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PART I: PROJECT INFORMATION

GEF-7 REQUEST FOR PROJECT ENDORSEMENT/APPROVAL

PROJECT TYPE: MEDIUMSIZE PROJECT TRSTEPS
TYPE OF TRUST FUND: GEHRUST FUND

Project Title:Lake Naivasha Basin Ecosystem Based Management
Country(ies): Kenya GEF Project ID: 10589
GEF Agency(ies): WWEF-US (select) (select) GEF Agency Project ID: G0027
ProjectExecutingEntity(s): NETFUND Submisfon Date: 4 January 2023
22 February
2023
April 6, 2023
GEF Focal Area (s): Biodiversity, land degradation Expected Implementation Start | 1 July 2023
Expected Completion Date 30 June 202
Name of Parent Program Parent Program ID:
A. FOCAL/NON-FOCAL AREA ELEMENTS
(in $)
PROGRAMMING Trust GEF Confirmed
DIRECTIONS Focal Area Outcomes Fund Project Co-
Financing | financing
BD 1-1 Mainstream biodiversity acrosectors as well as landscapes an{ GEFTF 520,861 4,000,000
seascapes through biodiversity mainstreaming in priority secto
LD 1-1 Maintain or improve flow of agr@cosystem services to sustain | GEFTF 1,264,561 6,525,689
food production and livelihoods through Sustainable Land
Management (SLM)
Total project costs 1,785,422 10,525,689

B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

Project Objective: To restore forest ecosystems and reduce land degradation in the LNB catchment for increased proted

Basin (LNB)

management in
Lake Naivasha

across LNB and
County plans for
integrated,
inclusive and
sustainable land
management in
LNB

1.1.2 Annual position
papers on priority areas of
action (as identified in the
LNBIMP) to be integrated
into the County
Development Plans
prepared and submitted to
County Governmet
1.1.3LNB multi-
stakeholderPlatform
meetingscoordinated by
Imarisha for coordinating
the implementation of the
LNBIMP and knowledge

and best practice exchang

Lake Naivashads water resources, biodiversity, and. as:3
. (in $)
Egorfp?;nents %(/)Fr)r;ponent Project Outcomes Project Outputs -II:_Ll’r']Sdt GEF Prqject Qo— _
Financing | financing
1. Strengthening the Technical 1.1.Harmonized | 1.1.1Participatory review | GEFTF 190,483 810,000
enabling Assistance inter-sectoral and| andupdate of the Lake
conditions for multi-stakeholder| Naivasha Basin Integrated
integrated planning and Management Plan
landscape management (LNBIMP) 2023-2033
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Monitoring and

Evaluation

Management and

communications

developed and

implemented to support

. Market and Technical 2.1.Improved 2.1.1Sustainable finance | GEFTF 295,170 2,134,105
financial assistance access to finance| and resource mobilization
mechanisms for for strategy for the LNBIMP
implementation implementation of 2.1.2Restructured and
of the LNBIMP restoration and | operationalized PES syste

improved land 2.1.3Linkages to micre

management finance institutions and

activities in LNB | other financial service
providers, including the
PES scheme

2.2.Improved 2.2.1Marketoutletsfor

access to marketq sustainably produced

for sustainable | horticulture products from

agricultural the LNBsecured

produce

. Improved land Investment | 3.1.Improved 3.1.1 Agricultural training | GEFTF 962,165 6,028,589
management in capacity of LNB | manual and curriculum
upper Lake smallholder targeting smallholder
Naivasha Basin farmers for the | farmers developed with ke

transition towards state agencies and
sustainable and | stakeholdes
biodiversity 3.1.2Roll out of gender
friendly inclusive curriculum
agricultural training to 2,700 LNB
practices smallholder farmers
through ward agricultural
officers (group facilitators)
and field days with
demonstrations for
technical backstopping
3.1.3Tools and materials
for implementation of
sustainale, biodiversity
friendly agricultural
practices (e.g., certified
seeds, compost/mulching
tools, etc.)
3.2.Priority forest| 3.2.1Lake riparian area
land managemen| Code of Conduct for LNB
and restoration | stakeholders
interventions 3.2.2 Awareness program
implemented in | on Lake Naivasha Riparial
theLake Code of @nduct
Naivashaupper | 3.2.3Participatory Forest
catchment area | Management Plans for
for enhanced three target Forest Station
water and (South and North Kinango
biodiversity and Geta) updated
protection 3.2.4Protection and
restoration activities on ke
degradation areas
implemented (in particular
passive restoration throug|
demarcation andatural
regeneration)
4. Knowledge Technical 4.1 Effective 4.1.1Basinwide GEFTF 176,302 500,000
Management ang Assistance Knowledge communication strategy
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ensured to
support longterm
support for Lake
Naivasha Basin
with potential for
upscaling and
replication

sustainable land
management and
biodiversity-friendly
agricultural practices in
LNB

4.1.2 Project knowledge
productsadequately
developed and
disseminated with LNB
stakeholdersrad
potentially wider audience

4.2 Effective
M&E ensured to
inform effective
adaptive project
management

4.2.1Project M&E plan
implemented and project
progress reports complete
4.2.2 Annual reflection
workshops to track
progress against workplan
and results framework
indicator targets for
effective project

management
Subtotal| (select) 1,624,120 9,472,694
Project Management Cost (PM( (select) 161,302 1,052,995
Total Project Cost 1,785,422, 10,525,689

For multitrust fund projects, provide the total amount of PMC in Table B, and indicate the spit@among the different trust

funds here: ( )

C. CONFIRMED SOURCES OFCO-FINANCING FOR THE PROJECT BY NAME AND BY TYPE

Please includevidence forco-financing for theproject with this form

Sources of Ce : . Type of Investment
financing Name of Cofinancier Cofi):f;ncing Mobilized Amount ($)

Civil Society WWF Kenya In-kind Recurrent 100000
Organization
Civil Society Rhino ArkKenya In-kind Recurent 35,267
Organization
Civil Society Rhino Ark Kenya Grant Investment 343,322
Organization mobilized
Recipient Country NETFUND In-kind Recurrent 640,215
Government
Recipient Country NETFUND Grant Investment 178,533
Government mobilized
RecipientCountry Ewaso Ngdéiro Sout |In-kind Recurrent 1,470,000
Government Authority (ENSDA)
Recipient Country Ewaso Ngdéiro Sout | Grant Investment 3,75Q0000
Government Authority (ENSDA) mobilized
Recipient Country CountyGovernment of Nyandarua In-kind Recurrent 1,499,105
Government
Recipient Country Kenya Forest Services (KFS) Grant Investment 2,100,000
Government mobilized
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GEF Agency WWF US In-kind Recurrent 234,247
Recipient Country Imarisha Naivasha In-kind Recurrent 75,000
Government

Recipient Country Imarisha Naivasha Grant Investment 100,000
Government mobilized

Total Co-financing 10,525,689

Investment mobilized includes

1 Rhino Ark: construction of 10 km of electric fence between Wanjohi and Shamata; establishment etbanigoo
enterprise (tour guides to visit the Aberdare forest and park); establish Model tree nursery at Geta Forest Station; and
replant and maintain 28a of degraded area at Sophia, Gaieest Station.

1 NETFUND: Cash contribution from Government of Ker{$8% of GEF budget) allocated to support PMC costs as
follows - project staff costs for a period of 6 month (US$ 59,148 US$); vehicle maintance aatioop@)S$ 31,500);
full-time project driver (US$ 21,000); office rent and operational costs (US$ 42,000); office furniture and equipment (US$
4,885); and communications and promotion (US$ 20,000)

1 ENSDA: Development Grant from Government of Kenya

1 Imarisha NaivashabDevelopment Grant from Government of Kenya

Total confirmed cdinancing is lower than at PIF stage. Howe\ar estimated $6,500,000 af AfDB loanis beinginvested in the
same geography through KFS as part of the Green Zaesopment Support Project PhaseThis projectis currently not
counted for adaselineco-financing, pending confirmation by the donor regarding its attribution in this regard.

TRUST FUND RESOURCESREQUESTED BY AGENCY (IES), COUNTRY (IES), FOCAL AREA AND THE PROGRAMMING
OF FUNDS

(in $)
GEF Trust Country Programming of GEF
Agency | Fund Name/Global Focal Area Funds Project Agency Fee Total
Financing (b) (c)=atb

()
WWF-US | GEFTF | Kenya Biodiversity | BD STAR Allocation 520,861 46,878 567,739
WWEF-US | GEFTF | Kenya Land LD STAR Allocation 1,264,561 113,810 1,378,371

Degradation

Total GEF Resources 1,785,422 160,688 1,946,110

D. DOES THE PROJECT INCLUDE A AINON-GRANTO INSTRUMENT? NoO

(If non-grant instruments are used, provide in Annex D an indicative calendar of expected reflows to your Agency and to
the GEF/LDCF/SCCF Trust Fund).

