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Annex 1b-1. Consultdaion and Participation Information
Locations of Regional Workshops

Western, Nyanza and North Rift (Western BlocR)e rationale for clustering these three
conservancies together was that they all consist of representative ecological areas in the
countryand are all in close proximity to one another: two water tovwbts Elgon and
Cherangani Hills), an important tropical rainforest(Kakamega forest) and arid and semi
arid areas (Baringo, West Pokot and Turkana). The Western Block also comprises a very
diverse set of stakeholders, all with different interests in concepts such as REDD+.
Stakeholders consist of indigenous peoples, pastoralists and other forest dependent
communities, farmers, fisfak, public institutions and the private sector. Howéneset
stakeholders have common user interest in any program that could potentially influence
how forest resources are managed. It is important to note that there are ongoing-forestry
related projects within this cluster (World Bank funded Natural Resoanagdvhent

Project and a Forestry Carbon offset Project Both projects support livelihood
improvement activities for the local communities and will provide valuable lessons for the
RPP process.

Mau block The Mau conservanayas treated as a special stardlone case due to its

unique attributes: it is an expansive and diverse forest; it is the largest water catchment
(water tower), with 12 rivers draining into 5 major lakes; and some lakes are trans
boundary and recognized by the UN as Ramsar sites. Otigeafivers within the Mau

block supports the (Mai®erengeti ecosystem) of which a spectacular annual wildebeest
migration has been declared one of the Seven Wonders of the Modern Windd.
conservancy comprises the Mau forest complex, which contdores2lblocks and a

large number of other forest areas managed by communities and/or local governments
and are not yet gazetted. This region is of
Development Agenda including Vision 2030 and the Nationaht€li@hange Response
Strategy (NCCRS) as it supports agriculture, energy, and tourism sectors among others. On
the other hand, it is one of the most deforested and degraded conservancy at the moment.
Due to past illegal forest excisions, issues of landetesme being brought to the
forefront. There are several ongoing conservation efforts in the area that need
coordination and goodwill for their success. This include a UNEP Community Integrated
Forest Resource Management (COMIFORM) Project, a WWF supandeRiver Basin
Project, Save The Mau Initiative supported by the Green Belt Movement, East Africa
Breweries & Equity Bank, TUNZA Mau projected supported by USAID through Forest
Action Network, and the Green Zone project supported by the African DenegloBank

among othersThe Mau block consists of a diverse set of stakeholders that includes
Indigenous Peoples as well as companies representing the logging, teapasdtesd)ist

and tourism industriaslarge

Central Highlands, Eastern, and Ewa®orth (Central Kenya block).he rationale for
clustering these three conservancies into the Central Kenya block was that they contain the
final two water towers (Mt. Kenya and Aberdare Ranges) not included in the Western and
Mau blocks. The Central Kenylack has the largest concentration of Community Forest
Associations (CFAs) involved in numerous conservation activities. These areas also
experience high levels of deforestation and degradation especially in the water towers
areas. Population density iscteemely high with strong negative impacts on natural
resources usage and management. The increase in human populations has resulted in
encroachment into the wildlife migration corridors and breeding areas, which have caused
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an increase in the number afnanwildlife conflicts over time. Furthermore, the Central
Kenya block has the highest concentration of charcoal and wood fuel consumption
whereby the demand for charcoal far outweighs the supply. Lately there has been an
attempt to explore alternative soces of energy to include biofuels, solar reflectors, and
biogas. The severe droughts in the Ewaso North region always contributes to the massive
migration of the pastoralist communities to the water catchment areas, creating additional
social tensions dnconflicts. One interesting observation in this cluster is the high
concentration of trees on individual farm lands.

CoastBlock. knyads coast al region has no water t o
that range from dry land forests, coastal manvg® and high water table forests that

have their own biodiversity uniqueness. This region is 90% ASAL and faces similar
challenges in terms of deforestation and general environmental degradation. There are
numerous conservation efforts in this regiowlimglthe Arabuko Soke forest, the Kaya

forests and a carbon forestry project in Kwale.



Annex 1b-2. Consultation and Participation Workshops

Table 1b1 showghe number of erkshopsundertaken aboth the ational level and in
the ten forest conservaies, along with targeted participants timeline,and budget
estimates for facilitating the planned eveattsendee lists and reports from all workshops
were not included in this Annex, but are availaiieghe REDD+ page of the KFS website
http://www.kenyaforestservice.org

A description of the C&P plan is also provided on the website.
Table 1b1. Summary of consultations held for the C&P 1 Plan.

Cluster/ | Target Stakeholders | Venue Number of| Number of| Dates
Block participart | workshops
S
National | National stakeholders | Utalii 1 18th
Hotel November
Nairobi 2009
Western| CFAsCBOs Eldoret 50 1 2nd  March
Civil  society Local 2010
authorities,
Public Institutions
Mau IP groupsPrivate secto| Nakuru 100 2 30-31
Public Institions Civil March 2010
society
Central | CFAs CBOLivil| Embu 70 1 24 April
society Pastoralists 2010
FarmersPrivate Sector
Public Institutions
Coast | Other stakeholders Mombasa | 50 1 29 April
2010
Nairobi | All Stakeholders Nairobi 120 1 3 May 3
2010



http://www.kenyaforestservice.org/

Annex 1b-3. KFS REDD+ website

Information on the-RP process and other aspects of REDD+ in Kenya is pravithexd
REDD+ webpage on the KFS websitatgd://www.kenyaforestsevice.org

The webpage is an important resource for disseminating information to stakeholders and
will be used for that purpose throughout the REDD preparedness period. The webpage
currently contains downloadable reports on the regional consultationsshstder
attendance lists, early versions of the RPP and annexes, a brochure on REDD+ in Kenya,
and the C&P plan for developing theFR.

The completed -RP will be posted on the website, along with other documents and
resource materials as the procesRBDD+ readiness continues.
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Annex 2a1. Assessment of land use and forest policy and governance in
the forest sector in Kenya

The purpose of this paper is to provide background information on the status of the forest
reources in Kenya, describe the policy environment and challenges in theasdctor,
describe the trends in forest degradation, deforestation, and enhancement
(afforestation/reforestation) in the past. The drivers of forest degradation, destruction,
and enhacement are discussed and past efforts to address the drivers are analyzed. The
lessons learned from past experience provide a basis for identifying promising REDD+
strategies.This paper was developed through a review of existing literature and a
broad-based consultative process involving review of the relevant previous studies,
discussions with the technical REDD+ working group representing various institutions and
organizations within Kenya, discussions at regional consultative meetings with stakeholders
around the country, and interviews with representatives of forest adjacent communities,
state and private forest managers, wood processing industries and forest biodiversity
conservation. The drivers of deforestation and forest degradation and analgsisarit

and previous strategies to address deforestation and forest degradation will be discussed
further during the consultations during the consultative procesBPointplementation
described in section 1b and the analysis will continue to infoteg&trapproaches to
implementation of REDD+ strategies during implementation.

More than 80% of the land area of Kenya consists of arid and semi arid lands (ASALS)
where population density is low and livelihoods are mainly based on livestock. Woody
vegetaton in those areas is sparse and consists of dry bush and open wooded grassland.
Most of the rural population lives in the remaining 20% where rainfall is higher and soils
are suited to agriculture and this is also the area where most of the closed tanespy
occurs. Only about 12% of the land area is climatically suited to closed canopy forest
with current closed canopy forest occurring &%ust the land ara due to progressive
clearance for agriculture (Figure-2al). Much of this area is proted, either as Forest
Reserves managed by the Kenya Forest Service (KFS), as National Parks managed by
Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS), or as trust land forests managed by Local Authorities.

In addition to the indigenous forests, there are approximately 007t of publicly

owned industrial plantation forests under the management of KFS and an estimated
90,000 ha of private industrial plantations and fuelwood plantations serving mainly the
tea industry Figure 2al-2). Plantations are located mainly in thghler elevations, and

in many cases were planted as buffers surrounding indigenous forest reserves that were
conserved for their water catchment and biodiversity values. The plantations are located
in areas with high agricultural potential with high rdirgad fertile volcanic soils, where

rural population densities are high.
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The Government industrial plantations under gemant of KFS consist mainly of
Cupressus lusitanica and Pinus p&mae of these areas are degradeflie to under
management and the area has been progressively reducing due to failure to replant after
clearfelling or conversion to agriculture. Privggiantations on the other hand are
generally well managed and although their size is expanding, the extent is still small
compared to government plantations.

Table 2al-1 shows an annual reduction in 12,050 ha forest land in the period-1990

2010. The Indjenous closed canopy category and the Open Woodlands categories both
reduced by 5,000 ha per year. This was due mainly to conversion of forest to agriculture.

The state owned industrial plantations reduced by 3,150 ha per year partly due to
conversion togiculture and partly to failure to reforest after clearfelling. Forest fires

also had a role in destruction of forests during this period (discussed further below).
Private plantations have increased during the period-IBodhas decreased in area by
14,500 ha per year due mainly to clearance
treeso has increased annually by 48,500 h a
conversion of forest areas to agriculture, and due to the positive impact of farm forestry
extension efforts of the past two decades which have encouragfadnoitree planting.
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Figure 2al-2. Location of gazetted Forest Reserves managed by KFS.

Degradation of forests over the period 1990 to 2010 is an important factor which is not
refleced in the above figures on forest areas. The remaining indigenous forests have been
degraded by decades of illegal logging of valuable timber trees resulting in reduced
carbon stock and biodiversity value. Public plantations have been degraded through
inappropriate silviculture or neglect resulting in reduced carbon stocks. Trustland forests
under the control of local authorities continue to be degraded through over exploitation
for timber, poles, charcoal and fuel wood, and through unregulated grazing.



Estimates of carbon in Kenyan forests are provided in the FAO Forest Resource Assessment
report for Kenya (FAO 2010). FAO estimates an average of 110.76 metric tonnes per ha

in aboveground carbon and 26.59 tonnes of C in belgwund biomass or
approximatdy 137 tonnes of carbon per ha. The annual loss of 12,000 ha of forest
therefore results in a loss of approximately 1.6 million tons of carbon per year. Carbon

|l osses from 00Ot her Woodlandsodo (1. e. trees
thousand mat tonnes of C, assuming annual loss of 33,500 ha of Other Woodland and
assuming abovground biomass of 9.77 metric tonnes of C per ha and 2.34 tonnes C in
below ground biomass.

