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MINUTES OF MEETINGS
BETWEEN THE JAPANESE MID-TERM EVALUATION TEAM
AND THE AUTHORITIES CONCERNED OF
THE GOVERNMENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF KENYA
ON JAPANESE TECHNICAL COOPERATION
ON THE INTENSIFIED SOCIAL FORESTRY PROJECT IN SEMI-ARID AREAS
(ISFP)

~ The Japanese Mid-term Evaluation Team (hereinafter referred to as "the Japanese
Team"), organized by the Japan International Cooperation Agency (hereinafter referred to as
"JICA"), headed by Mr. Yoshiaki Kano, and the Kenyan Mid-term Evaluation Team
(hereinafter referred to as “the Kenyan Team”) headed by Mr. D.K. Mbugua conducted a
mid-term evaluation of the Intensified Social Forestry Project in Semi-arid Areas (ISFP)
(hereinafter referred to as "the Project") from 12% July, to 18" July, 2006 having consultations
with the Project personnel and other relevant parties on the implementation of the Japanese
Technical Cooperation for the Project.

As a result of a series of surveys and discussions, both sides, the Ministry of
Environment and Natural Resources (hereinafter referred to as "MENR”) and Joint Evaluation
Team came to the understanding concerning the matters referred to in the report of the Joint
Mid-term Evaluation, which is attached hereto.

Nairobi, July 18, 2006

i I e

Mr, Yoshiaki Kano Prof. George O. Krhoda

Leader, Permanent Secretary

Japanese Mid-term Evaluation Team, Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources
Japan International Cooperation Agency Republic of Kenya
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REPORT OF THE JOINT MID-TERM EVALUATION
ON JAPANESE TECHNICAL COOPERATION
ON THE INTENSIFIED SOCIAL FORESTRY PROJECT IN SEMI-ARID AREAS
(ISFP)

] The Japanese Mid-term Evaluation Team (hereinafter referred to as "the Japanese
Team"), organized by the Japan International Cooperation Agency (hereinafter referred to as
"JICA"), headed by Mr. Yoshiaki Kano, and the Kenyan Mid-term Evaluation Team
(hereinafter referred to as “the Kenyan Team”) headed by Mr. D.K. Mbugua conducted a
mid-term evaluation of the Intensified Social Forestry Project in Semi-arid Areas (ISFP)
(hereinafter referred to as "the Project") from 12" July, to 18" July, 2006.

For this purpose, the Japanese Team and the Kenyan Team formed the Joint
Evaluation Team (hereinafter referred to as “the Team”). The Team evaluated performance
and achievements of the Project through field visits, interviews and had a series of discussions
in respect of desirable measures to be taken by the both Governments for the successful
implementation of the Project.

The Team agreed on the contents of the Evaluation Report attached. As a result of
the discussions, the Team agreed to recommend to their respective Governments the matters
referred to in the attached Evaluation Report.

Nairobi, July 18, 2006
e b ¢4 MW
Mr. Yoshiaki Kano Mr. D K. Mbugua,—\_ ) -
Leader, © Leader
Japanese Mid-term Evaluation Team, AG, Chief Conservator of Forests
Japan Intemnational Cooperation Agency Forest Department Headquarters
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1. Introduction

The cooperation on Intensified Social Forestry Project in Semi-arid areas (ISFP)
(hereinafter referred to as “the Project”) started in March 2004, and Japan International
Cooperation Agency (hereinafter referred to as “JICA”) will cooperate with the Ministry of
Environment and Natural Resources (hereinafter referred to as “MENR”) until March 2009.
After two (2) years and three (3) months of the implementation, the Joint Evaluation Team
(hereinafter referred to as “the Team”) was formed for this mid-term evaluation.

1.1 Objective of the Evaluation
The evaluation activities were performed with the objectives:

(1) to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the achievements of the Project in
accordance with the original plan described in the Record of Discussion (hereinafter
referred to as “R/D”), the current Project Design Matrix (hereinafter referred to as
“PDM?”) and the Plan of Operation (hereinafter referred to as “PO”);

(2) to make recommendations on the Project for future project activities; and

(3) toreview and revise the PDM for the remaining cooperation period, if necessary.

1.2 Members of the Joint Evaluation Team
The Team consists of the following members.

(1) Japanese members

a) Mr. Yoshiaki KANO, (Leader)
Resident Representative, JICA Kenya Office.

b) Mr. Hiroki MIYAZONO, (Social Forestry Extension)
Deputy Director, Planning Division, Private Forest Department, Forestry Agency;,
Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries.

c) Mr. Shingo FURUICHI, (Evaluation Analysis) Project Formulation Advisor,
JICA Regional Support Office for Eastern and Southern Africa.

d) Mr. John N. Ngugi, (Evaluation Analysis (Assistant)) Senior Programme Officer,
JICA Kenya Office.

e) Ms. Chie EZAKI, (Cooperation Planning) Assistant Resident Representative, JICA
Kenya Office.

(2) Kenyan members

a) Mr. D.K. Mbugua, (Leader)

AG. Chief Conservator of Forests, Forest Department HQs.
b) Anthony M. Maina

Senior Conservator of Forests

Head, Dryland Forestry Branch
c) Mr. S.K. Mureithi

Conservator of Forests,

Planning Branch, Forest Department HQs.

1.3 Schedule of the Study

The Joint Mid-term Evaluation was conducted from July 12" to July 18" in 2006.
The detailed schedule of the mid-term evaluation study is attached in Annex 1.
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2. Outline of the Project
2.1 Background of the Project

Kenya’s closed canopy forest cover which mainly falls in the category of state forests
is low and is estimated at 1.7 % (or 1.4 million hectares) of the total land area. Outside this
category of forests, there are numerous woodlands, bushlands and wooded grasslands, which
primarily occur in the arid and semi-arid areas of the country. The arid and semi-arid lands
(ASALs) cover about 80% of the total land surface and are home for about 25% of the
human population. Under the prevailing low technology production systems, coupled with
the unreliable rainfall regimes, the ASALs are characterised with high incidences of poverty.
The threat to the livelihoods of the inhabitants of the ASALs is thus real which calls for
practical interventions so as to improve on the livelihood conditions of the people in these
areas.

The involvement in assistance of the Government of Japan (GOJ) in the forestry
sector dates back to the middle 1980's. The initial assistance was through the Social Forestry
Training Project (SFTP), which was implemented from 1985 to 1997. SFTP’s main focus
was on technology development on tree nursery establishment and tree planting in the
semi-arid areas and to provide training in social forestry. The Social Forestry Extension
Model Development Project (SOFEM) followed SFTP and was implemented for five years.
The main output of SOFEM was the development of a model through the establishment of
farm forests by the local residents. During the terminal evaluation in 2002, the review
mission recommended the necessity to give further support to the extension component so
that more impact could be created in the development of farm forestry in the semi-arid areas.

Meanwhile, in 1994, the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (MENR) of
the Kenya Government completed preparation of the Kenya Forestry Master Plan 1995-2020
(KFMP). KFMP as well as the revised Kenya Forestry Development Policy identifies farm
forestry, which is one of the social forestry practices as an important model of forestry
development in Kenya. In addition, the Economic Recovery Strategy for Wealth and
Employment Creation (2003 - 2007), which is the current national development plan,
identifies the development of the ASALS as a key area for accelerated development to offset
pressure from state forests located in high and medium rainfall areas.

In this context, Government of Kenya (GOK) requested a technical cooperation for
the sector, and in response to the request, JICA accepted the implementation of the project
entitled as “Intensified Social Forestry Project in Semi-arid Areas” (hereinafter referred to as
“the Project”) in accordance with the results of discussions with the authorities concerned of
GOK.

JICA conducted the Ex-ante evaluation of the project in October 2003 that resulted
in the preparation of the Project Document and Project Design Matrix (PDM). The Record of
Discussions (R/D) that constitutes the agreement of the project was signed between JICA and
the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources on 29" March 2004. Upon this agreement,
JICA commenced the five - year technical cooperation project with the Forest Department
(FD) as the implementing agency and Kenya Forestry Research Institute(KEFRI) as the
collaborating implemention agency.
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2.2 Summary of the Project

As indicated in the current PDM attached as Annex 2, the Project purpose is that
“Individual farmers, farmer groups and other stakeholders intensify social forestry practices in
semi-arid areas.”

The outputs of the Project confirmed in the current PDM are:

(1) Institutional and technical capacities for social forestry extension in Forest Department
are strengthened.

(2) Social forestry extension activities among individual farmers and farmer groups are
promoted

(3) Farmers and other stakeholders obtain enough practical knowledge and techniques.

(4) Information on social forestry extension and related issues is shared among

stakeholders.

3. Methodology of Evaluation

The mid-term evaluation was carried out by the Joint Evaluation Team consisting of
members from both the Japanese and Kenyan sides as described in 1.2. In the first step of the
evaluation, the Team reviewed the progress and achievements of the Project referring to the
PDM and PO attached in Annex 3. In the next step, the Team analyzed and evaluated the
Project from the viewpoints of ‘Relevance’, ‘Effectiveness’, ‘Efficiency’, ‘Impact’ and
‘Sustainability’. Finally, the Team made recommendations on the Project for the improved
implementation of the Project and for expected achievements of the Project purpose by the
end of the Project period.

3.1 Evaluation Questions and Indicators
The study items for evaluation are indicated in the Evaluation Grid, as a grand design
of detailed study, attached in Annex 4.

3.2 Data Collection Method and Analysis
3.2.1 Data Collection Method

The Team (1) collected relevant documents (2) collected information through
questionnaires from farmers, government officials, officials from concerned institutions, the
public, and the Japanese experts (3) carried out field surveys at the Project sites, and (4) held
a workshop with the Kenyan counterpart personnel, Japanese experts and others concerned.

3.2.2  Criteria of Evaluation for Analysis
(1) Relevance:

Relevance of the Project was reviewed as the validity of the Project purpose and
overall goal in connection with the development policy of the Government of Kenya
(hereinafter referred to as GOK) and needs of the beneficiaries, and also by the logical
consistency of the Project plan. Simultaneously, correlation with the JICA policies was also
confirmed in the process.

(2) Effectiveness:

Effectiveness was assessed by evaluating the extent to which the Project has
achieved outputs by the time of the mid-term evaluation as well as the probability to attain the
project purpose by the end of the Project term. Furthermore, validity of the project design

33


aka900
33


was also evaluated.

(3) Efficiency:

Efficiency of the Project implementation was analyzed by reviewing correlation
between inputs and outputs. In the process, timing, quality and quantity of inputs, linkage
and/or duplication between the Project and other activities of other organizations in similar
fields were reviewed.

4) Impact:

Impacts of the Project activities were identified by focusing both on positive and
negative, direct and indirect impacts caused or likely to be caused by the Project, These
impacts included the impacts that had not been originally expected in the Project plan. In
addition, the probability of attaining the overall goal and the contribution of the Project were
evaluated.

(5) Sustainability:

Sustainability of the Project was evaluated on organizational, financial, technical, and
social/environmental aspects with consideration of the extent to which the achievement of the
Project will be sustained or expanded after the assistance period.

4. Project Performance and Implementation Process
4.1 Accomplishment of the Project

Accomplishment of the Project was measured in terms of Inputs, Activities, Outputs
and Project purpose, all of which accord with the R/D, PDM and PO.

4.2 Inputs
(1) Japanese Side
(@) Experts

Long-term experts

Four (4) long-term experts in total have been dispatched. These are Chief Advisor,
Coordinator, and Expert. Their fields are Forest Policy, Social Forestry Extension and
Extension Implementation Management, as attached in Annex 5.

Short-term experts

Two (2) short-term experts have been dispatched, and their fields are Management of
Ecological Resources in Farm Forestry, and Tree Improvement, as attached in Annex 5.

(b) Training of Kenyan Counterpart Personnel in Japan.

Five (5) counterpart personnel were trained in Japan and Three (3) counterpart
personnel are currently being trained in Japan. The subjects of the training courses were/are,
Forest Policy (1), Forest Management (1), Forestry Extension Method (5) and Extension
Policy/Extension Method (1) as attached in Annex 6.

(d) Equipment and facility construction
For the effective and smooth implementation of the Project, a total amount of Kshs.
(Kenya Shillings) 41,226,278 (approximately equivalent to USD581,799 at the exchange rate
of USD1=Kshs.70.86 according to the JICA official exchange rate in May 2006) has been
allocated to procure equipment and construct facilities which are necessary in the process of
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technical transfer from Japanese experts to Kenyan counterpart personnel in the Project by the
end of June,2006, as attached in Annex 7.

(e) Local cost borne by Japanese side
For the effective and smooth implementation of the Project, a total amount of Kshs.
48,707,629 (approximately equivalent to USD687,378 at the exchange rate of
USD1=Kshs.70.86 according to the JICA official exchange rate in May 2006) has been
allocated to supplement a portion of local cost by the end of June, 2006, as attached in Annex
9.

(2) Kenyan Side
(@) Assignment of Counterpart Personnel
Forty-three (43) counterpart personnel in total have been assigned for the Project
from the Forest Department of MENR (hereinafter referred to as “FD”), and the Kenya
Forestry Research Institute (hereinafter referred to as “KEFRI”). Other supporting staff such
as administrative staff, drivers and secretaries, have also been assigned for the project. List of
Kenyan counterpart personnel assigned to the Project is attached in Annex 8.

(b) Budgetary allocation by Kenyan side
Approximately Ksh 4.9 million in total by the end of June, 2006 has been allocated
as cost for the Project as attached in Annex 9.

(c) Provision of land, office spaces and facilities
The following facilities have been provided for the Project:
e Land, office space and necessary facilities for project head office at FD headquarters.
Land, office space and necessary facilities for project field offices in Kitui, Mbeere
and Tharaka Districts.
Training facilities at KEFRI headquarters.
Training activities at KEFRI Kitui Centre.
Land for demonstration plot in KEFRI Tiva Pilot Forest, Kitui.
Nursery facilities in KEFRI Kitui Tiva Pilot Forest and Kitui Center
FD field nurseries in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka Districts.
Rooms and space necessary for installation and storage of equipment.
Electricity, water supply and necessary telecommunication services.

4.3 Activities
Activities are divided into four (4) components as shown on the PDM. The activities
carried out by the time of this evaluation are as follows:

(1) Strengthen institutional capacity for forest extension at the FD headquarters.
1.1. Assist institutional strengthening in FD
1.2. Carry out baseline survey for situation analysis.
1.3. Prepare practical guidelines for planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation.
1.4. Conduct training for FD staff
1.5. Monitor extent of institutional and technical strengthening.
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(2) Promote social forestry extension activities among individual farmers and farmer groups
in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts

2.1. Carry out baseline survey for situation analysis.

2.2. Improve extension staff's activities.

2.3. Facilitate planning, implementation and evaluation of social forestry and related

activities with individual farmers and farmer groups initiatives.

2.4. Facilitate farmer to farmer extension.

2.5. Facilitate network among farmer groups.

2.6. Monitor extent of the promotion of social forestry extension activities.

(3) Disseminate practical knowledge and techniques to farmers and other stakeholders.

3.1. Carry out baseline survey for situation analysis.

3.2. Identify useful local forestry related knowledge and develop farmers friendly
techniques.

3.3. Develop the technical manuals.

3.4. Provide technical assistance for diverse needs of individual farmers, farmer groups and
other stakeholders.

3.5. Maintain and improve Tiva demonstration plot.

3.6. Identify and assess usefull social forestry related techniques and establish/identify field
demonstration site.

3.7. Undertake cross visits among individual farmers and farmer groups.

3.8. Monitor the extent of adoption of practical knowledge and techniques.

(4) Share information on social forestry extension and related issues among stakeholders in
semi-arid areas.

4.1. Carry out baseline survey for situation analysis.

4.2. Diversify methods for information sharing.

4.3. Hold workshops and seminars.

4.4. Identify potential marketing incentives for social forestry products and services.

4.5. Monitor extent of information sharing.

4.4 Outputs
Accomplishments of each output are as follows:

(1) Output 1: Institutional and technical capacities for social forest extension are
strengthened.

ISFP assisted to formulate the strategic plan for the envisaged Kenya Forest Service
(KFS), prepared the 1st Draft of the strategic plan, and have also prepared Extension
Operational Guidelines for ISFP. Based upon these guidelines, district extension guidelines
for field operation are being prepared, and drafts are ready for Kitui and Mbeere.

An implementation plan on social forestry extension is in the preparation process and

drafts are ready in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka (3 districts of intensive areas). Piloting of
outputs for ISFP have been initiated by selected foresters from Malindi, Kilifi, Laikipia, West
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Pokot, Meru South, Kwale and Rachuonyo.

Several training courses, seminars and workshops have been held to strengthen the
technical capacities of the FD staff. Some of these include ToT training in Farmer Field
School (FFS) methodology, basic agronomy and Income Generation Activities (IGAS) locally
for District Forest Officers (DFOs) and Divisional Forest Extension Officers (DFEQOs), and
overseas training (Japan) in Forest Policy, Forest Management and Forestry Extension
Methods of Japan for senior FD staff and some DFOs.

Institutional strengthening of the district staff has been achieved through deployment
of Assistant DFOs in 3 districts of intensive areas, to assist the DFOs with the implementation
of the project activities.

Heads of Drylands and Farm Forestry Branch have been trained in FFS methodology
and fully understand the functioning of the ISFP FFS extension method. This is considered
a first step in paving way for the establishment of a functional planning, monitoring and
evaluation unit at FD.

(2) Output 2. Social forestry extension activities among individual farmers and farmer groups
are promoted.

70 farmers groups are facilitated by FD extension staff in 3 districts of intensive
areas. Participating farmers and farmer groups showed great appreciation of the FFS
extension method, and have widely accepted it. Through this extension method, the farmers
are able to practice social forestry activities among themselves and among their groups
through such fora as field days, exchange visits and graduation days. So far, 175 such
functions have been conducted by the first cycle of 48 FFS groups run by FD extension staff,
with an average attendance of about 90 persons.

Apart from FD extension staff, 104 farmers have been trained and have qualified as
farmer facilitators, with each group having at least 2 farmer facilitators. Farmer Facilitators
are supported to establish and facilitate a total of 52 Farmer-Run FFS between them with
monthly backstopping from the DFEOs.

(3) Output 3. Farmers and other stakeholders obtain enough practical knowledge and
technique.

Forty eight (48) FFS groups have already graduated from FFS. Another 74 are
ongoing with the facilitation of the DFEOs and the Farmer Facilitators. They have
introduced many social forestry activities such as establishment and management of tree
nurseries, establishment of woodlots and fruit orchards, basic agronomy and IGAs among
others. The group members have replicated what they have learnt on their own farms and
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shared the knowledge and skills with other community members such as family members,
neighbors, friends, groups, etc. The survey showed that all target farmers are group member
in varying degrees of implementing the knowledge and skills they learnt during FFS. Some
positive influence was also observed among surrounding farmers and family members.

(4) Output 4. Information on social forestry and related issues is shared among the
stakeholders.

ISFP holds regular meetings, workshops, seminars and other information sharing and
exchange fora at various levels to share information on social forestry and related issues.
Some of the stakeholders include FD, KEFRI, the Ministry of Environment and Natural
Resources, other government ministries, international organizations and other development
partners. And also various participants from other African states share the information on
social forestry through the Third Country Training called “Enhancing Adoption of Social
Forestry in Africa” implemented by KEFRI.

The other system of information sharing established by the ISFP project is a project
website. By the time of the survey, 2,161 people had visited the website.

4.5 Project Purpose

The Project Purpose is that individual farmers, farmer groups and other stakeholders
intensify social forestry practices in semi-arid areas. To achieve this, a series of techniques
and approaches have been introduced to farmers. Also, methods of monitoring and evaluation
of activities have been developed in order to get feedback to be used for the improvement of
the project activities. Farmer groups were seen to have intensified social forestry activities in
their areas, and are practicing several enterprises such as tree nurseries, woodlots, fruit
orchards, fodder banks, cropping with improved techniques, intercropping and IGAs. The
farmers/members of these groups are also in varying degrees replicating what they have learnt
in the groups onto their own individual land.

4.5.1 Indicator 1: Data noted below shows the increase by 2006 compared to 2004 in
Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka District among target group

As the result of the sampling survey, data noted below shows the increase by 2006
compared to 2004 in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka.

Number of tree seedlings annually produced on Individual farm:
Kitui 180.2%, Mbeere 366.4%, Tharaka 27.7%

Number of trees annually planted on Individual farm:

Kitui 99.0%, Mbeere 39.6%, Tharaka 47.7%

All the groups interviewed introduced at least one species eg. Melia Vokensii
(mukau), eucalyptus, neem and all groups interviewed have newly implemented social
forestry activities such as woodlot for timber, woodlot for poles and firewood, fruit orchard,
mukau (or other) intercropping, fodder bank and special activities including IGAs.
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4.5.2 Indicator 2: Data noted below shows the increase by 2006 compared to 2004 in
Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka District in surrounding area of target group.
As the result of the sampling survey, data noted below shows the increase by 2006
compared to 2004 in surrounding area of target group.
+ Number of tree seedlings annually produced on Individual farm:
Kitui 497.3%, Mbeere -43.5%, Tharaka -53.7%.
Number of trees annually planted on Individual farm.:
Kitui -22.3%, Mbeere -66.9%, Tharaka -61.9%.
Decrease in number of tree seedlings and trees annually planted was caused by the

drought from late last year to early this year.

Many of the target farmers introduced seedlings and planted trees of Melia,
Eucalyptus and Neem as highly marketable tree species and generally there was an increased
in number of the target farmers who newly practiced social forestry activities such as
cropping with improved techniques, fruit orchard and tree nursery.

4.5.3 Indicator 3: Planning on social forestry extension is promoted in 10 districts in
semi-arid areas.

Planning of social forestry extension in Malindi, Kilifi, Laikipia, West Pokot, Meru
South, Kwale and Rachuonyo has started and implementation plan of the extension has been
drafted in 3 districts of intensive areas (Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka).

4.6 Implementation Process
4.6.1  Progress of the Activities

The Project has mostly been carried out as planned owing to the examination and
trial of the FFS method at earlier stage of the Project in spite of some delays in counterpart
budget allocation and disbursement

4.6.2 Management of the Project
(1) Meetings

Joint Coordination Committee meeting (hereinafter referred to as JCC) and Project
Semiannual Meeting are to be held annually and biannually respectively for project
monitoring among experts, Counterparts, JICA office and FD's staff. A monthly meeting is
also held in FD’s district offices in the three districts.

(2) Monitoring

Monitoring is done at all levels from the farmers’ weekly reports, the DFEO’s and
DFO’s Monitoring Sheets up to FD headquarters. This is for purposes of identification of the
projects’ strength and weakness and incorporating the lessons learnt in project
implementation.

4.6.3 Involvement of beneficiaries in the Project

Farmers and farmers' groups were selected on the strength of their capacity to
properly participate in extension activities of the Project. The target groups therefore have
been actively participating in FFS on a weekly basis. Individual farmers are implementing the
techniques learnt in the FFS groups on their own farms, and in some cases they have shared
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information with family members and surrounding farmers. Some groups have also
voluntarily implemented FFS for other farmers groups.

4.6.4  Ownership of the Project by Executing Institution
(1) Assignment of Counterparts

A total of forty-three (43) counterparts has been provided; thirty-five (35) of whom
are from FD and eight (8) from KEFRI. Allocation of Assistant District Forest Officers
(ADFO?’s) in each 3 district of intensive areas fosters the smooth implementation of extension
activities in the absence of the DFEO. Contingency measures were also taken to facilitate the
continuation of project activities using available staff in cases where the position of DFEO
fell vacant. The consciousness of the Kenyan side to the Project is therefore high.

(2) Capacity of Counterparts
Abilities of counterparts have been improving because of comparative advantages of
FFS and concrete implementation of activities supported by GOK and JICA.

(3) Budget

Both Kenyan and Japanese sides have allocated the budget to run the Project.
However, most of the extension activities are covered by JICA and occasionally, disbursement
of the budget from Kenyan side tend to be delayed.

5. Evaluation Results
5.1 Relevance
5.1.1 Consistency with the development policy of Kenya

The overall goal of the Project is consistent with the Poverty Reduction Strategy,
specific District Development Plans, and the Economic Recovery Strategy for Wealth and
Employment Creation (which is the current development plan) documents which address
issues of improved living standards for the rural communities. The project purpose is also in
line with the development policy, in particular the draft of new Forest Policy and the Forest
Act 2005. Relevance of some development documents of the Government of Kenya with the
Project is summarized in Annex 10.

5.1.2 Consistency with the aid policy of Japan

The Project meets the aid policy of the Government of Japan (GoJ). The Aid
Guidelines for Priority Areas and Challenges of the Country Assistance Programme compiled
by the Ministry of Foreign Affair of The Government of Japan in 2000 emphasizes
importance of intervention in the filed of environment among other sectors. It recognizes also
forest protection, afforestation and the agricultural land protection in order to prevent the
future expansion of the arid and semi-arid regions due to population growth and urbanization.
Moreover, the Project is accepted in Conservation of Forest and Afforestation as one of the
Development Issues slotted into the JICA’s Country Assistance Implementation Plan proposed
in April 2006.

Furthermore the involvement of GoJ in the forestry sector in Kenya dates back to the
middle 1980’s. It had been supporting social forestry activities in semi-arid lands where
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incidence of poverty is high for the past about 20 years through some interventions. These
are: grant aid to KEFRI, the Social Forestry Training Project (SFTP) and the Social Forestry
Extension Model Development (SOFEM). Those projects have contributed to the promotion
of technology for establishment of tree nurseries , afforestation, and social forestry in the
nation. Thus, JICA and the government of Japan have comparative advantage in the field of
social forestry in Kenya.

5.1.3 Needs of target groups

Supporting of the target farmers is indispensable. The target groups are among the
rural poor in the semi-arid areas and their standard living should be increased together with
preservation of environment. They reside under such climatic condition that makes
agricultural production unstable. At the same time, the forestry based production system is
more resilient and is not likely to be affected by the erratic climate therefore the forestry
should be combined with the farmers’ agricultural production so as to secure their income and
conserve the natural environment. However, the farmers are lacking knowledge of and do not
have experience in forestation and raising of trees nurseries therefore, the target groups need
to learn about social forestry.

FD is in charge of social forestry dissemination. It is therefore required that FD
improves the abilities of its staff through the Project. There had been few FD staff have been
trained on social forestry dissemination method by other donors before the commencement of
this Project. According to the questionnaires and interviewing FD staff, there is still a great
need for capacity development for the FD forest officers and the extension officers in 3
districts of intensive areas. The general indication is that the following areas require capacity
development for the officers in the project. These include;

e Management of income generating activities

e Extension planning, resource assessment and marketing

o Forestry extension methodology, regular refresher training exploring FFS

o Business development for farmers to commercialize farm forestry activities

e Basic agronomy

e Farm activity planning

o Enterprise development management, cost benefit analysis and cost accounting, and
e Training of farmers to do extension

5.1.4 Appropriateness of strategy/approach
The strategy and approach of the Project, that employs FFS as a method of social

forestry dissemination, is well accepted among stakeholders of the Project. The farmers have
been practicing nursery raising and planting technology since the Project started. In addition,
ability of FD staff, DFOs and DFEOs in 3 districts of intensive areas has been improved
through training on forestry in semi-arid areas and basic agronomy. Their knowledge and
experiences were also widened by interaction with other ministries’ staff, e.g., the Ministry of
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Agriculture, during the Project. It especially made the FD extension officers capable of
responding to the farmers’ needs.

Although it was pointed out that FFS method is rather time consuming approach,
some advantages of FFS were addressed and confirmed during the Mid-term evaluation.
These are;

e Itwas introduced in Kenya 1990s and is still sustained in other African countries,

e Other donors such as UNDP, DFID and DANIDA introduced the FFS as well,

e Itis appropriate to monitor forestry activities in the long term,

e It is an intensive learning process by practice; therefore, it can be easily understood
and adopted by the stakeholders,

e Itiseasy to replicate and very practical in nature, and

e The method is participatory and farmer centered.

5.1.5 Monitoring

JCC (Joint Coordination Committee) and Project Semiannual Meeting are to be held
annually and semiannually respectively among experts, Counterparts, JICA office and FD
staff for monitoring the Project.

Meanwhile, monitoring of FFS activities requires improvement. It was pointed out
that the monitoring reports are useful for project management through sharing of information
among Counterparts and experts, and to enhance the skills of FD extension officers. However,
submission of the reports is sometimes delayed and collating and analysis are not conducted.
Therefore, substantial benefits from the monitoring reports are not reaped. Annex 11 shows
the current reports and flow for monitoring at different levels in FD.

5.1.6 Economic advantages of Melia Volkensii
In this project, Melia Volkensii (mukau) is introduced as suitable tree for planting in

semi-arid areas. The target farmers have been well recognizing it as high value on farms and
are willing to continue planting due to the various advantages listed below.

e The species provide fodder during dry season,

e It improves soil fertility,

e Its timber can be material for construction and furniture,

o It is termite resistant both at seedling and tree growth level,

e Itis also drought resistant,

e It provides wood fuel, and

e The tree grows faster.

5.1.7 Changing of policy and socio-economic situation

There has not been any drastic change in the socio-economic situation, but policy is
undergoing a transformation with the enactment of the forest bill and assent of the Forest Act
2005. However, this is not expected to change the project direction and purpose since the
Project itself is well harmonized with the framework of new Forest Act.
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5.2 Effectiveness
5.2.1 Possibility of realization of the Project purpose

Possibility of realization of the Project purpose is positive. Individual farmers and
farmer groups in 3 districts of intensive areas are already intensifying social forestry activities
in their group and on individual farms and therefore, the FFS experience should be replicated
in other semi-arid districts in order to achieve similar results.

Intensification of social forestry activities by target farmers and farmer groups is
strongly agreed. Already non-FFS members are being trained by FFS farmer facilitators. They
are able to teach other community members of the various techniques acquired during FFS
lessons.

5.2.2 Constraints for achieving the Project Purpose

The major constraint cited for realization of the project purpose is inadequate
counterpart budget allocation and timeliness of disbursement. Establishment of KFS from FD
through the forestry sector reform should be carefully observed to institutionalize and
mainstream FFS method in the KFS.

5.2.3 Coordination of the 4 outputs to realize the project purpose

Although some feedback mechanism for piloting of outputs for the ISFP have been
initiated, further coordination is needed among the outputs in order to provide a link between
the activities of technology development, survey and study, manual making and field
extension.

5.3 Efficiency
5.3.1 Degree of achievement of outputs
Degree of achievement of each output is good to some extent.
(1) Output 1
Capacity building at FD H/Qs level has been carried out through training, workshop,
seminar and surveys. As a result, the institutional and technical capacities for social forestry
extension were efficiently and remarkably improved over the past 2 years.

(2) Output 2
Some achievements of the output were cited in 4.4 and they showed substantial
success of the FFS method in 3 districts of intensive areas for such a short period.

(3) Output 3

Majority of the target farmers acquired knowledge and applied it to practice since the
FFS method has been introduced efficiently. The number of techniques that were employed by
the farmers is about 40 since FFS method was introduced.

(4) Output 4

According to the total number of survey respondents of 200 in 3 districts of intensive
areas, awareness of social forestry was remarkably increased since the Project started.
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Number of stakeholders who are aware of information on social forestry extension is
also increased by 7% in Kitui, 14% in Mbeere and 32% in Tharaka respectively. Moreover,
number of visitors to the website of 2,161 by 2006 showed efficient recognition of social
forestry in public.

5.3.2 Adequacy of activities and inputs to realize the outputs

Current level of activities and inputs to realize the outputs is appropriate, however,
for better efficiency, it will be necessary to harmonize the number of activities with
commensurate timing and scheduling.

In future, for further development of the outputs, to the involvement of Farmer
Facilitators as key players to disseminate FFS activities is expected.

5.3.3 Appropriateness of number of Japanese experts, their fields, timing of placement
and terms

Number of Japanese experts and their specialized fields were found to be appropriate,
as they have been deployed as per the initial project plan and the reduction of Japanese
experts is feasible in consideration of the degree of realization of the outputs.

5.3.4 Appropriateness of kinds of equipment, their quantities and timing of supply
The kinds of equipment, their quantities and timing were considered appropriate at
current levels, though, procurement of some item was delayed.

5.3.5 Effect of the important assumptions on achievement of project outputs
There was no effect of the important assumptions on the project outputs though
drought occurred in 2005.

5.4 Impact
5.4.1 Possibility to realize the Overall goal

The Objectively Verifiable Indicators for the overall goal are positive in 3 districts of
intensive areas. Therefore, the Overall Goal would be the proper direction of the Project as
long as the current progress is sustained.

By achieving the Project Purpose and sustaining it, food self-sufficiency and living
standards will be improved. In the long term, farmers can afford to carry out enterprises
leading to improved land utilization in environmental conservation.

Networking including information on availability of seedlings and other resources

among farmers after FFS will ensure they promote IGAs leading to realization of the Overall
Goal.
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5.4.2 Ripple effect

There has been positive change among FD extension staff, the farmers groups and
the farmers, mainly in view of empowerment such as better time management and
consciousness, self-confidence, communication and presentation skill, group management,
cohesiveness of group and so forth.

5.5 Sustainability
5.5.1 Institution and Organization

The Government of Kenya has been maintaining social forestry policy for a long
time with consistency. Social forest extension method, FFS, should be institutionalized and
mainstreamed in the KFS in order to sustain the outcome of the Project and disseminate social
forestry in other semi-arid areas.

5.5.2 Finance
At present, JICA bears most of the shared cost in the Project . It is needed that
Kenyan side will increase the budget to sustain the outcome of the project,.

5.5.3 Technology

FFS has been well accepted by the target groups. Moreover, FD extension staff
implement it well with full understanding of the method. The Farmers-Run FFS will be
continued since the technology introduced is applicable.

KEFRI further develops and simplifies the propagation method of Melia Volkensii, as
well as identifies appropriate germplasm and seed sources, and continuously elaborates
silviculture management. In addition, KEFRI continues using the information generated by
the farmers groups to evaluate and refine the various technologies and enterprises across
different sites.

6. Conclusion

From the evaluation results, it is worth mentioning that most of the Project activities
have been implemented on schedule and are progressing towards the Project Purpose through
the efforts of Kenyan counterparts and Japanese experts. It is also found that capability of FD
personnel at Headquarters, District and Divisional levels in implementing project activities
has been surely strengthened and the introduction of FFS in social forestry is quite effective.

Target farmers and surrounding farmers have been acquiring practical knowledge on
social forestry leading to improvement of their livelihood and sustainable environment.
Furthermore, it is notable that farmers have been empowered through participating in the
project activities by means of FFS, especially since 104 farmers have already been trained as
Facilitators to run the Farmer Run FFS.
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Even though it is appreciated that FD has made efforts to allocate counterpart budget
for the project activities, more appropriate budget allocation and actual disbursement from
Kenyan side for the project activities is indispensable to secure the sustainability of the
Project.

7. Recommendations
7.1. For the Achievement of the Project Purpose
7.1.1 Regarding the Overall Project
7.1.1.1 Securing Budgets

In order to achieve the Project purpose and the sustainability of the Project, it is
strongly recommended that counterpart budgets be secured and appropriate disbursement of
the budget be done to ensure the smooth and effective implementation of the project activities
even as FD transforms to KFS.

7.1.1.2 Strengthening Coordination among the Components

In order to further strengthen the linkage among the components, it is recommended
to institutionalize and set aside a time for regular meeting to discuss and share progress of
each component activities; for example, further work on marketing of agroforestry products
and dissemination of marketing survey information to farmers for effective FFS extension.

7.1.1.3 Support of Farmer’s investment in Farm Forestry

In order to break the vicious cycle of poverty in Arid and Semi-arid Areas, farmers
should be supported to invest in forestry-based micro-enterprises through networking, market
linkages and direct investments.

7.1.2 Regarding Each Component
7.1.2.1 Mainstreaming of FFS Method in Social Forestry

In order to mainstream FFS method as an extension method in social forestry which
will contribute to the development of an extension strategy, it is recommended that a
cost-effective way of implementing FFS method should be sought such as gradual reduction
of frequency of visits by FD extension staff and the collaboration with Agriculture sector at
the field level, in order for FD to continue its work within its capacity. Along with the
progress of the project activities, the workload for monitoring and evaluation is bound to
increase. It is therefore desirable to review and streamline the existing monitoring and
evaluation system.

It is necessary that FD and ISFP monitoring systems should be harmonized to
improve the efficiency.

7.1.2.2 Strengthening of Farmer Facilitators

In order to further develop the social forestry activities in semi-arid areas, Farmer
Facilitators should be increased and their capacity be strengthened while DFEOs should
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continuously undertake backstoppings to enhance Farmer-Run implementation.

7.1.3 Input from both Kenyan side and Japanese side
7.1.3.1 Input for the Project from Kenyan side

It is strongly recommended that the Kenyan side provides additional funds for
extension costs to sustain present and future activities in order to enable smooth transition
after the termination of the Project. In particular, it is necessary to provide an adequate budget
for running Farmer-Run FFS. The provision of this budget should be entrenched in FD’s
policy framework and constitute a part of FD’s reform agenda. This should be addressed so
that the budget can be secured while FD transforms to KFS.

7.1.3.2 Input for the Project from Japanese Side

Considering the capacity of FD staff has increased, it is recommended to allocate two
(2) Japanese long-term experts in order to ensure the smooth transition of the Project
activities.

However, the extension duties are very important in view of creating project impact
in the project area, expansion/piloting of activities outside project area, formation of FFS
network, promotion of Farmer-Run activities and finalization of extension guidelines. The
deployment of Japanese experts should take full recognition of this.