E. PROJECTO6S TARGET CONTG®HFB OORE ONDIEATORS

Updatethe relevant sulindicator valuegor this project using the methodologies indicated in the Core Indicator
Worksheet provided in Annex F and aggregating them in the table Hetogress in programming against these
targetss updated at miierm evaluation and at terminal evaluation. Achieved targets wiklaggregated and
reportedany timeduring the repleishment periodThere is no need to complete this table for climate
adaptation projects financed solely through LDCF and SCCCF.

Project Core Indicators Expected atCEO

Endorsement

1 | Terrestrial protected areascreated or under improved managem
for conservation and sustainable udedtares)

2 | Marine protected areascreated or under improved management
conservation and sustainable udec¢tares)
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w

Area ofland restored Hectares) 1,600 ha
4 | Area oflandscapes under improved practicegexcluding protected 37086ha
areas)fectares)

5 | Area ofmarine habitat under improved practices(excluding
protected areasHectares)

Total area under improved manageméfedtares)

6 | Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigate(imetric tons of CO2e) 1,413,610 tCO2e
7 | Number of shared water ecosystem@resh or marine) under new
or improved cooperative management

8 | Globally overexploitedmarine fisheriesmoved to more sustainab
levels (metric tons)

9 | Reduction, disposal/destruction, phase altmination and
avoidance othemicals of global concerrand their waste in the
environment and in processes, materials and products (metric tg
toxic chemicals reduced)

10 | Reduction, avoidance of emissionsR@Ps to airfrom point and
nortpoint sources (grams of toxic equivalent gTEQ)

11 | Number ofdirect beneficiaries disaggregated by gendeas ce
benefit of GEF investment 3,200 (40% women)

Provide additional explanation on target)ermethodologies used, and other focal area specifics (i.e., Aichi targets in
BD) including justificatiorwherecore indicatotargetsare not provided.

Core Indicator 3: Area of land restorédl,600 ha.

Under Component 3, the proposed project will contiti® to the restoration of 1,60tha of forest land through
supporting priority restoration activities. In this regard, the project will reinforce efforts under the Green Zones
Development Projectthe BMZfunded Forest Landscape Restoration projeicé Lalke Naivasha Basin Reforestation
Projectand Rhino Arc (see baselintjrough supporting the restoration of 200 ha of forests at Sofia Beat (Geta Forest
Station)in addition totwo sites in South Kinangop, of 16 and 23 ha respectively

Core Indicator4: Area of landscapes under improved managem@&it086 ha.

The proposed project will contribute to the improved management and protection o®&5bha of forest land,
through updating the existing Participatory Forest Management Plans for three target Forest Stations (South and
North Kinangop and Geta), as well as thropgbviding resources and training to CRA&dmplement priority measures

for the implementation of these plandn addition, the project will bring 2,000 ha of productive land under improved
practices (subndicator 4.3: area of land under sustainable land management in production systems), through a
combination of training, financiaind market incentives, as well as direct support to farmer groups.

Core indicator 6: Greenhouse gas emissions mitigated 13,610 t

FAO'E€XAnte Carbon balanc&ool(ExAct) was used wstimate mitigateccarbonemissiondrom the proposed
projectinterventions. The EAct tool is a lanédased carbon accounting tool designed to estimate carbon stock
changes, including Green House Gas (GHG) emissions and emission reducponigdbinterventions during the
capitalization and implementation of a gext. For this projecthe EXACT tool was used to calculate the emissions
emitted and mitigated for a 2§ear period, assuming the project will be implemented3gears andcapitalization of

the project results will last 7 years.

Within the Lake Naivasha Basin, the project meiditore 1,600 hectares of forested land, improve the management of
35,086 ha hectares of land (which includes an actual forest cover of 7,660 ha) for biodiversity and establish sustainable
land use practicefor 2,000 hectares of production systenfRestoring the 1,600 hectares of tropical montane forest
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will mitigate an estimated net amount of 555,232 tG&2Management improvements such as eliminating forest
degradation and uncontrolled fires will mitigasgpproximately 685,554 metric tons of carbon emissions. The third
category of project interventions that will alter carbon stocks in the project area is the change in management and
land use of approximately 2,000 hectares of production systems. A plamagsition from traditional cropland to
alley-cropping on 900 hectares will mitigate 50,170 metric tons of carbon emissions and establishing silvoarable
plantations on 400 degraded hectares will mitigate 49,027 metric tons of carbon emissions. Lastlyingpractices

on 700 hectares of traditional cropland such as reducing tillage, utilizing higher carbon input without organic
amendments, and utilizing manure will results in a total of 73,628 metric tons of carbon emissions mitigated. Given a
20-year prgect implementation and capitalization period, this project could result in 1,413,610 tons of carbon
emissions mitigated.

Core Indicator 11: Number of direct beneficiaries disaggregated by genderlzsnadit of the GEF investméri,200

The proposed project will directly benefit approximate®y700 smallholder farmers in the middle and upper
catchments of the LNB. The project will also benefit approximately 320 representatives of LNB stakeholder
organizations and communities involved imet planning processes under component 1. Finally, an estimated 180
individuals will benefit from support to the implementation of land management and restoration measures under
component 3.The project aims for an ambitious target of at lea@%lof benetiiariesto be women considering that
women are currently poorly represented in farmer support work. Women and yawthld be engaged to contribute

to identifying sustainable agricultural practices that will support them in safeguarding natural resoundes a
promoting their economic development and livelihoods.

PROJECTAXONOMY
Please update the table belowttoe taxonomic information provided at PIF stagse the GEF Taxonomy Worksheet
provided in Annex G to find the mostlevant keywords/topics/thesa that best describe the project.

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4
Influencing Models Convene multi-stakeholder alliance (multiple selection)
Strengthen institutional capacity ang
decisionmaking
Stakeholders Private sector Financialintermediaries (multiple selection)
and market facilitators
Individuals/entrepreneurs

Beneficiaries
Local communities

Civil society Communitybased
organization
Non-governmental
organization
Type of engagement Information dissemination

Partnership
Consultation
Participation

Communications Awareness raising
Behavior change
Capacity, Knowledge and Capacity Development (multiple selection) (multiple selection)
Research
Knowledge generation and exchang
Learning Adaptive management
Knowledge and Learning Knowledge Management
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Capacity Development

Stakeholder Engagement Plan

Gender Equality

Gender mainstreaming

Beneficiaries

(multiple selection)

Women groups

Sexdisaggregated
indicators

Gendersensitive indicatorg

Gender results areas

Participation and leadersh

Capacity development

Awareness raising

Knowledge generation

Access to benefits and
services

Focal Area/Theme Biodiversity Mainstreaming Agriculture and
agrobiodiversity
Biomes Rivers
Lakes
Tropical dry forest
Forests Forest and Landscape

Restoration

Land degradation

Sustainable Land
Management

Restoration and
rehabilitation of
degraded lands

Ecosystem Approach

Integrated and cross
sectoral approach

Communitybased
NRM

Sustainable
Livelihoods

Incomegenerating
activities

Sustainable agriculturs

Improved soil and
water management
techniques

PART II: PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

DESCRIBE ANY CHANGES IN ALIGNMENT WITH THE PROJECT DESIGN WITH THE ORIGINAL PIF
In comparisorto the original PIF, the project hakangedon a number of fronts:

1. Output 1.1.2 has been changed from supporting the development of the County Development Plans, to
mainstreaming of priority intervention areas in the Annual County Development Plans, this because the
County Development Plans hag#ce 0 S S Y

RSOSt 2LISRE 4z

iKS

developments in the basin would come through influencing fhenual Deelopment Planghrough the
development of position papergconsultative process to be led by and papers submitted Gounty

Governments by Imarisha on behalf of the stakeholders)

2. Output 1.1.3 on the development and updating of-layvs has been removed as a specific output, as

stakeholder consultations during PPG have pointed out that the existence or not of simlisbgre not the
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major bottleneck, but rather the need for adequate implementation and institutional structures for the same.
This aspect will covered under output 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 (development andutodif a code of conduct).