Table2a-1-1. Areas of forest in Kenya and rate of change since 1990

Categay of for_es_t_ resourcf{Area (6000 Ha) Annual

(using FAO definitioAs) 1990 2000 2005 | 2010 change 1990
to 2010
(6000

Indigenous closed Cano| 1240 1190 1165 |1140 |[-5

Forest

Indigenous Mangroves 80 80 80 80 0

Open woodlands 2150 2100 2075 2050 |-5

Public Plantation Forests | 170 134 119 107 -3.15

Private Plantation forests | 68 78 83 90 +1.1

Subtotal Forest land (totg 3708 3582 2357 | 3467 |-12.05

of above categories)

BusHand 24800 24635 24570 | 24510 |-14.5

1 FAO definitions used in Table 2a-1-1:

Indigenous Forests A group of trees whose crowns are largely contiguous and include the ecosystem that
makes it up and a tree canopy cover of over 10% and the canopy is essentially of indigenous tree species
growing under natural conditions and excludes planted indigenous plantation forests. The forest is
delineated through legal gazzetment. The area includes Mangroves and bamboo ecosystems.

Plantation forests: All areas of systematically planted, man -managed tree resource composed of primarily
exotic species. Categories include both young and mature plantations that have been established for
commercial timber production. It includes clear felled areas within plantations and excludes all
plantations of non -timber such as tea and coffee. It includes associated land cover/use such as roads,
fire -breaks and building infrastructure if they are too small to be clearly mapped off the satellite
imagery.

Open woodlands: Land classified as forest with trees higher than 5 metres and canopy cover of between
10%0 40% or trees able to reach these threshold in situ or with a combined cover of shrubs bushes and
trees above 10%. (It does not include land that is predominantly agricultural or urban land use.

Bush lands: Communities typically composed of tall, woody self supporting single and multi -stemmed
plants branching at or near ground with in most cases no clearly definable structure. Total canopy co ver
>10% with canopy height between 2-5M

Farms with trees: Trees found on privately owned farmlands



Farms with Trees

9420

10020

10320

10385

+48.25

Total Area of Kenya

58037

58037

58037

58037

0

Source: FAO Forest Resource Assessment 2010. Country Report for Kenya.




Role and importance of forests to the economy

Kenyads forest resources are of i mmense 1 mp¢
services they provide, for their contribution to economic development, for their contribution

to rural l' i veli hoods. The contribution of f
rural and urban water supplies, and approximately 70% of power trdngenerated.

Much of Kenyads biodiversity and wildlife r

bushland forest, and are a major factor in attracting tourism. A large rural population
depends on woodland and bush resources to provide firewood, charmmbather forest
products which are critical to rural livelihoods.

The plantation resources make a substantial contribution to economic development in
Kenya and are potentially a resource for economic development in the wider region. It
was estimated #t in the mid 1990s the sawmilling industry provided 30,000 direct jobs
and 300,000 indirect jobs. In 2007, the forest sector was estimated to contribute about
1% to GDP (Ksh 16.4 billion) to the economy, and that more than 10% of households
living within5 kms from forest reserves depend on them for subsistence resources (FAO,
2007).

Forestpolicy and legislation

Both the Forest Policy and Forests Act have recently been revised and updated and
together provide a new framework for forestry governanceanyid. The new policy is

still in draft form although the revised Forests Act 2005 has been passed by parliament
and came into force in 2007. The new framework is the result of almost two decades of
planning and consultation and paves the way for a newreKenya forestry.

The draft policy is driven by the following factofi$:the importance of forests to the

national economy; (ii) the need to address deficiencies including inadequate financial
resources and the lack of an enabling policy and legisiat(iii) recognition that

i ncreasing population and poverty <continue
resources; and (iv) recognition that Kenya is a low forest cover country by international
standards and that it aims to attain at least 10%efgrcover within the next decade.

The key elements of the new policy and legislation are:

1 A greatly enhanced role for communities through Community Forest Associations
and other mechanisms

1 A focus on livelihoods and sharing benefits from forests morabdguit

1 Forest management planning that is guided by professionalism, is science based,
and uses an eegystem approach.

1 Appropriate incentives to promote sustainable use and management of forest
resources.

1 Establishment of semitonomous Kenya Forest Senas a new institution to
replace the Forest Department with an expanded mandate in the management of
all types of forests.

1 Promotion of commercial tree growing
1 Excision of gazetted forests will require EIA and parliamentary approval
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Management plans arequired for all major forest ecosystems
Establishment of a Forest Management and Conservation Fund
Payments for ecosystem services

Commitments to Sustainable Forest Management

Commitment to environment role of forests including water values, biodiversity
values, climate change values

The new Act became operational in 2007. The subsidiary legislation and the operating
rules and regulations required to implement the new Act effectively are currently at
various stages of developmeRbur sets of regulationave beengazetted to date- the

Farm forestry rules, Participation in forest Management rules, Forest charcoal regulations,
and Forest harvesting rul&s.further sets of regulations or subsidiary legislation remain

to be developed.

Other national laws ancegulations impacting on forest resources in Kenya are as follow:

T

T
T

The Environmental Management and @odination Act (EMCA), 1999This act
provides a framework for environmental and social development, harmonises the
various sector specific legislatiompacting on environment and the management
of natural resources.

The Water Act, 2002T'he Act provides for regulation of riverine forests, catchment
forests, and protection of wells and springs in the forest and supports the user pays
principle (for wate benefits) and therefore opens opportunities for catchment
forest management and conservation by forest communities, and revenue
generation through payments for ecosystem services.

The Wildlife (Conservation and Management) Act, Cap 3Y@jdlife resouces
occurring in forests are covered by the act and therefore it has implications for
forest sector.

The Agriculture Act, Cap 318 The Actods relevance for
destruction of vegetation for agricultural expansion that is one eh#ée drivers

of forest degradation and destruction, and therefore can complement the forests
act.

The Antiques and Monuments Act, Cap 21Has implications for coastal Kaya
forests.

The Local Government Act, Cap 26Substantial areas of forest are undie
Local Councils in trust lands and the Act empowers County Councils to-make by
laws to control cutting of timber, destruction of trees and shrubs and afforestation.

The Fisheries Act, Cap 378he Act has implications for coastal mangrove forests.
Trust Land Act.

Other national and international commitments and plans which have an impact on the
forest governance framework are the international conventions signed by GoK and a

2 Kaya forests are forests regarded as sacred by coastal peoples where traditional rites are
practiced
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number of broader national level plans and strategies. The relevant teaia
conventions are the CBD, CITES, UNFCCC, and UNCCD. The relevant national strategies
are the Vision 2030, Climate Change strategy, The Arid and Semi Arid Lands policy, the
Livestock Development policy, Charcoal policy. The relevance of theseestrategi
discussed below.

Institutional arrangements in the forestry sector

A significant change introduced by the new Forests Act 2005 was the creation of a new
institution, the Kenya Forest Service (KFS) as the institution responsible for the forestry
set or . Under the new Act, the KFS is a obod
and Wildlife that reports to a Board. The Board is drawn from a wide base and about

half of its membership consistsrambers from the private secitveex-officio menters

are the Permanent Secretaries of the Ministries responsible for Forestry, Water, Finance
and Local Government; the Directors of KFS, KWS, KEFRI and NEMA. The members
directly appointed by the Minister are eight other persons representing foredtyindus

forest communities, law enforcement, Kenya Forestry Society, environment related NGOs,
forestry education and research, and conservation. The KFS became operational in 2007.
The organizational structure is devolved to Conservancies (Figure 2)

The KB has a broad mandate that includes regulation of the sector, management of
natural and plantation forests, protection of forests and forestry extension. Currently KFS
manages most of the reserved forests but under the new Act can devolve its forest
management functions to communities, private companies, individuals or other entities
through concessions or other arrangements. Significant areas of gazetted forests are
currently under the management of Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS) and Local Councils.

Techmial competence within the forestry sector in Kenya is high due to a long history in
forestry and well established institutions offering technical forestry education. Moi and
Kenyatta Universities offer degree courses in forestry, and The Forestry Cdllege a
Londiani offers certificate and diploma courses. There is a large number of trained
foresters working both in the technical forestry institutions such as KFS and Kenya Fores
Research Institute (KEBRd) in civil society organizations who have asrést in forests

and natural resources management.

Capacity of civil society organizations working in the forestry sector in Kenya is strong and
is a valuable resource for implementation of potential RPP activities. Civil Society is
effectively engaged wit the forestry sector through several well established and highly
competent local organizations such as Forest Action Network (FAN), Kenya Forest Working
Group (KFWG), Nature Kenya, The National Alliance of Community Forest Associations,
the Greenbelt Mouwaent, and the local offices of WWF and IUCN. Those organizations
played a strong advocacy role on behalf of forest sector stakeholders during the late
1990s when there were serious public concerns about increasing forest destruction and its
negative enviromental impacts. At that time KFWG, FAN and the Forestry Department
together prepared the Forests Bill (2000) which for the first time placed strong emphasis
on Community Participation in the future of forest management.

The timber processing sector ipresented by the Timber Manufacturers Association.
Capacity in timber processing industry has declined dramatically over the past two
decades with most of the larger sawmills closing down. A logging ban in state plantations
has been in place for the pas0lears which starved the industry of raw material and
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drove many of the larger sawmills out of business. In the 1990s, poor governance by FD
weakened the existing industry by starving the larger millers of timber while allocating
roundwood resources toddiemen or small sawmillers. This resulted in a temporary
proliferation of inefficient small mills and closing down of larger more efficient mills. At
present, the capacity in the timber processing industry is weak and most sawn wood is
imported from Tanzaa or Malawi.

Tenure and ownership of forests

Table Z-1-2 shows most forest is either in public ownership or owned by local
communities (managed in trust lands by Local Authorities). Public and community forest
lands have declined in area since 199@inty due to excision while private forestry is
increasing due to increased private sector interest in commercial planting and to
expansion of farm forestry.