Attachments

Annex 1: Detailed Schedule of Mid-term Evaluation

Annex 2: Current PDM (Ver.2)

Annex 3: PO (Plan and Actual)

Annex 4: Evaluation Grid for Mid-term Evaluation Study
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Annex 6: List of Kenyan Counterpart Personnel Trained in Japan

Annex 7: List of Equipment provision and Facilities construction by Japanese side
Annex 8: List of Kenya Counterpart Personnel

Annex 9: Project Cost sharing by Kenyan side and Japanese Side

Annex 10: Development plan and strategies and Forestry Plans/Strategies/Guidelines
Annex 11: Current Reports for monitoring for FFS
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Annex 1: Detailed Schedule of Mid-term Evaluation

DATE TIME SCHEDULE ACCOMODATION
Tuesday, Mr. Miyazono’s arrival at
11" of July Nairobi by EK719
Wednesday, | 9:00 a.m. Courtesy Call to MENR
12" July 10:00 a.m. Courtesy Call to FD Nairobi
AM-PM Workshop at FD
Thursday, Field Survey
13" July 9:00 a.m. Observation of Graduated
FFS Activities in Mbeere o
s . Kitui
(1™ Generation)
12:00 noon Move to Kitui
(Stay at KEFRI Kitui Center)
Friday, Field Survey
14" July 8:30 a.m. Observation of Current FFS
Activities in Kitui o
- . Nairobi
12:00 noon Visit to TIVA demonstration
forest
14:30 p.m. Move to Nairobi
Saturday, Arrangement  of  survey o
th . Nairobi
157 July materials
Sunday, Arrangement  of  surve o
th g g y Nairobi
167 July materials
Monday;, 15:30 p.m. Discussion on joint o
th . Nairobi
177 July evaluation
Tuesday, 2:30 p.m. Joint Evaluation Nairobi
18" July Reporting of Joint Evaluation
M/M Signing
Wednesday, Mr. Miyazono’s departure at | Nairobi
19" July Nairobi by EK720
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Annex2: Current PDM (Ver.2)

Project Design Matrix (PDM)

Project Title: Intensified Social Forestry Project in Semi-arid Areas Ver. No. 2

Target Groups: FD extension staff, Farmers in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka Districts. Date: 16th May 2006
Target Area:Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka Districts as the intensive areas of field activities and the other semi-arid areas.

Duration: 29 March 2004 - 28 March 2009

Narrative Summary Objectively Verifiable Indicators Means of Verification Important
Assumptions
[Overall Goal _ _ _ _ _ _ _ o _______ For 2014
1.1. By 2014, agricultural contribution to household income in semi-arid Kenya Forestry Master Plan, District Development |- No drastic negative
Living standards of the people in semi-arid areas are improved while areas is improved by 1 % through the use and sale of social forestry products|Plans or equivalent report. changes in Kenya's
enhancing sustainable environmental conservation. compared to year 2004 level. socio-economic

condition occur.

1.2. By 2014, accessible sustainable wood production related to farmlands is
predicted to increase by 3 % compared to year 2004 level.

IProject Purpose _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ o _________ By Mar. 2009
1. Data noted below shows the increase by 2009 compared to 2004 in Kitui, - No drastic price
Individual farmers, farmer groups and other stakeholders intensify social|Mbeere and Tharaka District among target group. Project Monitoring and Evaluation Report reduction in social
forestry practices in semi-arid areas. i) Number of tree seedlings annually produced on farm. : 50% forestry products
ii ) Number of trees annually planted on farm. : 50% occur.

iii) Number of individual farmers and farmer groups who introduced highly
marketable tree species for seedling production or tree planting on farm at
least one species: 50%

iv)Number of individual farmers and farmer groups who newly implement
social forestry activities. : 70%

2. Data noted below shows the increase by 2009 compared to 2004 in Kitui,
Mbeere and Tharaka District in surrounding area of target group.

i) Number of tree seedlings annually produced on farm. : 5%

ii ) Number of trees annually planted on farm. : 5%

iii ) Number of individual farmers and farmer groups who introduced highly
marketable tree species for seedling production or tree planting on farm at
least one species: 5%

iv) Number of individual farmers and farmer groups who newly implement
social forestry activities. : 5%

3. Planning on social forestry extension is promoted in 10 districts in semi-
arid areas.
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Annex2: Current PDM (Ver.2)

Narrative Summary

Objectively Verifiable Indicators

Means of Verification

Important
Assumptions

At the headquarters level

1. Institutional and technical capacities for social forestry extension in
Forest Department are strengthened.

In Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts

2. Social forestry extension activities among individual farmers and
farmer groups are promoted.

3. Farmers and other stakeholders obtain enough practical knowledge
and techniques.

In semi-arid areas

4. Information on social forestry extension and related issues is shared
among the stakeholders.

At the headquarters level
1.1. By March 2009, Policy and planning for forestry development is
elaborated.

1.2. By March 2009, Implementation plan on social forestry extension is
prepared, piloted and improved in 10 districts in semi-arid area.

1.3. By March 2009, a functional unit for social forestry extention planning,
monitoring and evaluation is established at FD.

In Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts
2.1. By March 2009, 60 % of individual farmers who participated in the
project apply social forestry practiced by groups to their own farms.

2.2. By March 2009, 120 farmer groups are involved in social forestry
related group network.

2.3. By March 2009, 150 farmers groups are facilitated by farmers in the
area.

2.4. By March 2009, 7,500 farmers attend field days conducted by farmer
groups participated in the project.

2.5. By March 2009, 70 % of farmers who participated in the project
appreciate the project extension model.

2.6. By March 2009, 60 % of FD extension staff involved in the project
implementation are recognized as qualified farm forestry FFS facilitators.

2.7 By March 2009, 120 farmers groups are facilitated by FD extension staff
in the area.

3.1. By March 2009, 50% of farmers who participated in the project
implemented new techniques learned through the project in their own farms.

3.2. By March 2009, 70% of farmers who participated in the project
appreciate knowledge and techniques provided by the project.

In semi-arid areas
4.1. By March 2009, number of stakeholders, who are aware of information
on social forestry extension, is increased by 5 % compared to 2004 level.

4.2. By March 2009, 4,000 people visit the project website.

Project Monitoring and Evaluation Report

Project Monitoring and Evaluation Report

Project Monitoring and Evaluation Report

- No catastrophic
climatic condition occur.

- Kenyan governmental
forestry development
policyand plans remain
consistently positive.
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Annex2: Current PDM (Ver.2)

Narrative Summary

Objectively Verifiable Indicators

Means of Verification

Important
Assumptions

Activities _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _____________________
0.1 Hold joint steering committee meetings.
0.2 Carry out baseline survey for project purpose.
0.3 Monitor proiect purpose.
At the headquarters level
1.1. Assist institutional strengthening in FD
1.2. Carry out baseline survey for situation analysis.
1.3. Prepare practical guidelines for planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation.
1.4. Conduct training for FD staff
1.5. Monitor extent of institutional and technical strengthening.

In Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts

2.1. Carry out baseline survey for situation analysis.

2.2. Improve extension staff's activities.

2.3. Facilitate planning, implementation and evaluation of social forestry
and related activities with individual farmers and farmer groups
initiatives.

2.4. Facilitate farmer to farmer extension.

2.5. Facilitate network among farmer groups.

2.6. Monitor extent of the promotion of social forestry extension
activities

3.1. Carry out baseline survey for situation analysis.

3.2. Identify useful local forestry related knowledge and develop farmers,
friendly techniques.

3.3. Develop the technical manuals.

3.4. Provide technical assistance for diverse needs of individual farmers,
farmer groups and other stakeholders.

3.5. Maintain and improve Tiva demonstration plot.

3.6. Identify and assess usefull social forestry related techniques and
establish/identify field demonstration site.

3.7. Undertake cross visits among individual farmers and farmer groups.
3.8. Monitor the extent of adoption of practical knowledge and
techniques.

In semi-arid areas

4.1. Carry out baseline survey for situation analysis.

4.2. Diversify methods for information sharing.

4.3. Hold workshops and seminars.

4.4. Identify potential marketing incentives for social forestry products
and services.

4.5. Monitor extent of information sharing.

<Kenya Side>

1. Counterpart/Adoministrative personnel

1.1. Project Director: Chief Conservator of Forests, FD
1.2. Project Co-Director: Director, KEFRI

1.3. Project Manager: Project Coordinator, FD

1.4. Project Co-Manager: Kitui Centre Director, KEFRI
1.5. FD headquarters

1.5.1. Assistant Project Manager-Extension: an official, FD
1.6. Kitui District

1.6.1. Field Manager: District Forest Officer (DFO), FD
1.6.2. Field Extension Officers: District Forest Extension Officers (DFEQs),
FD

1.6.3. Field/Nursery Assistants, FD

1.6.4. Project Research Assistant: Research officer, Kitui Centre, KEFRI
1.7. Mbeere District

1.7.1. Field Manager: DFO, FD

1.7.2. Field Extension Officers: DFEOs, FD

1.7.3. Field/Nursery Assistants, FD

1.8. Tharaka District

1.8.1. Field Manager: DFO, FD

1.8.2. Field Extension Officers: DFEOs, FD

1.8.3. Field/Nursery Assistants, FD

1.9. Supporting Staff:

1.9.1. Administrative Staff

1.9.2. Secretfaries
1.9.3. Drivers

2. Land and Facilities

2.1. Land and office facilities for project head office in FD headquarters
2.2. Land and office facilities for project field office in Kitui

2.3. Land and office facilities for project field office in Mbeere

2.4. Land and office facilities for project field office in Tharaka

2.5. Training facilities in KEFRI headquarters

2.6. Training facilities in KEFRI Kitui Centre

2.7. Land for demonstration plot in Tiva Pilot Forest, Kitui

2.8. Nursery facilities in KEFRI Tiva Pilot Forest and Kitui Centre

2.9. FD field nurseries in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts.

3. Administrative and Operational Cost

<Japanese Side>
1. Personnel
1.1. Long-term experts
1.1.1. Chief Advisor/Forest Policy
1.1.2. Coordinator/Monitoring &Evaluation
1.1.3. Social Forestry Extension
* Number and fields of the long-term experts may
be reviced after the Mid-term Review.
1.2. Short-term Experts
* Short-term experts will be dispatched upon the
necessity.

2. Counterpart Training

* Training opportunities in Japan and/or the third
countries for 1 to 2 counterpart(s) will be provided
every year.

3. Machinery, Equipment and Materials

3.1. Equipment for social forestry extension
3.2. Equipment for social forestry training

3.3. Equipment for social forestry research

3.4. Equipment for information sharing

3.5. Vehicles

3.6. Other necessary machinery, equipment and
materials for the imnlementation of the nroiect

4. Infrastructures

4.1. Renovation of project head office space in FD
headquarters

4.2. Expansion of project field office in Kitui

4.3. Expansion of project field office in Mbeere
4.4. Expansion of project field office in Tharaka
4.5. Rehabilitation of field nurseries in Kitui,
Mbeere, Tharaka districts

5. Supplementary budget for local expenditure

- Road condition in
Kitui, Mbeere and
Tharaka districts
remains motorable.

- Trained staff remain
available.

- No catastrophic
climatic condition occur.

Pre-Condition

- Farmers in Kitui,
Mbeere and Tharaka
districts are willing to
participate in social
forestry activities.
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Annex3: Plan of Operation Plan and Actual Annex 3

Outputs Activities VEErL || Ve || YEERS) | eErd! || VERrE Staff in charge
1f2f1]2]1]2]1]2]1]2
0 0.1 |Hold joint coordinating committee meetings. Plan [0 oo 0 | [|CCF,Director(KEFRI),CA
Actual | [l 1
0.2 [Carry out baseline survey for project purpose. Plan [ EMO,HDL,PM,DFO,CCF,C|
A, CO,Local Consultant
Actual | EE: 1
0.3 [Monitor project purpose. Plan 0o gloiofoi0D |0 § 0 |HDLPMEMO,CCFCA,
Actual F CO,Local Consultant
1 |Institutional and technical | 1.1 [Assist institutional strengthening in FD. Plan | !' . o, . CCF,HFF,HDL,PM,CA
capacities for social 1 1 [
L Actual
forestry extension in - — - L L L
Forest Department are 1.2 |Carry out baseline survey for situation analysis. Plan : : : : : CCF, PM,HFF,
strengthened. Actual | ] 1 1 1 1 HDL.CA,CO
1.3 [Prepare practical guidelines for planning, implementation, Plan — , 0 X X HFF, HDL PM,
monitoring and evaluation. T T T APM,DFOs,EX(CO),CA, Int|
Actual . ‘I n : : : ernational(Local)Consultant
1 1 1 1 1
1.4 |Conduct training for FD staff Plan [ e | 0 o I HFF,HDL,PM,APM,CA(CQO
! ! ! ! ! ),Local Consultant
Actual| W' == I ! ! !
1.5 [Monitor extent of institutional and technical strengthening. Plan . 0| 3 {[] 01 [CCFHFFHDLEMOPM,C
'I I T T T A, CO(EX),Local
Actual ! ! ! : Consultant
2 |[Social forestry extension | 2.1 |Carry out baseline survey for situation analysis. Plan [ E‘:l HFF,HDL,PM,DFO,APM,C
activities among A, CO(EX),Local
individual farmers and Actual -E i Consultant
farmer groups are 2.2 |Improve extension staff's activities. Plan | :  —  — 0 O APM,DFOs,DFEOs,Field
promoted. i i Ass.,APM,Co-PM,EX
_ (CA, CO)Research
Actual (1 Ass.Technical
i Organizations
2.3 |Facilitate planning, implementation and evaluation of social Plan I_:__I [ I = = —1 |APM,DFOs,DFEOs,EX(CO
forestry and related activities with individual farmers and farmer [ [ ),Local Consultant
groups. Actual | BN DEmm
1
2.4 |Facilitate farmer to farmer extension. Plan ||:| | 0l C—/| | =3 |APM,DFOs,DFEOs,Co-PM
T ,EX(CO),Local Consultant
Actual Ii =]
2.5 |Facilitate network among farmer groups. Plan I:;:I 1 O O O PM,APM,DFOs,DFEOs,EX
- (CO),Local Consultant
Acwal| B H| m
2.6 |Monitor extent of the promotion of social forestry extension Plan ::| = c3 =] =3 PM,APM,EMO,CA,
activities. | | | | CO(EX),Local Consultant
Actual ! [ ! ! !
3 [Farmers and other 3.1 | Carry out baseline survey for situation analysis. Plan [ 1 1 1 1 1 PM,APM,CA,
:\a:;grcl)lsre;;ic::l;tlaln Actual — : : : : CO(EX),Local Consultant
i i ] ]
knowledge and 3.2 | Develop farmers friendly techniques. Plan ':'j L d E:| ' PM,APM,EMO,Co-
techniques. | | | | | PM,Research Ass.CA,
Actual il ! | | CO(EX),Local
! ! ! ! ! (INternational)Consultant
3.3 | Identify useful local forestry related knowledge. Plan | O = o O, X PM,APM,EMO,Co-
_ ‘ T T T Director(KEFRI),Co-
Actual X X : : : PM,Research Ass.CA,
\ \ \ \ \ CO(EX),Local
3.4 [ Develop the technical manuals. Plan . . ! o ! HFF,HDL,PM,APM,EMO,
| | |
Co-PM,Research Ass.CA,
1 1 1 1 1 ' '
m, b | | | CO(EX),International
Actual
! ! ! ! (Local)Consultant
3.5 |Provide technical assistance for diverse needs of individual Plan | [ [ 1| [ ] ] |PM,APM,DFOs,DFEOs,Co-
farmers, farmer groups and other stakeholders. _ .' : : : PM,Research Ass.,
Actual | | | | | EX(CO),Local
1 1 1 1 1 Consultant,Short Exp.
3.6 |Maintain and improve Tiva demonstration plot. Plan — | — — 3 [Co-PMResearch Ass.CO
L L L L L (EX),Local Consultant
Aol wem| | 3| [
3.7 |ldentify and assess practical field demonstration sites and the Plan [':| 1 1 1 PM,APM,DFOs,DFEOs,EX
needs for promotion. I 1 1 1 (CO),Local Consultant
Actual | M ] | | |
3.8 |Undertake cross visits among individual farmers and farmer Plan ':| ! — E:l t:l E::I PM,APM,DFOs,DFEOs,EX
groups. T : : : . (CO),Local Consultant
Actual , B | | | |
3.9 [Organize open days of project activities and demonstration plots Plan : : ﬂli| 0 ||:| ﬂli| PM,APM,DFOs,DFEOs, EX
for farmers and other stakeholders. T T T T T (CO),Local Consultant
Actual 1 1 1 1 1
3.10 [Monitor the extent of adoption of practical knowledge and Plan = — '] m [HFFHDL,PMAPM,DFOs,
techniques. + + + + + DFEOs,Co-
Actual] ! ! ! ! ! |PMEX(CO),Local
4 |Information on social 4.1 |Carry out baseline survey for situation analysis. Plan [ 1 1 1 1 HFF,HDL,PM,CA,
forestry extension and 1 : : : : CO,Local Consultant
related issues is shared Actual -, \ \ \ \
among the stakeholders. | 4.2 |Diversify methods for information sharing. Plan = ! ! ! HDL,APM,DFO,PM,IT
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Outputs Activities VEard || VEErd || Ve | Werd | WEEre Staff in charge
1J2]1J2JaJ2l1J2]1]2
! ! ! ! ! Expert,CA(EX, CO),Local
Actual fl : Hm : n : : : Consultant(IT)
4.3 [Hold workshops and seminars. Plan | = — = I |PMAPMCA(CO),Internati
onal Consultant
Actual ! 1 ! 1 1
4.4 Identify potential marketing incentives for social forestry products | pjan 1 | 1 1 HDL,PM,APM,DFOs,DFE
and services. 1 1 : : : 0s,Co-PM,Research
Actual _ * X X X Ass.CA
4.5 | Monitor extent of information sharing. Plan ' o | 't 3 |PMAPM,CA, CO,Local
Actual | | | | | Consultant
Equipment and Machinery Plan ) [ O | | PM,CO(EX),
Actual .: : : :
Prepare designs for infrastructures. Plan ! o' ! ! ! PM,DFOs,CO(EX)
1 1 1 1 1
Actual | EEEI = ! ! !
Construct the infrastructures in accordance with the designs. Plan | —=| == 1 1 1 PM,DFOs,CO
Actual - N 1 1
*Abreviation —
FD KEFRI JICA
CCF: Chief Conservator of Forest Co-PM: Center Director-Kitui CA: Chief Adviser
HFF: Head of Farm Forest & Extension Branch CO: Coodinator
HDL: Head of Dryland Forestry Branch EX: Expert

EMO: Extension Monitoring Officer
PM: Project Managere
APM: Assistant Project Manager

Note: This PO is based on the PDM ver.0. Under the revision of PDM from ver.0 to ver.1, following amendment was made.
-Activitiy 3.2 and 3.3 were merged to 1 actitivy
-Activity 3.9 was integrated into 3.5
-Activity 3.7 was changed to more concrete discription as ‘Identify and assess usefull social forestryrelated techniques and establish/identify field demonstration site.’
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Annex 4: Evaluation Grid with Study Results for Mid-term Evaluation on Intensified Social Forestry Project in Semi-arid Areas

Implementation Process Grid

¥S

E\é?il?;ti[:n Study Items No. Detailed Study Items Rating
Degree of achievement of the Project 1 * Degree of achievement of the Project Purpose at mid-term of the Project and possibility of the achievement it at A
Purpose this point.
3 ge?ree of achievement of the 2 |* Have the Outputs been being generated as had been planned? A
= utputs
% Inputs from Japanese side
= * Long and short term experts, their terms and specialized field
o 3 * Counterparts' training in Japan or other countries, their numbers and periods i
g * Name of provided equipment, quantities and cost of each
-%, * Rehabilitation/construction of infrastructures and their cost
= Actual inputs * Other cost spent
2:>3 Inputs from Kenyan Side
* Detailed project management cost, except labor cost
4 [* Number of the counterparts -
* Building and equipments
* Any other cost incurred by Kenyan side for the Project and their detail
Progress of the Activities * Has the Project been being implemented as had been planned?
(Has the Project been being 5 |* Are there any gap between actual implementation and plan. If any, what? And why? A
implemented as had been planned?) * What countermeasures were taken to compensate delays? What were results?
6 *Who, how, how often has monitoring of the Project been conducted? B
s * How is it utilized to improve the Project's implementation? (Mechanism of Project management)
2
= .
g Qppgop_rlatteness of management of 7 |* Are there any problematic issues on communication in the Project? B/C
k) e Projec
% § 8 * How and how often has communication and exchange between Japanese experts and the Counterparts been B
s § taken placed?
= o
-(% 9 |* How were countermeasures to solve problems implemented with counterparts? A/B
(s}
E Involvement of beneficiaries (target s . . .
g gr\éup\g) in the projectl faries (targ 10 [* Do target groups such as individual farmers and farmers groups properly participate in the Project? A
11 |* Are proper counterparts allocated for the Project? A
Ownership of the Project by the . . . . .
executing institution of Kenya 12 |* Is degree of counterparts' consciousness of participation in the Project high? A
13 [* Is budget allocation for extension of social-forestry activities enough or appropriate? C
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Annex 4: Evaluation Grid with Study Results for Mid-term Evaluation on Intensified Social Forestry Project in Semi-arid Areas

Evaluation Grid

Evaluation

criteria Study Items No. Detailed Study Items Rating
Does the Overall Goal match K | 14 |* Are the Overall Goal and the Project Purpose consistent with the development policy of Kenya? (Priority) A
oes the Overall Goal match Kenya's
development policy? 15 * |s the Project meeting the Aid Policy of Ministry of Foreign Affair of Japanese Government to Kenya and the A
JICA Country Assistance Implementation Plan (the Republic of )?
16 * Are Individual farmers and farmers groups in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts needed to be supported in the A
Does the Project Purpose meet the field of social-forestry?
Kenya's needs? 17 * Are staff of FD, Forestry Officers of 3 districts and Field Extension Officers needed to develop their ability on A
social-forestry development?
(5
% 18 |* Have target groups been received benefit from the Project since it had started? A
>
(5}
E 19 * Has ability of staff of FD, Forestry Officers of 3 districts and Field Extension Officers been developed during A
the Project implementation?
Appropriateness of strategy/approach| 20 [* Has capacity of individual farmers and farmers groups in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts been empowered?| A
21 [* Is the FFS appropriate method for dissemination of social-forestry extension activities? A
2 * Does Japan have comparative advantage in the field of social-forestry and are there any example of relevant A
projects in the past implemented by JICA in Africa?
Others 23 * After Ex-ante Evaluation Study, are there any change of policy, socio-economic situation and so forth, )
influencing over the Project?
24 * Can individual farmers and farmers group and other stakeholders intensify social-forestry practices in semi-arid A
areas?
o o 25 Avre there any changes in two important assumptions, "No catastrophic climatic condition occur" and "Kenyan
Possibility of realization of the government forestry development policy and plans remain consistently positive"
Project Purpose
o 26 [* Are there any constraints for achieving the Project Purpose? B
(5]
c
s 27 |Are the 4 outputs closely coordinated to realize the project purpose? B/C
[&]
e 28 * |s strengthening of institution and technical capacities for social forestry extension in Forest Department B
w progressing? (Output 1)
* Are social-forestry extension activities among individual farmers and farmers groups in 3 districts are
Are the Output proper enough to 29 progressing? (Output 2) B
realize the Project Purpose? '
30 [* Are farmers and other stakeholders obtaining enough practical knowledge and technique? (Output 3) B
31 [* Is information on social forestry extension and related issues being shared among stakeholders? (Output 4) A
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Annex 4: Evaluation Grid with Study Results for Mid-term Evaluation on Intensified Social Forestry Project in Semi-arid Areas

Eva_l uat_lon Study Items No. Detailed Study Items Rating
criteria
Degree of achievement of the 32 [* Is degree of achievement of the Outputs appropriate? B
Outputs 33 [* Are there any constraints for achieving the Outputs? B
34 [* Are there any excess and deficiency of the Activities to generate the Outputs? B
> 35 [* Are number of Japanese experts, their fields, timing of placement and terms appropriate? A
c
[<5)
Zg 36 * Are kinds of equipment, their quantities and timing of their supply appropriate? Are rehabilitation/improvement AB
I Are the Activities and Inputs enough of project offices in FD and other districts appropriate?
to realize the Outputs?
37 [* Is counterpart training provided by JICA proper in terms of contents, period and numbers of participants? A
38 |* Is budget from both Japanese and Kenyan sides for the Project appropriate for Activities?
39 |* Are there any effect of the Important Assumptions after activities on realizing the Outputs? -
40 * Can the Overall Goal be realized 3 to 5 years after termination of the Project, considering current situation of the| AB
Possibility to achieve the Overall Activities and the Outputs?
Goal 41 |* Are there any constraints for achieving the Overall Goal? B
5 Proper logical casual relationship
g— between the Project Purpose and the | 42 [* Are there big gap between the Overall Goal as ultimate direction of the Project and the Project Purpose? A/B
= Overall Goal
43 |* Are there any change of consciousness and activities of target groups in 3 districts?
Ripple effect
44 |* Are there any impact be expected other than the Overall Goal?
45 |* Can policy of social forestry can be continued after the Project?
Policy and Institution * |s institutional support established to continuously practice FFS method at this moment? Or, will it be
46 - B/C
> established from now on?
3 * Does FD have capacity to maintain activities of the Project as an organization such considering staff allocation
£ 47 - ; - - L . B
< and decision making process for further dissemination for other semi-arid areas? Or, will it have from now on?
[%2]
>
» Organization and Finance 48 * |s budget allocation enough to maintain activities for social forestry? Or, is there possibility to increase such C

budget in the future?

49

* What actions should be taken to sustain the farmers extension system after the Project terminates?
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Annex 4: Evaluation Grid with Study Results for Mid-term Evaluation on Intensified Social Forestry Project in Semi-arid Areas

Eva_l uat_lon Study Items No. Detailed Study Items Rating
criteria

50 [* Is extension method, FFS, being accepted by target groups? B
- Technology
E 51 [* Do Forest Extension Officers have ability to implement FFS method? Or, will they have it in the future? A
[s]
c
g 59 * As planned during the Ex-ante evaluation study in 2004, have any necessary measures already taken to hand B
& Others over the Project activities to Kenyan side during the next 2 years? Or, will they effectively work?

53 |* Are there any other constraints for sustainability, other than the above mentioned? -
» 54 [* Can the Project Purpose be realized considering current situation of the Activities and the Outputs? B
c
o
E, 55 [* Is it needed to correct any Inputs, Activities, Outputs? B
§ Any recommendations for correction
= of the Project, based on the above 56 |* Are there any new Important Assumptions to effect on the Project? -
§ evaluation results
§ 57 * How have the problems and issues that were raised during the Ex-Ante Evaluation Study in 2004 been changed B
> during the implementation of the Project? (Especially, issue of handing over the Project activities to Kenyan side)
<

58 |* Are there any items that the Project has to pay attention to? -
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Annex5: List of Japanese Experts
Project inputs
{Japanese side)

Expert dispatch

Name Assignment Period Office affiliated
[Long-term]

Yuichi SATO Chief advisor / Forest Policy 2004.1.18-2007.1.17 |Forestry Agency, Japan

Shinji OGAWA Social Forestry Extension 2004.3.26-2007.3.25 |N/A

Extension Implementation

Takanobu NAWASHIRO . .
Management / Project co-ordinator

2004.3.17-2006.3.16 |JATACO Co.,Ltd

Extension Implementation Insitute for International Cooperation,

hinji ABE ) . 3.2- 3.
Shinji Management / Project co-ordinator 2006.3.2-2008.3.1 JICA
[Short-term]
Isamu YAMADA Managemgnt of Ecological 2005.1.9-2005.1.30 Centre for South-e_ast AS|an
resources in Farm Forestry Studies,Kyoto University
Naoei ITAHANA Tree Improvement 2005.7.16-2005.7.30 |Kansai Regional Breeding Office
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Annex6: List of Kenyan Counterpart Personnel Trained in Japan

Organization

Name Course Title Duration Post
/Department
Mr. David Kahuria|Forest Policy 2004/08/22 ~|AG. Chief Forest
MBUGUA 2004/9/3 Conservator of Department
Ms. Elizabeth  W.|Extension Policy/ 2004/08/10- Conservator of Forest
Wambugu Extension Method 2004/09/25 Forests 1 Department
Mr. Paul Ndung'u Forestry Extension 2005/07/07 ~|Conservator of{Forest
KARANJA Method 2005/8/12 Forests 1 Department
Mr. James Chomba  |Forestry Extension 2005/07/07 ~|Conservator of{Forest
RUKUNGU Method 2005/8/12 Forests 1 Department
Ms. Jane Nzilani Forest Management 2005/08/23 ~|Assistant Project Forest
NDETI 2005/10/8 Manager Department
Mr. Joseph Muthike |Forestry Extension 2006/07/06 ~|Conservator of{Forest
NJIGOYA Method 2006/8/11 Forests 1 Department
Ms. Monica Nekoye |Forestry Extension 2006/07/06 ~|Conservator of{Forest
KALENDA Method 2006/8/11 Forests Department
Ms. Esther Muringo  |Forestry Extension 2006/07/16 ~|Conservator of{Forest
MATHENGE Method 2006/8/11 Forests Department
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Annex7: List of Equipment provision and Facilities construction by Japanese side

Purchase/ :
No. Item Price | Budget type (P.Y.) | Delivery [unit| Manufacturer Model type management inchaarge
date (section/place/person)
F.Y.2003
1 |Laser printer 108,000{2003, Equipment donation |30/03/2004 4 |HP Laser Jet 1300 Project office (3), DFO-Kitui (1)
2 |Laser printer 164,000|2003, Equipment donation |30/03/2004 2 [HP Laser Jet 2300N Project office (2)
3 _|UPS 51,600/2003, Equipment donation {30/03/2004 6 [APC 650VA Project office (5), DFO-Kitui (1)
4 [Scanner 114,750|2003, Equipment donation |31/03/2004 1 [Epson GT-15000 Project office
5 [Projector 291,500/2003, Equipment donation {30/03/2004 1 [Canon LV7345 Project office
6 |Inkjet Plotter 1,011,375[2003, Equipment donation |30/03/2004 1 [HP DesignJet500 Project office
7 __|GIS Workstation (Computer) 119,404|2003, Equipment donation |30/03/2004 1 [Dell Opti Plex Project office
8 |Digital Copiers AR-M450N 1,120,000{2003, Equipment donation |30/03/2004 2 _[Sharp AR450 F.D.-Tharaka(1), Mberre(1)
9 |Personal Computer 480,000{2003, Equipment donation |30/03/2004 6 [IBM NetVista Project office (5), DFO-Kitui (1)
10 |TA Copier DC 2063 1,007,000{2003, Equipment donation |31/03/2004 1 [Kyosera KM6330 Project office
11 [Facsmile 117,340|2003, Equipment donation |31/03/2004 4 |Canon L220 Project office
12 |4x4 Station Wagon 2,550,643[2003, Equipment donation |06/07/2004 1 [Toyota Landcruiser F.D.H.Q.
13 |4x4 Pick Up 5,926,221(2003, Equipment donation |01/09/2004 3 [Toyota Landcruiser F.D.-Kitui(1), Tharaka(1), Mberre(1)
14 |4x4 Station Wagon Y 61 4,164,952|2003, Equipment donation [16/06/2004 2 _[Nissan Patrol F.D.H.Q.
15 |Motor Cycle 1,558,550{2003, Equipment donation |06/07/2004 7 __[Suzuki TF-125 F.D.-Tharaka(3), Mberre(4)
Sub-total of 2003, Equipment donation 18,785,335
16 |Digital still camera 69,386/2003, Expert equipment _ [16/04/2004 1 [Olimpus C-5060 Widezoom Project office
17 |Compactflash memory card 21,897|2003, Expert equipment _ [16/04/2004 1 [Buffalo RCF-XX512M Project office
18 |Digital video camera 117,852|2003, Expert equipment _ |16/04/2004 1 [Sony DCR-PC330E Project office
19 |GPS 46,722(2003, Expert equipment  |16/04/2004 1 [Garmin eTREX VISTA Project office
20 [World map 15,411)2003, Expert equipment _ [16/04/2004 1 [Garmin Project office
21 [Lap top computer 150,628|2003, Expert equipment _ |16/04/2004 1 [Fujitsu FMVLTS50E Project office
22 |Lap top computer & soft ware 225,941|2003, Expert equipment _ [26/04/2004 1 [Hitachi Prius note Project office
23 _|Color printer 26,499|2003, Expert equipment _ [26/04/2004 1 [Canon Pixus 80i Project office
24 |Digital camera 62,762[2003, Expert equipment _|26/04/2004 1 |Olimpus Camedia C-5060 Project office
25 [GPS 25,105|2003, Expert equipment _ [26/04/2004 1 [magellan Sportrak 27i-3812 Project office
Sub-total of 2003, Expert equipment 762,203
26 |Office renovation 144,470|2003, Local activity cost |30/03/2004 Patu Constructions Project office
27 _|Office furniture 777,572|2003, Local activity cost [29/03/2004 Victoria Furnitures Project office
28 |Telephone line construction 105,600|2003, Local activity cost |30/03/2004 Beamspot Project office
29 |Generator 1,415,800{2003, Local activity cost |30/03/2004 1 [Olympian GEP 110 F.D.H.Q.
30 |Project Pamphlet 65,000(2003, Local activity cost [30/03/2004 | 500 [Penguin Business Systems Project office
Sub-total of 2003, Local activity cost 2,508,442
Total 22,055,980
F.Y.2004
. . . . - Project office & DFO-
1 [VHF/HF Radio Equipment 1,730,000/2004, Equipment donation [23/02/2005 1 |Beamspot Communications KituiMberre Tharaka
2 [Mini Bus 3,300,600/2004, Equipment donation [28/02/2005 2 |Toyota HiAce(LH114) Project office
3 [Motor Cycle 1,225,000/2004, Equipment donation [23/03/2005 5 |Honda XL200 DFO-Kitui
4 |Laptop Computer 297,000/2004, Equipment donation [25/11/2004 2 |Toshiba A70-S256 Project office
5 [Bicycle 134,000{2004, Equipment donation |24/11/2004 | 30 [Phonex 26inch DFO-Kitui,Mberre, Tharaka
6 |Generator 960,000/2004, Equipment donation {31/03/2005 1 |F.G.Wilson XP50E1 DFO-Tharaka
Sub-total of 2004, Equipment donation 7,646,600
7 |Office construction Mbeere 1,593,918(2004, Local activity cost |14/03/2005 1 [Mwanja General Contructers DFO-Mberre
8 |Office construction Tharaka 1,658,890(2004, Local activity cost |14/03/2005 1 [Mukasi Builders& General Suppliers DFO-Tharaka
9 [Software 136,200|2004, Local activity cost |13/04/2004 6 |MS Office 2003 Pro OEM Project office
10 |B/Bar winch & Air con fitted 267,600/2004, Local activity cost {11/08/2004 1 [Toyota/Nissan Accessory for 3 station wagon car
1 g;z‘:‘:}eert Fireproof filing 100,201|2004, Local activity cost |27/07/2004 | 1 [TA Project office
12 |Fridge 24,595|2004, Local activity cost [27/07/2004 1 [Toshiba Project office
13 |Car transmission lock 49,173(2004, Local activity cost |06/07/2004 3 [Multi high security systems Accessory for 3 station wagon car
14 |Binding machine, Typewriter 42,500(2004, Local activity cost |02/06/2004 1 |Office Technologies office
15 giz'eer;?j:a"a“‘)" for 144,536(2004, Local activity cost |25/05/2004 | 1 [Mantrac F.D.H.Q.
16 |White board 14,735|2004, Local activity cost [02/05/2004 1 |Victoria Furnitures Project office
17 |Finisher 221,950/2004, Local activity cost [27/08/2004 1 |Office Technologies Project office
Sub-total of 2004, Local activity cost 4,254,298
Total 11,900,898
F.Y.2005
Dryland forestry branch
1 |Lap-top computer 405,900/2005, Equipment donation {22/07/2005 3 [TOSHIBA Satellite A60 Farm forestry & exten. Branch
KEFRI-Kitui office(Stolen Nov.2005)
. . . Project office, KEFRI HQ training office,
2 [LCD Projector 390,000/2005, Equipment donation [22/07/2005 3 |Epson EMP-SIH LCD KEERI-Kitui office
3 [Color laser printer 375,000/2005, Equipment donation [22/07/2005 1 |Epson C9100 Project office
4 |Copier 381,400/2005, Equipment donation [22/07/2005 2 |Kyocera Mita KM 2050, Digital copier [FD.HQ, KEFRI-Kitui
5 |4WD Station Wagon 2,377,796(2005, Equipment donation |27/10/2005 1 [Toyota Land Cruiser Hardtop Project office
6 |Motorbike 1,309,500{2005, Equipment donation |08/11/2005 5 [Yamaha AG200, 4stroke (Project office)
. . . . DFO-Kitui,Mbere, DFEO-
7 |VHF/HF Radio Equipment 999,900/2005, Equipment donation {29/10/2005 BEAMSPOT COMMUNICATIONS :
Mtomo,Mtitu,Mwea
Sub-total of 2005, Equipment donation 6,239,496
8 |Software 17,800.00{2005, Local activity cost |18/05/2005 1 [Windows Power point 2003 Project office coordinator room
9 t"rzz)rfionpqmmp”ter forfield | 157 600.00{2005, Local activity cost [24/05/2005 | 1 |Toshiba Satellite M40X-S168  |KEFRI HQ training office
19 |Accessories instauration for | o0 201 53(o005, | ocal activity cost |24/05/2005 | 1 |Crice technologies [Floppy drive, USB-OBM, |\ e coy 1) training office
computer Ltd. Software
11 |Database server 68,500.00/2005, Local activity cost [02/06/2005 1 Kalz‘a computers GOG.B HD, 256MB Ram, Project office PM room
services Pentium 3 processor
Dryland forestry branch, Farm forestry &
12 |Digital camera & accessories | 79,350.00(2005, Local activity cost |07/06/2005 3 [Olympus Camedia 160 exten. branch, KEFRI-Kitui director
office
13 |Office networking 40,600.00|2005, Local activity cost [24/06/2005 1 Kalz_a computers _Network_swntch & Extension & partnership division office
services instauration
14 |Adaptor 23,200.00{2005, Local activity cost |13/07/2005 1 [Toshiba AC type for computer Dryland forestry branch
15 |Glass book shelf 28,000.00{2005, Local activity cost |18/08/2005 2 [Furniture palace DT3015, DT3017 Project office PM room
16 |Office extension Kitui 576,473.60{2006, Local activity cost |09/03/2006 1 [Kyamboo building contractors and civil DFO-Kitui
Sub-total of 2005, Local activity cost 1,029,904
Total 7,269,400
Grand Total 41,226,277

60



aka900
60


Annex 8: List of Kenyan couterpart Personnel

Project inputs

{Input by Kenyan side)

Name
Administrative Personnel

Post

Assignment

Period

AG. Chief Project Director April 2004 todate
1{D. K. Mbugua Conservator of Forests
2|Paul K. Konuche Director, KEFRI Project Co-Director April 2004 todate

Jennifer W. Njige

1. Senior Conservator
of Forests

Head, Farm Forestry &
Extension Branch;

April 2004 to April
2006

2. Acting Deputy
Chief Conservator of

Head, Forestry Extension and
Partneships Division

May 2006 to date

FD Headquarters

Senior Conservator of

Project Manager

April 2004 to date

4|P. M. Kariuki Forests
Conservator of Forests|Assistant Project Manager July 2004 to Date
5[Jane N. Ndeti I
) Conservator of Forests|Head Farm Forestry & May 2006 to date
6]Monicah N. Kalenda I Extension Branch

Senior Conservator of

Head Dryland Forestry

April 2004 to date

7|Anthony M. Maina Forests Branch
Kitui District
Conservator of Forests|District Forest Officer, Kitui |April 2004 to June 2005
8|Elizabeth W. Wambugu |

Conservator of Forests

District Forest Officer, Kitui

July 2005 to date

9]Joseph N. Njigoya |
Forester Assistant District Forest May, 2005
10|Kenneth M. Riungu Officer. Kitui
Forester Divisional Forest Extension  |April 2004 - May 2006
11|Cyrus Nduku Officer, Mutonguni Div.
Forester Divisional Forest Extension |May 2006 todate
12|Kapula Ali Officer, Mutonguni Div.
Forester Divisional Forest Extension  |June 2004 - May 2006
13|Peter Kyenze Officer, Chuluni Div.
Forester Divisional Forest Extension |May 2006 todate
14|Joseph Ndirangu Officer. Chuluni Div.
Forester Divisional Forest Extension  |April 2004 todate
15/B. N. Kakuku Officer, Mutitu Div.
_ Forester Divisional Forest Extension  |April 2004 to
16|QOyieko Manoa Officer, Mwitika Div. September 2005
o Forester Divisional Forest Extension |November, 2005 to date
17[Karimi Maina Officer, Mwitika Div.
Forester Divisional Forest Extension  |April 2004 todate
18|Paul Musembi Officer, Matinyani Div.
Forester Divisional Forest Extension  |April 2004 todate
19|Charles M. Makau Officer. Yatta Div.
o Forester Divisional Forest Extension |April 2004 todate
20[J. N. Miruri Officer, Mutomo Div.
Forester Divisional Forest Extension |April 2004 todate
21|Benedict M. Mainga Officer, Ikutha Div.
) Forester Divisional Forest Extension  |April 2004 todate
22|Remmy Manzi Officer, Central Div.
Snr. Subordinate Staff [ Divisional Extension Worker, |April 2004 todate
23|Sammy Mbuko Mutha Div.
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Name
Mbeere District

Post

Assignment

Period

Conservator of Forests

District Forest Officer,

April 2004 to date

24|P. N. Karanja | Mbeere
25|Wellington Ndaka Forester Assistant District Forest March 2005 todate
_ Forester Divisional Forest Extension  |April 2004 todate
26|Elvis K. Fondo Officer. Siakago Div.
Senior Forester Divisional Forest Extension  |April 2004 todate
27[Chritopher Maina Officer, Gachoka Div.
Forester Divisional Forest Extension  |April 2004 todate
28|Peter O. Aloo Officer. Mwea Div.
_ Forester Divisional Forest Extension |November, 2004 -
29|Peter King'oo Officer. Evurore Div. August 2005
Forester Divisional Forest Extension  [August 2005 to date

30

Theophilus Muasya

Officer. Evurore Div.