3. The budget for Component 1 faonsequently been reduced from the original US$ 313,412, tol G483
Most of the savings have been allocated totbe-ground delivery of capacity building, improved farming and
restoration activities under Component 3, and to a lesser extemtk on financial and market mechanisms
under Component 2.

la. Project DescriptiarElaborate on: 1) the global environmental and/or adaptation problems, root causes and
barriers that need to be addresséslystems description®) the baseline scenarend any associated baseline

projects 3) the proposed alternative scenario with a brief description of expected outcomes and components of the
project; 4) alignment with GEF focal area and/or Impact Program straté&gigssremental/additional cost reasoning
and expectectontributions from the baseline, the GEFTF, LDCF, SCCF;farahcimg;6) global environmental

benefits (GEFTF) and/adaptation benefits (LDCF/SCCH)7) innovativeness, sustainability and poteitfor

scaling up.

Global environmental and/or adaptation problems, root causes and barrier

The Lake Naivasha Basin (LNB) is located in the eastern Rift Valley in Kenya and encompasses abofjt 3,400 km
including the upper water catchment area in the nambains, the middle water catchment area, and the lower

catchment area which feeds into the lake (see Figure 1). The Rift Valley Catchment Zone, of which LNB is part, has
been identified as a subational priority hotspot for land degradation in Kenya bdsa data and assessments of the

three indicators of Land Degradation Neutrality (LENjnd cover, land productivity, and soil organic cafbahiB,

more specifically, has been highlighted as a specific focal area for restoration in PresidentitiVEx@rder No. 1 of

2020 In response to this, hotspots of land degradation were identified by a Working Group to guide intervention
efforts in the implementation of restoration projects (see baseline sectidr)is means LNB, and the Ritley

Catchment Zone at large, are highl £ dzS LINA2NA G& I NBlFa Ay YSyel F2N I OKA:
anticipated land degradation (losses) and planned positive actions (gains), in order to achieve, at least, a position of nc
netlossoK S| f G K& | YR LINE REzOGAYRS & y[RS bo &¢ [uNiS1E { SGdAyYy 3 wSLJ:
rehabilitation through sustainable land management practices, among others as corrective measures to not only
achieve LDN but also improve livelihoods, biedsity conservation and resilience to climate chahge

1 The concept of Land Degradation Neutrality (LDN) was introduced by the Parties to the United Nations Convention t®Esertifatation

(UNCCD) at its ¥2Zonference of the Parties in 2015. Republic of Kenya, Land Degradation Neutrality Target Setting Final Report, 2020.
https://knowledge.unccd.int/sites/default/files/ldn_targets/20209/Kenya%20LDN%20TSP%20Final%20Rei2BENglish%29. pdf
2IDNwasRSFAYSR o6& GKS tIFNIASE G2 GKS !b//5 +a a! &aidrisS oKSNEBR@®me (GKS
functions and services and enhance food security, remains stable or increases within a speSifiedlJ2 NI f |y R &aLJ} GALFf aol f
https://www.unccd.int/actions/achievingand-degradationneutrality

3 Republic of Kenya, Land Degradation Neutrality Target Setting Final Report, 2020.
https://knowledge.unccd.int/sites/default/files/ldn_target2020-09/Kenya%20LDN%20TSP%20Final%20Report%20%28English%29.pdf

4 https://www.treasury.go.ke/wpcontent/uploads/2021/03/Executiv®©rder-No -1-0f-2020-Reorganisatiorof-Government.pdf

51bid, pg. 33.

6 Ibid, pg. 10.

7 Ibid, pg. 13, 30.
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Figure 1. Lake Naivasha Basin Catchment Zones

Error! Reference source not foungresents the different catchment zones in the LNB. Proposed project interventions
will mainly take place in the upper catchment in Nyandarua County, with limited activities around Lakd&l&sel§

in Nakuru County, under the jurisdiction of the Naivasha Water Resources Users Association (WRUA). River Kianjog
(Kianjogu WRUA) and River Wanjohi (Wanjohi WRUA) are the main tributaries of River Malewa; the main source o
water influx into La& Naivasha (80% of the water that feeds Lake Naivasha comes from River Malewa). The majority
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of the targeted area falls in the Upper zone of the catchment (>2500 m above sea level) while a small percentage falls
in the middle zone of the catchment (20062600 m above sea level).

Lake Naivasha is one of the two freshwater lakes in the Kenyan part of the Rift. The key values provided by Lak
Naivasha Basin (LNB) are globally significant biodiversity, and provision of water and fertile soil. In 1995wthe LNB
designated as a wetland of international importance. The freshwater supports a rich ecosystem with hundreds of bird
species, papyrus fringes filled with hippos, riparian lands where waterbuck, giraffe, zebra and various antelopes graze
dense patches foacacia forest with buffalos, bushbuck and swampy areas where waterfowl breed and&&anhty
percent (70%) of the rivers that feed LNB originate from the Aberdares Forest. The Aberdares is a tropical forest with
over 7,788 plant species, globally sfgrint wildlife such as elephants, black rhino, and mountain bongo, and over 250
species of both endemic and migratory bird spetidhe forest covers over 250,000 ha and one of the main water
towers in Kenya. It forms part of the upper catchments ofiTanwA GSNE YSy el Qa € NASad N
(North) and Malewa rivers. The forest serves as a catchment for the Sasumua and Ndakaini dams which provide mos
2F GKS 61 GSNI YR SyYySNH& NBaz2dzZNOSa 7 hdchy &EGaehargai2003): LIA G |

The basin is characterized by fertile soils and freshwater that supports livelihood activities for the communities living
in the area. The fertile soils and availability of water support growing of food crops, horticulturénéarand
floriculture. The lower basin supports one of the most expansive horticultural industries in this part of the world which
employs more than 250,000 peofleThe horticulture industry is among the fastest growing industries in Kenya. In
2016, theflower sector contributed Sh70.8 billion accounting for 70 percent of earnings from the horticultural
sectof’® [ b. I OO02dzyidia F2NJ Y2NB {(KIy prs: 2F (GKS O2dzyiNEBQ
groundwater systerit which supports irrigation around the lake basin. Additionally, the Naivasha area is steadily rising
as a conference tourism destination in the counftifrhe availability of many hotels, homestays and campsites at all
budgetary levels, as well as the pimity to Nairobi and natural sceneries such as Hells Gate, Mount Longonot, the
Aberdares Game Reserve, Lake Nakuru Game Park, and Menengai crater, attract many local and foreign visitors.

The LNB is challenged by land degradatisater pollution andlossof biodiversityresulting in a reduction in the
provision of ecosystem services, in particular in the upper part of the catchment (the main focus of this project), which
is highly prone to erosion due to steep gradients compounded by poor land use psadtiithin this context, the key
environmental problem to be addressed by the project is land degradation, water pollution and loss of biodiversity in
the LNB, resulting in a reduction in provision of ecosystem services, which is caused by a number factors:

1. Poor agricultural practiceby small scale farmers in the upper catchment, most of wiécby subsistence
farmers or producers for local marketsd area major threat to the lakeUnsustainable farming practices have
led to siltation of streams and ®vs in the headwaters and the lake.

2. In addition to poor agricultural practicegyvergrazing and illegal loggifgve caused land degradation and
deforestation in the lower, middle and upper catchments, particularly riparian zones around streams in the
headwaters and around the Lake itself. lllegal logging, mostly by external saw millers with support from locals,
has been driven by the high demand for timber, charcoal and fuelwood, and particularly tardetenous
trees. Clearing of the indigenous bushpgave way for farmlands and the encroachment of forests and riparian
land also contribute to loss of land cover. Population growth and shrinking of land sizes have led people to
encroach on riparian land by cultivating in the steep slopes especiallg imittdle and upper catchments.

8 KWSAbardares National Parhttp://www.kws.go.ke/content/aberdarenationatpark

9 Githeniji. G.J (2011). Africa in the Context of Investment in Research tiédudaaining and Innovation: Challenges and
Wayforward.Journal of Education and Social Scien¢ekime(1), pp. Pages.

0 dzaAYyS&a& 5FAf &3 HAmT Yhitpg:Awie.buSivesséaly Afiica cOrdaiatalizblBengéhariicitdtg &
exports/3815418412111804ygd4/index.html

11 Ojiambo, Bwire & Poreda, Robert & Lyons, William. (2001). Ground X8atéace Water Interactions in Lake Naivasha, Kenya,
''aAy3 + myh3I 1 5Dating.yGRund WateB8d. 3638. A051111/j.174%584.2001.tb02341.x.

