west, Uganda to the west and Tanzania to the south. The coastline, which is about 550 km long, faces the Indian Ocean.

2. Kenya has tremendous topographical diversity, including glaciated mountains with snow-capped peaks, the Rift Valley with its scarps and volcanoes, ancient granite mountains, flat desert landscapes and coral reefs and islets. However, the basic configuration is simple: coastal plains give way to an inland plateau that rises gradually to the central highlands, the result of relatively recent volcanic activity associated with the formation of the rift valley. To the west the land drops again to the Nyanza plateau that surrounds the Kenyan section of Lake Victoria.

3. The coastline is broken and composed of beaches, coral cliffs and reefs, creeks and numerous offshore coral islands. Inland, a mainly level but narrow coastal plain lies on sedimentary rocks, with some igneous intrusions such as Dzombo and Mrima. Beyond low rolling hills lies the so-called Nyika plateau, mainly on sedimentary rocks. This is largely a thorn-bush plain with seasonal drainage lines and a few isolated rocky hills. This landscape covers almost the entire north-eastern sector of the country, on a very gradually-sloping plain. 
4. The Great Rift Valley, with its associated escarpments and mountains, is a major feature. It runs the length of the country from Lake Turkana in the north to Lake Natron on the southern border with Tanzania. The central portion of the rift is raised, with the Aberdare Mountains and Mt Kenya to the east and the Mau Escarpment and the Cherangani Hills lying to the west. The northern and southernmost sectors of the rift are low-lying, arid and rugged, with spectacular volcanic landforms.

5. The region west of the central highlands is characterised by Precambrian metamorphic rocks and linear basement hills. Mt Elgon, an ancient, eroded volcano, intrudes through this shield on the Uganda border. The Lake Victoria basin generally has a gently sloping landscape and an eroded surface that exposes granitic outcrops. 

6. Isolated hills and mountains, such as Mount Kulal, Mt Nyiro and Mt Marsabit, are scattered to the north and east of the central highlands. The Taita Hills, rising from the south-eastern plateau, are an ancient fault-block formation, the northernmost of a chain of isolated peaks (the Eastern Arc) that stretches south to Malawi through eastern and southern Tanzania. They sit adjacent to one of the region’s most recent volcanic ranges, the Chyulu Hills.

2.1.2 Climate and Water

7. Kenya is generally a semi-arid or even arid country; over 75% of its area is classed as arid or semi-arid with only around 20% being viable for agriculture. Inland, rainfall and temperatures are closely related to altitude changes with variations induced by local topography. Generally the climate is warm and humid at the coast, cool and humid in the central highlands, and hot and dry in the north and east. Kenya is regarded as a chronically water scarce country with a limited natural endowment of fresh water, amounting to only 647 cubic meters per capita per year (recommended minimum is 1000 cubic meters). 

8. All of Kenya’s major rivers drain from its highlands, making them crucial water towers for the country and divided by the Rift Valley into those flowing westwards into Lake Victoria and those flowing eastwards towards the Indian Ocean. There are five major drainage basins: Lake Victoria, the Rift Valley, the Athi-Galana-Sabaki River (and coastal areas to its south), the Tana River and the northern Ewaso Ngiro. Kenya only has a small part of Lake Victoria’s water surface, but the Kenyan catchment contributes a disproportionate 33% of its surface inflow, some 470 million cubic metres a year.
 The Rift Valley contains several internal drainage basins, forming a chain of endorheic lakes from Lake Natron on the Tanzanian border, through Lakes Magadi, Naivasha, Elmenteita, Nakuru, Bogoria, Baringo and Turkana. These lakes vary in alkalinity, from freshwater Lake Naivasha to the intensely alkaline Lake Magadi. Lake Turkana is a large body of (more or less) fresh water in an otherwise arid and barren part of the country, while a number of rivers, including the Turkwel, Kerio, Athi-Galana, Tana and Northern and Southern Ewaso Ngiro, flow for long distances through dry parts of the country. Here they may often be the only permanent source of water.

2.1.3 Biodiversity of Kenya

9. Kenya has a wide range of ecosystems, ranging from coral reefs and mangroves, through semi-desert and dry savannah, saline and freshwater lakes, to moist forests (including coastal forests in coastal areas and Afromontane forests in interior mountain areas), which give way at high altitudes to afroalpine vegetation. The country is rich in species, with 359 species of mammals, 1,100 of birds, 324 of herpetofauna, and 7,000 species of vascular plants. Many of these species have restricted distributions, particularly montane species, which are often restricted to single ranges or volcanic outcrops. The country has established an extensive network of protected areas to conserve biodiversity, covering over 11% of the land area of 586,600 km2. These comprise 51 terrestrial National Parks and National Reserves (44,400 km2), set up to protect wilderness areas harbouring large mammals and administered by the Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS), as well as over 270 Forest Reserves (10,600 km2), administered for multiple use purposes (mainly production, but also for catchment management and biodiversity conservation) by the Kenya Forest Service (KFS).

10. Kenya is rich in biological diversity: roughly 25,000 species of animal and 7,000 plants have so far been recorded, along with at least 2,000 species of fungi.
 An enormous range of species inhabit the country’s varied habitats, from coral reefs to alpine moorland, but the biology of the vast majority of these organisms is little known. Their value to Kenya’s human population, as sources of useful genes, as food or medicine, or as vital parts of ecological systems, has been little studied. 

11. Dean & Trump have mapped 19 distinct biotic communities, which can be conveniently lumped under 10 general headings:

· Afro-alpine moorland (1.2% of total land area) occurs above c. 3,000m, on Mt Kenya, the Aberdare Mountains, the Cheranganis and Mt Elgon. The vegetation is sparse at the upper levels (above 3,800 m), with species of giant Lobelia and Senecio; below this is grassland and Erica shrubland, often with stands of Hagenia abyssinica in sheltered spots. 

· Highland grassland (0.05%) occurs above c. 2,400 m on either side of the central Rift Valley (in the Kinangop and Mau Narok/Molo grasslands). This restricted habitat is not covered in any protected area and is one of the most endangered in Kenya. Many tussock-forming grass species occur. Other important grassland types include fire-induced grassland (3.1%, e.g. parts of the Masai Mara) and seasonal floodplain and delta grassland (4.7%, e.g. the Tana River Delta). Grassland also occurs on alkaline volcanic ash (0.2%), for example to the south of the Chyulu Hills.

· Highland moist forests (2.0%) occur between c. 1,500 m and 3,000 m in areas that receive rainfall of more than 1,200 mm per year. A mosaic of forest and bamboo Arundinaria alpina is often present at the higher levels. Typical montane forest trees include species of Podocarpus, Olea, Juniperus and Newtonia, but the forest type varies greatly according to altitude and rainfall. 

· Relicts of Guineo-Congolian rainforest (0.1%) occur in western Kenya, in and around Kakamega Forest. Despite its relatively high altitude (1,700 m), in terms of biogeography Kakamega is the easternmost outlier of the great tract of tropical rain forest that once extended across equatorial Africa. The average annual rainfall is over 1,900 mm, and typical tree species include Celtis, Aningeria, Croton, Fagara and Manilkara. The North and South Nandi Forests are transitional between the Guineo-Congolian and montane forest types.

· Several types of coastal forests and woodland (0.1%), characteristic of the Zanzibar-Inhambane Mosaic phytochorion, occur along the narrow coastal strip. These patches are mainly small and are relicts; the forest structure and composition vary greatly according to soil type and rainfall. Characteristic trees include Cynometra, Manilkara, Afzelia, Brachylaena and Brachystegia. Coastal evergreen bushland (0.4%) also occurs, in a mosaic with cultivated land; this is almost always a secondary vegetation type. Coastal palmstands, often in tall grassland, are a rare vegetation type covering less than 0.1% of the land area. They are concentrated near the Ramisi River in the south, and around the Tana River Delta in the north.

· Elsewhere, highland dry forests (0.4%) occur on hilltops that attract mist and rain (e.g. Mt Marsabit and the Taita and Chyulu Hills). Riverine forests (e.g. along the Mara River) and groundwater forests (e.g. Kitovu) together make up c. 1.5% of the land area.

· Thorn bushland and woodland are the most extensive vegetation types in Kenya (41.7%), running from Amboseli in the south through the Tsavo parks to north-east and north-west Kenya. Characteristic tree species are Acacia, Commiphora and Combretum spp., while grasses include species of Hyparrhenia, Digitaria and Themeda. This habitat often contains concentrations of large mammals and many large protected areas are in this vegetation zone. It is often favourable for ranching and pastoral land. This vegetation grades into semi-arid wooded and bushed grassland (0.2%).

· The north-central and north-western parts of the country are covered by semi-desert (16.8%) with characteristic shrubby thornbush species, mainly Acacia. In places, such as the Dida Galgalu and Chalbi Deserts and around Lake Turkana, areas of barren land (0.4%) occur, with very little vegetation. Marine beaches and dunes make up another 0.04% of the land area.

· Wetlands are an important habitat in Kenya, covering about 14,000 km2 of the country’s land surface
. Strongly alkaline lakes (0.04%), mainly in the Rift Valley, lack macrophytes, except at river inflows, but may have large blooms of microscopic plants, notably the cyanophyte Spirulina species. Papyrus swamps, consisting largely of stands of Cyperus papyrus, are found in patches around the shores of Lake Victoria, mainly along river inflows. Elsewhere this habitat is widely scattered, with notable patches at Lake Naivasha and Lake Jipe. Only Lake Victoria’s papyrus holds the suite of bird species specialised in this habitat. Swamps of other Cyperus species, Typha or Phragmites occur locally but are rarely of any great size. Permanent swamps make up 0.11% of the land area, while bodies of freshwater cover 2.1% of Kenya’s surface area.

· Mangrove swamps (0.2%) occur along parts of the Kenyan shoreline, especially in sheltered creeks and estuaries. Eight species of mangroves occur, the commonest of which is Rhizophora mucronata. Lamu District has the country’s most extensive mangrove swamps. Often on sandy shorelines are beds of seagrass (some 12 species are recorded), beyond the littoral zone or in deeper channels within it. Coral reefs and islands make up some 59,000 ha, or 0.1% of the land area.

2.1.4 Protected Areas in Kenya
12. Protected Areas (PA) constitute the bulwark for biodiversity conservation in Kenya. The PA estate includes National Parks, National Reserves, local sanctuaries, private sanctuaries, Forest Reserves, County Council forests and National Monuments. The estate is already extensive, consisting of more than 50 National Parks and National or Forest Reserves covering both terrestrial and marine environments and spanning roughly 10% of the country’s land area (or approximately 44,000 km2). Notably, a large proportion of the estate (over 20,000 km2) is accounted for by the two biggest National Parks, Tsavo East and Tsavo West. 
13. Despite its size, the PA estate is not entirely representative of the country’s biodiversity endowment. The savannah and desert ecosystems are relatively well represented in the PA network, in part because they harbour large wildlife assemblages that are a draw-card for the economically important tourism industry. Kenya’s National Parks and National Reserves are currently mainly located in arid and semi-arid parts of the country, dominated by woodland, bushland and grassland habitats. 

14. In contrast, the forest ecosystems remain under-represented; this is particularly the case if only the protected areas created specifically for biodiversity conservation are factored into the equation. Very few of Kenya’s protected areas were designed to conserve biodiversity as such. Only about 6.2% of Kenya’s approximately 12,400 km2 of indigenous forest (including mangroves) is protected in National Parks and reserves.
 By contrast, some 85% of indigenous forest is included in gazetted Forest Reserves on both Government and Trust land. An additional 7% or so is ungazetted forest on Trust Land, some of it managed by KFS on behalf of County Councils. Some indigenous forest is still found on private land, but this is rare. 

15. Thus a great deal of the country’s biodiversity endowment is found outside the PA system, in small scattered refugia. The traditional protected area approach and legislation (e.g. National Parks, Forest Reserves) is not readily applicable to the management of such small areas, which are typically on private, community or trust land. In addition, the resources available to the State for conservation, both financial and human, are limited and already overstretched. Simple expansion of the existing network will effectively dilute funds and human effort per square kilometre proportionally.

16. [image: image1.emf]Two of the country’s three ‘Biodiversity Hotspots
’ are forest ecosystems, namely the Eastern Afromontane and the Eastern Africa Coastal Forests. The Hotspot status of these areas underscores their conservation value, which is amplified by the ecological services that they provide (such as carbon sequestration in above and below-ground biomass). The Eastern Afromontane Hotspot is divided into forests on volcanic soils, such as the Aberdares, Mount Kenya and Mount Elgon, all with the exception of Mount Elgon located to the East of the Great Rift Valley, and forests in non volcanic areas (referred to as the West Evergreen/ Hill Forests), located in Western Kenya to the West of the Great Rift Valley.  
17. Currently, forests on volcanic soils are well protected within the protected area system. In contrast, the PA system in the West Evergreen/ Hill Forests consists of just one National Reserve, covering an area of 4,470ha, or 1% of the total western forest landscape. A total of 40 Forest Reserves covering 428,000 hectares (ha) have been created in the western forest area. Approximately 50,000 ha of forest are currently unprotected outside of the protected area system. 

18. Figure 1 details the PA estate of Kenya in terms of its National Parks and National Reserves. The highland areas of Western Kenya are conspicuously unprotected to this level.

Figure 1. Protected Areas of Kenya: National Parks and National Reserves (Source: KWS)

19. Additional sites have been listed (or proposed for listing) for protected status under international conventions, such as the Ramsar and World Heritage Conventions. Kenya also encourages private wildlife sanctuaries. The exact number of these is unclear; although the IUCN protected areas database lists over 50, some of which seem likely to have no formal conservation management. 
20. The following table presents a preliminary summary of the distribution of Kenya’s Protected Areas, with regard to status, broad ecosystem type and functional purpose. However this analysis is complicated by several factors, including the following: 

· Different legally constituted areas may overlap, for example Kakamega Nature Reserve (NR), under KWS jurisdiction, is still legally gazetted as a Forest Reserve (under KFS). Thus the Kakamega FR official area is 18,300 ha, but this includes the NR area of some 4,470ha; 

· A protected area recognized for one ecosystem may have a much larger area of other ecosystems. Mount Kenya for example covers 74,500 ha, 9500ha of which is Eastern Montane Forest (eastern Volcanic Mountains), with the remaining portion being afro-alpine heath; 

· Different institutions may manage or help manage areas that are normally the mandates of other institutions. For example, in the Mount Kenya case, KWS has been instructed by the government to take over the management of most of the peripheral forest. In the Mau Forest Complex, the MoU between KFS and KWS has led to KWS assisting forestry in patrols, communications and training. 

· Within the Forest Reserve category (a KFS mandate) there is no legal or formal separation into productive or protective reserves. It was assumed that all reserves could fulfil all roles, such that selective logging could uphold the capability of the catchment as well as biodiversity habitats. However, as selective logging increases in intensity, these multiple roles no longer hold true. However, parts of Reserves could be zoned (as within a Management Plan) or set aside for pure conservation through the use of key biodiversity areas.

Table 1. Kenya’s Protected Area Estate

	Category
	Number
	Area ha
	% Kenya 
	% all PAs

	Terrestrial National Parks

  Forested NPs

  Non Forested NPs
	23
	4,456,200
	7.9
	75.1

	Terrestrial National Reserves

  Forested NRs

   Non-Forested NRs 
	28
	
	
	

	Forest Reserves (not mangrove, not plantations). Of this:

  Coastal Forests

  Dryland Forests

  Volcanic Montane Forests 

  West Evergreen / Hill Forests
	272
	1,480,000

    82,000

   211,000

370,000   

428,000    
	2.4
	24.9

	TOTAL
	323
	5,936,200
	10.3
	100


Sources: Wass, P (1995) Indigenous Forest of Kenya IUCN; Draft Wildlife Policy 2006/07 Government of Kenya

21. In terms of National Parks (NP), Nairobi National Park was the first NP in Kenya, when it was established in 1946. Currently there are 22 terrestrial NPs and four marine NPs. Terrestrial NPs cover an area of some 29,000 km2, approximately 4.9% of Kenya’s land area, and vary in size from just 192 ha (Saiwa Swamp) to more than 11,700 km2 (Tsavo East National Park). All are administered by KWS.
22. In terms of National Reserves (NR), there are a total of 28 National Reserves (including marine sites) administered by the local authorities in Kenya. Two additional reserves – Marsabit and Shimba Hills – are administered by the Kenya Wildlife Service. Terrestrial National Reserves occupy some 15,000 km2, about 2.6% of Kenya’s total land area. They are PAs with reduced level of status to National Parks.
23. National Monuments are areas of cultural and religious importance. A number of the sacred "kaya" forests at the Kenya coast are already gazetted as national monuments and others have been proposed. Although fairly small these forests are important for biodiversity conservation as well as for their cultural values. National Monuments are administered by the National Museums of Kenya.

2.1.5 Amount of Forest Cover in Kenya

24. About 2.6% of the Kenya’s total land area is covered by indigenous closed canopy forest
, representing approximately 15% of the high potential agricultural land. Around 16,000 km2 are gazetted as Forest Reserves, a figure that includes 10,600 km2 of indigenous closed canopy forests and 1,600 km2 of exotic plantations.
 Another 1,800 km2 of indigenous forest cover is found outside gazetted areas. Wass (1995) lists some 255 separate Forest Reserves in Kenya, of which 52 are not yet gazetted. They range in size from less than one hectare to almost 200,000 ha in the case of Mount Kenya.

25. All Forest Reserves (FR) are government land, gazetted under the Forest Act. Certain consumptive uses of forest resources are permitted under licence
. Forest Reserves often contain habitats other than indigenous forest. Many are at least partly made up of plantations of exotic trees, and within their boundaries they often also include large areas of primary or secondary grassland and scrub. 
26. Around the perimeter of at least 14 reserves lie Nyayo Tea Zones, totalling about 11,000 ha. These comprise land assigned to the Nyayo Tea Zone Development Corporation, which was created through a Presidential Order in 1986 and an Act of Parliament in 1988. These areas were cleared and (in some cases) planted with tea to create a forest buffer zone, but remain part of the Forest Reserves since they were not de-gazetted. Within some Forest Reserves are areas gazetted as Nature Reserves, within which no consumptive use is officially permitted. 11 Nature Reserves are listed, with a total area of some 53,000 ha. Though over 90% of Kenya’s forest cover has been gazetted within some type of protected area, the protection is in most cases inadequate. The average annual rate of loss of forest cover through degradation appears to be about 1%, with the highest rates occurring in forests near or in high potential agricultural lands. 
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Forest cover has decreased drastically over the last 20 years. It is estimated that about 19,000 ha of forest cover are felled or converted each year and total forest cover in Kenya now stands at just 2%. With over 80% of the population depending on biomass as their main source of fuel, this has serious implications for the remaining forests unless management is improved.

28. Figure 2 illustrates the amount of forest cover remaining in Kenya as a whole (not woodland). The highlands of Western Kenya are of huge significance in the proportion of forest cover found in the landscapes within that area relative to the national context.

Figure 2. Forest Cover in Protected Areas in Kenya (Source: KFS)

2.1.6 Significance of Biodiversity of the Montane Forest habitat

29. The Eastern Afromontane Hotspot ranges from Ethiopia in the North to Malawi in the South, and from Kenya in the East to the Eastern Congo in the West. In Kenya, the Hotspot includes the West Evergreen/ Hill Forests to the west of the Rift Valley, as well as outlying volcanoes (Mount Kenya, the Aberdares Range) to the east of the Rift. The volcanoes tend to have less overall species richness, as cataclysmic eruptions have periodically laid waste to these areas. Nevertheless, the volcanic areas are well represented in the PA system, for tourism, in the Aberdares and Mount Kenya National Parks. 
30. The West Evergreen/ Hill Forests are comparatively less well represented and protected in the PA system. This area may be sub-divided bio-geographically into four zones, including major forest blocks and smaller patches: the Western Mountains (the Mau Forests, and the Cherangani Hills), and two landscapes classified as Western rainforest (the Kakamega Forest and the North and South Nandi blocks). A summary of the conservation value and status of each of these landscapes is provided in Table 2 below. 

Table 2. Conservation Value / Status of Forest Landscapes in West Evergreen/ Hill Forests

	 Landscape
	Type/ 
	PA Area 
	General Conservation Value
	Conservation Status

	Western Non-Volcanic Mountains

	Cherangani Hills
	FR
	95,600

(61,500 is forest)
	Old block faulted mountains 3365m 5 distinct forest types plus heath At least 5 plant endemics in alpine heath, important gradient of forest communities with altitude and aspect, 3 endemic butterflies, 73 forest birds: five are globally significant.
	Fragmented 13 FRs, in two blocks. A mixture of forest, heath and plantation

	Mau Summit

(part un-gazetted)
	FR
	270,300 ha
	Variety of wet dry evergreen forest communities with grass and swamp areas. >70 forest dependent bird spp, 8 of global significance; rare and threatened larger mammals: bongo, forest hog, yellow-backed duiker; Endemics include > 5 plants, plus 3 endemic orchids, >3 endemic butterflies, >12 endemic forest gastropods. 
	A mosaic of gazetted and non-gazetted trust land, forest, plantation, scrub, farm

	Western Rain Forest – Eastern Extremity of Guinea-Congolian Forest Block 

	Kakamega Forest
	NR / FR
	18,300 of which 4,470 ha is NR
	Described as one of Kenya’s richest forests, 194 forest dependent bird species, 16 globally significant. With Nandi Forests forms a Centre of Bird Endemism. Endemic plant (4) and butterfly (3) taxa, several mammal species of West African affinity – eg Golden cat, bat, shrews. Fragmentation has led to loss of species (e.g. bongo)
	A mosaic of primary and secondary forest, plantations 

	South Nandi
	FR
	18,000
	Higher altitude forest, Transition between Congolian and EA Montane forest. Bio-geographically unique as is shows affinities to West African and East African Montane areas, eg of 56 forest birds 24 have western and 32 eastern affinities.
	Both once connected to Kakamega, now separate.

	North Nandi
	FR
	10,500
	
	

	Smaller FRs 
	FR
	< 50,000
	Several small but distinct evergreen forest and thicket habitats, poorly described, eg Lembus, Tinderet forest reserves.
	Poorly Protected.

	Other
	-
	> 40,000
	Non gazetted and non-protected trust land around main forest blocks 
	Unprotected, being converted


31. Biodiversity loss in the West Evergreen/ Hill Forests is being caused by the conversion of forest and forest-grassland mosaics to permanent agriculture including smallholder farming, and commercial tea estates. Timber extraction, charcoaling, and the unsustainable extraction of minor forest products also contribute to forest degradation, a second cause of biodiversity loss. Hunting constitutes a third threat. 
32. The most complete conversion in the Hotspot occurs outside the PAs, and small unprotected forest patches are particularly at risk. While there is little degradation in the National Reserve, the Forest Reserves are currently being degraded to different degrees by over use. Most suffer from incompatibilities between production (i.e. timber harvest) and biodiversity conservation needs. A “ban” on timber exploitation brought into effect in 1995 prevented the utilization of plantations, and displaced pressures from them, leading to the illegal use of natural forest areas. 

2.1.7 The Cherangani Hills Landscape

33. The Cherangani Hills are located within 1°16’S, 35°51’E in Rift Valley Province, within the Elgeyo Marakwet, West Pokot and Trans-Nzoia Districts. The hills cover an expansive area measuring about 95,600 ha and span an altitudinal range of 2,000–3,365m above sea level. The Hills are composed of metamorphic rocks, with conspicuous quartzite ridges and occasional veins of marble. The soils are well drained and moderately fertile. The Hills form an undulating upland plateau on the western edge of the Rift Valley. To the east, the Elgeyo Escarpment drops abruptly to the floor of Kerio Valley, while westwards the land falls away gently to the plains of Trans-Nzoia District. The hills reach 3,365 m at Cheptoket Peak in the north-central section. The areas forests constitute an important water catchment area, straddling the watershed between the Lake Victoria and Lake Turkana basins. 
34. Streams to the west of the watershed feed the Nzoia River system, which flows into Lake Victoria; streams to the east flow into the Kerio River system. The area receives relatively high rainfall (mean annual rainfall in the Cherangani hills varies from around 1,200 mm in the east to at least 1,500 mm in the wetter west, which catches the moist prevailing winds from Lake Victoria.). The area receives bi-modal rainfall with long rains occurring during the months of April – June and short rains in July – October. The area is relatively cool with a mean temperature of 18.6 ºC, the highest and lowest temperatures are respectively, 30 and 10 ºC.  
35. 
A series of FRs have been gazetted in the area. These are made up of thirteen administrative blocks, totalling 95,600 ha in gazetted area. Of this, approximately 61,500 ha is closed-canopy forest, the remainder being formations of bamboo, scrub, rock, grassland, moorland or heath, with about 4,000 ha under cultivation and plantations.
 Kapkanyar, Kapolet and Kiptaberr Forest Reserves together form a block of forest in the West, totalling about 20,000 ha. To the east, the Forest Reserves of Lelan, Embotut, Kerrer, Kaisungor, Toropket, Chemurokoi, Kupkunurr, Cheboit, Sogotio and Kapchemutwa are less well connected. Apart from a large south-eastern block along the escarpment crest, the forests here are fragmented and separated by extensive natural grasslands, scrub and (especially in the central part) farmland. 

36. 
The forests are of several different types.
 The lower western parts of Kiptaberr-Kapkanyar are clothed in Aningeria-Strombosia-Drypetes forest, with a large area of mixed Podocarpus latifolius forest on the higher slopes. The southern slopes hold Juniperus-Nuxia-Podocarpus falcatus forest, with heavily disturbed Podocarpus falcatus forest on the eastern slopes. Valleys in the upper peaks area shelter sizeable remnants of Juniperus-Maytenus undata-Rapanea-Hagenia forest. Tree ferns Cyathea manniana occur in stream valleys, and there are patches of bamboo Arundinaria alpina, though there is no bamboo zone as such. In clearings, Acacia abyssinica occurs among scrub grassland which harbour a diversity of flowering plants. At higher altitudes, the forest is interspersed with a mixture of heath vegetation and swamps, the latter with Lobelia aberdarica and Senecio johnstonii. Much of this heathland may be maintained by burning and grazing
. Relict Juniperus and Hagenia trees sparsely occur. Especially in the east, there is a mosaic of vegetation types with little obvious altitudinal zonation. Mabberley (1975) ascribed this to the hills’ varied topography and the long history of cultivation, grazing and fire.

37. 
The Cherangani hills are home to forty-nine of Kenya’s 67 restricted range Highland bird species. The avifauna of the Cherangani Hills is characteristic of the highland forests of Kenya west of the Rift Valley, which combine central highland species and western species. Ecological surveys have recorded over 73 forest-dependent bird species.
 Regionally-threatened species are: Lammergeier, nesting on the high peaks, African Crowned Eagle, Red-chested Owlet, Kapkanyar
 Purple-throated Cuckoo-shrike;

 and Thick-billed Honeyguide. Other endemic/threatened species include the Bongo Tragelaphus  euryceros, a Red Data Book-listed species, which has been recorded here in the past, but its current status is unknown. The butterfly Capys juliae is endemic to the Cherangani Hills.
 Two Giant Senecio taxa, Senecio johnstonii battiscombei var. cheranganiensis and S. johnstonii battiscombei var. dalei, are endemic to the Cheranganis. Two notable lobelias, Lobelia deckenii elgonensis and Lobelia cheranganiensis, are shared with Mount Elgon, as is Alchemilla elgonensis.
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Figure 3. The Cherangani Hills Landscape (Source: KFS, 2009)

2.1.8 The Kakamega Forest Landscape 

38. Kakamega forest is located in 0˚17’N, 34˚53’E in Kakamega District in Western Province. The forest land measures 18,300 ha, but only 12,000 ha is under forest. The forest lies in the Lake Victoria catchment, about 40 km north of Kisumu, and just west of the Nandi Escarpment that forms the edge of the central highlands. The altitude of the forest ranges from 1,550 to 1,650 m above sea level. 
39. The area receives high rainfall with a mean annual rainfall ranging from 1250 to 1750mm. Rainfall is bimodal with long rains occurring in April to May, while short rains fall in December to January. The area experiences moderate temperature ranges with a mean maximum temperature range of 26 – 32 ºC, while the minimum temperature  is in the range of 14 – 18 ºC. Kakamega Forest is an important water catchment; the Isiukhu and Yala Rivers flow through the forest and gather tributaries from it. The terrain is undulating, dissected by steep-sided river valleys. The soils are well-drained, deep, heavily leached clay-loams and clays, of generally low fertility.
 

40. Kakamega Forest is a mid-altitude tropical rainforest, the easternmost outlier of the Congo Basin forests. Its Central African affinities are unique in Kenya, and the forest contains many species found nowhere else in the country. 
41. 
Kakamega is classified as a Forest Reserve under the Forest Act. Part of the FR was gazetted as a National Reserve in 1985. It was first gazetted as Trust Forest in 1933, and two small Nature Reserves, Yala and Isecheno (totalling about 700 ha), were established within the Forest Reserve in 1967. In 1986, nearly 4,000 ha of the northern portion of the forest, along with the adjacent 457 hectare Kisere Forest, were gazetted as a National Reserve, managed by the Kenya Wildlife Service. 