Tharaka District

Conservator of Forests

District Forest Officer

April 2004 todate

31|James R. Chomba I

Forester Assistant District Forest March 2005 todate
32|George K. Nduati Officer

Forester Divisional Forest Extension  |April 2004 todate
33[Phineas Rewa Officer, Tharaka North Div.

Forester Divisional Forest Extension  |April 2004 todate
34[Silas Mutea Officer. Tharaka South Div.

Forester Divisional Forest Extension  |April 2004 todate
35[Samuel M. Gachagua Officer, Tharaka Central Div.

Forester Forester, Tharaka District Hg. |April 2005 todate

36

Peter Nyabuti

Office

Kenya Forestry Research

Institute, Kitui

37

E. Chagala Odera

Assistant Director

Service Programme

April 2004 to date

Centre Director,

Project Co-Manager

April 2004 todate

38|James M. Kimondo KEERI-Kitui
39|Ezekiel Kyalo Technologist Tiva Tree nursery manager  [April 2004 todate

April 2004 - December
40|Ali Atanas (Deceased) Technologist Technology transfer 2005

41

Samuel Auka

Forester

Pilot Forest

April 2004 todate

42

Bernard Kigwa

Research Officer

Technology development

June 2006 todate

43

Akula Mwamburi

Research Officer

Technology transfer

April 2004 todate

62



aka900
62


Name Post Assignment Period
No.|Support Staff

1. FD Headquarters
1|John M. Kamau Driver FD. Hg Office April 2004 todate
2|Paul K. Muthaki Driver FD. Hqg Office August 2004 todate
3|Titus M. Kyosi Driver FD. Hq Office February 2006 todate
4|Lucy Wangeci Secretary FD. Hq Office June 2004 todate
5|Rachel Wambui Surbordinate staff FD. Hq Office May 2004 todate

2. Kitui District

6|Mary Nganza Typist / Receptionist |Kitui District Office April 2004 todate
7|Bosco Wambua Driver Kitui District Office April 2004 todate
Jason Kioko Driver Kitui District Office April 2004 todate

9 Nursery Headman Mutitu Tree Nursery April 2004 todate
10-13 Nursery Workers 4 Nursery workers  |Mutitu Tree Nursery April 2004 todate

3. Tharaka District

14 Driver Tharaka District Office April 2004 - January
Ignatius Mutaku 2005

15|Raphael Nkanya Driver Tharaka District Office February 2005 todate

16|Grace Mucee Typist / Receptionist |Tharaka District Office April 2005 todate

17.2

2 Nursery workers

Mutonga Ttree Nursery

April 2004 todate

4. Mbeere District

19[Cyrus Njiru Driver Mbeere District Office April 2004 todate
20| Mary Njoki Typist / Receptionist [Mbeere District Office April 2004 todate

Mbeere District Office Tree [April 2004 todate
21[Joseph Mugo Nursery Headman Nurserv

22-24

3 Nursery workers

Mbeere District Office Tree

Nursery

April 2004 todate

Kenya Forestry Research Institute, Kitui

25-28

4 Nursery workers

Tiva Tree nursery

April 2004 todate
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Annex 9: Project Cost sharing by Kenyan side and Japanese Side

(Japanese Side) (Unit : Ksh)
JY2006
. JY2003 JY2004 JY2005 JY2006 Result b
Items of Expenditure (Result) (Result) (Result) (Plan) Total Ehe end of
June)
(1)Extention routine activity cost 0.00] 3,241,262.70| 4,493,000.00| 5,143,000.00| 12,877,262.70]1,346,287.50
(2)Extention backstopping cost 0.00 0.00[ 2,568,000.00| 1,275,000.00 3,843,000.00] 477,280.00
(3)Extension special activity cost 0.00] 1,437,838.00| 8,419,000.00| 4,700,000.00| 14,556,838.00]1,559,475.00
(4)Research & Monitoring cost 0.00] 1,398,469.20| 2,730,000.00| 2,118,000.00| 6,246,469.20] 464,768.00
(5)General routine cost 0.00] 8,593,965.30| 4,413,000.00| 4,804,000.00| 17,810,965.30]1,819,153.20
(6)Consultation survey cost 0.00f 6,929,157.60 0.00 6,929,157.60 0.00
(7)Extension office maintenance cost 0.00[ 3,525,175.00 576,000.00 4,101,175.00 0.00
Local activity cost Total 0.00] 25,125,867.80 23,199,000.00| 18,040,000.00| 66,364,867.80}5,666,963.70
Equipment 22,055,980.00| 7,646,600.00 6,239,496.00] 531,250.00 36,473,326.00 0.00
Total of JICA 22,055,980.00| 32,772,467.80| 29,438,496.00| 18,571,250.00102,838,193.80}5,666,963.70
(Kenyan Side)
1)Plan
. KY2003 KY2004 KY2005 KY2006
Items of Expenditure (Plan) (Plan) (Plan) (Plan) Total
FD 0.00] 1,833,519.40( 3,112,000.00| 6,200,000.00| 11,145,519.40
KEFRI 0.00 491,000.00 500,000.00 500,000.00( 1,491,000.00
Total of GOK 0.00] 2,324,519.40( 3,612,000.00| 6,700,000.00| 12,636,519.40
Project cost grand Total 0.00] 2,324,519.40( 3,612,000.00| 6,700,000.00| 12,636,519.40
2)Actual Disbursement for KY2005
KY2005
Items of Expenditure .
(Plan) (Revised Plan)]  (Result)
FD 3,112,000.00f 2,931,000.00| 2,200,000.00
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Annex 10: Development plan and strategies

Development plan and strategies

and Forestry Plans/Strategies/Guidelines

Strategy for Wealth and

Employment Creation

(2003)

Document Title Level Relevance
National Development | National | e Biodiversity conservation
Plan (2002-2008) o Sustainable forestry development and management
e Recognition and institutionalization of conventions, etc.
relating to sustainable indigenous forest management
o Valuation of forest resources
District Development District o Protection and conservation of forest areas
Plans (2002-2008) o Promotion of agro forestry/farm forestry
e Environmental management; farmer training; soil and water
conservation
Economic Recovery National | e Promotion of agro-forestry

o Community participation in efficient management of forests
o Alternative and affordable energy sources

o Afforestation

Forestry Plans/Strategies/Guidelines

General Orders

Document Title Level Year Relevance

Kenya Forestry Master | Department | 1994 e Enhance the role of the forestry sector in the

Plan socio-economic  development of Kenya by
strengthening the capabilities of the forestry-related
agencies, the private sector, the rural people and the
NGO’s to manage and develop forest resources;
contribute to environmental conservation

Technical Orders Department | 1996 e Technical instructions/guidelines on organization
and administration of forests, management of
natural forests, management of forest plantations,
research and information

Forest Department | Department o General instructions/guidelines ~ on  forest

management e.g. review of forest products royalties
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e Development, conservation, protection and

MENR Strategic Plan | Ministerial 2002
sustainable management of environmental and
natural resources
FD Strategic Plan Department 2002 | ® Management of natural forests and water
catchments areas
¢ Development and management of industrial forest
plantations
e Promotion of farm forestry
e Forest protection
e Conservation and management of dry-land forests
o forest policy and legislation
District Annual Work | District Every e Planning, implementation and monitoring of
forestry activities in the districts
Plans year
Kenya Forest Act National 2005 Establishment of Kenya Forest Service; ownership of
forests and right to forest produce; creation and
management of forests; community participation;
enforcement of the Forest Act.
Kenya Forest Service | Department | 2005 e Guide to efficient forest management and

Draft Strategic Plan
(2006 — 2011)

administration
e Sets out KFS vision, mission, goals and objectives
for the period 2006 — 2011 to ensure achievement

of positive outcomes for the forestry sector.
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Annex 11: Current Reports for monitoring for FFS

Person(s) Responsible

Type of Report

Farmers

. Group weekly report

. Group Fund Management Sheet

DFEOs

. Farmer Facilitator Evaluation Report

. Monthly Implementation Plan/Report

. Monthly Report

. Monthly Problem Report

. Monthly Backstopping Report

. Other reports

DFOs

. Monthly Report

. Monthly Implementation Sheet

. Other Reports

Headquarters

. Monthly Activity and Problem Summary

Officer

. Tree Planting Report Summary

. Seedling Production Report Summary

. Activity Evaluation Questionnaire Summary

. Group Visiting Roster Summary

O OB WINIFPIWINPFP OO WINFEP[IN|PFP

. Other Reports Summary

Extension Management Cycle

District

Forest
Officer
Grou ‘
3 Weekly m i e
Weekly | B visiting
l S S < Fecdhaelk I l‘e])OTt <
Monthly
Repaort . Fofivitvs
Group fund MODIh]}' 1 j\’[m][}][}- activity and
JMOHHI{V management report — Ik report . pmb]cm
[ {sheet Feedbae Summary
% o
— IProhlcm report I | ‘
Farmer facilitator ‘ L Backstopping | At‘li:'!t}- evaluation
i " r fuestioner
. evaluation report . Lreport /' |
4 "Hﬂ'ﬂ'f{l- \“4—’/ Tree planting and Scedling
[ Group visiting roster ] production guestioneer
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69

Evaluation Grid with Study Results for Mid-term Evaluation on Intensified Social Forestry Project in Semi-arid Areas

Implementation Process Grid

Evaluation Criteria  |Study Items No. Detailed Study Items Study Result Rating
Degree of achievement of the Project * Degree of achievement of the Project Purpose at mid-term of the Project and [ total of 70 groups are already participating in FFS. Each of the groups has at least 2 A
Purpose possibility of the achievement at this point farmer facilitators, who are currently involved in establishment of newly established FFS
schools and also networking with other groups. All the target farmers have applied farm
forestry activities taught in the groups to their own farms, but to varying degrees.
Degree of achievement of the Outputs * Have the Outputs been generated as had been planned? For most part, the actual activities have been carried out as planned for all outputs both at A

Verification of Performance

FD HQs and in the field. This is shown in the progress of activities reports for each output.
In some cases, however, there have been some delays, but this is not common.

Actual inputs

Inputs from Japanese side

* Long and short term experts, their terms and specialized field

* Counterparts’ training in Japan or other countries, their numbers and periods
* Name of provided equipment, quantities and cost of each

* Rehabilitation/ construction of infrastructures and their  cost

* Other cost spent

(1) Long term experts: Total is 4 (76 Man-month). Chief Advisor/ Forest Policy (1), Social
Forestry Extension (1), and Coordinator/ Monitoring & Evaluation (Extension management]
).

(2) Short term experts: Total is 2 (1.5 MM). Management of Ecological Resources in
Farm Forest (1) and Tree Improvement (1).

(3) Counterparts’ training: Forest Policy (1), Forest Management (1), Forestry Extension
Method (5) and Extension Policy/ Extension Method (1)

(4) Provided equipment, quantities and cost: The total cost for equipment, facilities and
modification of infrastructures was 41,226,278.00 Ksh (disclosed in the documents of the
3rd JCC). As for equipment and facilities, they are such as totally 9 units of station wagons,
pick-ups and mini buses, 17 units of motor bikes, 30 units of

bicycles, personal computers, photocopy machines, digital cameras, wireless radio
equipment and so forth. Expansion and renovation of relevant offices for Forestry
Department and fields offices in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts were also cared.

(5) Equipment provided: Computer equipment, telephone and radio equipment, motor
vehicles, motor cycles, office furniture, generators, video cameras and GPS.

(6) Office renovation was also done at HQs and the districts.

(7) Total cost of equipment alone is Kshs 32,671,431 for the period 2003 — 2006 (part).
(8) Office renovation at Karura was done at a cost of Kshs 144,470 while office
construction in Mbeere and Tharaka cost Kshs 1,593,918 and Kshs 1,658,890 respectively.
(9) Office extension in Kitui cost Kshs 576, 473.

(10) Total GoJ allocation by the end of June, 2006 is Kshs 48,707,629 (approximately
equivalent to USD687,378 with the rate of USD1=JPY70.86

Inputs from Kenyan Side

* Detailed project management cost, except labour cost
* Number of the counterparts

* Building and equipment

* Any other cost incurred by Kenyan side for the Project and their detail

1) Number of C/Ps is 70 including supporting staff from both FD and KEFRI. Main CPs
are 4 from FD and 1 from KEFRI.

2) Total GoK counterpart budget by the end of June, 2006 was Kshs 4.9 million. Crucial
expenditure items for ISFP include Daily Subsistence Allowance (DSA) for the staff and

fuel for the vehicles.
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Evaluation Grid with Study Results for Mid-term Evaluation on Intensified Social Forestry Project in Semi-arid Areas

Implementation Process Grid

Evaluation Criteria

Study ltems

No.

Detailed Study Items

Study Result

Rating

Verification of Implementation Process

Progress of the Activities (Has the Project
been implemented as had been planned?)

* Has the Project been implemented as had been planned?

* Are there any gap between actual implementation and plan. If any, what? And
why?

* What countermeasures were taken to compensate delays? What were results?

Although there were some delays in extension due to budget reduction, implementation of
the Project has mostly been carried out as planned especially examination of extension
method of FFS and its trial. This is because the activities were implemented from the
beginning of the project. Some other activities were performed based on outputs of initial
stages’ achievements. The few cases where gaps between planned and actual activities
were occasioned by delay in the release and expenditure of the counterpart budget
(achievement of outputs Oct. 2005 - Mar. 2006).

Appropriateness of management of the
Project

*Who, how, how often has monitoring of the Project been conducted?
* How is it utilized to improve the Project’s implementation? (Mechanism of
Project management)

(1) JCC (Joint Coordination Committee) and Project Semiannual Meeting are to be held
annually and biannually respectively for project monitoring among experts, CPs, JICA
office and FD’s staff members.

(2) DFEO:s visit the FFS groups once a week, while the DFO visit once monthly.

(3) Reports for monitoring are based on farmers’ weekly reports.

(4) A Monthly meeting is held at the forest management office in 3 districts.

(5) The monitoring reports are useful for project management to share information among
CPs and experts and skill up for extension officers; however, submission of the reports is
sometimes delayed and collating and analysis are not practiced. Therefore, substantial
benefits from the monitoring reports are not tangible.

(6) Some of reasons for the above are, 1) existence of many farmers’ groups 2) many types
of monitoring sheets, 3) no information on indicators of PDM in the sheets and 4) no time
to analyze them.

(7) Direct interview and observation are made as supplemental tools for written
information.

(8) The monitoring process is used to improve project implementation by identifying the
strengths and weaknesses, and incorporating lessons learnt.

* Are there any problematic issues on communication in the Project?

(1) Although 3 Japanese experts and CPs hold regular meetings (e.g. every 2 weeks with
CPs and every week among Japanese experts), arrangement to meet each other sometimes
faces difficulties due to official trips, other official duties and physical distances among FD
HQs, KEFRI and District Forest Management Offices.

(2) As for communication among the Japanese experts, official trip reports and activities’
reports submitted by an expert help other Japanese experts understand progress of activities
of forestry extension.

B/C

* How and how often has communication and exchange between Japanese
experts and the Counterparts been taken placed?

Same as the above

* How were countermeasures to solve problems implemented with counterparts?

In case of any problems between Japanese experts and counterparts, the project
management team is supposed to create a forum for discussing the issue(s) that may arise
during the course of the project implementation. However, such a scenario has not yet bee

experienced.

A/B
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Evaluation Grid with Study Results for Mid-term Evaluation on Intensified Social Forestry Project in Semi-arid Areas

Implementation Process Grid

Evaluation Criteria

Study ltems

No.

Detailed Study Items

Study Result

Rating

Verification of Implementation Process

Involvement of beneficiaries (target
groups) in the project

10

* Do target groups such as individual farmers and farmers groups properly
participate in the Project?

(1) Farmers and farmers’ groups were selected with the criteria of properly participating in
extension activities of the Project.

(2) The target groups have been actively participating in FFS weekly because the FFS
content inspire their self-discipline activities.

(3) Change of farmers’ consciousness and improvement of their ability were observed.

(4) Moreover, some groups voluntarily implemented FFS for other farmers groups. This is
an impact of the FFS.

(5) Individual farmers are already implementing the techniques learnt in the FFS groups on
their own farms, and in some cases they have shared information with surrounding farmers,
family members and other groups.

Ownership of the Project by the executing
institution of kenya

11

* Are proper counterparts allocated for the Project?

(1) A total of 4 main counterparts at FD is allocated. KEFRI also provides 1 CP to support
the Project.

(2) CPs for “Extension Management” should be considered to be allocated from the view
that managemental and technical activities of the first term of the Project have to be
gradually transferred to the FD during the rest of the Project’s period.

(3) Allocation of ADFO in each district helps in smooth implementation of the extension in
the absence of the DFEO.

(4) Moreover, even when there were vacant posts of DFOs, contingency measures were
taken to facilitate continuation of project activities using the available staff; therefore,
consciousness of Kenyan side to the Project is high.

12

* s degree of counterparts’ consciousness of participation in the Project high?

(1) Abilities of CPs have been improving because of comparative advantages of FFS and
concrete implementation of activities supported by JICA.

(2) Other donors utilize monetary method to maintain incentives of CPs such as top-up but
JICA does not; meanwhile, the extension method and careful support through official trip,
fuel, per diem and making report increase consciousness of CPs on the Project.

(3) As for DFOs, their responsibilities and duties should be increased to develop a higher
sense of ownership.

13

* Is budget allocation for extension of social-forestry activities enough or
appropriate?

(1) Most of the activities budget for FFS was provided by JICA. Although counterpart
budget is allocated during the Project, it cannot cover current level of the extension in the 3
project districts.

(2) Moreover, dissemination of social forestry through FFS in other semi-arid lands is
implemented by FD; however, the expenditure from FD is insufficient even during the
Project period.

(3) Prospect of recurrent budget on social forestry of Kenya is low and should be increased.
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Evaluation Grid with Study Results for Mid-term Evaluation on Intensified Social Forestry Project in Semi-arid Areas

Evaluation Grid

Evaluation
Criteria

Study Items

No.

Detailed Study Items

Study Result

Rating

Relevance

Does the Overall Goal match
Kenya’s development policy?

14

* Are the Overall Goal and the Project purpose cosistent with the
development policy of Kenya? (Priority)

The overall goal is consistent with the Poverty reduction Strategy, current
National Development Plan and specific District Development Plans, and
the Economic Recovery Strategy for Wealth and Employment Creation
document which address issues of improved living standards for the rural
communities. The project purpose is also in line with the development
policy, in particular the new forest policy and the Forest Act 2005.

15

* |s the Project meeting the Aid Policy of Ministry of Foreign Affair of the
Japanese Government to Kenya and the JICA Country Assistance
Implementation Plan.

(1) The Aid Guidelines for Priority Areas and Challenges of the Country
Assistance Programme compiled by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the
Government of Japan in 2000 emphasizes importance of intervention in the
field of environment among other sectors. It also recognizes forest
protection, afforestation and agricultural land protection in order to prevent
further expansion of arid and semi-arid regions due to population growth
and urbanization.

(2) The Project is accepted in the programme of Forest Protection and
Development as one of the Development Issues raised in JICA’s Country
Assistance Implementation Plan compiled in April 2006.

(3) Therefore, the project meets the aid policy of the Government of Japan.

Does the Project Purpose meet
the Kenya’s needs?

16

* Are Individual farmers and farmers groups in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka
districts needed to be supported in the field of social-forestry?

(1) Supporting of the target groups is indispensable. Target groups are|
among the rural poor in semi-arid areas; therefore, their standard of living
should be increased together with preservation of environment.
(2) Climatic condition makes agricultural production unstable in semi-arid
areas; therefore, forestry industry which is not likely to be affected by such
erratic climate should be combined with farmers’ agricultural production to
secure their income and natural environment. Farmers lack knowledge and
experience of forestation and nursery raising of trees, so it is important for
the target groups to learn about social forestry.

(3) So far, the farmers and farmer groups participating in the project]
activities greatly appreciate the support they are getting from the project.
They feel they should be supported further to realize the full benefits of the
project impacts, such as harvesting of timber, fruits, etc, and also to be
enabled to practice other income generating activities relevant to social
forestry as a way of improving their income and knowledge levels.

17

* Are staff of FD, Forestry Officers of 3 districts and Field Extension

Officers needed to develop their ability on social-forestry development?

Forest Department (FD) is the Kenyan authority in charge of social forestry
dissemination. It is therefore needed for FD to improve ability of its staff
through the Project. There are very few staff trained in social forestry

dissemination methods by other donors.
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Evaluation Grid with Study Results for Mid-term Evaluation on Intensified Social Forestry Project in Semi-arid Areas

Evaluation Grid

Evaluation
Criteria

Study Items

No.

Detailed Study Items

Study Result

Rating

Relevance

Appropriateness of strategy/
approach

18

* Have target groups been received benefit from the Project since it had
started?

Target groups are practicing nursery raising and planting technologies as a
result of FFS and are already realizing monetary benefits from these|
activities. Most importantly, they have acquired knowledge and skills, and
have become empowered to carry out FFS activities and to share the
knowledge gained with other farmers.

19

* Has ability of staff of FD, Forestry Officers of 3 districts and Field
Extension Officers been developed during the Project implementation?

(1) Ability of the CPs has been improved through FFS, training and
interaction with experts.

(2) Ability of the extension officers greatly improved through training in
forestry in semi-arid areas and basic agronomy.

(3) Moreover, their knowledge and experiences were widened by interaction|
with other ministries’ staff so the extensionist can now respond to farmers’
needs.

20

* Has capacity of individual farmers and farmers groups in Kitui, Mbeere
and Tharaka districts been empowered?

A lot of empowerment has been realized among individual farmers and
farmer groups in the 3 districts particularly in the areas of time management,
level of confidence, communication skills, sharing knowledge with others,
accountability and transparency, initiative to start new ideas, etc.

21

* |s the FFS appropriate method for dissemination of social-forestry
extension activities?

(1) All levels of respondents interviewed generally agreed that FFS is an
appropriate method of social forestry extension, and it has been widely]
accepted even by neighbouring groups and farmers in the districts.
(2) Some advantages of FFS made it easy to be accepted among
stakeholders as a method of social forestry dissemination.
These are: i) FFS was introduced in Kenya in 1990s and it is still sustained
in other African countries, ii) other donors such as UNDP, DFID, DANIDA
introduced it as well, iii) same method is shared by different donors making
farmers to accept it easily, iv) target is farmers’ groups so that high impact
is expected from low inputs (hnumbers of experts, period, etc) compared to
the Social Forestry Extension Model Development Project (SOFEM), v) the
method is appropriate to monitor forestry activities in the long term,
vi) it is a learning process so that it can be easily understood and adopted by
stakeholders.

22

* Does Japan have comparative advantage in the field of social-forestry and
are there any examples of relevant projects in the past implemented by
JICA in Africa?

The involvement of the Government of Japan in the forestry sector in Kenya
dates back to the middle 1980’s.

The GoJ had been supporting forestation in semi-arid lands where the poor
people reside for the past about 20 years through grant aid to Kenya Forestry
Research Institute (KEFRI), the Social Forestry Training Project (SFTP) and
SOFEM. The ISFP Project was requested to GoJ based on these well
experienced interventions of the past.

Others

23

* After Ex-ante Evaluation Study, are there any change of policy, socio-
economic situation and so forth, influencing over the Project?

There has not been any drastic change in the socio-economic situation, but
policy is undergoing a transformation with the enactment of the forest bill
and assent of Forest Act 2005. However, this is not expected to change the
project direction and purpose since the Project itself is well harmonized with

the framework of the new Forest Act.
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Evaluation Grid

Evaluation
Criteria

Study Items

No.

Detailed Study Items

Study Result

Rating

Effectiveness

Possibility of realization of the
Project Purpose

24

* Can individual farmers and farmers group and other stakeholders
intensify social-forestry practices in semi-arid areas?

Individual farmers and farmer groups in the three project districts are
already intensifying social forestry activities on their group and individual
farms, and the FFS experience should be replicated in other semi-arid
districts in order to achieve similar results.

25

Are there any changes in two important assumptions , “No catastrophic
climatic condition occur” and “Kenyan government forestry development
policy and plans remain consistently positive”

(1) There is no change so far.

(2) Drought should be taken into account for cooperation especially in
Africa.

(3) There was persistent drought in 2005 and this had an effect on the
project purpose.

26

* Are there any constraints for achieving the Project Purpose?

(1) The major constraint cited for realization of the project purpose is
counterpart budget allocation, but adjustments are being made to cover this.
(2) Itis not certain whether establishment of Kenya Forest Service (KFS)
from FD through the forestry sector reforms would become a constraint for
the achievement of the Project purpose; therefore, the sector reforms should
be carefully monitored during the rest of the Project period.

27

Are the 4 outputs closely coordinated to realize the project purpose?

(1) Some feedback mechanism for piloting of outputs for ISFP have been
initiated and selected foresters and DFOs from Malindi, Kilifi, Laikipia,
West Pokot, Meru South, Rachuonyo and Kwale districts have been trained
in ISFP FFS extension system and are in the process of making action plans
for FFS.

(2) Linkage between activities of technology development, survey and
study, manual making and field extension activities is weak. For example,
market survey is not utilized in FFS.

B/C

Are the Output proper enough to
realize the Project Purpose?

28

* |s strengthening of institution and technical capacities for social forestry
extension in Forest Department progressing? (Output 1)

(1) Although there was no clear function in “social forestry extension
planning and M&E at FD level” at the initial stages of the Project, there are
now positive signs about indicators of output 1 as follows:
1) FFS is introduced in other areas through FD ’ s budget,
2) Clear direction of a functional unit at HQs is now visible through
establishment of new forest law, problem analysis of policy and examination
of road map, extension planning at districts level and FFS trials.
3) Officers of Drylands and Farm Forestry Branch fully understand
functioning of ISFP extension system, have been trained in FFS]
methodology and jointly undertake planning for FFS activities together with
ISFP.

4) In other districts, TOT through FFS will be conducted so that it is
envisaged that know-how of extension planning and implementation can be
formulated. Moreover, HQs should support TOT in the other districts as part
of its functions.
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Evaluation Grid

Evaluation
Criteria

Study Items

No.

Detailed Study Items

Study Result

Rating

Effectiveness

Avre the Output proper enough to
realize the Project Purpose?

29

* Are social-forestry extension activities among individual farmers and
farmers groups in 3 districts are progressing? (Output 2)

Enterprises already being practiced by the farmers and farmer groups are
progressing relatively well. However, they mentioned a number of
constraints, including problem of termites, water, tools and nursery
equipment.

30

* Are farmers and other stakeholders obtaining enough practical knowledge
and technique? (Output 3)

The farmers and farmer groups indicated that they are getting enough
practical knowledge and techniques, but would like more support in some of
the techniques such as Melia propagation, grafting and some IGAs e.g.
livestock rearing, beekeeping.

31

* |s information on social forestry extension and related issues being shared
among stakeholders? (Output 4)

(1) All the farmer groups as well as majority of the group members share
information on social forestry through field days, tours and visits, graduation
events, community barazas and on individual farms. (2) Other
means of information sharing among stakeholders include the internet,
workshops, meetings, seminars and the media.

Efficiency

Degree of achievement of the
Outputs

32

* |s degree of achievement of the Outputs appropriate?

(1) Output 1

Capacity building at FD H/Qs level has been carried out through training,
workshop, seminar and surveys. As a result, the institutional and technical
capacities for social forestry extension were efficiently and remarkably
improved over the past 2 years.

(2) Output 2

Some achievements of the output were cited in 4.4 and they showed
substantial success of the FFS method in 3 districts of intensive areas for
such a short period.

(3) Output 3

Majority of the target farmers acquired knowledge and applied it to practice
since the FFS method has been introduced efficiently. The number of
techniques that were employed by the farmers is about 40 since FFS method
was introduced.

(4) Output 4

According to the total number of survey respondents of 200 in 3 districts of
intensive areas, awareness of social forestry was remarkably increased since
the Project started. Number of stakeholders who are aware of information on
social forestry extension was also increased by 7% in Kitui, 14% in Mbeere
and 32% in Tharaka respectively. Moreover, number of visitors to the
website of 2,161 by 2006 showed efficient recognition of social forestry.

33

* Are there any constraints for achieving the Outputs?

(1) Itis not clear yet at this moment, but there might be some influence by
establishment of KFS.

(2) Delay of budget disbursement from both JICA and FD will affect
extension activities.

Are the Activities and Inputs
enough to realize the Outputs?

34

* Are there any excess and deficiency of the Activities to generate the
Outputs?

Current level of activities and inputs to realize the outputs is appropriate,
however, for better efficiency, it will be necessary to harmonize the number|

of activities with commensurate timing and scheduling.
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Evaluation Grid

Evaluation Study Items No. [|Detailed Study Items Study Result Rating
Criteria
(1) Number of Japanese experts and their specialized fields are appropriate.
35 * Are number of Japanese experts, their fields, timing of placement and (2) Reduction of Japanese experts is consultative, but feasible in A
terms appropriate? consideration of the degree of realization of the outputs.
(3) Extension aspects are very important and all efforts should be made to
enhance support.
* Are kinds of equipment, their quantities and timing of their supply Kinds of equipment, quantities and timing of their supply were appropriate;
36 |appropriate? Are rehabilitation/ improvement of project offices in FD and |however, procurement of some items was delayed. A/B
other districts appropriate?
é‘ Are the Activities and Inputs (1) Counterpart trainings conducted in Japan were relevant to the Project in
S . L
8 enough to realize the Outputs? 37 * |s counterpart training provided by JICA proper in terms of contents, terms  of  content, per_lqd an(_i numbers Of“ the  participants. A
E period and numbers of participants? (2) C_:qunterparts_who participated in _the course of quest Mangg_ement
Administration ” introduced PRA, which was acquired in the training to
DFEOs.
28 * Is budget from both Japanese and Kenyan sides for the Project (1) Budget from Kenyan side is not sufficient to sustain current levels of c
appropriate for Activities? FFS.
(2) Japanese side disbursed as had been planned.
There was a shortage of rains in 2005, which affected the survival rates of|
39 |7 /Are there any effect of the Important Assumptions after activities on both the seedlings and the planted trees in all 3 districts. In some cases, if )
realizing the Outputs? was not possible to sell the seedlings as the planting season was not
favourable.
According to data and information obtained through the project, the
40 * Can the Overall Goal be realized 3 to 5 years after termination of the indicators for the Project Purpose can be realized. Therefore, theoretically| AB
Project, considering current situation of the Activities and the Outputs? the Overall Goal will also be achieved if this current progress of the project
s - . continues.
é Possibility to achieve the Overall
£ Goal . . -
= (1) Some cases which negatively affect the realization of the Overall Goal
41 |* Are there any constraints for achieving the Overall Goal? should be considered as constraints as follows: B

i) FFS groups do not receive support after they graduate. However, ISFP has

only graduated 1st generation groups and is preparing FFS network activity.
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Evaluation Grid

Evaluation
Criteria

Study Items

No.

Detailed Study Items

Study Result

Rating

Impact

Proper logical casual relationship
between the Project Purpose and
the Overall Goal

42

* Are there big gap between the Overall Goal as ultimate direction of the
Project and the Project Purpose?

(1) Theoretically, the Overall Goal will be also achieved if the current
progress of the project continues.

(2) By achieving the Project Purpose and sustaining it, food self sufficiency
and living standards will be improved in the short term. Then, farmers can
afford to carry out enterprises in the long term, leading to improved land
utilization for environmental conservation.

(3) Networking among farmers after FFS will ensure promotion of Income
Generation Activities (IGAs) by themselves, leading to realization of the
Overall Goal. To do so, extra inputs are required.

A/B

Ripple effect

43

* Are there any change of consciousness and activities of target groups in 3
districts?

(1) Attitudes and consciousness of the target groups were changed as
follows: Participation in group activity improved, confidence in
presentation, not being shy in front of others, being more social to others,
being better in self-explanation, tried new ideas on fields, teaching what
he/she learnt to others, realizing own hidden talent, being respected by
others, being disciplined, attending to other functions, started to go to
schools and study, being employed, more income, more time to try other
new things, and more diversified farm/IGA activities.

(2) Moreover, changes were also observed in groups as follows: New
bylaw/reinforced existing bylaw, time management improved, more
cohesive, full participation by all members, more participation in decision
making, less dominance of group officials, improved leadership skill, started
new group activities/IGAs, increase of group fund, applied and acquired
fund/assistance, more transparent in fund management, group fund
accounting improved, less disparity among the members, participated in
community events, being popular with the neighbors, increase of members,
and related to the formation of new groups.

(3) However, these changes were supported by inputs from the project;
therefore, careful and continuous evaluation of the farmers who graduated
from FFS is necessary.

44

* Are there any impact be expected other than the Overall Goal?

Positive impacts are as explained above.

(1) Ability improvement of implementing agency (the Ministry and FD)
(2) Farmers’ confidence

(3) People’s interest in social forestry

(4) Reduced dependence on state forests for tree products such as timber,
poles and firewood

(5) Access to other benefits/projects using the existing groups as an entry
point.
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Evaluation
Criteria

Study Items

No.

Detailed Study Items

Study Result

Rating

Sustainability

Policy and Institution

45

* Can policy of social forestry be continued after the Project?

The Government of Kenya has been maintaining social forestry policy for a
long time with consistency.

A

46

* |s institutional support established to continuously practice FFS method
at this moment? Or, will it be established from now on?