12 https://lwww.nation.co.ke/lifestyle/dn2/Naivashathe-new-conferencehub/9578603157942t00j50z/index.html
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3. Pollution of water bodies from farmlands, settlements and industwéhin the catchment is causing significant
problems for the health of Lake Naivasha and the livelihoods of people who depend on resources from the lake.
In addition, the quality of potable water is also poor due to large amounts of fluoride.

4. OQverabstraction of water resourcet® support development activities is posing a threat to the lake. Some of
the proposed infrastructure development such as an ing&ional industrial park and a new dry port will
require vast amounts of water which will be drawn from the lake. There is a sharp decline of water flow levels in
the main rivers (Gilgil and Malewa) that drain into the lake. The increasing demand for draten by
economic development, a growing population and inadequate monitoring and enforcement of the policy
framework that safeguards the ecological system of the lake continue to cause a decline in the capacity of the
lake to provide its critical ecosysh services.

5. Urbanization, agricultural expansion, infrastructure development and other types of development causing land
use changeare a major threat. This is exacerbated by inadequate consideration of biodiversity and soil
conservation mitigation meases in County Integrated Development Plans. For instance, geothermal energy
development in Hells Gate National Park has driven some species out of the ecosystem. The park hitherto was
Kenya's only nationally protected nesting colony of the Endangergapel's Vultures. Wildlife migratory
corridors have been blocked between Aberdares and Eburu Forests due to increasing urbanization. National and
County governments have development plans in place, particularly large infrastructure projects including plans
to develop Hells Gate National Park into an Industrial park, the proposed construction of Malewa Dam, and the
construction of an inland port and Standard Gauge Railway (SGR) in the aredthioat adequate mitigation
measures, threaten the biophysical emriment

6. Impacts of climate changeontinue to threaten the ecological systems of the lake basin since fluctuation in
rainfall patternsaffectsfarmingand production cycles. There is also natural loss of vegetation due to prolonged
drought hence loss of biodiversity. The occurrence of El Nifio and flash floods lead to heavy siltation of
watercourses and the lake have resulted in disturbance and losslafral biodiversity.

The project objective is to restore forest ecosystems and reduce land degradation in the LNB catchment for increasec
LIN2EGSOGA2Y 2F [F1S blFAGlIaKFQa 61 G§SN) NBa2dz2NODS&a>X 0A2RA
and national economy. In this regard, the project will seek to address a numbeobtauses /barriers towards
effective conservation and restoration of the LNB, to know:

1. Lack of collective accountability between sectors of waterusstream and downstream creates competition
for resources and prevents adequate conservation measures from being implemented. More specifically,
while it is the actions of upstream actors (e.g. farmers and livestock keepers) are the cause of the habitat
degradation and loss that is resulting in increased siltation and decreased water retention capacity,
consequently affecting downstream water users, there is no mechanism to jointly agree and work on solutions
that would avoid such conflicts. This factorsjgecifically relevant in the context of the existing PES scheme,
GKAOK Aad KIYLSNBR o0& |y |04aSyO0OS 2F Y2NB &aeaidasSyli
dzLJA G NBI'Y waStfSNAQ o

2. Inadequate institutional coordinatiarEfforts to protect, conserve dnsustainably manage natural resources
in LNB have not been effective due to inadequate coordination among stakeholders, both among government
entities and among county/national development plans. Conflicts arise due to duplicated mandates over
resource potection and management in various agencies, as is the case with regulations on riparian lands and
water quality between the National Environment Management Authority (NEMA) and Water Resources
Authority (WRA). At the field level, there is a lack of or kveaordination of operations, including in
conservation initiatives (carried out by CSOs) and incoherent/unfocused planning between land planning and
management authorities. There are various development projects taking place in the LNB, and data and
information sharing has been highly inadequate. Despite the efforts by Imarisha Lake Naivasha, there is a
limited capacity of the organization to coordinate different actors within the basin effectively and efficiently to
achieve maximum impact.
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3. Limited finan@l and market incentives for smallholder farmef$ie absence of reliable market opportunities,
premium prices, value addition or other forms of financial incentives for conservatendly farming limits
the uptake of sustainable agricultural practicéinless there is a clear benefit in terms of either net financial
returns or increased marketability, farmers may not be inclined to change their methods. Financial incentives
are also lacking for some of the upstream conservation and restoration measihesexisting PES scheme
has established a mechanism for allowing downstream users to contribute to upstream management and
restoration. However, in its current form, the scheme has its limitations in terms of the amounts of funding
that it is able to geerate, as well as the specific incentive mechanisms for action by upstream farmers and
community groups14.

4. Limited access to financkr inputs (seeds, materials, labour) and investments (e.g., drip irrigation and
rainwater harvesting systems) is also iahibitor preventing the uptake of sustainable agricultural practices.
While there are various (micro)credit facilities available (e.g., Equity Bank and the Women Entrepreneurship
Fund), farmers are hampered by a lack of information and capacity to aswelsgacilities. This includes skills
in developing business plans, preparing funding applications and contract negotiation and management skills
(e.g., where it comes to contract farming).

5. Lack of capacity for applying sustainable agriculture at the conity level Most smallholder farmers in the
upper basin lack knowledge of sustainable agricultural practices that improve livelihoods and conserve the
natural resources upon which they depend. Farmers lack access to, or adoption of, appropriate teesnologi
for sustainable agriculture, such as soil conservation, water harvestingshpogtst handling and storage
technologies. It should be noted that women and men have different needs, capacities and resources in
relation to agriculture and conservation aftural resources, related in part to the constraints they face in
resource ownership and decisionaking powers. Farmers use seeds from previous harvests and uncertified
farm inputs and lack resources and kraw. The quality of the produce owing to mor farming practices
and postharvest handling; prohibits access to reliable and competitive markets such as hotels, chain stores,
institutions or export.

6. Related to the previous barrier, tHegnited capacity of extension services to support farmierthe shift from
their current unsustainable agricultural practices to sustainable -lagginess production, including
appropriate land use practices, is a major impediment, posing not only threats to the environment and its
resources but also to food secuwritnutrition needs and overall poverty levels in the region (Nyandarua County
is leading nationally in the percentage of population with stunted growth).

7. Limited finance and capacity for implementing conservation measasedefined in the participatoryu®-
Catchment Management Plans (SCMPs) and Patrticipatory Forest Management Plans (PFMPs) by the Wate
Resource Users Associations (WRUAs) and Community Forest Associations (CFAs) respectively. T
associations established have governance structures in flacare not adequately equipped to implement
their mandates due to (i) the absence of clearly defined mitigation protocols and methods for the
management and restoration of lands; and (ii) inadequate and/or lack of funds for the implementation of such
measures.

Baseline scenario

A number of initiatives generate a baseline for this proposed GEF project.

LNB stakeholder engagement and coordination

Imarisha Lake Naivasha is coordinating the implementation of the LNB Integrated Management Plan222P2
(LNBIMP), which proposes several interventions to promote environmental conservation, sustainable development
and enhance livelihoods of stakeholders within the basin. The LNBIMP is an official Goveraligeted plan which

brings together various institions and local and regional stakeholders, and Imarisha is a formal Government
Institution operating under the Ministry of Environment and Forestry. Currently, Imarisha is implementing projects
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that are mainly funded by the Government of Kenya (GoK) mweder harvesting as well as the planting of tree
seedlings in schools mainly in Ndabibi and Eburu forest. The proposed GEF project will seek to strengthen the role ©
Imarisha Lake Naivasha to coordinate efforts towards the sustainable management.diBhe

WWHFKenya, through the Government of Swedemded Leading the Change programme, supports inclusive and
participatory management of natural resources, communities control decisions and exercise their responsibility for
ensuring that key ecosystems @habitats are sustainably managed. The project seeks to amplify community voices
and action in conservation in both LNB and Mara basins. The current phase of this programme ends in 2022, bu
preparations for a new phase are ongoing. Specific objectivethefproject are to i) empower civil society
organizations in influencing planning, decision making and good governance of natural resources, and ii) support
communities in influencing policy and decisioraking processes for improved rights to natural o@se
management. Currently, the focus of the project has been on empowering and building the capacity of Civil Society
Organizations. The proposed project will build on these efforts to enhance the capacity of the Imarisha Lake Naivashe
Board to coordinag various actors in the basin as well as create platforms for knowledge and experience sharing
within the basin.