42. Only an estimated 10,000 ha of the overall gazetted area is still closed-canopy indigenous forest, of which some 3,200 ha is designated National Reserve.
 The remaining area consists of grassy and bushed glades (some natural, some maintained by fire or grazing), tea, cultivation and 1,700 ha of plantations (some more than 50 years old) of softwoods and commercially valuable hardwoods. Kakamega forest falls within an agriculturally rich area making the forest vulnerable to threats of alienation for various land uses.

43. 
Kakamega has a rich diversity of trees, with common genera including Croton, Celtis, Trema, Antiaris, Bequaertiodendron and Zanthoxylum.
 Endemism is low, however, the only woody endemic being the liana Tiliacora kenyensis.

44. 
The forest is home to globally-threatened species, restricted-range species and Guinea-Congolian Forests biome species. The avifauna is well studied, rich, and unusual in its composition. Kakamega’s avifauna is unique not only nationally, but continentally. The 194 forest-dependent bird species (the highest total for any Kenyan forest) include 40 of Kenya’s 43 Guinea-Congolian Forests biome species, as well as 33 of Kenya’s 67 Afrotropical Highlands biome species. At least 16 bird species occur in Kakamega but nowhere else in Kenya, and another 30 are probably now confined to this site. The grassy glades have their own distinctive avifauna, with many moist-grassland species that are now rare elsewhere in western Kenya.

45. The mixture reflects Kakamega’s altitudinal position between lowland and montane forest. Several species have isolated, relict populations here, including Ansorge’s Greenbul, the Blue-headed Bee-eater, Chapin’s Flycatcher, the Grey Parrot and Turner’s Eremomela, which are absent from all or nearly all of the superficially similar mid-elevation forests in Uganda. The presence of the eremomela indicates biogeographic links to the Eastern Congo Lowlands Endemic Bird Area. Kakamega itself has few endemic taxa; among birds, there is an endemic sub-species (kavirondensis) of Ansorge’s Greenbul. 
46. Other wildlife found in the forest are large populations of Black-and-white Colobus Colobus guereza and Red-tailed Monkey Cercopithecus ascanius schmidti, and small numbers of de Brazza Monkey Cercopithecus neglectus. Several Central African forest mammals occur, such as Potto Perodicticus potto, Giant Otter Shrew Potamogale velox and Lord Derby’s Anomalure Anomalurus derbianus.
 The small mammal community is also diverse and shows strong affinities to the Congo basin. At least 28 snake species are recorded, including the rare Gold’s Cobra Pseudohaje goldii and other West African species such as the Barred Green Snake Philothamnus heterodermus carinatus, Black-lined Green Snake Hapsidophrys lineata, Jameson’s Mamba Dendroaspis jamesoni kaimosae, Green Bush-viper Atheris squamiger squamiger, Prickly Bush-viper Atheris hispida and Rhinoceros-horned Viper Bitis nasicornis. Two notable and probably endangered forest amphibians, Leptopelis modestus and Hyperolius lateralis, are recorded.
 The forest’s butterfly fauna is very diverse and important, both regionally and continentally; around 350 species are thought to occur, including at least one endemic species, Metisella kakamega, and a near-endemic, Euphaedra rex.
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Figure 4. The Kakamega and South and North Nandi forests Landscape

2.1.9 The North and South Nandi Landscape 

47. North Nandi forest is located in 00˚00’S, 35˚00’E in Rift Valley Province. It measures approximately 10,500 ha. The altitude of the forest is in the range of 1,700 to 2,130 m above sea level and the mean annual rainfall varies from 1243 mm in the Tinderet area to 2179 mm in Chebut. The highest temperature is 23ºC while the mean minimum temperature stands at 12ºC. 

48. Biogeographically, North Nandi is transitional between the lowland forests of West and Central Africa (the easternmost outlier of which is Kakamega) and the montane forests of the central Kenya highlands. It is higher in altitude than Kakamega and the vegetation is floristically less diverse. Common trees include Diospyros abyssinica, Croton macrostachyus, Syzgium guineense and Celtis africana, with a dense undergrowth of Acanthus and Brillantaisia. 

49. This is a strip of high-canopy forest on the edge of the Nandi escarpment, above and immediately east of Kakamega Forest.
 North Nandi forest stretches for more than 30 km from north to south and is 3–5 km wide for most of its length. Drainage is mainly westwards into the Kigwal and Kimondi River systems, which flow through the South Nandi forest
 and westwards into the Yala River and Lake Victoria. The forest lies east of Kakamega forest.

50. North Nandi was first gazetted in 1936 as a Trustland Forest covering 11,850 ha. It is classified as a forest reserve under the Forest Act. In 1968 the North Nandi Nature Reserve was established covering 3,434 ha. Since gazettement, a total of 1,343 ha have been excised, including part of the nature reserve. An additional 410 ha has been converted to into a Nyayo Tea Zone. Of the present gazetted forest area (10,500 ha), approximately 8,000 ha is indigenous, closed-canopy forest, the remainder consisting of cultivation, scrub, grassland, plantations and tea.
 
51. All areas outside the Nature Reserve were originally slated for conversion to plantation forest, but this conversion has not taken place. The forest remains a relatively narrow strip, under severe pressure from illegal timber extraction, charcoal burning, forest grazing of livestock and unsustainable removal of forest products (firewood, honey and medicinal plants).

52. North Nandi hosts globally-threatened of birds. The avifauna is similar to that of Kakamega Forest, being a mixture of species characteristic of two biomes: the Guinea-Congolian Forests (24 out of 43 Kenyan species) and Afro tropical Highlands biomes (34 out of 67 species); around 160 species in all are recorded.
 The forest belongs to the Kakamega and Nandi Forests Secondary Area of bird endemism, defined by the presence of the globally-threatened, restricted-range Chapin’s Flycatcher.
 North Nandi is less rich in species than Kakamega and its bird communities have a larger montane element. There have been no recent surveys here and the present status of North Nandi’s rare birds, including Chapin’s Flycatcher, is unknown.

53. Other wildlife found in the forest are Potto Perodicticus potto, Lord Derby’s Anomalure Anomalurus derbianus and African Palm Civet Nandinia binotata (all rare in Kenya), as well as the rare West African chameleon genus Brooksia. 

54. South Nandi Forest is located within 0˚05’S, 35˚00’E in Nandi District in Rift Valley Province. The forest land measures approximately 18,000 ha, with the area under forest measuring about 13,000 ha. The forest is within an altitudinal range of 1,700–2,000 m above sea level. The forest lies just west of Kapsabet town and south of the main Kapsabet-Kaimosi road. South Nandi was once contiguous with Kakamega Forest (IBA 58)
 and the two forests are still no more than a few kilometres apart at their closest points.

55. 
Rainfall is high (1,600 to 1,900 mm per year) depending on altitude. The forest is drained by the Kimondi and Sirua rivers, which merge to form the Yala river flowing into Lake Victoria. The landscape is gently undulating and underlain by granitic and basement complex rocks, which weather to give deep, well-drained, moderately fertile soils. 
56. South Nandi is classified as a Forest Reserve under the Forest Act. It was gazetted in 1936 as a Trust forest covering 20,200 ha, since then approximately 2,200 ha have been excised for settlement, around 340 ha planted with tea, and 1,400 ha planted with exotic tree species. Of the remaining area, around 13,000 ha is closed-canopy forest, the rest being scrub, grassland or cultivation.

57. South Nandi is transitional between the lowland forests of West and Central Africa (the easternmost outlier of which is Kakamega) and the montane forests of the central Kenya highlands. Common trees include Tabernaemontana stapfiana, Macaranga kilimandscharica, Croton megalocarpus, C. macrostachyus, Drypetes gerrardii, Celtis africana, Prunus africana, Neoboutonia macrocalyx and Albizia gummifera.

58. The forest hosts globally-threatened species and Guinea-Congolian Forest Biome species. The avifauna, like that of North Nandi, is mainly Afromontane, but with strong western affinities. There is so far no comprehensive bird list, but the forest holds at least two-thirds (29/43) of the Kenyan species characteristic of the Guinea-Congolian Forest biomes.
 A survey in 1996 recorded 111 species of forest birds, including 47 forest specialists.

59. South Nandi Forest is likely the most important site in the world for the threatened Turner’s Eremomela exceptionally high densities of this little-known species. The estimated population is 13,000 birds
 (around 0.27 groups/ha, representing 1.1 birds/ha), and is probably its world stronghold. Regionally-threatened species are: African Crowned Eagle,Red-chested Owlet, Thick-billed Honeyguide, Least Honeyguide, Grey-chested Illadopsis, Grey-winged Robin, Yellow-bellied Wattle-eye, and Southern Hyliota (Zimmerman et al. 1996, Waiyaki 1998).

60. Other wildlife found are two threatened mammal species: Leopard Panthera pardus and Giant Forest Hog Hylochoerus meinertzhageni. Black-and-white Colobus Colobus guereza occurs in reasonable numbers. The Bongo Tragelaphus euryceros is reported to occur but there are no confirmed records.

2.2 Socio-Economic Context

2.2.1 Kenyan National Context

61. As a nation, Kenya is ethnically and culturally diverse. This diversity was created by a series of migrations of various peoples from other parts of the continent, mainly Hamites, Nilotes and Bantu. During the 20th century this has been augmented by the arrival of Asians and Europeans. The country’s population has increased rapidly from 8.2 million in the early 1960s to 15.2 million people by 1979 and 22 million in 1987. 
62. Currently the population is estimated at 30 million people, most of it concentrated in the high rainfall areas in the Highlands and along the Coast. The average annual population growth rate has fallen from a high of 4% (one of the highest rates in the world) to around 2.7%, and varies within the country. Rates of increase are especially high in the central Kenya highlands and in western Kenya. Human population densities are also high, with an average of c.50 persons/km2, but this again varies with region. In the north and north-east of the country just 20% of the total population occupies 80% of the land area. 

63. Only 18% of the land in Kenya is arable, with another 9% marginal; the rest is rangeland and semi-desert.
 This limited arable area supports all the major cash crops, 80% of the population and most of the indigenous forest estate.
 The rapid growth in the country’s population has subjected this productive land to tremendous pressure. The population increase now includes marginal areas, accelerating land degradation. The increasing demand for agricultural land and woodfuel has led to high rates of deforestation (an estimated 1% loss of forest area per year). Savannah and montane grasslands, occupying some 80,000 km2, are being converted to wheat fields and pasture, while many wetlands (especially swamps and marshes) are at risk from drainage for agriculture. 

64. According to the United States State Department 2002 Country Reports, from 1963 to 1973 Kenya’s GDP grew by 6.6.%
 but by 1997 dropped to 2.3%, then to 1.8% in 1999 and became negative (0.4 percent) in 2000.
 According to the second United Nations Common Country Assessment (CCA) for Kenya issued in 2002, the number of poor has increased from 52% in 1997 to 56 % in 2002. The Human Development Index has been falling since 1990 and Kenya now ranks at 146 out of 173 countries.

65. Average life expectancy has dropped by four years between 1989 and 1999 and now stands at 54 years for men and 57 years for women. There has been a dramatic increase of the population living under the poverty line in urban areas which increased by 90% between 1994 and 1997. In rural areas absolute poverty stands at 90% of the rural population. 
66. The majority of these poor derive their income from subsistence farming, but with only 18% of the land area regarded as high to medium potential arable land this area is already being used at its maximum potential. Most significantly the MDG progress report for Kenya notes that if current trends continue, poverty will increase to 65.9 % in 2015. 

2.2.2 Cherangani Hills Context 

67. The Cherangani Hills is an expansive area traversing several districts. It is situated in parts of Trans Nzoia, Elgeyo Marakwet and West Pokot districts. Assessment of the human settlements in the districts surrounding the Cherangani hills shows that increased densification of settlements and intensification of land use activities driven by rapid population growth and increasing incidences of poverty continue to exert pressure on the Cherangani hills forests.
68. An analysis of Trans Nzoia district exemplifies the settlements situation in the areas surrounding Charangani hills. The district population growth rate is 3.8%, considerably above the national average of 2.9%. The population of Trans Nzoia has rapidly grown during the last four decades having risen from 124,361 in 1969 to 575,662 in 1999. Its 2008 population was estimated at 1,561,451 people. 

69. 
Despite the rich agricultural potential, absolute poverty stands at 54%. Agriculture and livestock keeping are the most important socio-economic activities in the areas surrounding Cherangani hills. Maize and milk are major products. 

70. Forest patches on the Hills are scattered and surrounded by private farms and some are more than 10km apart. Soil conservation knowledge and knowledge on participatory forest management is inadequate, illustrated by the fact that communities are growing inappropriate tree species along the river banks and in wetlands and are not practicing terracing along steep slopes leading to soil erosion. However, some private farmers are still preserving indigenous tree species on their farms. Traditionally grazing in the forest used to be managed by the various clans, however this system is no longer effective and the there has been overgrazing in the forest glades.

2.2.3 Kakamega Forest Context

71. Kakamega forest is situated in the larger Kakamega District. Kakamega district measures 1394.80km2. According to the National Population Census of 1999, the population density in the district is 433/km2 having risen from 220/km2 in 1969, which is one of the highest in the country. The district has over 125,901 households with a mean size of 4.8. As at 1999, the population in the district was 603,432 and by 2008 the population was estimated to be 711,823 people. The population growth rate in the district stands at 2.12%, which is below the national average of 2.9% per annum. 

72. The district registers a relatively high incidence of poverty with absolute poverty of about 57%. Settlements in the district are dominated by smallholder settlements on very small landholdings measuring on average 0.7ha per households. There are a number of urban centres within the district, the largest of which is the Kakamega municipality. 

73. The district lies in a high potential area for agriculture at an altitude of about 1800m above sea level. Small scale agriculture and livestock keeping dominate the landscape. Different types of food crops are grown, the most dominant one being maize. Traditional breeds of cattle, sheep and goats are kept; the area has high potential for stall fed dairy cattle production.

2.2.4 North and South Nandi Context

74. Nandi North and Nandi South Districts fall within an agriculturally rich region. Agriculture and livestock keeping are the main socio-economic activities within the districts. The larger Nandi District has registered rapid population growth during the last four decades. The population rose from 209,068 in 1969 to 578,751 in 1999. The population is estimated at 751,351 (2008). Population growth according to the 1999 population census is 2.9% per annum. 
75. The number of households in the two districts is over 112,713 with a mean household size in the two districts of 5.1. Despite the high agricultural potential, both districts suffer from serious poverty levels with absolute poverty estimated at 64%. The settlements in the two districts are characterised by three main forms of settlements: smallholder rural, plantation estate settlement and urban settlements. The two districts are important producers of tea and sugarcane gown on on small and large scale plantations. 
76. Despite the poor performance of the agricultural sector, tea and sugarcane farming remain important sources of income and employment. Other important socio-economic activities are coffee, pyrethrum, maize and dairy farming. Cattle, goats and sheep are also kept. Beekeeping and tree growing are emerging as important sources of income. The districts have registered dwindling land sizes as the population increases. The average land size for smallholder farms is two hectares compared with six hectares for large-scale farms. The increasing pressure on land has serious implications on protected area management. 

2.3 Policy and Legal Context 

77. Of crucial significance to their long term viability, Kenya’s Forest Reserves have relatively little long term security, as they can easily be de-gazetted. National Parks and National Reserves, on the other hand, are managed to conserve biodiversity. As such they must be created by an Act of Parliament and are therefore harder to degazette. 

78. However, the Government of Kenya has taken a number of key steps to improve forest conservation, including through both the promulgation of a revised Forest Policy and Forest Act, which places a greater emphasis on forest conservation to protect biodiversity and sustain ecological services, and the creation of the Kenya Forest Service, a parastatal that has a mandate, and increasingly resources, for conservation.

79. The Government of Kenya is committed to protecting biodiversity. The major policy tool guiding national development in all sectors is the National Development Plan (NDP), which takes into consideration all other plans and strategies from various sectors. Of relevance are the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper, the Economic Recovery Strategy Paper, the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan, and other relevant strategies e.g. Kenya Wildlife Service Strategic Plan and the Forest Masterplan.

80. Kenya completed its Biodiversity Country Study in 1992 and finalized its National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP) in 2000. The NBSAP provides a strong basis for strategic planning to harmonise the targets of the National Development Plan with the sustainable development of the country’s natural resource base. The NBSAP has outlined strategies to address the afore-mentioned issues, which may be summarised as: 

· Identify and fill gaps in the PA network

· Strengthen conservation measures in PAs, including strengthening in-situ biodiversity protection

· Address the conservation needs of endemic and threatened species

· Review and strengthen policy and legal frameworks for conservation

· Strengthen government’s decentralisation process

· Foster partnerships between government, NGOs, private and public sectors

81. Vision 2030 states that Kenya’s main forests constitute five water towers (Mount Kenya, the Aberdares Range, the Mau Escarpment, the Cherangani Hills and Mount. Elgon), which cover more than one million hectares and form the upper catchments of all main rivers in the country. 
82. Vision 2030’s visualization for the environmental sector is “a people living in a clean, secure and sustainable environment”. The vision is inspired by the principle of sustainable development and by the need for equity in access to the benefits of a clean environment. The country will intensify conservation of strategic natural resources (forests, water towers, wildlife sanctuaries and marine ecosystems) in a sustainable manner without compromising economic growth. 
83. Crucially, Kenya intends to have achieved 10 per cent forest cover by 2030. In addition, specific measures will be adopted to promote bio-prospecting activities such as research and development of commercial products such as drugs, cosmetics and detergents. The overall goal in forest conservation is to increase the current forest cover by 50 per cent. This will include significantly improving the contribution of forest goods and services to the economy and providing a base for the growth of the forestry sector. Regarding wildlife conservation, the goal is to fully protect all important wildlife areas. This will sustain the anticipated high growth rate of the tourism sector (Republic of Kenya, 2007).

2.3.1 Environmental Policy and Coordination

84. The Environmental Management and Coordination Act (No. 8 of 1999) is legislation that provides for the establishment of an appropriate framework for: 
· Management of the environment and sustainable development 
· Improved legal and administrative coordination of the diverse sectoral initiatives aimed at management of the environment

· EMCA is the principal instrument of government in the implementation of all policies relating to the environment.

85. The implementing agency of the Act is the National Environment Management Authority (NEMA) working in close consultation with sectoral lead agencies such as Kenya Forest Service in the forestry sector. 
86. The main legislation that governs the protection and management of forests in Kenya was previously the Forests Act (Cap. 385 of 1968). However, because of the limitations of the Act in addressing contemporary issues relating to the sustainable management of forests, a new Forest Act (2005) was passed by parliament and subsequently gazetted. 
87. This was developed with extensive stakeholder input and consultations, and seeks to provide for the establishment, development, conservation and sustainable use of forest resources. The Act vests all forests in Kenya in the control of the state except those on private lands, but proceeds to recognize the customary right of use by local communities of forest produce for subsistence use. In this respect, the Act categorizes forests into state forest, local authority forests, private forest, nature reserves, arboreta, recreational parks and mini-forest
 

88. In order to achieve its forest management objectives the Act established a number of organs:

· Kenya Forest Service, whose task is be to assume the responsibility for the overall management of forests in Kenya;
· Forests Board, responsible for managing Kenya Forest Service;
· Forest Conservation Committees, whose task is proper and efficient management of forests;
· Community Forest Associations, whose task is to participate in the conservation and management of a state or local authority forest;
· The Forest Management and Conservation Fund, whose main purpose is to augment the meagre resources made available by government for forest conservation and management activities through the national budget;
89. The duties of the KFS are primarily to promote establishment, development, conservation and utilization of forests in Kenya. These duties are being achieved through establishing forest conservation areas or forest divisions for ease of management; development of forest management plans; entering into conservation agreements; granting of concession licences and other licences; declaring certain forests as provisional forests and a Presidential decree on the protection of specific trees. 

90. The Act provides for user rights to be vested in local communities through management agreements entered into between Community Forest Associations and the Kenya Forest Service. The user rights primarily provide for the enjoyment of customary rights protected under the Act: collection of medicinal herbs; harvesting of honey; harvesting of timber or wood for fuel or for other domestic use by an individual; grass harvesting and grazing; collection of forest produce for community based industries; ecotourism and recreational activities; scientific and educational activities; undertaking of agro-forestry practices; contracts to assist in carrying out specified silvicultural operations; development of community based industries; other benefits as may be agreed upon between the association and the service.

91. Part IV of the Act creates structures for community participation in forest management. Section 45 (1) of the Act states that a member of a forest community may, together with other members or persons resident in the same area, register a community forest association under the Societies Act. Subsection (2) states that an association registered under subsection one may apply to the Director for Permission to participate in the conservation and management of a state forest or local authority forest in accordance with the provisions of this Act. Section 46 (1) states that an association approved by the Director to participate in the management or conservation of a forest or part of a forest shall:

· Protect, conserve and manage such forest or part thereof pursuant to an approved management agreement entered into under this Act and the provisions of the management plan for the forest; 

· Formulate and implement forest programmes consistent with the traditional forest ser rights of the community concerned in accordance with sustainable use criteria; 

·  Assist the Service in enforcing the provisions of this Act and any rules and regulations made pursuant thereto, in particular in relation to illegal harvesting of forest produce.

2.3.2 Water Policy

92. The Water Act sets out provisions for protecting catchments from deforestation. The Minister may designate protected catchment areas, within which activities may be regulated as necessary. However, the Water Act does not provide for control of other land uses that may degrade the catchment through soil erosion. The Agriculture Act, on the other hand, does provide a framework for dealing with these problems, although these provisions seem rarely to be implemented. Control of water pollution is covered, in a general sense, by the Water Act. However, the legislation is deficient, since it does not lay down water quality and discharge standards or provide powers for these to be defined. It also does not provide for water quality monitoring. 

2.3.3 Wildlife Policy

93. The Kenya Wildlife Service has drafted a new wildlife policy to replace that produced in 1975. The new policy takes into account the crucial importance of biodiversity for sustaining human life, as well as the increasing conflicts between wildlife and people, and supports a conservation approach based on the integration of biodiversity management and human activity. It recognises that the principal guardians of wildlife and those who decide its fate should be the primary beneficiaries of conservation. 
94. The Wildlife Conservation and Management Act provides the legal guidelines for the protection, conservation and management of wildlife in Kenya. It covers all matters relating to wildlife, including protected areas, activities within protected areas, control of hunting, import and export of wildlife, enforcement and administrative functions of wildlife authorities. The Act (as amended in 1989) sets up the Kenya Wildlife Service to implement its provisions. 

95. The Act allows the establishment of National Parks, National Reserves and local sanctuaries (the last two categories being under local authority control), as well as sanctuaries on private land. It also empowers the minister in charge of wildlife in Kenya to alter park boundaries, and to degazette National Parks through a stipulated procedure. Importantly, this procedure requires explicit approval by the National Assembly following a 60-day notification period. Arbitrary degazettement of National Parks is thus unusual, in contrast to the situation for forest reserves.

96. Under the act, National Parks are managed by KWS through regulations that prohibit various activities within them. Regulations for specific National Reserves and local sanctuaries are to be drawn up in consultation with local authorities. The act also provides for the partial or complete protection of particular animals, mainly mammals and birds, though in an amendment in 1981 several species of reptiles (notably marine turtles), amphibians and butterflies were included. The act does not mention any protected plant species, though plants (and particularly forests) that occur within National Parks are protected. Also included are law enforcement regulations and penalties for offences committed within National Parks.

2.4 Institutional and Governance Context 

2.4.1 Cross-sectoral Planning and Coordination

97. Policy and programme coordination is achieved through numerous inter-sectoral bodies, involving Ministries and departments, NGOs and civil society and the private sector.The following diagram provides an illustration of the institutional framework for environmental management. 
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Figure 5. GoK Institutional Framework for Environmental Management

2.4.2 Ministerial Level Governance
98. Government institutional roles and responsibilities in Kenya’s PAs and reserves are largely vested in four government institutions that are directly involved in biodiversity management and conservation: the Kenya Forest Service (KFS), Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS), the Kenya Forestry Research Institute (KEFRI) and the National Museums of Kenya all under the coordination of the National Environment Management Authority (NEMA), through the Protected Areas Taskforce. 

99. The Ministry of Environment and Mineral Resources (MEMR) is the government agency charged with principal responsibility for safeguarding Kenya’s environmental resources. The MEMR also has overall responsibility for coordinating the work of all Lead Agencies whose work directly impacts on environment through the National Environment Management Authority (NEMA). Specific responsibilities for MEMR are to initiate environmental policies; co-ordinate the activities of sectoral agencies; and advise government on environmental issues; administer the Mining Act; and regulate the mining sectors.

100. The following ministries and their constituent departments play a major role in supplementing the role played by the MEMR in PAs management and the conservation of Kenya’s biodiversity:

· Ministry of Tourism is responsible for oversight of the tourism industry. The Ministry of Forestry and Wildlife is responsible for the country’s forest and wildlife resources through the Kenya Forest Service and Kenya Wildlife Service, two parastatal financial and operational autonomous bodies. While KFS is relatively new, KWS was set up in 1989. 

· Ministry of Home Affairs and National Heritage is the parent ministry for the National Museums of Kenya, which has an extensive biological resources programme focussed on protecting Kenya’s indigenous flora and fauna through education, research, curation and both ex-situ and in-situ conservation.

· Ministry of Local Government is the parent ministry for local authorities. Many of them are responsible for administering National Reserves and Forest Reserves and regulating land-use through appropriate by-laws within their areas of jurisdiction. They also have responsibilities for water conservation and pollution control under both the Public Health Act and the Local Government Act. Resources, capacity and knowledge to engage in constructive conservation work are seriously lacking.

· Ministry of Planning, National Development and Vision 2030 is responsible for integrating environmental management objectives  into national development planning. 

· Ministry of Agriculture administers the Agriculture Act and the Pest Control Act, through which it has established District Conservation Committees responsible for ensuring proper land-use practices. 

· Ministry of Water and Irrigation is responsible for the planning, development and utilisation of the country’s water resources, conservation of water catchment areas and water pollution control.

2.4.3 National Environment Management Authority (NEMA)

101. The National Environment Management Authority was established by an act of parliament, the Environmental Management and Coordination Act (EMCA) of 1999, and has overall responsibility for coordinating environmental management issues in Kenya. 
102. With respect to forests and forest conservation, EMCA gives every Kenyan locus standi; provides for protection of forests; allows the Director General to enter into contractual agreement with private land owners with a view to declaring such land forest land (section 44 and 47) and provides for EIA of forestry related developments. However, the role of NEMA is limited until the many guidelines and procedures are developed. In light of this, speedy capacity building for NEMA to be able to implement this important mandate is  critical. 

2.4.4 Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS)

103. The KWS is a parastatal established under Sessional Paper No. 3 of 1975 to promote the conservation and management of Kenya’s wildlife for consumptive and non consumptive uses while harmonising environmental and development goals. KWS is responsible for implementing KWS is responsible for conserving and managing wildlife in the country and for enforcing related laws and regulations. 

104. KWS has developed a Strategic Plan (2005-2010) and has key strategic priorities that are in line and supportive of this proposed project. These are: to achieve policy, legal and regulatory framework and stability to effectively discharge KWS mandate; enhance wildlife conservation, protection and management; strengthen institutional capacity; improve KWS recognition, linkages and relationships with stakeholders; and ensure that KWS set objectives are met. 

2.4.5 Kenya Forest Service (KFS)

105. The Kenya Forest Service has the major mandate for: formulation of policies for management and conservation of forests; preparation and implementation of management plans; management and protection of Kenya's gazetted forests; establishment and management of forest plantations; promotion of on-farm forestry; and promotion of environmental awareness. 
106. KFS operates forest stations, reporting to District Forest Offices which in turn report to the Provincial Forest Office. In each district there are forest officers responsible for managing industrial plantations and those at divisional level are responsible for forestry extension. 

107. On December 5th 1991, the directors of KWS and the KFS signed a memorandum of understanding (MoU), covering the management of selected indigenous forest reserves. Within this MoU, the major responsibilities of KWS are the management of tourism, problem animals and wildlife protection. The MoU is currently being renewed.

2.4.6 Kenya Forestry Research Institute (KEFRI)

108. The Kenya Forestry Research Institute was established in 1986. Its mission is to enhance the social and economic welfare of Kenyans through user-oriented research for sustainable development of forests and allied natural resources. In 2002, it had 94 university graduate research scientists at PhD, MSc and BSc level, in 17 research centres in various ecological zones of Kenya. The role of KEFRI, KFS, KWS, and NMK need to be better integrated to promote synergies for the conservation of biodiversity outside formal protected areas. 

2.4.7 Civil Society (NGOs and CBOs)

109. Kenya has many environmental and conservation NGOs, many of which have been or are involved in PA management. NGO interventions complement and supplement on-going government PA conservation and development initiatives in Kenya. In the recent past, NGOs have greatly assisted KFS during periods when donor funding was difficult to get for government departments. 
110. International environmental and conservation NGOs working or contributing to PA management in Kenya are varied. These include African Wildlife Foundation (AWF), African Conservation Centre (ACC), BirdLife International, CARE International, Environmental Liaison Centre International, Friends of Conservation (FoC), the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) East and Southern Africa Regional Office, TRAFFIC and World-Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) East and Southern Africa Regional Programme.