Private forests are the responsibility of the owners and are not subject to KFS interference
excefd in a case where the forest is mismanaged in which case it can be declared a

provisional forest and becomes subject to regulation. Trees on private farms are not
subject to state regulation. Local Authority forests are not regulated by the KFS unless
requested to do so by a Local Authority.

Table 2a-1-2 Categories of Forest ownership in Kenya

Forest area (1000 hectares)
1990 2000 2005 2010

Categoriesof ownership

Public ownership 1,490 1404 1364 1364
Private ownership 2,218 2178 2158 |2103
...ofwhich owned by individuals 1 2 5 10

...of which owned by private business ent

and institutions 67 76 78 80

...of which owned by local communi
(includes trustland forests managed by L{ 2 150 2100 2075 |2013
Authorities)

...of which owned byindigenous / tribal
communities

Other types of ownership
TOTAL 3,708 3,582 3,522 | 3,467
Source: FAO Forest Resource Assessment 2010. Country Report for Kenya.

Communities have traditionally exercised rights of access to resources in foréstseand t
rights have been strengthened in the new Forests Act and Pladiayew provisions are

aimed at improving livelihoods providing increasing the direct benefits from forests to
local communities and thereby reduce the pressure to convert foresteutitagr The

new measures make provision for involvement of communities in forest management and
more equitable sharing of benefits

13



One of the mechanisms for community empowerment and benefit sharing is through the
Community Forest Associations (CFAs)) are a new concept introduced to implement

the provisions of the new Act. KFS can devolve management of forest areas to CFAs
under certain conditions. CFA members need training and other forms of capacity building
to operate effectively. However fewHa\s have been set up to date, and progress is slow
although KFS has plans in place to get the process underway. The subsidiary legislation
community participation have recently been gazetted (GoK 2010).

Access to forest resources, participation in famembtagement and benefit sharing
arrangements between communities and KFS are elaborated in the subsidiary legislation.
Benefits include access to firewood and other resources in natural forests and participation
in non resident cultivation (through thenggma system) in plantations. The recent
finalisation of the subsidiary legislation in this regard provides the basis for rapid
progress in operationalising these provisions. Community expectations are high and there
is potential for conflict over issuests as sharing reventrom timbersales or revenue

from payments for ecosystem services.

Onfarm tree planting hasalso gained momentum in recent years as a result of
agroforestry extension efforts over the past two decades and this is set to incréase wit
efforts to achieve the National Plan (Vision 2030) target of 10% of land area covered in
trees.Wood processing is primarily a private sector activity and in recent years a number
of sawmillers have established fagiowing plantations as a means of gewy future
timber supplies.

Sawmillers and other private companies have expressed interest in taking concessions on
state plantations as this is now permitted through the 2005 Forests Act and elaborated in
the recently gazetted subsidiary legislationOG 2010). No concession arrangements
have been agreed to date but the subsidiary legislation now provides the basis for
progress in this regard and it is possible that significant areas of state plantations will be
transferred to private sector managemanthe future.

Significant areas of plantation forest have been established by the tea industry for use as
fuelwood in drying and processing tea. The plantations are mainly fast growing
eucalyptus managed on short rotations. The extent of these planigtharisknown but

the total area of private plantations is estimated in the FAO FRA 2010 report at 90,000
ha but this is a tentative figure.

Underlying causes of deforestation and degradation (drivers of change)

A detailed list of drivers of drivers of flrestation and forest degradan is providedn

Table 2al1-3 below. The listvas generated in a series of meetings of the Policy subgroup
of the REDD+ Technical Working Group, and is based on a review of reports of several
previous analyses of drivers @éforestation carried out over the past decade and on the
experience of the members of the working group and builds on the list of drivers
described in theRIN. The drivers are grouped into six categodigevernance drivers,
policy drivers, economicrigers, technology drivers, cultural drivers and othiers.
summary, many of the drivers are interlinked and some are much more important than
others. The principal drivers, summarized in order of importance, akedignce for
agriculture (linked to rwal poverty); (2) unsustainable utilization (including timber
harvesting, charcoal production, grazing in forests; andp@®y governanceand
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institutional failures in the forest sector. Individual drivers are discussed in more detail in
the text below.

Table2a-1-3. Drivers of deforestation and forest degradation

GOVERNANCE Poor governance, imding weak institutions, corruption, ille
DRIVERS logging, weak law enforcement.

Weak community participation in forest management

Inadequate benefit shang from forest resources (including reve
sharing)

Local authorities do not value their forests

Communal land systems lack of private ownership of th
resources/land

Unclear tenure and access to forest resources (e.g. Local Al
forests )

Degazetting forest lands (Note this was an important drive
deforestation in the past although it is now addressed throug
Forest Act)

POLICY DRIVERS | Allowing grazing in forest reserves during droughts ca
degradation-

Agricultural policiesrging farmers to produce more cash crops
export

Banning Taungya system has slowed reforestation

The focus on gazetted forests has led to reduced attention g
land woodlands and other types of forests including coast
riparian forests.

Bad administration of the Taungya system

Harvesting ban in plantation forests

OTHER GOK POLICI| Inadequate of integration of the forest sector into the economy
national accounting

ECONOMIC DRIVER| Poverty (broad issuefocus on livelihoods)

Rdiance on charcoal fuel / Unsustainable charcoal production/I
urban market for charcoal fuel

High prices for agricultural products

Subsidies/Incentivesax exemption for fertilizers, for farmin
tractors (this driver is similar to high prices fagric
aboveéincorporate in above)

Fixing timber prices at too low levels
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Population pressures causing clearing (Competing land
including agricultural expansion

Conversion of coastal forest to other uses

TECHNOLOGY Lack of securitpf supply of timber to the sawmilling industry (
DRIVERS investment in timber processing technology, poor timber con
ratios)

Lack of knowledge and use of appropriate technology in
growing, and nurseries production

Lack of knowledge by the pomilon about impacts ¢
deforestation.

Lack of knowledge on tree planting and lack of acces;
information (ref. Uganda success in tree planting partly du
provision of good extension information)

Improved saw milling technology
CULTURAL DRIVER¢{ The cultural urge to own land

OTHER CAUSE Fires used in agric clearing, inadequate capacity to manage fire
(anthropogenic)

Wildlife damage (elephants and other)

Droughts

Governance drivers

Poor governance, including weak institutions, corruptioiiegal logging, weak law
enforcement Weak governance in public administration in general and in the forest
sector in particular is regarded as a key driver of deforestation and degradation in
Kenya and is linked to many of the other underlying causese e mid 1980s the
strength of the Forest Departmentdhaeclined. Political interference in forest
administration increased, government funding declined, law enforcement declined, and
staff morale declined. During this period, silvicultural treatmmestes reduced, and a
substantial backlog of areas to be reforested increased. During this period also,
substantial areas of gazetted forest reserves were excised and converted to agriculture.
The timber processing industry declined as roundwood supmiieplémtations dried up.

The reforms of the policy and forests act were aimed at addressing these weaknesses and
improving governance in the forest sector.

Weak community participation in forest managementntil the recent policy and
legislative reformdprest dependent communities had little or no role in management of
forests and were often excluded entirely. The new arrangements enable communities to be
fully involved and it is expected that this will lead to better management and protection
of forestresources. Little progress has been made to date in operationalising the new
provisions and opportunities exist for supporting this through REDD+.

Inadequate benefit sharing from forest resources (including revenue sharikighen
communities benefittle from the forests, they place little value on the resource and the
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incentive to protect and conserve the resource is less. In the past, communities were often
excluded from forests entirely and derived no direct benefits. The new draft policy
recognize the important role that forests play in livelihoods and protects the traditional
interests of communities to user rights for resources such as water, medicinal herbs, honey,
fuel wood, construction material and fodder. Forest adjacent communitiesbbaackflar

revenue sharing from plantations and although this is not specifically provided for in the
Act, it is also not excluded. Lack of revenue sharing is regarded as an important aspect of
this driver of forest degradation and destruction.

Local authotty forests on trust lands are degraded and poorly managesh estimated

100,000 had of forest occurs in trust lands managed by Local Councils. Generally the
forests are degraded or totally destroyed by unregulated exploitation or encroachment

for agriculure. Forestry is a low priority issue for councils and they do not have the
technical capacity to manage the forests. Trust lands are regarded as common property
by local people and consequently the forest resource is exploited without regard for
sustainallity. The new forest governance procedures have attempted to address this
weakness by requiring Local Councils to develop management plans and to manage their
forests sustainably. Under the Act, if a Local Authority forest is not being properly
managedittc an be decl ared a oprovisional forestéd
and management support from KFS until such time as it is well managed whereupon
jurisdiction is returned to the Local Council. These procedures introduced by the new Act
have no been operationalised as yet and provide an opportunity for action under REDD+

as carbon stock in Local Authority forests can be substantially increased through better
management. In addition, the trust land forests (held in trust for communities by Local
Councils) provide an opportunity for engagement of communities in forest management
and for increasing the livelihood benefits of those forests.

Degazetting (or excisions) of forest landsA major cause of the reduction in the forest
estate in the 1990 nd ear |l y 20 0 0-gazettimgaok fordsthreserveg (he. d e
change of status from protected to n@notected), usually for agriculture or settlement.
Many excisions were done to legalise agricultural encroachments and settlement that had
areadyoc curred but during the 19908s the pace
motivated by individual political interests or private gain and were not in the public
interest. A survey in 1999 found that over 55,700 hectares of forests in the East and
West d the Rift Valley were either excised or proposed for excision between 1994 and
19994, and in 2001 the government excised a total 67,000 hectares in the period
leading up to national electioriBhe new Forests Act has successfully addressed this driver
by introducing new legal requirements for excisions. Under the new Act, protection of
gazetted forests is greatly strengthened. Any variation of forest boundaries requires
approval by the local forest conservation committee, KFS and of parliament. It also
requires public consultation, an independent EIA, and the loss of forest must not prejudice
biodiversity conservation. In the past, the only legal requirement was the publication of a
gazette notice 28 days prior to excision, during which time objectiodsbecsilibmitted

in writing, but there was no legally defined procedure for dealing with objections and

3Wass 1996

4 Njuguna P., Mbegera M, Mbithi D, 1999. Reconnaissance survey of forest blocks in west and east
of Rift Valley. Permanent Presidential Commission on Soil and Afforestation.
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consequently objections had no impact. The new measures have worked well and no
excisions have taken place since the Act came into force in 2007.