(1) Institution to support FFS method has been structured in the 3 project
districts and this is attributed to JICA’s budget.

(2) Dissemination of FFS in other semi-arid areas largely depends on FD’s
budget capacity, which is insufficient at the moment.

(3) Moreover, if Output 1 was realized, institutional support for the other
areas would be realized.

(4) Already, piloting of the Outputs from ISFP have been initiated. Selected
foresters and DFOs from Malindi, Kilifi, Laikipia, West Pokot, Meru South,
Rachuonyo and Kwale districts have been trained in ISFP FFS extension
system.

(5) In addition, it is expected that establishment of KFS will have an
institutional framework to support social forestry as provided for in the
Forest Act.

B/C

Organization and Finance

47

* Does FD have capacity to maintain activities of the Project as an
organization as such considering staff allocation and decision making
process for further dissemination for other semi-arid areas? Or, will it have
from now on?

(1) Dissemination of social forestry would be technically possible if proto-
type of FFS was established in the 3 project districts and infrastructure and
budget were provided in other semi-arid areas.

(2) On top of that, high level decision making is also necessary regarding
recognition of FFS extension method as a viable approach for social forestry
extension by KFS.

48

* |s budget allocation enough to maintain activities for social forestry? Or,
is there possibility to increase such budget in the future?

(1) Atthe moment, ISFP activities are supported through GoJ budget, GoK
counterpart budget and the normal GoK budget to FD.

(2) At the same time, there are occasional delays in the disbursement of
counterpart budget.

(3) Once the project is ended, it will be difficult to maintain the same level
of activities in the absence of the GoJ and counterpart budgets.

(4) How JICA withdraws from allocating its budget for FFS and hands over
the management to FD are main issues during the rest of the Project period.
(5) Itis noteworthy that for the current financial year, the normal GoK
budget allocation to FD has been increased.

49

* What actions should be taken to sustain the farmers extension system
after the Project terminates?

(1) Consensus making to increase social forestry extension through the
sector reform.

(2) Reducing FFS cost which should be balanced with FD’s budget. Some
countermeasures to cut its cost should also be considered at the same time.
(3) Extension planning of other semi-arid areas (Output 1) includes
extension and logistics cost analysis and their trial and adjustment after the
trial.

(4) FD (soon to be KFS) should create a budgetary provision to cater for the
farmer run FFS especially under the current system of Department/Ministry
specific performance contracts. Resources which target “casual labour”

engagement should be directed to support farmer run groups.
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Evaluation
Criteria

Study Items

No.

Detailed Study Items

Study Result

Rating

Sustainability

Technology

50

* |s extension method, FFS, being accepted by target groups?

(1) FFS has been well accepted by the target groups. However, cases ot
some members dropping out due to “intensity and tight programming” of the
schedules sometimes occur.

(2) Farmer run groups would be continued if external inputs including FD’s
budget were available.

(3) Networking among farmer groups would take part of the inputs;
meanwhile FD should coordinate FFS activities in collaboration with
Ministry of Agriculture which also uses FFS. Possibility of benefit principle
is very low to sustain farmer runs.

51

* Do Forest Extension Officers have ability to implement FFS method? Or,
will they have it in the future?

(1) From only technical view points, extension officers’ ability have been
greatly improved through TOT and backstopping as a series of capacity
building so that they can implement the extension system.

(2) However, some officers are quite qualified while others need further
training if anticipated results are to be achieved.

(3) Therefore, capacity building carried out in the Project can also be
utilized for other extension officers in semi-arid areas, as is already being
done for selected districts.

Others

52

* As planned during the Ex-ante evaluation study in 2004, have any
necessary measures already taken to hand over the Project activities to
Kenyan side during the next 2 years? Or, will they effectively work?

(1) As envisaged for the handing over process, the GoJ allocation is
decreasing as the GoK counterpart allocation is increasing. At the same
time, a mechanism is in place to reduce the extension officer run FFS
activities and increase the farmer run FFS, to release time and funds for the
extension officers to offer backstopping support to the farmer run FFS.

(2) The most critical issue is allocation of counterpart funds.

(3) Both Japanese and Kenyan side recognize budget constraints to sustain
current levels of social forestry dissemination and the Japanese side has been
stressing necessity to allocate more counterpart funds from time to time.
(4) However, actual disbursement of budget does not coincide with the
plan.

(5) Possibility to access other donors’ funding may support FFS. For
example, a loan project of AfDB will involve FFS method in 2006.

(6) FAO and the Project can have close linkages to share information and
human resources as backstopping and TOT’s lecturers. Moreover, both sides
have the same needs for master trainers’ training and planning and
implementation; therefore, these can be conducted together to minimize
their cost.

(7) The Coast Development Authority has potential to provide human
resources for training of FFS and it can also release funds for forestry FFS in
4 districts.

53

* Are there any other constraints for sustainability, other than the above
mentioned?

No other serious constraints.
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Study Items

No.
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Study Result

Rating

Any necessity corrections

Any recommendations for
correction of the Project, based

on the above evaluation results.

54

* Can the Project Purpose be realized considering current situation of the
Activities and the Outputs?

(1) Already the farmers and farmer groups participating in the project
activities in the 3 project districts have intensified social forestry activities.
It is just a question of replicating the activities in other semi-arid areas.

55

* Is it needed to correct any Inputs, Activities, Outputs?

(1) Activities and outputs are adequate.

(2) Budgetary allocation for social forestry activities should be increased.
(3) Technical ability of FD staff in the other semi-arid districts should also
be improved.

56

* Are there any new Important Assumptions to effect on the Project?

None.

57

* How have the problems and issues that were raised during the Ex-Ante
Evaluation Study in 2004 been changed during the implementation of the
Project? (Especially, issue of handing over the Project activities to Kenyan
side)

(1) Apart from the financial arrangements for handing over, officers of
Drylands and Farm Forestry Branch have been trained in FFS methodology
and fully understood the functioning of ISFP extension system. This is a first
step towards a functional social forestry extension planning, monitoring and
evaluation unit within FD.

(2) They are expected to jointly undertake planning for FFS activities
together with ISFP.

(3) In other districts, TOT in FFS will be conducted and FD HQs will
provide backstopping support.

58

* Are there any items that the Project has to pay attention to?

KFS is envisaged to have a better focus on extension activities than the
current FD and it is very likely that KFS will have better budget support for
extension activities. However, attention should be paid to the following:

(1) The sector reform is going on. It is not certain if there will be either
positive or negative impacts on the Project and social forestry extension.
Some negative impacts would be considered as follows:

i) Reduction of extension related budget.

i) Reduction of number of staff for extension, hindering extension
activities.

iii) Any change of extension characteristics and process of implementation.

(2) A positive impact is that budget system would be simplified if KFS
received the budget directly.
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1. PDM Ver.0 7>& PCM Ver.1 ~OZEERNZE (2005 4E)

(1) 758

15 ®) 3.2 Development farmers friendly techniques & 3.3 Identify useful local forestry
related knowledge % fti&3 L. 3.2 Identify useful local forestry related knowledge and
development farmers friendly techniques & L7z,

(Hf) S7-o0fEE L bIZRRICHIET 2 it oA - B, MEEICED LEEEA T
HU | IEENERRRICESE - A<, L 1 HAE & L2 ) 2NRELR
WEHIrE N2

{5 8) 3.7 Identify and assess practical field demonstration sites and the needs for
promotion MF % 3.6 Identify and assess useful social forestry related techniques and
establish/identify field demonstration site |Z%8 5,

(BRH) vy =7 FIRANI 0 E MR- T T2 DS 72 Y A b 2 RF 27210 o
BEERZRRBUC & EOTho72id, FEBINZME « Bond 2 &0 RN RRBIZL DT,

15E) 3.9 Organize open days of project activities and demonstration plots for farmers
and other stakeholders ™IH H % 3.5 Provide technical assistance for diverse needs of

individual farmers, farmers groups and other stake holders |Z# 5,

(B B3 2 =7 4 ISk 5 RMAREE ORI - BAIXTTICT7 s — L RTFA L L
TRRZNV—TEHO 1 HAIZR> TRV FrEDTHENHEH 2 RBIIRET 2 LBV
LI L7200

(2) otz

A7 HEEDFEEE 1. Household income in semi-arid areas are improved by xx% through
the use and sale of social forestry products compared to year 2004 level % 1.1 By 2014,
agricultural contribution to household income in semi-arid areas is improved by 1%
through the use and sale of social forestry products compared to year 2004 level & 1.2
By 2014, accessible sustainable wood production related to farmlands is predicted to
increase by 3% compared to year 2004 level (2285,

(BRH) BAT BRI SHREERE E Y 7 LIGDE L~V ORI - RERET — 4
MORFHILD, FATREAMGR AR X OGS RO B4R, FEET — X I3PET 2 &
DDA L0 BYHEEZHRE LTz, Lol ry=2 FRBBESLHITHEL
TR, EBEOYYIFIEDOANFIIRNETH L Z E NN R -T2, RFRIEH S
HODAREMED & HIEIEICAE R,

Tuy 7 s AROEEEEE xx FR0 0 BARREE TR, R, RO LI IThoTz,
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3.PDM変更の経緯


1. 2% of individual farmers and farmer groups, who did not implement social forestry
activities in 2004 in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts, newly implement them.
2. Number of annual planted trees is increased 2% in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka
districts by 2009 compared to 2004.
3. More than 2 newly introduced tree species are planted and are taken care on target
farmer land in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts compared to 2004.
4. Number of annual seedlings produced is increased 2% in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka
districts by 2009 compared to 2004.
5. More than 2 newly introduced tree seedlings are produced on targeted farmer lands
in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts compared to 2004.

(BRF) FATAEMR AR, B2 BB 2 e AT 2 720 OB O FEMIF S A+ T
BT OREOHEE xx Litfi L, 7 u Y =7 FEBRICE DI A R BRI
ExfER LT,

TU Ty b OFEEEIEZ xx R0 b BARREUE TREHRL, RER. RO KD IZRoT,

1.1. By March 2009, Policy and planning for forestry development is elaborated.

1.2. By March 2009, 30 % of district prepare plan on social forestry extension based on
the guideline developed.

1.3. By March 2009, a functional social forestry planning, monitoring and evaluation
unit is established at FD.

2.1. By March 2009, 60 % of individual farmers who participated in the project applied
farm forestry practiced by groups to their own farms.

2.2. By March 2009, 150 farmer groups are involved in social forestry related group
network.

2.3. By March 2009, 150 farmers groups were facilitated by farmers in the area.

2.4. By March 2009, 7,500 farmers attended to field days conducted by farmer groups
participated the project.

2.5. By March 2009, 70 % of farmers who participated the project appreciate the project
extension model.

2.6. By March 2009, 60 % of FD extension staff involved in the project implementation
are recognized as qualified farm forestry FF'S facilitators.

2.7. By March 2009, 8 groups per one extension officer are created and implemented
their work plan though facilitation of extension officers.

3.1. By March 2009, 50% of farmers participated in the project implemented new
techniques learned through the project in their own farms.

3.2. By March 2009, 70% of farmers participated the project appreciate knowledge and
techniques provided by the project.

4.1. By March 2009, number of stakeholders, who are aware of information on social
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forestry extension, is increased by 5 % compared to 2004 level.

4.2. By March 2009, 4,000 people visit the project website.

(BRA) FRTAEMFR AR, B2 BB 2 AT 2 720 OB O FEMIF S A+ T
HoTTmOREOHEE xx Litfi L, 7 u Y =7 FEBRICE DI A R 2R
(RN O

2. PDM Ver.1 7>5 PDM Ver.2 ~OZEEHNZ (2006 4£)

(1) otz

EAr BEEDEED AT FEt% National Bureau Statistics 705 Kenya Forestry Master
Plan &% O® District Development Plans ~ZH,

TuYx s N BEOHEEE 1~5 ZIRD 1~3 ITAH,

1. Data noted below shows the increase by 2009 compared to 2004 in Kitui, Mbeere and

Tharaka Districts among target group

1) Number of tree seedlings annually produced on farm: 50%

ii) Number of trees annually planted on farm: 50%

iii) Number of individual farmers and farmer groups who introduced highly marketable

tree species for seedling production of tree planting on farm at least one species: 50%

iv) Number of individual farmers and farmer groups who newly implement social

forestry activities: 70%

2. Data noted below shows the increase by 2009 compared to 2004 in Kitui, Mbeere and

Tharaka Districts in surrounding area of target group

i) Number of tree seedlings annually produced on farm: 5%

ii) Number of trees annually planted on farm: 5%

iii) Number of individual farmers and farmer groups who introduced highly marketable

tree species for seedling production of tree planting on farm at least one species: 5%

iv) Number of individual farmers and farmer groups who newly implement social

forestry activities: 5%

3. Planning on social forestry extension is promoted in 10 districts in semi-arid areas
(BH) LPAIZA 7y FLTWD 3 RLIS ORI A~ DR K O R 2

AT EEESFIE L TR oTofowd, HiizicskiE, £z, £HMicA 7y hLTnb

BREIIBRIN—T~DA 37 N ZOFLRBFE~DA /] hOW ;2 #ET 5

eIz, TNENOEIEEZHRE LT,

T N7y b1 OFRIEEE
FEFE 1.2 By March 2009, 30% of district prepare plan on social forestry extension based
on the guideline development % 1.2 By March 2009, Implementation plan on social
forestry extension is prepared, piloted and improved in 10 districts in semi-arid area (|
EH,

(BH) BARROERENS R TR O R L~ 0% < OB T 20HEZ 1772 9
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FEEZERDLLD b RV OEEEHEIEOIERDIZO DY =7 v a vy T £=4Y 7
Ml 217729 2 E NIRRT, W, EREETEIEOIERR ORI RIR O A 10 & L72EH
(. B ORI HBEIE O H TR OB R GRARR SRR E O SR(E O3S & LT
HW) 2325 W, PN, CPBIRREEITERIRM L D S OICHBE I TH Y . FloL 4 b JICA Y
FET ZENTERVHIICET 2, 2 b &2 R< & 12~13 R, sz o & 754
OEATRLSMZ S . BRAISERBE A0 DB/ IR DD, LD e, HRERDY
ILHRITI0ERTHY ., TNEDEF-DORZHEET 5T 5F2ICEKESE 10 /R E L,

T N7y k2 OfRIEEE
FEHE 2.7 By March 2009, 8 groups per one extension officer are created and implemented
their work plan through facilitation of extension officers # 2.7 By March 2009, 120
farmers groups are facilitated by FD extension staff in the area |[ZZ ¥ L7z,

(HH) AFREBHFECLY 5 FERFE—FEROE LB R TE 200 TIHRW I &3k
(Ziaoleled, FEMBMIN—T LN RANLT oV =7 MIEEShCEREIZEL
LR T 7N —7 L0 ) RBUZK DT, FEEITUWEE SN ERE 156 4 X8 Zv—
=120 7V —7 Lo TN,

(2) =0t

A —77y Nl Semi-arid areas of Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka Districts % Kitui,
Mbeere and Tharaka Districts as the intensive areas of field activities and the other
semi-arid areas (2 W,

(BiH) A7 Y= FOIESE, AREAR T Ty b D FVA LRV 2T
AW (7T Ty h203), R (U Ry R 4) O3RN, FRHR—
KL 7m =7 b AR B2 HR) Z2ERLE) ETD5D0THL, 2D,
BRID S —7y NMUOERIL DT 2 K 0 EE) e REUCEE S 5,
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AR FFS R 7V — 7% (2006 457 A 13 H %)

4.FFS

District Mbeere Division Gachoka Location | Mbita

Distance from DFEO 15Km | How long will it take 15Minutes
Group Name Kwa Macembe Total membership 20
Chairperson Name Gladys Muthoni Gatundu Active members 15

Secretary Name Mrs Siphora Wegoki Male Members 1

History Since when 1993 Female Members 14

Past project experience | Chicken/Goat project, Dam construction Registered Yes

Main group activities

1. Tree Nursery 2. Earth Dams/Wells 3. HIV AIDS awareness
4. Merry Go Round 5. Soil and water conservation 6. Goat project

FFS &) & pleA

Enterprise

1. Fruit Orchard 2. Nursery

Number of produced seedling

Number of planting

Total 4,972 (Mukau 938, Mango 186, Grevillea 1,670, Others 2,178 )

Number of graduation

15 (79%)

Remark

Sheet

Relatively active group, Host farm locates road side, Good making AESA

o2 A FFS R 7 L — 72 (2006 4F 7 H 14 %)

District Kitui Division Yatta Location | Kanyangi

Distance from DFEO 55Km | How long will it take 2hrs
Group Name Kanimi Kaseo Total membership 28

Chairperson Name Kangethe Muisyo Active members 18

Secretary Name Elijah Mwanthi Male Members 6

History Since when 2003 Female Members 22

Past project experience | KAP funded Registered Yes

Main group activities

Farming,Tree seedlings

FFS & &) & pleA

Enterprise

1. Fruit Orchard 2. Woodlot with Agricultural Crops

Number of produced seedling -

Number of planting

Number of graduation

Remark
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5.2006 7 12

PROCEEDINGS OF STAKEHOLDERS’ WORKSHOP ON THE MID-TERM EVALUATION
SURVEY OF ISFP HELD AT FD HOS ON 12™ JUL Y, 2006

PRESENT

Dr. Paul Konuche - Director KEFRI

Mr. James Kimondo - Centre Director KEFRI, Kitui

Mr. Michael Mukolwe - Training Manager, KEFRI

Mr. David K. Mbugua - Ag Chief Conservator of Forests

Mr. Patrick Kariuki - Project Manager ISFP

Mr. Samuel Muriithi - Planning Officer, FD

Ms. Mary Mwai - Farm Forestry Branch, Forest Department
Ms. Jane Ndeti - Asst. Project Manager, ISFP

Mr. Anthony Maina - Head Dry lands Programme, FD

Dr. Ebby Chagala Odera - Asst. Director KEFRI

Mr. Paul Karanja - DFO Mbeere

Mr. James R. Chomba - DFO Tharaka

Mr. Kenneth M. Riungu - Asst. DFO Kitui

Mr. Shinji Ogawa - Social Forestry Extension Expert, ISFP
Mr. Kano Y oshiaki - Resident Representative, JICA

Ms. Chie Ezaki - Asst. Resident Representative, JICA
Mr. Furuichi Shingo - Project Formulation Advisor, RSOESA
Mr. John Ngugi - Senior Pragramme Officer, JICA

Mr. Hiro Miyazono - Forestry Agency, Japan

Mr. Yuichi Sato - Chief Advisor ISFP/FD

Mr. Shinji Abe - ISFP Project Coordinator

Ms. Nancy Ndirangu - Consultant, DIC

Ms. Gaudensia Aomo - Consultant, DIC

Ms. Anthony Kariuki - Study Assistant, DIC

1 Introduction

The workshop was organized by JICA-Kenya office in collaboration with the Forest Department to
discuss the results of the mid-term evaluation for the ISFP. All members in attendance were seated by
11.00 a.m. when the meeting commenced. Ms. Chie Ezaki, asst. Resident Representative JICA
moderated the morning session.

2 Workshop objectives

The major objective of the workshop was to bring together the major stakeholders in the ISFP to
discuss the mid-term evaluation report together with the evaluation team from Japan.
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3

3.1

3.2

Workshop Programme

The workshop programme was given as follows:

Time Activity

11.00 a.m. Opening remarks by Yoshiaki Kano

11.10 a.m. Self introduction by members in attendance

11.10 a.m. Presentation of the survey results by Development Impact Consulting;

Questions and answers.
12.00 Noon Lunch break

1.00 p.m. Discussions of the issues raised from the survey results
3.00 p.m. Tea break

3.20 p.m. Summary of the discussion

3.55 p.m. Closing remarks by Mr. D.K. Mbugua

Official opening

Mr. Patrick M. Kariuki moderated the morning session together with Mr. Muriithi of FD. Members
were welcomed by Mr. D. K. Mbugua, Chief Conservator of Forests who also chaired the morning
session. As the tradition, all members in attendance introduced themselves before indulging in the
days deliberations. Mr. Mbugua gave a welcome note to the guests before proceeding to chair the
morning session.

Opening Remarks by Yoshiaki Kano (Resident representative, JICA)

Mr. Yoshiaki Kano of JICA also gave a brief on the purpose of the mid-term evaluation of the ISFP.
He also reiterated duty of the JICA mission already in the country to review the project. He said that
he was pleased with the collaboration between the two countries (Kenya and Japan). In the meantime,
members were registering themselves as presentation was going on.

Presentation by DIC

Ms Nancy of DIC gave a presentation on the outcome of the mid-term survey. Two main areas were
discussed at length; The Project Design Matrix (PDM) and the Evaluation Grid. Figures obtained
from the survey had already been incorporated in the PDM and the constraints arising were also in
the evaluation grid. These later became the major focus during the afternoon session. Print outs for
the two sections were made and issued to the members for discussions.

After her presentation, several issues arose which were further deliberated upon for the rest of the
morning session. The morning session discussed entirely the PDM.

Issues raised (morning session)

o The overall goal is meant to be given at the end of the project and not during this mid-term
review. Even then, it is meant to be for all semi-arid regions of Kenya and not necessarily for
the project districts only.

o The activities to achieve project purpose were noted to be well on course and the project is
moving in the right direction.

o Mr. Hiro Yamazono reminded the evaluation team that they should focus on the lessons learnt
from this mid-term review and make corresponding changes as necessary.
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3.3

o The issue of discussing the constraints was deferred to the afternoon session for discussion by
the two groups.

The CCF made a clarification on the following issues:

o That the project should be able to track down the activities and financing of these activities.

o To use the project system to all other districts outside the project region. Basically talking
about replication of the project elsewhere.

o Monitoring the activities of the DFEOs has become very easy unlike before when it was not
quite easy to track down their movements at a given time.

o What comes out of the paper work should be reviewed periodically to ascertain changes early
enough.

Dr. Konuche was concerned about the use of household income which is a difficult parameter to
measure. The consultant explained that the results shown on income on the PDM are those derived
from social forestry activities only. But she further explained that other household income activities
are shown in the main report.

Dr. Chagalla also sought an explanation on the negative figures on the PDM. It was confirmed that
the negative figures shows the reduction in trees planted by the surrounding farmers before FFS and
after FFS. It meant that there were more trees planted by surrounding farmers before FFS than after
FFS due to drought. Moreover, as explained by the consultant, tree planting activity by surrounding
farmers had no bearing on the project hence the project did not affect their tree planting activity.

Mr. Sato sought a clarification on the constraints listed by the Japanese evaluation team on what they
meant by some statements appearing on the table of constraints in regards to the Japanese experts. An
explanation was given by Mr. Furuichi who did the interview with the Japanese experts. He also
promised to omit some of the constraints listed which were not clear to the experts.

Discussion of the issues raised from the survey

Issues raised (afternoon session)

The afternoon session was set aside to discuss constraints entirely. Members went straight to their
respective groups. Mr. Mureithi of FD took us through the afternoon session. There were 3 major
issues on this listed as follows:

1 How FD can mainstream the FFS method in social forestry extension.
o Sector Reform
. Cost Effectiveness within Kenyan budget
. Efficiency of activities

2 Self Capacity assessment; what kind of ability is improved and what kind of ability should be
improved.

3 How effective monitoring can be secured in order to improve or feed back in the current or
future activities as well enhance the coordination among 4 components.

Members engaged in discussions of the three issues for the entire afternoon and the following major
points emerged.
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Group 1 Discussions

Group Members: Yuchi Sato, Shinji Abe, Mary Mwai, Ebby Chagala, James Chomba, Kenneth Riungu,
James Kimondo, Patrick Kariuki, Nancy Ndirangu)

Question 1: Presentations for this group was done by Ms. Mary Mwangi and their deliberations yielded the
following results.

Sector Reform

FD to recognize FFS as a viable extension system

Mainstreaming FFS Sector Reforms: Institutionalize FFS as the extension method of FFS
FD should establish functional division that is in charge of FFS

Market Driven in terms of forest reform

Allocate staff for the extension services in the districts

Logistical support for the facilitators

Backstopping support from HQs

Make sure that all divisions have a forester

Cost Effectiveness
o Budget for specific activities (FF Activity)

o Kenyan Budgets very low at divisional level for effective FFS

e Budget allocation for casuals to pay farmer facilitator

o Farmers should cater for part of the cost of extension ; token payment for extension services to
supplement GoK budget

¢ No of field schools to be determined by allocated budget

e Use of district budget allocation to facilitate farmers

e Pursue cost effectiveness by combining FD-FFS to Agriculture FFS

¢ Incorporating both long and short term enterprises to realize early returns

Efficiency

e Train all extension staff in FFS methodology

e Evaluate advantages of FFS comparing with conventional

e Make workload more practical

e FD has to prepare annual plan to conduct FFS (which district how many groups?)

e Ensure sustainability by motivating facilitators by farmers

e All DFEOs to undergo FFS training

e Train FD staff in FFS methodology in all districts

Question 3

e IT Technology

e Computer, email, website

o Efficiency

e M& E to be part of extension

e Feedback

e To research on issues arising

e FFS must be beneficial to farmers
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Improve and develop feedback system between HQ, DFO and DFEO
Reporting to be done at all levels

Enjoin the farmers group (FFS) in participatory monitoring

District level monitoring meetings between HQ, DFO and DFEO

Provide Monitoring sheets at farmer level for record of activities

Field visits by HQ staff

Create for a for information sharing for stakeholders at all levels

Promote ad-hoc bimonthly regular meetings ISFP, Dryland, Branch, Farm Forestry Branch and KEFRI
Quarterly, FD up to DFO, JICA Experts, KEFRI

2 year semiannual meeting — Management issues

2 year experience sharing (4 times a year)

Hold joint planning and implementation Information sharing for all 4 components with FD
M&E to be done periodically

Establish an M&E schedule both at Hgs and district level

Scheduled monitoring missions

Holding regular meetings

Identify frequency for monitoring

Identify key elements & procedure/mechanisms goal at all levels
Achievement, Lessons learnt, where happens in remote areas

Incorporate lessons learnt to improve implementation process

Develop and test M&E tools for use in all districts

We need functional monitoring sheet to confirm the achievement

Secure submission of monitoring reports by devel9oping more simple formats
We frequently have to check achievement of project by DPM

Allocate more time/staff for monitoring

Group 2 Discussions

(Shinji Ogawa, John Ngugi, Anthony Maina, Michael Mukolwe, Paul Karanja, Jane Ndeti, Furuichi
Shingo, Chie Ezaki, Yoshiaki Kano, Gaudensia Aomo)
Presentations of the first group was done by Mr. Michael Mukolwe

Question 2a: Improved

Improved Public Relations (DFEO, ADFO, FFS, Members)
Self confidence to communicate with farmers (DFEO, DFO, Farmers)
Self evaluation recognized (Farmers, DFEQ)

Willingness to participate (be involved)

Farmer gained knowledge

More information technical knowledge which farmer requests
Motivation (though it is not ability)

Appreciation of FFS extension techniques (Farmer, DFEQ)
DFEO extension skills

DFEO Accountability

More Group Activity (Marketing)

Networking (interacting capacity)

Farmers started IGAs (seedlings)

Group organizational skills
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Group Dynamics (Farmer, DFEQ)

Farmers KS farming capacity

Time management (DFO, Farmer, DFEO, ADFO)
Farmer’s presentation skills

Communication skills (DFO, Farmer)

Monitoring of activities

Ability to plan and implement an activity (DFEO, DFO, Farmer)
Planning of activities

Appreciation and understanding of planning process
Proper planning (DFO, ADFO, Farmer)

Management

HQ officer’s management

HQ officers reporting/presentation skills

Use of existing knowledge (Farmer)

Farmer’s skill and knowledge on forestry

Farmers improved cropping technique

Nursery management (Farmer)

Practical skills; e.g. mango grafting (Farmer, DFEO).
Tree management e.g. watering pest control (Farmer)
More knowledge on crop husbandry (ADFO, DFEOQ, Farmer)
More knowledge on livestock keeping (ADFO, DFEO)
Technical skills on non-forestry issues (DFEQ)

Question 2b: Needed to be improved

DFOs logistic capacity

DFEOs reporting skills

Timeliness in reporting

DFOs monitoring skills

Monitoring skills (all levels)

Monitoring

Record keeping (Farmer)

Termite control

Propagation of melia volkensii (Farmer)
Value added production (Farmer)
Marketing skills (Farmer)

Farmer efficient use of resources (tree based)
Enhance group activity (Farmer)
Selection of profitable tree crop (Farmer)
Self evaluation skills (Farmer)

Linking outputs

Public relations (DFO, DFEO)

Question 1: Mainstreaming of FFS method in social forestry extension
¢ National forest extension strategic plan

e Finalize forest strategic plan
e Prioritize SF in sector reform
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Institutional decision for FFS

Support finalization of forest policy

Support critical reform activities

Increase budget

Increase budget for social forestry

Recognition of farmer facilitator for allowances
Increase budget

Motorcycle for all DFEOs

Extension annual work plan

Rationalize monitoring FFS

IT training for DFEOs

Form an FFS unit at FD HQs to backstop field officers
Create FFS Advisory unit (Secretariat for backstopping)
Authorization of FFS within forest service

Linkages with forest industries

Support pilot districts

Training of farmer facilitator

Balancing contents of FFS & current budget

Cost down of current FFS method

Reduce no of hours/visit

Support case studies to generate micro enterprises
Education & training curricula (KFS and short courses)
Increase farmer run FFS

Strengthen DFEO training

Capacity building among DFEOs

ToT for all DFEO

Capacity building in FFS methodology

Question 3: Effective Monitoring

Re-examine who bears cost of monitoring

Simplification of current monitoring format

Improvement in record keeping & reporting

Reduce and simplify monitoring sheets

Only necessary information should be monitored

Enhance participatory monitoring by the group

Termly review of indicators

Regular meeting of DFEO for preparation of monitoring report
Review of monitoring tools (format)

Create discussion forums for all stakeholders

Re-examine current monitoring to find unnecessary parts in the flour
Demarcation monitoring team among FD, DFO, DFEO

Delay of report submission field lack the budget transfer
Re-examine what to do for monitoring, when and by whom
Timely reporting

Simplifying the bureaucracy in accessing finances

Develop a computer based programme using quantitative proxies
Email sending from DFO to FD
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Staff motivations

Incentives

Educating person in charge of monitoring at FD
Analysis of reports

Addressing critical issues as they arise
Effective follow up on reports

What monitoring is for should be re-examined
Analyze and discuss monitoring reports

3.4 Way forward

All members in attendance agreed that all the issues raised during the workshop should be incorporated in the
final report by the consultant.

3.5 Closing Remarks

In his closing remarks, Mr. Maina, Head Dry lands Section of FD further explained the sector reform in the
forestry department. He reiterated the critical actions in the activities supported by the donors e.g. the JICA
who is also assisting in the formulation of the reforms. He noted that FFS is an important tool, it is a means to
an end and already consideration for it to be incorporated in the FD extension methodology is underway. He
noted the cordial relationship between the counterpart and the donor (JICA). He also talked about the
difficulty in re-allocating resources to FFS activities only, but observed that it can be anchored within the
new transformation system. He further told the gathering that the forestry college is going to be detached
from Kenya Forestry Service. For sustainability of the project, FFS methodology is to be mainstreamed
within the curriculum.

In his closing remarks, Mr. Kano, the Resident Representative, JICA Kenya Office, thanked all members who
attended the workshop for their contributions which were very valuable for this mid-term review. He said that
some of the issues raised would be incorporated in the final report and necessary changes made included in
the final report by the consultant. Finally Mr. Muriithi, on behalf of the CCF, closed the workshop at about
5.00 p.m.
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1

INTRODUCTION

The arid and semi arid lands (ASALS) of Kenya cover about 80% of the total land surface and are
home to about 25% of the human population. They are characterized by numerous woodlands,
bushlands and wooded grasslands, which amount to about 3.7 million ha and have varying potentials
in terms of timber and non-wood tree products. These forest formations are at different states of
conservation depending on land tenure, management interventions and population pressure and are
progressively being degraded and reduced in coverage.

In terms of expansion of forestry development, the ASALSs offer the best bet for increasing forest
cover and in the production of forestry goods. This is because the high and the medium potential
(agricultural) areas which are also the areas of highest population densities in Kenya are already at
their thresholds and it is unlikely that significant areas can be set aside in these areas for forestry
expansion. For the drylandsto fulfill such arole, deliberate efforts must be made in the allocation of
developmental resources in addition to articulation of favourable policies.

Presently, under the prevailing conditions of low technology production systems in the ASALS,
coupled with the unreliable rainfall regimes, the ASALs are characterized by poor agricultural
productivity and high incidences of poverty. The threat to the livelihoods of the inhabitants of the
ASALsisthusreal, which cals for practical interventions so as to improve the livelihood conditions
of the people living in these areas. However, noteworthy is that tree-based production systems have
more resilience to the vagaries of weather, and in conditions of improved technological inputs, hold
alot of promise in improving the productivity of the ASALs. If well tapped, the ASALSs have the
potential to produce wood biomass for the wood based industries, create employment and wealth and
indirectly contribute to conservation of the closed canopy forests.

The involvement of the Government of Japan (GQOJ) in the forestry sector dates back to the middle
1980's. The initia assistance was through the Socia Forestry Training Project (SFTP), which was
implemented over the period 1985 to 1997 and had a component of grant aid technical cooperation.
The main focus of this project was dryland forestry technology development for tree nursery and tree
establishment in the semi-arid areas and provision of training in social forestry. After the expiry of
this cooperation, the GOJ provided further support under the Social Forestry Extension Model
Development Project (SOFEM) which was implemented for five years ending November 2002.

Some of the challenges that still require to be addressed are development and dispersal of viable
dryland forestry technologies for the wider application to the vast ASAL environment; the
harnessing of the untapped economic potential of the non-wood forestry products (NWFP);
documentation, scientific improvement and application of local tree related technologies; scientific
prediction of the productivity of dryland tree species; lack of detailed understanding of the socio-
economic factors underlying the present state of the use of the forestry resources in the drylands.
This is in addition to the need for identification and operationalization of appropriate farm forestry
extension methodology to support and encourage farmers to invest in tree growing and other social
forestry activities.

In dryland forestry, existing opportunities include: technologies especially water harvesting, land
availability for commercial tree growing, fast growing tree species such as Melia volkensii (mukau),
fruit species such as Mangifera indica (mango, (grafted)), Carica papaya (pawpaw), fodder crops
such as pods of Acacia tortilis, silk production using mulberry, basketry through the use of doum
palm; wood carving and soap production using Azadirachta indica (neem). Other opportunities in
dryland forestry include unexploited commercial NWFP — honey, gum arabic, haenna, myrrh, oils/
resins, and medicinal indigenous knowledge.

To maximize production in dryland forestry and contribute to socio-economic development
strengthening of the forest extension service delivery, commerciaization of tree growing,
development of micro-enterprises, technology transfer, adaptive research, domestication of fast
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growing tree species, strengthening linkages, waste reduction, marketing information and channels
are aprerequisite.

It isin this context that the Government of Kenya (GOK) requested the GOJ to extend technical
cooperation to Kenya for a further five (5) years ending 2009 under the Intensified Social Forestry
Project (ISFP). The project is under implementation in Kitui, Tharaka and Mbeere districts in
Eastern Kenya.

2 PROJECT INFORMATION
2.1 Project Objectives

The Intensified Social Forestry Project (ISFP) aims at improving the living standards of rural people
in the semi-arid areas while enhancing sustainable environmental conservation. The purpose of the
project is to intensify social forestry practices by individual farmers and farmer groups in the semi-
arid areas. The following are the expected outputs during the course of the 5-year cooperation:

1 Institutional and technical capacities for socia forestry extension in FD are strengthened at
headquarters level.

2. Social forestry extension activities among individual farmers and farmer groups are
promoted in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts.

3. Farmers and other stakeholders in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts obtain enough
practical knowledge and techniques.

4. Information in social forestry extension and related issues is shared among the stakeholders
in semi-arid areas.

2.2 Project Monitoring Information

The Baseline Survey for ISFP was completed in September, 2004. It was designed to provide
fundamental information on the status of the baseline data for the monitoring of progress of the
project and evaluation of ISFP. Its objective was to identify and record the status of baseline datain
accordance with the objectively verifiable indicators of the Project Design Matrix (PDM) of ISFP.

The survey was carried out through a fully participatory approach in Mbeere, Tharaka, Kitui and
Nairobi. It included agroup survey, afarmer survey, a public survey and a market survey. Both the
group survey and the farmer survey were carried out in the three ISFP project districts of Kitui,
Mbeere and Tharaka, whereas the public survey and the market survey were extended to cover
Nairabi in addition to the three project districts. Sample sizes included a total of 48 groups and 240
farmers for the group survey and the farmer survey respectively, 264 persons for the public survey
and 20 marketing outlets for the market survey. The main tool for data collection in all cases was
guestionnaire, although discussions with group members and their leaders yielded a lot of useful
insights on implementation of social forestry activities both in the groups and among individual
farmers.

The project has held three Joint Coordination Meetings at which amendments to the PDM were
proposed and adopted.
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3 SURVEY OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE OF WORKS

The purpose of the Mid-Term Evaluation was to examine whether the project was properly
producing the desirable effects at the mid-term. Results of the mid-tem evaluation were utilized to
improve the project strategy as well as learn lessons for similar types of projects.

The project survey, therefore, was undertaken in order to prepare the monitoring information to be
used for the evaluation. The Evaluation Study was based on the revised version of the PDM
(Version 2) and the Evaluation Grid provided to the Consultant.

31 Survey Objective

1 To organize project information by reviewing related documents and materials, and
interviewing the various groups of people concerned.

2. To compile the monitoring information in a report for use by the Mid-Term Evaluation
Study Team.

3.2 Scope of Works

1 Prepare the work plan including survey tools through a series of joint meetings with the
Coordination Panel of FD, KEFRI, and JICA.