111. IUCN, WWF, TRAFFIC, BirdLife International and CARE International are global organizations with regional and national offices or bases in Kenya. AWF, ACC and FoC operate throughout Africa, but are linked with parent institutions abroad. All of these organizations have carried out significant activities within Kenya.  

112. The East African Wild Life Society (EAWLS) and the East Africa Natural History Society (EANHS) operate only in East Africa, although their membership is international. The EANHS is composed of two partner NGOs: Nature Kenya (NK) and Nature Uganda (NU), both of which are the national partners of BirdLife International in Kenya and Uganda. 
113. Nature Kenya is Africa’s oldest scientific society, founded in 1909. NK is the Bird-Life International partner for Kenya, through which it has access to the huge store of knowledge and expertise that exists within the other partner organisations and Bird-Life International’s central secretariat. The African Bird-Life partners meet annually as the Council for African Partners (CAP). The Council is supportive of the proposed project and expects that the experience Nature Kenya gains from it will be of considerable benefit to other members in Africa. NK is leading in the development and implementation of a nation-wide IBA monitoring framework with strong emphasis on government and local community capacity building.

114. EAWLS is host to the Kenya Forests Working Group (KFWG), which is a coalition of NGOs and of anyone interested in forests and which has been an extremely important focus for civil society action against government policies that have threatened Kenyan forests. 

115. Other National NGOs in Kenya include A Rocha Kenya (ARK) in Watamu and the Forest Action Network (FAN) in Nairobi. FAN has been active on matters on forest policy and legislation. It is critical that NGOs continue to receive institutional strengthening to continue playing these key government supplementary and complementary roles and to act as avenues for new knowledge and tools and to provide timely response to emerging PA issues and crises.

116. In the Cherangani Hills, there are currently no forest user groups that have been organized into a Community Forestry Association and the formation of water resource users associations is still in its infancy. Thus in order to address the environmental/biodiversity conservation issues affecting Cherangani hills, CBOs have formed a Cherangani Hills CBOs Consortium which undertakes conservation activities of the forest patches on the hills. 
117. The Consortium works with various line ministries in the implementation of their activities, which are currently funded by the Community Environment Facility with Nature Kenya as the strategic partner. The purpose is to enhance the integration of the environmental dimensions of poverty reduction into local development planning and implementation. In order to achieve this purpose the Consortium is undertaking the following conservation related interventions: public education and awareness, tree nursery establishment, on farm woodlot promotion, forest policing, fire fighting, apiculture, and forest rehabilitation.

118. In North and South Nandi, Civil Society organizations are present in three categories. Under the Nandi North Environmental Forum (NEF) there are various community based organizations (CBOs). There are two Community Forest Associations (Kimondi and Kobujoy for North and South respectively) and Water Resource Users Associations (WRUAs) are still in the development stage. 
119. NEF is an umbrella CSO and also sits in the District Environmental Committee. In order to address the conservation/environmental issues, NEF carries out the following activities financed by CEF with Nature Kenya as the strategic partner: establishment of tree nurseries, rehabilitation of degraded areas, commercial tea growing, public awareness and environmental education, apiculture, aquaculture, gravitational water supply, river bank management, promotion of environmental governance, energy conservation, the formation of commercial tree growing associations, and accommodation.

120. In the Kakamega forest, KWS, WRMA, NEMA, KFS and NEMA are in the process of developing an integrated management plan which seeks to implement an ecosystem approach
 to biodiversity management for the different forest blocks. There are many civil society organisations surrounding the forest which are engaged in a range of conservation activities including: environmental education, butterfly farming, accommodation facilities, tour guiding, silk processing, energy conservation, herbal medicine, apiculture, the establishment of tree nurseries and bamboo furniture making.

2.4.8  Land Tenure and Management 

121. There are wide-ranging legal provisions for the management of land under the framework of the Kenya National Environmental Plan.
 These are scattered among a variety of statutes. Government land is land owned by the Government of Kenya under the Government Lands Act (Cap. 280)
. This includes, for example, gazetted National Parks and Forest Reserves. The Government Lands Act allows the President, through the Commissioner of Lands, to allocate unalienated Government land to any individual. In practice, such allocations have often been made without proper regard to social and environmental factors and the lack of capacity at the local level mean that local communities are not usually consulted when such decisions are taken. Gazette notices for excisions are only read by a few affluent members of the Society normally in urban areas. Without a local population that understands and cares for the environment, such notices tend to pass unchallenged by local communities. 

122. Trust Land is land held and administered by various local government authorities as trustees under the constitution of Kenya and the Trust Land Act (Cap. 288). National Reserves and local sanctuaries, as well as County Council forest reserves, fall on Trust Land. Individuals may acquire leasehold interest for a specific number of years in Trust Land, though the land can (in theory) be repossessed by the local authorities should the need arise. Local authorities also retain certain regulatory powers over it. 

123. Private land is land owned by private individuals under the Registered Land Act (Cap. 300). On registration as the land owner, an individual acquires absolute ownership on a freehold basis. The use of private land may, however, be limited by provisions made in other legislation, such as the Agriculture Act (Cap. 318). For instance, to protect soils the clearing of vegetation may be prohibited or the planting of trees required. Land preservation orders issued by the Director of Agriculture can cover a whole range of other measures. 
2.4.9 Tourism Development

124. Kenya’s Vision 2030 promotes  the expansion of the tourism industry in the Western part of the country. The “niche products initiative” promotes the provision of 3,000 beds in high cost accommodation for tourists interested in cultural and eco-tourism as well as water based sports and related activities in four key sites in Western Kenya to be identified. It also commits itself to the certification of 1,000 home stay sites to promote cultural tourism in Kenyan homes.

125. According to the Tourism Policy 2007 tourism currently accounts for about 10% of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP), making it the third largest contributor after agriculture and manufacturing. In the last five years, the country witnessed a gradual rise in both the number of international visitor arrivals and tourism earnings. The number of visitor arrivals to the country grew by 13.5%, from about 1.6 million recorded in 2006 to slightly more than 1.8 million in 2007. Total earnings from tourism rose from KES. 25.8 billion in 2003 to KES. 65.4 billion in 2007. This was as a result of continued efforts in product development and diversification, aggressive marketing, opening up of new tourism circuits and the introduction of new long haul routes and growth in conferencing and sporting activities. 

126. The tourism sector is a major source of employment. During the period between 2003 and 2007, the sector’s contribution to employment generation grew at a rate of 3 per cent annually, while earnings per employee rose by 18 per cent. The wide spatial distribution of tourist attractions also contributes to equity in the distribution of economic and infrastructural development. 

127. The national tourism policy promotes public-private partnerships in the tourism sector with a view to attracting investments in existing tourism facilities as well as in establishing new ones and enhancing community participation in tourism activities, improving the quality and breadth of the country’s tourist offerings in ecotourism, rural and agro-tourism amongst others. In addition it seeks to ensure that tourism private sector operators and communities form umbrella associations with appropriate codes of practice that enhance self-regulation.

128. Western Kenya has huge untapped potential for tourism. The government, despite launching a blue print to promote the Western circuit, has not invested in this circuit or enticed the private sector in investing in the Western circuit. Investments are still concentrated in the traditional circuits (i.e. national parks and the coast). Some of the attractions in the Western circuit that have not been fully exploited are: hot-air ballooning, gliding, nature hikes, mountain bike riding, mountain climbing, cultural tourism, butterfly farming, ancient caves, homestays, sports tourism and domestic tourism. A proposal is in circulation to build canopy walkways in Kakamega Forest, allowing tourists to see the canopy in a manner that is not destructive. Fly camps are an option for areas of forest where permanent buildings will not be appropriate or allowed.
2.5  Community Based Natural Resource Management

129. There has been a growing recognition in recent years that conservation will not succeed unless there is a recognition of the importance of natural resources for poor people who traditionally have been dependent upon them, and that they must play a role in management and use of such resources. Addressing local communities’ resource rights, strengthening the capacity to manage natural resources at local levels, and encouraging and catalyzing the profitable use of resources provide powerful incentives for democratic processes, institution building, and resource sustainability. The rationale is that poor rural communities will have a vested interest in sound management of the resources upon which they depend for survival. With that, conservation and maintenance of healthy ecosystems will follow.
130. Forest conservation does not only generate pure benefits for local communities; they also bear large and significant costs. Although it is KFS who must cover direct forest management costs, this only represents a small proportion of the total costs of conserving forests. Forest dwelling wild animals, especially elephants, buffaloes, birds and monkeys, regularly cause damage to trees and crops grown in the forest-adjacent area and in forest based smallholdings (Njuguna and Muriithi 1995, Ochieng 1993).
 It is estimated that wild animal damage to crops may occur to a total cost of USD 1 million a year on up to 1,500 ha of farms for directly forest-adjacent dwellers.

131. There is also a local opportunity cost to forest conservation. Although local populations can gain high tangible economic benefits from forest conservation through the continued utilisation of forest resources for household income and subsistence, they also face significant costs while the area remains under forest through damage to agricultural livelihoods and alternative uses of forest land foregone such as hunting, grazing and as a source of building materials. 
132. With regard to the sections of the community that bear the greatest costs, poorer members
 of the community are likely to bear a disproportionately higher burden of the costs of conservation. Community-based forms of management provide a means of setting in place the economic conditions and incentive structures which will meet both community livelihood and forest conservation goals. As a means of community ownership, Joint Forest Management (JFM) allows communities to sign joint forest management agreements with government and other forest owners. JFM is applicable where there is a pre-existing local or central government forest reserve. In this instance the forest adjacent communities enter into a Joint Management Agreement with the appropriate reservation authority to share management responsibility and benefits accruing. 
133. Community based tourism (CBT) offer many opportunities when it comes to entering the mainstream tourism market. According to Ecotourism Kenya (EK)
 most of the CBT businesses comprise a range of activities, products and services including tour guiding, sale of crafts and souvenir items, sight-seeing, boat rides, forest excursions, nature trails, cultural activities and accommodation. However, there is lack of market information and commercial orientation in their activities and communities need more support in marketing products. 
2.5.1 Community Conservation and Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES)

134. “Ecosystem services” means the benefits people obtain from ecosystems. These include provisioning services such as food, water, timber and fibre; regulating services that affect climate, floods, disease, wastes and water quality; cultural services that provide recreational, aesthetic and spiritual benefits; and supporting services such as soil formation, photosynthesis and nutrient cycling.

135. Government funds are limited in Kenya.
 Thus forest conservation competes for scarce land, money and other resources with other land uses and investment opportunities at local and national levels. An essential economic rationale for conserving forests is that they provide a stream of goods and services which generate economic benefits and support economic activities which accrue to the global community, the Kenyan economy and the livelihoods of the people who live around the forest. 

136. PES is expected to open up the wider understanding that work by communities in preserving forests and watersheds and other environmental assets renders benefits both to them and to a large extent to other beneficiaries downstream in the watershed or at a national level and even at a global level. The Draft Forest Policy 2007 has recognized this and clearly stipulates that users of benefits derived from forests contribute to their conservation and management through the user pay principle.

137. PES is also likely to be financed under global climate amelioration funds such as REDD (Reduction of Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation) and the CDM (Clean Development Mechanism) although more research is required in this growing sector.  

138. PES schemes in the Eastern Montane hotspot are not as yet established. However there are efforts by the government and the private sector to pay for these services in an indirect way. A few efforts exist such as accommodation facilities e.g. Rondo Retreat in Kakamega as a way of incorporating PES and corporate social responsibility assists communities around Kakamega forest in various income generating projects, so as to reduce encroachment into the forest. Some tea estates are assisting in PA protection as a way of paying for ecosystem services by assisting in international certification for tea growing farmers in order to benefit from global climate amelioration funding such as through fair trade and forest certification schemes. However, research is required on ascertaining whether PES is an effective means of engaging community support and involvement in forest conservation.
3. PART IB: Baseline Course of Action

3.1 Threats to Kenya Biodiversity, especially Montane Forests

3.1.1 Threats to Kenya’s Biodiversity 
139. The Government of Kenya National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan identifies the following key challenges to successful biodiversity conservation in the country:

· Adverse impacts of poverty and the rapidly increasing population has led to encroachment into wild habitats;
· Habitat conversion due to indiscriminate felling of trees for wood products and energy needs and drainage of wetlands for agriculture;
· Insecurity in some parts of the country which are rich in biodiversity; and

· Lack of integration of gender concerns in planning and management of biodiversity resources.

140. In the past two decades, Kenya’s forests have experienced severe destruction as a result 0f several factors which have in turn affected the hydrological cycles in the water towers and resulted in water shortages across the country. The National Environment Action Plan (NEAP) (1994) describes the challenges facing forest management, summarised as follows:

· An average of 5000 ha of forest reserve land is being lost annually through excision,

· Forest degradation through overexploitation has led to a 40-60% loss of standing wood volume from forest in the last 30 years,

· Overexploitation and illegal cutting of indigenous forests is a matter of great concern,

· Over 80% of all households in the rural areas use wood for fuel for their domestic needs, and

· Many forest areas have been cleared for cultivation and animal husbandry, human settlement and infrastructure development.

141. Similarly, the draft Environmental Policy (2008) identifies the following key issues affecting the management of protected areas: loss of forest cover; loss of habitat and biodiversity; excisions; Illegal logging and charcoal burning; forest fires; encroachment into forest areas; Overgrazing in forest land; landslides; Catchment degradation and unsustainable commercial forestry.

142. It is clear that Kenya’s biodiversity faces significant threats. Much of its significant biodiversity lies outside existing protected areas and has minimal formal protection, while the opportunities to create new state-owned and managed protected areas on land which is already being occupied and used are minimal. 
143. The main threats to biodiversity are well documented and were confirmed during the PPG preparatory phase through national and site-based consultative processes. They include: alteration of habitat and unsustainable wild harvesting of natural resources; rapid clearance of small habitat patches of high biodiversity value; conversion of land to agriculture; fragmentation of habitats; unsustainable utilization of timber from forests; and burning and draining of wetlands. Secondary threats include mineral exploration and mining and visitor impacts in fragile ecosystems.

144. These threats stem from a combination of many factors, including an inadequate and disharmonized legislative framework, absence/inadequacy of management plans and bio-regional scale conservation strategies, uncoordinated land development planning and a financial and human resource deficit for effective mitigation activities on the part of different parties including central and local governments and communities.

3.1.2 Threats to the Cherangani Hills Landscape

145. The Cherangani hills forest is threatened by several anthropogenic pressures as a result of rapid population growth and the increasing incidence of poverty, which has triggered encroachment into the forests for settlements, farming, timber, charcoal, firewood and grazing. The area has witnessed conflicts between downstream and upstream communities over the dwindling water resources because of watershed degradation by upstream communities. The forest has also faced serious challenges with encroachment. In addition, a declining natural resource base especially pastures and water has seen pastoralist communities venture into crop farming to diversify their livelihoods. As a result the fertile but steep forest land has suffered serious degradation.

146. Forest encroachment and occasional fires are a threat to the Cherangani Hills. Grazing is a major concern. Cattle are routinely left to roam in the forest during the dry season, causing considerable damage. As the population outside the forest increases, the availability of good pasture land is decreasing. Pressures on the forests are increasing. Currently the small-scale farmers graze their cattle in pasture land outside the forest, and the large herds in the forests apparently belong to wealthy individuals who are influential locally.
 Embotut Forest has a long-standing squatter problem, with around 5,000 people living within the forest boundaries.
 

147. It was established during the PPG participatory process that forest management is affected by changing lifestyles among local communities, notably adoption of crop farming by pastoral communities. Against high incidences of livestock loss because of persistent drought and cattle rustling, pastoralists have turned to crop farming including farming in the forests. Forests have similarly suffered from serious overgrazing because of increasing livestock numbers. Livestock grazing in the forests has intensified due to loss of pasture because of increased recurrence of drought and increased population.

3.1.3 Threats to the Kakamega Forest landscape

148. The Kakamega forest is threatened by rapid population growth, high incidence of poverty and dwindling land sizes in the face of weak enforcement of existing legislation. As a result, encroachment of forests for timber, charcoal, firewood and grazing persist. Local people are estimated to derive products worth KES 100 million (approximately USD 1.7 million) from the forest each year.
 
149. Agricultural encroachment has led to large-scale degradation in recent years, and illegal tree-felling and charcoal burning are considerable threats
. Forest and glade grazing of livestock, allowed by Presidential decree in 1994, prevents tree regeneration and causes policing problems. Hunting for bush-meat, debarking of certain trees for traditional medicine, and firewood collection are also serious problems.

150. 
Continuing forest fragmentation and destruction in Kakamega threatens the status of avifauna. Some forest species, such as Yellow-mantled Weaver, have not been recorded for many years. A number of montane forest birds that formerly occurred in the area, such as Hartlaub’s Turaco and Fine-banded Woodpecker, appear to have disappeared since the severing of forest connections with the nearby, higher altitude, North Nandi Forest.

3.1.4 Threats to the North and South Nandi Landscape

151. North Nandi forest is threatened by anthropogenic pressures driven by rapid population growth, increasing incidence of poverty and dwindling farmlands. These anthropogenic pressures have led to encroachment and alienation of forest land for settlements, farming, timber, charcoal, firewood and grazing. Population increase has resulted in people encroaching on river banks and on wetlands causing soil erosion, siltation and river pollution. In some places landslides have been reported. These activities have endangered the wetland wildlife such as the Sitatunga, Crowned Crane among others which have been subjected to poaching. 

152. South Nandi forest faces a number of conservation challenges. In addition to weak enforcement of existing policies and legislation, the forest is under anthropogenic pressures emanating from the surrounding settlements. The forest is situated within an agriculturally rich area characterised by fertile soil and high rainfall. These factors have exposed the forest to increasing threat of alienation and encroachment for settlements, farming, grazing, timber, charcoal and firewood. Increasing demand for forestry resources has exposed the forests to unsustainable exploitation. 

153. South Nandi has been heavily logged in the past, which has severely affected the vegetation structure – some parts have reverted to a thicket formation. Many of the other problems faced by Nandi South are common to indigenous forests all over Kenya (Waiyaki 1998).
 Tree-poaching and platform sawing are rampant in the Kaimosi area, and near other major settlements. Forest antelope are hunted heavily in the eastern sector where the surrounding human population is lowest; the lack of hunting elsewhere may reflect a lack of wildlife to hunt. 
154. Birds are also trapped seasonally, particularly Harlequin Quail in the grasslands. Honey gathering, seemingly a sustainable activity, also constitutes a conservation threat. Honey collectors here frequently fell an entire tree in order to reach one bee nest. These trees are often large and old, with natural cavities that provide essential nesting sites for a large array of hole-nesting forest birds. Livestock grazing inside the forest occurs, and some areas cleared for the development of tea plantations but not planted with tea are heavily grazed, preventing forest regeneration.

3.2 Root Cause Analysis 
155. An analysis of the root causes of biodiversity loss for the Montane forests of Western Kenya has identified factors operating at several levels, from the local level to national and international levels. These are among the more important factors driving the direct threats outlined above. 

156. These root causes stem from a combination of many factors, including an inadequate and unharmonized legislative framework, absence/inadequacy of management plans and bio-regional scale conservation strategies, uncoordinated land development planning and a financial and human resource deficit for effective mitigation activities on the part of different parties including central and local governments and communities. 
3.2.1 Local level Causes: 
157. A main cause for the lack of effectiveness of the current PA system for the Montane Forests is rooted in the reality that local communities lack basic skills and knowledge in participatory forest management. Local communities are unaware of their roles and responsibilities provided for in the policies and legislation. Further, there is low confidence or sense of ownership among some communities that they can implement projects or influence decisions at district level. In addition, local communities lack basic skills to undertake successful nature based enterprises, such as establishment of tree nurseries, tree farming as a business, beekeeping, ecotourism, charcoal production, and extraction of medicinal plants. These nature based enterprises can potentially improve the livelihoods of the local communities, thus help reduce pressure on forestry resources. Against rising poverty and resources scarcity, there is evidence of negative attitude towards protected areas as local communities seek to access forestry resources.

158. There is currently an absence of appropriate institutions/structures at community level to coordinate the use of natural resources and stimulate site-based conservation as well as manage PAs efficiently. This is linked to inadequate awareness and knowledge on policies and regulations regarding conservation.

3.2.2 National level Causes: 
159. One root cause for the threats described above is an undervaluation of the natural resource base both within and outside PAs, combined with the failure to accommodate the externalities of threats as part of a total accounting framework in the business case for financial investment. The immediate cost-benefit calculation of land use responsible for threats are often more favourable than conservation compatible land use, which tends to generate diffuse long term returns.

160. Specifically on the national level there is a lack of baseline information on protected areas, weak research and lack of data base on protected areas; lack of participatory forest management plans; weak technological base on natural resources management - charcoal production, honey processing; human - wildlife conflicts; human – human conflicts (upstream and downstream communities, competing interests among stakeholders, stiff competition among CBOs; and weak monitoring and evaluation.

161. A key root cause is the reality that National conservation paradigms are based primarily on formal large Protected Areas. There is a corresponding lack of a clear or accepted mechanism to conserve small biodiversity sites and an associated history of a limited will of GoK staff to engage with communities in resource management and related attitudinal rigidity.
162. Weaknesses in the implementation of individual policies and legislation including inadequate enforcement, overlapping mandates, lack of coordination and conflicts are another root cause. The lack of clearly defined PA boundaries is a root cause of both conflict and lack of agreed management practices for specific areas. 

3.3 Solutions to Threats and Root Causes
163. The long-term solution to address the pressures described above is to strengthen the PA system so that it serves as a shield against human-induced pressures on forest biodiversity. Despite the increasing populations and consequent land-use pressures evident in the area, it is still possible to upgrade critical Forest Reserves from production forests to conservation areas, and to elevate management within these areas. 
164. The following measures need to be undertaken to conserve a representative sample of biodiversity in the PA estate: upgrading the status of priority areas from Forest Reserve to National Reserve, changing the management objective of priority Forest Reserves from production use to conservation and designating these areas as Nature Reserves managed by the Kenya Forest Service ; the incorporation of unprotected forest blocks into the PA system as new Forest Reserves; and integrated management of forest landscapes by managing land uses within and adjacent to PAs so as to ensure their compatibility with biodiversity conservation objectives. 

3.3.1 Expanded and Rationalized PA Estate Management

165. The western forests are one of Kenya’s “Water Towers”, the Mau drains into the Mara River southwards, into the Rift Valley and Lake Nakuru NP to the east, through the tea estates of Kericho and to Lake Victoria in the west. The Cherangani hills drain into Lake Victoria and River Turkwell. The private sector has expressed considerable interest in maintaining forest cover in these areas for both water and climate regulation purposes. Opportunities also exist to develop tourism potential in the area. The development of Payments for Ecosystem Services and the tourism sector could provide a means of financing an expanded PA system. A business case for PA expansion and management needs to be made, and policies, regulations and institutions need to be strengthened to tap into these opportunities, and secure needed investment. 
166. Through a participatory process that supports policy enhancement on one level and public and private sector process on the other, a solution for an expanded and enhanced protected area estate, incorporating small patches and large expanses of forest is possible. At the heart of a successful approach will be the development of an increased level of protected areas in terms of actual coverage that is managed through joined up policies at a governmental level and systematic, holistic conservation management planning. Management planning needs to be engaged, responsive and ultimately adaptive to a changing environment. However, management capacities, underpinned by sound planning, must be adequate enough and responsive enough to ensure further degradation and deforestation practices beyond agreed limits becomes highly difficult and that the PA systems themselves are safeguarded by an enhanced protected area status. 

3.3.2 Community Engagement and Management in Forest Conservation: 
167. Many smaller forest patches with high conservation value are not amenable to the creation of traditional State-administered Protected Areas. These areas often have resident local communities, and land alienation to establish State PAs would not be politically tenable. Moreover, local communities have tended to be excluded from PA management. As a consequence, their livelihood needs are often ignored, causing them to perceive that PAs generate few benefits but impose high costs. The government has recently established policies and legislation (Environmental Management & Coordination Act 1999, Forest Act 2005, Kenya Wildlife Service Strategic Plan 2005-2010) to provide for the establishment of Community Conservation Areas (CCAs) with the intention that such areas be managed by communities and, where feasible, the private sector (i.e. Land Trusts), with the support of government. 

168. This process will allow the PA estate to be expanded onto State and non-State Land as needed and enhance its bio-geographical representation while also providing a mechanism for managing the forest edge--- thus ensuring that effective buffers are created around PAs. While policies to do this are codified in national legislation, the mechanisms to operationalize and test the policy are still needed, as are experiences by which to inform its wider constituency. At the national level there is still a prevailing attitudinal rigidity towards conservation approaches involving local communities. There is also little understanding of the importance of small areas in conserving Kenya's forest biodiversity. Existing legislation is poorly understood by government officials on-the-ground and by local communities, leading to inconsistent implementation. Trust between communities, locally-powerful resource users and government is limited and needs to be improved.

169. Establishment of Site Support Groups (SSG) that will champion site conservation and help manage areas on a community level will be a crucial step forward, to which Western Kenya can draw upon the successes in Group Ranches and Conservancies in other parts of Kenya, particularly Laikipia District with community conservancies and in Nature Kenya’s work in Arabuko Sokoke. Training of members in conservation management will be a crucial aspect of this work as will the development of site co-management plans in participatory manner and training of local GoK staff and community members in co-management practices.
170. It will be of considerable importance to increase capacity of SSGs in basic organisational skills and in fundraising/ marketing ability as well as to identify and develop incentives for conservation at each site. The establishment of natural resource-based enterprises for SSG financial sustainability is a key aspect of a successful approach as is the importance of establishing and training site monitoring teams at each site in order to create baselines on biodiversity status and to regularly monitor and report on change in biodiversity, incorporated into revised management plans and documented best practices. These may be used to advocate and promote successes and lessons at national and local levels for expansion of the CCA/SSG approach.
3.3.3 Operational Capacity for PA Management: 
171. It is not sufficient alone to support policy engagement and community based natural resources management of forest resources alone when the operational capacity, both from a national and a local perspective is inadequate. Solutions for improved operational capacity are largely based on practical interventions that are supported by sound policy. Protected Areas must be managed to generate effective global and national and local environmental benefits, by agencies with functional capacity.

172. These solutions include the provision of improved staffing and equipment through better, and regular training and proper management of enhanced tools that support PA operations. With such training and tools, proper deployment of staff with appropriate equipment can be used to both address threats and underlying root causes. With the additional support of management and administration systems, staff can be utilised to not only manage effectively but to monitor changes over time as well as to coordinate with the private sector, government departments and, crucially, local communities. Lessons learned from developing operational capacities can be applied to other protected areas.

3.4 Barriers to the Conservation of Biodiversity

173. Kenya has made substantial strides in securing PAs and enhancing PA management for biodiversity conservation, achieving 10% coverage of land surface within its PA system. The KWS has been proactive in its efforts to secure additional resources to improve PA management. However, the baseline is characterised by sub-optimal levels of management stemming from a number of barriers to sound PA administration.

174. A number of barriers that are impeding the attainment of solutions have been identified through an interactive, participatory process involving a wide range of stakeholders. The problem analysis was undertaken by preparing a literature review, and through stakeholder interviews, inputs from experts, and a series of national stakeholder workshops held over the past few years. Various sets of barriers are currently impeding efforts to reduce the threats facing Montane Forests and to realize the normative solutions required to protect their biodiversity. These are as described as follows, by relevant component.
3.4.1 Expanded and Rationalized PA Estate Management

175. There has been no comprehensive overview of PA gaps in the past decade. A systematic plan for establishing and managing PAs to conserve biodiversity patterns and processes has never been developed. Forest areas thus generally consist of a mosaic of land under different management categories, managed without an overarching conservation plan. Specific problems include: (a) Limited oversight by conservation authorities of forest Protected Areas, with little active management planning, management coordination between agencies and districts, and biodiversity monitoring. NEMA and Ministry of Environment have a coordination role over biodiversity conservation, given sanction through EMCA. Institutional coordination between the two PA agencies (KWS and KFS) is accommodated through a MoU that allows for joint management of some selected areas – i.e. Kakamega Forest. This MoU has lapsed but is subject to being revived. In practice, activities are poorly coordinated and there is a need to better align the mandates and activities of these institutions at landscape level ; (b) Over 70% of the area under Forest Reserves was managed for production before the past logging ban, rather than conservation. 

176. While some areas are designated as Nature Reserves to be managed for conservation, there are no formal regulations, management procedures or oversight mechanisms to ensure they are achieving biodiversity conservation objectives; (c) Policy frameworks governing PA management are often in-compatible with those governing local area development; the impacts of the latter on conservation values are not being accommodated in the cost-benefit assessments that underpin decision making; and (d) There is limited business planning to tap into economic opportunities (i.e. tourism) outside the traditional wildlife areas. 

177. Currently, national conservation paradigms based primarily on formal large PAs and there is a lack of a clear or accepted mechanism to conserve small biodiversity sites despite the fact that much of Kenya's globally significant biodiversity lies outside the existing PA system. 