Poligy drivers

Allowing grazing in forest reserves during drought§ he practice of permitting grazing

in forest reserves during drought periods degrades the forest by destroying the
undergrowth and preventing regeneration of young trees. However it doedbwentr
substantially to livelihoods and is a vital safety net for pastoralists. There are opportunities
for developing forest management systems through REDD+ that incorporate provision for
grazing, thereby increasing the potential carbon stock while pngvidportant livelihood
benefits.

Agricultural policies urging farmers to produce more cash crops for exp@anflicting
government policies aim to produce more cash crops for export while others aim to
increase the percentage of land area under for@stlicies need to be realigned so that
they are in harmony.

Poor administration of the Shamba (taungya) system has reduced the incentive to
reforest cleared plantation areaghe shamba system (or taungya) system was commonly
used by foresters as a methofl glantation establishment and reforestation. It involved
growing agricultural crops along with the trees for the first couple of years until the trees
shade out the crops. It significantly reduces the cost of forest establishment as weeding
costs are bom by the cultivator, and moreover provides significant benefits to cultivators

in the form of food. The system was often abused and young trees were often neglected
or deliberately cut to enable cultivation to continue beyond the ustedr3period. This

slowed down reforestation progress and resulted in vast areas under cultivation within
forest reserves. The shamba system was poorly managed in the 1990s and was banned
by presidential decree. It was subsequently replaced by a modified system referred to a
nonresidential cultivation (NRC). This too was banned after a few years and is currently
being replaced with a redesigned system being referred to as Phentation
Establishment and Livelihood Improvement Scheme (PELIS) which currently covers over
8,000 hectares

Focus on gazetted forests and insufficient attention to dry land woodlands and other
types of forests The Forest sector traditionally focused on the closed canopy forests in the
wetter regions of the country and on the valuable plantatiossurees. Forest and
woodland resources in ASALs have important livelihood benefits especially for fuelwood
and charcoal but have been neglected in forest policy and funding. ASALs cover about
80% of Kenyads tot al | and s urlatienc Brylandnd hol d
forests are mainly on trust lands and are unmanaged and degraded by unregulated
exploitation. The neglect of these areas in the past has been addressed ASAL strategy
(GoK 2005) and in the new draft forest policy which recognizes the anperbf ASAL

wood resources in human livelihoods and the importance of ASAL biodiversity resources.
These policies call for sustainable management of woody resources in ASALS, promotion of

Shttp://www.kenyaforestservice.org/index.php?view=article&catid=71:kfs _-core-
programmesé&id=96:plantation -and-enterprise-division&format=pdf
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wood based micro enterprises, tree planting, rehabilitation ofadtsgl areas, promotion

of sustainable charcoal production and creation of community forest associations to
manage and regulate woodland usd@he ASAL strategy is a d@ar plan for
management of natural resources in the ASALs which provides for integtated n
resources management and development in the ASALS.alimasoved management of

wood resources in ASALs can increase the carbon stock, provide increased livelihood
benefits to local people, and enhance their role as habitat for biodiversity. REDD+
presents opportunities for achieving those targets within the context of the GoK ASAL
strategy.

Harvesting ban in plantation forestsA ban on harvesting in plantation forests was
introduced as a temporary measure in 1999 to reduce rampant illegal hagvestin
plantation forests. The ban has remained in place since then despite the new governance
measures introduced since the mid 2000s. Although the ban is only partially effective, it
has reduced felling and maintained carbon stocks. However, it haghednegative

effects on the forestry sector, and overall it is regarded as a driver of forest destruction in
other forests. As well as increasing pressures on the natural forests to supply timber, it has
penalized licensed samillers, deprived them of wvamaterials, and reduced the incentive

to invest in more efficient machinery leaving the processing sector to small inefficient
operators with low conversion ratios. As a consequence, much of the sawn wood in the
market is milled by chainsaws with a very sawnwood conversion ratio.

Economic drivers

Poverty, population pressure and agricultural expansio@learance of agriculture has

been one of the most important causes of deforestation and forest degradation. It is a
complex issue with inter relatednderlying causes including poverty, population
expansion, continuing reliance on subsistence agriculture, lack of alternative livelihood
opportunities, competition for land, and weak governance of forest resources. The rural
population is concentrated the areas with the highest agricultural potential that have
good rainfall and fertile volcanic soils. These are the same areas where closed canopy
forest occurs, and there has been a history of conflict between forest authorities and forest
adjacent commitres due to past restrictions on access to resource and encroachment for
agriculture. Agricultural encroachment into forest reserves was often subsequently
regularized by excisions which encouraged further encroachment. Weak governance
resulted in weak k& enforcement enabling cultivators to remain in the forest. They were
often encouraged by politicians seeking political favdime recent changes in forest
policy and legislation have made it much more difficult to excise forest land and have
strengthene@ommunity access rights. This makes it more difficult to encroach and reduces
the incentive to do so. However the economic incentives to convert forest land to
agriculture remain high as the potential benefits under agriculture are much greater to the
indvidual than the benefits under forest. There are opportunities to change the economic
incentive regime through REDD+.

6 GoK 2005. Arid and Semi Arid Lands, National Vision and Strategy, Natural Resources
Management 2005-2015.
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High prices for agricultural productsThis driver is related to the poverty drivers
discussed above and is a consequence of high papuland relatively small area of
productive forest land. Agriculture is productive and profitable in high potential areas as
agricultural production fetches high prices. Forestry is not as profitable as the revenues
are not shared with the community, ngakigriculture a more attractive land use option

for local people.

Fixing timber prices at low levelsit has been normal in the past for the Forestry
Department to set prices for roundwood. Prices were generally set at low levels which
may have helped thémber users but acts as a disincentive to producers. The low price of
roundwood from the forest made forestry an uneconomic option when compared to
agriculture.

Reliance on charcoal fuel / Unsustainable charcoal production/large urban market for
charcod fuel.Charcoal is the most important form of cooking fuel for the majority of the
population of Kenya. 2.5 million people depend directly or indirectly on the charcoal
industry which is worth Ksh. 32 billion per annum. Charcoal production is condantrated
dryland areas where tree species are suitable for charcoal and where poverty levels are
high. Reliance on charcoal is likely to continue in the future and switching to alternative
cleaner fuels such as LPG or electricity is unlikely to gain momethteirshiort term due

to the cost of alternative$he new legislation on charcoal production and transportation
will facilitate regulation of the industry and raise efficiency in production. The new
legislation presents opportunities for addressing the tesough REDD+ by activities that

will improve efficiency in charcoal conversion and subsequent use in cooking, and by
reducing pressure on dryland woodland resources by promoting sustainable charcoal
production.

Conversion of coastal forest to other useCoastal forests consisting of high biodiversity
forests and mangroves that are importanthefish industry. The coral rag forest is under
pressure from urban and tourism development and the mangrove forests are under
pressure from unsustainable wssupply the pole market. Is this a key driver?

Technology drivers

Lack of information and knowledge on tree growindnformation on tree growing and
forestry is not readily available and this is regarded as a disincentive to growing trees.
Information isieeded in a user friendly form on issues such as matching tree species to
site, which species to grow, silviculture of common commercial and agroforestry species,
land preparation techniques, fire protection and other aspects of successful tree growing.
Provision of such information in Uganda has had a very positive impact on expanding
afforestatiorf and opportunities exist to provide similar information for Kenya through
REDD+.

Lack of knowledge by the population about impacts of deforestatioAwarenes
among Kenyans of the value of forests has increased considerably over the past decade,
due to the efforts of awareness and advocacy groups such as FAN and KFWG, and this

7 SPGS Tree Planting Guidelines for Uganda
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has had a substantial impact on reducing pressure on forests. However, inadequate
awareness is still regarded as an important driver of deforestation and awareness and
advocacy efforts need to be sustained to reduce pressure on forests.

Low grade sawmilling technology Sawmilling technology in Kenya is inefficient and
wasteful. Roundwoocbnversion efficiency is low by international standards resulting in
large quantities of waste wood. Wood processing efficiency has declined since the early
1990s as larger sawmillers who depended on the Forest Department for roundwood
supplies failed to exure longerm supplies and as a consequence did not invest in
upgraded machinery and equipment. A number of larger mills closed and were replaced
by smaller less efficient mills. The logging ban resulted in closure of many sawmills.

Other drivers

Fires used in agrialtural clearing, inadequate capacity to manage fire§he FAO forest
resources assessment for 2010 shows average annual area burned in forest reserves
between 1988 and 2008 of 1283 ha of plantations and 1428 ha of natural forests. No
data is available for forest fires in other woodlands. Most fires are wildfires that occur
due to natural causes or to accidental fires spreading from agricultural land clearance or
burning for grazing.

Wildlife damage (elephants and otherlephants destroyna degrade forests and their
numbers are increasing <statistics>. At Amboselli and Tsavo, elephants are blamed for
destruction of the trees in the woodland savannah and degradation of the dry woodlands
and for destroying trees in closed canopy forestshardares and Mt Kenya areas,
elephants are blamed for destruction of forest.

Recent policies and strategies to address deforestation and forest degradation

Implementation of past policies and strategies to address deforestation and forest
degradation wasconstrained by weak institutions, poor governance and lack of capacity
to implement the measures effectively. However, a number of measures implemented in
the recent past have had positive impacts in reducing dedticesand degradation and

can be regaded as drivers of increase in carbon stfickble 2a-1-4). The comprehensive
reforms in forest governance introduced over the past five years in Kenya are aimed at
overcoming the trend of forest destruction and degradation in the past and overcoming
past deficiencies. The reforms were carefully formulated over the last two decades and
were based on comprehensive research and detailed data collection and therefore most
promising strategy for REDD+ is to provide support for the implementation of the current
reforms.