2. Collect, analyze, discuss, identify, count and classify the following data/information through
interview, field study, discussion and other appropriate data collection methods.

[Desk Study at FD Headquarter Level]
2.1 Review the available project monitoring reports, forest policy and planning
documents and assess the project’s contribution in elaborating the policy and

planning process for forestry devel opment

2.2 Assess the progress made by FD towards preparation, piloting and improvement
of implementation planning on social forestry extension for the semi-arid districts

2.3 Assess the progress made towards establishment of a functional unit for socia
forestry extension planning, monitoring and evaluation within FD

24 Identify and classify forestry strategic plan(s), available district guideling(s) and
other related plans/guidelinesin the forestry sector

2.5 At the FD headquarter, determine the total number of extension staff involved in
the project implementation and those qualified as farm forestry facilitators

2.6 Assess the level of input to the project from the Government of Kenya

2.7 Assess the progress of project activities against the initial plan

2.8 Assess the appropriateness of management of the project

29 Assess the appropriateness of project strategy and/or approach

2.10 Assess the adequacy of activities and inputs in realizing the expected outputs

211 Identify and assess the effects of the project on FD and the target areas
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212

Assess the sustainability of the project from the view points of policy, institution,
technical and financial aspects

[Field studiesin Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts]

2.13

2.14

2.15

A total of 12 farmer groups, 36 target farmers in the surrounding area of the target
groups were studied in the survey.

*Re 1: Number of the farmers/farmer groups studied in each district was:

Mbeere District : 3 groups and 3 target farmers/group
Tharaka District : 3 groups and 3 target farmers/group
Kitui District ; 6 groups and 3 farmers/group

The target groups were selected based on Very active/Moderately active/Less
active while the target farmers were selected to balance representation of Farmer
Facilitator and Normal Farmer

*Re 2. The 72 farmers in the surrounding area of target groups were selected
based on any neighboring farmer who was not a member of the family of the
target farmer.

Estimate the household income of the farmers studied, that was earned through the
use and sale of socia forestry products since 2004.

*Re 3: Social forestry products were classified as:

- Tree seedlings (including Fruit tree)

- Wood (timber)

- Fruits, honey and others gained from or used trees/wood lot
- Agricultural/Food crops

For the target farmer groups, using 2004 as base year, classify and determine the
guantity and %age change in the following parameters;

- Number of tree seedlings annually produced on farm

- Number of trees annually planted on farm

- Number of individual farmers and farmer groups who introduced highly
marketable tree species for seedling production or tree planting on farm

- Number of individual farmers and farmer groups who newly implemented
social forestry activities

- Number of farmer groupsinvolved in social forestry related group network

- Number of farmer groups with farmer facilitated by the FD extension staff

- Number of farmer groups with farmer facilitators

- Number of field days organized by the farmer groups

- Number of farmers who attended farmer field days organized by the farmer
groups

- Number of farmers implementing new techniques on their own farms as learnt
through their participation in the project

- Number of farmers who have appreciated the knowledge and techniques
provided by the project.
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2.16 For the 36 target farmers, using 2004 as base year, assess the following:
- Degree of progress of farmer’ s knowledge and competence
- Degree of extension of farmer’s knowledge and technique
- Variation in farmer’s confidence
- Variation in intra-group cooperation
217 Repeat task 2.15 for the 72 farmers surveyed in the surrounding areas of each
target group
2.18 At the FD offices in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts, determine the total
number of FD extension staff involved in the project implementation
2.19 Determine the number of extension staff involved in the project implementation
who are recognized as qualified farm forestry FFS facilitators
2.20 Classify and count the number of farmers/farmer groups who disseminated social
forestry information to other farmers/farmer groups.
221 In Nairobi and the target semi — arid districts, classify and determine the number
of stakeholders who are aware of information on social forestry.
*Re 4: Randomly select about 90, 40, 30 and 100 respondents from Kitui, Mbeere,
Tharaka and Nairobi respectively.
2.22 Count the number of visitors to the project web site since its launch
2.23 Classify and determine the number of other stakeholders who have participated in
the project information dissemination forums
3. Analyze and arrange the above data/information sheets in accordance with the Evaluation
Grid and discuss the output with JICA prior to preparing the 1st Draft Survey Report.
4, Present and discuss the 1% and 2™ Draft Survey Reports at ajoint meeting with JCA and the
Coordination Panel.
5. Prepare and submit the Final Survey Report incorporating the comments made on the Draft
Reports.
6. Participate in the Mid-Term Evauation mission in accordance with the Tentative Schedule

and undertake the following activities:

e Attend the planned meetings of the Evaluation Team and take minutes thereof.

e Organize the Evauation Workshop at FD headquarters in consultation with the
Coordination Panel.

e Present the 2™ Draft Survey Report findings to the workshop and minute the workshop
proceedings.

e Accompany the Evauation Team on the 2-day field survey to the target areas.

e Assist the Evaluation Team in preparing the Joint Evaluation Report and Minutes of
Meetings on the evaluation.
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3.3 Organization of the Report

The report is organized in the following manner:
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Survey Data collection and Analysis Methods
Survey Results
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4 SURVEY DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSISMETHODS
41 Approach
The Consultant employed a multi-faceted approach which was fully participatory in order to cater for
al the requirements of the assignment. The stakeholders, including the farmers and farmer groups,
were involved during all the stages of the study process.
The approach for the survey comprised a number of stages which were complementary in sourcing
data and information required by the ToR. These included the following:
a)  Preparatory activities
b)  Desk study/ Review of relevant documents and literature at FD Headquarters level
¢)  Group/Farmer surveysin Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka
d)  Stakeholder/public survey in Nairobi, Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka
e) Datacapture and analysis
f) Preparation of the 1% Draft Survey Report
g)  Discussion of 1% Draft Survey Report at ajoint meeting with JICA and the Coordination Panel
h)  Preparation of 2™ Draft Survey Report
i) Organization of Evaluation Workshop/Presentation of 2™ Draft Survey Report
i) Preparation of Final Survey Report
k) Fieldvisitswith Evaluation Team
)] Preparation of Joint Evaluation Report and Minutes of Meeting on the evaluation
4.2 Detailed M ethodology
421 Survey Areas
The Survey was carried out in Mbeere, Tharaka, Kitui and Nairobi. The group and farmer surveys
were carried out in 6 divisions in Kitui, 3 divisions in Mbeere and 3 divisions in Tharaka. The
public survey was done in Nairobi, as well as the three project districts of Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka.
4.2.2 Sampling Procedures
i) Group Survey
Number of groups surveyed per district:
Kitui : 6 groups
Mbeere : 3 groups
Tharaka : 3 groups
Total : 12 groups
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i) Farmer Survey
Number of farmers interviewed per district:

Target Farmers.

Kitui : 3target farmers per group X 6 groups = 18 TFs
Mbeere : 3target farmers per group x 3groups = 9TFs
Tharaka : 3 target farmers per group x 3 groups = 9TFs
Total = 36 TFs
Surrounding Farmers

Kitui : 6 surrounding farmers per group x 6 groups= 36 SFs
Mbeere : 6 surrounding farmers per group x 3 groups= 18 SFs
Tharaka : 6 surrounding farmers per group x 3 groups= 18 SFs
Total : = 72SFs

iii) Public survey

The stakeholder/public survey was carried out in Nairobi, Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka. The
distribution was as follows:

Nairobi - 100
Kitui - 60
Mbeere - 30
Tharaka - 30
Total - 220

The distribution of the respondents was as follows:

Kitui - 10 x 6 divisions = 60 persons
Mbeere - 10 x 3 divisions = 30 persons
Tharaka - 10 x 3 divisions = 30 persons
Nairabi - 20inCBD

- 20 at Bus Station

- 20 at Nairobi University

- 20 at Community

- 20in a Suburb
Sub-total = 100
Total number of persons for stakeholder/public survey = 220
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4.2.3 Survey Organization
The Mid-Term Evaluation Survey was carried out by members of the consultant team. Where
necessary, the team sought the support of local research assistants, while all the time collaborating
closely with the DFEOs in each division.
i) Group Survey
The groups interviewed were selected by the Coordination Panel based on criteria of Very
Active/Moderately Active/Not Very Active. Using this criteria, 6 groups were selected in Kitui, 3 in
Mbeere and 3 in Tharaka as shown in Table 4.1.

Table4.1: List of groupsinterviewed

District Name Division Name Group Name

A) Kitui Central Kyeni FFS
Matinyani Mutethya wa Kitumbi FFS
Mutitu Kyeni KyaKunikila FFS
Mwitika Miti ni Thayu FFS
Mutomo Ekuwa FFS
Mutha Mwinzi SHG

B) Mbeere Gachoka Gachegethiuri FFS
Siakago M utethania FFS
Evurori Karimambai FFS

C) Tharaka Tharaka North Mukothima FFS
Tharaka Central Karang'i FFS
Tharaka South Muungano FFS

Annex 3 gives the group codes, group names, division, location, sub-location and number of
members for each group. A sample questionnaire for the group survey isincluded in Annex 4.

i) Farmers questionnaire survey in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts

A total of 108 farmersin the three project districts were interviewed during the questionnaire survey,
based on the following criteria:

i) The selection of the individual farmers was based on the groups interviewed in each division.
For each group interviewed, the following farmers were selected
e 3target farmers
e 6 surrounding farmers

Therefore, the total number of farmers interviewed per group = 9.

Total number of farmersinterviewed in Mbeere = 27
Total number of farmersinterviewed in Tharaka = 27
Total number of farmersinterviewed in Kitui = 54

In terms of the farmer categoriesi.e. target and surrounding farmers, the distribution was as follows:

Target farmers = 36
Surrounding farmers = 72
Tota no. of farmersinterviewed = 108
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424

Annex 3 gives the full list of farmer names, farmer codes, division, location, sub-location and village
of all 108 farmers interviewed.

The questionnaire used during the farmer survey was designed to seek the following information:

i) Household income earned through sale of social forestry products

ii)  Type of social forestry activities practiced by the farmers e.g. establishment of nursery, tree
planting, woodlot establishment, etc.

iii)  Application of ISFP FFS enterprises on individual farms

iv)  Evauation of |SFP FFS extension model/package

v)  Usefulness of techniques learnt through ISFP FFS

vi)  Adoption of mukau planting

vii) Extension of farmers’ knowledge and techniques

viii) Empowerment of the individual farmers

iX)  Frequency of visits from FD extension officers

X)  Information sharing between farmers/groups

xi)  Constraints to implementation of FFS activities

Sample questionnaires for the target and surrounding farmers’ survey are included in Annex 4.

iii) Public survey in Nairobi, Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka

The public survey was carried out in Nairobi, Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka in order to establish the
level of awareness on socia forestry and FFS among the general public in selected towns/centres.

Random selection of members of the public in the four districts/areas was used in selecting the
respondents. The total number of respondents for the public survey by district is as shown below:

Nairobi - 100 -20inCBD

- 20 at the Bus Station

- 20 at Nairobi University

- 20 at Community

- 20 in asuburb (Embakasi)
Mbeere -30 - (10 x 3 divisions)
Tharaka -30 - (10 x 3 divisions)
Kitui - 60 - (10 x 6 divisions)
Total - 220

Compilation and Analysis of Collected Data

Data capture and analysis was done using SPSS for both the group and farmer surveys. Totals,
means, ranges, frequencies, percentages etc. were derived and presented in tables, graphs and pie-
charts included in this report. MS-Excel was also used to capture and analyze data for the public
survey and for inputing information gathered from KEFRI and FD staff at Headquarters and the
districts, aswell asin presentation of graphs and figures from SPSS output.
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4.25 Preparation of Reports

Preparation and Discussion of 1* Draft Report

Preparation of the 1% Draft Report was done through team effort by members of the Consultant team.
The report was presented to and discussed with members of the Coordination Panel at a joint
meeting with the Consultant.

Preparation and Presentation of 2™ Draft Report

Thereafter, the 2™ Draft Report was prepared and presented during the Stakeholders’ Workshop held
a Karura FD HQs on 12" July 2006, after discussing it in a joint meeting with JCA and the
Coordination Panel.

Preparation of Final Report

Comments and suggestions arising from the 2™ Draft Report and the Stakeholders Workshop were
incorporated into this Final Report and submitted to the Client in both printed copies (5) and soft
copies on CD ROM (3).

Photographs, data collection sheets and minutes of all the meetings held under the assignment were
also submitted with the Final Report.
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5 SURVEY RESULTS
The survey was carried out in two parts:
i) Desk study and review of relevant literature at FD Headquarters level
i) Field survey
In addition to the desk study and review of relevant literature at FD HQs level, interviews and
guestionnaires with KEFRI and FD staff were carried out to corroborate the information obtained,
and to add value to the survey. FD staff at the district level including DFOs and DFEOs were also
interviewed.
Further, the field survey consisted of the following parts:
e Group survey
e Farmer survey for both target and surrounding farmers
e Stakeholder/public survey.
This chapter presents the results of both the desk study and the field survey. In combination, the desk
study and the field survey sought to address various sections of both the Project Design Matrix
(PDM) of 1SFP and the Evauation Grid for the Mid-Term Review as required by the ToR.
51 Results of the Desk Study and Review of Relevant Literature
The desk study and review of relevant literature covered project monitoring documents, policy
documents, plans and strategies documents, among others. A list of the documents studied includes:
i) Forests Act, 2005
i) Sessional Paper No. 9 of 2005 on Forest Policy
iii) Kenya Forestry Master Plan 1995-2020 (KFMP)
iv) Kenya Forest Service Draft Strategic Plan
V) Current National Development Plan (2002-2008)
Vi) District Development Plans for Mbeere, Tharaka and Kitui
vii) Economic Recovery Strategy for Wealth and Employment Creation (2003-2007)
viii)  Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper
iX) Economic Survey reports
X) Baseline Survey Report — DIC, 2004
Xi) Project Design Matrix
Xii) Project Progress Reports
xiii)  Project Monitoring Documents
Xiv)  Monthly Activity and Problem Summaries
XV) | SFP website
xvi)  Training/Seminar/Workshop reports
xvii)  Study/Research reports for relevant issues in the semi-arid areas
xviii)  Guidelines and plans
The desk study sought information on policy and planning process for forestry development,
implementation planning on social forestry extension for semi-arid areas, institutional improvements,
as well as the progress made by the project against the initial plans in terms of inputs, management,
appropriateness, implementation activities, impact, sustainability, etc. It also sought information on
indicators and activities specified in the Project Design Matrix (PDM) of ISFP.
Table 5.1 is a summary of the progress of project outputs of ISFP as abtained from the project
monitoring reports.
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Table5.1: Project Outputsof | SFP
Outputs Objectively Progress of Activities M eans of
Verifiable Verification
Indicators
1. Institutional and | 1.1 A strategy Information of existing forest policy and legislations | Project Monitoring
technical plan on socidl collected for situation analysis and through GOK-Donor | Reports
capacities for forestry coordination meetings.
social forestry | extensionin Evaluation of KEFRI Regiona Training on Promotion
extensionin semi-arid areas of Social Forestry.
Forest is elaborated Information Exchange through FD-donor coordination
Department are meetings
strengthened Enactment of Forests Act
GIS training course for FD planners to activate policy
discussionsin FD HQs conducted.
Assisted to formulate the strategic plan for the | Project Monitoring
envisaged Kenya Forest Service (KFS) and prepared the | Reports
1% Draft of the strategic plan
Prepared and published Problem Guide — Problem | Project Monitoring
Analysis to implement plan to activate policy | Reports
discussions
Conducted a series of sessions for comprehensive policy | Project  Monitoring
analysisin FD Reports
Prepared Extension Operational Guidelines for ISFP Project Monitoring
Reports
Conducted sessions of problem analysis and Farmers | Project  Monitoring
Field Schools (FFS) for the 1% regional training course | Reports
1.2 FD prepares Compilation of draft extension guidelines for field | Project Monitoring
plan on district operation. Field operation undertaken among 48 groups | Reports
social  forestry in the 3 districts.
extension based Prepared Draft Extension Implementation Plans for
on existing Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts
(ISFP)
guideline
1.3 FD dtaff in Implemented technical workshop for project operation. | Project  Monitoring
charge of the Techniques seminar and facilitation seminar of FFS | Reports
extension, who (TQOT) for DFOs and DFEOs in the three districts.
received Participatory ~ Forest ~ Extension  training  for
training  course DFOS/DFEOs in selected semi-arid digtricts outside the
organized by project area.
the project, pass Counterpart training in Japan-senior FD officers &
the DFOs
understanding
examination
1.4 A functional Clear direction of functional unit at HQs is now visible | Project  Monitoring
social  forestry through problem analysis of policy and examination of | Reports
extension road map, extension planning at districts level and FFS
planning, trid, M & E a FD level at the initia stage of the

monitoring and
evaluation unit
is established
within FD

Project.

Daily coordination between ISFP and related Branches
of FD HQs

Project Monitoring
Reports
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Outputs Objectively Progress of Activities M eans of
Verifiable Verification
Indicators

2. Social forestry
extension
activities
among
individual
farmersand
farmer groups
are promoted

o Meélia volkensii (mukau) propagation technique seminar
conducted for FD nursery headmen in Tharaka and
Mbeere districts

e The 48 1% generation extension officer run groups
selected and promoted through ground working.

e Participatory planning and site establishments
completed for the 48 groups selected and trained
through weekly FFS activities

e Needs assessments for the 48 1% generation extension
officer run groups were done. Project promotion and
participatory planning were also done.

e Study visiting plan among farmer groups initiated.

o DFEO workshop for progress and problems analysis in
extension activities conducted for the improvement of
extension system and guidelines.

e Questionnaires for the evaluation of extension staff by
farmer groups elaborated and tested.

e Training needs assessment done through DFEO
workshop.

e Back stopping visit/survey carried out by FFS
coordinators/instructors  and the HQs project
management staff for al DFEO under the project
operation.

e Preliminary database for group profile developed.

e The weekly FFS learning sessions for 22 2™ generation
extension officer run groups started.

Project Monitoring
Reports

e Data collection and processing sessions have been
conducted by KEFRI field officers and DFEO as specia
topic to improve field data collection techniques and
long term data processing skills of FFS members.

e 5 fina sessions (Ballot box exercise, Cost-benefit
analysis, PTD analysis, Self-evaluation, Way forward)
are conducted for the first 48 groups in preparation for
graduation.

o Facilitator Seminar for FFS (TOT 2) conducted for the
DFO, ADFO and DFEO from project areas and 4
neighbouring districts in semi-arid areas and 25 officers
graduated.

o A week OJT for mukau seedling production was carried
out in Nuu nursery, Mwingi for 2 FD nursery staff from
Tharaka district.

e Madification and improvement of preliminary group
profile databases are on going. Interface and reporting
format need more improvement for daily use.

o New & old group data collection is on going.

Project Monitoring
Reports
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Outputs

Objectively
Verifiable
Indicators

Progress of Activities

M eans of
Verification

3. Farmersand
other
stakeholders
obtain enough
practical
knowledge and
techniques

o Refresher Workshop, Training of Trainers Course on
Farmer Field School Methodology, Technical Workshop
for Project Operation has been conducted for DFOs &
DFEOs.

e Interview and Field Visit were conducted for
conservation tillage as useful techniques to promote to
the farmers

¢ On-farm sites have been identified through participatory
planning with the groups.

e Mulberry was bulked in FD nurseries in Mbeere,
Tharaka, Kitui, KEFRI-Kitui centre tree nursery and
some farmer groups have started it as an enterprise e.g.
Mutethania FFS in Siakago.

e Technical Guide of TIVA demonstration forest was
published for technical sharing.

e Experiments for conservation tillage techniques were
established in mukau intercropping plots in Tiva. A
second generation group introduced conservation tillage
in their host farm PTD

e Result of conservation tillage experiment was not valid
due to severe drought but preliminary result was
assessed

e The identification of required techniques and
coordination with other officers are on going through
special topic planning for weekly FFS Activities.

e Reflection sessions were conducted by 48 1% generation
extension officer run groups for identification of learnt
and required topics for FFS sessions.

e The activities were on going as special topic in weekly
FFS Activities.

o Field dayswere conducted by 48 groups.

e Exchange visits were conducted between al 22 2™
generation extension officer run groups. The groups
visited old groupsin same or neighbouring division.

e 1% generation Exchange Visit Report has been presented
by 20 groups.

o Tillage techniques have been elaborated.

Project Monitoring
Reports

e 2 generation Exchange Visit Report has been
presented by 6 groups.

¢ Plan for mukau intercropping using conservation tillage

e Preliminary target techniques were identified during the
Workshops in Extension Guidelines Formulation and
Technical Workshop for Project Operation with DFOs
and DFEOs. Result was compiled in "Group Activity
Catalogue".

e Didtrict level Exchange Visit Plan between the FFS
groups has been prepared by DFO.

e Exchange visit was conducted between al 48 1%
generation extension officer run groups. The groups
visited another group in same or neighbouring division.

Project Monitoring
Reports
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Outputs Objectively Progress of Activities M eans of
Verifiable Verification
Indicators
4. Informationon | Number of e The total number of visitors to the project website was | Project  Monitoring
social forestry | stakeholders 2161 as at the time of this survey Reports
extensonand | whoareaware | e Needs assessments for the 48 1% generation extension
related issuesis | of information officer run groups was done. Project promotion and
shared among | on social participatory planning was finalized.
the stakeholders | forestry e Provided project articles for the national newspapers.
extensionis e Severd types of marketing surveys in Kitui, Mbeere,
increased Tharaka and other ASALSs have been implemented.
o Published the 1% and 2™ ISFP newsletter for
stakeholders.
o Developed and improved | SFP homepage.
e Assisted project field visit by Japanese TV programme
and Japanese local newspaper. (Programme and an
article released in Japan in May - June 2005)
e Conducted the 1% project seminar with stakeholders and
prepared the proceedings
e Public barazas, field days, and graduations for FFS | Project Monitoring
groups were held for local stakeholders. Reports

The following aspects of the desk study were covered:

5.1.1 Contribution of | SFP in elaborating policy and planning process for Forestry Department

SeeOVI 1.1, Table5.1.

512

513

514

Progress of FD towards Preparation, Piloting and Improvement of | mplementation Planning on
Social Forestry Extension for the Semi-Arid Areas

SeeOVI 1.2, Table5.1.

Progress towards Establishment of a Functional Unit for Social Forestry Extension Planning,
Monitoring and Evaluation within FD

See OVI 1.4, Table 5.1.

Identification and Classification of Forestry Policy, Strategic Plan(s), Available District
Guideline(s),and other Related Plans/Guidelines in the Forestry Sector

During the Basdline Survey which was carried out in 2004, a review of legidative policy and
planning framework for the forestry sector in Kenyawas undertaken as part of the survey.

Since then, anumber of changes have taken place, notably:

i) Forest Policy (Sessional Paper No. 9 of 2005) was released.

i) The Forest Bill 2005 was passed by parliament in July 2005 and enacted in November as
Forests Act 2005. The Forests Act will become operational in 2007.

iii) Extension Operational Guidelinesfor ISFP are at an advanced stage of finalization.

iv) Extension Implementation Plans for the districts are being prepared with the assistance of
ISFP. Drafts are ready for Mbeere, Kitui and Tharaka districts.

V) ISFP assisted in preparation of 1% Draft of the Kenya Forest Service (KFS) strategic Plan.
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Tables 5.2 - 5.4 give some details of the GoK legidative, policy and planning documents relevant to
the forestry sector.

Table5.2: Legidation/ Policy

No. | Document Title Level Y ear Relevance
. i Control of the sale and export of timber by means of
L Timber Act (CAP 386) 1972 grading, inspection and marking; control of timber
in transit.
- . ” Conservation of forests within National Parks,
2 ggw;@g&ﬁgaﬂgp ig;g)(/'\ mended National Reserves and Sanctuaries under the
(CAP372§] jurisdiction of the Kenya Wildlife Service.
. ” . Promotion of soil and water conservation;
3. élgé;culture Act (CAP iggg)(Re\nsed prevention of destruction of vegetation.
: " . Establishment of research ingtitutes (KEFRI) to
4. _Sl_celcer?ﬁ; gnd Act (CAP Revised, 1980 carry out research, undertake training, disseminate
250) y research findings, develop research policies and
priorities
5. State Corporations Act ’ Revised, 1987 Establishment of State Corporations
(CAP 446)
. ” Thisisan umbrellaregistration providing for
6. ,\Eﬂn;r:rogrmngta;n d 1999 environmental protection and management.
Coora(‘jgi]n ation Act. 1999 Specifically it addresses protection and conservation
' of forests; biodiversity conservation; conservation
of energy and planting of trees or woodlots;
environmental studies; environmental restoration
and conservation orders; international treaties,
conventions and agreements.
Sesi . Expanded mandate in the management of al types
£ of zoggaémfrego' 9 National 2005 of forests; involvement of forest adjacent
Polic communities and other stakeholdersin forest
y management and conservation; forest management
planning based on an ecosystem approach;
appropriate incentives to promote sustainable use
and management of forest resources; establishment
of a semi-autonomous Kenya Forest Service.
. Establishment of Kenya Forest Service; ownership
8. Forests Act, 2005 National 2005 of forests and right to forest produce; creation and
management of forests; community participation;
enforcement of the Forests Act.
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Table5.3: General Plang Strategies

No. Document Title Level Y ear Relevance
1 Poverty Reduction National 2001 Raising income opportunities for the poor;
Strategy Paper (2001- development of ASAL areas; improved policy and
2004) legal framework for the forestry sector; promotion and
development of both wood and non-wood forestry
products; commercialization of plantation forests;
collaboration with communities in forest management;
promotion of farm forestry.
2. District Poverty District 2001 Soil and water conservation; afforestation; forest
Reduction Strategy Paper conservation; energy conservation; promotion of agro-
s (2001-2004) forestry/farm forestry
3. National Devel opment National 2002 Biodiversity conservation; sustainable forestry
Plan (2002-2008) devel opment and management; stakehol der
involvement; recognition and institutionalization of
conventions, etc. relating to sustainable indigenous
forest management; valuation of forest resources,
strengthening research ingtitutions in forestry
4. District Development District 2002 Protection and conservation of forest areas; promotion
Plans (2002-2008) of agroforestry/farm forestry; environmental
management; farmer training; soil and water
conservation
5. Economic Recovery National 2003 Development of clear policy; promotion of agro-
Strategy for Wealth and forestry; community participation in efficient
Employment Creation management of forests; private sector participation;
aternative and affordable energy sources,
afforestation; introduction of environmental education
in schooals.
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Table5.4: Forestry Plang/ Strategies/ Guidelines

No. Document Title Level Y ear Relevance
Enhance the role of the forestry sector in the

L gzr:]ya Forestry Master (El):eg)ar tmental 1994 socio-economic development of Kenya by
strengthening the capabilities of the forestry-
related agencies, the private sector, the rural
people and the NGO’ s to manage and develop
forest resources; contribute to environmental
conservation

) Technical instructions/ guidelines on:

2. Technical Orders (DFe[;;);lr tmental 1996 organization and administration of forests;
management of natural forests; management of
forest plantations; research and information

. General instructions/ guidelines on forest

3. Forest Department Departmental Various ;

General Orders (FD) management e.g. forest products royalties
. S Development, conservation, protection and

4. MENR Strategic Plan Ministerial 2002 sustai nable management of environmental and

natural resources
: Departmental Management of natural forests and water

5 FD Strategic Plan (FD) 2002 catchment areas; development and management
of industrial forest plantations; promotion of
farm forestry; forest protection; conservation
and management of dryland forests; forest
policy and legislation

. Involvement of stakeholdersin the management

6. Partici patory and Departmentdl 2003 and conservation of multi-purpose natural forest

Collaborative Forest (FD) areas
Management Guidelines
(2003) — Draft
. Departmental Farm forestry and dryland forestry identified as
£ E(ZI(E)ISFT I ggf(t;)ag' ¢ Pan (KEFRI) 2004 major research programme areas;, KEFRI put
high priority on farm forestry research
programme
o I Planning, implementation and monitoring of
8. District Annual Work District Every for eﬂrygactivri)ti$ in the districts g
Plans year
. . . Conceptual framework and support material for
S gﬁzr:: 2;22518812);@ Project 2005 implementation of the Intensified Social
(ISFP) Forestry (ISFP) extension
o . o Integration of FFS methodology into normal
10 P&i{gi:{‘;ﬂq ans District E\égy extension work for the districts. Still in draft
(2006/2007 - Draft) form for Mbeere and Kitui.
. Guide to efficient forest management and
11 gfgzasfrc;eﬂl (:Slilr\;lrlC?ZOOG Departmental 2005 administration; sets out KFS vision, mission,
—2011) €9 goals and objectives for the period 2006 — 2011
to ensure achievement of positive outcomes for
the forestry sector.

Fig. 5.1 is a diagrammatic representation of the linkages between the various legislative, policy and
planning documents in Kenya.
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Fig. 5.1: Legislative, Policy and Planning Framework for Forestry in Kenya
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5.1.5 Number of extension staff involved in the project implementation and those qualified as farm
forestry FFS facilitators

Those directly involved in project implementation include 5 senior counterpart staff, 3 District Forest

Officers (DFOs) in the project districts of Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka, 3 Assistant DFOs, 17 DFEOs

and 1 Technical Assistant (TA). In total, 36 counterpart personnel have been assigned to the project

from FD and KEFRI. A total of 29 staff have been trained and qualified as farm forestry FFS
facilitators as shown in Table 5.5. More information on the training is shown in Table 5.1 (see

OVI 1.3)

Table5.5: Number of FD staff trained in FFS methodology

Duty Station Designation No. trained in FFS methodology
FD HQs - 4
KEFRI Kitui Centre | Centre Director 1
Kitui DFO 1
ADFO 1
DFEO 9
TA 1
Mbeere DFO 1
ADFO 1
DFEO 4
Tharaka DFO 1
ADFO 1
DFEO 4
Total 29

DFO - Digtrict Forest Officer

ADFO - Assistant District Forest Officer

DFEO - Divisional Forest Extension Officer

TA - Technical Assistant

5.1.6 Leve of input to the project from the Government of Kenya and Government of Japan

Inputs from GoJ side

i) Provision of long term and short term experts — These include 3 long term experts namely the
Chief Advisor, Coordinator and Social Forestry Extension Expert.

ii) Provision of overseas training for some DFOs and senior FD staff in Forest Management and
Forest Extension Method of Japan.

iii) Budgetary allocation for ISFP - total GoJ alocation upto end of June, 2006 is Kshs 48,707,629
(approximately equivalent to USD687,378 at the exchange rate of USD 1 = Kshs 70.86
according to the JICA official exchange rate in May, 2006).

iv) Provision of equipment such as computer equipment, telephone and radio egquipment, motor
vehicles, motor cycles, office furniture, generators, video cameras and GPS.

v) Office renovation at HQs and the districts.

Inputs from GoK side

i) Provision of 5 senior counterpart staff, namely, the Project Director, Project Co-Director, Project
Manager, Project Co-Manager and Assistant Project Manager, and other staff in the districts and
at the HQs.

ii) Provision of GoK counterpart budget totaling Kshs 4.9 million by the end of June, 2006. Crucial
expenditure items for ISFP include DSA for the staff and fuel and maintenance for the vehicles.

iii) Provision of office space at FD HQs and in the project districts.
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5.1.7 Progressof project activities against the initial plan
The Project Monitoring Documents show that for most part, the actua activities have been carried
out as planned for al outputs both at FD HQs and in the field. This is shown in the progress of
activities reports for each output (Annex 9) and in summary Table 5.1. In some cases, however, there
were delays in implementation arising from the GoK disbursement system.
5.1.8 Appropriateness of management of the project
For the effective and successful implementation of the Project, a Joint Coordinating Committee
(JCC) was established to make decisions relevant to the Project. The Joint Coordinating Committee
meets when necessity arises and at least once ayear in order to fulfill the following functions:
i) To formulate annual work plan of the Project based on the Plan of Operations
i)  Toreview the results of the annual work plan and the progress of the project
iii)  To exchange views and ideas on major issues that arise during the implementation period of
the project
Members of the JCC include:
1) Chair: Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources.
2) Members. Kenyan Side:
o Desk Officer responsible for JCA, Ministry of Finance
o Chief Conservator of forests, FD as project Director
o Director, KEFRI as Project Co-Director
o Project Coordinator, FD as Project manager
o Kitui Centre Director, KEFRI as Project Co-Manager
o Provincial Forest Officer, Eastern Province, FD
o Head, Farm Forestry and Extension Branch
o Head Dryland Forestry Branch
o DFO, Kitui district, FD
o DFO, Mbeere district, FD
o DFO, Tharakadistrict, FD
o Relevant personnel accepted by Chairperson, if hecessary
Japanese Side
o Chief Advisor
) Project Coordinator
) Expert(s)
) Resident Representative of Kenya Office, JJCA
o Relevant Expert(s) and staff members accepted by Chaiperson.
3) Official(s) of Embassy of Japan in Kenya may attend the Committee meetings as observer(s).
The management chart is shown in Chart 1.
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Chart 1. ISFP Project Organization Chart
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| 1 1
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5.1.9 Appropriateness of project strategy and/ or approach

The project has adopted the Farmer Field Schools strategy/approach to achieve its objectives. The
concept and practice of FFS was first introduced to Kenya in 1996 by FAQO after it was developed
and successfully applied in South East Asia.

The FFS strategy/approach involves training and implementation of several social forestry
enterprises to the farmer groups at the host farm through facilitation by extension officers, and
subsequent implementation of the same on individual farms. There are atotal of 122 farmer groups
in the 3 project districts. This figure includes 48 1% generation extension officer run groups, who
have graduated, plus 22 2™ generation extension officer run groups and 52 1% generation farmer run
groups, who are still undergoing the FFS process.

The farmers/farmer groups are also expected to share the knowledge and techniques they gain
through FFS to other farmers/farmer groups during various events such as field days, graduations,
exchange visits and tours, barazas, etc. So far, 175 such functions have been conducted by the 1%
generation of 48 extension officer run FFS groups, with an average turn up of about 90 persons per
function.

Farmer facilitators are also trained from each group, with the responsibility of establishing new FFS
schools and training them with regular backstopping from the extension officers. A full list of
farmer facilitators is given in section 5.2.8, Table 5.16. ISFP has successfully applied the FFS
approach in the project areas, and both implementers and beneficiaries agree that it is an appropriate
method of farm forestry extension.

Monitoring of the project activities is done at various levels. Some of the reports generated from the
monitoring are shown in Table 5.6.

Table 5.6: Reports generated during monitoring of FFS activities

Per son(s) Responsible Type of Report

Farmers 1. Group weekly report

2. Group Fund Management Sheet

. Farmer Facilitator Evaluation Report

. Monthly Implementation Plan

. Monthly Report

. Monthly Problem Report

. Monthly Backstopping Report

Other Reports

. Monthly Report

. Monthly Implementation Sheet

. Other Reports

. Monthly Activity and Problem Summary
2. Tree Planting Report Summary

3. Seedling Production Report Summary

4. Activity Evaluation Questionnaire Summary
5. Group Visiting Roster Summary

6. Other Reports Summary

DFEOs

DFOs

RlwNk|o|lolbwNe

Project Officer

5.1.10 Adequacy of activitiesand inputsin realizing the expected outputs

Both the GoJ and the GoK had specific inputs to the project, as shown in section 5.1.6. The
activities of the project for realizing the expected outputs are shown in the PDM (Annex 1).

The desk study and interviews with key persons concerned with project implementation established
that the activities and inputs were adequate for realizing the expected outputs. However, it emerged
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that the monitoring workload is a bit heavy for the time allocated, and it was proposed that the
reporting schedules should be reviewed to harmonize the expected activities with the available time.

5.1.11 Effectsof the project on FD and the target areas
This is discussed in the Evaluation Grid under “Relevance” (Annex 2). It shows that among other
things, technical capacity on socia forestry extension has been built in FD staff. At the same time,
farmers have acquired knowledge and techniques for social forestry enterprises, and some have
started to enjoy the benefits such as cash from sale of seedlings, seedlings for own use and improved
food harvests in the short term, and are expecting other benefits such as fruits, firewood, poles,
timber, honey, etc in the long term. Other effects include empowerment for both FD staff and the
farmers/farmer groups, as discussed under sections 5.2.12 and 5.3.12.
5.1.12 Sustainability of the project from the view points of policy, institution, technical and financial
aspects
Sustainability of the project is discussed at length in the Evaluation Grid under “ Sustainability” (see
Annex 2). Details of the policy, institution, technical and financial aspects are given under various
sections above.
5.1.13 Information sharing on social forestry extension and related issues among the stakeholders
ISFP holds regular meetings at various levels to share information on social forestry and related
issues. They aso held a project seminar in February 2006. Regular stakeholders are shown in Table
5.7, along with other stakeholders who attended the I SFP project seminar held on 9" -10" February
2006.
Table5.7: Names of institutions/ or ganizations participating in information dissemination on | SFP
A) Stakeholdersregularly involved in | SFP
No. | Name of | nstitution/Organization
1. Forest Department
2. Kenya Forest Research Ingtitute (KEFRI HQs, Muguga)
3. Kenya Forest Research Ingtitute (KEFRI, Kitui Centre)
4. JCA Kenya Office
5. Ministry of Agriculture
6. DFOs from Kitui, Mbeere Tharaka
7. ADFOs from Kitui, Mbeere Tharaka
8. DFEOs from Kitui, Mbeere Tharaka
9. Farmer groups
10. L ocal administration
B) Other stakeholderswho attended | SFP project Seminar
No. | Name of Institution/Organization
1. FAO-Nairobi
2 ICIPE
3 ICRAF
4, Netherlands
5. Embassy of Finland
6 Min. of Forestry & Reclamation, Lesotho
7 Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, South Sudan
8. Forestry, Lesotho
9. DFO Blantyre, Ma awi
10. Forestry Training Institute, Arusha, Tanzania
11. Nyabyeya Forestry College, Uganda
12. Oedza, Malawi
13. Rwanda Agricultural Research Institute
14. Forest Extension, Moshi, Tanzania
15. RPSVD
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16. Mozambique

17. DCCEFF, Tanzania

18. Elangata Wuas Ecosystem

19. Nari, Eritrea

20. Oromia Region, Ethiopia

21, Lusaka Zambia

22. Minanet Bujumbura Burundi

23. Wondo Genet College of Forestry, Ethiopia

The other important avenue of information sharing established by the ISFP is a project website,
http://www.isfp-fd.org . By the end of June, 2006, 2161 people had visited the website. The
information contained in the website includes:

i) Introduction

Background

Project outline
PDM

Project organization
Plan of operations
Maps

Contacts

i) FD homepage (under preparation)
o Extension Branch
. Dryland Branch

iii)  I1SFP core activities
o FD capacity development
o Farm Forestry Field School
o Data collection/analysis
o Technol ogy/demonstration development

iv) Related activities
. Regional training
. CDM forum in Japan

v)  Publications

Reports

Guidelines

FFS study guide
Technical guidelines
Newsletter
Brochure

vi) Related links (under preparation)

A channel for feedback, questions and answers is provided through info@isfp-fd.org . ISFP aso
provides newsletters and technical guides in addition to the website. Posters have also been
devel oped.
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5.1.14 Constraintsfor the implementation of the project

One of the constraints seen to affect the implementation of the project was the lengthy disbursement
process of GoK funds allocated to the project. Others collected during interviews with various
implementing staff are shown in Table 5.8 as vocalized by the different respondents.