178. There are weaknesses in the implementation of individual policies and legislation including inadequate enforcement, overlapping mandates, lack of coordination and conflicts and although policy and national-level legislation for site-based conservation is in place (e.g. EMCA, Forest Act), there is often inadequate or inappropriate local legislation to allow for local control of natural resource utilization

179. There is a lack of baseline data on conservation status of important biodiversity and existing monitoring protocols are difficult to use. Detection of change in conservation attributes are inadequate or come too late to inform adaptive management decisions. There is no mechanism for getting monitoring results incorporated in revised management plans and little awareness at national level of value and importance of many biodiversity sites outside existing PAs. Indeed, the national mechanism to monitor change in site biodiversity status and coordinate action is inadequate.
3.4.2 Community Engagement and Management in Forest Conservation

180. In terms of community engagement and management of forest resources, there are a number of barriers. These have been discussed in the context of threats and root causes above but are summarised here as to how they may be barriers to the solutions proposed above:

· Poor knowledge of policies and regulations relating to conservation among local communities

· Lack of appropriate institutions/ structures at community level to coordinate use of natural resources and no established local structures to co-manage natural resources in western Kenya
· Lack of acceptable site plans to guide co-management initiatives
· Lack of confidence or sense of ownership among some communities that they can implement projects or influence decisions

· Lack of champions at community level to support site-based conservation

· Weak financial base for local conservation initiatives

· Limited ability of community members to benefit from natural resource utilization

· Most of the value of natural resource extraction goes to outsiders rather than community members, thus giving little incentive to conserve

· Inability of communities to control use of some natural resources by outside exploiters (e.g. businesses)

· Anthropogenic pressures from within and without PAs.

· Lack of skills to value natural resources within the PAs
· Lack of clarity on appropriateness of CCA/SSG approach under differing socio-economic circumstances

· Advocacy for CCA/SSG approach to conservation insufficient and not well targeted

· Need for strong national champion of CCA/SSG approach in order to influence senior GoK staff

3.4.3 Operational Capacity for PA Management

181. While KWS is long established, and generally operates at a thorough capacity, the capabilities of the nascent KFS for PA management are more limited. The fragility of present management systems was underscored during post-election violence in Kenya in 2008, when many Forest Reserves were invaded by looters seeking quick revenue from logs and fuel-wood. In contrast the better resourced National Reserves were scarcely touched. 
182. Operational capacity weaknesses exist at all levels from on-ground field staff through to the headquarters level. Typical weaknesses include: unclear mandates for the delivery of PA functions, an inability to match staffing and funding to site-specific needs; weak accountability for performance in the past, and problems with the delegation of authorities to the field. Twenty years of under-funding of the PA system, particularly prior to the establishment of KFS have led to the degradation of PA infrastructure and loss of management skills.

183. Local-level GoK and District Council staff have little understanding of, or access to, enabling legislation and often have little capacity to implement co-management with communities. Indeed, existing models for site-level conservation by communities in productive landscapes are inadequate and insufficiently tested and there is inadequate awareness and knowledge on policies and regulations regarding conservation; 

184. Despite good legislative intentions envisaged in Forest Act and Water Act, the implementation of the reforms in these sectors have been hampered by lack of resources including personnel and equipment to effectively and efficiently manage the protected areas. 
185. The management of the protected areas is hampered by weak capacity of the various stakeholders. The principles of participatory forest management envisaged in the new Forest Act remains unclear to the various stakeholders including KFS personnel. 
186. Although there are individuals with sound motivation and capacity at management level in most government departments, most of the human resource base is generally weak. From time to time this can result in the ineffective deployment of staff. This problem is compounded by the high mortality and morbidity rates of staff from suspected HIV/AIDS related illnesses. 

187. Most protected areas suffer from lack of basic infrastructure, (especially good roads and communication network) making it difficult to manage protected areas. This has been attributed to poor planning and inadequate financing of protected areas management. 
4. PART II: Project Strategy

4.1 Project Rationale and Policy Conformity

188. This proposed project in the Montane Forests of Kenya satisfies the requirements for GEF financing under Strategic Programme three in the Biodiversity Focal Area SP3 – “Strengthening Terrestrial Protected Area Networks”. The project will directly bring an additional 95,000 ha of land into PA categories designed to conserve biodiversity, including unprotected forest lands and reserve forests being managed for production. The systemic interventions planned will indirectly improve the status of the entire western forest estate. This will be achieved by improving accountability for decision making, monitoring and adaptive management. The project takes a comprehensive approach towards strengthening the management effectiveness of PAs in conserving biodiversity. 

189. This will lead to the constitution of new PAs and reclassification of Forest Reserves established for productive purposes under higher PA management categories, managed expressly for biodiversity conservation. In order to ensure that existing management capacities and finances are not stretched unduly in the process, the project addresses capacity needs at the systemic level--- particularly the need to improve institutional coordination of PA management, and integrate PAs into local area development frameworks. In addition, research is proposed to assess means of sustainable financing for an expanded PA system can be financed through government funding, private sector investment in tourism, and the development of PES schemes with tea plantations and other businesses.
190. This project aims to demonstrate that all sectors can work together through an integrated approach and that co-management/participatory approaches that involve local communities in decision making can lead to better conservation and sustainable livelihoods. A model will be produced for conserving biodiversity in co-managed PAs. Since this project is the first of its kind in Kenya, there is a knowledge gap on implementing such a co-management arrangement. By design, the project will demonstrate a model of participatory approaches in different ecosystems and will promote broad stakeholder participation among the public, private sector and local communities focusing on conservation, sustainable use and equitable sharing of benefits accrued in line with the three objectives of the Convention on Biological Diversity. The project will provide for systematic and institutional strengthening through building capacity in both government and local communities to ensure models for long-term sustainability are in place and provide a strategy and plan for the replication of best practices and lessons that can be used to create similar co-managed protected areas across the country.

191. The project will work in the following sites:

· Cherangani Hills Forest Landscape

· Kakamega Forest Landscape

· North and South Nandi Forest Landscape

192. Lessons learnt at the landscape scale will be widely disseminated across districts and up to the national level for strategic planning work. This aims to assist scaling up of the approaches used throughout the Montane Forests of Kenya - thereby contributing even more to the development of a national system of community managed protected areas. 

193. The activities planned as part of the project will last five years. During this time local communities will learn how to manage their forest resources in a sustainable manner. This project is formulated so as to build on the lessons learnt from previous projects. 
4.2 Project Goal, Objective, Outcome, Components and Outputs

194. The Goal of this Integrated Ecosystem Management Programme is: The Montane Forest Biodiversity and Ecosystem Values are Conserved and Provide Sustainable Benefit Flows at Local, National and Global Levels.

195. The project will be responsible for achieving the following project objective: The spatial coverage and management effectiveness of the Montane Forest PA sub system is expanded and strengthened.

	COMPONENT 1. Systemic and Institutional Capacities for Managing an Expanded and Rationalized PA Estate

	COMPONENT 2. Community management of PAs (JFM/CBNRM)

	COMPONENT 3. Operational Capacities for PA Site Management


196. The proposed project is designed to lift the barriers to establishment of a representative and well managed PA system in the western part of the Eastern Afro Montane Hotspot, specifically constituted for the purpose of biodiversity conservation. The project will comprise three complementary components which will be cost shared by the GEF and co-financing. Each addresses a different barrier and has discrete outcomes.

197. Component 1: Systemic Capacities for PA Management. The project will provide funding to develop a Systematic Conservation Plan for PAs in the Hotspot, providing a blueprint for reclassifying PA categories, adding unprotected sites to the System and providing management guidelines. A monitoring and reporting framework will be established to gauge the effectiveness of PA management at systems level, feeding into the decision making systems circumscribing development planning and budgeting. The Plan will define the management objectives and arrangements for different PAs. In tandem, the institutional capacities for coordinating PA planning and operations will be strengthened among central government institutions, decentralised government organs, civil society, and the private sector. A business case for PA management will be framed, including of new sites and Forest Reserves reclassified as National Reserves. This will provide an economic case for PA finance, elaborate cost coefficients for the delivery of PA functions, and prepare a budgeted action plan for PA operations, with an accompanying revenue framework. This improved Governance framework will result in: (a) Priority Forest Reserves reclassified as National Reserves or Nature Reserves
, accountable to a higher management standard, and the incorporation of unprotected forest blocks as PAs; (b) governance frameworks that allow for the effective administration of the PA system as part of the development framework; and (c) financial sustainability plans developed and implemented with partner support. 

198. Specific outcomes of the first component are expected to be:

· New PAs established: 20,000 ha; threatened forest reserves forests reclassified to higher management category: National Reserve (20,000 ha.)/Nature Reserve ( 25,000 ha): a total of 65,000 ha under improved PA management regimes.
· Of the 20,000 ha, reclassified, the majority will be the smaller forest patches currently unprotected. Of the 45,000 ha to be reclassified, these will be divided between the three focal landscapes of the Cherangani Hills, Kakamega Forest and the North and South Nandi Forests, proportionally.
· Governance systems provide for the effective administration of the PA system as part of the regional development agenda by effective mainstreaming into local planning (measured by the PA Systems Scorecard). 
· Increase in PA budget of >50 % over baseline of USD >5 mill$ p.a. covers recurrent costs of forest protected area system (PA Finance Score Card).

199. Component 2: Community Management of Forest PAs. The project will develop a system for management of PAs by local communities and where feasible, the private sector. This will result in the creation of Community Conservation Areas in which government, communities and the local private sector participate in management, where benefits arising are equitably distributed. The CCAs will include new PAs, established on unprotected lands as needed to protect small forest patches with high conservation values. The project will also institute joint forest management systems with government, in the buffer areas of Forest Reserves that are being reclassified as National Reserves. The project will build on the existing supportive policy and legislative framework for CCAs and JFM by providing support for the enactment of bylaws, development of site management plans, setting up village site support groups, and clarifying the roles and responsibilities of the role players. Training will be provided to operationalize PA functions in all sites, in particular enforcement. These areas will be managed to support sustainable community livelihoods from sustainable forest harvests that are compatible with the overarching biodiversity conservation needs. The project will provide funding for the development of sustainable use management systems in forest corridors; agro-forestry on cultivated land supported with co-financing will seek to enhance biological connectivity. A monitoring and enforcement system will be put in place once sustainable off-takes and management arrangements have been defined for resources to ensure that such utilization does not threaten biodiversity.

200. Specific outcomes of the second component are expected to be:

· Reduction in forest loss in small unprotected forest blocks. CCAs established covering a target area of 10,000 ha. These will be likely be on average 1,000ha in size each if 10 area created.
· Reduction in forest degradation at the forest edge through the creation of JFM buffer zones in Forest Pas in the three landscapes (20,000 ha of existing forest, focusing on the buffer zones and likely to be divided proportionally between the three landscapes according to area – to be confirmed at project inception)

· Cost drivers for PAs are reduced as community acceptance of PAs leads to a reduction of PA incursions

· PA management system effectively integrates conservation needs and local livelihoods.

201. Component 3 Operational Capacities for PA Site Management: The project will provide funding to strengthen PA functions in National Reserves and Nature Reserves, including by improving institutional capacities to deploy funds, staff and equipment to address threats to biodiversity, and to deliver PA functions such as community liaison, enforcement, and reporting. A PA monitoring system will be established that will assess the effectiveness of PA management in mitigating threats to biodiversity; this will be tied to the operational planning and budgeting system to facilitate adaptive PA management. The System will, amongst other things, set controls to assess the efficacy of management systems against sites without such management—in particular Forest Reserves with production related functions. PA operations will be tied to district and community enforcement schemes, to improve their cost effectiveness. 
202. Specific outcomes of the third component are expected to be:

· Protected Areas are managed to generate effective global and national and local environmental benefits, by agencies with functional capacity (measured by site level Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool).

· Reduction in forest loss and degradation in forest blocks covering an area of 175,000 ha. in western Kenya.

203. The project will deliver 15 Outputs, organized within the four components and summarised here (see Project Logical Framework for detailed outputs under each component). 

4.2.1 Component 1.  Systemic and Institutional Capacities for Managing an Expanded and Rationalized PA Estate

Output 1.1 Create a Systematic Conservation Plan for PA Coverage in the Eastern Montane landscape which provides the framework for upgrading reserve forest to higher status PAs (IUCN Category 1I/II/ or IV PAs) and incorporating unprotected forest into the PA system.
204. Output 1.2 Regulations provided under the Forest Act established that formalize a new category of Forest Reserve managed for biodiversity conservation: to be termed ‘Nature Reserve’.

205. Output 1.3 At least 6 Forest Blocks gazetted as new PAs: boundary demarcation into core & buffer areas; site registration]; Areas of at least 5 Forest Reserves upgraded to Higher PA category [gazettal and boundary demarcation completed] as National / Nature Reserve.

206. Output 1.4 Management Plans developed for three PA clusters in major Forest Habitat Blocks: Cherangani Hills, Kakamega Forest and Nandi Forests (North and South Nandi blocks).

207. Output 1.5 Upgraded institutional capacities for coordinating PA planning and operations at central, regional and local government levels.

208. Output 1.6 PA management objectives are integrated into district development plans/ programs.

209. Output 1.7 Business case for Forest PA sub system is made through research, documenting economic benefits, likely partners, cost coefficients for PA functions, budgets and revenue options (PES, tourism concessions, government/ donor budget appropriations). 
4.2.2 Component 2: Community management of PAs (JFM/CBNRM).

210. Output 2.1 At least 10 Community Conservation Areas established as new PAs to protect small forest patches with high conservation value and at least 10 Joint Forest Management systems established in the buffer areas to National Reserve Nature Reserves Forest Reserves and managed to reduce pressures on core areas [boundary marking/ area zoning].

211. Output 2.2 Village Site Support Groups established and registered; roles and responsibilities for CCA/ JFM are defined, management rules developed, bylaws enacted and site management plans are developed for all sites Capacity emplaced to administer PA functions in all sites (enforcement and monitoring).

212. Output 2.3 Business plans define income generation opportunities from sustainable use of forests. Sustainable use management system invoked in areas zoned for forest extraction (resource inventories, sustainable off-takes defined, monitoring and enforcement system in place).

4.2.3 Component 3: Operational Capacities for PA Site Management

213. Output 3.1 Improved systems level operations capacity ensures deployment of funds, staff, and equipment) to address threats to forest PAs established expressly to conserve biodiversity (National Reserves and Nature Reserves).

214. Output 3.2 PA core infrastructure in place (boundary posts, fire breaks, and ranger stations, and visitor interpretation) in focal PAs /buffer zones.

215. Output 3.3 PA staff skills sets cover all conservation functions (enforcement, policing, reporting, survey/ monitoring work, participatory management).

216. Output 3.4   Systems in place (reporting, records and action) to improve the coordination of PA enforcement functions with districts and communities.

217. Output 3.5 Partnership Coordination and Lessons Learning, Mau Forest Complex.

4.3 Project Risks and Assumptions

218. The identification of risks was initiated at a very early stage of project development. The main risks, risk rankings and mitigation measures are presented below. 
Table 3. Risk Analysis

	Risk
	Rate
	Risk Mitigation Measure

	Significant increases in externally driven pressure on forest protected areas leading to increased forest loss and fragmentation.
	Med
	This is the crux of the project – demonstrating the importance of natural forest ecosystems for sustaining ecological goods and services vital to the development agenda. Implementation arrangements will seek to involve local communities and the private sector in PA management. Distributional assessments will be undertaken to ensure there is an equitable spread of benefits and to provide a utilitarian incentive for conservation. Anecdotal evidence suggests that areas with broad based stakeholder ‘ownership’ have suffered less degradation than areas without such stakeholder involvement.

	The newly created Kenya Forest Service may receive little support and funding. 
	Low
	Indications from government and donor suggest that operational funding will be sufficient to enable KFS to meet its new mandates.

	The KFS - KWS partnership on managing PAs for Biodiversity Conservation does not function properly, undermining PA governance. 
	Low
	The developing KFS and KWS policies and strategic plans all stress the need for partnership. The project will provide support for the institutionalization of co-operative PA governance between conservation authorities, but also districts and village institutions.

	Land pressure and short term gain seekers reduce attempts for rational landscape level conservation.
	High
	Feasibility studies will be undertaken as part of the Systematic Conservation Plan. The project will seek to manage trade-offs between real development needs and conservation actions within the PA system. Improved enforcement will serve as a deterrent against rent seeking; the project will therefore strengthen enforcement capabilities. 

	Climate change could lead to changed distributions of BD components, and changes in community and private sector demands on forest resources.
	Low
	A focus on landscapes (as opposed to small patches), with sufficient buffer zone protection militates against short-term change. The maintenance of forest cover is good adaptation policy in the face of uncertainty (because rainfall in this region is expected to increase; the maintenance of watershed integrity is critical to avoid major floods). 



*Risk rating – High (High Risk), Med (Modest Risk), and Low (Low Risk). Risks refer to the possibility that assumptions, defined in the logical framework, may not hold.

4.4 Alternative Strategies Considered

219. The option of investing project resources in other conservation strategies were considered during the development of this project. The PAs system in Kenya should cover alpha, beta and gamma biodiversity. Two alternatives are described in as follows
220. Option 1 – Integrated Conservation and Development Project. In the past GEF investment has been used to fund Integrated Conservation and Development Projects managed by project implementation units, often through NGOs. The broad lessons learned about these kinds of projects is that they fail to deliver long term solutions as they are not sufficiently embedded in the local systems of governance, and also do not focus on delivery of outcomes that will outlast the project interventions. In this project the emphasis is on the government agencies managing the forests as well as engaging community involvement and co-management. Emphasis is also placed enhancing the protected area network on the ground in an operational sense. These will deliver tangible outcomes that will be recognised in law, and will therefore survive potentially for the next century, or more.  
221. Option 2 – Trust Fund. The option of using the GEF funding for the Montane Forests to establish a parallel structure for forest management was considered. Whilst attractive, the level of funding available and the need for rapid results on the ground to improve the protected area network and mitigate critical threats overruled that as a useful option for this particular GEF project. Further, the policy and institutional framework of the Kenyan Government should be sufficiently robust to manage the process without recourse to a trust fund. Further still, funding will be better placed, as far as is appropriate, at a ground level where it is sorely required. 
222. The only viable option and alternative is to engage local communities to protect, conserve and benefit from biodiversity in their lands. Fortunately, this option is viable in all areas and provides an opportunity not only to protect biodiversity per se but also to contribute to sustainable living and human development.

4.5 Country Ownership and Eligibility
223. Kenya ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity on 26th July 1994 along with the Framework Convention on Climate Change on 30th August 1994. Kenya is eligible for technical assistance from UNDP.

224. This project is in line with stated national priorities, including Kenya's obligations under the National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy and Action Plan (2000). The Environmental Management and Coordination Act (1999), which is the national umbrella environmental legislation, spells out the role of local communities in sustainable utilisation of biodiversity resources. The Forest Act (2005), presents an opportunity for local communities to co-manage forest resources with the government, while the Agriculture Act provides for river valley protection and conservation. The Land Act provides for sound land use practices. Unfortunately, government and local capacity to implement these pieces of legislation and policy is either lacking or inadequate. 

225. The project is in line with Kenya’s Forest Master Plan that requires the effective management of the forest estate with local communities as development partners. The Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS) strategic plan (2005-2010) has recognised the need to expand the protected areas network; need to work with all partners; and the need to ensure local community involvement and collaboration in the management of protected areas. KWS recognises that there is biodiversity outside formal PAs hence the posting of District based wardens. NEMA recognises the need for wider environmental conservation given the increasing environmental degradation partly due to low public awareness; poor agro-production systems; low ownership of the environment as a significant contributor of people’s livelihoods and low human capacity to engage in constrictive environmental conservation initiatives.

226. The World Parks Congress (2003) and IUCN Congress highlighted the importance of expansion of protected areas networks and the need to improve the status of protected areas as priorities over the next decade. The Kenya government has also articulated these needs through District Development Plans, national policy papers, and the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (2000). The Kenya Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper outlines the role of grassroots participation in eradicating poverty, the most important threat to national and global biodiversity in the developing world. The Kenya government has also shown concern for conserving global biodiversity by ratifying all key conventions and treaties, notably the Convention on Biological Diversity in 1994, Convention on Migratory Species in 1999, Convention on Wetlands in 1990, and the Climate Change and Desertification conventions.

227. The UN Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) considers protected areas as cornerstones for biodiversity conservation and as critical tools for reducing the current rate of loss of species and habitats in all types of ecosystems (2010 biodiversity target, decision VI/26). 
228. Recognizing the unsatisfactory spatial coverage of protected areas, the expanded Programme of Work on Forest Biodiversity (decision VI/22) calls for Parties to “assess the representativeness of protected areas relative to forest types” and to “establish biologically and geographically representative networks of protected areas” (programme element 1, goal 3, objective 3). In addition, the framework for monitoring implementation of the achievement of the 2010 target states that “at least 10% of the world’s forest types” should be effectively conserved (decision VIII/15).
229. The Global Environment Facility (GEF) is the main funding mechanism for providing assistance to developing countries to facilitate them to achieve the targets set out within the CBD – to which they are signatories. This project will address the 2010 target related to protected areas and the conservation of the world’s forests. It will also seek to ensure that the protected areas in these areas are effectively managed.

4.6 Program Designation and Conformity

4.6.1 The Fit with GEF Focal Area Strategy 
230. This proposed project in the Montane Forests of Kenya is consistent with GEF Strategic Program 3: Strengthening Terrestrial Protected Areas. The project will directly address GEF Strategic Priority 1 on Biodiversity: Strengthening National Protected Area Systems. The Project contributes to the following Indicators of BD-Strategic Objective 1:

Table 4. Project Contribution to BD-1 Indicators

	Strategic Objective 
	Indicators
	Project’s contribution

	SO-1:

To catalyze

sustainability of

protected area

systems


	• Extent of habitat cover (hectares) by biome type maintained, as measured by cover and fragmentation in protected area systems

• Extent and percentage increase of new habitat protected (hectares) by biome type in protected area systems that enhances ecosystem representation

• Protected area management effectiveness as measured by protected area scorecards that assess site management, financial sustainability, and capacity
	95,000 ha of forests in Western Kenya under new or improved PA management systems with  a marked increase in financial scorecards results

An increase in METT scores across the three landscapes whereby monitoring indicates species diversity either unaffected or increased


231. The project is aligned with the National Forest Policy, the Wildlife Policy and Environmental Policy and Strategies. The National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (2000) stresses the importance of conserving natural forests within a representative and effectively managed national protected area estate in order to maintain species diversity and endemism. The NBSAP further stresses the need to develop a representative and sustainable national PA system. The Environmental Management & Coordination Act, 1999, and Forest Act, 2005 provide for the establishment of Community Conservation Areas (CCAs) with the intention that such areas be co-managed by the Government, local communities and, where feasible, the private sector (for example Land Trusts).

232. The importance of the Eastern Montane Forest Ecoregion is under-scribed in Kenya’s Joint Assistance Strategy and Vision 2030, which provides a long term cross-sectoral development framework for the nation. The Government has placed forest management at the top of its development agenda. This has led the Kenya Wildlife and Forest Services to place the strengthening of the Forest PA systems in Western Kenya as priorities within their Work Plans. Kenya ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity on 26th July 1994 along with the Framework Convention on Climate Change on 30th August 1994. Kenya is eligible for technical assistance from UNDP.

233. Through its second component, the project responds to a national gap and a need to create new community-managed conservation areas in productive landscapes, and to test and adapt new joint management systems for such areas. This will be complemented by building an appropriate enabling environment that will facilitate replication of these demonstrations throughout Kenya. It is expected that the number of community-managed conservation areas will increase over time and will be under sound management.

4.6.2 Linkages to UNDP Country Programme

234. UNDP has a long history supporting forest management  in Kenya, having invested heavily in the management of forest protected areas in East Africa with GEF funded and other initiatives in Uganda, Rwanda and Tanzania as well as in Kenya. Strengthening Protected Area Management constitutes one of UNDP’s two Signature Programmes in the Biodiversity Focal area. UNDP is in a good position to ensure inter-project learning. 

235. UNDP is a founder member of the Kenya Protected Areas Planning Committee, whose members include NEMA, PA authorities and the donor community. UNDP’s Country Programme in Kenya places emphasis on environmental governance and associated capacity building and institutional support. Weak governance is ultimately responsible for forest degradation and efforts to improve governance will be essential if biodiversity is to be conserved. 

236. UNDP has played a lead role in supporting reform in the forest sector, in particular through the creation of the Kenya Forest Service and the promulgation of the Forest Act. The project builds on this work—addressing capacity shortcomings that are undermining conservation. 
237. The project will contribute to meeting the objectives as set out in the UNDP Country Programme and is consistent with the agreed terms in the UNDP Country Programme. The strategies to be adopted under the project are consistent with UNDP’s mandates in the development arena, and will complement UNDP’s work on strengthening governance, in particular improving institutional effectiveness in public institutions. 

238. Building on existing initiatives and networks in Kenya this approach will encourage coordinated and collaborative UN support to Kenya, thus maximizing efficiencies and effectiveness of the organizations’ collective input.

239. The programme will be guided by the five inter-related principles of the UN Development Group (UNDG):

· Human-rights-based approach to programming, with particular reference to the UNDG Guidelines on Indigenous Peoples’ Issues,

· Gender equality;

· Environmental sustainability;

· Results-based management;

· Capacity development.

240. In addition, the project will: 

· Facilitate partnerships, drawing on expertise from a range of national and international organizations acting as executing agencies to ensure well coordinated and timely action;

· Actively contribute to coordination and mainstreaming in-country, while avoiding duplication of effort with other initiatives.

241. The project is also in line with other international activities and regional programmes. It is in line with the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) adopted by Kenya, especially MDG-7 on “Environmental Sustainability”. 
4.6.3 Linkages with GEF Financed Projects

242. This project satisfies the requirements for GEF financing under the Strategic Priorities for the recently approved Strategy for Sustainable Forest Management; biodiversity sub program namely, SOI: “Conservation of Globally Significant Forest Biodiversity”, and within this SO, SP3 – “Extending and Strengthening Terrestrial Protected Area Networks”. This will include gazettement of new Forest Nature Reserves, and re classification of priority Forest Reserves under insecure District administration as priority National Forest Reserves, under the administration of the National Forest Service. Collectively, these measures will serve to increase the area under effective PA administration for biodiversity conservation and improve forest security. 

243. Substantively, the project will benefit from UNDP’s past work in supporting the creation of the Kenya Forest Service.

244. The project is highly complementary with a number of national and regional GEF projects. The Project development team has worked in close collaboration with other project teams to avoid any duplication and overlap between the initiatives, and to optimise synergies. 

245. The project will collaborate closely with other related initiatives in Kenya and more broadly in Eastern Africa. A number of GEF projects have sought to improve forest management in Kenya, but none have focused specifically on strengthening the PA network in West Evergreen/ Hill forests. The project builds on the joint forest management systems pioneered under the GEF-UNDP Cross Borders Project, which involved Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda. The Commercial Insects Project has developed sustainable use management systems for butterfly husbandry and apiculture adjacent to the Kakamega Forest; this work provides an example of buffer zone management that integrates conservation with community livelihood needs, which has informed the project strategy. An agro-biodiversity project in western Kenya (GEF / WB) generated important lessons on tree cover restoration, pertinent to corridor establishment plans. A GEF- UNEP/ IFAD initiative is addressing forest degradation on the Mount Kenya Massif. Though within the Eastern African Montane Hotspot, this initiative is outside the West Evergreen/ Hill Forests that are targeted under this project and which are a conservation priority as they are comparatively under protected. 

246. The GEF-UNDP Coastal Forests Project is strengthening management of protected areas in the globally important coastal forests, another Biodiversity Hotspot. That effort complements this initiative in seeking to improve the bio-geographic representation of Kenya’s PAs. Finally, the GEF has approved funding under the GEF IV RAF allocation to Kenya for an initiative to strengthen management of Nairobi National Park and its surrounds. While this will work with KWS, it targets savannah ecosystems rather than moist forest habitats. The Kenya GEF Operational Focal Point is seeking to improve synergies between GEF projects; while each have discrete objectives, efforts are being made to cross fertilize good practices between these initiatives. 
4.7 Sustainability

247. Sustainability has been a major consideration throughout the development of this project. There are two key interlinked challenges to assuring sustainability. 
248. Without this GEF intervention, there will be a continuing loss of globally significant biodiversity values in the West Evergreen/ Hill Forests of threatened Eastern Montane Hotspot. This would be manifest through the conversion of un-protected forests to permanent crop cultivation, including tea and smallholder shambas, and degradation of Forest Reserves. While the Government has taken big strides to address past maladministration in the Forest Sector by establishing a new Parastatal responsible to an independent Board for forest management, and a new Forest Act that updates legislation to improve, amongst other things, forest conservation, and provide for greater community involvement in forest management, a number of barriers are impeding efforts to address biodiversity loss. 

249. The area of forest that is within a PA management category established to protect biodiversity is a small percentage of the overall forest landscape. The Project Alternative will establish a network of forest protected areas under a management category designed to protect biodiversity. This will incorporate priority production forests and unprotected areas. The planning framework, monitoring facilities, operational capacities and infrastructure will be emplaced, to ensure that PA authorities are able to fulfil their mandates in a coordinated and cost effective manner. The project will also address constraints pertaining to community participation in PA management, through the creation of community conservation areas in small forest patches and corridor areas and joint management of PA buffers. 