Forest Landscape Restoration (FLR)

¢tKS 22C WCc2NBad [FyRaOl LS wSail2 Néafipkofdf (2€2@J24) funetl ¥y BME a
Gemany. It is anchored on the ABRI N AYAGALF GABS &dzLIR2NIAYy3I YSyel Qa |/ :
restoring 5.1M Ha. It aims at reducing land degradation through afforestation in farms, gazetted forests and Riverine
restoration, throughthree major components; supporting Policy processes that will enhance restoration, on ground
restoration and improving livelihoods for forest adjacent communities.

WWHFKenya is furthermore implementing the Lake Naivasha Basin Reforestation F20je€2024, that aimed to
establish 1,150 hectares of new forest area by 2020. This project is registered under the Gold Standard funded as al
insetting project by Coop Switzerland. Leveraging on a +stakieholder approach the project engages commercial
flower growers and smallholder farmers to not only promote tree growing but also rehabilitate natural vegetation and
improve water resource management. Currently, the project has recruited 705 farmers and 183 farmers have already
been trained on forest mamgement systems and the requirements of the Gold Standards. The project has so far
supported the restoration of 960 ha of land in the basin.

Kenya Forest ServicasK$through financing from the Africa Development Bankasrdinatingthe implementation

of the Green Zones Development Support Project Phase Il. This 50M UStiddB@ project officially started in 2018

and will run until 2025 (although the project has been facing delays in implementation due to COVID). The project
covers 15 counties acrodset country, and includes specific work related to the rehabilitation of forest landscapes and
sustainable agriculture in the Nyandarua and Nakuru counties. Specifically, in terms of forest landscape restoration in
the LNB, the project aims to restore aabof 1,600 ha of forests through active rehabilitation and bring an additional
10,000 ha of forest land in the LNB (South Kinangop Forest Station) under improved management and protection for
natural regeneration. The restoration activities will be accamipd by the establishment of farmer forestry field
schools, the establishment of community timber associations, as well as learning activities (exchange visits).

Finally, Rhino Ark is actively supporting restoration work in the project area. Activitibe itarget area include
fencing 10 km of Sophia Beat forest, replanting of 20 ha of Sophia forest, as well as supporting ecetoatigm
trails and hiking in Geta and Kipipiri forest, as well as establishment of a tree nursery in Geta forest station.

The abovementioned projects and initiatives will form an important basis for the forest landscape protection and
restoration activities planned under Component 3 of the proposed project.

Sustainable agriculture

As part of the beforenentioned Green Zond3evelopment Support ProjedCFSs supporting specific work related to
the development of sustainable agriculture practices in the Nyandarua and Nakuru counties. Specifically, in terms of
activities in the LNB, the project aims to promote sustainablditwdture production (mainly potatoes, maize and
beans) through agroforestry systems, covering a total of 900 ha of land in Nyandarua County, in addition to 400 ha of
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plantation forests. The Green Zones project provides the main baseline project assavdidtdde proposed project
and a principal source of dmancing for the orthe ground work under component 3 of the project.

In addition, the Njabini Agricultural Training Centre, whose main role is to facilitate the transfer of technologies
through centalized training, demonstrations and carrying out trials, is implementing several initiatives to support
farmers within the basin. Currently, the center is undertaking the following activities within the basin: training farmers
on livestock, crop and fistarming, access to facilities for stakeholders in the agricultural field, extension services as
well as collaborating with local universities on research. The proposed project will build on the activities conducted by
the center to support training farmer®n sustainable agriculture practices including training modules and
demonstration farms.

The County Government of Nakuru, through the Department of Agriculture Livestock and Fisheries, is implementing
several initiatives within LNB, including extensiorvies to horticultural farms on the safe use of pesticides as well as
soil sampling and testing to inform areas for specific crop production. The County is implementing the National
Agriculture Rural Inclusive Growth Programme (NARIGP) funded by WoKdr&an20172023. The project supports
micro-projects which are grants supporting households to enable them to support livestock production e.g., fodder,
zero-grazing units, sustainable land management to conserve degraded land areas e.g., plantinthegesject has
supported 8 Community Driven Development Committees (CDDCs) to strengthen the ability of conbasedy
institutions to improve their agricultural productivity, food security, nutrition status, and market linkage.

Payment for Ecosystem is&es

A Payment for Environmental Services (PES) system has been in place in LNB since 2007, when it was origine
AYGNRRdAzOSR o6& 22C YR /!'w9 Ay YSyeéeld®d ! yRSNJ iKAa aoOKSs
incentives to uppecatchment landY | y I 3SNBR 0G0 KS WwasSt f SNA QUmafagebent sigsfeinki A 2 y
(contour terraces reinforced with tree seedlings and riparian buffer strips) designed to improve the quality and flow of
water in the catchment by (i) reducing erosiongda(ii) increasing offiarm water infiltration to slow the flow of water

from farms to waterways. The PES scheme has scaled from 1,200 farmers in 2008 to 3,700 farmers today
Management responsibility has meanwhile been handed over to the local water resosecs associations (WRUAS)
which collect money (approximately 11,500 USD annually) from the buyers and distribute those funds to upper
catchment farmers. Incentives are providedkind, in the form of conservation materials and training, alongside a
smdl financial incentive paid by way of voucher for dgguts with a face value of KSH 2,500 (appr. 22.5 USD) per
farmer. The buyers of the ecosystem service inclimbeticulture farmshoteliers, geothermaand land
developmentgroups/large landwners; and Water Service Providers, all represented tbg LNB Water Users
Associationl(ANABWRUAContributions into the scheme are voluntary.

Monitoring and evaluation conducted by the upstreamt G SNJ wS &2 dzZNDOS ! aSNEQ ! 442 OAl
system'ssuccess in providing improved land productivity for farmeiswever, in part due to the dowturn in
revenues as a result of the COVID crisis, buyers (mainly the flower and tourism industry) have become less
forthcoming into paying into the PES schemedoent times. A recent assessment of the PES sch@&imghlighted a
number ofconstraints, in particular, the Willingnets-Pay study conducted as part of the assessment estimated the
maximum opportunity for local payments into the scheme to top at USB@000 annually. In its current form, and

even with increased payments, thdaivasha PES project would therefore fall far short of meeting demand from the
estimated 180,000 smallholders active in the Lake Naivasha basin.

A key recommendation resulting from the assessment is, therefore, that the PES mechanism needs to beaujusted
alternative funding arrangements (for example revolving credit facilities) established if the mechanism is to cope with
demand from uppeicatchment smallholders for incentives for improved land management. Direct payments have
proven an expensive and/ld G | 6f S F2N)¥ 2F AyOSydGA@So t‘holdetfaedNdBramy R O
the stakeholder engagement process confirmed interest into such a revised PES system.

B Greenfi(2021). Feasibility Assessment for Sdapeof the Payments For Environmental Services (PES) Project at Lake Naivasha,
report prepared for WWiKenya/FSD Africa.
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Under component 2, the proposed project will support the review and designabf a revised PES scheme as a basis
for sustainable financing for land and water conservation in the LNB.

Water resources management

There are 12 WRUAs and 3 CFAs in Naivasha basin actively participating and taking responsibility with regard t
sustainab¢ basin management. In that regard, the WRUAs and CFAs, in close collaboration with the WRA and KF
have developed respectiveSustainable Catchment Management Plans (SSEM#hd Participataory Forest
Management PlansPEMP}¥ for management of areas withitheir jurisdictions. However, these have not been
effectively implemented due to inadequate funding.

WRA, through the WRUAs, is implementing several initiatives within the basin. For example, the Mkungi Kitiri WRUA
with support from WWF and Water Sectdrust Fund (WSTF), is engaged in the rehabilitation of riparian land. The
Mkungi Kitiri WRUA has also engaged 35 farmers in phase two of the Afforestation Project which focuses on planting
42,000 tree seedlings as well as the establishment of tree nusserin 300,000 seedlings. The group is currently in

the process of starting other incorrgenerating activities such as trout fish farming.

The proposed project will build on the current interventions undertaken by Wanjohi and Kianjogu WRUAs, as well as
related CFAs within the basin to support them in the implementation of priority interventions in theicatachment
plans, as part of the overall LNBIMP.

Proposed alternative scenario

Theproject objectivels to restore forest ecosystems and reduce laegradation in the LNB catchment for increased
LINEGSOGA2Y 2F [F1S DblFAGlIakKIQad o GSNI NBaz2dz2NOSazx o0A2RA
and national economy.