Table5.8: Constraints mentioned by respondentsfor implementation of the project

FD DFO DFEO KEFRI Japanese Experts
M onitoring e Too much paper e Largeno. of o Contact time e Time constraints
work-reports groupsto visit isvery for visiting the field
e Delaysin e Time intense due to combined
communication constraints due during FFS, roles for office and
e Delaysinreceiving to other leading to field
field reports. projectse.g. time .
MKEPP constraints
(Tharaka) o Overloading
of ISFP
activities
Extension e Insufficient o Motorbike e Time o Imbalance between
logistical breakdown constraints FFS and time
support e.g. o Insufficient for extension | allocated to FFS
lack of fuel due logistical officers
to low funding support e.g. e Contact time
from lack of fuel very intense
counterpart e Long e No
budget distances to incentives
the groups for farmers
to undertake
extension
Budget e Budgetary delay of e Low e Sharingof | Insufficient C/P
counterpart funds - financial vehiclewith | fund for extension
adjusting to new support from other e Decreasing JCA
system (GFS) GoK officers budget over the
e Rigid itemization project period
of the budgetary
Miscellaneous | e Issues of training e Cumbersome | ¢ Many e Impacts of KFS on
for extension procurement assumptions | the project still not
officers procedures which clear
e Language hamper e Forest Policy
problem growth depends greatly on
hindering external factors
progress
e Low level of
education
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Resultsof Groups' Survey in Kitui, Mbeereand Tharaka

52
The groups' survey was carried out in the three project districts of Mbeere, Tharaka and Kitui. For
every division surveyed, 1 group was interviewed. The number of divisions and groups in each
district are shownin Table 5.9. The full list of the groups interviewed is given in Annex 3.
Table5.9: No. of groupsvisited during the survey
District Total No. of No. of divisions No. of groups
Divisions per surveyed interviewed
District
Kitui 10 6 6
Mbeere 4 3 3
Tharaka 3 3 3
Total 17 12 12
The results of the groups’ survey are presented in the following sections:
521 Group Incomefrom FFS activities
The survey established without doubt that there has been positive change in the income levels for the
groups arising from FFS activities. The most income from group FFS activities was realized in
Mbeere, as can be seen in Table 5.10. The biggest percentage increase between 2004 and 2005 was
seen in Tharaka, followed by Kitui, and finally Mbeere [calculated as the difference (income in 2005
— income in 2004)/income in 2004]. The biggest contributor to the increased income in al the 3
districts is seedlings, as can be seenin Fig. 5.2.
Table5.10: Total group income from FFS activities by district, before and after FFS
District Total income (K shs)
Before FFS (2004) | After FFS (2005) % Increase
Kitui 2,000 15,410 670
Mbeere 7,500 20,000 167
Tharaka 1,316 11,072 741
Fig. 5.2: Contribution of FFS activitiesto group fund
Group income
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5.2.2 Number of tree seedlings annually produced on group nurseries

Five (5) groups out of the total twelve (12), representing 42 %, did not own group nurseries before
FFS. In comparison, al the groups surveyed (100%) now own group nurseries. Table 5.11 shows

thistrend.

Table5.11: Nursery ownership by groups, before and after FFS

District Group Name Division Nursery Owner ship (Yes/No)
Before FFS After FFS
Mbeere Mutethania Siakago Yes Yes
Gacegethiuri Gachoka Yes Yes
Karima Mbai Evurore Yes Yes
Tharaka Mukothima FFS Tharaka North Yes Yes
Karangi FFS Tharaka Central Yes Yes
Muungano FFS Tharaka South No Yes
Kitui Kyeni kyakunikila Mutitu No Yes
Mwinzi FFS Mutha/l kutha No Yes
Kyeni FFS Kitui Centra Yes Yes
Ekuuwa FFS Mutomo Yes Yes
Miti ni thayu Mwitika No Yes
Mutethya wa Kitumbi Matinyani No Yes

The number of seedlings produced in the group nurseries at the beginning of and during FFS (2004
and 2005 respectively, are shown in Table 5.12. The highest percentage increase in average number
of seedlings produced by the groups was realized in Kitui, followed by Tharaka then Mbeere
(245.0%, 186.5% and 157.3% respectively). The % increase is given by the difference (seedlings in
2005 — seedlings in 2004) divided by seedlings in 2004.

Table5.12: Total number of seedlings produced in group nurseries

District Total number of seedlings produced in group nursery
During FFS (2005) Beginning of FFS (2004) % increase
Tree Fruit Total Tree Fruit Total
Kitui 8,258 2,524 10,782 1,000 2,125 3,125 245.0
Mbeere 6,526 3,041 9,567 2,678 1,040 3,718 157.3
Tharaka 9,804 1,575 11,379 3,710 262 3,972 186.5

Figs 5.3 (a-c) show the total number of tree and fruit seedlings produced in group nurseries in Kitui,
Mbeere and Tharaka respectively.
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Fig. 5.3 (a): Average number of seedlings produced in group nurseries, Kitui
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Fig. 5.3 (b): Average number of seedlings produced in group nurseries, Mbeere
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Fig. 5.3 (c): Total number of seedlings produced in group nurseries, Tharaka
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5.2.3 Number of trees annually planted on group farm

Prior to FFS, only 2 out of the 12 groups interviewed were planting trees as a group (Karima Mbai
FFS in Mbeere and Mwinzi FFS in Kitui). However, al the 12 groups have been planting trees

during FFS.
Table5.13: Tree planting activities by groups
District Group Name Division Tree Planting (Yes/No)
Before FFS After FFS
(2004) (2005)
Mbeere M utethania FFS Siakago No Yes
Gacegethiuri FFS Gachoka No Yes
KarimaMba FFS Evurore Yes Yes
Tharaka Mukothima FFS Tharaka North No Yes
Karangi FFS Tharaka Central No Yes
Muungano FFS Tharaka South No Yes
Kitui Kyeni Kya Kunikila Mutitu No Yes
Mwinzi FFS Mutha/lkutha Yes Yes
Kyeni FFS Kitui Central No Yes
Ekuuwa FFS Mutomo No Yes
Miti ni Thayu FFS Mwitika No Yes
M utethya wa Kitumbi Matinyani No Yes

Hardly any farmer groups were planting trees before FFS. Then, most of the trees planted since the
beginning of FFS were planted in 2004 as part of the woodlot, fruit orchard, intercropping and
fodder bank enterprises. Thereafter, very few trees were planted in 2005, primarily because the only
group land was given to the groups by the host farmers, and no more land was available for more
tree planting. Therefore, the few trees planted in 2005 were for replacing those in the enterprises
that had died.
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Table 5.14 shows the total number of trees planted by the groups per district during FFS (2005), at
the beginning of FFS (2004) and before FFS (2003). The last column shows the percentage increase
in planted trees before FFS (2003) and the project period (2004 and 2005). The comparison is
between the total trees and fruits planted in 2003 and the average number of trees and fruits planted
in 2004 and 2005.

The reason for using this formula is that since farmers are supposed to learn techniques and apply
them to their own farms, the land used for pilot farms is not so big and therefore only a limited
number of trees can be planted there. At the same time, while the number of trees planted increased
after intervention by the project in 2004, in 2005 the farmers were supposed to mainly observe and
tend to them, carry out enrichment planting and do additional planting in any unused spaces.

The highest number of planted trees among the groups was observed in Kitui, followed by Mbeere
and lastly Tharaka. However, only one group planted trees in 2003 (Ekuwa FFS, one neem tree).
Most of the trees were planted at the beginning of FFS (2004) during the enterprises such as
woodlots and fruit orchards. In Tharaka, many of the trees planted in 2004 at the beginning of FFS
died due to persistent drought and lack of water, hence the high proportion of replacement of the
treesin 2005. The situation is shown in Figs 5.4 (a-c), which shows the average number of trees and

fruits planted by district.
Table5.14: Number of treesand fruits planted by the groupsduring, at the beginning and before FFS
District Total treesand fruits planted by groups
During FFS Beginning of FFS | Before FFS | Average of 2004 and | % increase
(2005) - A (2004) - B (2003) - C 2005 D=(A+B)/2 (D-C)/C x 100
Kitui 139 164 1 151.5 15,050
Mbeere 26 129 0 715 -
Tharaka 23 57 0 40.0 -

Fig. 5.4(a): Average number of trees and fruits planted by groups, Kitui

Average Treesand Fruit treesPlanted - Kitui

50.0
40.0
& 300
g
Z 20.0 &
0
100 { o o = R
o o = I:I o — o
©
AERERE 3158 2
z | F ; S ; zZ | x| 8 @
8 B0
3 3
i i
Tree Tree
Before FFS Begnning of FFS (2004) During FFS (2005)
(2003)
Species

Fig. 5.4(b): Average number of trees and fruits planted by groups, Mbeere
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Fig. 5.4(c): Average number of trees and fruits planted by groups, Tharaka
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5.24 Number of farmer groups who introduced highly marketable tree species for seedling production
or tree planting on farm

The number of groups who had produced seedlings of highly marketable tree and fruit species
(mukau, neem and eucalyptus for the former and grafted mangoes for the latter) are shown in Table
5.15(a), while those who had planted trees of the same species are shown in Table 5.15(b). In all
cases, there was an increase in the number of groups who produced seedlings of these highly
marketable species, except for mukau in Kitui where the number of groups reduced from 2 to 1.
Neem was the most common of the three tree species (seedlings).

Only one neem tree was planted by Ekuwa FFS in Kitui in 2003. None of the other groups planted
trees in 2003. Mwinzi FFS had a lot of neem and mukau woodlot, but they were planted much
earlier during a different programme under Belgian Technical Cooperation (BTC).

Table5.15(a): Groupswho had produced seedlings of highly marketable species at the beginning of, and during FFS

Produced | Species Kitui (6) Mbeere (3) Tharaka (3)
seedlings Beginning | During Beginning | During Beginning | During
of FFS| FFS of FFS| FFS of FFS|FFS
(2004) (2005) (2004) (2005) (2004) (2005)
Trees Mukau 2 1 0 2 0 0
Neem 0 3 0 2 0 3
Eucalyptus 0 1 0 2 0 1
Fruits Grafted mangoes 0 2 0 2 1 2

Table 5.15(b): Groupswho had planted trees of highly marketable species at the beginning of, and during FFS

Planted Species Kitui (6) Mbeere (3) Tharaka (3)
trees Beginning | During Beginning | During Beginning | After
of FFS|FFS of FFS| FFS of FFS|FFS
(2004) (2005) (2004) (2005) (2004) (2005)
Trees Mukau 4 2 1 2 3 2
Neem 1 1 0 0 0 0
Eucalyptus 3 1 1 0 0 0
Fruits Grafted mangoes 4 3 1 1 2 2
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525

526

527

528

Number of farmer groups who nemy implemented social forestry activities

Aswell as the 7 groups who had nurseries and the 2 who were planting trees as a group before FFS,
al the groups have introduced new social forestry activities such as woodlot for timber, woodlot for
poles and firewood, fruit orchard, mukau (or other) intercropping, fodder bank and special activities
including IGAs. In addition, all the groups who had no nursery before FFS have since established
group nurseries.

Number of farmer groupsinvolved in social forestry related group networking

None of the groups are involved in socia forestry related group networking. However, al the
groups indicated that they are interacting with other farmers/farmer groups. The most common form
of interaction was found to be the field day, during which groups and individual farmers were invited
by the host groups and shown various socia forestry techniques. At the same time, al the groups
have farmer facilitators who are active in establishing and facilitating new farmer schools in the FFS
model/package. Common techniques facilitated include tree nursery establishment and management,
tree planting and management, establishment of woodlots and fruit orchards, grafting, AESA and
IGAS.

Number of farmer groups with farmers facilitated by the FD extension staff

All the groups that were visited during the survey have had their groups facilitated by the FD
extension staff, and have received extension visits as frequently as once every week. In total, 48 1%
generation extension officer run groups were facilitated by FD, while another 22 2™ generation
extension officer run groups are currently being facilitated by the FD extension staff (total 70

groups).
Number of farmer groups with farmer facilitators

Total number of trained farmer facilitatorsis 138. Out of these, 104 opened new FFS schools. Table
5.16 shows the groups and numbers of al the farmer facilitators who opened new FFS schooals,
including those not visited during the survey.
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Table5.16: List of farmer facilitatorswho opened new FFS schools

District

Division

Name of FFS

No. of farmer facilitators

Mbeere

Evurori

Kariru

Thara Mbere

Karima Mbai

Siakago

Kwirutira

Mutethania

Gachoka

Kabuguri

Gachegethiuri

Kwa Macembe

Mwea

Kanyonga

Kalumaita

Ndia Ndaasa

Tharaka

Tharaka North

Kugia kwa Nthaka

Kiriti

Mukothima Kagunda

Tharaka Central

Ntithini

Mwendantu

Karangi

Tharaka South

Muungano

Nturubani

Utumi

Kitui

Mutonguni

Koma

Mukuyuni

M atinyani

KaliaKithito

Mutethya

M utethya wa Kitumbi

Kitui Central

Kyeni

Kithambangii

Chuluni

Uthasyo

Ngenda

Kilumu

Yatta

Manyaa

Wasyawa | veti

Mutomo

Ekuwa

Twone Mbee

Tuituke

Ikutha

Kyeni kya | veti

Mwinzi

Kwiliwa Nokwo Kumanya

Mutitu

Kyeni KyaKunikila

Wikwatyo wa Miambani

Mwitika

Kyemea

Miti ni Thayu

Mukilye

EINININNINININIA A ININEAININIEAININBINININININININININININININININ A INININ(ABAIBRINININ

04

5.2.9 Number of field days organized by the farmer groups

All the 48 1% generation extension officer run groups were expected to hold a total of 3 field days
each over the 1 Y2 years of FFS. Graduation days also serve as forato share information with others.
Farmers, farmer groups and the general community participate and are educated on various aspects
of social forestry. All together, a total of 175 such functions were held over the same period.
However, the team did not establish how many participants turned up for each function.

Development Impact Consulting

-35-
143

July, 2006


aka900
143


Survey for | SFP Mid-Term Evaluation Study Final Report

5.2.10 Number of techniques employed by farmer groups trained and/or instructed through FFS
Before FFS, very few social forestry techniques were employed by the farmer groups. For example,
in Kitui only 1 group was practicing cropping with improved techniques (under a different project),
while 2 had group nurseries. In Mbeere, 1 group was practicing intercropping and 2 had group
nurseries. In Tharaka, only 1 group had a group nursery (Table 5.17 (&). This has changed
drastically, and the number of techniques has increased. The techniques newly practiced by groups
in Kitui included (mukau) intercropping, establishment of woodlots, fruit orchard, and IGAs. In
Mbeere they included cropping with improved techniques, establishment of woodlots, tree fodder
bank, fruit orchard and IGAs. In Tharaka, cropping with improved techniques, (mukau)
intercropping, establishment of woodlots, fruit orchard and | GAs were newly practiced by the groups.
(Table 5.17 (b)).
Table5.17 (a): Techniques practiced by groups before FFS (2004)
Enterprise Before FFS (2004)
Kitui (6) Mbeere (3) Tharaka (3)
Cropping with Improved techniques 1
Intercropping (Planting trees with Crops) 1
Woodlot for timber
Wooadlot for pole & firewood
Tree Fodder Bank
Fruit Orchard
Tree Nursery 2 2 1
IGAs
Table5.17 (b): Techniques practiced by groups during FFS (2005)
Enterprise After FFS (2005)
Kitui (6) Mbeere (3) Tharaka (3)
Cropping with Improved techniques 4 1 2
Intercropping (Planting trees with Crops) 4 2 2
Woodlot for timber 4 1
Wooadlot for pole & firewood 2
Tree Fodder Bank 1
Fruit Orchard 5 1 3
Tree Nursery 6 2 3
IGAs 1 1
Magjority of the groups interviewed indicated that they were getting enough practical knowledge and
techniques, although a number of them would like more assistance with some of the techniques such
as propagation of mukau and grafting of mangoes. Others indicated that they would need help with
special topics and income generating activities.
5.2.11 Number of farmer groups who appreciate knowledge and techniques provided by the project
The groups have shown a lot of appreciation of the FFS knowledge and techniques. Fig. 5.5 shows
the various knowledge and techniques that the groups found to be useful (out of atotal of 6 groupsin
Kitui, 3in Mbeere and 3 in Tharaka). Not only are the techniques many in number, but they are al'so
widely practiced. In al the three districts, grafting and nursery techniques occupy a position of
prominence among the various techniques. Tree planting techniques (including establishment of
woodlots), improved cropping and Agro-Ecosystem Analysis (AESA) were also well appreciated.
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Fig. 5.5: Appreciation of FFS knowledge and techniques
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5.2.12 Empowerment of the groups

One of the effects of FFS on the groups is empowerment. During the questionnaire survey, the
group members were asked to assess their situation before and after FFS as poor, fair or good in
terms of several empowerment aspects such as by-laws, self confidence, etc (see Group
Questionnaire, Annex 4).

The results show that the groups/group members have experienced a lot of improvement and are
more empowered than before. For example, in Kitui the percentage of total scores for poor, fair and
good was 69%, 30% and 1% respectively before FFS, compared to 6%, 31% and 63% respectively
after FFS. This means that a lot of people have grown from poor to fair and good, and also from fair
to good. The same trend was observed in Mbeere and Kitui, as shown in Fig. 5.6. In the case of
Mbeere, there was no score for “poor” after FFS.

Fig. 5.6a: Empowerment of the groups, self assessment, Kitui, Mbeere, Tharaka
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In addition, the DFEOs were asked to assess the changes in empowerment in the groups before and
after FFS, using the same criteria. In this case, most of the groups were mostly “poor” before FFS
(58.0% in Kitui, 72.2% in Mbeere and 67.3% in Tharaka), while most of the groups were “good”
after FFS (75.4% in Kitui, 79.6% in Mbeere and 78.8% in Tharaka. None of the groups scored
“poor” in any empowerment aspect after FFS.

Fig. 5.6b: Empowerment of the groups, assessment by DFEOSs, Kitui, Mbeere, Tharaka
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The DFEOs were aso asked to assess themselves using a separate list, but on a similar rating of
“poor”, “fair” and “good”. The results of the self assessment are shown in Fig. 5.7. They show
marked improvement from mostly “fair” (71.6% in Kitui, 61.7% in Mbeere and 46.7% in Tharaka),
to mostly “good” (90.8% in Kitui, 92.6% in Mbeere and 95.5% in Tharaka).

Fig. 5.7: Empowerment of DFEQOs, self assessment, Kitui, Mbeere, Tharaka
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53 Results of Farmer Survey in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka

The farmer survey was carried out for atotal of 36 target farmers and 72 surrounding farmers. The
criteriafor selection of the farmers was done as follows:

Target farmers

3 target farmers were interviewed per group:

Farmer 1: Host Farmer
Farmer 2: Farmer Facilitator
Farmer 3: Ordinary Group Member (not host farmer or farmer facilitator)

Number of target farmers interviewed for each district was as follows;

Kitui: 3 target farmers x 6 groups = 18 target farmers
Mbeere: 3 target farmers x 3 groups = 9 target farmers
Tharaka: 3 target farmers x 3 groups = 9 target farmers
Total: = 36 target farmers

Surrounding farmers

6 surrounding farmers were interviewed per group.

The surrounding farmers were selected based on any neighbouring farmer who is not a member of
the family of the target farmers.

Number of surrounding farmers interviewed for each district was as follows:

Kitui: 6 surrounding farmers x 6 groups = 36 surrounding farmers
Mbeere: 6 surrounding farmers x 3 groups = 18 surrounding farmers
Tharaka: 6 surrounding farmers x 3 groups = 18 surrounding farmers
Total: = 72 surrounding farmers

5.3.1 Contribution of FFS activities to household income

One of the expected impacts of 1SFP was that the enterprises facilitated through FFS, when practiced
by the farmers, would make an increased contribution to the household income compared to the
period before the project. This was seen to be the case, asisillustrated in Fig. 5.8. In both Mbeere
and Kitui, the observed increase for al farmers (both target and surrounding farmers combined) was
found to be 2%. Much of this increase has been contributed by the sale of seedlings, which are able
to give quick returns due to the short period required to raise seedlings. In Tharaka, however, there
was ho increase in the contribution of social forestry as a percentage of the total household income.
It was noted that many of the farmersin Tharaka did not sell many of their seedlings in 2005, partly
because of the shortage of rains during the main tree planting season.
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Fig. 5.8a (i): Kitui contribution to HH income, before FFS
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Fig. 5.8a (ii): Kitui contribution to HH income, after FFS
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Fig. 5.8b (i): Mbeere contribution to HH income, before FFS
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Fig. 5.8b (ii): Mbeere contribution to HH income, after FFS
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Fig. 5.8c (i): Tharaka contribution to HH income, before FFS
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Fig. 5.8c (ii): Tharaka contribution to HH income, after FFS
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Apart from the cash benefits to the farmers, there were several non-cash benefits which they said they were
getting from the social forestry activities they were practicing, such as seedlings for own use, fodder for their
animals, fruits, firewood, poles, honey, etc. The most common non cash benefit was found to be firewood
for both target and surrounding farmers in Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka. A comparison of percentages of
farmers benefiting before and after the project is given in Figs a-c. It shows that the most common benefits
for Kitui farmers were firewood, fruits, poles and honey. There was a general increase for Kitui target and
surrounding farmers for seedlings, fodder, fruits, seeds, timber, firewood, poles and honey. There was no
increase in farmers benefiting from charcoal (surrounding farmers only).

In Mbeere, the most common benefits were timber, firewood and poles for both target and surrounding
farmers. There was an increase in percentage of farmers benefiting from seedlings, fodder and fruits for
target farmers, and in fruits, timber and firewood for surrounding farmers.

In Tharaka, the most common benefits were firewood, poles, fruits and seeds. The only increase was for

honey and seedlings for target farmers and seedlings for surrounding farmers.
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Fig. 5.9a: Non-cash benefits from SF activities, Kitui
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Fig. 5.9b:

Non-cash benefits from SF activities, Mbeere
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Fig. 5.9c:

Non-cash benefits from SF activities, Tharaka
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532

Nursery ownership by individual farmers

The percentage of target farmers and surrounding farmers who owned individual nurseries before
and after FFS are compared in Fig. 5.10 (a-c) for al three districts. The general trend was for target
farmers to show an increase in those with nurseries, which is not necessarily true for the surrounding

farmers, who in some cases showed negative or no increment.

Percentage wise, Kitui had an

increase of 34% and 27% for target and surrounding farmers respectively, for Mbeere it was 45% for
target and 0% for surrounding farmers, while for Tharaka it was 44% for target farmers and -6% for

surrounding farmers.

Fig. 5.10a: Nursery ownership, Kitui
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Fig. 5.10c: Nursery ownership, Tharaka
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Fig.5.10 b: Nursery ownership, Mbeere
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5.3.3 Number of tree seedlings annually produced on individual farms

Average seedlings (both tree and fruit) produced per farmer type in the 3 districts before and after
FFS are shown in Fig. 5.11. A summary of total seedlings for target and surrounding farmers is
provided in Table 5.18a-b below. Table 5.18c shows the percentage increase in number of seedlings
planted in 2005 compared to 2004.

Table5.18a: Number of seedlings annually produced on individual farms (target farmers)

During FFS (2005) Before FES (2004)
Tree Fruit Total Tree Fruit Total
Kitui 6,179 3,235 9,414 3,128 232 3,360
Mbeere 297 272 569 43 79 122
Tharaka 4,057 384 4,441 3,388 89 3,477

Table5.18b: Number of seedlings annually produced on individual farms (surrounding farmers)

During FFS (2005) Before FFS (2004)
Tree Fruit Total Tree Fruit Total
Kitui 11,724 | 5,323 17,047 2,686 168 2,854
Mbeere 0 65 65 5 110 115
Tharaka 563 50 613 1,265 59 1,324

Table5.18c: Percentageincreasein number of seedlings annually produced on individual farms (both target and
surrounding farmers)

District Total seedlingsfor Target Farmer Total seedlingsfor Surrounding Farmer
Before FFS | During FFS | % increase | Before FFS | During FFS | % increase
(2004) (2005) (2004) (2005)

Kitui 3,360 9,414 180.2 2,854 17,047 497.3

Mbeere 122 569 366.4 115 65 -43.5

Tharaka 3,477 4,441 27.7 1,324 613 -53.7

Details of the average seedlings by species and farmer type are shown for each district in Fig. 5.11a-f.
It is noted that apart from the increased numbers of seedlings, the farmers have also realized an
increase in the number of speciesfor both tree and fruit seedlings.
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Fig. 5.11a(i): Average seedlings produced before FFS, Kitui, target farmers
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Fig. 5.11a (ii): Average seedlings produced before FFS, Kitui, surrounding farmers
Average seedlings produced before FFS, surrounding - Kitui
200.0
150.0
L
€ 1000 | o e
g o ~
< © —
50.0 - =
= °’ o - H o o © © o >
— -
15 o % o . o S oo
g | & Eg 828 § 5. 8§ B iRz B
S 3 8§ S/ 2 2 |- | g €8 5 | & g%y F
T 5 z F | 8¢ T T |g%®| 2 2 o<
=1 c o S 2 5 =2
| (% = 3 & ©
= o
Tree Fruit
Species
Development Impact Consulting -45- July, 2006

153


aka900
153


Final Report

Survey for | SFP Mid-Term Evaluation Study

Fig. 5.11b (i): Average seedlings produced during FFS, Kitui, target farmers
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5.11b (ii): Average seedlings produced during FFS, Kitui, surrounding farmers
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Fig. 5.11c (i): Average seedlings produced before FFS, Mbeere, target farmers
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Fig. 5.11c (ii): Average seedlings produced before FFS, Mbeere, surrounding farmers
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Fig. 5.11d (ii): Average seedlings produced during FFS, Mbeere, surrounding farmers
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Fig. 5.11e (ii): Average seedlings produced before FFS, Tharaka, surrounding farmers
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Fig. 5.11f (i): Average seedlings produced during FFS, Tharaka, target farmers
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Fig. 5.11f (ii): Average seedlings produced during FFS, Tharaka, surrounding farmers
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5.34 Number of treesannually planted on individual farm

Both categories of farmers were planting trees before and after FFSin all 3 districts. In Kitui there
was an increase of 22% among target farmers and 25% among surrounding farmers currently
planting trees on their own farms compared to pre-project period; in Mbeere all target farmers were
planting before and after FFS, whereas percentage of surrounding farmers who were planting trees
remained at 83%. In Tharaka there was an increase of 44% for target farmers, but a decrease of 6%
for surrounding farmers (refer to Fig. 5.12a-c).

The total numbers for trees and fruits planted on individual farms for both target and surrounding
farmers in each district are summarized in Tables 5.19a and 5.19b. The percentage increase in
number of trees and fruits planted in 2005 compared to 2003 is shown in Table 5.19¢(i) for target
farmers and Table 5.19c¢(ii) for surrounding farmers. The calculation is explained in the tables.

For surrounding farmers, a decrease in the number of trees and fruits planted was noted. The drought
experienced in 2005 appears to have affected surrounding farmers much more than target farmers,
since all surrounding farmers posted a negative between 2003 and 2005, unlike target farmers who
posted a positive percentage increase.

Table5.19a: Total number of treesand fruits planted on individual farms (tar get farmers)

During FFS 2005 Beginning of FFS 2004 Before FFS 2003
Tree Fruit Total Tree | Fruit Total Tree Fruit Total
Kitui 2,966 442 3,408 2,112 | 677 2,789 1,644 | 68 1,712
Mbeere 325 147 472 217 51 268 263 75 338
Tharaka | 1,221 218 1,439 495 109 604 818 156 974

Table5.19b: Total number of treesand fruits planted on individual farms (surrounding farmers)

During FFS 2005 Beginning of FFS 2004 Before FFS 2003
Tree Fruit | Total | Tree | Fruit Total Tree Fruit | Total
Kitui 1,400 382 1,782 | 936 285 1,221 2,195 99 2,294
Mbeere 314 466 780 111 441 552 1,988 369 2,357
Tharaka | 304 80 384 108 47 155 876 131 1,007

Table5.19c¢(i): Percentage increase between 2003 (before FFS) and 2005 (during FFS) in number of trees and fruits
planted on individual farms (target farmers)

District Total trees planted by target farmers
During FFS | Before FFS % increase
(2005) - A (2003) - B (A-B)/B x 100

Kitui 3,408 1,712 99.0

Mbeere 472 338 39.6

Tharaka 1,439 974 47.7

Table 5.19c¢(ii): Percentage increase between 2003 (before FFS) and 2005 (during FFS) in number of trees and

fruits planted on individual farms (surrounding farmers)

158

District Total trees planted by surrounding farmers
During FFS | Before FFS % increase
(2005) - A (2003) - B (A-B)/B x 100
Kitui 1,782 2,294 -22.3
Mbeere 780 2,357 -66.9
Tharaka 384 1,007 -61.9
Development Impact Consulting -50- July, 2006


aka900
158


Survey for | SFP Mid-Term Evaluation Study

Final Report

Fig. 5.12a: Tree planting, Kitui
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Fig. 5.12c: Tree planting, Tharaka
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Fig. 5.12b: Treeplanting, Mbeere
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The average number of trees planted on the individual farms are givenin Fig. 5.13.

Development Impact Consulting -51- July, 2006

159


aka900
159


Survey for | SFP Mid-Term Evaluation Study Final Report

Fig. 5.13a(i): Average number of trees planted, Kitui, target farmers (2003)
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Fig. 13a (ii): Average number of trees planted, Kitui, surrounding farmers (2003)
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Fig. 5.13b (i): Average number of trees planted, Kitui, target farmers (2004)
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Fig. 5.13c (i): Average number of trees planted, Kitui, target farmers (2005)

Averagetreesplanted during FFS (2005), target - Kitui
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Fig. 5.13c (ii): Average number of trees planted, Kitui, surrounding farmers (2005)

Average treesplanted during FFS (2005), surrounding - Kitui

200.0

90T O koL
T0 | a1ym
20 | uoissed
0 Beuouuy
v'0 | obuen =
2
7’0 | eueueq L
70 | ereno
€T | opesony
9¢ [| efeded
Le [] obuen
686 ] ploL
00 | smi
T°0 | ©9||1nuebnog
20 | "leplgun
€0 | euuseore
€0 | eweoy
€0 | emryL
70 | 81 ..YI0
90 | solwergd
90 | egefey m
90 | ewom|
90 | mNIA
TT | weeN
€T | eules
T | ssaudAo
8¢ | amin
ey [ smdAeong
LTT Wl eepi
et 11D
o o o
5 § 8
abe oAy

Species

July, 2006

Development Impact Consulting

162


aka900
162


Final Report

Survey for | SFP Mid-Term Evaluation Study

Fig. 5.13d (i): Average number of trees planted, Mbeere, target farmers (2003)

Average trees planted before FF S (2003), target - Mbeere
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Fig. 5.13d (ii): Average number of trees planted, Mbeere, surrounding farmers (2003)
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Fig. 5.13e(i): Average number of trees planted, Mbeere, target farmers (2004)

Average trees planted beginning of FFS (2004), target - M beere
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Fig. 5.13f (i): Average number of trees planted, Mbeere, target farmers (2005)

Average treesplanted during FFS (2005), target - M beere
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Fig. 5.13g (i): Average number of trees planted, Tharaka, target farmers (2003)

Average trees planted before FF S (2003), target - Tharaka
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Fig. 5.13h (i): Average number of trees planted, Tharaka, target farmers (2004)

Average trees planted beginning of FFS (2004), target - Tharaka
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Fig. 5.13i (i): Average number of trees planted, Tharaka, target farmers (2005)

Average treesplanted during FF S (2005), target - Tharaka
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Fig. 5.13i (ii): Average number of trees planted, Tharaka, surrounding farmers (2005)
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Number of farmerswho introduced highly marketable tree species for seedling production or tree
planting on farm

Many of the farmers introduced highly marketable tree species for seedlings production and/or tree
planting on their individual farms. These include mukau, Eucalyptus spp. and neem (tree species)
and grafted mangoes (fruit species). Table 5.20 shows the number of farmers who planted trees of
these (4) species in 2005, 2004 and 2003. The percentage increase is calculated as the increase in
number of farmers planting these species between 2003 and 2005, as a percentage of the total
number of farmers interviewed for each category by district. Results generally show a higher
increase among target farmers than among surrounding farmers, the latter sometimes showing a
decrease.

Table 5.20: Number of farmerswho introduced highly marketable tree speciesfor tree planting (mukau,
Eucalyptus, neem, grafted mangoes)

Target farmers (Kitui 18, Mbeere 9, Surrounding farmers (Kitui 36, Mbeere
Tharaka 9) 18, Tharaka 18)
During | Begin | Befor | % increase Durin | Begin | Befor | % increase
FFS - | ning eFFS | (A-B)/Cx 100 | gFFS | ning eFFS | (A-B)/C x 100
2005 of - 2003 -2005 | of - 2003
(A) FFS- | (B) (A) FFS- | (B)
2004 2004
Kitui Mukau 9 1 1 4.4 4 3 3 2.8
Eucalyptus 5 2 2 16.7 5 1 4 2.8
Neem 8 6 2 33.3 5 1 2 8.3
Grafted mangoes 8 6 0 44.4 5 0 0 13.9
Mbeere | Mukau 6 3 4 22.2 9 5 4 27.8
Eucalyptus 5 1 0 55.6 0 0 1 -5.6
Neem 3 1 0 33.3 0 2 1 -5.6
Grafted mangoes 7 3 2 55.6 3 4 2 5.6
Tharaka | Mukau 6 0 0 66.7 1 2 2 -5.6
Eucalyptus 3 1 1 222 2 0 1 5.6
Neem 5 1 1 44.4 3 0 0 16.7
Grafted mangoes 4 1 0 444 1 0 1 0

Where A=number of farmers who introduced highly marketable tree species for seedling production in 2005; B= number
of farmers who introduced highly marketable tree species for seedling production in 2003; C=total number of farmers
interviewed for each farmer category in district)

Asked whether they will continue to plant mukau on their farms, the majority said they would,
principaly for the high quality timber not only for own use but aso for income generation. In Kitui
94% of target and 91% of surrounding farmers said they will continue planting, while in Mbeere and
Tharaka 100% of target farmers said they would continue planting while 89% of surrounding
farmers said they would continue planting respectively.

Reasons given included the fact that mukau is indigenous in most of the areas under survey and is
fast growing, and resistance to drought and termite attack, the two major problems of tree survival in
semi-arid areas. Other reasons include the high quality of the timber for own use, as well as the high
prices fetched by its timber compared to other species. Use as fodder and suitability for
intercropping were also mentioned.
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Fig. 5.14: Planting of mukau among target and surrounding farmers, Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka
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In spite of the above positive attitude towards mukau in all areas under survey, there was a genera
indication that propagation under nursery conditions was difficult, due to poor germination of the
seedlings. Many farmers also indicated that they need support in order to master the art of mukau
propagation.

Number of farmerswho newly implemented social forestry activities

Generally, there was an increase in the number of farmers who practised many of the social forestry
techniques/enterprises taught during FFS. Among target farmers in Kitui, there was an increase in
the percentage of farmers who practised cropping with improved techniques (61.1%), intercropping
(11.2%), woodlot for timber (22.2%), woodlot for poles (16.6%), fruit orchard (38.9%) and tree
nursery (55.5%). Vegetable growing was also newly implemented by some farmers as an IGA
(5.6%). Among surrounding farmers, there was an increase in cropping with improved techniques
(27.7%), intercropping (8.3%), woodlot for poles and firewood (2.8%), fruit orchard (25.0%) and
tree nursery (33.4%). Boundary planting was also introduced (5.6%).

Among Mbeere target farmers; there was an increase in cropping with improved techniques (44.4%),
tree fodder bank (22.2%), fruit orchard (33.3%) tree nursery (44.5%), and woodlot for poles and
firewood (11.1%). For surrounding farmers, there was an increase in intercropping (5.5%) and fruit
orchard (5.6%).