250. What is clear from the PPG process and the lessons learned from previous projects is that simply focusing on livelihood support without accompanying governance structures that the project is likely to fail. Therefore sustainability is incorporated into the approach of this approach of this project by the three-pronged effect that is underlined in the project strategy. First, to provide the policy framework to enable the forest landscapes of Western Kenya to be managed under enhanced protected status which will afford greater protection to an increased area of forest cover. Tied into this is the engagement of local people not only in co-management of forest areas but also to be supported in livelihood enhancement activities that are tied into the sustainable management of forest reserves. Third, by providing increased support to the operational capacity of forest management, to ensure that long term management of the forests has a considerably improved system of governance, bringing forest management practices to a level which can be sustained through ongoing training and equipment provision, funded in the long term by a stronger, more engaged government structure, supported on the community level and invested in by an increasing, managed, private sector investment interest.

4.8 Climate Change Adaptation

251. Climate change is likely to affect the distribution and abundance of both endemic and non-endemic species. The project has internalized this factor into design. See below a climate change adaptation implementation action plan to be followed during the project.

Table 5. Climate change adaptation implementation action plan.

	Needs / Issue
	Adaptation Measures
	Scope & Timing
	Responsible

	Protected Area network not climate proofed 
	Ensure connectivity between existing protected areas and avoid further fragmentation so that species / habitats have the opportunity to move under climate change scenarios. 
Manage protected areas to supply vital ecosystem services, in particular water supply and quality regulation, through the curtailment of forest loss and management of fire risks and other threats undermining these ecosystem services. 
	Forests in Western Kenya under improved PA status in different formats. Timing: within the 5 years of project implementation.
	KFS, KWS, NEMA with support of Nature Kenya

	Carbon financing
	Pilot testing of carbon financing mechanisms and likely implementation in the Kakamega Forest.
	Site selection is a proposed 473 hectare area composed of two sites that would connect two main forest islands (Kakamega Forest Proper and Yala Forest). Timing to be confirmed, likely within project timeframe
	Through KFS and NK engagement with Forest Again
 partnership


4.9 Replication Strategy

252. The Project incorporates good biodiversity management practices that have been demonstrated elsewhere. The main outcome of this project is a model that can be replicated throughout Kenya. With the participation of different stakeholders at different levels, it will be easier to share lessons and lobby for desired changes, spearheaded by officers from the different sectors of government. Based on demonstration that the various tools developed during an earlier project at three pilot sites are working in the new sites, will be critical for replication and will facilitate this process. It will be necessary to share information on benefits that communities have gained that have contributed to their well being. This will encourage replication in other areas more easily. 

253. The project will undertake field delivery of Kenyan policies and laws. Work will be implemented both at the national level on the development of an agreed conservation strategy for the Montane Forests and on looking strategically on the protected area system for these forests. Work will also be undertaken at the landscape level to deliver tangible improvements in the protected area system at that level. Lessons learned at the field level will inform the development of the national strategy and will help build the protected area system for Montane Forests by involving communities. These lessons, and the agreed strategy, will provide as basis for actions at other key landscapes within the Eastern Montane Forests of Kenya. 

254. Interventions at some of these landscapes are already receiving funding. Although these interventions are outside the scope of the co-finance of this project, they contribute additional opportunities for learning and scaling up the impact of the GEF project. Taken together this suite of investments and projects will be able to deliver significant improvements in the prospects for long term conservation in these forests. The results of this project will be widely replicable within the country and also elsewhere in the region, through a variety of media and through linkages with GoK and NGO campaigns.

Table 6. Replication Implementation Action Plan

	Component
	Needs/Opportunities for Replication
	Project Strategy for Replication

	COMPONENT 1. Systemic and Institutional Capacities for Managing an Expanded and Rationalized PA Estate.
	Gains in enhancing and increasing the PA status of western Kenyan forests, if successful, can be replicated for other ecoregional scale GEF projects globally where forest policy contexts are similar. 

This component will also help build the capacity of GoK agencies and hence they will be able to replicate the enhanced capacity themselves and apply gains across Kenya’s forests.
	Lessons from implementing the protected area systems approach in the Western Forests of Kenya will be documented, captured, and disseminated in technical papers and scientific products. The approach will also be promoted at relevant international meetings and technical protected area events. It is expected that the capacity build internally will be used to spread the lessons learned across the work of GoK and partners.

	COMPONENT 2. Community management of PAs (JFM/CBNRM).
	The work on the protected areas of Kenya will be of relevance to similar Montane forest landscapes in Africa and elsewhere. This component will also help build the capacity of the government agencies and hence they will be able to replicate the enhanced capacity themselves.
	As with the above, the approach to replication will be to capture the detailed lessons learned and the results of implementing this component and to make these available as broadly as possible. It is expected that the capacity built internally will be used to spread the lessons learned relating to community engagement and co-management.

	COMPONENT 3. Operational Capacities for PA Site Management. 

	This component will field test a number of operational support mechanisms which if successful can be applied to PA management not only across Kenya, but in other regional and global contexts with similar issues of governance and capacity at PA operational management level.
	Detailed learning from this field projects will be fed back to the systems of Government in all relevant agencies to share lessons on gains in operational management capacity. Crucially, lessons learned from the landscapes focused on in this component will be able to be shared with other forest PAs including the Mau Forest Complex.


5. PART III: Implementation Arrangements

5.1 Project Management & Implementation

255. The project will be implemented over a period of five years beginning in 2010. The project implementation plan is presented below. An inception period will be used to refine the project design and bring on board the relevant stakeholders for implementation.

5.1.1 Execution Modality. 
256. The project will be implemented using two hybrid modalities: National Execution (NEX) and NGO Execution, and where UNDP will act as the provider of the services and facilities that come about through a successful proposal and the Ministry of Environment and Mineral Resources of the Republic of Kenya shall retain overall responsibility for UNDP support.
257. The project will be executed by the Ministry of Environment and Mineral Resources (MEMR) and Nature Kenya with financial and technical support from the UNDP. The Ministry is responsible for policy mainstreaming and Nature Kenya is responsible for site activity execution. The three institutions, Ministry of Environment, Nature Kenya and the UNDP will be bound through a tripartite agreement.

258. Within the Ministry, the National Environment Management Authority will be the GEF Focal point. The project would be funded by GEF through UNDP, which is accountable to GEF for project delivery. UNDP thus has overall responsibility for supervision, project development, guiding project activities through technical backstopping and logistical support. 
5.1.2 Oversight

259. Project activities will be implemented at the national and landscape / site levels. The Project Coordination Unit will be responsible for overall national coordination of project activities, but in particular, it will coordinate national activities that are largely linked to policy and systematic and institutional capacities for managing expanded protected areas estates. Coordination among various Directorates, Government agencies and relevant stakeholders will be achieved through creation of a Project Coordination Unit (PCU) and Project Steering Committee (PSC). 
260. The PCU will also be responsible for coordination and mainstreaming of lessons and experiences into government operations, lessons learnt from activities in the Mau Forest Complex and linking with the National Task Force, a semi-autonomous body (agency) chaired by the Prime Minister which has oversight supervisory role on all project activities be they implemented by government or by Nature Kenya. The PCU will be headed by a Policy Specialist (PS) who shall be a salaried fulltime resource acquired competitively by both UNDP and Government.

261. Nature Kenya will be responsible for coordinating the execution of all field activities as the technical partner and assumes accountability for financial management in respect of the activities.

262. MEMR, UNDP and Nature Kenya will sign a tripartite agreement through which funds will flow from UNDP to MEMR through the Paymaster General which accounts for the government managed component and from UNDP to Nature Kenya for site level activities based on an approved workplan and via a disbursement scheduled agreed on during the project preparation and included in the project document detailing the resources and movement schedules.

5.1.3 Project Steering Committee
263. The Project will be guided and overseen by the Project Steering Committee (PSC), the highest decision making organ of the project. The PSC shall be housed within the MEMR. The PSC will be chaired by the Permanent Secretary of MEMR or his/her representative and shall be responsible for supervising project development, guiding project activities through technical backstopping and for contracting staff where necessary. UNDP will co-chair the PSC. The PSC members shall meet at least once in a year and comprise representatives from MEMR, UNDP, KFS, KWS, NEMA, KEFRI, Nature Kenya and East Africa Wildlife Society (EAWLS). The Policy Specialist and Site Support Specialist will be members of PSC as ex-officio observers responsible for taking and distributing minutes. Site Policy Officers shall attend meetings of the PSC by invitation and only on a need to basis.

264. The role of the PSC will be to:

· Supervise and approve the appointment of project staff

· Supervise project activities through monitoring progress 

· Review and approve work plans, financial plans and reports 

· Provide strategic advice to the PCU for the implementation of project activities to ensure the integration of project activities with poverty alleviation and sustainable development objectives 

· Ensure coordination between the project and other ongoing activities in the country 

· Ensure interagency coordination 
· Ensure full participation of stakeholders in project activities 

· Provide technical backstopping to the project 

· Assist with organisation of project reviews and contracting consultancies under technical assistance 

· Provide guidance to the PCU

5.1.4 Project Coordination Unit

265. The PCU shall be located within the MEMR and will be responsible for day-to-day oversight and coordination on implementation of project activities including supervision of activities contracted to consultants by Government. The PS heading the PCU reports to the Permanent Secretary, MEMR and maintains liaison with UNDP. The Policy Specialist (PS) is assisted by an Administrator/ Accountant. The PS will liaise directly with the Site Support Specialist (SSS) at PCU meetings and will receive reports and feedback from Site Policy Officers through the SSS.

266. The PC will link with the Mau Task Force for sharing lessons learnt relevant to the Mau Forest Complex (South West Mau and Maasai Mau Forests) and also those that will be government led such as institutional strengthening activities, policy and preparation of management plans.

267. The SSS will report directly to the PSC on the basis of approved workplan participate directly at the PSC with the agencies reports and workplan approved at the same meeting, and shall work under the guidance of the Executive Director of Nature Kenya.

5.1.5 Site Level Project Management

268. The project will focus on three forest landscapes: Kakamega, North and South Nandi, and the Cherangani Hills. Overall management of activities in these landscapes will be coordinated by the PCU through the National Project Coordinator under the guidance of the PSC.

269. There shall be three site committees to coordinate activities at the local level. The committees will be for Kakamega, Cherangani Hills and the two Nandi landscapes. Site committees will be responsible for forging linkage between sectors (agriculture, wildlife, forestry, planning, land water etc).

270. The site committees shall be responsible for guiding and coordinating the delivery of site activities. They will meet at least once every quarter-year to review work plans, review progress, discuss implementation barriers, agree on ways of addressing conservation barriers, forge linkages, harmonizes activities, exchange information and experiences, provide guidance for implementation, make financial decisions and raise funds. Site committees will be comprised of representatives from: KWS; KFS; NEMA; the Ministries (Environment, Wildlife and Forestry, Water, Agriculture, Lands, Local Government etc); Regional bodies (LBDA, Kerio Valley Development Authority, South Ewaso Nyiro Development Authority) and their Boards; representatives of communities; private sector of representatives; Nature Kenya and local or locally active NGOs.

271. Site committees will be chaired by District Commissioners of the districts where the landscapes are situated. They are supported by salaried Site Projects Officers, who ensure that all institutions receive funds, deliver activities according to work plans, prepare reports and account for their funds in a timely manner. The site policy officers are secretaries to the site committees. The various sectors will be facilitated by Nature Kenya to deliver activities approved within site plans and mandates.

272. There shall be two Field Extension Officers in each of the three project sites (Kakamega, North and South Nandi and Cherangani). These will be salaried project employees contracted by Nature Kenya through competitive bidding processes.  In all cases, project staff will be competitively sourced in accordance with UNDP procurement procedures and in compliance with respective GoK and Nature Kenya regulations on recruitment.

5.1.6 Coordination between MEMR, Nature Kenya and other Stakeholders. 
273. The PSC will appoint a National Project Coordinator to both manage the activities of the PCU in Nairobi and in the field and to ensure consistent and regular collaboration between MEMR and Nature Kenya in particular as well as other key stakeholders, especially KWS, KFS, NEMA, KEFRI, local government and site specific NGO and CBO representatives.
5.1.7 Project components.

274. The project will comprise three complementary components. Each addresses a different barrier and have discrete outcomes. Overall management of these shall be coordinated by Nature Kenya through the SSS under the wider oversight of the PSC. 

5.1.8 Inception workshop 

275. The project will begin with an inception workshop. The PS will review the project document prior to the workshop and recommend revisions in light of the prevailing situation. This may include updating the log frame and institutional arrangements. The PS will present the finalised work plan and first quarterly plan to the PMG. All key stakeholders will participate and the workshop will offer an opportunity to ensure coordination between all the players and establish a common ground of understanding necessary to ensure the smooth running of project implementation. 
276. A fundamental objective of this Inception Workshop will be to assist the project team to understand and take ownership of the project’s goals and objectives, as well as finalize preparation of the project's first annual workplan on the basis of the project's logframe matrix. This will include reviewing the logframe (indicators, means of verification, assumptions), imparting additional detail as needed, and on the basis of this exercise finalize the Annual Work Plan (AWP) with precise and measurable performance indicators, and in a manner consistent with the expected outcomes for the project.

277. Additionally, the purpose and objective of the Inception Workshop (IW) will be to: (i) introduce project staff with the UNDP-GEF expanded team which will support the project during its implementation, namely the CO and responsible Regional Coordinating Unit staff; (ii) detail the roles, support services and complementary responsibilities of UNDP-CO and the project team; (iii) provide a detailed overview of UNDP-GEF reporting and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) requirements, with particular emphasis on the Annual Project Implementation Reports (PIRs) and related documentation, the Annual Project Report (APR), Tripartite Reviews, as well as mid-term and final evaluations. Equally, the IW will provide an opportunity to inform the project team on UNDP project related budgetary planning, budget reviews, and mandatory budget re-phasings.
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 The IW will also provide an opportunity for all parties to understand their roles, functions, and responsibilities within the project's decision-making structures, including reporting and communication lines, and conflict resolution mechanisms. The Terms of Reference for project staff and decision-making structures will be discussed again, as needed, in order to clarify each party’s responsibilities during the project's implementation phase.

Figure 6. Project Hierarchy

5.1.9 Technical Assistance

279. Short-term national as well as international technical assistance (TA) may be provided by the Programme, on a consultancy basis, in order to overcome barriers and achieve the project outputs/outcomes (for example biodiversity surveys, conservation education, participatory planning, and income generating activities). TA will be directly contracted by the PSC, through a transparent procurement process (i.e. the development of Terms of References and recruitment) following UNDP regulations and will directly assist the implementing entities and report to the PAC. Many of the project components are innovative and need some level of local consultancy input. These include issues such as: Landscape planning, Protected Area Economics, Business Plans, Institutional Capacity Building, Protected Area gap analysis and climate change adaptation strategies, etc. Where needed these local consultancy inputs have been identified and budgeted.

5.1.10 Funds flow
280. Project funds will pass from GEF to UNDP and thereafter divided accordingly to MEMR on the one hand and Nature Kenya on the other, according to the specific tasks agreed upon.
5.1.11 Secretariat 
281. As this is a single project with single reporting into GEF, a small administrative secretariat will be formed; with the mandate for reporting and coordinating work plans, between the activity centres (Nairobi and the field landscapes). The PSC will provide this function.

5.1.12 Site Level Project Management

282. At the site level the project will continue to work with established local CBOs and NGOs as well as with site specific village governments. At the district level within each of the three landscape sites a technical committee will be established, initially as an advisory body and to aid in effective dissemination of project related information to a broad array of stakeholder groups. As implementation of the project progresses it is planned that village associations and local organisations as well as district councils and KFS and KWS filed staff will take an increasingly responsible role in decision making about local project activities, fund raising and financing decisions in line with the principles of community-driven development and protected areas management that the project is to embrace.

283. Daily project management at site level is provided through a Project Manager. Implementation of the project on a landscape, site specific level will fall to Nature Kenya as detailed above, working in close partnership with government and other stakeholders.

5.1.13 Public involvement Plan

284. At the national level the project will engage with governments, donors, NGOs, experts and representatives of relevant Kenyan Districts and Provinces over the finalization and ratification of an agreed strategy for the conservation of the Eastern Montane Forests of Kenya. The project will also seek to inform all stakeholders of the values of the Montane Forests, the problems that they are facing, and why they need better management. Nature Kenya will be heavily involved with this work, although all partners will also play their part.

5.1.14 Reporting

285. As head of the PCU, the National Project Coordinator will be responsible for the preparation of reports for the PSC and UNDP on a regular basis, including the following: (i) Inception Report; (ii) Annual Project Report; (iii) Project Implementation Report; (iv) Quarterly Progress Reports; and (v) Project Terminal Report. The Quarterly progress reports will provide a basis for managing project disbursements. These reports will include a brief summary of the status of activities, explaining variances from the work plan, and presenting work-plans for each successive quarter for review and endorsement. The Annual Project Report will be prepared annually, and will entail a more detailed assessment of progress in implementation, using the set indicators. It will further evaluate the causes of successes and failures, and present a clear action plan for addressing problem areas for immediate implementation. 

286. Annual Monitoring will occur through the Tripartite Review (TPR). The TPR will be composed of Government representatives, UNDP and the Project. This will serve as the highest policy-level meeting of the parties directly involved in the implementation of the project. The project will be subject to Tripartite Review (TPR) at least once every year. The first such meeting will be held within the first twelve months of implementation. The Annual Project Report (APR) will be prepared and submitted to UNDP-CO and the UNDP-GEF Regional Office at least two weeks prior to the TPR for review and comments. The project will be subjected to at least two independent external evaluations: 

· Mid-term Evaluation - will be undertaken at the end of the second year of implementation. The Mid-Term Evaluation will determine progress being made towards the achievement of outcomes and will identify course correction if needed;

· Final Technical Evaluation - will take place three months prior to the terminal tripartite review meeting, and will focus on the same issues as the mid-term evaluation. The final evaluation will also look at impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development and the achievement of global environmental goals. 

287. The PCU will, utilising input from the NK Project Manager, provide the country UNDP Resident Representative with certified periodic financial statements, and with an annual audit of the financial statements relating to the status of funds according to the established procedures set out in the Programming and Finance manuals. The Audit will be conducted by the legally recognized auditor of the Government, or by a commercial auditor engaged by the PCU.

288. The Government of Kenya will provide the country UNDP Resident Representative with certified periodic financial statements, with an annual audit of the financial statements relating to the status of funds according to the established procedures set out in the Programming and Finance Manuals. The Audit will be conducted by the legally recognized auditor of the Government, or by a commercial auditor engaged by the Government. 

5.1.15 Legal Context

289. This Project Document shall be the instrument referred to as such in Article I of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement (SBAA) between the Government of Kenya and the United Nations Development Programme. The host country implementing agency shall, for the purpose of the Standard Basic Assistance Agreement, refer to the government co-operating agency described in that Agreement.

290. UNDP acts in this Project as Implementing Agency of the Global Environment Facility (GEF), and all rights and privileges pertaining to UNDP as per the terms of the SBAA shall be extended mutatis mutandis to GEF.

291. The UNDP Resident Representative in Kenya is authorized to effect in writing the following types of revision to this Project Document, provided that s/he has verified the agreement thereto by the UNDP-GEF Unit and is assured that the other signatories to the Project Document have no objection to the proposed changes:

a) Revision of, or addition to, any of the annexes to the Project Document;

b) Revisions which do not involve significant changes in the immediate objectives, outcomes or activities of the project, but are caused by the rearrangement of the inputs already agreed to or by cost increases due to inflation;

c) Mandatory annual revisions which re-phase the delivery of agreed project inputs or increased expert or other costs due to inflation or take into account agency expenditure flexibility; and

d) Inclusion of additional annexes and attachments only as set out here in this Project Document.

5.1.16 Audit Requirement

292. Nature Kenya will provide UNDP with certified periodic financial statements, having first passed them through the PAC, with an annual audit of the financial statements relating to the status of project funds according to the established procedures set out in the UNDP Programming and Finance manuals.

6. PART IV: Monitoring and Evaluation Plan

293. A Project Inception Workshop will be conducted with the full project team, relevant government counterparts, co-financing partners, the UNDP-CO and representation from the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit. A fundamental objective of this Inception Workshop will be to assist the project team to understand and take ownership of the project’s goal and objective, as well as finalize preparation of the project's first annual work plan. This will include reviewing the logframe (indicators, means of verification, assumptions), imparting additional detail as needed, and on the basis of this exercise, finalizing the Annual Work Plan (AWP) with precise and measurable performance indicators, and in a manner consistent with the expected outcomes for the project. Additionally, the purpose and objective of the Inception Workshop (IW) will be to: (i) introduce project staff with the UNDP-GEF team which will support the project during its implementation, namely the CO and responsible Regional Coordinating Unit staff; (ii) detail the roles, support services and complementary responsibilities of UNDP-CO and RCU staff vis à vis the project team; (iii) provide a detailed overview of UNDP-GEF reporting and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) requirements, with particular emphasis on the Annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs) and related documentation, the Annual Review Report (ARR), as well as mid-term and final evaluations. Equally, the IW will provide an opportunity to inform the project team on UNDP project related budgetary planning, budget reviews, and mandatory budget rephasings. The IW will also provide an opportunity for all parties to understand their roles and responsibilities within the project's decision-making structures, including reporting and communication lines. 
294. A detailed schedule of project review meetings will be developed by project management, in consultation with project implementation partners and stakeholder representatives and incorporated in the Project Inception Report. Such a schedule will include: (i) tentative time frames for Project Board Meetings (PBM) and (ii) project related Monitoring and Evaluation activities. Day-to-day monitoring of implementation progress will be the responsibility of the Site Support Specialist based on the project's Annual Work Plan and agreed indicators, with feedback provided to the Policy Specialist. The Site Support Specialist will inform the UNDP-CO of any delays or difficulties faced during implementation so that the appropriate support or corrective measures can be adopted in a timely and remedial fashion. The SSS will also fine-tune the progress and performance/impact indicators of the project in consultation with the full project team at the Inception Workshop with support from UNDP-CO and assisted by the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit. Specific targets for the first year implementation progress indicators together with their means of verification will be developed at this Workshop. These will be used to assess whether implementation is proceeding at the intended pace and in the right direction and will form part of the Annual Work Plan. Targets and indicators for subsequent years would be defined annually as part of the internal evaluation and planning processes undertaken by the project team. 
295. Measurement of impact indicators related to global biodiversity benefits will occur according to the schedules defined in the Inception Workshop, using METT scores, assessments of forest cover and other means. Periodic monitoring of implementation progress will be undertaken by the UNDP-CO through quarterly meetings with the Implementing Partner, or more frequently as deemed necessary. This will allow parties to take stock and to troubleshoot any problems pertaining to the project in a timely fashion to ensure smooth implementation of project activities. Annual Monitoring will occur through the Project Steering Committee Meetings (PSCM). This is the highest policy-level meeting of the parties directly involved in the implementation of a project. The project will be subject to PBMs two times a year. The first such meeting will be held within the first six months of the start of full implementation. 
296. A terminal PSC will be held in the last month of project operations. The Policy Specialist is responsible for preparing the Terminal Report and submitting it to UNDP-CO and UNDP-GEF RCU after close consultation with the Site Support Specialist. It shall be prepared in draft at least two months in advance of the terminal PSC in order to allow review, and will serve as the basis for discussions in the PSC. The terminal meeting considers the implementation of the project as a whole, paying particular attention to whether the project has achieved its objectives and contributed to the broader environmental objectives. It decides whether any actions are still necessary, particularly in relation to sustainability of project results, and acts as a vehicle through which lessons learnt can be captured to feed into other projects under implementation.
297. UNDP Country Offices and UNDP-GEF RCU as appropriate, will conduct yearly visits to project sites based on an agreed upon schedule to be detailed in the project's Inception Report/Annual Work Plan to assess first hand project progress. A Field Visit Report/BTOR will be prepared by the Country Office and UNDP-GEF RCU and circulated no less than one month after the visit to the project team, all PSC members, and UNDP-GEF.
6.1 Project Reporting
298. The core project team (Policy Specialist, Site Support Specialist and Monitoring and Evaluation Officer), in conjunction with the UNDP-GEF extended team, will be responsible for the preparation and submission of the following reports that form part of the monitoring process. The first six reports are mandatory and strictly related to monitoring, while the last two have a broader function and their focus will be defined during implementation.
299. A Project Inception Report will be prepared immediately following the Inception Workshop. It will include a detailed First Year Work Plan divided in quarterly time-frames detailing the activities and progress indicators that will guide implementation during the first year of the project. This Work Plan will include the dates of specific field visits, support missions from the UNDP-CO or the Regional Coordinating Unit (RCU) or consultants, as well as time-frames for meetings of the project's decision making structures. The Report will also include the detailed project budget for the first full year of implementation, prepared on the basis of the Annual Work Plan, and including any monitoring and evaluation requirements to effectively measure project performance during the targeted 12 months time-frame. The Inception Report will include a more detailed narrative on the institutional roles, responsibilities, coordinating actions and feedback mechanisms of project related partners. In addition, a section will be included on progress to date on project establishment and start-up activities and an update of any changed external conditions that may affect project implementation. When finalized, the report will be circulated to project counterparts who will be given a period of one calendar month in which to respond with comments or queries. Prior to this circulation of the IR, the UNDP Country Office and UNDP-GEF’s Regional Coordinating Unit will review the document.
300. The Annual Project Report/ Project Implementation Review (PIR) must be completed once a year. The APR/ PIR is an essential management and monitoring tool for UNDP, the Executing Agency and Project Coordinators and offers the main vehicle for extracting lessons from ongoing projects at the portfolio level. 
301. Quarterly progress reports: Short reports outlining main updates in project progress will be provided quarterly to the local UNDP Country Office and the UNDP-GEF RCU by the project team, headided by the Policy Specialist using UNDP formats. 
302. UNDP ATLAS Monitoring Reports: A Combined Delivery Report (CDR) summarizing all project expenditures, is mandatory and should be issued quarterly. The Site Support Specialist should send it to the PSC for review and the Implementing Partner should certify it. The following logs should be prepared: (i) The Issues Log is used to capture and track the status of all project issues throughout the implementation of the project. It will be the joint responsibility of the Policy Specialist and the Site Support Specialist (with ultimate responsibility to the Policy Specialist) to track, capture and assign issues, and to ensure that all project issues are appropriately addressed; (ii) the Risk Log is maintained throughout the project to capture potential risks to the project and associated measures to manage risks. It will be the joint responsibility of the Policy Specialist and the Site Support Specialist (with ultimate responsibility to the Policy Specialist) to maintain and update the Risk Log, using Atlas; and (iii) the Lessons Learned Log is maintained throughout the project to capture insights and lessons based on the positive and negative outcomes of the project. It is the responsibility of the Policy Specialist to maintain and update the Lessons Learned Log.
303. Project Terminal Report: During the last three months of the project the project team under the Policy Specialist will prepare the Project Terminal Report. This comprehensive report will summarize all activities, achievements and outputs of the Project, lessons learnt, objectives met, or not achieved, structures and systems implemented, etc. and will be the definitive statement of the Project’s activities during its lifetime. It will also lay out recommendations for any further steps that may need to be taken to ensure the long term sustainability and the wide replicability of the Project’s outcomes.
304. Periodic Thematic Reports: As and when called for by UNDP, UNDP-GEF or the Implementing Partner, the project team will prepare Specific Thematic Reports, focusing on specific issues or areas of activity. The request for a Thematic Report will be provided to the project team in written form by UNDP and will clearly state the issue or activities that need to be reported on. These reports can be used as a form of lessons learnt exercise, specific oversight in key areas, or as troubleshooting exercises to evaluate and overcome obstacles and difficulties encountered. 
305. Technical Reports are detailed documents covering specific areas of analysis or scientific specializations within the overall project. As part of the Inception Report, the project team will prepare a draft Reports List, detailing the technical reports that are expected to be prepared on key areas of activity during the course of the Project, and tentative due dates. Where necessary this Reports List will be revised and updated, and included in subsequent APRs. Technical Reports may also be prepared by external consultants and should be comprehensive, specialized analyses of clearly defined areas of research within the framework of the project and its sites. These technical reports will represent, as appropriate, the project's substantive contribution to specific areas, and will be used in efforts to disseminate relevant information and best practices at local, national and international levels. 
306. Project Publications will form a key method of crystallizing and disseminating the results and achievements of the Project. These publications may be scientific or informational texts on the activities and achievements of the Project, in the form of journal articles, multimedia publications, etc. These publications can be based on Technical Reports, depending upon the relevance, scientific worth, etc. of these Reports, or may be summaries or compilations of a series of Technical Reports and other research. The project team, under the Policy Specialist, will determine if any of the Technical Reports merit formal publication, and will also (in consultation with UNDP, the government and other relevant stakeholder groups) plan and produce these Publications in a consistent and recognizable format. Project resources will need to be defined and allocated for these activities as appropriate and in a manner commensurate with the project's budget.
6.2 Independent evaluations

307. The project will be subjected to at least two independent external evaluations as follows: An independent Mid-Term Evaluation will be undertaken at exactly the mid-point of the project lifetime. The Mid-Term Evaluation will determine progress being made towards the achievement of outcomes and will identify course correction if needed. It will focus on the effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness of project implementation; will highlight issues requiring decisions and actions; and will present initial lessons learned about project design, implementation and management. Findings of this review will be incorporated as recommendations for enhanced implementation during the final half of the project’s term. The organization, terms of reference and timing of the mid-term evaluation will be decided after consultation between the parties to the project document. The Terms of Reference for this Mid-term evaluation will be prepared by the UNDP CO based on guidance from the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinating Unit.
308. An independent Final Technical Evaluation will take place three months prior to the terminal Project Board meeting, and will focus on the same issues as the mid-term evaluation. The final evaluation will also look at impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development and the achievement of global environmental goals. The Final Technical Evaluation should also provide recommendations for follow-up activities.
7. PART V: Incremental Logic

7.1 Baseline Course of Action

7.1.1 Summary of Baseline Situation

309. The Baseline is the “business-as-usual” scenario that would take place during the next 5 years in the absence of the interventions planned under the project. A number of conservation interventions have already been undertaken in these forests, as detailed below. Without the proposed outcome of this project these interventions will remain the baseline situation. 