A comprehensive series of programs and sub programs have been developed by KFS to
operationalise the reforms. Most are at an early stage of development and would
benefit from support through REDD+. Reforms related to community participation are
already underway with support from a number of sources and institutional support is
being provided bythe Finnish Government through a project called Miti Mingi Maisha
Bora (MMMB.)However, additional support is required in those and in other aspects of
the reforms. Annex 1 lists-gaing programs being implemented with support from
development partner, and Annex 2 lists climate change programs relevant to REDD+.
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As indicated earlier, other sector policies and programs have impacts on the forest and
land strategy, the water policy, ASAL policy, livestock policy and environment policy. The
multisectoral participation in the REDD technical working group and The REDD Steering
will facilitate a coordinated approach to REDD implementation. The moredaread
national development strategy paper Vision 2030 is relevant as it contains targets for
forest rehabilitation and reforestation. The planned revision of the Land

Table 2a-1-4. Measures that have reduced deforestation and degradation (drivers of
increasan carbon stock)

POLICY DRIVER KFS reforestation programs
Charcoal regulation measures introduced

Increasing political awareness of value of forests, impacts of c
change, and of the negative aspects of loss of forests

International agenda dring interest in reforestation

Decentralization of forest management and increase in participatory
management

Government efforts to achieve international conservation area targets

GoK development focus on livelihoods and sustainable dewehdp
GOVERNANCE | Forests Act 2005 passed

DRIVERS: Institutional changes reforming the forestry sector

Reform of the taungya (shamba) system

Donor support for forestry activities
ECONOMIC Valuing of forest resources and public realizatibiie value of forests
DRIVERS:

Establishment of plantation forests

Tea plantations require wood fuel for drying tea

Streamlining the charcoal industry

Awareness of potential funding from environmental services, ing
carbon activities

KPLC has stadeto purchase poles from Kenyan producers instea
importing.

CULTURAL Traditional regard for groves and Kayas
DRIVERS/FORE
PRACTICES:

TECHNOLOGY | Availability of high yielding clones/seedlings of eucélgp
DRIVERS:

Cultural tree planting practices

International demand for bifuels

Availability of appropriate technology to monitor forests

Integrated wood harvesting

Improved charcoal production and utilization technologies
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Production of high quality germplasm

Other drivers Extensionnograms

Lessmlearned that can guide REBategies

The new forest governance measures and associated programs are at an early stage of
implementation and have not begun to show results yet. However, two notable
achievements to date are the succédbhenew legislation on stopping excisions and the
governmerd Uturn on settlement of the Mau forest complex.

1) Impact of the new Forest Act on forest excisiondNo excisions have occurred
since the legislation was introduced in 2007. This was one ofaihecauses of
forest destruction and has been successfully addressed through the changes in the
law requiring parliamentary approval for excisions.

2) Reforestation of the Mau Forest ComplexThe excision of over 67,000 of the
Mau Forest complex for agrica u r a | settl ement in the ear.|l
2009/10 and the forest is currently being replanted. There is a strong
commitment at present in government to protect and restore forests and correct the
ills of the past. This remarkable change ilicgand attitudes in society at large
to forest loss is due to growing recognition of the negative environmental impacts
of forest loss and to the awareness and advocacy efforts of the civil society
organizations and to pressures from the internationancmity.

Civil Society organizations hawetso had a major role in raising awareness, and of
changing attitudes and behavior of both politicians and civil society in general. They had
an important role in facilitating dialogue between the stakeholdersgitire formulation

of the new policy and legislation, bringing together politicians, technical forestry staff and
the general public, and giving a voice to marginalized forest adjacent communities.

The most promising aspects of the recent reforms foéas.

Strengthening the KEKFS as an independent Service working closely in partnership with
communities, the private sector and other arms of government, has the potential to
radically improve governance in the sector, enable trends in forest testriac be
reversed, and to enable the benefits of sustainable forest management to be realized .
The Service still faces challenges in building its institutional capacity and ability to
implement its mandate. Supporting the KFS institution in a rangetiofies will
strengthen governance of the forestry sector in Kenya. For example: support in building its
institutional capacity, support in development of operational guidelines, subsidiary
legislation, rules and regulations; operationalising commbmigst management
arrangements; developing and piloting arrangements for involvement of the private
sector; benefit sharing arrangements; assistance in developing forest management plans;
and many other tasks which KFS faces at present

Community participabn and benefit sharing This is a major theme of the new
governance arrangements and is expected to reduce pressures on forests. This theme has
a number of interlinked components including benefit sharing arrangements, involvement in
decision making thrgh consultative processes, protecting customary access, and enabling
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equitable and fair partnerships. The modalities for operationalising the role of
communities and piloting the new arrangements are under development. The RPP can
make a significant cortttion by supporting this process through piloting new
arrangements and building capacity of both the KFS and local communities to
operationalise the new arrangements.

Participation of the private sectoiThe new arrangements support a stronger rolenfor t
private sector but concession and other types of arrangements to facilitate this are still
under development. Commercial plantations managed by the private sector are likely to
be much more productive and carry much higher carbon stocks than atiprearaged

by the private sector. The RPP can support KFS in developing and pilot such arrangements.

Sustainable Forest ManagemeniThe new arrangements support sustainable forest
management (SFM) which brings greater social and environmental benefd@d as
resulting in higher carbon stock in forests. The RPP can support implementation of SFM.

Major knowledgeand informationgaps

The forestry sector has been extensively studied and analyzed over the past two decades
leading up to the recent revisiof the Forests Act and Forestry Policy. The process started

with the Kenya Forestry Master Plan (KFMP) which was produced in 1994 after 5 years of
analytical studies that examined every aspect of forestry in Kenya. The Master Plan

(along with a restruatng plan produced in 199) became the blueprint for reforms in

the sector but due to the long delays in implementing the reforms, the Masterplan data
has become outdated and in need of revision. However, several important additional

studies have been g#&d out in the intervening period, the most important of which are:

71 Inventories of indigenous forests and other studies carried out by the Kenya
Indigenous Forests Inventory (KIFCON) project with support of DFID. (Wass 1995)

1 FD plantation inventory updgthat is currently being concluded

1 Vegetation mapping carried out by the FAO Africover project using remote
sensing

1 A number of detailed assessments of forest status were carried out in specific
ecosystems including the Aberdares, Mt Kenya, Mau Foregt &iglon

1 Statistics collected annually by Kenya National Bureau of Standards which provide
information on the contribution of the forest sector to the national economy, and
other relevant socio economic data

1 Strategic Environment Assessment of the Pateshd associated studies, carried
out in 2006 with assistance from the World Bank.

1 A number of studies on participatory forest management (PFM) carried out by the
KFSas a basis for a PFM strategy

1 Strategic planning documents (and associated backgsiudies) for the ASALs,
the charcoal sector and the livestock sector

8 Price Waterhouse 1997. Reorganisation of the management of Industrial Plantations and
restructuring options for forestry department. KFD with support from World Bank.
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An analysis of the extent to which Kenyaf

the GoK Economic Recovery Strategy for Wealth and Employment (Zé@8on

2007) and the draft2030 Vision for Kenyalhe analysis identified factors that
foster or hinder the establishment of effective linkages and enhance the presence
and influence of forestry in wider planning instruments with a view to strengthening
financial, institutional andoficy support for fagstrybased poverty alleviation

(FAO 2007)

A study onForest Law enforcement and governance in jertlyaprepared by
the Kenya Forest Service (KR8J the Ministry of Environment and Natural
Resources in 2007, supported by the &owent of Finland, World Bank and
World Conservain Union (IUCN) .(Mathu 2007).

Information gaps include:

T

Inadequate data on forest resource®espite the many studies on the forest
resources there is no consolidated database of forest resource irdgoftnigtie
quality of existing data is variable with good data on some areas such as Mau
Forest, Mt Kenya, Mt Elgon and Aberdares forests, and poor data on others such
as KFS plantations, forests on private forest land, or the extent of trees outside
forests MMMB Projeds supporting an update of the KFS plantation inventory but
information is also needed on private plantations, trees outside forests and
indigenous forests.

Data gaps related to governance drivers of deforestation and degradation.
There ignadequate information on the current domestic timber requirements, the
current domestic supply, the timber value chain, adequacy or deficiency and
understand timber import and export dynamics, supply and demand modeling. In
relation to the logging banuerently in force, there is inadequate information on
the economic impacts.

Data gaps relevant to the unsustainable production of charcdaformation is
required to provide a better understanding of the charcoal value chain.

Community related drivers b deforestation and forest degradationMany
aspects of community participation have already been researcBederal
initiatives are already underway to increase the role of communities in forest
management but the methodology for monitoring and evajuétm impact of
increased community participation has not been develdgesinew Forests Act
provides for benefit sharing arrangements but at present no formal arrangements
have been agreed between communities and KFS. The mechanisms need to be
developedand implemented on a pilot basis and the lessons learned documented.
Some private companies such as PPM have experience of benefit sharing with
communities but their experience has not been documented. Manuals are required
for capacity building of CFAs

Livelihoods related drivers of deforestation and forest degradatiohlternative
livelihood initiatives are proposed as a means of reducing pressure on forests from

9 The data on the status of Kenya forests provided in the most recent FAO Global Forest
Resources Assessment Report for Kenya (FAO 2009) is still based on Kenya Forestry Master plan
data from 1994, as there is no more recent comprehensive dataset available.
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forest dependent communities and from clearance for agriculture, but there is
inadequate inbfrmation on what works and what does not work. There is also
inadequate information on the impact of forestry on livelihoods and the wider
economy. Disaggregated information is required that enables an assessment of the
contribution of forestry to GDP.

1 Forest degradation due to over grazingThere is inadequate information on
appropriate forest management systems that incorporate grazing, levels of
livestock carrying capacity and sustainable solutions to over grazing in the ASAL
areas.
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Annex 2a-2. List of ongoing programs supportinghe forestry sector in Kenya

Agency Project Title

ADB Green Zones Development Support Project

World Bank| NRM

IDA

Finland Miti Mingi Maisha BoraSupport to Forest Sector Reform in Kenya

Japan/World | Suppot to Community Based Farm Forestry Enterprises Project

Bank Japan Social Development Fund (JSDF))

JICA Regional Training Course on Mitigating Climate Change through
Forestry

USAID Forest/ rangeland Rehabilitation and Environmental Manage
Strengthening (FORREMS)

FAO National Forest Program Facility; FA®therlands Partnership Progri
(FNPP)

Spain Community Based Integrated Forest Resource Conservatio
Management Project in the Maasai Mau Forest.