For Tharaka target farmers there was an increase in cropping with improved techniques (22.3%),
intercropping (33.3%) tree nursery (22.2%), and boundary planting (11.1%). For surrounding
farmers there was an increase in intercropping (11.2%) and tree nursery (11.1%).
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Enterprises practi ced before FFS, Kitui

Fig. 5.15a (i): Enterprises practised before FFS, Kitui
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Fig. 5.15b (i): Enterprises practised before FFS, Mbeere

Enterprises practiced before FFS, Mbeere
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Enterprises practiced after FFS, Mbeere
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Fig. 5.15c (i): Enterprises practised before FFS, Tharaka

Enterprises practiced before FFS, Tharaka
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Fig. 5.15c (ii): Enterprises practised after FFS, Tharaka

Enterprises practiced after FFS, Tharaka
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The questionnaire sought to compare adoption of specific techniques of the enterprises by the
individual farmers, both target and surrounding. An example is given for cropping with improved
techniques, which was one of the enterprises practiced by al the farmer groups. Results are shown
in Fig. 5.16a-c for Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka. It shows a marked increase in adoption of taught
techniques such as planting in line, spacing of 3'x1’, sowing 1 seed in a hole, change to new
identified species, change in manure and fertilizer application, termite and diseases and pest control,
protection of farmland from livestock and frequent monitoring of crops. The changes were more

pronounced among target farmers than surrounding farmers.

Fig. 5.16a: Changesin cropping with improved techniques, Kitui
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Fig. 5.16b: Changesin cropping with improved techniques, Mbeere
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Fig. 5.16c: Changesin cropping with improved techniques, Tharaka
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An analysis of the changes in adoption of specific techniques for other enterprises such as mukau

intercropping, woodlot for timber, woodlot for poles and firewood, tree fodder bank, fruit orchard

and tree nursery are included in the data sheets (Annex 5

, Excel sheets under All Districts Farmer 5-

1(b-g).
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5.3.7 Number of farmersimplementing new techniques on their own farms as learnt through their
participation in the project

As seen in the section above, mgority of the farmers had newly implemented many of the techniques
they learnt through FFS. It was noted that al the farmers had implemented at least some of the new
techniques they had learnt through FFS on their own farms. A good case was seen in Ekuwa FFS
where all the members were assisting each other to ensure they had all implemented such techniques
as establishment of nursery, intercropping with neem or mukau, woodlot for timber, woodlot for
poles and firewood (some had eucalyptus while others had senna seamea), fruit orchard and cropping
with improved techniques.

However, both target and surrounding farmers cited problems which they encounter in the course of
implementing their social forestry activities. Generally, the target farmers were more aware of the
problems they were experiencing (83% in Kitui, 100% in both Mbeere and Tharaka) compared to the
surrounding farmers (83% in Kitui, 57% in Mbeere and 67% in Tharaka). This does not mean that
the surrounding farmers are experiencing less problems, but that they are less bothered by the
problems since they are not so keen on social forestry activities.

Fig. 5.17: Farmerswho encounter problems in implementing social forestry activities, Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka
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The problems most cited by the farmers are given in Table 5.21. Problems of water and termites are
common to all the farmers, but the surrounding farmers also cited lack of knowledge, insufficient
tools and equipment and low survival rate of planted trees, which were not mentioned by the target
farmers. Thisis expected as the surrounding farmers do not participate in the FFS activities where
knowledge and skills are taught to the members. Low survival rates of planted trees result from lack
of tree management skills.
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Table5.21: Problemsencountered in implementing social forestry activities, Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka

District | Target farmers Surrounding farmers
Kitui i) Problem of water (46.7%) i) Problem of water/drought 58.6%)
i) Problem of termites (40%) ii) Lack knowledge and skillsin tree management
(24.1%)
iii) Pestsand diseases (26.7%) iii) Problem of termites (24.1%)
iv) Financia constraints (13.3%) iv) Pests & diseases (20.7%)
v) Labour force (13.3%) v) Insufficient tools/equipment (17.2%)
Mbeere i) Insufficient tools/equipment (55.6%) i) Tree planting knowledge & skills (75%)
ii) Problem of water/drought (55.6%) ii) Low survival rate (37.5%)
iii) Problem of termites (22.2%) iii) Problem of water/drought (12.5%)
iv) Low surviva rate (11.1%)
v) Destruction by livestock (11.1%)
Tharaka ii) Problem of water/drought (44.4) i) Problem of water/drought (58.3)
iii) Insufficient tools/equipment (22.2) ii) Tree planting knowledge & skills (41.7)
iv) Time constraintsto teach (22.2) iii) Low survival rate (16.7)
v) Problem of termites (11.1) iv) Problem of termites (16.7)
vi) Landisvery rocky (11.1) v) Seedlingslacking (16.7)

Fig. 5.18 (a-c) gives the order of the problems cited in order of importance (according to frequency of

response).
Fig. 5.18(a): Problems of implementing social forestry, Kitui
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Fig. 5.18(b): Problems of implementing social forestry, Mbeere
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Fig. 5.18(c): Problems of implementing social forestry, Tharaka
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Regarding progress of FFS activities, most target farmers felt their FFS activities were progressing
well in spite of the problems cited. However, afew target farmers disagreed that their activities were
progressing well (17% in Kitui, 11% in Tharaka) and some even strongly disagreed (33% in
Tharakd). In comparison, 44% of surrounding farmers in Kitui, 40% in Mbeere and 61% in Tharaka
disagreed that their activities were progressing well. 6% of surrounding farmers in Kitui, 13% in
Mbeere and 6% in Tharaka strongly disagree. This meansthat alot still needs to be done, especially

as regards addressing the constraints faced by the farmersin implementing social forestry activities.

Fig. 5.19: Progressof FFS activities
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5.3.8 Number of farmersinvolved in social forestry related group networking
So far, no social forestry group networking systems have been put in place.

However, the survey also sought to know whether farmers were sharing the information, knowledge
and skills that they had gained through their participation in the project to others. It was found that
94% of target farmers in Kitui, 78% in Mbeere and 100% in Tharaka shared with others the
knowledge and skills they acquired from the FFS. The situation was different for the surrounding
farmers, where 36% in Kitui and 6% in Tharaka shared with others. Surrounding farmersin Mbeere
did not share. This is because many surrounding farmers themselves lack knowledge on FFS
activities.

Fig. 5.20: Sharing of knowledge and skills, all districts (target and surrounding farmers)
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Those who were shared with are shown in Fig. 5.21 and include family members, surrounding
farmers, other groups, community barazas and newly established FFS schools.

Fig. 5.21: Those that were shared with, all districts (Mbeere surrounding did not share)
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The techniques that the farmers shared with others are shown in Fig. 5.22 (a-d) for each of the
districts by farmer category. Target farmers shared most of the techniques they learnt, including
nursery establishment and management, tree planting and management, establishment of fruit
orchard, establishment of woodlot, grafting, cropping with improved techniques, group management,
etc. Only a few surrounding farmers in Kitui and one in Tharaka have shared the social forestry
techniques they are practicing. Those in Kitui shared on such techniques as tree planting and
management, nursery establishment and management, vegetable growing, fruit orchard and cropping
with improved techniques. The onein Tharaka only shared knowledge on tree planting.

Fig. 5.22a: Techniques shared with others, Kitui target farmers
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Fig. 5.22b: Techniques shared with others, Kitui surrounding farmers
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Fig. 5.22c: Techniques shared with others, Mbeere target farmers
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Fig. 5.22d: Techniques shared with others, Tharaka target farmers
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5.3.9 Number of techniques employed by farmerstrained and/or instructed

Each target farmer practiced some (in some cases all) of the enterprises they were facilitated during
FFS (Table 5.22). In each case, various techniques were facilitated. Some of the techniques the

farmers adopted include;

Table5.22: Techniquesemployed by farmerstrained in FFS

Enterprise

Technique

Cropping with improved
techniques

Planting in line

Adopted proper crop spacing

Reduced number of seeds per hole

Changed to new identified crop varieties, especialy for maize varieties
Changed method of manure application from broadcast to spot

Improved pest and disease control using both indigenous methods and
agro-chemicals

Fencing to protect crops from livestock

Frequent monitoring of crops through AESA

Intercropping (with mukau,
neem, €tc)

Identified new species, e.g. mukau, neem

Complete weeding in land preparation

Early pitting before onset of rains

Proper hole size, spacing

Branch pruning

Bud pruning for mukau

Intercropping

Some few farmers started individual crop protection from livestock e.g. in
Ekuuwa

Improved termite control using both indigenous methods and agro-
chemicals

Improved pest and disease control using both indigenous methods and
agro-chemicals

Frequent monitoring of treesthrough AESA

Woodlot for timber

Identified new species, e.g. mukau, eucalyptus
Others as for intercropping, except intercropping (planting trees with crops)

Woodlot for poles and
firewood

Identified new species, e.g. eucalyptus, senna seamea
Others as for woodlot for timber

Tree fodder bank

Identified new species, e.g. calliandra, mulberry
Others as for woodlot for timber, except bud pruning for mukau

Fruit orchard

Identified new species, e.g. grafted mangoes
Others as for woodl ot for timber, except bud pruning for mukau

Tree nursery

Criteriafor mother tree selection on seed collection
Seed pre-treatment

Seed-bed preparation

Soil mixturein potting

Pricking out

Shade control

Time for watering

Root pruning

Sorting

Nursery record keeping

IGAs such as vegetable
growing, jam making,
cookery, brick making, soap
making, etc.

Cost-benefit analysis
Various, depending on IGA

Development Impact Consulting

-73- July, 2006
181



aka900
181


Survey for | SFP Mid-Term Evaluation Study Final Report

The target and surrounding farmers were asked whether they were getting enough practical
knowledge and techniques from the project. Their responses are as given in Fig 5.23 where more
target farmers felt they were getting between moderate and enough (except a small fraction in Kitui
who said it was dlightly lacking), than surrounding farmers, most of who felt it was moderate to
lacking.

Fig. 5.23: Adequacy of practical knowledge and techniques from the project, all districts
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5.3.10 Number of farmers who appreciate knowledge and techniques provided by the project

The proportion of those who found the knowledge and techniques provided by the project useful
against those who did not is shown in Fig. 5.24. 100% of target farmers in al districts and
surrounding farmers agreed that the knowledge and techniques were useful. 6% in Kitui and 40% in
Mbeere gave a response in the negative. However, it is understandable since the surrounding
farmers have not actively participated in and understood the FFS activities.

Fig.5.24: Usefulness of knowledge of techniques provided by the project
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Generally, evaluation of FFS was higher among target farmers than surrounding farmers (excellent
in Kitui target 50%, surrounding 15%; excellent in Mbeere target 67%, surrounding 24%; excellent
in Tharaka target 56%; surrounding 6%). This was expected, since the surrounding farmers do not
have an understanding of FFS as do the target farmers.

The farmers were asked to evaluate ISFP/FFS extension model/package. The outcome was
favourable for all target farmers (100% in all districts), who rated FFS between “good” and
“excellent”. The responses were varying among surrounding farmers, with 73% and 52% of farmers
in Kitui and Mbeere respectively rating it “good”/“excellent”. Only in Tharaka was the percentage
less than 50.

Fig. 5.25: Evaluation of FFS, all districts
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The most common reason given for this was that FFS combines theory and practicals, making it
easier to understand for all categories of members i.e. young and old, literate and illiterate, etc.
Another common reason was that it is cost effective since the extension officer was able to reach
many members at once, as opposed to the former FD conventional farm visit extension method.

Another question posed to the farmers on FFS was meant to check its appropriateness as a method
for dissemination of social forestry activities (Fig. 5.26). Again, the results were varied, with all
target farmers and Kitui surrounding farmers either agreeing or strongly agreeing (total 100%). A
greater variety was found in Mbeere and Tharaka, where a few surrounding farmers did not agree
that FFS is an appropriate method for dissemination of socia forestry activities. Again, with
surrounding farmers it is understandable since they did not participate in the project activities and
therefore do not understand the principle behind it.
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Fig.5.26: Appropriateness of FFS, all districts

Kitui Target

Strongly
agree
50%

Agree
50%

Mbeere Target

Agree

Strongl! 44%

agree
56%

Tharaka Target

Agree

Strongl! 22%

agree
78%

Kitui Surrounding

Strongly
agree
29%

Agree

7%

Mbeere Surounding

Indifferen Agree
t 28%
24%
Disagree Strongly
24% agree

24%

Tharaka Surounding

Indifferen
t

2%
Agree

53%

Strongly
agree
35%

5.3.11 Benefitsfrom project

When target farmers were asked to give the benefits they had gained from the project, they were
quick to give the most important one as knowledge and techniques. Others were direct benefits from

the project such as stationery, plastic tubes, watering cans, scissors, tapes, etc.

In addition, they

talked of empowerment at individual and group level, income generation, better tree and crop
management leading to higher survival rates and higher yields, among others as summarized in Fig.

5.27 (a-c).
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Fig. 5.27a: Benefitsfrom Project, Kitui
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Fig. 5.27b: Benefits from Project, Mbeere
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Fig.5.27c: Benefits from Project, Tharaka

Benefitsfrom Project, Mbeere

Jeweleuew ABSINN

sanbiuyae) pue abpa|mou Y

uonefedoidelp N

19/RY penoidw |

Surrounding

Buiddo.o penoudw|

Bungeio

sBuljpees

Bunueid el

sejndod alo

WepINS Jps

sse.)ysdon Jo BuLoNUo N - VSTV

BuwiooulaloN

sBuijpses o} sapl AIANS BUYBIH

19/RY penoidw |

Target

sBulpees

uonebedoidelp N

Buiddo.o ponoidwi|

Jwewefeuew ABSINN

sanbjuyas) pue abpe|mou y

Bunueidsel

July, 2006

-77-

Development | mpact Consulting

185


aka900
185


Survey for | SFP Mid-Term Evaluation Study Final Report

5.3.12 Degree of change/Empowerment of the farmers

All target farmers interviewed in the 3 project districts indicated that they had improved in various
aspects at individual level after undergoing the FFS training. Some of the attributes in which they
saw improvement include group management, leadership skills, time management, self confidence,
initiative to try new ideas, popularity with neighbours, improved management skills at personal level,
etc. Asshownin Fig. 5.28, there was alot of improvement from mostly “poor” and “fair” to “good”.
For instance only 3% of target farmers in Kitui, 6% in Mbeere and 1% in Tharaka assessed
themselves as “good” in al the qualities of the survey put together before FFS. This contrasts
sharply with 78% of the target farmers in Kitui, 69% in Mbeere and 74% in Tharaka who assessed
themselves as “good” after FFS.

Fig. 5.28: Degree of change/ empowerment of farmer s
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54 Results of Public Survey in Kitui, Mbeere, Tharaka and Nair obi
54.1 Distribution of respondentsfor the Public Survey
The stakeholder survey was carried out in all the project districts of Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka, and
in Nairobi. For each divisiongareas covered, respondents were randomly selected from the major
towng/centers where the interviews were conducted. Table 5.23 gives the name of the division,
town/center and number of respondents in each of the 3 project districts, as well the areas surveyed
for Nairobi. The total number of respondents in every district/area is also shown, making a total of
220 respondents.
Table 5.23: Number of respondentsfor the public survey per district/division
Kitui Mbeere Tharaka Nair obi
Central 10 Evurori 10 Central 10 Bus station 20
Matinyani 10 Gachoka 10 Tharaka North 10 Community 20
Mutitu 10 Siakago 10 | Tharaka South 10 Embakasi 20
Mutomo 10 CBD 20
Mwitika 10 UoN 20
Mutha 10
Total 60 30 30 100
5.4.2 Gender of the respondents
More males than females were interviewed during the public survey. Fig. 5.29 shows 56%, 52%,
70% and 57% of all respondentsin Nairabi, Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka were male.
The reason for the trend is that generally more men than women were found within the shopping
centers/towns, where the public surveys were carried out.
Fig. 5.29: Gender of the respondents by district
Nairobi Kitui Mbeere Tharaka
Femde
30%
Femae Female
44% Male 43%
52% Malg
57%
Mae
70%
5.4.3 AgeDidtribution of the Respondents
Overall, majority of respondents fall between the age of 20-49, which is the most productive age
bracket. Very few respondents are below age 20 and above age 59. Ideally, the composition by age
should follow a normal distribution curve, with the majority of the respondents falling within the 30-
39 age bracket (33.3%), and reducing towards the lower and higher age categories. Variations of
this trend were seen in all the survey districts (Fig. 5.30).
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Fig. 5.30: Age of the respondents by district
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54.4 Awareness of Social Forestry

Fig. 5.31 shows that awareness of social forestry has risen since the Basdline survey in 2004. The
percentages of those who had heard of social forestry in 2004 and those who have heard during the
current survey are as follows:

Table5.24: Percentage of respondents awar e of “ Social Forestry”

District Baseline Survey (%) Mid-Term Evaluation | Increase (%)
Survey (%)

Nairobi 63 74 11

Kitui 75 82 7

Mbeere 73 87 14

Tharaka 55 87 32

The current survey has established that awareness on social forestry has risen in both the project
districts and in Nairobi (see Table 5.24). Currently, awarenessis highest in Mbeere and Tharaka and
lowest in Nairobi, compared with the Baseline Survey when awareness was highest in Kitui and
lowest in Tharaka. The trend could be due to the fact that the project has been concentrating its
effortsin the districts rather than in Nairobi.

Fig. 5.31: Awareness of Social Forestry by district
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Generally, awareness of social forestry is higher among men than among women, as shown in Fig.
5.32. Thiswas till the case during the Baseline Survey.

Fig. 5.32: Awareness of Social Forestry by district, gender
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In Fig. 5.33, the percentages of those aware of social forestry is highest among respondents aged 20-
49 for all districts. It islowest among those bel ow 20 and above 60.

Fig. 5.33: Aware of Social Forestry by district, age
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5.4.5 Rating of Social Forestry Knowledge

In order to compare the degree of knowledge during the Baseline Survey and the current survey, the
percentages of those who had no knowledge of what social forestry is, even though they had heard
about it, were analyzed. The findings were that the percentages of those who had no knowledge of
what socia forestry is had gone down considerably (Table 5.25). Again the case for Tharaka was
notable, where the minimum percentages of those without knowledge of social forestry was found,
and that for Nairobi where the lack of knowledge of social forestry was highest.

The fact that the project has been concentrating its activities in the districts other than in Nairobi may
have contributed to the situation.
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Table5.25: Percentage with no knowledge of “ Social Forestry”, even though they had heard about it

District Baseline Survey Mid-Term Evaluation
Survey

Nairobi 35% 32%

Kitui 27% 18%

Mbeere 27% 17%

Tharaka 48% 13%

Percentages for all the rating categories, including none, elementary, satisfactory and excellent, are

shownin Fig. 5.34.

Fig. 5.34: Rating of Social Forestry knowledge by district
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5.4.6 Source of Social Forestry Knowledge (All districts)

Results of the stakehol der/public survey show that the six most important sources of information on

social forestry are:

i) Neighbouring farmers and friends (18.65%)
i) Radio programmes (18.24%)

i)

iv)

V) Newspapers (11.48%)

vi)

Training courses and seminars (15.16%)
Schools and colleges (12.30%)

M agazines/brochures/pamphl ets (10.25%)

Othersare TV, extension staff, public barazas, colleagues, groups and EMI (Fig. 5.35).

Fig. 5.35: Source of Social Forestry knowledge
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5.4.7 Techniques known to the stakeholders/public

Fig. 5.36 shows the percentages of the techniques the respondents said they had knowledge of, as a
factor of the total responses they gave. In order of the percentages of those who knew the techniques,
the first ten (10) most known were:

i) Grafting and budding

i) Soil conservation

iii) Seed collection, treatment and storage

iv) Vegetable growing

V) Fruit orchard

Vi) Livestock management

vii) Microcatchment

viii)  Nursery establishment and management

iX) Propagation of mukau

X) Tree planting

Fig. 5.36: Social forestry techniques known to the public
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Thisisvery different from what was observed during the Baseline Survey, where the ten (10) most
known techniques were in the following order:
)] Tree planting

i) Sail conservation

iii) Nursery establishment

iv) Vegetable growing

V) Livestock management

Vi) Pest and disease control

vii) Seed collection

viii)  Composting

iX) Fruit orchard

X) Grafting and budding

It can only be concluded that people have acquired much greater knowledge of the more complex
social forestry techniques now than at the beginning of the ISFP project e.g. grafting and budding,
seed collection, treatment and storage, establishment of fruit orchard and propagation of mukau.
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54.8 Awarenessof FFS

Awareness of FFS is much lower than on “Social Forestry”. The percentages for those who have
heard are shown in Fig. 5.37, which shows that the highest is in Kitui (55%), followed by Tharaka
(50%). Itislowest in Mbeere (20%) and Nairobi (15%). This can be explained by the fact that FFS
is arelatively new concept in forestry circles, and people are yet to catch onto it. More awareness

therefore needs to be done on FFS.

Fig. 5.37: Awareness on Farmer Field School (FFS)
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Awareness of FFS was found to be higher among men than among women respondents, except in
Kitui where more women respondents were aware (Fig. 5.38).

Fig. 5.38: Awareness on FFSby district, gender
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Awareness of FFS by district and age bracket is shown in Fig. 5.39. In Kitui and Mbeere, it follows
roughly a normal distribution curve, which is expected since this is the trend for the genera
population where the majority of the respondents fall in the 30-39 age bracket, and reduce for the

younger and also for the older age groups.
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Fig. 5.39: Awareness of FFSby district, age
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549 Sourcesof Information on FFS

The two major sources of awareness on the FFS model/package are:
i) Neighbouring farmers and friends
ii) Extension officers

Others are magazines/brochures/pamphlets, Internet, ASK shows, groups and group members, radio
programmes, newspapers and agricultural officers (Fig. 5.40).

Fig. 5.40: Source of knowledge of FFS
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In summary of the findings of the field surveys (group, farmer and public), Table 5.26 shows the
progress of ISFP in the completed PDM comparing the original OVls for the project with the current
level of achievement upto June, 2006 when the Mid-Term Evaluation Survey was carried out for the
sample survey.

Table5.26: Project Design Matrix: Achievement of indicatorsat Mid-Term Evaluation (for the sample survey)

Narrative Summary Objectively Verifiable Indicators Objectively Verifiable Indicators Remarks
(Original) (At Mid-Term Evaluation)
Overall Goal For 2014 By June 2006
1.1. By 2014, agricultural contribution 1.1. Indicator for agricultural contribution | By June 2006,
Living standards of to household income in semi-arid areas | to household income in semi-arid areas contribution of social
the people in semi- isimproved by 1 % through theuseand | was not assessed because the relevant forestry to household

arid areas are
improved while
enhancing sustainable
environmental
conservation.

sale of social forestry products
compared to year 2004 level.

documents have not been revised.

incomein the 3 project
districts had improved by
(Kitui 2%, Mbeere 2%,
Tharaka 0%) through the
use and sale of social
forestry products

compared to year 2004
level.
1.2. By 2014, accessible sustainable 1.2. Indicator for accessible sustainable OV not assessed

wood production related to farmlandsis
predicted to increase by 3 % compared
to year 2004 level.

wood production related to farmlands
was not assessed because the relevant
documents have not been revised.

Project Purpose

Individual farmers,
farmer groups and
other stakeholders
intensify social
forestry practicesin
semi-arid areas.

By Mar. 2009

1. Data noted below shows the increase
by 2009 compared to 2004 in Kitui,
Mbeere and Tharaka District among
target group.

i) Number of tree seedlings annually
produced on farm. : 50%

ii) Number of trees annually planted on

By June 2006

1. Data noted below shows the increase
by 2006 compared to 2004 in Kitui,
Mbeere and Tharaka District among
target group.

i) Number of tree seedlings annually
produced on farm. : (Kitui 245.0%,
Mbeere 157.3%, Tharaka 186.5%)

ii) Number of trees annually planted on

Baseline number of trees

farm. : 50% farm. : (Kitui 15,050%, Mbeere and before FFS (2003) was 1
Tharaka not possible to calculate because | for Kitui and zero for
the groups did not plant treesin 2003 ) Mbeere and Tharaka)

iii) Number of individual farmers and iii) All the groups facilitated (70 under

farmer groups who introduced highly extension officer run to date and 52 under

marketable tree species for seedling farmer-run) have introduced highly

production or tree planting on farm at marketable tree species for seedling

least one species. 50% production or tree planting on farm (at
least one species, mostly melia,
eucalyptus and/or neem). Individual
target farmers are also replicating on their
own farms.

iv) Number of individual farmers and

farmer groups who newly implement iv) All the 122 groups participating in the

social forestry activities. : 70% project have newly implemented socia
forestry activities, as they previously had
few or no such activities before the
project. The same case applies to the
individual target farmers.

Development Impact Consulting -86- July, 2006

194



aka900
194


Survey for | SFP Mid-Term Evaluation Study

Final Report

2. Data noted below shows the increase
by 2009 compared to 2004 in Kitui,
Mbeere and Tharaka District in
surrounding area of target group.

i) Number of tree seedlings annually
produced on farm. : 5%

ii) Number of trees annually planted on
farm. : 5%

iii) Number of individual farmers and
farmer groups who introduced highly
marketable tree species for seedling
production or tree planting on farm at
least one species. 5%

iv) Number of individual farmers and
farmer groups who newly implement
social forestry activities. : 5%

2(a) Data noted below shows the increase
by 2006 compared to 2004 in Kitui,
Mbeere and Tharaka District in area of
target group.

i) Number of tree seedlings annually
produced on farm (target farmers): (Kitui
180.2%, Mbeere 366.4%, Tharaka
27.7%)

ii) Number of trees annually planted on
farm (target farmers): (Kitui 81.0%,
Mbeere 9.5%, Tharaka 4.9%)

iii) Number of individual target farmers
who introduced highly marketable tree
species for tree planting on farm at least
one species: Kitui: Eucalyptus (16.7% ),
Neem (33.3%), Mukau (44.4%), Grafted
mangoes (44.4%); Mbeere: Eucalyptus
(55.6% ), Neem (33.3%),

Mukau(22.2% ), Grafted mangoes
(55.6%); Tharaka: Eucalyptus (22.2% ),
Neem (44.4%), Mukau (66.7%) Grafted
mangoes (44.4%)

iv) Number of individual target farmers
who newly implemented

social forestry activities:Kitui: cropping
with improved techniques (61.1%),
intercropping (11.2%), woodlot for
timber ( 22.2%), fruit orchard (38.9%)
and tree nursery (55.5%). Vegetable
growing was newly practiced after FFS
(5.6%); Mbeere: Cropping with improved
techniques (44.4%), tree fodder bank
(22.2%), fruit orchard (33.3%), woodl ot
for pole and firewood (11.1%) and tree
nursery (44.5%); Tharaka: intercropping
(33.3%), tree nursery (22.2%), boundary
planting (11.1%) and cropping with
improved techniques (22.3%).

(b) Data noted below shows the increase
by 2006 compared to 2004 in Kitui,
Mbeere and Tharaka District in
surrounding area of target group.

i) Number of tree seedlings annually
produced on farm (surrounding
farmers) : (Kitui 497.3%, Mbeere -
43.5%, Tharaka -53.7%)

ii) Number of trees annually planted on
farm (surrounding farmers): (Kitui -
34.5%, Mbeere -71.7%, Tharaka -73.2%)

iii) Number of individual surrounding
farmers who introduced highly
marketable tree species for tree planting
on farm at least one species: Kitui:
Eucalyptus (2.8% ), Neem (8.3%),
Mukau (2.8%), Grafted mangoes
(13.9%); Mbeere: Eucalyptus (-5.6% ),
Neem (-5.6%), Mukau(27.8% ), Grafted
mangoes (5.6%); Tharaka: Eucalyptus
(5.6% ), Neem (16.7%), Mukau (-5.6%),
Grafted mangoes (0%)
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3. Planning on social forestry extension
ispromoted in 10 districtsin semi-
arid areas.

iv) Number of individual surrounding
farmers who newly implemented

social forestry activities:Kitui: cropping
with improved techniques (27.7%),
intercropping (8.3%), woodlot for timber
(2.8%)fruit orchard (25.0%) and tree
nursery (33.4%). Boundary planting was
newly practiced after FFS (5.6%);
Mbeere: Intercropping (5.5%) and fruit
orchard (5.6%); Tharaka: intercropping
(11.2%) and tree nursery (11.1%)

3. Planning on social forestry extensionis
being promoted in several semi-arid
districts outside the project area, and
selected FD staff from Kwale, Malindi,
Kilifi, Laikipia, Rachuonyo, West Pokot,
Laikipia and Meru South districts have
been trained in ISFP FFS extension
system.

Outputs

At the headquarters
level

1. Institutional and
technical capacities
for social forestry
extension in Forest
Department are
strengthened.

At the headquarterslevel

1.1. By March 2009, Policy and
planning for forestry development is
elaborated.

At the headquarterslevel

1.1. By June 2006, policy and planning
for forestry development is elaborated.
The Forest Act has already been enacted,
and the Draft Forest Policy iswaiting to
be re-published. ISFP assisted to
formulate the strategic plan for the
envisaged Kenya Forest Service (KFS)
and prepared the 1st Draft of the strategic
plan

1.2. By March 2009, Implementation
plan on social forestry extension is
prepared, piloted and improved in 10
districtsin semi-arid area.

1.2. By June 2006, implementation plan
on social forestry extensionisin the
preparation process, and drafts are ready
for Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka. Piloting
of outputs for ISFP have been initiated
and selected foresters and DFOs from
Malindi, Kilifi, Laikipia, West Pokot,
Meru South, Rachuonyo and Kwale
districts have been trained in |SFP FFS
extension system.

1.3. By March 2009, a functional unit
for social forestry extention planning,
monitoring and evaluation is established
at FD.

1.3. By June 2006, Heads of Drylands
and Farm Forestry Branch have been
trained in FFS methodology and fully
understand functioning of 1SFP extension
system. They are expected to jointly
undertake planning for FFS activities
together with ISFP. Moreover, it is
expected that establishment KFS will
have an institutional framework to
support social forestry activities. (Also,
17 DFEOs, 1 TA, 3 DFOs and 3 ADFOs
have been trained locally as ToTsin FFS
methodology, basic agronomy and IGAs.
Some DFOs and senior FD staff have
aso been trained in Japan in Forestry
Management and Forestry Extension
Methods of Japan). 3 ADFOs have been
deployed to the 3 project districts. |SFP
has assisted to formulate the strategic
plan for the envisaged Kenya Forest
Service (KFS) and prepared the 1st Draft
of the strategic plan, also prepared
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Extension Operational Guidelines for
ISFP

In Kitui, Mbeere
and Tharaka
districts

In Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka
districts

In Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka districts

2. Social forestry
extension activities
among individual
farmers and farmer
groups are promoted.

2.1. By March 2009, 60 % of individual
farmers who participated in the project
apply social forestry practiced by groups
to their own farms.

2.1. By June 2006, 100 % of individual
farmers who participated in the project
apply (some) social forestry activities

practiced by groups to their own farms.

2.2. By March 2009, 120 farmer groups
areinvolved in social forestry related
group network.

2.2. By June 2006, O farmer groups are
involved in social forestry related group
network.

2.3. By March 2009, 150 farmers groups
arefacilitated by farmersin the area.

2.3. By June 2006, 52 farmer groups are
facilitated by farmersin the area.

2.4. By March 2009, 7, 00 farmers
attend field days conducted by farmer
groups participated in the project.

2.4. By June 2006, 175 field days have
been conducted by farmer groups who
participated in the project, with an
average attendance of 90 farmers per
field day (approximately 15,750
participants).

2.5. By March 2009, 70 % of farmers
who participated in the project
appreciate the project extension model.

2.5. By June 2006, 100 % of farmers who
participated in the project appreciate the
project extension model.

2.6. By March 2009, 60 % of FD
extension staff involved in the project
implementation are recognized as
qualified farm forestry FFS facilitators.

2.6. By June 2006, 100 % of FD
extension staff involved in the project
implementation are recognized as
qualified farm forestry FFS facilitators.

2.7 By March 2009, 120 farmers groups
arefacilitated by FD extension staff in
the area.

2.7 By June 2006, 70 farmers groups are
facilitated by FD extension staff in the 3
project districts.

3. Farmers and other
stakeholders obtain
enough practica
knowledge and
techniques.

3.1. By March 2009, 50% of farmers
who participated in the project
implemented new techniques learned
through the project in their own farms.

3.1. By June 2006, 100% of farmers who
participated in the project implemented
new techniques learned through the
project in their own farms.

3.2. By March 2009, 70% of farmers
who participated in the project
appreciate knowledge and techniques
provided by the project.

3.2. By March 2006, 100% of farmers
who participated in the project appreciate
knowledge and techniques provided by
the project.

In semi-arid areas

4. Information on
social forestry
extension and related
issuesis shared
among the
stakeholders.

In semi-arid areas
4.1. By March 2009, number of
stakeholders, who are aware of
information on social forestry extension,
isincreased by 5 % compared to 2004
level.

4.2. By March 2009, 4,000 people visit
the project website.

In semi-arid areas
4.1. By June 2006, number of
stakeholders, who are aware of
information on social forestry extension,
isincreased by (Nairobi 11%, Kitui 7%,
Mbeere 14%, Tharaka 32%) compared to
2004 level.

4.2. By June 2006, 2161 people had
visited the | SFP website.
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6

6.1

DISCUSSIONS ON THE SURVEY RESULTS

This section gives a discussion of the survey findings based on both the PDM and the Evaluation
Grid of the Mid-Term Review.

The Project Design Matrix (PDM)

Overall Goal: Living standards of the peoplein semi-arid areas are improved while

enhancing sustainable environmental conser vation

The means of verification for this indicator, the Kenya Forestry Master Plan and the District
Development Plans, have not yet been revised. In any case, no baseline was found in these
documents at the beginning of the project. However, the information gathered during the Baseline
Survey, together with data gathered during the Mid-Term Evaluation study, has been used for the
purpose of assessing improvementsin the living standards of the people in the 3 project districts only,
and does not give the situation in other semi-arid areas. Based on these, it was estimated that there
was an increase of 2% in Kitui, 2% in Mbeere and none (0%) in Tharakain the contribution of social
forestry products as a percentage of the total household income for the surveyed households. Much
of this increase was from sale of seedlings, which require only a short period to show returns
compared to the other enterprises being practiced.

Project Purpose: Individual farmers, farmer groups and other stakeholdersintensify social

forestry activitiesin semi-arid areas

There are a total of 122 farmer groups in the 3 project districts. This figure includes 48 1¥
generation extension officer run groups, who have graduated, plus 22 2™ generation extension
officer run groups and 52 1% generation farmer run groups, who are still undergoing the FFS process.
All of them were seen to have intensified social forestry activities in their areas, and are practicing
several enterprises such as tree nurseries, woodlots, fruit orchards, tree fodder banks, cropping with
improved techniques, intercropping and 1GAs. The farmers/members of these groups are aso in
varying degrees replicating what they have learnt in the groups onto their own individual land.

Output 1: Ingtitutional and technical capacitiesfor social forestry extension in FD are

strengthened

Severa training courses, seminars and workshops have been held to strengthen the technical
capacities of the FD staff. Some of these include ToT training in FFS methodology, basic agronomy
and IGAs locally for DFOs and DFEOSs, and overseas training (Japan) in Forestry Management and
Forestry Extension Methods of Japan for some DFOs and senior FD staff.

Heads of Drylands and Farm Forestry Branch have been trained in FFS methodology and fully
understand functioning of ISFP extension system. This is considered a first step in paving way for
the establishment of a functional planning, monitoring and evaluation unit at FD. These staff are
expected to jointly undertake planning for FFS activities together with ISFP. Moreover, it is
expected that establishment of KFS will provide an institutional framework to support social forestry
activities.

Institutional strengthening of the district staff has been achieved through deployment of Assistant
DFOsin the 3 project districts, to assist the DFOs with the implementation of the project activities.

ISFP assisted to formulate the strategic plan for the envisaged Kenya Forest Service (KFS) and
prepared the 1% Draft of the strategic plan, and have prepared Extension Operational Guidelines for
ISFP. Based upon these guidelines, district extension implementation plans for field operation are
being prepared, and drafts are ready for Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka.
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Output 2: Social forestry extension activitiesamong individual farmers and farmer groups

are promoted

Participating farmers and farmer groups showed great appreciation of the FFS extension method, and
it have widely accepted it. Through this system of extension, the farmers were able to practice
extension activities among themselves and among their groups through such fora as field days,
exchange visits and graduations. So far, 175 such functions had been conducted by the 1% generation
of 48 extension officer run FFS groups, with an average turn up of about 90 persons per function.
However, the total number of participants was not determined.

Apart from the extension officers, some of the farmers were selected and trained as farmer
facilitators, with each group having at least 2 farmer facilitators. These are supported to establish
and train a total of 52 newly established FFS schools between them, with monthly backstopping
from the DFEOs.

Output 3: Farmersand other stakeholders obtain enough practical knowledge and techni

Forty eight (48) FFS groups have already graduated. Ancther 74 are ongoing with facilitation of the
DFEOs and the farmer facilitators. They are taught many socia forestry activities such as
establishment and management of tree nurseries, establishment of woodlots and fruit orchards, basic
agronomy and IGAs, among others. All the group members are not only expected to replicate what
they have learnt to their own farms, but are supposed to share the knowledge and skills with other
community members such as family members, neighbours, friends, groups, etc. The survey
established that all the target farmers, who are group members, are in varying degrees of
implementing the knowledge and skills they learnt during FFS. Some positive influence was also
observed among surrounding farmers and family members.

Output 4: Information on social forestry extension and related issuesis shared among the

stakeholders

ISFP regularly holds meetings at various levels to share information on socia forestry and related
issues. In addition, the project has established a website whose details are given in section 5.1.12.
ISFP aso provides newdetters, technical guides and has held a project seminar for stakeholders.
Posters have aso been developed. At local (district) level, field days, exchange visits and
graduations are also organized. Information sharing has therefore been effective at al levels of the
project.