310. Under the Baseline scenario biodiversity would continue to be lost. With in-effective management the patches of Eastern Montane Forest are threatened by encroachment, by over harvesting (timber, poles, fuel, hunting), and edges are eroded by fire. Non-gazetted patches are converted (legally) to cultivation; and forest connectivity is lost. The solution to the conservation predicament facing the Montane Forests would be an expanded and effective PA network, encompassing forest sites with highest global significance, co-managed by empowered national and local institutions to nationally mandated management standards. Additionally, to locate sustainable mechanisms to fund the protected area network. 
311. In the forest landscapes that will be the focus of in this project there is a real opportunity to enhance the protected area networks through the development of additional community conservation areas managed at the local level.. Without the GEF Alternative, the baseline situation will continue such that there will be continuing and rapid conversion of forest land outside of reserves for agricultural purposes and unsustainable use of natural resources within the reserves. This will result in the loss of forest connectivity and also the gradual reduction of forest biodiversity values.

312. Most of the priority forests are situated in districts which have been split administratively. Most were gazetted as trustland forests and forest reserves in the 1930s. The forest are natural assets of national importance providing critical ecological services to the country in terms of water storage, river flow regulation, flood, mitigation, groundwater recharge, reduction of soil erosion and siltation, water purification, conservation of biodiversity and micro-climate regulation. In addition, through ecological services, they support key economic sectors in Western Kenya including energy, tourism, agriculture and industry.

7.1.2 Baseline Situation – Rationalized PA Estate Management

313. The three priority forest landscapes covered by the Project occupy, in addition to the network of forest patches and the Mau Forest Complex makes up approximately 500,000 ha of land in Western Kenya. They are part of the Protected Area (PA) network of Kenya which consists of National Parks, National Reserves, Forest Reserves and Game Sanctuaries and constitutes approximately 9% of the country’s 586,600 sq. Km. area. The National Parks (NPs) and National Reserves (NRs) cover an area of 44,400 sq. Km while the Forest Reserves (FRs) numbering 200, cover an area of 10600 sq. Km (Maps of FRs, NPs, NRs and Game Sanctuaries).

314.  Most of the priority forests are fragmented. The Cherangani Forest (96600ha of gazetted forest) has 13 forest reserves, the biggest of which is Embotut Forest. The Kakamega Forest is fragmented with a mosaic of primary and secondary forest interspersed with farms and in the past was connected to the Nandi Forests. This connectivity has been lost.

315. There are two Nature Reserves (Yala and Isecheno) and a National Reserve (3200 ha of closed canopy indigenous forest) in Kakamega Forest. In North Nandi forest there is the Nandi Nature Reserve (3434ha.) though with no special protection.

316. KWS, WRMA, NEMA, KFS are in the process of developing an Integrated Management Plan for Kakamega Forest which seeks to implement on ecosystem approach for the forest blocks. A Management Plan is being developed for both North and South Nandi Forests with the assistance of the Nandi Environment Forum while an Ecosystem Management Plan and Site Management Plans are mooted for Cherangani Forest.      
7.1.3 Baseline Situation – Community Management in Forest Conservation

317. There are Site Support Groups, Community Conservation Associations and Community Conservation Areas (CCAs) in the Nandi – Kakamega Forest Complex, the Dry Grassland – Moist Forest Mosaic of Mau Narok and the Forest – Moist Grassland Mosaic of Busia downstream of the rivers emanating from Nandi –Kakamega Forests.

318. Cherangani Hills: CFA’s have not been formed but there is the Cherangani Hills CBOs Consortium which undertakes conservation activities around the forest through a project implementation committee constituted by KFS, Ministry of Water and Irrigation, Local Government officials, representatives of CBOs and community members. The consortium is funded by CEF with Nature – Kenya as strategic partner.

319. North and South Nandi Forest: In addition to the development of Water Resource Users Associations (WRVAs), in the North and South Nandi Forest there exists the Nandi North Environment Forum (NEF) under which there are several CBOs. NEF is funded by CEF with Nature – Kenya as strategic partner. It undertakes conservation activities around the forest and two Community Forest Associations (Kimondi and Kobujoy)

320. Kakamega Forest: There are many CSOs that are engaged in conservation in one way or another in the surrounding of the forest. This has led to duplication of activities and escalation of conflicts between CSOs themselves and the managing authorities. Some CBOs have so many activities which they are unable to implement effectively due to lack of capacity. Kakamega Environmental Education Programme (KEEF) is one of the major organizations involved in conservation and management activities around the forest. 

321. Civil society groups are involved in the following conservation activities: tree nursery establishment, environmental awareness creation, community policing, onfarm woodlot promotion, rehabilitation of forest, fish farming , supply of gravitational water, river bank protection and management, promotion of environmental governance , energy conservation, promotion of commercial tree planting associations, butterfly farming, tour guiding, and silk processing, 

322. Capacity gaps amongst CBOs include the following: most of the CBOs are relatively new and are still grappling with leadership and governance issues; there is still inadequate knowledge and skills on technical issues as well as management e.g. raising of tree seedlings, eco-tourism, monitoring and evaluation etc; there are inadequate communication skills for example, for changing attitudes of the public about forest ownership from negative to positive; weak lobbying and advocacy skills; lack of capital investment, equipment and materials; inadequate financial resources; difficulties with gender mainstreaming due to culture in some communities 

7.1.4 Baseline Situation – Operational Capacity for PA Management

323. The Western Kenya Forest PA system is managed by two government agencies: KWS for NPs and NRs through the Wildlife (Conservation and Management) Act of 1989 and the newly transformed KFS for protective and productive forest management via the Forest Act of 2005. NEMA plays an oversight role in the conservation of biodiversity and natural resources through the Environment Management and Conservation Act (EMCA) of 1999. KFS and KWS, now in one Ministry (Ministry of Forests and Wildlife) have been collaborating in the protection, conservation and management of forests through a Memorandum of Understanding (for example in Kakamega). Under the MoU 44 forests were to be managed in a synergistic manner. The MOU has expired but there is an intention of reviving it. However, government agencies lack the funds, cooperation and human capacity to manage forests at site level at present.

7.2 GEF Alternative: Expected Global and National Benefits

324. The Kenyan PA estate does not completely represent the country’s biodiversity endowment. Although numerous Forest Reserves have been established, many of these were created to provide timber and non timber forest products and unlike National Parks and National Reserves do not necessarily serve an overarching biodiversity conservation purpose.

325. Component 1: Systemic Capacities for PA Management. The project will provide funding to develop a Systematic Conservation Plan for PAs in the Hotspot, providing a blueprint for reclassifying PA categories, adding unprotected sites to the System and providing management guidelines. A monitoring and reporting framework will be established to gauge the effectiveness of PA management at systems level. In tandem, the institutional capacities for coordinating PA planning and operations will be strengthened. A business case for PA management will be framed, including of new sites and Forest Reserves reclassified as National Reserves. This will provide an economic case for future PA finance, elaborate cost coefficients for the delivery of PA functions, and prepare a budgeted action plan for PA operations, with an accompanying revenue framework. This component will address a crucial gap in the baseline, namely providing the policy framework, the legal basis and associated knowledge and practice for governance and financial management.
326. Component 2: Community Management of Forest PAs. The project will develop a system for management of PAs by local communities and where feasible, the private sector. This will result in the creation of Community Conservation Areas. The project will also institute joint forest management systems with government, in the buffer areas of Forest Reserves that are being reclassified as National Reserves. The project will build on the existing supportive policy and legislative framework for CCAs and JFM by providing support for the enactment of bylaws, development of site management plans, setting up village site support groups, and clarifying the roles and responsibilities of the role players. Training will be provided to operationalize PA functions in all sites, in particular enforcement. This component will address a fundamental gap in the baseline, namely providing a realistic and engaging basis for communities to be involved in the management of their local forest areas, a factor which is currently missing from the baseline situation and without which will provide no incentive locally for forest conservation and sustainable utilisation.

327. Component 3: Operational Capacities for PA Site Management: The project will provide funding to strengthen PA functions in National Reserves and Nature Reserves, including by improving institutional capacities to deploy funds, staff and equipment to address threats to biodiversity, and to deliver PA functions such as community liaison, enforcement, and reporting. PA operations will be tied to district and community enforcement schemes, to improve their cost effectiveness.  Doing so addresses a gap in the baseline of major significance, that even with governance and policy measures supported (component 1) and local benefits and ownership (component 2), that the skills levels and degree of equipment provision are required to be able to improve the baseline situation.
328. The project will deliver global benefits through the protection of globally significant biodiversity that might otherwise be extirpated. These benefits include the maintenance of biodiversity patterns in a Biodiversity Hotspot and the processes needed to sustain them. The project will also secure forest carbon reservoirs, through avoided deforestation and forest degradation. Carbon inventories undertaken in similarly structured forests in East Africa show that significant carbon emissions reductions are obtainable by avoiding forest loss and degradation.  The benefits of these activities are described in further detail below: 
329. Ecosystem services derived from Montane Forests provide a wide variety of benefits for people, such as the protection of fisheries, watersheds and soils. Furthermore, forests constitute an important source of raw materials for both the rural poor who depend on forest products to meet basic livelihood needs, and for industry’s demand for timber and non-timber products.

330. Carbon storage The world’s forests are globally important carbon store,
 but this carbon is lost when forests are cleared or degraded. Work with the organisation Forest Again to share lessons is expecting to bring opportunities to engage communities into expected benefits from carbon financing.
331. Contribution to Carbon Sequestration. The sustainable management of forests can contribute to terrestrial carbon sequestration, or uptake from the atmosphere. The poor management of the Montane Forests of Kenya, including within protected areas, means that they have been losing carbon. Better management would mean that trees could grow again and take up carbon from the atmosphere and store it for extended periods of time.

332. Biodiversity At the global level, forests contain as much as 90% of terrestrial biodiversity, with tropical forests being particularly important in terms of both species richness and their concentration of endemic species.
 Forests are also important for scientific research and education. The diversity of species within the Eastern Montane Forests of Kenya means that there is a high rate of genetic diversity here. As many species are unique, they have bio-prospecting potential and there may be benefits to the world and to Kenya from detailed investigation of the medicinal and other properties for these species. 

333. Ecotourism remains under-developed in the Montane Forest habitats. If there was a diversified and enhanced tourism product, including home stays, cultural tourism and agro-tourism in the Western circuit, this could create alternative forms of incomes for local communities, and may relieve a great amount of pressure currently being placed on the natural resources. As the capacity of the tourism sector increases in these regions, the overall tourism profile for Kenya will increase as well. On a national level, with the strengthening of the ecotourism sector, there will be many opportunities to establish linkages as well as replicate strategies. Research into ascertaining the business case for potential ecotourism opportunities will provide a necessary stepping stone for future tourism interventions.

Table 7. Summary of Global and National Benefits

	Benefits 
	Baseline 
	Alternative
	Increment 

	
	
	
	

	Global benefits
	Weak enforcement of existing regulations and minimal management of forest landscapes.

GOK has limited capacity to achieve biodiversity conservation and maintain quality of forests.
	Agreed PA management strategy that provides a framework for conservation action by all players

Joint-management resulting in increased role of local communities in managing forest resource use and access.

Communities have incentives to regulate forest use and access for their own benefit.


	Improved PA governance and status focuses efforts by many stakeholders to solve conservation problems in the Montane Forests

Co-management results in improved management and monitoring of biodiversity and forest resources.

Ecological stability of forests is increased, biodiversity is less threatened, and watertowers are secured.

	National and local benefits
	Open access to Montane Forests is endangering their functions in biodiversity conservation, watershed protection and local economic and cultural uses.

Communities within the forest landscapes are poor and use unsustainable farming and forest resource harvesting practices.
	Social transformation of forest dependent communities through effective partnerships in co-management of forests and increased security of resource tenure.


Enhanced alternative livelihood options reduce unsustainable use of land and forest resources.
	Forest cover is retained, globally significant biodiversity is protected and ecosystem services are maintained 

Increased income for households through nature based enterprises and incentives for sustainable forest resource management and protection.


7.3 Co-Financing

334. Government resources are meagre for the conservation of these globally important forest areas.  Without GEF resources and the leveraged co-financing, in cash and in kind, the landscapes will remain without the protection they require.  Moreover, the opportunities to create CCAs will not last forever as the remaining unprotected forest habitats are being converted to farmlands with little biodiversity value. 

335. 
Total Government co-financing for this project is estimated to be from four sources.  The first set of funding is from the Kenya Forest Service (KFS), of which 80% in expected in cash and 20% in kind.  The second set of funding is from the Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS), of which 80% in expected in cash and 20% in kind. The third set is from the Kenyan Forest Research Institute (KEFRI), of which 80% in expected in cash and 20% in kind. The fourth set of funding is from the National Environment Management Authority (NEMA) of which 80% in expected in cash and 20% in kind.

336. NGO co-financing, in the form of cash through support from the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) is coming through the national NGO Nature Kenya.

7.3.1 Total NGO co-financing is USD 1,500,000

337. Nature Kenya will provide co-financing in the region of USD 1,500,000 in cash over the course of the project lifecycle.

7.3.2 Total Government of Kenya co-financing is USD 10,470,000 (of which USD 8,376,000 is in cash)
338. KFS is committed to co-financing of the amount of USD 5,500.000 in cash and in kind. KWS is committed to co-financing of the amount of USD 2,850,000 in cash and in kind. NEMA is committed to co-financing of the amount of USD 620,000 in cash and in kind. KEFRI is committed to co-financing of the amount of USD 1,500,000 in cash and in kind.

7.3.3 Total United Nations Development Programme co-financing is USD 500,000

339. UNDP supports this project.  Their contribution is estimated as USD 500,000 over the lifespan of this project, provided for annually in proportional cash amounts.

7.4 Cost Effectiveness

340. The relatively limited area of remaining forests in the under protected West Evergreen/ Hill forests of the Eastern Montane Hotspot places a conservation premium on this ecosystem type. Once degraded, the costs of rehabilitating this ecosystem are high, calculated at up to USD 500 per hectare. The costs of the management strategy proposed herein are considerably lower, estimated at below USD 100 per ha per year. A precautionary approach to management of this ecosystem is justified from a cost angle. While some biodiversity can be recovered through forest restoration, some losses are irreversible once they have occurred. The project will also seek to enhance the cost efficiency of PA management by: (i) improving institutional effectiveness, thus ensuring that the impact-per-unit investment is improved; (ii) sharing management benefits and costs with other stakeholder groups, building ownership in PAs and addressing the costs that derive from the pressure placed on PAs by these groups; and (ii) managing PAs at a cluster level within landscapes, thus generating significant economies of scale in PA operations.

341. Nature Kenya’s experience in Kinangop and Kikuyu escarpment and Kakamega forest is that the involvement of local communities and the local authorities in the management of biodiversity and fragile unprotected ecosystems will contribute to compliance with established legislation. However, without additional support to create appropriate institutions, coordination structures and action processes, it is unlikely that the work by these partners will achieve tangible conservation outcomes. The Kenya government has developed policies and legislation but the lack of resources do not allow the development of guidelines and regulations and awareness creation at site level to facilitate their effective implementation. Nature Kenya and other partners have developed a biodiversity monitoring framework but a lack of capacity and site-based coordination structures mean that the framework cannot be implemented. 

342. Local communities are willing to conserve, but the lack of incentives and livelihoods options is a key barrier to their action. Nature Kenya experiences in Arabuko-Sokoke Forest are that income generating activities are a practical incentives and solutions to conservation challenges but their investment capital e.g. beekeeping is beyond the ability of government and local communities. That is why it is critical to provide incremental support to current resources to offset barriers and create a framework for sustaining conservation action by local communities and partners. GEF resources are sought to support the establishment of a strong foundation based on tools and models and structures for ensuring sustainable action manageable with available community and government resources. GEF, through the now-ended GEF Africa NGO-Government Partnerships for Sustainable Biodiversity Action already demonstrated the value for local level capacity building and it is this successes, lessons and experiences.

343. The project will work directly with the staff of the various agencies and organisations involved. It will also be based out of their offices and hence will make a direct contribution to their office costs and hence will operate at minimum cost to deliver maximum conservation impact. 
344. Around forests the project will work with villages over the development of village forest reserves and the development and implementation of JFM agreements. If the benefits are greater than the costs then communities will be likely to take on management responsibilities for these areas and hence reduce the cost of project implementation and spread the load across further stakeholders.

345. Despite important and conceptually sound recent shifts in policy and legislation concerning forest resource management, success in implementing these will depend on building District and community capacity, a process for which government has limited financial resources and expertise. Given the heavy work load and limited personnel deployment of government departments and agencies and their budgetary constraints, the project will provide essential resources and specialist skills required to improve the conservation status of Montane Forests in the landscapes that are the focus of the project. 

8. PART VII: Project Results Framework

	Project Goal:
	The Montane Forest Biodiversity and Ecosystem Values are Conserved and Provide Sustainable Benefit Flows at Local, National and Global Levels.

	 
	Objectively Verifiable Indicators


	Project Components
	Indicator
	Baseline
	Target by EOP
	Sources of verification
	Assumptions

	Objective:
	65,000 ha of forests gazetted or reclassified to higher status and with  improved governance systems and financial scoring allowing for effective management
	145,000 ha of forests in Western Kenya focus landscapes under inadequate form of protected area status
	65,000 ha of forests in Western Kenya under new or improved PA status; by EOP a marked increase by over  in financial scorecards results: total with the 30,000 ha below  is 95,000ha under improved management
	Gazettment Notices, Ministry and Departmental Reports, and Project Docs.                                                                             Landscape plans, maps and GIS files, MTE and Terminal Evaluation (TE)                                                                          National Reports to CBD
	The Government of Kenya will continue to support the increase in PA status of the target forest landscapes

	The biodiversity of the Eastern Montane Forests is adequately represented and managed within Kenya’s PA network.  
	Marked reduction in threats to deforestation and forest degradation  as 10,000 ha  of forest area put under CCA and 20,000 ha under JFM
	Forest cover continues to be depleted by threats as communities living adjacent to and within forests remain isolated from sustainable co management structures
	Threats to  forests markedly reduced,  especially buffers and small patches; a combination of JFM and CCA areas have established  up  to 30,000 ha of protected areas
	Remote sensing data,  ground truthing, Project Docs, landscape plans, co management agreements, plans, mid and terminal evaluation
	The Government of Kenya will continue to support the reduction of threats and increase in PA status of the target forest landscapes

	(GEF 4.5 mill USD)
	Improved systems level operations capacity has ensured a reduced level of threats to forest cover and species composition; 
Landscapes maintain global biodiversity values; METT scores are improved in target landscapes
	Forest management practices continue, leading to stable or ongoing loss to forest cover and species composition and coverage, measured by declining METT scores
	An increase in METT scores across the four landscapes by over 20% on average; monitoring indicates species diversity either unaffected or increased
	Avifauna Monitoring procedures, Biodiversity resources assessments, Ministry and Departmental Reports, and Project Docs.                                                                           Landscape plans, maps and GIS files, MTE and Terminal Evaluation (TE)                                                                          
	Government and local partners are effectively supported in training and management to ensure ongoing support and engagement in the process

	Component 1:  Systemic and Institutional Capacities for Managing an Expanded and Rationalized PA Estate
	New PAs established: 20,000 ha; threatened forest reserves forests reclassified to higher management category: National Reserve (20,000 ha.)/Nature Reserve( 25,000 ha)
	PA status in Western Kenya remains under inadequate levels of protection throughout
	65,000ha  of threatened forests given higher  protection status, of which 20,000 are newly protected areas and 45,000 ha under enhanced protected status
	Gazettment Notices, Ministry and Departmental Reports, and Project Docs.                                                                             Landscape plans, maps and GIS files, MTE and Terminal Evaluation (TE)                                                                          National Reports to CBD
	The Government of Kenya will continue to support the increase in PA status of the target forest landscapes

	
	Governance systems provide for the effective administration of the PA system as part of the regional development agenda by effective mainstreaming into local planning 
	Forest management practices continue,  with threats not contained, owing in large part to a lack of community level engagement in management
	>10 Community Conservation Areas established as new PAs >10 Joint Forest Management systems  established in the buffer areas
	Gazettment Notices, Project Docs, landscape plans, co management agreements, plans, GIS, maps and mid and terminal evaluation reports
	Government will continue to support a decentralised policy of forest co management, local level support will continue to develop

	(GEF 1.5 mill USD)
	Increase in PA budget of >50 % over baseline of US$ >5 mill$ p.a. covers recurrent costs of forest protected area system (PA Financial Score 
	Kenya's forests remain underfunded leading to habitat encroachment and reduction in species biodiversity
	Financial scorecard shows  significantly improved results, with PAs receiving sufficient funds to be managed effectively
	Financial scorecards, Ministry and Departmental Reports, and Project Docs.                                                                             Landscape plans, maps and GIS files, MTE and Terminal Evaluation (TE)   
	Government is willing to prioritise forest management in national budgeting, GEF funds will be utilised effectively alongside co-finance funding

	Component 2:   Community  management of PAs (JFM/CBNRM)
	Reduction in forest loss in  unprotected forest blocks. CCAs established covering a target area of up to 10,000 ha. 
	Connectivity between forest protected areas and unprotected forest blocks remains under threat or continues to be lost
	CCAs have established an additional area of up to 10,000 ha on formerly unprotected forest blocks
	Local and district government plans, CCA management documentation, mid term and terminal evaluations
	Government continues to support establishment of CCAs in policy and practice, local support  and engagement is increased

	
	Reduction in forest degradation at the forest edge through the creation of JFM buffer zones in Forest PAs (target area up to 20,000 ha)
	Forest degradation and deforestation levels maintained at increased as buffer zones continue to be threatened by encroachment activity
	Up to 20,000ha of existing forest protected areas have been allocated to JFM
	Gazettment notices, local  government plans, JFM management documentation, mid term and terminal evaluations
	Government continues to support JFM process s in policy and practice; incentives for local communities are significant enough to allow acceptance of CCAs approach. 

	
	Cost drivers for PAs are reduced as community acceptance of PAs leads to a reduction of PA incursions
	Forest management remains a costly process, with management resources unable to meet the challenges to forest integrity
	Cost of managing forest systems  reduced as community support adds, rather than depletes, management  resources
	Financial scorecards, Ministry and Departmental Reports and Budgets
	Costs saved in management are not lost elsewhere

	(GEF 1  million USD)
	PA management system effectively integrates conservation needs and local livelihoods.
	Forests  remain under threat due a lack of alternative livelihood options
	 Business plans define income generation opportunities from sustainable use of forests. 
	Existence of business plans, community level consultations on business activities pursued and impacts
	That local level partners will engage in the business planning and development process

	Component 3: Operational Capacities for PA Site Management
	Protected Areas are managed to generate effective global and national and local environmental benefits, by agencies with functional capacity (measured by site level Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool).
	METT scores remain at status quo levels or decline as operational capacities for PA management do not increase at a sufficient rate
	An increase in METT scores across the four landscapes by over 20% on average; monitoring indicates species diversity either unaffected or increased
	Avifauna Monitoring procedures, Biodiversity resources assessments, Ministry and Departmental Reports, and Project Docs.                                                                           Landscape plans, maps and GIS files, MTE and Terminal Evaluation (TE)                                                                          
	Government and local partners are effectively supported in training and management to ensure ongoing support and engagement in the process

	(GEF1 .55 mill USD)
	Reduction in forest loss and degradation in forest blocks covering an area of 175,000 ha in western Kenya.
	Deforestation and forest degradation remains static or increases in forest PA estate of Western Kenya
	
	
	

	MANAGEMENT COSTS  10%                                             (GEF 0.45 mill USD)
	Project management in place to allow an engaged and effective process throughout
	Nil
	Effective project management
	Ministry and Departmental Reports, and Project Docs.                                                                             Landscape plans, maps and GIS files, MTE and Terminal Evaluation (TE)                                                                          National Reports to CBD
	Management will be effective and support the process throughout


Output – Activity Detail to Achieve Outcomes

	Output
	Indicative Activities (by the  Project Team)

	Component 1.   Systemic and Institutional Capacities for Managing an Expanded and Rationalized PA Estate
	 
	 
	 

	Output 1.1     A Systematic Conservation Plan for PA Coverage in the Eastern Montane landscape provides the frame for upgrading reserve forest to higher status PAs (IUCN Category 1I/II/ or IV PAs) and incorporating unprotected forest into the  PA system].
	1.1.1    Map all globally threatened biodiversity within a Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) methodology published by IUCN 
	1.1.2   Assess the target forests for their qualification under IUCN conservation categories
	1.1.3  Develop reserve upgrade plans and strategy with shared responsibilities among key stakeholders
	1.1.4   Map the PAs including buffer zones critical for PAs sustainability, involving communities in mapping)
	1.1.5   Develop a strategy for PAs incorporation into IUCN PAs grid
	 
	 
	 

	Output 1.2    Regulations provided under the Forest Act established that formalize a new category of Forest Reserve managed for biodiversity conservation: to be termed ‘Nature Reserve’.
	1.2.1   Review the forest Act to identify opportunities for PAs establishment for biodiversity
	1.2.2   Develop a niche at KFS for biodiversity protection linking with KWS
	1.2.3   Develop a strategy for local peoples involvement in PAs conservation under the Forest Act and Wildlife Act
	1.2.4   Identify, survey and gazette expanded network of Nature reserves 
	1.2.5 Review and enforce EMCA, Water, Forest, Wildlife, Agriculture and Local Authotity Acts to enhance PA conservation.
	 