The highleveltheory of changeof the project is that if the LNB commitly, sectors, and counties are supported to
undertake joint responsibility for the management of the basin through participatory planning andstalkéholder
engagement forums, and if the impacts from smallholder agriculture in the upper catchmenteolakl can be
reduced through the introduction of improved farmer techniques, accompanied by improved access to finance and
markets for sustainable production, and the institutionalization and implementation of landscape restoration and
management measureby riparian land users, then the overall threats to the LNB and its associated ecosystem
services will be reduced.
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MAJOR INTERVENTION STRATEGIES

COMPONENT 1: STRENGTHENING
ENABLING CONDITIONS FOR ILM IN LAKE
NAIVASHA BASIN

1.1.1 PARTICIPATORY REVIEW AND
UPDATE OF LNBIMP 2023-2033
1.1.2 ANNUAL COUNTY DEVELOPMENT

PLANS
1.1.3 LNB STAKEHOLDER FORUMS

COMPONENT 2: PROMOTION OF
SUSTAINABLE FOOD PRODUCTION
PRACTICES AND RESPONSIBLE VALUE

2.1.1: SUSTAINABLE FINANCE AND
RESOURCE MOBILIZATION STRATEGY
FOR THE LNBIMP
2.1.2: RESTRUCTURED AND
OPERATIONALIZED PES SYSTEM
2.1.3.: LINKAGES TO MICRO-FINANCE
INSTITUTIONS AND OTHER FINANCIAL
SERVICE PROVIDERS
2.2.1.: MARKET ACCESS POINTS
SECURED FOR SUSTAINABLY
PRODUCED HORTICULTURE
PRODUCTS FROM THE LNB

COMPONENT 3: IMPROVED LAND
MANAGEMENT IN UPPER LNB
3.1.1: AGRICULTURAL TRAINING MANUAL
AND CURRICULUM TARGETING
SMALLHOLDERS
3.1.2: GENDER-INCLUSIVE CURRICULUM
TRAINING TO 3,600 LNB SMALLHOLDERS
AND DEMONSTRATIONS
3.1.3: TOOLS AND MATERIALS FOR
IMPLEMENTATION OF SUSTAINABLE
AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES
3.2.1: PARTICIPATORY DEVELOPMENT OF
CODE OF CONDUCT FOR LNB
STAKEHOLDERS
3.2.2: AWARENESS PROGRAM ON LNR
CODE OF CONDUCT
3.2.3: RESTORATION ACTIVITIES ON KEY
RIPARIAN DEGRADATION AREAS

COMPONENT 4: KNOWLEDGE /

MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING &
EVALUATION
4.1.1: BASIN-WIDE COMMUNICATION
STRATEGY
4.1.2: PROJECT KNOWLEDGE PRODUCTS
DEVELOPED AND DISSEMINATED
4.2.1: PROJECT M&E PLAN IMPLEMENTED

WITH REPORTS
4.2.2: ANNUAL REFLECTION WORKSHOPS

OUTCOMES OF PROJECT

1.1. HARMONIZED
INTER-SECTORAL AND
MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PLANNING

% AND MANAGEMENT ACROSS LNB

AND COUNTY PLANS FOR
INTEGRATED, EFFECTIVE AND
SUSTAINABLE LAND
MANAGEMENT IN LNB

2.2: IMPROVED ACCESS TO
MARKETS FOR SUSTAINABLE
__p  AGRICULTURAL PRODUCE

2.1, IMPROVED ACCESS TO
—® FINANCE FOR IMPLEMENTATION
OF RESTORATION AND
IMPROVED LAND MANAGEMENT
ACTIVITIES IN LNB

3.1: IMPROVED CAPACITY OF LN8
SMALLHOLDER FARMERS FOR
THE TRANSITION TOWARDS

LONGER TERM RESULTS OF PROJECT

IMPROVED ENABLING
ENVIRONMENT FOR
RELIABLE INCOME FOR INTEGRATED
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INTHE
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AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES

3.2: PRIORITY LAND
MANAGEMENT AND
RESTORATION INTERVENTIONS
P IMPLEMENTED IN LAKE NAIVASHA
RIPARIAN LANDS FOR
ENHANCED WATER AND
BIODIVERSITY PROTECTION

[
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4.1: EFFECTIVE KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT AND COMMUNICATIONS ENSURED TO SUPPORT LONG-TERM SUPPORT FOR
LAKE NAIVASHA BASIN WITH POTENTIAL FOR UPSCALING AND REPLICATION

Figure 2. High level project theory of change
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Based on the overall theory of change, the project is structured around ddteponents:

1 Component 1: Strengthening the enabling conditions for integrated landscape management in Lake Naivasha

Basin

1 Component 2: Market and financial mechanisms for implementation of the LNB Integrated Management Plan

1 Component 3: Improved land magement in LNB

1 Component 4. Knowledge Management and Monitoring and Evaluation

A summary description of each of the project components is presented below.

Component 1: Strengthening the enabling conditions for integrated landscape management in Lalshd\Bisin

Under Component 1the project will address the barriers related tQ ifiladequate coordination and lack of collective

accountability across upstream and downstream sectors of water use; and (ii) the poor coordination between

institutions responsible for various aspects of conservation and sustainable management of nedotatesn the

LNB. Coordination of this component will be delegated to Imarisha Lake Naivasha, as the Executing Partner of

NETFUNDIn this regard, the project will firstly conduct a participatory review and update ofLtiBIMPusing a
multi-sectoral and gender sensitive approlagcwhich will be institutionalized through integration intbe Annual
County Development PlanSecondlyl. Y NA a KI Qa
will be strengthened through the organizan of AnnualLNBMulti-stakeholderForums,for enhanced coordination

between stakeholders in relation to the implementation of the LNBIE well asknowledge and best practices
exchangelmarisha will furthermore lead othe organization ofjuarterly meetings of key project stakeholders under

a Technical Committee, which will ensure synergies and effective coordination of project activities as well-as third

z
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party initiatives.The LNBIMP and other outputs under Component 1 will be the badiarfgeted nterventions under
Component 3, which are geared towards facilitating ihgplementation of priority activities defined under the

LNBIMP.

The anticipated outcomes and outputs under this component include:
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Outcome 1.1: Harmonized integectoral and multistakeholder planning and management across LNB and County

plans for integrated, inclusive and sustainable land management in LNB

The project will support the review of the integrated framework for environmental management and development
within LNB entaild in the LNBIMP, the current version of which is set to expire in 2022. This process will be led by
Imarisha Lake Naivasha. Part of this review process includes taking stock of progress and lessons learnt in th
implementation of the Plan, as well as arefysis of current trends and planned developments in the Badimarisha

Lake Naivasha will lead a participatory process with LNB stakeholders to review, update and eventually socialize the
LNBIMP, including its related Lake Naivasha Riparian Managephamt Key stakeholders to be engaged in this
process include CFAs, WRUASs, seale farmer groups, private sector (commercial floaed horticulture growers,

tourism operators, and innovators), pastoralist grougps2 Y Sy Qa NRaadKripaiian ThdPowrield associations,
besides the national an@ountygovernment agencies in the basin: the Kenya Wildlife Service, Kenya Forest Service,
Water Resources Authority, National Environment Authority, Kenya Generation (geothermal power tiggnera
company),the Kenya Plant Health Inspectoratad the Department of Education, Children, Gender Affairs, Culture
and Social ServiceBnplementation of the20232032Plan will be ensured through alignment of the exist@aynty
DevelopmentPlans within the LNBIMP as well as by establishing relevant forums for stakeholder engagement and
coordination of relevant initiatives within the basifihe project will ensure equal participation of women and men in

the consultations and keen towards addressing ate@ social and gender factors that impact the basin and its
resource use.

Output 1.11: Participatory review and update of theake Naivasha Riparian Management Plan (LMBIMP2023)

1 Consultations with key stakeholders to build support for the Plan and alignment with County Plans and priorities

9 Collection of datan keysocioeconomic trends and developments in the ba@rg., landuse changes,
infrastructuredevelopments agricultural development, urban and rural developmeartiyltheir potential threats
to the environment (e.gstatus of various biotayater resources, forest cover)

1 Update the LNBIMP (including its Riparian Plan)

1 Socialize the Plan with k@&asin stakeholders.

Output 11.2: Annual position papers on priority areas of action (as identified in the LNBIMP) to be integrated into the

County Development Plans prepared and submitted to County Governments

1 Annual @rticipatory review of the status of implementation of the County Integrated Development Plans in terms
of priorities identified in the LNBIMP

1 Develop position papers diey policy and action areas be considered for thénnual County Development
Plans and engage with County Governments on the samensure alignment with the priorities identified in the
LNBIMP

Cutput 1.1.3: LNBmulti-stakeholderPlatform meetingsoordinated by Imarisha foroordinatedimplementation of

the LNBIMP and knowledge andd practice exchange

f Facilitate Annual LNBlulti-Stakeholdemplatform meetings includingVRUA, CFAS T | NI S NANABVRME® dzLJa
Lake Naivasha Riparian AssociatiohRA, Lake Naivasha Basin Landscape Association (LANABLA), |ba&dsha
Naivasha, WWF, NETFUNvate sectoretc.