6.2 The Evaluation Grid
Verification of Performance
Study Item: Degree of Achievement of Project Purpose
So far, the degree of achievement of the project purpose for the target groups is very positive, as
shown in PDM (Annex 1). However, the impact to surrounding farmers is not wholly felt in al the
districts, as the interaction time with these neighbours has been so far limited to field days and
graduations. It isexpected that more will be achieved as time goes by.
Study Item: Degree of achievement of the Outputs
For most part, the actual activities have been carried out as planned for all outputs both at FD HQs
and in the field. This is shown in the progress of activities reports for each output. In some cases,
however, there have been some delays arising from the GoK disbursement system and cumbersome
procurement procedures.
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Study Item: Actual inputs

Inputs for | SFP were expected from both the GoJ and the GoK. Inputs from each side are discussed
under section 5.1.6. The inputs were said to be adequate, apart from the budgetary allocation from
GoK which was proposed to be increased so as to meet the extension needs once the project ends.
Also there were delays in disbursement which at times occasioned delays in implementation
schedules.

Verification of Implementation Process

Study Item: Progress of the Activities

Although there were some delays in extension due to budget reduction, implementation of the
project has mostly been carried out as planned especially examination of extension method of FFS
and itstrial. Thisis because the activities were implemented from the beginning of the project. Some
other activities were performed based on outputs of initial stages achievements. The few cases
where there were gaps between planned and actual activities were occasioned by delays in the
disbursement of the counterpart budget (achievement of outputs Oct 2005-Mar 2006).

Study Item: Appropriateness of management of the project
The management of the project was seen to be appropriate. Details are provided under section 5.1.8.

Monitoring Activities

Several FD officers, KEFRI staff and JCA Experts are routinely involved in project monitoring. Itis
currently done at different levels by different officers. DFEOs are the people directly engaged in
routine visits to the farmers on the ground, and they visit the FFS groups on a weekly basis, while
the DFQOs visit the groups once monthly. Reporting is done weekly by DFEOs and monthly by DFOs
using formatted sheets. At the FD level, reports are received from the district levels regarding the
progress of the project. DFEOs.

The ISFP JICA coordinator has set up a guideline for farmers and farmer groups to write down their
daily activities. This is issued to the farmers by the DFEOs who normally do the routine follow ups
as well as guide the farmers. In this context monitoring entails assessments of enterprises, routine
follow ups on the groups, random visits to farmers, checking the syllabus coverage and ascertaining
if the beneficiaries appreciate the activities of the project.

Monitoring at FD level involves field visits, meetings with DFOs/DFEOSs, checking use of field
resources, scrutinizing field reports and backstopping for DFEOs. KEFRI is aso involved in project
monitoring. Most of the FD/KEFRI staff confirmed they do so mostly once per month.

Monitoring involves data collection, assessment, reporting and checking progress of activities. The
farmer groups are also involved in monitoring at their level. Several reports are generated

The Joint Coordinating Committee (JCC) holds regular annual meetings. Other meetings include
semi-annual meetings biannually for project monitoring staff including experts, counterparts, JJICA
staff and FD staff. Monthly meetings are held at HQs and at district level.

Utilization of monitoring process to improve the project implementation is achieved through:
e Identification of both the strong and weak points of the projects with implementers and taking
necessary corrective measures.

e Identification of problems, and addressing them promptly
e Discussions at various levelsincluding the headquarters.
e Follow up of the schedules to ascertain their conformity.
e Adjustment of methodologies whenever need arises
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Improvement of management and reporting format
Backstopping in key areas

Arranging field meetings

Capacity building for DFEOs

Communication

Issues of communication do occasionaly arise where information flow is not achieved as desired.
According to FD staff, sometimes information from the headquarters to DFEOs via DFO does not
arrive on time and vice versa. In many instances those delays can be very costly in terms of time and
money. Communication between the implementers of the project at all levels has generally been
rated as good, and implementors at various level of the project appear satisfied with communication
at the moment.

Japanese experts and counterparts share ideas through round table discussions, both formally and
informally. This kind of communication takes place frequently whenever any issue of concern arises.
This was corroborated by other staff at the FD HQs. At every stage, recommendations made are
communicated to the relevant persons and action taken immediately. This is then followed up to
confirm that it is implemented as suggested. Incase of any problems between Japanese experts and
counterparts, the project management team creates a forum for discussing the issue(s) that may arise
during course of the project implementation. However, such a scenario has not arisen.

How often communication takes place with Japanese experts & counterparts

Communication takes place differently for various staff. Meetings between Japanese experts and
counterparts occur quite frequently, twice a week and after every fortnight to discuss the progress of
the project. Some communication also takes place via memos and meetings e.g. with the Head,
Drylands Programme. CCF meets with the team only when need arises but not routinely although
frequent updates on the project are communicated to him. The FD staff members are the ones
involved in routine meetings with the Japanese experts. In most cases they go together during
monitoring visits to the districts.

Countermeasures to solve problems with counterparts

To solve any problems that may arise, technical issues are addressed by various departmental
technical committees, while administrative issues are addressed by the CCF and/or JCC. Frequent
consultations are held to tackle any issues arising from the project management team. Information
sharing is done through project updates, semi annual meetings and free and open discussions in the
conduct of daily routines. The project management team meetings also create a forum where any
issues arising can be tackled.

Study Item: Involvement of beneficiaries (target groups) in the project

Participation of target groups in the project

The selection of the farmer groups was based on a criteria of how active they already were in
carrying out socia forestry activities. By offering them a wide range of enterprises and a conducive
learning environment using the FFS strategy, the farmers and farmer groups have become even more
motivated to participate in project activities. In the process, the farmers have become empowered in
terms of time management, self confidence, initiative, etc. The farmers also indicated that they have
been training other farmers of their own accord. Farmer facilitators, on the other hand, have taken
over the role of establishing and teaching new FFS groups with some incentive from the project.

Individual farmers are already implementing the techniques learnt in the FFS groups on their own
farms, and in some cases they have shared information with surrounding farmers, family members
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and other groups. Intra-group support was also seen to be working well, and this way the weaker
members are assisted by the stronger ones.

Study Item: Owner ship of project by the executing institution of Kenya

The project is supposed to be handed over to the FD at the end of the 5-year implementation period.
However, this should be done gradually in order to have a smooth handing over process. Several
counterpart staff have been deployed to the project, including 5 senior staff from FD and KEFRI
responsible for project management. Other staff are deployed in the districts, including the DFOs
and DFEOs who are responsible for implementation and close monitoring of the project at farmer
level.

All the staff responsible for social forestry extension in the project districts have received training on
the FFS methodology. This has been extended to the Heads of Extension and Drylands Branches of
FD, and to selected DFOs in semi-arid districts outside the project area. This aims at building
capacity of the FD staff to take over the | SFP activities once the project ends.

Other donors utilize monetary methods such as top-ups to maintain incentives of counterparts but
JCA does not; meanwhile, the extension method and careful support through officia trips, fuel, per
diem and making reports increases consciousness of counterparts on the Project. Asfor DFQOs, their
responsibilities and duties should be increased to develop a higher sense of ownership.

Budget allocation for social forestry activities

At present, the bulk of the project cost is borne by the JICA budget. Once the project is over, the
GoK budgetary alocation will be expected to continue funding the activities of the project.
Unfortunately, it was a considered opinion by many interviewees that the budget usually alocated by
the GoK for the regular extension activities will be insufficient to sustain the current level of
activities. Moreover, the disbursement process of the alocated funds has occasioned a lot of delays
and bureaucracy. This has its unique drawbacks which at times constitute a constraint to the
implementation process.

Study Item: Problems/Constraints during implementation of the project activities

The major constraint mentioned by majority of the respondents at JICA and FD hinge on the GoK
budget, in terms of its adequacy and timeliness to facilitate the implementation of activities of the
project. Although dissemination of social forestry through FFS in other semi-arid lands is
implemented by FD, the alocation given to FD is problematic even during the project period.
Recurrent budget on social forestry of Kenya should be considered for increment if it is to cope with
the situation.

How JICA solves this budget issue and hands over management of extension system to FD should be
considered during the remaining project period. Some of the countermeasures include:

i) Increasing GoK budget for extension activities

ii) Reducing the unit cost of FFS by re-examination of FFS activities

iii) Possibility of additional support from other development partners.

To raise investment efficiency, al three scenarios should be considered.

Other constraints encountered in implementing the project at various levels are given in section
5.1.14, Table 5.8, as they were vocalized by the respondents.

In order to ensure sustainability of project activities, there is need to look into these problems
critically and explore ways of solving them. At the moment, many of the said problems are dealt
with through direct support from JICA.
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Study Item: Matching of Overall Goal with Kenya's development policy

The overal goa is consistent with the Poverty Reduction Strategy, current National Development
Plan and specific District Development Plans, and the Economic Recovery Strategy for Wealth and
Employment Creation document which address issues of improved living standards for the rural
communities. The project purpose is also in line with the development policy, in particular the
Sessional Paper No. 1 of 2005 on Forest Policy, and the Forests Act 2005.

Study Item: Project purpose and Kenya’'s needs

So far, the farmers and farmer groups participating in the project activities greatly appreciate the
support they are getting from the project. However, they feel they should be supported further to
realize the full benefits of the project impacts, such as harvesting of timber, fruits, etc, and also to be
enabled to practice other income generating activities relevant to socia forestry as a way of
improving their income and knowledge levels. Target groups are among the rural poor in semi-arid
areas; therefore, their standard of living should be increased together with preservation of the
environment.

Climatic conditions in the semi-arid areas make agricultural production unstable; therefore, forestry
industry which is not likely to be affected by such erratic climate should be combined with farmers
agricultural production to secure their income and natural environment. Farmers lack knowledge and
experiences of forestry and nursery raising of trees, so it is important for the target groups to learn
about social forestry.

Specific areas where farmers and farmer groups requested further training to enhance
implementation include rural development, mukau propagation and development, agronomy, socia
forestry related IGAs, marketing information and outlets for social forestry products, PRA
techniques and general communication skills at all levels. Capacities of FD staff and forestry
extension officers have been developed, although they also felt they need more capacity building in
the face of interacting constraints within the project. Nevertheless, some degree of achievement in
this regard has been redized i.e. they have become more target oriented and better
managers/planners. The utilization of resources has aso improved greatly.

There is great need for development of capacity for forest officers and extension officers in the 3
districts in the field of social forestry. The general indication is that the following areas require
capacity development for the officers to maximize impact of the project:

Management of income generating activities

Extension planning, resource assessment and marketing

Forestry extension methodology, regular refresher training exploring FFS
Business development for farmers to commercialize farm forestry activities
Basic agronomy

Farm activity planning

Enterprise development management, cost benefit analysis and cost accounting
Training of farmersto do extension

Study Item: Appropriateness of strategy/approach

Appropriateness

The ISFP FFS approach has been lauded by both the implementers and the beneficiaries as an
appropriate method of extension of social forestry knowledge and techniques. The main reason cited
by the farmers and farmer groups is that the FFS combines theory and practice, making it easier to
understand by al categories of farmers, including the old and the illiterate. The strategy also
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encourages farmers to practice what they learn in the groups on their own farms, thereby increasing
their income and improving their environment through planting of more trees.

Benefits to farmers

Already the farmers are realizing benefits not only in terms of cash from sale of products such as
seedlings, but also from non-cash benefits like a greener environment, shade, higher food produce,
and later from firewood, poles, timber, fruits, honey, fodder etc for own use. In thisway, their living
standards will be lifted. Other benefits are less tangible and are experienced at personal level.

Strengthening of institutional and technical capacities for social forestry extension in FD

The FFS approach is also appropriate in increasing knowledge and techniques not only for the
farmers and groups, but also for the extension staff implementing the project, whereby they have
received training and have also realized greater motivation and better management at personal and
duty station level, among other empowerment parameters. Ability of the counterpart staff has been
improved through FFS, training and interaction with experts. Ability of the extension officers
greatly improved through trainings on forestry in semi-arid areas and basic agronomy. Moreover,
their knowledge and experiences were increased by interaction with other ministries' staff so the
extensionist can now respond to farmers needs. Already, the project has enabled capacity building
for both the district staff and senior FD staff at HQs in FFS methodology and Forestry Extension
Methods. Theseinclude local and overseas courses.

Social-forestry extension activities among individua farmers and farmers groups

Ability of the farmers to teach their neighbours the techniques acquired has also been greatly
enhanced. Farmer facilitators have been facilitating other FFS groups, though with some incentive
from the project. These farmer facilitators not only participate in the activities of their groups, but
they also participate in other community activities. This indicates that they are able to work on their
own with little supervision, other than the backstopping they receive from the DFEQOs.

Sharing of social forestry extension and related issues among stakeholders

All the farmer groups as well as magjority of the group members share information on social forestry
through field days, tours and visits, graduation events, community barazas and on individual farms.
Other means of information sharing among other stakeholders include the internet, workshops,
meetings, seminars and the media.

Changes of policy

Finally, the ongoing sector reforms and the formation of the KFS may have more positive impacts
for the ISFP FFS approach than negative ones. This is because chances are high that extension will
receive the emphasize it deserves within the new framework. Therefore, if FFS is accepted as the
extension method of FD, it will face lesser challenges especially in the area of budget since KFS will
be an autonomous body.

Study Item: Possibility of realization of the project purpose

Intensification of social-forestry practices among individual farmers and farmers groups and other
stakeholders in semi-arid areas

Individual farmers and farmer groups in the three project districts are already intensifying social
forestry activities on their group and individual farms, and the FFS experience should be replicated
in other semi-arid districtsin order to achieve similar results.
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Intensification of social forestry activities by target farmers and farmer groups is strongly agreed.
Already non-FFS members are being facilitated by FFS farmer facilitators. They are able to share
with other community members of the various techniques acquired during FFS lessons.
Mobilization, good training and farmer/group interactions are already in place in several divisions of
the project district. Several social forestry activities are flourishing e.g. tree planting, nursery
management, mango grafting whose penetration rate is commendable. These activities to some
extent have taken a commercial direction, where they are adopted as IGAs. Other members even
teach for a fee especialy grafting of mangoes. One particular group has mastered the art of mukau
propagation so well that they are now able to germinate their seedlings with ease. This particular
group is called Kyeni Kya Kunikilain Mutitu division of Kitui district. Farmers and farmer groups
are therefore obtaining enough practical knowledge and techniques for social forestry intensification.

Constraints for achieving the Project Purpose

The major constraint cited for realization of the project purpose is counterpart budget allocation, but
adjustments are being made to cover this. It is not certain whether by becoming a public corporation,
establishment of KFS from FD through the forestry sector reform would be a constraint for the
achievement of the project purpose; however, the sector reform should be carefully monitored during
the rest of the project period.

Coordination of the 4 outputs to realize the project purpose

More coordination is needed among the outputs. Some feedback mechanism for piloting of outputs
for ISFP have been initiated and selected foresters and DFOs from Malindi, Kilifi, Laikipia, West
Pokot, Meru South and Ukambani districts have been trained in |SFP FFS extension system and are
in the process of preparing action plans for FFS. Linkages between activities of technology
development, survey and study, manual making and field extension activities need to be improved.

Study Item: Outputsfor therealization of the project purpose

Progress of strengthening of institutional and technical capacities for social forestry extension in FD

(Output 1)

Strengthening of institutional and technical capacities for social forestry extension in FD is
progressing. Senior FD officials are well versed with project activities and there is reasonable
acceptance of extension system used by ISFP. Adequate interaction between |SFP and non-project
districts has already been achieved. FD staff have been trained in both extension methodology and
other disciplines relevant to forestry that have improved their capacity greatly, and FFS methodology
has already been introduced in other semi-arid districts outside the project area using FD budget.

Clear direction of a functional unit at H/Qs is now visible through problem analysis of policy and
examination of road map, extension planning at district level and FFStrials, and M&E at FD level at
the initial stage of the Project. Officers of Drylands and Farm Forestry Branch fully understand
functioning of |SFP extension system, have been trained in FFS methodology and jointly undertake
planning for FFS activities together with ISFP. In other districts, TOT in FFS is envisaged. In this
regard, FD HQs should support TOTs in the other districts as part of their role.

Information on social forestry extension and related issues are being shared effectively among
stakeholders. The project is well understood and good working relationships by key departmentsin
the project area; existence of home page, occasional newsletters, workshops and exchange study
tours. Adequate interaction of |SFP and non-project districts has been strengthened.

Extension activities among individual farmers and farmers groups in the 3 districts (OQutput 2)

Individual farmers and farmer groups have widely accepted the FFS extension method. They aso
understand that they are expected to pass on the knowledge they learn to other farmers in their
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surroundings. In their groups, they are able to hold knowledge transfer functions such as field days,
exchange visits and graduations. So far, 175 such functions have been conducted by 48 - 1%
generation extension officer run FFS groups, with an average turn up of about 90 persons.

Farmer facilitators have been trained from each group are supported to establish and train other FFS
groups. This system is working very well, and a total of 52 new FFS schools are receiving
facilitation from the farmer facilitators, with monthly backstopping from the DFEOs.

Acqguisition of practical knowledge and techniques among farmers and other stakeholders (Output 3)

The farmers are taught many social forestry activities such as establishment and management of tree
nurseries, establishment of woodlots and fruit orchards, basic agronomy and 1GAs, among others.
All the group members are not only expected to replicate what they have learnt to their own farms,
but are supposed to share the knowledge and skills with other community members such as family
members, neighbours, friends, groups, etc. The survey established that all the target farmers are in
varying degrees of implementing the knowledge and skills they learnt during FFS. Some positive
influence was al so observed among surrounding farmers and family members.

Information sharing on social forestry extension and rel ated issues among stakeholders (Output 4)

All the farmer groups as well as majority of the group members share information on social forestry
through field days, tours and visits, graduation events, community barazas and on individua farms.
Other means of information sharing among other stakeholders include the internet, workshops,
meetings, seminars and the media.

Study Items: Degree of achievement of outputs
Degree of achievement of each output is good, as the outputs are already being realized within the
two and a half years of project implementation (see section on outputs for the realization of the

project purpose above).

Constraints for achieving the Outputs

Adequacy and timely disbursement of GoK counterpart fund has so far been the one single biggest
constraint to achieving the project outputs due to subsequent delays in implementation.

Study Item: Adequacy of Activitiesand inputsto realize the outputs

Excess and deficiency of activities to generate project outputs

Relevant activities to sector reform should be strengthened to generate better output levels. It seems
that the amount of work (activities) that need to be done are not commensurate with the time
provided. This has created a general feeling of time constraint among the implementers. For better
efficiency, it will be necessary to harmonize the number of activities with commensurate timing and
scheduling. In future, however, the workload is expected to reduce due to the involvement of farmer
facilitators, which releases time for the DFOs/DFEOSs to take care of other extension duties while
giving backstopping support to the farmer run FFS groups.

Appropriateness of number of Japanese experts, their fields, timing of placement and terms

Number of Japanese experts and their specialized fields were found to be appropriate, as they have
been deployed as per the initia project plan. However, the reduction of Japanese experts should be
more consultative, taking care to recognize the importance of extension as the thrust of the project.
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Appropriateness of kinds of equipment required by the project, their guantities and timing supply

The kinds of equipment, their quantities and timing were considered appropriate at current levels.
The GoJ budget allocation to ISFP is satisfactory, but that of the GoK has so far been observed to be
inadequate.

Decision for reduction of JCA experts should be carefully considered, bearing in mind the
importance of extension to social forestry activities. The extension function should therefore be
maintained on long term basis. This is because new trials in the field of social forestry are going on
and accumulation of lessons learnt and packaging of the extension system are yet to be done. At the
same time, additional backstopping function for implementation of FFS in other districts is expected.
Therefore, the role of the social forestry expert is increasing rather than decreasing. This role is
crucia to continued achievement of the project outputs.

Appropriateness of budget from both Japanese and Kenyan sides for the Project Activities

Budget from Kenyan side is not sufficient to sustain current level of FFS. Japanese side disbursed as
had been planned; however, some of it had to be used to supply fuel cost and per diem in the event of
delay in GoK disbursement. The inputs from Japanese side should gradually be reduced as GoK's is
increased.

Effect of the important assumptions on achievement of project outputs

One of the assumptions of the project is that no catastrophic climatic occur in the course of the
project period. Although shortage of rain is perceived to be normal in semi-arid areas, the farmers
complained that there the persistent drought they experienced in 2005 affected the survival rates of
both the seedlings and the planted treesin all 3 districts. In some cases, it was not possible to sell the
seedlings as the planting season was not favourable.

Study Item: Possibility to achieve the overall goal
So far, the objectively verifiable indicators (OV1s) for the overall goal are positive. Therefore, the
Overal Goa should continue to be realized even after the project ends, as long as the current

progress of the project is sustained.

Constraints for achieving the Overall Goal

Some of the constraints to achieving the overall goa include adequacy and timeliness of

disbursement of funds to support implementation. The five years duration of the project are aso
considered inadequate to realize and appreciate some of the benefits that arise from the socia

forestry activities like planting of trees which takes quite a duration of time before its benefits can be
enjoyed. The other constraint that needs addressing is the marketing of social forestry products such
as seedlings, which go to waste in the absence of proper marketing information. Another constraint
mentioned by the farmersis lack of credit facilities and collateral for small scale social forestry IGAs.
Not to forget the common constraints of lack of water and problem of termites at farm level.

Study Items: Proper logical relationship between the project purpose and the overall goal

Theoretically, the overall goal will also be achieved if the current progress of the project continues.
By achieving the Project Purpose and sustaining it, food self sufficiency and living standards will be
improved in the short term. Then, farmers can afford to carry out enterprises in the long term,
leading to improved land utilization in environmental conservation. Networking among farmers after
FFS will ensure the promotion of IGAs by themselves, leading to realization of the Overall Goal.
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Study Item: Ripple Effect

Change of consciousness and activities of target groupsin 3 districts

There has been positive change among the extension officers, the groups and the farmers, mainly in
the area of empowerment in terms of better time management, self confidence, initiative to try new
ideas, improved management skills at personal level, etc. In many of the qualities which they were
assessing themselves, the farmers realized their situation had changed from “poor” and “fair” to
“good”.

Other impacts achieved/expected from the project other than the overall goa include:

e Improved technical ability of implementing agency (FD)

Increased level of confidence among the farmers and farmer groups

Increased interest in socia forestry

Reduced dependence on state forests for tree products such as timber, timber and firewood
Access to other benefits/project using the existing groups as an entry point.

Study Item: Policy and I nstitution

Policy

The Government of Kenya has been maintaining social forestry policy for a long time with
consistency. The enactment of Forest Bill, 2005 confirms commitment of the GoK to policy support
to the forest sector. The Environmental Management and Coordination Act 1999 is an umbrella
legidation providing for environmental protection and management. The Economic Recovery
Strategy for Weath and Employment Creation, Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers, District
Development Plans are also among the national documents providing policy guidelines on farm
forestry/social forestry, among other issues.

I nstitution

Ingtitution to support FFS method has been structured in the 3 districts. Dissemination of the FFSin
other semi-arid areas largely depends on FD's budget capacity. Moreover, if Output 1 was realized,
institutional support for the other areas would be realized. Already, piloting of outputs for |SFP have
been initiated and selected foresters and DFOs from Malindi, Kilifi, Laikipia , West Pokot, Meru
South and Ukambani districts have been trained in ISFP FFS extension system. Moreover, it is
expected that establishment KFS will have an institutional framework to support socia forestry
activities.

Study Item: Organization and Finance

Capacity of FD to maintain activities of the project

It is envisaged that once the KFS is established, FD will have the capacity to maintain the activities
of the project but staff allocation and decision making process for further dissemination to other
semi-arid areas will need careful planning. One of the decisions to be made will be whether to
institutionalize FFS extension method as a viable approach for social forestry extension.

Actions to be taken to sustain farmers’ extension system after end of project

Some of the foreseen actions should include:

1)  Concensus building to increase social forestry extension through the sector reforms.
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2)  Reducing FFS cost which should be balanced with FD's budget. Some countermeasures to cut
its cost should also be considered at the same time.

3) Extension planning of other semi-arid areas (Output 1) includes extension and logistics cost
analysis and their trial and adjustment after the trial.

4) FD (soon to be KFS) should create a budgetary provision to cater for the farmer-run FFS
especially under the current system of Department/Ministry specific performance contracts.
Resources which target "casual labour" engagement could be directed to support farmer
facilitators.

Acceptance of FFS by target groups

FFS has been well accepted by the target groups. However, cases of some members dropping out due
to "intensity and tight programming" of the schedules sometimes occur. Farmer-runs can be
continued as long as external inputs including FD's budget are made available.

Study Item: Technology
FFS methodology is generally accepted by farmers so far involved in it. Adoption level by the
beneficiaries is also quite high. However drop outs due to its intensity and tight programming

sometimes occur.

A cost analysis carried out by the project has shown that the unit cost and resource use efficiency for
FFSis much lower than that of the conventional FD farmer visit extension method.

Promotion of high value trees and seedlings, e.qg. mukau

ISFP FFS is promoting planting of trees and raising of seedlings of high value species. One of these
is mukau, which is indigenous to the project districts and is therefore drought-adapted. It is aso
resistant to termite attack, giving it greater chances of survival. During the wet season, the tree
exhibits very vigorous growth that is characterized by heavy green foliage. It is therefore fast
growing, which is an encouragement to the farmers.

The economic and technological advantages of mukau were found to be common knowledge to the
residents, who gave prompt answers on its virtues which include:
Income generation through high prices of the timber

High quality timber for own use in construction and furniture
Fodder especially for goats during drought

Soil fertility improvement

Provision of shade

Termite resistant both at seedling and tree growth level

Fast growing

Drought resistant

Agroforestry species

Provision of fuelwood

However, economic advantage of mukau has not been scientifically proved, and studies should be
doneto establish them as fact.

The farmers and farmer groups indicated will continue to plant this tree species for the same reasons
given above. The major drawback is its propagation under nursery conditions, which can discourage
some farmers due to poor germination rates. A lot needs to be done to ensure that enough seedlings
are raised on a scale large enough to cater for the demand from farmers.
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Study Item: Handing over process

Apart from the financial arrangements for handing over, Officers of Drylands and Farm Forestry
Branch have been trained in FFS methodology and fully understand the functioning of ISFP
extension system. This is a first step towards a functional social forestry extension planning,
monitoring and evaluation unit within FD. They are expected to jointly undertake planning for FFS
activities together with ISFP. In other districts, TOT in FFS will be conducted, and H/Qs will
provide backstopping support.

Study Item: Other constraintsfor sustainability

Constraints to project sustainability include and are not limited to budgetary alocations, human
resources with capacity to implement social forestry activities, lack of project support after
graduation, failure to extend activities after graduation and limited motivation to the farmers.
Suggestions from respondents to address these issues include intensification of training of staff and
farmers, increased budgetary alocations, inclusion of IGAs in the enterprise activity catalogue,
provision of loan facilities to graduated FFS members, inclusion of group change as part of the
curriculum, increasing the fund to extend the enterprises and provision of marketing channels for
IGA activities arising from social forestry.

ISFP extension system is functional and with FD support, good results are evident. However
additional resources are needed.

A summary of the achievements of the ISFP project is given in the Evaluation Grid (Annex 2).
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7

7.1

CONCLUSIONSAND LESSONSLEARNT

Conclusions

The conclusions drawn from the study are based on the results of OVIs of the PDM and the specific
items of the Evaluation Grid for the Project Review. However, the study was not able to assess al
the semi-arid areas, but rather concentrated on the 3 project districts of Kitui, Mbeere and Tharaka.

i)

i)

Overall Goal: Living standards of the people in semi arid areas are improved while enhancing
sustainable environmental conservation

It was not possible to assess the overal goal of the project for al the semi-arid areas, as the
means of verification for this indicator, the Kenya Forestry Master Plan and the District
Development Plans, have not yet been revised. In any case, no baseline was found in these
documents at the beginning of the project. However, the study has shown that the contribution
of social forestry activities to household income has increased by 2% in Kitui and and 2% in
Mbeere. No change, however, was observed in Tharaka.

Project Purpose: Individual farmers, farmer groups and other stakeholders intensify social
forestry practices in semi-arid areas

Individual farmers and farmer groups and other stakeholders have embraced the knowledge
and techniques they have learnt from the project, and are practicing many of the enterprises
they have learnt on their own farms. Many have intensified social forestry practices on their
own farms, such as tree nurseries, woodlots, fruit orchards, fodder banks, cropping with
improved techniques, intercropping and IGAs.

Output 1: Institutional and technical capacities for social forestry extension in FD are
strengthened

Technical capacity of FD staff has been improved through training both locally and overseas.
Institutional capacity has also been strengthened through deployment of Assistant DFOs in
each district to assist the DFO. |SFP has also been actively involved in the development of
policy, strategy and planning documents for the FD and the forest sector.

Output 2: Social forestry extension activities among individual farmers and farmer groups are
promoted

Through the FFS system of extension, the farmers have been empowered and enabled not only
to practice extension activities on their own farms, but they also share the knowledge and
techniques with other farmers and farmer groups. Intra group extension is also common. In
addition, the groups hold field days, graduations and exchange visits which they use to inform
and educate others on FFS extension method and practices.

Output 3: Farmers and other stakeholders obtain enough technical knowledge and techniques

All groups and farmers participating in FFS indicated that they have obtained a lot of
knowledge and techniques from the project. However, they indicated that there are till some
techniques which they need to master such as propagation of mukau, and also regquested
further support in establishment of 1GAs of their choice. However, the situation is different
for surrounding farmers, only few of whom have benefited from the knowledge.
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vi)

Output 4: Information on social forestry extension and related issues is shared among the
stakeholders.

Effective communication and information sharing channels have been established and
information is effectively shared. These include the internet, workshops, meetings, seminars
and the media. Farmer groups share information on socia forestry through field days, tours
and visits, graduation events, community barazas and on individual farms. The public survey
established that there had been an increase in the percentage of people aware of social forestry
information in all the project districts and in Nairobi.

vii) Verification of Performance

So far, the degree of achievement of the project purpose for the target groups is very
positive. However, the impact to surrounding farmers is not wholly felt in al the
districts, as the interaction time with these neighbours has been limited to field days and
graduations. It is expected that more will be achieved as time goes by.

The project outputs have also been achieved as planned, albeit with some delays. This
was assessed using the project monitoring documents which compare the achievements
against the goals.

Both the GoK and the GoJ have been contributing to the budget for implementation of
project activities. For the GaJ, thisincludes provision of long and short term experts for
the project, training for the counterpart staff, office and other equipment, vehicles and
motor cycles, as well as a budgetary allocation for the running of the project. The GoK
side provides counterpart staff, budget allocation mostly for DSAs and running costs of
the vehicles, as well as office space and land on which the offices stand.

The study has established that the GoK budget allocation is inadequate to maintain the
current level of activities once the project ends. In addition, there have been occasional
delays in disbursement, which have condtituted a constraint for the project
implementation. Input from the GoJ component was disbursed as planned.

vii) Verification of | mplementation Process

For most part, the actual activities have been carried out as planned for all outputs both
at FD HQs and in the field. This is shown in the progress of activities reports for each
output. In some cases, however, there have been some delays arising from the GoK
disbursement system and cumbersome procurement procedures.

Management of the project was found to be appropriate, and interactions between the
Japanese experts and the counterpart staff were generally smooth.

The workload for monitoring activities was found to be heavy on the extension staff, and
will need to be reviewed.

A lot of capacity in socia forestry extension has aready been developed among the
counterpart staff. However, more capacity needs to be developed among the staff. The
farmers also acquired a lot of benefits, the most important being knowledge and
techniques from FFS. They also indicated that they need to be supported to further their
skillsin specific techniques such as propagation of mukau.

vii) Relevance
The overall goa is consistent with the Poverty reduction Strategy, current National
Development Plan and specific District Development Plans, and the Economic Recovery
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Strategy for Weath and Employment Creation document which address issues of
improved living standards for the rural communities. The project purposeisasoinline
with the development policy, in particular the new forest policy and the Forest Act 2005.

FFS has been accepted by both implementers and beneficiaries as an appropriate method
of social forestry extension.

More coordination is needed among the four outputs of the project.
Clear direction of afunctional unit at H/Qs is now visible.

Information on socia forestry extension and related issues are being shared effectively
among stakeholders.

viii) Effectiveness

Individual farmers and farmer groups in the three project districts are aready
intensifying social forestry activities on their group and individual farms.

The adequacy and timeliness of the counterpart budget allocation constituted a constraint
for realization of the project purpose was, as the amount was not enough to cover the
required components on the GoK side, and there were cases of delays in disbursements.

ix) Efficiency

Degree of achievement of each output is good, as the outputs are already being realized
within the two years and four months of project implementation.

All inputs to the project are appropriate. However, for better efficiency, it will be
necessary to harmonize the number of activities with commensurate timing and
scheduling.

When considering the reduction of Japanese experts to the project the project approaches
the end, the extension function should be maintained on long term basis. This is because
new trials in the field of social forestry are going on and accumulation of lessons learnt
and packaging of the extension system are yet to be done. At the same time, additional
backstopping function for implementation of FFSin other districtsis expected.

X)  Impact

The overal goal of improving the living standards of people living in semi-arid areas
while enhancing sustainable environmental conservation has aready started to be
redized. This is because in Kitui and Mbeere, there is dready an increase in the
contribution of socia forestry activities to household income, and the increased practice
of social forestry techniques has improved the environmental situation, at least at farm
level.

Other impacts have also been redlized, including empowerment of groups, farmers and
implementing staff, including the DFOs and DFEOs.

Some indirect impacts include reduced dependence on state forests for tree products
such as timber, timber and firewood, and increased access to other benefits/projects
using the existing groups as an entry point.
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7.2

Xi)

Sustainability

. A lot has been done in terms of policy, institutional and technical support to the project
and its activities, and to socia forestry in general. However, sustainability of project
activities and their benefits after end of ISFP is not obvious, and needs to be worked on,
particularly as regards the financial aspect.

. The sector reforms are expected to contribute positively to sustainability of the the
project ideals and to social forestry extension.

L essons Learnt

Vi)

vii)

viii)

Xi)

| SFP has played a key rolein support of policy and planning in the forest sector.

I SFP has brought about a great change in extension as far as knowledge transfer is concerned,
and the FFS methodol ogy is well accepted by the farmers and farmer groups.

Magjority of the farmers and farmer groups are sharing the knowledge and techniques they have
gained from the project with other farmers and groups.

Farmers have embraced the knowledge and techniques they have learnt from the project, and
are practicing many of the enterprises they have learnt on their own farms. Some have aready
started enjoying the fruits of their labour, especially from sale of seedlings and increased
yields when they employ improved cropping methods.

It is commendable that in spite of harsh conditions compounded by the recent persistent
drought, the farmers have gone out of their way to ensure survival of the enterprises they are
practicing on their farms. Some have lost their prized seedlings and planted trees to the
drought and are discouraged.

Lack of water is a great impediment to the success of the social forestry techniques in semi-
arid areas.

Situations have already arisen where lack of market outlets for social forestry products such as
tree seedlings is agreat impediment to its continued practice.

Farmers are generally willing to plant as many trees as possible but some factors limit their
efforts e.g. vagaries of the weather and termite attack both at seedling and tree development
level. In one case, a group’s seedlings were swept away when the river near which they had
established their nursery for proximity to water overflowed its banks and carried away their
seedlings.

Propagation of mukau is seen as a difficult technique by most farmers. However, they are not
ready to give up, and are combining scientific methods and their own indigenous knowledge to
overcome the problems.

Mukau is seen as a very important tree in al the areas visited, primarily because it is
indigenous to these areas, is fast growing, and is resistant to drought and termite attack. The
economic importance due to its high priced and good quality timber is also obvious to the
residents. They have vowed to continue planting it both for income and for own use.

I SFP has put in place good ideas regarding delivery of extension services. However due to the
requirements/structure of the system, five years has been considered by most of the FD staff
and the farmers/farmer groups to be too short a duration for a project of this caliber.
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xii) Awareness on social forestry has increased in al the project districts under survey aswell asin
Nairobi. The same is true concerning the degree and variety of knowledge and techniques of
socia forestry. However, the concept of FFSis still new to many, and majority have not even
heard about it. Therefore, a more aggressive campaign should be mounted to address the issue.
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8 RECOMMENDATIONS

i)

Vi)

vii)

viii)

xii)

FFS should be institutionalized as one of the extension methods for FD. The ISFP FFS
extension system can greatly contribute to the planning and extension management under the
new institution, KFS.

The possibility of making extension a market driven initiative should be explored, with the
beneficiaries contributing to offset the cost of extension.

GoK alocation to social forestry activities (and to FD) should be increased, and the
disbursement method improved.

Monitoring activities and schedules should be reviewed in order to harmonize the workload
with the available time.

There should be a weaning period whereby the frequency of visits of the extension staff to the
FFS groups should taper off instead of ending suddenly. Individual farmers could aso be
supported in terms of inputs to expand those activities/technol ogies that they have appreciated.
Backstopping to the graduated groups should be considered once in awhile.

It is important to focus on changing communities attitude towards development of farm
forestry as an economic occupation.

Marketing channels for social forestry products need to be promoted.

The issue of staffing and budgetary support should be addressed in order not to isolate other
farmers and farmer groups not involved in project activities. The issue of capacity building at
various levels of project development also goes hand in hand with sustainability and
replication of the project in other districts.

All FD extension staff should be trained in FFS methodology. FD HQs should provide
backstopping support to district undertaking extension.

The extension function in the project should be maintained on long term basis.

Effort should be maintained and if possible added to aggressively inform stakeholders and
would be beneficiaries on the importance of social forestry, and more so the FFS concept.
Available media like the newspapers, radios and TV's should be used. The project should also
consider establishing their own publishing unit to cater for the great need of information
material.

Sustainability of the project activities and benefits is a major issue which warrants careful
attention by all concerned. All the issues seen to be an impediment to the continued accrual of
benefits to the farmers in the semi-arid areas should be addressed. In this connection, the
handing over process should be done gradually to facilitate smooth running of all activities.
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