	 
	 

	Output 1.3    At least 6 Forest Blocks gazetted as new PAs: boundary demarcation into core & buffer areas; site registration]; Areas of at least 5  Forest Reserves upgraded to Higher PA category [gazettal and boundary demarcation completed] as National / Nature Reserve. 
	1.3.1  Community buffer zones defined and agreed with local people 
	1.3.2   All target forests surveyed and boundaries reestablished
	1.3.3   Title deeds issued for all the core forests
	1.3.4   Map the PAs including buffer zones critical for PAs sustainability
	1.3.5   New PAs gazetted through due legal process within a national plan for national grid of PAs
	 
	 
	 

	Output 1.4    Management Plans developed for three PA clusters in major Forest Habitat Blocks: Cherangani Hills, Kakamega Forest and Nandi Forests (North and South Nandi blocks) 
	1.4.1   25 year strategic management plan developed for Cherangani, Hills incorporating Participatory Forests Management Plans
	1.4.2   25 year strategic management plans developed for South Nandi  incorporating Participatory Forests Management Plans
	1.4.3   25 year strategic management plans developed for North Nandi  incorporating Participatory Forests Management Plans
	1.4.4   25 year strategic management plans developed for Kakamega Forest incorporating Participatory Forests Management Plans
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Output 1.5    Upgraded institutional capacity for coordinating PA planning and operations at central, regional and local government levels. 
	1.5.1   Multi-stakeholder PAs Coordination mechanisms developed and operationalized
	1.5.2   National PAs review commission/committee/taskforce established at the ministry of environment
	1.5.3   Interministerial cooperation systems developed 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Output 1.6    PA management objectives are integrated into district development plans/ programs.
	1.6.1  Support district development and environment action plans
	1.6.2 Provide support to state of environment reports ands Local Authority Development plans.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Output 1.7    Business case for Forest PA sub system is made through research, documenting economic benefits, likely partners, cost coefficients for PA functions, budgets and revenue options (PES, tourism concessions, government/ donor budget appropriations).
	1.7.1   Carry out PAs economic assessments and valuation and document benefits to government and local comunities
	1.7.2   Develop a PAs business and sustainability strategy showing roles and responsibilities for communities, government and donors and potential partners such as Forest Again.
	1.7.3   Determine ecosystem services and their economic contribution to national development
	1.7.4   Assess the carbon status for the forests and recommend interventions to engage in climate change mitigation and benefits sharing mechanisms
	1.7.5 Build capacities of communities, Local staff and other stakeholders for business enterprise development
	1.7.6 Within business plan, provide assessment of value addition options for existing income generating activities
	 
	 

	Component 2:  Community  management of PAs (JFM/CBNRM)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Output 2.1    >10 Community Conservation Areas established as new PAs to protect small forest patches with high conservation value and >10 Joint Forest Management systems  established in the buffer areas to National Reserves, Nature Reserves Forest Reserves and managed to reduce pressures on core areas [boundary marking/ area zoning].
	2.1.1   Establish appropriate by-laws through participatory processes incorporating identification of additional required legislation
	2.1.2   Gazzettment of additional by-laws taking into account  traditional natural resource manafgement regulations
	2.1.3   Policy and legislation on natuiral resource management made more accessible for communities and other users by creation and dissemination of manuals/guides to legislation & regulations.
	2.1.4   Local community members and district level GoK officers trained in implementation (enforcement and compliance) of legislation relating to forest management systems.
	2.1.5  Community Conservation Areas established at sites with functioning joint management committees in place, with >4 CCAs created and established at each project site.
	2.1.6  Joint site management committees established and functional ( between community / local council / government) with regular meetings and attendance
	 
	 

	Output 2.2    Village Site Support Groups established and registered; roles and responsibilities for CCA/ JFM are defined, management rules developed, bylaws enacted and site management plans are developed for all sites Capacity emplaced to administer PA functions in all sites (enforcement and monitoring).
	2.2.1   Establishment and capacity development of Site Support Groups (SSGs) at project sites; at least 20 community members are trained in forest conservation and management at each site
	2.2.2   Development and implementation of participatory management plans between GoK officials and communities with 4 management plans developed in participatory way and implemented, one at each site
	2.2.3   GoK staff trained in conservation co-management present at project sites
	2.2.4   Management and local protected area functions, livelihoods and monitoring and evaluation are effectively mainstreamed into PA system with 2 natural resource-based enterprises identified, developed and functional at each site
	2.2.5    Low cost biodiversity monitoring system implemented and informing management actions
	2.2.6  Annual site monitoring implemented at each site with status report produced and Community Forest Monitoring Scouts established for each participating CCA
	 
	 

	Output 2.3    Business plans define income generation opportunities from sustainable use of forests. Sustainable use management system invoked in areas zoned for forest extraction (resource inventories, sustainable off-takes defined, monitoring and enforcement system in place).
	2.3.1   Carry out value chain analysis for income generating opportunities including eco-tourism enterprises at the four target sites
	2.3.2   Build capacity of the business owners targeting the NBEs though business planning, development and management
	2.3.3   Establish linkages, partnerships and alliances with private sector and engage business development services and providers
	2.3.4   Establish Community Conservation Business Council (CCBC) for Site Support Groups 
	2.3.5   Develop eco-tourism site-based business and marketing plans and develop site-based tourism models and circuits
	2.3.6 Develop capacity to engage in carbon trade for community benefits
	 
	 

	Component 3: Operational Capacities for PA Site Management
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Output 3.1     Improved systems level operations capacity ensures deployment of funds, staff, and equipment) to address threats to forest PAs established expressly to conserve biodiversity (National Reserves and Nature Reserves).
	3.1.1   Sensitise local partners on stakeholder rights and on the need to release pressure off the forest. Workshops including government lead agencies who will be assisting the local communities to undertake afforestation.  
	3.1.2   Carry out feasibility study to determine best suited fast growing and environmentally friendly highland species and appropriate sites for locating planting including agro-forestry
	3.1.3   Promote, establish and strengthen partnerships between the tea estates/companies and the local farmers living around forests
	3.1.4    Support and facilitate farmers to enter into growers agreements with private sector including the tea estates to supply wood products.
	3.1.5   Support the local communities to establish their own woodlots and tree nurseries as a commercial activity and for supplementing the existing demand
	3.1.6    Organise and deliver training on nursery and woodlots establishment and management and other commercial forestry practices (pruning, thinning and harvesting)
	3.1.7   Support and facilitate lesson learning through exchange visits and educational tours targeting best practices in establishment and development of small-scale forestry and agroforestry 
	3.1.8   set up demonstration sites for alternative energy sources to wood, energy efficiency plans and new technologies (e.g. Solar, improved stoves etc) in the target areas and promote alternative energy development

	Output 3.2    PA core infrastructure in place (boundary posts, fire breaks, and ranger stations, and visitor interpretation) in focal PAs /buffer zones.
	3.2.1    Boundary posts built in all five target landscapes
	3.2.2   Firebreaks put in place throughout fire risk areas
	3.2.3   Ranger stations improved or built
	3.2.4    Visitor centres improved or built
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Output 3.3    PA staff skills sets cover all conservation functions (enforcement, policing, reporting, survey/ monitoring work, participatory management).
	3.3.1   Participatory needs assessment conducted and then developed to implement a programme of training for the SSGs and other CBOs based on the identified needs (rights based advocacy, women’s’ empowerment, HIV awareness, leadership, marketing etc)
	3.3.2  Hold meetings with local government and regulatory bodies to agree capacity needs and gaps and implement training especially on institutional development (Governance and accountability, leadership, gender issues, policy, advocacy etc)
	3.3.3  Facilitate development of partnerships between SSGs and other CBOs, District-level Government staff and private sector
	3.3.4   Train KFS, KWS, NEMA and government staff in PFM 
	3.3.5  Train and support the development of community based monitoring programmes for key environmental and socio-economic indicators of forest health 
	3.3.6  Support and strengthen national committees including the National Liaison Committee
	3.3.7   Set in place a 5 year organisational strategy and sustainability plan for the SSGs for beyond the end of the project
	 

	Output 3.4   Systems in place (reporting, records and action) to improve the coordination of PA enforcement functions with districts and communities.
	3.4.1   Accounting and filing systems in place within every target District Office, in appropriate departments
	3.4.2   Accounting and filing systems in place within every target CBO
	3.4.3   Accounting and filing systems in place within every target Location Office
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Output 3.5    Partnership Coordination and Lessons Learning, Mau Forest Complex.
	3.5.1   Field level PA support linking with the business planning and strategy; lessons sharing with Mau Secretariat
	3.5.2   Provision to support activities of Londian and Manyani training centres to retrain staff on participatory PA management skills at site levels. 
	3.5.3   provide lessons on site level business plans production and awareness creation linked to global, national and local levels activities 
	3.5.4   Lessons Learning between Project Landsacpes and the work of the Mau Secretariat including exchange visits and training
	 
	`
	 
	 

	Project Management: Ensures effective project administration, M&E, and coordination have enabled timely and efficient implementation of project activities.

	Effective project administration, M&E, and coordination have enabled timely and efficient implementation of project activities.
	5.1.1 Ensure all requisite facilities and communication channels for effective project management are in place.
	5.1.2 Produce annual work plans for the timely achievement of project objectives.
	5.1.3 Develop and implement a detailed project Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Plan, basing on the shortened version articulated in this Prodoc.
	5.1.4 Produce quarterly and annual technical and financial reports for GEF and GoK institutions.
	5.1.5 Liaise with UNDP CO, and UNDP - GEF to organize mid and end-of project reviews and evaluations
	5.1.6 Develop and implement a communication strategy for the project
	5.1.7 Develop knowledge management systems, capture project lessons, package for appropriate audience (especially policy makers) and disseminate accordingly
	5.1.8 Use existing networks and processes to share information & develop knowledge exchange facilities (universities), so as to disseminate project lessons else-where in Kenya and to other African countries.


9. PART VIII: Project Total Budget

346. Total project financing amounts to USD 16,970,000, excluding preparatory costs. Of this, the GEF will finance USD 4,500,000. See details on Total Budget and Workplan below.

Total Budget and Workplan

	Award ID: 
	00051074

	Award Title:
	Strengthening the Protected Area Network of Kenya

	Business Unit:
	PIMS: 4178

	Project Title:
	Strengthening the Protected Area Network within the Eastern Montane Forest

Hotspot of Kenya

	Project ID:
	00063423

	Implementing Agency: 
	UNDP

	Executing Agency:
	Ministry of Environment and Mineral Resources


	GEF Component/Atlas Activity
	ResParty (IA)
	SoF
	Atlas Budget Account Code
	Input/ Descriptions 
	Amount (USD)       Year 1 (2010)
	Amount (USD)       Year 2 (2011)
	Amount (USD)       Year 3 (2012)
	Amount (USD)       Year 4 (2013)
	Amount (USD) Year 5 (2014)
	Total (USD)

	Component 1: Systemic and institutional capacities for managing an expanded and rationalized PA estate

	 
	MEMR
	GEF
	71200
	International Consultants
	35,000
	55,000
	55,000
	0
	0
	145,000

	 
	 
	UNDP
	71200
	International Consultants
	10,000
	80,000
	10,000
	0
	0
	100,000

	 
	NK
	GEF
	71300
	Local Consultants
	47,000
	70,000
	30,000
	7,000
	8000
	162,000

	 
	NK
	GEF
	74100
	Professional Services - 
	51,000
	61,000
	43,000
	38,000
	33000
	226,000

	 
	NK
	GEF
	71600
	Travel
	40,000
	40,000
	40,000
	40,000
	23200
	183,200

	 
	MEMR
	GEF
	74200
	Audiovisual and printing production
	8,000
	8,000
	7,000
	7,000
	7000
	37,000

	 
	MEMR
	GEF
	75700
	Training, workshops and conferences
	86,800
	80,000
	70,000
	25,000
	25,000
	286,800

	 
	MEMR
	GEF
	74500
	Miscellaneous Expenses
	2,500
	2,500
	5,000
	2,500
	2500
	15,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Total Component 1
	280,300
	396,500
	260,000
	119,500
	98,700
	1,155,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Total Component 1(GEF)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1,055,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Total Component 1 (UNDP)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	100,000

	Component 2: Community management of Pas under JFM and CBNRM

	 
	 
	GEF
	71200
	International Consultants
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 
	NK
	GEF
	71300
	Local Consultants
	90,000
	85,000
	35,000
	25,000
	15,000
	250,000

	 
	KFS
	UNDP
	71300
	Local Consultants
	20,000
	20,000
	20,000
	15,000
	5,000
	80,000

	 
	NK
	GEF
	72100
	Contractual Services - Companies
	90,000
	90,000
	85,000
	65,000
	65,000
	395,000

	 
	KFS
	UNDP
	72100
	Contractual Services - Companies
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000
	10000
	50,000

	 
	NK
	GEF
	71600
	Travel
	38,000
	43,000
	40,000
	35,000
	34000
	190,000

	 
	NK
	GEF
	74200
	Audiovisual and printing production
	18,000
	18,000
	18,000
	13,000
	13000
	80,000

	 
	NK
	UNDP
	74200
	Printing and Audio Visual
	35,000
	55,000
	30,000
	25,000
	25000
	170,000

	 
	NK
	GEF
	75700
	Training, workshops and conferences
	20,000
	13,000
	40,000
	10,000
	10000
	93,000

	 
	NK
	GEF
	74500
	Miscellaneous Expenses
	100,000
	200,000
	100,000
	100,000
	57000
	557,000

	 
	KWS
	GEF
	74100
	Professional Services - (Site nature based business development and marketing)
	29,000
	70,000
	60,000
	10,000
	10000
	179,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Total Component 2
	450,000
	604,000
	438,000
	308,000
	244,000
	2,044,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Total Component 2 (GEF)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1,744,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Total Component 2 (UNDP)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	300,000

	Component 3:  Operational capacity for PA site management

	 
	 
	GEF
	71200
	International Consultants
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 
	KWS
	GEF
	71300
	Local Consultants
	110,000
	110,000
	80,000
	68,000
	50,000
	418,000

	 
	KWS
	GEF
	72100
	Contractual Services - Companies
	40,000
	40,000
	40,000
	30,000
	25000
	175,000

	 
	NK
	GEF
	71600
	Travel
	38,000
	43,000
	28,000
	18,000
	13,000
	140,000

	 
	MEMR
	GEF
	74200
	Audiovisual and printing production
	8,000
	8,000
	18,000
	18,000
	13,000
	65,000

	 
	KFS
	GEF
	74100
	Professional Services
	30,000
	30,000
	30,000
	30,000
	40,000
	160,000

	 
	KFS
	GEF
	71400
	Support out grower and private Sector links
	26,000
	25,000
	25,000
	25,000
	25,000
	126,000

	 
	KFS
	GEF
	75700
	Training, workshops and conferences
	7,000
	20,000
	20,000
	15,000
	15,000
	77,000

	 
	MEMR
	GEF
	72200
	Equipment and furniture
	20,000
	20,000
	20,000
	15,000
	15,000
	90,000

	 
	KFS
	UNDP
	75700
	Training, workshops and conferences
	20,000
	20,000
	20,000
	20,000
	20,000
	100,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Total Component 3
	299,000
	316,000
	281,000
	239,000
	216,000
	1,351,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Total Component 3 (GEF)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1,251,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Total Component 3 (UNDP)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	100,000

	Project Management
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	GEF
	71400
	Local Consultants
	62,000
	62,000
	87,000
	62,000
	87,000
	360,000

	
	
	GEF
	72100
	International Consultants
	 
	 
	35,000
	 
	35,000
	70,000

	
	
	GEF
	71600
	Travel
	2,400
	2,400
	2,400
	2,400
	2,400
	12,000

	
	
	GEF
	72800
	Equipment
	4,000
	1,000
	1,000
	2,000
	0
	8,000

	
	
	 
	 
	SUBTOTAL
	68,400
	65,400
	125,400
	66,400
	124,400
	450,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	TOTAL (GEF)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	4,500,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	TOTAL (UNDP)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	500,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	PROJECT TOTAL
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	5,000,000


9.1 Co-Financing summary

	Responsible Party/ Implementing Agent
	Amount 2009-10 (USD)
	Amount 2010-11 (USD)
	Amount 2011-12 (USD)
	Amount 2012-13 (USD)
	Amount 2013-14 (USD)
	Total (USD)

	KFS
	1,100,000
	1,100,000
	1,100,000
	1,100,000
	1,100,000
	5,500,000

	KEFRI
	300,000
	300,000
	300,000
	300,000
	300,000
	1,500,000

	KWS
	570,000
	570,000
	570,000
	570,000
	570,000
	2,850,000

	NEMA
	124,000
	124,000
	124,000
	124,000
	124,000
	620,000

	Nature Kenya
	300,000
	300,000
	300,000
	300,000
	300,000
	1,500,000

	Total co-financing
	2,394,000
	2,394,000
	2,394,000
	2,394,000
	2,394,000
	11,970,000


9.2 Budget Notes

General Cost Factors: 

Short-term national consultants (NC) are budgeted at $800 per week. Long-term national consultants are budgeted at $ 600 per week. International consultants (IC) are budgeted at $3,000 per week. This is based on UNDP Kenya standard costs.

COMPONENT 1. Systemic and Institutional Capacities for Managing an Expanded and Rationalized PA Estate

1. International Consultant: International consultants to guide assessments and edit reports @3000/wk for 5 weeks ($15,000);  A total of USD $130,000 @ 3000/wk for 43 weeks to develop the business case for PAs covering the following deliverables:

· Training needs assessments covering planning, finance, monitoring, reporting, accountability, legal issues, one national training workshop per discipline for 50 people each

· Carry out PAs economic assessments and valuation

· Documents PAs economic benefits to government and local communities 

· Determine ecosystem services and their economic contribution to national development.

·  Total international consultants costs USD $145,000
2. International consultant; UNDP carbon stock and auction studies to provide data for environmental mitigation and adaptation for ecosystems services investment. This will be realized through an international consultant and lessons sharing. Total estimated costs: USD $100,000.00

3. Local Consultants: Local consultants to carry out floral inventories @ 1000/wk for 47 weeks ($47,000); Local Consultants @ 1000/wk for 15 weeks to advise and produce regulations and training  for a total costs of USD $ 10,000; Provision for USD $15,000 @ 1000/wk for 15 weeks to prepare and advise on gazettal process  for new PAs gazettement within a national plan for national grid of PAs; Local Consultants to be hired @ 1000/wk for 40 weeks to facilitate meetings, review literature and produce management plans. Four plans produced @ 4,000 =40,000 (meetings, resource assessments, consultative meetings, printing and distribution); Local Consultants required @ 1000/wk for 10 weeks to develop and advise on PAs coordination estimated @USD $10,000; Local Consultant, a total of USD $ 35,000 @ 1000/wk for 35 weeks to support the international consultants also as ToTs. Similarly, 5 consultative meetings/workshops @ 1000=5000; 13 personal computers for biodiversity office  and staff @1500 total $ 6,500. Provision for 28 days of PAs planner and a similar 28 days for the sociologist and institutional development specialist to review the forest Act to identify opportunities for PAs establishment for biodiversity. This will lead to develop a strategy for local peoples involvement in PAs conservation under the Forest Act and Wildlife Act @ 350 for a total of $ 19,500. Total local consultants cost USD $162,000.
4. Professional services: Subcontract fee to NMK to carry out faunal biodiversity assessment for a total cost of $16,000; Contractual Services meetings and workshops (4 meetings at each of 4 sites @ 500=4x4x500=2,000). In addition, a 15 days policy specialist @ 350=5,250, Develop a niche at KFS for biodiversity protection linking with KWS ($ 2,500)for an estimated costs of USD $10,000; Contractual Services provided for KWS to move gazettal process @estimated amounts of USD $10,000 for legal fees for gazette notice and justification resulting in target forests surveyed and boundary re established; Contractual Services to KFS to coordinate the production of management plans by facilitating stakeholder consultations at all levels. Specific details of works includes:

· KFS/Survey department DSAs for 200 days @ 50=10,000 for 3 staff= $30,000
· 10 foresters trained for 2 weeks @ 2000= $40,000
· KFS contract: community mobilisation, agreement, resource based inventories, boundary agreement, management zones, no take zones, agreements over utilisation: result 4 landscape plans, each FR has managements plus CFA management plans, safeguards from development in sensitive areas. On the basis of this 25 year strategic management plans developed for Cherangani, South and North Nandi and Kakamega ($10,000)

Sub contract to KFS/ survey department; including equipment, transport, DSA, community mobilisation and consensus building (USD $102,750)
· Purchase GPS 40 @ 530=21200; other survey equipment = 20,000; maps, software etc= 10,000; field subsistence for KFS/Survey department teams for reserve upgrade plan, map all globally threatened biodiversity within a Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) methodology published by IUCN and assess the target forests for their qualification under IUCN conservation categories.

· Develop reserve upgrade plan and strategy with shared responsibilities among key stakeholders

· Map the PAs including buffer zones critical for PAs sustainability 

· Develop a strategy for PAs incorporation into IUCN PAs grid

· Site based coordination activities linked management contractual services.

. Total contractual USD $ 226,000

5. Travel: Travel for experts to deliver the activity for a total cost of $45,000. Travel for project staff  to identify, survey and gazette expanded network of Nature reserves for an estimated amounts of $10,000; Travel costs for meetings and workshop participants and mileage estimated @US 8,000; Travel for taskforce from Nairobi to the field to provide technical backstop to activity delivery including DSAs at institutional rates estimated @USD $ 15,000; travel for staff and Nature Kenya to attend meetings including mileage that also includes public and expert vehicles estimated @$5,000; Travel for participants and staff at district and national levels estimated to USD $ 20,000; Travel for KWS and KFS and, staff and others participating estimated amounts of $ 80,200 to cover DSA and transport costs, Total travel USD $: 183,200 
6. Audiovisual and printing: Required  to produce reports  and electronic database support @ $15,000; printing workshop materials and other reports @ USD $5,000; Equipment & Furniture to support four field offices @$500 with acquisition of survey maps @USD $2,000 for mapping the PAs including buffer zones critical for PAs sustainability; report production  and reprographic materials @USD $10,000; printing ready district/site plans for circulation estimated @ $s1600/forest site total $ 5000; provision of $10,000 to produce and publish the business plans and support documents: Total audiovisual and printing costs of USD $ 37,000. 
7. Training, Workshops and Conferences: This expenses are for activities listed below: 

· 4 expert meetings/workshops for each site attended by 20 people each workshop at 1000=1000x4x4=$16,000. In addition, expenses for community mobilisation, training and PFM delivery at target sites as detailed below is provided for an estimated amounts of  USD $270,000 in total and distributed as follows: 

· 4 nature reserves surveyed ($30,000)

· 4 nature reserves established/expanded ($110,000)

· Nature reserve management capacity build($40,000

· Multi-stakeholder PAs Coordination mechanisms developed and operationalized  ($17,000)

· National PAs review commission/committee/taskforce established at the ministry of environment ($5000)

· Inter-ministerial cooperation systems developed ($5000)

· Provision for four meetings (one each site) at estimated $25,000 @ 6250 each site to support development of site action plans

·  A provision of $57,550 to undertake a detailed economic study to determine the contributions of PAS to development agenda to make case for increasing investments in PAS and reduce pressures to targeted PAS. Total Training Workshops and Conferences: USD $ 286,800. 
8. Miscellaneous Expenses:  For activities that backstop this components estimated costs of USD $ 15,000

· Total Miscellaneous: USD $ 15,000
COMPONENT 2:  Community Management of PAs (JFM/CBNRM)

 

9. Nil

10. Local Consultants: Provided for field activities (@ 1000/wk for 60 weeks)  totalling $ 60,000) to provide advice on management plan processes and produce guidelines; support field technical staff and to train on leadership and governance in JFM @ 1000/wk for 100 weeks for a total of $100,000; Local consultants to support field technical staff and consultants to train on business and entrepreneurship and income generation @ 1000/wk for 40 weeks for a total of $ 40,000; Local Consultants to support business and market plans and value chain analysis @ 1000/wk for 50 weeks estimated to $ 50,000: Total local consultants GEF: USD $ 250,000

11. Local consultants: Co-finance from UNDP @ 1000/wk for 80 weeks to support participatory forest management and community livelihoods which includes identified nature based enterprises and agreed to go into community action plans, ecotourism, business plans marketing and studies. This provides the contribution from the UNDP co finance component. This is estimated at a budget of USD $:80,000
12. Contractual Services:  For meetings and workshops accommodation and associated costs estimated @ $75,000. Contractual Services to support site level activities planning review and implementation. Monthly meetings, community mobilisation and leadership/governance training and mentoring @ 1000x100x4x5 totalling $200,000; annual status report on threat reduction assessment @ 4000 for 5 yrs totalling $20,000; Contractual services to support advisory services and mentoring of agri-business owners as per business plan estimated @ $50,000; Contractual Services to support forest based business advisory, mentoring and training in business skills services estimated @ $ 50, 000. Total contractual services GEF: USD $ 395,000.

13. UNDP contractual services to support note 10 above @ 1000/wk for 50 weeks. Total UNDP contribution to 10 above: USD $ 50,000
14. Travel:  To support staff, local communities and government participants to meetings and workshops estimated @ $30,000; Travel for participants and staff attending meetings and workshops including mileage in the field totalling $100,000; Travel to support participants and staff attending meetings and workshops including mileage between, within, inter of the project sites and Nairobi estimated $ 60,000. Total travel USD $: 190,000
15. Audiovisual and printing production:  To support production and printing of workshop materials reports and proceedings and field office routine support estimated @ $ 20,000; supporting printing and production of meetings programmes and support for 4 field offices estimated @ $40,000; support business plans production @ $s 5000 each for 4 sites estimated USD $ 20,000. Total audio visual=80,000. Total Audiovisual and printing production: USD $: 80,000
16. UNDP Printing and Audio Visual:  To support costs towards production of 2000 brochures for 4 sites @ 0.5 totalling $4000 and 2 national fairs for 4 SSGs @ $1000/fair at $4,000x5 yrs totalling $24,000. Similarly, a provision for developing and publicising identified 4 natural resource-based enterprises functional at each site estimated at $ 110,000 for all the sites. In addition, identification and printing for circulation, value chain analysis outcomes for priority products and businesses that support forest conservation estimated @ $36,000. Total Printing and Audio visual costs; USD $:170,000
17. Training, workshops and conferences: Training of Community Conservation Areas groups  Support costs estimated towards the detailed activities:

· 10 CCAs created and established/trained at project sites and Joint site management committees established (community / local council / government) with regular meetings and attendance estimated $40,000
· Manual/guides to legislation & regulations produced ($20,000), 2 ToTs on legislation and CCAs and forest support for 10 from each site=40 @ 500=$20,000, Forest Act briefs, bylaws and manuals at each site @ 3000 X4  totalling S12,000; 300 prototypes posters at 10 sites @ 0.3 totalling $1,000;  Total Training of Community Conservation Areas groups: USD $ 93,000
18. Miscellaneous expense (Participatory FM Site Management Plans development): Provision towards support costs of activities listed below:

· Resource inventories and development and implementation of participatory management plans between GoK officials and communities estimated at $100,000

· Low cost biodiversity monitoring system implemented and informing management actions @ $80,000

· National and local capacity to manage and monitor conservation action through partnerships between government and civil society partners is strengthened estimated @ $ 100,000

· Establishment and capacitating of Site Support Groups at project sites estimated $100,000)

· GoK staff trained in conservation co-management present at project sites estimated @ $77,000

· Support other identified priority needs of communities around priority target sites @ $ 100,000. Total Management plans development: USD $ 557,000

19. Site nature based business development and marketing; Provision of costs of activities listed below:

· Establish linkages, partnerships and alliances with private sector to support identified businesses enterprises estimated @ $10,000

· Develop site-based tourism models and circuits estimated @ $75,000
· Produce biodiversity checklists for 4 target sites each at estimated @ $15,000

· Support local groups and SSGs to exhibit and share experiences in national and local fairs estimated @ $20,000

· Support implementation of identified business and market plans estimated @ $s 20,000

· Develop a mechanism for the enterprises to support conservation and wider local community development agenda estimated @ $6000

· Support national public education and awareness programmes on the links between the environment and economic growth estimated @ $ 37,000

· Develop mechanisms for sharing benefits between business owners and wider local communities estimated @ $ 6,000. Total Business Development and Marketing: USD $ 179,000
COMPONENT 3: Operational Capacities for PA Site Management

20. Nil

21. Local Consultants:  Provided $33,000 towards local consultants at 1000/wk to advice on staff and funds devolution to field level PA support linking with the business plan and strategy.  A provision of $20,000 is made @ 1000/wk for 20 weeks to train government staff on PAs support and enforcement. Additionally, a provision of $40,000 @ 1000/wk for 40 weeks to develop plans for outposts and other needed enforcement infrastructure by KFS and KWS. Provided for site level staffing activities for coordination, action planning, reporting and training @ 1000/wk for 270 weeks to advise and provide support for activity delivery at estimated costs of 270,000.  Estimated costs of $55,000 for Nature Kenya field technical staff for facilitation roles. Total Local consultants: USD $418,000
22. Contractual Services: Provision to support activities of Londian and Manyani training centres to retrain staff on participatory PA management skills at site levels. Similarly, provision to facilitate KWS and KFS trainers (TOT qualifiers) at estimated amounts of $15,000 is made. Minimal support to Mau secretariat, KWS and KFS to catalyse actions in the Mau and to establish tree nurseries at project sites to promote forest restoration into the future. Set up 160 ha demonstration restoration in the targeted sites on priority basis on the Mau Forest. This estimated at $160,000 for an input of $1,000/ha for 160 ha.  Total contractual services: USD $175,000. 

23. Travel:  Provision of $ 100, 000 for participants and site level staff, government agencies and communities attending coordination meetings and workshops including mileage within project sites. In addition, a total of $20,000 for participants and staff attending meetings and workshops including mileage coverage. Further provision for participants, trainees, scouts and staff attending meetings and workshops including mileage for a total budget of $20,000. Total travel: USD $140,000
24. Audiovisual and printing production:  To support site level business plans production and awareness creation linked to global, national and local levels activities at estimated costs of $50,000. In addition, a total of $5,000 provision for stationary support for the PA training for GOK staff and also to support production of training materials and patrol protocols at estimated costs of $5,000. Further provision is meant for the coordinators site inspection reports production and printing estimated at $5,000.  Total Audiovisual and printing production: USD $65,000
25. Awareness. Lessons and knowledge management: To support costs of activities listed below:

· Support and facilitate lesson learning through exchange visits and educational tours targeting best practices in establishment and development of small-scale forestry and agro forestry at $ 8000 for example, 4 SSGs visit Arabuko-Sokoke (business leaning) and four groups visit Kereita (leadership and governance learning) @ 2000/visitX2=4000 two times at project life @$8,0000 bringing a total of $16,000 intervention amounts

· Support uptake of new technologies from 4 demos for fireless cockers, jiko liners etc @ 3000/demox4=$12,000

· A provision of $32,000 to support costs of Nature coordination activities at site levels

· Sensitise local partners on stakeholder rights and on the need to release pressure off the forest. Workshops including government lead agencies who will be assisting the local communities to undertake afforestation estimated at $100,000. Total Awareness. Lessons and knowledge management’s USD $160,000
26. Support out grower and private Sector links: This is provided to reduce threats to PAS through the following activities:

· Forest adjacent communities receiving greater income and benefits from working in partnership with private tea companies and government owned Nyayo tea zones to replace use of native wood. (100,000 seedlings@ 0.13=13,000 at 4 site)=$63,000

· Support and facilitate farmers to enter into growers agreements with private sector including the tea estates to supply wood products and explore tree business opportunities estimated at $63,000.