9 Facilitate quarterly meetings of the Lake Naivasha Basin Technical Committee to coordinate the effective
implementation of the LNBIMP, incluj the LNB EBM Project

9 Dissemination/sharing of information on key environmental isst@kected under output 1.1.{such as emerging
infrastructure developments and potential threats, status of various biota, pedewed articles on Lake
Naivasha, lesms on NRM best practices) to key stakeholders including the private sector, academia, communities,
development partners, CSOs, media and the governments

To note, one of the threats that the project will consider in the development of the upda&IMP is the mega infrastructural
development projects that the Government of Kenya (both National and County) have fronted in Lake Naivasha basin.
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Component 2: Market and financial mechanisms for implementation of the LNBIMP

Under component 2, the projeatill address challenges related to the absence of adequate financial incentives and
market opportunities for smallholder farmers in the LNB to change to more sustainable farming methods, as well as
the absence of adequate fimce for implementation of concrete restoration and management actions as defined in
the LNBIMP. Coordination of activities under this component will be managed directly by the Project Management
Unit (PMU), hosted and overseen by NETFUND. The projestpplort the development of austainable finance and
resource mobilization strategy for the LNBIMBecondly, the project will support the restructuring and
operationalization of the existing PES scheme, based on the recommendations from the recedliylednmeview,

and building on the provisions of the new Water Towers Bill (2022), among others. Finally, the project will support the
development and strengthening of market opportunities for sustainable agricultural products, among others through
the Navasha Basin Sustainable Horticulture Farmers gemgprelated Green Shop.

The anticipated outcomes and outputs under this component include:

Outcome 2.1: Improved access to finance for implementation of restoration and improved land management
activities in LNB

The project will firstly support the development of a sustainable finance and resource mobilization strategy for the
LNBIMP. In this regard, a recent executive order from the President gives priority to restore Lake Naivasha under the
Ministry of Environment and Forestry and provides a mandate for the project to mobilize resources. The resource
mobilization strategy will go beyond traditional donor and public sector funding, and inchmeng others
opportunities for leveraging privateestor investments, blended finance solutions, carbon finance, etc. The
development and implementation of this plan will be led by Imarisha Naivasha, with the support of NETFUND. As a
critical part of this strategy, the project will support the restructgriand operationalization of the existing PES
scheme, based on the recommendations of the PES review &tudythis regard, the project will buildnothe
provisions of the proposed new Water Towers Policy & Bill 2022, expected to be officially adopted and enacted by
early 2023, which includes specific provisions to enhance resource mobilization capacity for the conservation of
YSyel Q& ¢ GliliNg the Alie@aN&nIountayl range in the upper catchment of Lake Naivasha, as well as on
the provisions of the Natural Resources (Benefit Sharing) Bill, 2020, which provides for the development of specific
benefitsharing agreements between natural resoe users, national and County governments and local
communities. More specifically, the project will build on earlier plans for the establishment of a Lake Naivasha Basin
PPP Sustainable Development Fund (BRBDF), which would be funded by a price piamfrom Naivasha flowers

sold in the EU, water user fees, and other reverudde PESeview will be undertaken by the Lake Naivasha Water
Resource Users AssociatittANABWRUAvith close oversight provided by NETFUB] will be developed in close
collaboration with private sector actors operating in the basin (principally horticulture producers, hoteliers and
conference facilities) as well as financial institutions.

Output 21.1: Sustainable finance and resource mobilization strategy for the LNBIMP

1 Commission a study into potential mechanisms for ensuring sustainable finance and resource mobilization for
implementation of the LNBIMP, including Imarisha.

1 Organize a virtual dar and investor conference to attract financial investments into various aspects of the
LNBIMP.

Output 2.1.2:Restructured and operationabdPES system

9 Participatoryreviewand restructuring of the revised PES operational strategy, including development of new
modalities

1 Development and rolbut of PES communications strategy and marketing products to attract participation and
AYy@SaiGyYSyia R2oyaGNBlIos Wodz2aSNBQ YR 20KSNJ Ay@Sai

BYXaaAy3aSNE DIONRStEESd a/FasS {ddzReY LYI NR A Kdscage InvedirneatkSeth Shantey, &d: = ¢ A
Washington, DC: EcoAgriculture Partners, on behalf of the Landscapes for People, Food and Nature Initiative. 2014.
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1 Linking upstream actors (e,gmallholder farmers, communities) to the PES schexneompanied by the
establishment of a PES registration and tracking system

1 Opportunity/viability analysis and design for the establishment of a central basin invesstomeh under the
custodianship of NETFUND, to facilitate the deployment of PES adiké&&Sproaches the LNB

Output 21.3 Linkages to micréinance institutions and other financial service providers, including the existing PES

scheme

1 Creating awareness anidiking smallholder farmers to MictBinancial Institutions (MFI) to access agribusiness
financial serviceswith specifc attention togenderspecific needs

i Training farmers on developing business plans, preparing funding applications and contract negotiation and
management skills (e.gvhere it comes to contract farminglith specific attention for capacity developmeoit
women farmers

Outcome 2.2: Improved access to markets for sustainable agricultural produce

To create market incentives for farmers to change to more sustainable production, the project will build on the market
access activities conducted through the GOALAN project, and provide support through faciitatniget surveyfor
sustainable produceajevelopmarketing/promotional productsprovidetraining on contracting and negotiation skills,
facilitate meetings and dialogues with potentidluyers (shops, retailers, export agents, hotels and conference
facilities, catering companies, etcas well as building awareness and capacity regarding the KS1(Kshya
Standards) certification process aimed at increasing the marketability of produce through assurance to buyers of its
quality, hygiene and environmental standardis.regard to the latter, a resirce person from the Kenya Bureau of
Standards will act as a resource person for hamisupport and advice to interested farmers (on average 2 days per
ward and per year), while group sensitization will be provided as part of output &l .@f this wil include a gender
sensitive lens to ensure women benefit since they are mostly producing food crops for which the market is more
volatile and unorganized. The business case for certification must also be assessed from a gender pefBpective.
project will furthermore provide support for the continued operationalization of the Green StéashaGreenjor
sustainably farmed produce (established through the GOALAN project, now phasing out), in association with the Lake
Naivasha Basin Sustainable Hortictdtu=armers group The Green Shop will provide incentives to farmers to
transition to more sustainable farming practices by providing secure access to buyers of their produce.

Output 2.2.1 Market outlet points secured for sustainably produced horticulture products from the dé¢Bred

1 Mapping potential markets for selected products within the la¥l beyond, including the potential for product
diversification and value addition (e.g., potato chips, fermentation)

1 Developing marketing products and supporting marketing events

1 Training and capacity building fbhre GreenHorticulture Shop operators (e.gon financial administration,
contract negotiation, marketing and customer relations, aspects of trading and management).

1 Facilitate meetings between the Green Shop and potential suppliers (farmers) and buye(dagence
tourism facilities, processs, retail enterprises) geared towards securing reliable markets

9 Creating awareness and building capacity regarthiegkKS178 (Kenya Standards) certification process aimed at
increasing the marketability of produce through assurance to buyers of its quality, hygiene and environmental
standards in agender responsive way.

Component 3: Improved land management in upper LNB

In @mponent 3, the project will addresbree key barriers: (i) the lack of capacity of farmers in the upstream areas of
the basin (Nyandarua County) to apply more sustainable agsiallpractices and technologies; (ihe related
weaknesses in extensiorerwvices for supporting farmers to make the transition toward sustainable agricultural
practices and (i) the lack ofcapacity for implementation of adequate land and ecosystem conservation and
restoration efforts The PMU (the Sustainable Food Systemeci@pst) will directly manage aspects related to the
promotion of sustainable agricultural practices (Outcome 3.1), working closely with the County Agricultural
Development Departments and Agricultural Extension Officers at County and Ward Waet. urder Outcome 3.2
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(improved management and restoration) will be delegated to Imarisha Lake Naivasha (outputs 3.2.1 and 3.2.2) and
KFS (output 3.2.3) respectively.