Sweden  ang Mount Elgon Regioratosystem Conservation project

Norway

France Rehabilitation of the Aberdares Forest

Finland- Local| Commercial Agroforestry

Cooperation

Fund (LCF)

Finland (LCF)

On Farm tree planting & Environmental education in schools

Finland- (LCF)

Communityled Agroforestry

Finland (LCF)

Conservation for sustainable living

Finland- (LCF)

Environmental Education and Action

Finland (LCF)

Institutional strengthening

Finland- (LCF)

Post election violence on forests in Western Kenya

Finland Community forest mapping and governance

(funding for

NGOSs)

GEF Strengthening the protected Area network of the Eastern Montane
UNDP/PPG Hotspot of Kenya

KNH/NABU Improved livelihoods for sustainable natural resources managenm

ArabukeSokoke Forest, Kenya

Finland- Local

Cooperation

Conservation for sustainable living: capacity building, naased
enterprises and business support to conserve the Dakatcha woodl
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Fund (LCF)

and for local communities

CEFCDTF Improved Natural Resource managemenh®iGherangani Hills Forest

DoF/Birdlife Joint Environmental Management for Livelihood Improvement at Im

Denmark Bird Areas

DFID Improving Livelihoods through sustainable government, NGO,
partnerships in South and North Nandi Forest

EC/RPB Instituting effective monitoring of Protected Areas ( IBAs) as a contl
to reducing the rate of Biodiversity loss in Africa

CEFCDTF South and North Nandi forests environmental conservation and live
improvement

Biota Three year bird matoring in Kakamega forest

CEPF Instituting a standardized sustainable biodiversity monitoring systen
eastern Arc/ Coastal Forests Hotspots

CEFCDTF Advocating for the establishment of Community Conserved Areas i
Dunga, Tana Delta and SahkaRiver Mouth Wetland Important B
Areas (IBAs), Kenya

CEPF Instituting a biodiversity monitoring system of Globally Threat
Species in Dakatcha woodland

CEPF Promoting conservation through trees for carbon sequestratio
livelihoods improvemernits Mandunguni Forest Reserve, Malindi Dis
Kenya

USAID Enhanced Sustainability at ASF through improves natural res
management by and for stakeholders

PACT Increasing Local Communities economic benefits for Sustainable
resource Manageemt

KNH/NABU Children and Sustainable Development: Investing in Educatio
Social and Economic Empowerment to conserve globally thre
biodiversity in Arabuk&okoke Forest, Kenya

Swedbio Conservation, Policy and Development: awareness, draiind

monitoring the impact of people and environmental change on imp
bird areas to guide monitoring, management and policy developmg
Kenya.
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Annex 2a-3. Ongoing climate change and REDD+ related projects being implemented in Kenya

Project, Poponents

Location, Social issue

Land type and extensior

Source of carbon change

Co-Benefits, Projec

and Background and Ownership and Design elements & Project Activities Risks & Genera
issues

Kasigau  Corrido| Location: 30,186 ha. in semi ari¢ 1. Fragmentation of montarf Co Benefits:

REDD Projec area. Was primary forest areas due to illegal harveg

Rukinga Sanctuary

Proponens:Rukinga
ranching Co
Wildlide Works,
Wildrlife Works
Carbon and tech
support by

Calcarbon Ltd.

Background:

Wildlife Works
started a consery
project
leasing land fron
ranch. Ranch wante
to sell to non big
friendly buyer sg
WW then purchase
maj shares in 200(

to be able to begin

SEKenya 150 Kms N
of Mombasa in Coag
Province (betwee
Tsavo E and Tsavo W,

Social context:

35,000 people live
within 5 kms of projec
boundary. Twa
communities Taitand
Duruma

Ownership:

Leasehold from Go
by Rukinga ranchin
Co. Ltd. Whos
majority shareholder
BenBo Intl an offsho
trust established by on
of Wildworks main

investors.

historically.

Montane forest 1% rema
(due to ag) tropical drylang
forest 86% project
indigenous savannah 8%

4.6% project had beer
cleared slash and burn fa
maize

Qualifies as HCVF

Design Elements:

Have designa
not counted in proje
(BOMAS) clearings for catt
30m radius. Feel they mg
continue to find more. Accg
roads were exclude
buffering 15m either side

Afforestation not possibl

for poles and fuelwood

2. drylands w. 5/ m avg.
canopy. 50 speciesvery little
impacted  despite  cattle
ecotourism. Some  dama
from elephants

3. grasslands in histol

conditions

4. Ag encroachment area w.
abandoned, so native bus
returning (slopes so retul
eventually to montane, not
grass).

lllegal charcoal turns be
hardwood into bags of cog
for same. Meat poaching

Baseline:

Unplannd slash and burn a

Biodiversitywildlife

Focus on local jg
creation and training
eg carbon Forest
i nventory
generating

ecofriendly activitie
in the Project Zone

-investing proceed
back in alternative
livelihood creation i
areas
SURROUNDING
project (reduce
pressure)

Project Risks:
-Change in
legislation
(expropriation risk v
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Project, Poponents
and Background

Location, Social issue
and Ownership

Land type and extensior
and Design elements

Source of carbon change
& Project Activities

CoBenefits, Projec
Risks & Genera
issues

carbon project.

Wildlife works has
100 local people
employed there.

Enviro Mngmt an
Coord Act 8 1999
passed an envir
audit by NEMA.

Registration of Title
Act govern the term
of title deed by
which Ruking
Ranchip Co is
owner of the Ranch

Launched projed
with join KFS pres
release.

Land gazetted in
1970s as a private
group ranch for
grazing.

For long term éns:
0The pr o]
executed a Carbor
Easement on the Projs
Area, so that the
owners of the land mu
take into consideratio
the carbon values an
it is our intention to ge
the easemern
registered against th
title deed of the land
although there isno
mechanism as of y
for that in Kenyar
law. 6 (pg

Carbon right¥

due to lack of water ang
fragile ecosystem. (tho pag
38 mention nursery an
reforestation  efforts o
slopes)

Link to KARI (Kenya Ag R
Instit) for climatg
appropriate  cash  crof
(jojoba)

Launch VCS RE
standard (late 2008
enabkd the project to start
attract outside finance.

of

expansion is baseline scenar

- Population growth estimat
that relate to ag conversiol
patches of clearingt

Project Activities: (pg 34)

-Forest  and Biodiversi
monitoring  (control illegs
cattle, etc)

-clothing factory

-Nurseris and organiq
greenhouse

-Ecotourism
- Dryland farming (training)
- Schools and bursaries

- Carbon Leakage mitigatio
(train local staff in inventorie

low as poject gaing
visibility and stature

- insufficient incom
due to weak/unclea
carbon market

-crop failure outsidé
(leading to tree
poaching in project)

-cattle grazer
invasion (bette
rangers needed)

-drought (worsenin

due to CC)

-fire  (fought via
educaion re:
fallows)

10 At present it is not common practice to register a Carbon Easement against title in Kenya although the Environment Act did envisage such a concept, but

not explicitly.

Wildlife Works has committed written approval from the landowners that should such a possibility exist

ensuring the successful registration.
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Project, Poponents

Location, Social issue

Land type and extensior

Source of carbon change

CoBenefits, Projec

and Background and Ownership and Design elements & Project Activities _Rlsks & Genera
issues
easements)
Forest Again| Location: Land type: The Kakamega forest is low | Co Benefits:

Reforestation Proje
in Kenya.

Proponents:
Ecalibrium (lead),

Kenya Fores
Service, Kakameg
Environmental
Education
Programme,
National Museum (
Kenya, Moi
University, ang

BIOTAEast Africa

Background:

This project is bein
proposed by two
partnering

Western province @
Kenya, within th
established boundarie
of the Kakamegg
National Forestalong
the northeastern edg
of the Lake Victorig
basin. Project area
are  south  centrg
Kakamega Forest.

Social Context:

Kakanega  National
Forest is surrounded |
at least 57 villages (<

5 km). Thes
communities ar
primarily  subsistenc
agriculturalists.  Withi

this province the Hum
Poverty Index is 369

There are two sites fq
reforestation:

llhoro (376 ha)
Kisaina site (114 ha)

Topography of sites incluc
flat to rolling hills that vary
in elevation from 1425
1500 m. Reforestation sit
have similar hgrology, soils
and precipitation patterns.

Ilhoro site is classified

nonresidential  agricultur
that has been abandone
since t he 1
been used for the last 280
years for grazing of cattle
and goats from neighborin

mid elevation and is one of t
few remaining rainforests
the series of fragmente
forests in East Africa.

Baseline:

Due to socieconomig
demographic and institutiona
conditions, the most plausi
land use projection for proje
areas is continual degradatic
of cleared forest land (e.g
fuelwood collection, charco
production) and neforested

(e.q. grazing, foddel
collection)
land in this area. There

remains a very high demar
for timber products, fores
related income, and grazing
forested and cleared areas

Biodiversity wildlife.
Contains
highland/montane
species.

Funds from offsef
are predicted to
provide for over200
jobs both directly

and indirectly]
related to
reforestation ove
40 years. In

addition, 2540% of
the offset revenue
will fund the
expansion of KEE
activities: developin
nontimber sources
forestrelated

income (e.g
butterflies,  honey
medicines), HIV/AID

11 The difference between the 2006 and 2026 populations gave us the total new persons on the landscape in the Project Zone from

period, which when multiplied by the per head per year deforestation rate (D) gave us a total deforested hectares over the Project creditin
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Project, Poponents
and Background

Location, Social issue
and Ownership

Land type and extensior
and Design elements

Source of carbon change
& Project Activities

CoBenefits, Projec
Risks & Genera
issues

organizations:
Eco2librium (ECO
and Kakamega En
Education
Programme (KEE
ECO02 is a Limite
Liability Company
registered in ldahg
(it was formerly ar
academic
organization). I
works on energ)
and resource
conservation
research
consulting, carbo
management  an
offset development
Over the last 6
years, EC02 an(
KEEP have worke
together to consery,
the Kakamega

ECO2 hg

andg

Forest.

been conductin projectsites are classified ¢ I)oarsesducr)\;:vs(;é dfilrr:d Sl?:\(?ivaﬁalc reforested lands,
wildlife and forest shrub/bush and failed ner 9 - wood collectior
conservatin residential agricultur (fuelwood,
research for over 1( cleared at least 30 years In preparation: a nationa medicines, timber)
years. EC02 ha ago)

with child mortality (<
5 years) at 14% (3
highest in Kenya). T
adjused annual incom
(PPP) is $557. The tv
districts (Kakameg
and Vihiga) have ai
estimated populatio
of 735,000 and

608,000 people
respectively.
Ownership:

Project  sites ar
located  within  the
boundaries ol
Kakamega  Nationa

Forest and all land i
owned and managed
by the Kenya Fores
Service.

communities. Grass ithe
dominant vegetation wit
mean coverage of 59.59
and norpermanent shrubs
40.5%. Mean shrub heig
was 1.625 meters.