Total Support out grower and private Sector links: USD $126,000
27. Training, workshops and conferences: This is provided for the following:

Organise and deliver training on nursery and woodlots establishment and management and other commercial forestry practices (pruning, thinning and harvesting) estimated at $ 77,000 with each site getting $20,000 to complete nursery activities for quality seedlings. Total Training, workshops and conferences; USD $77,000.

28. Equipment and furniture (Support to PA infrastructure maintenance and development). A total of $190,000 to support infrastructure costs related to activities listed below:

· 50 rangers retrained in Londian @ 80 for 10 days totals $30,000
· 50 mobiles phones @ 50 for 4 sites= 50x50x4 talls $10,000
· A total of $50,000 is provided from UNDP co-finance to support activities in the Mau to catalyse co-finance to meet the targets indicated for combined forest restoration using natural means and reforestation (seed nurseries, and plantation infrastructure, and removal of ferns that suppress natural forest re-growth: Total Infrastructure’s: USD $ 90,000
29. Training, workshops and conferences for UNDP  estimated at USD $ 100,000 for activities below:

· 20 new outposts established @ 2000=2000x20 for a total of $40,000

· Investment in PA infrastructure—trails, signage, interpretation facilities, camp sites at estimated costs of $60,000

Total training, workshops and conferences USD $100,000

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Project Management: Ensures effective project administration, M&E, and coordination have enabled timely and efficient implementation of project activities. 

30. Local Consultants: $310,000 has been allocated to support Policy Specialist and Site Support Specialist consultants' work in the Project Management Office and at Nature Kenya. To support mid-term evaluation, independent audits and final technical evaluation activities @ 25,000 for each evaluation (DSA and fees for national consultant) totalling $50, 000.
31. International Consultants: To support mid-term evaluation, independent audits and final technical evaluation activities @ 35,000 for each evaluation (DSA and fees for national and international consultant) totalling $70,000 
32. Travel:  A total of $12,000 has been budgeted for travel by staff of the PMU to allow for effective project coordination between the PMU and the different field sites.

33. Equipment: $8,000 has been budgeted for computer upgrades and services. 
Total Project Management (GEF): USD $450,000

WORKPLAN.  This budget will used as the basis for the preparation of Annual Work Plans by the Programme Coordination Unit.

10. ANNEX I: Additional Information

PART I: Other agreements 

The Letters of Co-financing are attached as separate files.

PART II: Terms of References for key project staff and main sub-contracts

The ToRs for key project staff and consultants are presented in Annex C and onwards of the CEO Endorsement Document

PART III: Management Effectiveness Tracking Tools

These are presented in Annex I of the CEO Endorsement Document
11. ANNEX 2: Stakeholder Analysis

347. Stakeholders include, but are not limited to key government agencies such as the MENR, KWS, NEMA, Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Water and Natural Resources, Ministry of Lands, Ministry of Planning National Development and Vision 2030, Ministry of Water and Irrigation, Kenya Forest Service, National Museums of Kenya, the Office of the President NGOs and Private Sector.

348. A wide range of stakeholders are benefiting from Montane Forests with or without land ownership. Experience shows that the majority of stakeholders are those without forest land ownership. Based on field studies, the stakeholders can be divided into seven broad groups.

11.1 Local communities 

349. Local communities that collect forest products and get services from surrounding Montane Forests include:

· Tour guiding Groups Kakamega

·  Bamboo and furniture making groups, Kakamega

· Tree nursery groups, Kakamega, Cherangani, Nandi Hills

· Beekeeping groups, Kakamega, Cherangani Nandi Hills

·  Silkworm rearing and processing group Kakamega

11.2 Government 

11.2.1 Local Government

350. The main stakeholders involved in forest conservation activities at the local level include: Nandi County Council; Kakamega County Council; West Pokot Community Council; Trans Nzoia County Council; Keiyo County Council; County Council Marakwet; Water and Sewerage Companies in Kakamega, Eldoret, Kitale, Kisumu, Nandi Hills; Water Resources Management Authority; District Environmental Committees in Kakamega, Nandi, Keiyo, Trans Nzoia, Marakwet, West Pokot, Nakuru, Narok, Kericho, Bomet , Trans Mara and Nyando Districts and District Development Committees/District Steering Groups.

11.2.2 Provincial Government

351. The main government stakeholders involved in forest conservation activities at the provincial level include: the Lake Basin Development Authority; Kerio Valley Development Authority; Ewaso Nyiro South Development Authority; Provincial Environment Committees of Rift Valley, Western and Nyanza Provinces; and Provincial Agricultural Boards of Rift Valley, Western and Nyanza Provinces.

11.2.3 Government Sector Ministries

352. As outlined earlier above, various sector ministries are involved directly or indirectly in conservation and management of forests covering: policy formulation, sector planning and budgeting, law enforcement, revenue collection, information systems, extension, research, training, monitoring and evaluation and coordination of other stakeholders. Experience has shown a growing number of stakeholders have realized that the achievement of their sector policy objectives are influenced by sustainable conservation of the Montane Forests hence the need for multi-sectoral coordination. These include the Ministries of Forestry and Wildlife; Kenya Forest Service; Kenya Wildlife Service; Kenya Forestry Research Institute; Ministry of Environment and Mineral Resources; National Environment Management Authority; Department of Resource Survey and Remote Sensing; Ministry of Water and Irrigation; Water Resources Management Authority; Ministry of Energy; Office of the Vice President and Ministry of Home Affairs and National Heritage; National Museums of Kenya; Ministry of Lands; Office of the Prime Minister; Ministry for Development of Northern Kenya and other Arid Lands; Ministry of Planning, National Development and Vision 2030; Ministry of Regional Development Authorities; Ministry of Cooperative Development and Marketing; Ministry of Gender, Children and Social Development; and Ministry of Fisheries Development.

353. Table 10 summarizes the Sector Ministries with their corresponding policies and legal acts relevant to supporting forests.

Table 8. Summary of Sector Ministries with policies and acts supporting forests.

	Ministry department
	Policies
	Legal Acts

	Kenya Forest Service
	(i)Old Forest policy

(ii)Draft Forest Policy 2007
	(i)Forest Act 2005

	Kenya Wildlife Service
	(i)Wildlife Policy 1975

(ii)Draft Wildlife Policy 1997
	(i)Wildlife Act 1989

(ii)Draft Wildlife Bill 2007

(iii)Timber Act

	National Environment Management Authority
	(i)Draft Environment Policy 2008

(ii)Wetlands Policy 2008
	(i)Environment Management and Coordination Act 1999

	Ministry of Water and Irrigation
	(i)Water Policy 1999
	(i) Water Act 2002

	Ministry of Agriculture
	
	(i)Agriculture Act (CAP 318)

	Ministry of Lands
	(i)Draft Land Policy
	(i)Land Act

(ii)Government Land Act

(iii)Trust Land Act

(iv)Registered Land Act 

(v)Land Adjudication Act

	National Museums of Kenya
	(i)Draft Museum Bill
	(i)Antiquities and Monuments Act (CAP 215)

	Office of the President
	
	(i)Chiefs Authority Act (CAP 128)


11.3 Private Sector

11.3.1 Commercial Forest Product Dealers (Private Sector) 

354. The private sector consist of individuals, groups or companies with high investment capital and business skills. The main stakeholders who are commercial forest product dealers include the following: Rai – Ply in Eldoret; Pan Paper Mills in Webuye; Timber Treatment Centre in Nandi Hills; Rondo retreat centre in Kakamega; and the Kenya Association of Tour Operators.
11.3.2 Commercial Agribusiness (Private Sector) 

355. Those in the private sector that are individuals, groups or companies with high investment capital and business skills involved in the commercial agribusiness sector include: George Williamson Tea Company; Eastern Produce Tea Company; Kakuzi Tea Company; African Highlands Produce; Finlay Tea Company; Unilever Tea; Nandi Tea Estate and Kapchorua Tea.

11.4  Civil Society Organisations

11.4.1 Community Based Organisations (CBOs) and Non- Governmental Organisations (NGOs) 

356. Various local (national) CBOs and NGOs are operating within the Coastal Forests assisting in awareness raising and extension services, financing of forestry and environment activities, promoting gender roles, women empowerment and revenue collection. Civil society groups are involved in the following conservation activities: tree nursery establishment, environmental awareness creation, community policing, on-farm woodlot promotion, rehabilitation of forest, fish farming, supply of gravitational water, river bank protection and management, promotion of environmental governance, energy conservation, promotion of commercial tree planting associations, butterfly farming, tour guiding, silk processing. 

357. CSOs have been working very closely with other stakeholders especially in Cherangani, Nandi North and South. For example they have constituted project implementation committees at all the three sites where the composition of the committees includes key line ministries such as forestry, water, agriculture and wildlife, research institutes such as KEFRI, community groups, local authorities among others. The multi-stakeholder PIC is involved in planning, decision making on implementation of activities and allocation of resources and conducts monitoring. It is also accountable to the donors for all expenditure. Government technical departments support the CSOs with technical advice, equipment and materials, seedlings, among others. 

358. CSOs in Nandi North and South are also striving to work with the private sector and discussions are underway such that the partnerships can provide markets for tree products and any support to tree farmers. Private companies that have been approached and that are willing to work with the CSOs are Homa-Lime Co. Ltd, Eastern Produce (Kenya), Pan Paper Mills Webuye, Timber Treatment Centre, George Williamson Tea Estate, Rai-Ply Eldoret. However in Kakamega there did not seem to be strong collaboration between CSOs, KFS and other government technical departments and there seemed to be a lot of issues that were causing misunderstandings and conflict amongst themselves.

359. Capacity gaps amongst CBOs include: most of the CBOs are relatively new and are still grappling with leadership and governance issues; there is still inadequate knowledge and skills on technical issues as well as management e.g. raising of tree seedlings; eco-tourism; monitoring and evaluation etc; there are inadequate communication skills for example, for changing attitudes of the public about forest ownership from negative to positive; weak lobbying and advocacy skills; lack of capital investment, equipment and materials; inadequate financial resources; difficulties with gender mainstreaming due to culture in some communities.

360. Some of the active NGOs include: Cherangani Hills CBO Consortium, Nandi Hills Environment Forum, Kakamega Environment Education Programme, Kobojoy Community Forest Association (Nandi Hills), Kimondi Community Forest Association (Nandi Hills), Isechano Bandas Community Group (Kakamega), Osienala (Friends of Lake Victoria) Kisumu, Nature – Kenya, East Africa Wildlife Society, African Wildlife Foundation, Green Belt Movement, Forest Action Network, World Conservation Union (IUCN) EARO, Kenya Forest Working Group, World Wide Fund for Nature EARO, Kenyan Key Biodiversity Areas National Liaison Committee, Friends of Conservation, African Conservation Centre, Birdlife International, CARE International, Environmental Liaison Centre International, NEF, Kenya National Union of Teachers, Mazingira Group, Chebororwa Sekemiat, Pendakazi Y. Group, SAYSO Youth Group, Kesarine And Associates, KETEBA Self Help Group, Kamangunet Women Group, Chepkeitui Community Forest Association, Litei Self Helf Group, Pyramid Youth Group, Muileshi Cfa, Kasali Self Help Group, Munderema Bamboo Group, Kabicotoa, Community-Health Volunteers Initiative, Cacc – Shinyalu Constituency, UNDP, Jitegemee S.H.G., and Biota/Forest Again.
361. The following table describes the activity of the primary NGOs involved in biodiversity conservation in Kenya:

Table 9. Primary NGOs Involved in Biodiversity Conservation in Kenya

	NGO
	Roles and Responsibilities
	Main Activities

	East African Wildlife Society (EAWLS)


	To advocate for rational policies and promote best practices to conserve wildlife and environment in East Africa
	Forest conservation and management

Conservation and sustainable use of marine and coastal areas

Conservation of wetlands and freshwater ecosystems

Conservation of drylands and biodiversity

Conservation education and research

Advocacy for environmentally sound policies and legislation

	World Wide Fund for Nature East African Regional Programme Office (WWF – EARPO)
	To ensure that biodiversity and biological processes are conserved in harmony with the needs of the people of East Africa.
	Forest conservation

Freshwater ecosystems conservation

Oceans and coasts conservation

Conservation of savannah ecosystems

Conservation of arid lands

Sustainable use of natural resources

Environmental awareness creation

Capacity building for biodiversity conservation

Policy development, implementation and harmonization

	African Wildlife Foundation
	To conserve biodiversity in the African Continent
	Land and habitat conservation

Species conservation and applied research

Conservation enterprise

Capacity building and leadership development

Support to policy initiatives

	World conservation Union – East Africa Regional Office (IUCN – EARO)
	To promote the conservation and sustainable use of natural resource and preserve nature
	Promote sustainable management of drylands

Promote management of tree dominated ecosystems

Promote conservation and sustainable management of coastal and marine ecosystems

Promote the wise use of freshwater resources and wetlands

Analysis of social and policy issues affecting conservation

Conservation of biodiversity and sensitive areas

Promotion of environmental economics

Facilitate the implementation of conventions related to nature and natural resources

Promotion of environmental planning

Providing support to NGOs

	Africa Conservation Centre (ACC)
	To bring together the people and skills needed to build East Africa’s Capacity to conserve wildlife
	Establishment of wildlife associations, land trusts, wildlife sanctuaries, ecotourism lodges and community associations in Amboseli and Mara ecosystems and South Rift Valley 

	Forest Action Network (FAN)
	Working for people and forests
	Policy development (e.g. involvement in new Forest Policy and Legislation)

Advocacy

Capacity building and networking

Training in environmental matters

Community mobilization.

	Nature Kenya (NK)
	Identification of sites and species that are important, vulnerable and threatened, taking action and working government agencies and community groups
	Awareness raising

Fund raising

Building local capacity

Mitigating threats

Monitoring progress

Promotion of sustainable livelihoods

Conservation of Important Bird Areas (IBA)) and areas critical for the conservation and plants and animals including forests, wetlands, semi arid and arid areas and moist grasslands

	Indigenous Information Network (IIN)
	Empowering indigenous people in Kenya through encouraging their participation in development including promotion of livelihoods and protection of rights
	Training

Education

Media Outreach

Advocacy (land rights, Gender)

Environmental Conservation

Fund raising and income generation

Cultural preservation


11.5 Stakeholder Involvement Plan

11.5.1 Introduction

362. The Stakeholder Involvement Plan specifies goals and objectives for stakeholder involvement, identifies key stakeholders and their interests relative to the project, and describes how stakeholders will be involved in the implementation of each project outcome. 

363. This project is based upon a partnership approach both at the national and site level, as shown in the project activities. The involvement of stakeholders in the development and implementation of all project activities, continued dialogue and commitment will help to ensure the sustainability of the project. 

364. The development of this project was participatory and involved a wide range of stakeholders from government, private sector, research and academic organizations and civil society organizations. The stakeholder analysis was done through brainstorming at taskforce meetings and also during the site level consultations. 

365. A national workshop was organized to discuss the project document. The workshop was attended by all key government and non-government institutions and all provided their input and support for this initiative. Site consultations took place in Kakamega Forest, Cherangani Hills, the North Nandi and the South Nandi Hills. The programme implementation will be highly consultative and participatory and key stakeholders will take lead on their activities. Local communities will be involved at all site actions; government agencies will be involved in the implementation of activities within their mandate and the private sector will be involved where possible.

11.5.2 Goal and Objectives for Stakeholder Involvement

366. The goal for stakeholder involvement in the Project is: to ensure that all stakeholders who are affected by, have a role in, or are interested in project themes have the opportunity to be involved in and develop a sense of “ownership” of the project. 

367. Table 12 below describes the major stakeholders and their involvement in the project.

Table 10. Key Stakeholders and Roles and Responsibilities 

	Stakeholder Type
	Roles and Responsibilities

	Individual Households
	Day to day monitoring of CFAs, maintaining support to forest management committees, benefitting from harvests of forest products, taking personal responsibilities for forests.

	Forest Management Committees
	Management and maintenance of CFAs, monitoring of quotas, management of harvests, provision of forest product benefits to communities.

	Village Councils
	Overall management and accountability of community managed areas to wider rural communities, coordination with District Authorities and outsiders.

	District Government
	Collection of forest revenues from district managed forests, monitor forest health and harvest quotas, monitor extraction levels, provide licenses, support local communities in the development of community areas and their proper management. 

	Provisional Government
	Coordinate between District and Central Government on policy and management issues, across sectors of government.

	Forest Product Dealers (private sector)
	Support development of markets and economic growth. Provide financial incentives for best management of forests, work with government and villages to support good practice in forest management and forest product extraction.

	Community Based Organisations
	Develop civil society capacity on a local level to support land rights, social development, economic growth and sustainable forest management.

	National nongovernmental organisations
	Develop civil society capacity on a national level to support land rights, social development, economic growth and sustainable forest management, support supply chains and forest management processes.

	International nongovernmental organisations
	Develop civil society capacity on a regional level to support land rights, social development, economic growth and sustainable forest management, support supply chains and forest management processes. International advocacy.

	Government Departments
	Manage the processes of forest management on a national level, implementing forest management policies, linkages with other government departments.

	Government Ministries
	Support forest management and economic growth through sound policy guidance and implementation, linkages and overlap with other ministries.


11.5.3 Principles of Stakeholder Participation

368. The stakeholder participation plan has been developed based on the principles outlined in Table 13 below.

Table 11. Stakeholder participation principles

	Principle
	Stakeholder participation will:

	Value Adding
	be an essential means of adding value to the project

	Inclusivity
	include all relevant stakeholders

	Accessibility and Access
	be accessible and promote access to the process

	Transparency
	be based on transparency and fair access to information; main provisions of the project’s plans and results will be published in local mass-media 

	Fairness
	ensure that all stakeholders are treated in a fair and unbiased way

	Accountability
	be based on a commitment to accountability by all stakeholders

	Constructive
	seek to manage conflict and promote the public interest

	Redressing
	seek to redress inequity and injustice

	Capacitating
	seek to develop the capacity of all stakeholders

	Needs Based
	be based on the needs of all stakeholders

	Flexible
	be flexibly designed and implemented

	Rational and Coordinated
	be rationally planned and coordinated, and not be ad hoc

	Excellence
	be subject to ongoing reflection and improvement


11.5.4  Long-term stakeholder participation 

369. The project will provide the following opportunities for long-term participation of all stakeholders, with a special emphasis on the active participation of local communities:

370. Decision-making – through the management systems of the project. The establishment of the structure will follow a participatory and transparent process involving the confirmation of all stakeholders; conducting one-to-one consultations with all stakeholders; development of Terms of Reference and ground-rules; inception meeting to agree on the constitution, ToR and ground-rules for the committees.

371. Capacity building – at systemic, institutional and individual level – is one of the key strategic interventions of the project and will target all stakeholders that have the potential to be involved in brokering, implementing and/or monitoring management agreements related to activities in and around the reserves. The project will target especially organizations operating at the community level to enable them to actively participate in developing and implementing management agreements.

372. Communication - will include the participatory development of an integrated communication strategy. 

373. The communication strategy will be based on the following key principles: 

· providing information to all stakeholders; 

· promoting dialogue between all stakeholders; 

· promoting access to information. 

374. Crucially, the project will be launched by a well-publicized multi-stakeholder inception workshop. This workshop will provide an opportunity to provide all stakeholders with updated information on the project as well as a basis for further consultation during the project’s implementation, and will refine and confirm the work plan.

12. SIGNATURE PAGE

Country: Kenya

UNDAF Outcome(s)/Indicator(s): 

UNDAF Outcome 3.2: Enhance environmental management for economic growth and equitable access to energy services and response to climate change

Expected Outcome(s):





3.2.1. Support to sustainable management of natural resources. Policies and capacities for sustainable management of environment and natural resources improved.

Expected Output(s):
Development of pro-poor policies for sustainable management practices for utilization of living natural resources on a sustainable basis for socio-economic benefits, national and community capacity for sustainable management of natural resources with focus on women and youth for sustainable management and use of natural resources, capacity for enhancement and compliance of policies, laws, and guidelines and public institutions such as NEMA, Kenya Forest Service and other relevant private sector entities and CSOs to improve and develop new subsidiary legislation, tools and guidelines for sustainable use of natural resources.

Implementing partner: Ministry of Environment and Mineral Resources (MEMR)

Other Partners: Government of Kenya: Kenya Forest Service; Kenya Wildlife Service; Kenya Forest Research Institute. NGO Community: Nature Kenya


United Nations Development Programme________________________________________________








      


Date   

Ministry of Environment and Mineral Resources __________________________________________












Date   
Ministry of Finance_______________________  __________________________________________












Date   
Nature Kenya _____________________________________________________________________












Date   












Total budget:		      	$5,115,000


Allocated resources (GEF):      	$4,500,000	 


Other:


UNDP				$500,000


Cash and in kind contributions  		


Government of Kenya:		$10,470,000


 NGO Co-finance:		$1,500,000


Other Totals			$12,470,000








Programme Period: 2009-2013


Programme Component: Environment and Energy


Project Title: Strengthening the Protected Area Network within the Eastern Montane Forest Hotspot of Kenya


Project ID: PIMS 4178 


Atlas Project ID: TBD


ATLAS Award: TBD


GEFSEC Project  ID: 3693


Business Unit: (KEN10)


Management Arrangement: NEX











� Hughes, R.H & Hughes, J.S 1992. A directory of African wetlands. Gland, Cambridge and Nairobi: IUCN/UNEP/WCMC


� NBU 1992. The costs, benefits and unmet needs of biological diversity conservation in Kenya. A study prepared for the Government of Kenya and the United Nations Environment Programme. Nairobi: National Biodiversity Unit.


� Dean, P.B & Trump E.C 1983. The biotic communities and natural regions of Kenya. Nairobi. Wildlife Planning Unit, Wildlife Conservation and Management Department.





� Crafter et al, 1992


� IUCN 1996. Forest cover and forest resources in Kenya: policy and practice. Nairobi: IUCN Eastern Africa Regional office.





� ‘Biodiversity Hotspot’: using the Conservation International benchmark to describe hotspots.


� See Wass (1995) for definitions of forest relative to canopy cover in indigenous forest.


� Wass .P. (ed) 1995. Kenya’s indigenous forests: Status management and conservation. Gland: IUCN.


� User rights are defined under the 2005 Forest Act. Management agreements may be entered into between Community Forest Associations and the Kenya Forest Service which incorporate access and user agreements.


� Blackett, H. L. 1994g. Forestry inventory report No. 10: North Nandi, Kaptaroi and Taressia. Nairobi: Forest Department/Kenya Indigenous Forest Conservation Programme


� Beentje H.J 1990. Forests of Kenya in Proceedings AETFAT 12th Symposium Hamburg pp 265-286.


� Mabberley, 1975


� Waiyaki, E.M 1998. An avifaunal survey of South Nandi Forest: Research reports of the centre for biodiversity, National Museums of Kenya: Ornithology, 30


� Waiyaki, E.M 1998. An avifaunal survey of South Nandi Forest: Research reports of the centre for biodiversity, National Museums of Kenya: Ornithology,30


� Zimmerman, D.A, Turner D,A & Pearson 1996. Birds of Kenya and northern Tanzania. Halfway House, South Africa: Russel Friedman Books.


� Waiyaki, E.M 1998. An avifaunal survey of South Nandi Forest: Research reports of the centre for biodiversity, National Museums of Kenya: Ornithology,30


� Larsen T.S, Kamugasha B. N., Karani I. 2008. Mid-Term Review of Mount Elgon Regional Ecosystem Conservation Programme (MERECP). Noragric Report No. 44, Department of International Environment and Development Studies, Noragric.


� Ibid


� Ibid


� Beentje H.J 1990. Forests of Kenya in Proceedings AETFAT 12th Symposium Hamburg pp 265-286.


� Wahome J.M. 1992. Kisere Forest; a land of rare species. EANHS Bulletin 22 (3): 39 – 40


� Duff – Mackay A. 1980. Amphibia: conservation status report No.1 Nairobi; National Museums of Kenya.


� Larsen T.S, Kamugasha B. N., Karani I. 2008. Mid-Term Review of Mount Elgon Regional Ecosystem Conservation Programme (MERECP). Noragric Report No. 44, Department of International Environment and Development Studies, Noragric.


� IBA 58


� IBA 55


� Blackett, H. L. 1994g. Forestry inventory report No. 10: North Nandi, Kaptaroi and Taressia. Nairobi: Forest Department/Kenya Indigenous Forest Conservation Programme


� Blackett, H. L. 1994g. Forestry inventory report No. 10: North Nandi, Kaptaroi and Taressia. Nairobi: Forest Department/Kenya Indigenous Forest Conservation Programme


� Zimmerman, D.A, Turner D,A & Pearson 1996. Birds of Kenya and northern Tanzania. Halfway House, South Africa: Russel Friedman Books


� Stattersfield A.J. Crosby M.J. Long AJ. and Wege D.C 1998. Endemic bird areas of the world: priorities for biodiversity conservation. Birdlife Conservation Series No.7. Cambridge Birdlife International.


� Important Bird Areas (IBAs) in Kenya by Leon Bennun and Peter Njoroge, Ornithology Department, Natural Museums of Kenya.


� Blackett, H. L. 1994g. Forestry inventory report No. 10: North Nandi, Kaptaroi and Taressia. Nairobi: Forest Department/Kenya Indigenous Forest Conservation Programme


� Bennun, L., Dranzoa, C & Pomeroy, D. The forest birds of Kenya and Uganda. Journal of East African natural History. 


� Waiyaki, E.M 1998. An avifaunal survey of South Nandi Forest: Research reports of the centre for biodiversity, National Museums of Kenya: Ornithology,30


� Kosgey D.K. 1998. Status and habitat of Turners Eremomela, Eremomela turneri (Van Someren 1920) in south Nandi Forest Reserve Kenya. Unpublished M.Phil thesis, Moi University.


� Zimmerman, D.A, Turner D,A & Pearson 1996. Birds of Kenya and northern Tanzania. Halfway House, South Africa: Russel Friedman Books;Waiyaki, E.M 1998. An avifaunal survey of South Nandi Forest: Research reports of the centre for biodiversity, National Museums of Kenya: Ornithology,30


� NRI 1996. Kenya renewable natural resources profile. Chatham. UK. Natural Resources Unit


� Juma C. 1989. Biological Diversity and Innovation: conserving and utilizing genetic resources in Kenya. Nairobi


� http://www.state.gov


� http://www.usaid.gov/


� http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics/


� Government of Kenya (2000). The Environment and Coordination Act 1999 in Kenya Gazette Supplement No.3 (Act No.1) Government Printer


� Government of Kenya (2005). Forest Act: Government Printer


� A strategy for the integrated management of land, water and living resources that promotes conservation and sustainable use in an equitable way” as described by CBD


� The Kenya National Environment Action Plan (NEAP) 1994. Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources Nairobi, Kenya


� Kenya Government Lands Act, Chapter 280. Government of Kenya, 1979


� Njuguna, P. and Muriithi, S., 1995, Report on Game Damage Survey Mount Kenya/Aberdares, Kenya Forestry Development Project, Nairobi, Ochieng, D., 1993, Damage Cause by Forest Animals to Farms Adjacent to the South Western Side of Mount Kenya Forest Reserve, Kenya Indigenous Forest Conservation Project, Forest Department, Nairobi.


� Emerton, L., 1997. An Economic Assessment of Mount Kenya Forest, report prepared for EU by African Wildlife Foundation, Nairobi.


� Murray, M., Eriksson, H., Goransson, G., and Karani, I. (2006). Final Evaluation Report of the Biodiversity Conservation Programme funded by the European Union.


� Ecotourism Kenya, May-June 2007 issue No.16.


� Lambert, A., 2006. Payment for Environmental Services: Some thoughts!


� Emerton, L., 1997. An Economic Assessment of Mount Kenya Forest, report prepared for EU by African Wildlife Foundation, Nairobi.


� Republic of Kenya (2007b). Forest Policy. Nairobi, Kenya


� The Kenya National Environment Action Plan (NEAP) 1994. Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources Nairobi, Kenya


� Waiyaki, E.M 1998. An avifaunal survey of South Nandi Forest: Research reports of the centre for biodiversity, National Museums of Kenya: Ornithology,30


� Blackett, H. L. 1994g. Forestry inventory report No. 10: North Nandi, Kaptaroi and Taressia. Nairobi: Forest Department/Kenya Indigenous Forest Conservation Programme


� Emerton, L., 1997. An Economic Assessment of Mount Kenya Forest, report prepared for EU by African Wildlife Foundation, Nairobi. 


� Oyugi J.O.1996. Kakamega Forest is dying. EANHS Bulletin 26 (3/4).


� IBA 53


� Waiyaki, E.M 1998. An avifaunal survey of South Nandi Forest: Research reports of the centre for biodiversity, National Museums of Kenya: Ornithology,30


� Site designation has been be agreed during the PPG process. 


� Forest Again reforestation project is a multidisciplinary, multi-institutional, international effort involving Kenya’s leading organizations in forestry research, conservation, and management, community-based organizations at the local scale, and world-known organizations in rainforest research and conservation.


� Gullison, R.E., Frumhoff, P., Canadell, J., Field, C.B., Nepstad, D.C., Hayhoe, K., Avissar, R., Curran, L.M., Friedlingstein, P., Jones, C.D. & Nobre, C. (2007). Tropical Forests and Climate Policy. Science 316, 985-986.


� Brooks et al, 2006





PAGE  
1