Kisaina site is classified

cleared forest grass/shru
land. Parts of this site at
also used for grazing g
cattle and goats. Sbbs are
the dominant vegetation wi
mean coverage of 57.59
and grass at 42.5%. Mea
shrub height was 1.7 m.

Design elements:

Four criteria were used {
select reforestation proje
sites:

1. Currently non forested
areas with no residents (ty

This demand is coming from
dense and growing populatig
with high poverty levels an
less available land to cultivat
Demand is primarily for woo
to cook and build, bark fo
medicines, and grazing.

Project Activities:

Restore 490 hectares wi
indigenous forests (enhanc
riverine habitat and geners
biodiversity)

Addi tionally

Ranger so pro
impemented that consists
employing youth - that
currently turns to the forest f
income through the product
and selling of charcoal and/q
grazing - from the communitis
to monitor planted seedling

health programs
conservation
education, and
capacity building tg
enhance tourism an
provide
management
assistance to the Ki
forest station. Eco
will also use offseg
funds to hel
leverage additional

funds for clearn
water and micro
hydropower
development.
Project Risks:

- reduced rainfall
(seasonally an(
yearly),

- grazing of cattle on
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Project, Poponents
and Background

Location, Social issue
and Ownership

Land type and extensior
and Design elements

Source of carbon change
& Project Activities

CoBenefits, Projec
Risks & Genera
issues

also been engagec
in carbon
management
activities developing
carbon inventorieg
For this project the
assembled a Proje
Management Tear
(PMT) composed &
organizations tha
are responsible fo
managing a certai
aspect of  the
project.

2. Planted areas to forr
natural  forest corridor
between the main fore
islands (Kakamega an
Yala); bordered by
indigenous forest, secondg
indigenous forest, 0
plantations (hardwood an
softwood).

3. Within the propose(
protected use core area (
the KIFCON manageme
plan (1994) and curren
Kenya Forest Servig
Participatory Managemer|
Plan.

4. Accessible to th
KEEP/CFA nurseries 38
forest sation, thus facilitatin
transportation of seedling
and monitoring.

workshop in May 2008 wit
major stakeholders to discl
obstacles, possibilities a
potential roles. Th
organizational structure Wz
developed via a Projec
Management Team (PM
preparations for upgrading
the community fest
association CFA nurseries (
will provide seedlings on

contractual basis), arn
mobilization of KEEP f
community  outreach  ai

education. Private funds we
awarded to measure refereng
forest carbon and complel
the community studies. Hab
analses, GIS work, an
baseline conditions at proje
site were completed. Desk a
site validation of project by
Rainforest Alliance We
completed. The PMT met
discuss all the logistig
procedures associated w
community outreach, capad
building, panting and long

term maintenance, ar

- organizational
changes in primar
stakeholders
(Eco2librium
KEEP)

an
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Project, Poponents

Location, Social issue

Land type and extensior

Source of carbon change

CoBenefits, Projec

and Background and Ownership and Design elements & Project Activities Risks & Generag
Issues
financials.
Aberdare Range/| Location: Land type: Co Benefits:
Mt Kenya Sma North Imenti / Lar/ | Grassland converted 1 Baseline: income  generatio

Scale Reforestatio
Initiative

Proponents:

Green Belt
Movemenbn behalf
of Community Fore
Associations (CFA
in association wit

the  Ministry o . .| management plans in whi involved in the tree
Environment . an] amaeKipipin - Sit€| g “have exclusive fore planting. Thi
Natural Resource (227.1 ha). Lari & user rights to all NTFPs t g

Kinangop Constituenc ' represents g
Kenya Fores significant amount ¢
Service (KFS); Go N _ income  since th
of Canada, IBRD 3 Additional revenue will b annual income i
trustee for the generated from the sale ¢ Kenya is less than
BioCarbon Fund. | Social Context carbon  (depending o dollar per person i
2 PDDS s Ownership c A § | 9rowth rate and contractug rural areas.

exclusive forest usg 3169 ' ev:riq‘ri]e(zi nt esm)iséio

rights including duct tohe G Bel

environmental servic| Fouctions 10 reen be

like carbon rights in th Movement (GBEM) and
Background: exchange GBM covers

Kinangop / Kieni /
Central Iment
Constituency, Kenya

catchment areas of th
Tana River within th
Aberdare and Mt.
Kenya Reserve Fores
(gazetted).

forested land

Design elements:

Communities
(constituency Commur
Associations or Commur

Forest Associations).

CAOds lopl e vferest

Project Activities:

reforest environmental
sensitive lands in the catchm
areas of the Tana River with
the Aberdare and Mt. Keny
Reserve Forests.

opportunities for C/
members to plan
and tend the
seedlings during th
first two years. Thi
will provide incomg
of approximately 10
Ksh per tree
(US$130 / ha)
directly to the group
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Project, Poponents
and Background

Location, Social issue
and Ownership

Land type and extensior
and Design elements

Source of carbon change
& Project Activities

CoBenefits, Projec
Risks & Genera
issues

framework of a
Community Fore
Mngmt Agreemt unde
2005 Forest Act.The
Community Associatiq
of Lari, South an
North Kinangop (CFA
have allowed GBM (¢
act on theirbehalf to
quantify, and trade the
carbon sequestered

the licensed gazette
forest.

direct project developmel
related costs; ii) the enti
charges for the Commun
Forest Managemel
Agreements; iii) introduc
income generating activitig
and iv) provides financig
incentives ot sustair]
community bursaries. T
above order indicate
revenue utilization priorities|

Project Risks:

Machakos & Kity
Local Communi
Forest Initiative

Proponents:

Local communities
community  base
organizatios.Bureay
of Environmenta

Analysis info

International (liste _ _ _

as  buyer) BE{ Ownership: No info on financial flov
International  (liste disbursement

Location:

KG doc
available

says No

Social Context:

Lard Type:
KG doc says Not available

Design elements:

KG doc says structure
deal is Not available on

No value or amount of desd

Baseline:

Project Activities:
Forestation projects

Co Benefits:

Project RKs:
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Project, Poponents

Location, Social issue

Land type and extensior

Source of carbon change

CoBenefits, Projec

and Background and Ownership and Design elements & Project Activities Estt(:s & Genera
as facilitator)
Background:
KG doc says it i
ongoing in 2005
but no date of deal
agreed
Kwale Forestry Location: Land Type: Baseline: Co Benefits:
Project KG doc says n
Proponents: information availabl
Background: Social Context: Design elements: Project Activities: Prgect Risks:
KG doc says it is i| Ownership:
planning stage ir
2005
Osentu Agroforestr] Location: Land Type: Baseline: Co Benefits:
& Ecotourism Proje Narok River Basil
Proponents: Narok District,  Rif Design elements: Project Activities:
(KG lists as sellers Valley Province :
Local communiti: Gowernment Payment f¢ Measures include:
reforestation and carbo - - : e
through . thres Social Context: credits (funded through tf 1)”?6 planting - along  rive, Project Risks:
community  base | CDM office) basin
organisations Local communiti ' 2)control of over exploitatio
through threq Funds are distributed direct of natural b

resources
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Project, Poponents

Location, Social issue

Land type and extensior

Source of carbon change

CoBenefits, Projec

and Background and Ownership and Design elements & Project Activities Estt(:s & Genera
(KG lists Buyers 4 community base| to the |mplement|ng_group provision of seedling an
organisations they purchase seedlings a| community forestry
Olosho Onyol distribute to the people fo
Association, Keny f KeeDi peop ds 3)promote ecdourism throug
Forest Service - ree, ~Keeping = Tecords qomarcation of auservatior
Ownership: providing oversight an

GreenBelt ding the best effort zone
Movement (Deal Informatiof "ewardng the best efforts.
Background: provided:)

122 May 2008 for
Olosho Ony_ok. Olosho Onyok funds,
provides  funding
Kenya Foreg Oct 2007 for Kenya
Service:  provide| Forest Service
technical leadershiy
materials and
capacity  building
GreenBelt
Movement: funding
seedlings, capacit
building and
training.
Joseph ole Mpoe, §
0. Box 34 Narok
BamburLafarge Location: Land Type: Baseline: Co Benefits:
Fuel Conversion Kenyan Coas Design elements:
Proponents: (Mombasa and outlyin 1) The manufacturing plant| Project Activities: Project Risks:

districts)
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Project, Poponents
and Background

Location, Social issue
and Ownership

Land type and extensior
and Design elements

Source of carbon change
& Project Activities

CoBenefits, Projec
Risks & Genera
issues

KG doc says sellg
Is:

Manufacturing Plan
local communities.

KG doc says Buye

is: Lafarge
International,
Bamburi Cemer

Company Ltd.
Contact person M

Social Context:

Ownership:

KG Value amount d
deal:

implementing convéra to
coal to reduce carbo
emissions. The fuel to be u
will be firewood.

2) the company i
implementing a project t
support local communities
grow tree stands on the
farms, which it will purcha
at premium prices for use
fuel for its plants

The local communities 4
getting seedlings and gettin
educated on tree husbandr
When full conversion is do
the tree will be paid for af
commercial rates.

Lafarge company i
bearing carying out
the project.

SabineBear. Ksh 100 millior
(Approx US$ 1.5
million).
Background:
World Agroforestry| Location: Land Type Baseline: Co Benefits:
Centre (ICRAF) Various locations
(bundled carbor Project Risks:
plus other ecosyste
services) Social Context: Design elements: Project Activities: The ICRAF also ho

Proponents:

KG doc says sellg
is:

Local communiti

Ownership:

Electronic guides fq
land/carbon surveillance
project targeting,

measurement and monitori
of soil, vegetation & SOci(

ICRAF leads muttisciplinary
teamsin research in this fy
ecosystem accounting (inclug
for soil carbon, trees outsic
the target area).

the ASB partnersh
which working alon
various themes (C
Brent Swallows is th
Global ASB
coodinator).
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Project, Poponents
and Background

Location, Social issue
and Ownership

Land type and extensior
and Design elements

Source of carbon change

& Project Activities

CoBenefits, Projec
Risks & Genera
issues

and collaborating
organisations

(usually CBOs) K
doc says Buyer is:

Various buyers
(mainly sidy
projects in technic
areas of Carbon
few instances @
actual
implementation.

Background:

Lou Verchot, P. (
Box 3067700100,
Nairobi, Kenya.

KG doc has no info g
amount of deal

economics in
capacity building.

landscap
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Annex 3-1. Backgroundnformation for the Reference Scenario

Depending upon how forests are defined in Kenya, they cover as little as about 2.5%, 6%
or up to almost 50% of land area. How a country defines its forest cover depends on
national circumstances as was agreed to under the Kyoto Protocol. It is expected that
international agreements will allow for such definitions to be decided by a country within
certain guidelines as outlined in the current Marrakesh Accords for defining forest. At
presen, Kenya reports its forest land to FA@ing aminimum crown cover of 10%,
minimum height of 5 m, and minimum area of 0.5 as under this definition, bush lands
would not be included even though large areas are converted to other uses eadfoyear

a REDD+ mechanisne proposeto define forest at low cover and low height thresholds,
e.g., 15% cover and 2 m heighiecause doing so wiinsure that practically all lands

that contain trees will be classified as forest and thus will be eligibREDD+ incentives
either through reduced degradation, reduced deforestation, or enhancement of carbon
stocks

The last estimate of the net emissions of GHG from the forest sector of Kenya was in the
First National Communication to the UNFCCC submi@@d2 but based mostly on data

for 1994. The report concluded that Kenya was a net absorber of, @Gt this was

based on the use of IPCC default factors, lack of good data for the forest sector, and
interpretation of the forests remaining as forestsosech new National Communication is
being developed and a combination of new existing country specific data for Kenya
forests and implementation of the work proposed here in-fPB Rill be able to feed

into producing an improved national communication.

At this stage, it is unknown how the modalities for establishing the crediting baseline will
be set as policy decisions are ongoing under the UNRCIGE it is clear from UNFCCC

draft text that RELs will be based on historical data, smwaomic factsr drivers of
deforestation andhe national policy contexthe ongoing discussions will be tracked by
the Kenya REDD focal point during the implementation stage ofPfRes® as to ensure

work being done on this topic will meet the policy requiremeétasvever, any process
agreed to for setting a reference scenario will be based on the historic emissions as a
starting point. All activities under REDD+ are covered by the IPCC framework under

agriculture, forstry and other land use (AFOLU): (1) defarési on i s covered by
converted to other | andso; (2) degradati on
and enhancement of C stocks is covered by b

stocking of existingohoeested) tandobgstdtedhén
reforestation) Kenya will use the IPCC framework for developing its historic emissions
rather than attempting to define all the activities included under REDD+.

12 At its 30th session, the SBSTA of the UNFCCC discussed REDD in detadl, resulting in a Draft
Decision which was presented to the COP to the UNFCCC at its 15th session in Copenhagen
(12/2009) & the relevant text here is in Article 5: [Recognizes that [developing countries, when
establishing] [methodologies to establish] [national] reference emission levels and reference
levels [should] take into account, [inter alia,] national circumstances; respective national
capabilities and capacities; historical data; [if necessary adjustments for expected future emission
trends]; relevant socio-economic factors; drivers of deforestation; and existing domestic
legislation, policies and measures|, or those under development], as appropriate;]

41



Annex 3-2. Institutional coordination for developinghe REL

DRSRS

e Forest resource mapping |

COMMUNITY/CFA

using RS/GIS
e Management of MRV
spatial data

»~

s Community based Forest
carbon inventory and
monitoring

. RY Validation
infarmatian

KFS HOS

nnnnnn

. WRY Secretarial
s Data achieving
s Management and

maintenance of MRV registry
»  Forest carhon stock

L.

RESEARCH INSTITUTIONS AND
UNIVERSITIES

NGOs

support of forest

»  Methodology dev

»  odeling

«  Capacity building

»  Soil carbon assessment

»  Productivity and
breeding

mapping
o Capacity building
s Sensitization

s Financial & technical

Annex 3-3. Proposedinstitutional roles and

technologyneeds

responsibilities and their capacitgnd

Institution Scale of| Current role Capacity needed tg Technology neede
Operation implement REL/MRV | to implemen
REL/MRV
KFS National |-MRV 10- additional carbon -Upgraded field
Secretariat stock inventory staff | equipment (se
Cadastral -High capacity abovefi multiple
Mapping of| computer servers ar sets  for field
gazetted forestg printers/ pldters carbon  inventor)
-forests and -MRV Secretarig people. -GIS/RS
woody stock office facilities and capacity
inventory  and equipments enhancement
mapping -Provide adequatg -MIS capaity for
-Data achieving| training of trainers t¢ management an
-Manage and| CFA on basic invento| maintenance 0
maintain skills registry
registry -Increased  WAN
Coordinating band width
CFA
DRSRS National | Mapping land| 5-7 dedicated ful | Additional
cover/land time staff and computer WOKK
use/vegetation/ | increased expertise i stations, software ¢
using remotq spatial modeling an¢ peripherals
sensing product analysis of new Increased WAN
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remote sensin| band width
products
REDD National | Policy Additional staff (at| Increased WAN
Coordination coordination least 2) band width
Office
Kenya Soil National | Mapping  soil Dedicated fultime | Additional
Survey cover in theg staff and increase( computer WOKK
country expertise in spatia stations, soil carbg
modeling and analysi analysis facilitie
of soil C stock changq and field
equipments
ERMIS Meso Community Dedicated fultime | Additional
natural staff computer WOorK
resource stations, software ¢
mapping peripherals
Increased WAN
band width
NGOs (e.g| Meso Supporting Data validation and Additional
KFWG) mapping of| project implementatio| computer softwarg
forest resourceg & peripherals
Increased WAN
band width
Kenya Meso Agroforestry REDD desk to hang Additional
Agricultural data and crop|issues related t( computer work
Research propagation forestation, treeq stations, soil carbg
Institute technology outside forest ang analysis facilities
agroforestry practicey and field
suited for REDD+ equipments
Kenya Foreg Meso Forest inventor| Additional dedicated -Additional
Research methodology | scientist ol computer WOKK
Institute and volumg improvement of foreq stations, software ¢
equations inventory methodolog peripherals,
development | and forest volume an( -Additional carbon
biomass equatio| stock measureme
development equipment,
-Increased  WAN
band width
Kenya Forestry Meso Forestry Mid Training lecter | Procure additiona
College level training modern forest carbo| computers, GIS/R
inventory methods an software, inventon
tools for iRservicel equipments an
training of inventory Increased WAN
staff band width
Kenyatta Uniy Meso Advanced Promote research ¢ Improved capaity

of
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Geomatic
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carbon stock inventor
Develop training
module related to us

of RS/ GIS technolog

on modern RS/GI
technology throug
modernizing thei
LAB to providg
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Engineering

on climate chang
monitoring
-Participate in
modeling future
trajectory

use of RS in MRV

Moi University| Meso Advanced Promote research ¢ Improved capacity
Forest training in| use of moderr on modernizing
Department forestry science| methodologies i| their LAB to provid
carbon stockiventory.| advance training o
-Participate in use of curren
modeling futurg technologyand
trajectory modeling in MRV
Local Local Participatory Traning on basi¢ Equipping CFA wit
communities forest forest carbon stoc| PDA and GPS
CFAs management | inventory

and assessmen

Annex 3-4. Aerial Photography Coverage fokenya

Almost all of Kenya was photographed between 1970 and 1972, and hard copies of
images are held by Survey of Kenya (the British Govent has soft copies). Access is via

the Survey of Kenya and has to be paid for. For approximately the same time period,
KFS has aerial photography for all gazetted forests in Kenya. After the early 1970s,

scattered aerial photos have been collected lobea interest and have focused mainly

on parks and particular forest areas. Additional aerial photography for 1990 is also held

by KFS at 1:25,000 scale for all gazette forests.

Currently, KFS is undertaking a National Forest Inventory using remagedsg¢asin

DRSRS has been authorized by KFS to collect aerial photography as needed, and
tower so

I magery

over

many of

t he

obtained in early 2010 are shown in the figures below.

(A)

(B)
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Figure 34-1. (A) Poor planting programme easulting in low stocking levels; (B)
deforestation and (C) illegal |l ogging in Ken

Annex 3-5. Remote sensing data thouse for Kenya

Work on developing spatial data bases and mapsawfd cover and land use is under the
responsibility of the DRSRS, and as shown bdlogy Department is associated with
practically all of the existing data bases that Kenya has. An assessment of the data that
Kenya has #house includ&s

Medium resolign Landsat MS&good sets. (Mosaic for each period)

1973 to 1977 collaboration with UNEP, DRSRS, RCMRD (held in all 3 places)

1986 to 1992 Landsat TM held by UNEP, DRSRS, RCMRD

1999 to 2002 Landsat ETM+ held by UNEP, DRSRS, RCMRD

2004 to 2008 Aster data (Maybe gaps in coverage) held by DRSRS, RCMRD

Landsat is available for 2005 on but o0gap

There is also scattered High Resolution Quickbird and Ikonos Imagery, mostly
urban with incomplete coverage; held by UN Habitat, URERMRD, DRSRS

1 Scattered Medium Resolution Imagery, SPOT 4 & 5 more forested areas; held by
RCMRD, DRSRS
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3 From Jackson Kimani from the Draft concept note on a NCAS for Kenya
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