The anticipated outcomes and outputs under this component include:

Outcome 3.1improved capacity of LNB smallholder farmers for the transition towards sustainable and biodiversity
friendly agricultural practices

This project will support smallholder farmers through training and facilitation to adopt best farming practices that
enhan@ soil and water conservation to increase farm productiBuoilding on the experiences gained from the
GOALAN project, thproject will promote locally affordable, adoptable and replicable technologies that reduce post
harvest losses, based on the prineplof conservation agriculture, including:

1 Minimal soil disturbance (through reduced or-tittage) in order to preserve soil structure, soil fauna and organic
matter;

1 Permanent soil cover (cover crops, residues and mulches) to protect the soil and etentatthe suppression of
weeds;

1 Drip irrigation, ideally combined with rainwater harvesting, to minimize water use;

9 Grass barriers and contour farming to avoid erosion and sediment runoff;

9 Diversified crop rotationsand crop combinations, which promoteismicro-organisms and disrupt plant pests,
weeds and diseases

1 Where pesticides are needed, as a last resort, only green and blue label pesticides would be applied

In this regard, the project will apply a Trahe-Trainers approach, whidhcludes firstly the development of a training
manual and curriculum (output 2.1.1), which will involve key institutions (HCD, KEPHIS, Financial institutions, Countn
Agriculture Department) in the training of 15 Ward Agricultural Officers (output 2-112)fficer per ward in the LNB

as Trainers/group facilitators, and subsequently the roll out the training program to 2,700 smallholder farmers by the
Ward Agricultural Officers (WAO). Each WAO would train 3 groups of 20 farmers, two seasonal tidumingsywo

years of the project (4 training cycles in total). In addition, in every ward there would be a model farm, and field days
would be carried out in each ward for technical backstopping for smallholders. To provide incentives for farmers to
switchto sustainable production practices, the selected smallholders will be provided with basic tools and materials to
implement sustainable land management and biodiverBigndly agricultural practices (e.g., certified seeds,
compost/mulching tools) on theiand.

Procedures and criteria for the selection of farmers will be developed early in the project implementation process, in a
participatory and collaborative way. The selection of model farms and farmers to be supported will take into
consideration oppdunities for scaling up, the willingness of farmers to facilitate exchanges and sharing of lessons
learnt with other farmers, as well as gender balance as key crit&dditionally, theproject will work with a gender
expert to ensure that the training content, teaching methods, training materials, trainers, training environment etc
will be gendessensitive, so that women are able to participate and benefit from the training. A detéostiategywill

be developed that ensures participation of female farmarthe training programmes

Through these strategic initiatives, the project will complement and enhance the efforts undee@&_ AN and
Green Zones Development Support Pragesee baseline section), which aito promote sustainable horticulture
production (mainly potatoes, maize and beans). The Green Zones project provides the main baseline project
associated with the proposed project and a prirdigource of cefinancing for he onthe ground work under
Outcome 3.1 of the project.

Output 3.1.2 Agricultural training manual and curriculum targeting smallholder farmers developed with key state
agencies and stakeholders
1 Gender and stakeholdeonflict sensitive taining needs asssment
1 Development ofjender sensitivéraining modules (e.gfinancial management, sustainable, agroological
production, market requirements and product standards)
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9 Training of LNB ward agricultural officers to act as ToT for the training program as well as related extension
services Gender awareness traininglidde a topic of this training.

Output 3.1.2:Roll out of curriculum training t@,700 (genderbalanced)LNB smallholder farmers through ward
agricultural officers (group facilitators) and field days with demonstrations for technical backstopping

1 Delivey of training program (3 groups of 20 farmers per ward)

9 Establish model farms with selected farmers for peer learning

1 Field days with demonstration of practices

Output 3.1.3:Tools and materials for implementation of sustainable, biodivesffsigndly agricultural practices (e,g.

certified seeds, compost/mulching tools, etc.)

1 Support selected farmers with materials for conservation agriculture practices, including provismihtesting,
certified seeds, compost/mulching tools

Outcome 3.2Priority forestland managementand restorationinterventions implemented irthe Lake Naivasha

upper catchment aredor enhanced water and biodiversity protection

Under outcome 3.2the project will first support the development of a Code of Conduct for LNB stakeholders. The
Code of Conduct will delineate the roles and obligations for each stakeholder, including government institutions,
communities, private sector another stakeholdes (Imarisha Lake Naivasha, etc.) in ensuring ecologically, socially and
economically acceptable protection and conservation measures to minimize, stop and reverse land degradation and
loss of habitat in the LNB riparian landhe Code of Conduct will ldeveloped through a participatory process,
involving beforementioned stakeholders, supported by a systematic stakeholder mapping and power anHhgsis.
Code of Conduct will serve as a guidance tool for stakeholders with regard to the provisions opdhianRi
Management Plan (part of the LNBIMP), the County Development Plans, as well as applicable laws and regulation
(including riparian byaws). The Code will be socialized through an awareness program coordinated by Imarisha and
enforced by ongoing efinanced government efforts. The Code will furthermore serve as a tool for monitoring and
enforcement of these plans and regulations by the responsible authoritiethis regard, it should be noted that the
project will not support or deploy new rules @megulations as such. However, it will influence the more effective
application of existing rules and regulations through the development andublbf the Code of Conduct.

At a practical level, the project will support targeted management measuregg@nadied areas of the riparian zone of
the Lake to benefit biodiversitgrotection. In this regard, the project will enhance and expand the efforts under the
Green Zones Development Support Project (see baseline section), which aims to improve protet@@00fha of
forest land in South Kinangop Forest Station, in addition to active regeneration work on 1,600 ha of forest land. GEF
funding will allowexpansionof the area under improved management in the Geta, North Kinangop and South
Kinangop Forest Sians to 37,682 ha, in particular throughpdating of the (expired) PFMPs, aitbtitutionally
strengthening andcapacitating the CFAand WRUAdo0 play their role in the implementation of these Plans.
Furthermore, the project will contribute to the restation of three degraded forest areas: f8oBeatin Geta Forest
Station 00 ha)and two sites in South Kinangop, of 16 and 23 ha respecti@ggcific activities will include mapping
and temporary fencing of vulnerable areas (to keep away livestock afifey, training community scouts to
undertake monitoring and surveillance, as well as awareness raising among communities.

Output 3.2.1:Lake riparian area Code of Conduct for LNB stakeholders

1 Consultations with LNB stakeholders regarding roles and responsibilities in relation to ecologically, socially and
economically acceptable protection and conservation measures to minimize, stop and reverse land degradation
and loss of habitat in the LNBparrian lands

1 Based on these consultations, develop a clear Code of Conduct for LNB stakeholders

1 Validation of the Code of Conduct with LNB stakeholders

Output 3.2.2:Awareness program on Lake Naivasha Riparian Code of Conduct

1 Socialization of the LNB @»of Conduct through an awareness raising program
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Output 3.2.3:Participatory Forest Management Plans for three target Forest Stations (South and North Kinangop and

Geta) updated

i Updating the existing Participatory Forest Management Plans for threettBagest Stations (South and North
Kinangop and Geta),

1 Institutionally strengthening and training the CFAs and WRUASs to play their roles in implementing these plans.

Output 3.2.4: Protection and restoration activities on key degradation areas implemented (in particular passive
restoration through demarcatigmatural regeneratiorand where necessary temporary fencjing
1 Restoration of degraded forest areas through collaboration with Kenya Forest Servican&E relevant CFAs

Component 4. Knowledge Management and Monitoring & Evaluation

This component will establish a strategy for knowledge management and sharing of project lessons in LNB as well a
from similar experiences elsewhere in Kenyapamticular, the project will focus on sharing experiences and lessons

on integrated planning processes, such as the County Development Plans developed in other parts of Kenya, fron
sustainable farming approaches as well as forest landscape restoratiteehBlder engagement will be carried out to
identify appropriate project knowledge products to be developed (such as brochures, pamphlets) and distributed to
LNB users at catchment and local community levels, and potentially a wider audience. The pibjaisbvdeliver
specific knowledge management products on the linkage to farmer support as a model for mobilizing finances to
farmers through voluntary payments from downstream users. Beyond LNB stakeholders, these knowledge products
will also be geared twards informing interventions under the NETFUND Green Zones Development Project in other
target geographies, as well as other GEF projects and Government policies. In this tregg@dyernment, through

the Ministry of Environment, is puttinip place a patform for the exchange of lessons and experiences between GEF
projects as well as towards relevant Government Institutions. The M&E plan will contribute lessons learned and best
practices to inform adaptive management of the project. By making knowladgiable to all LNB stakeholders, the
project will contribute to the scalinrgp and replication of the ecosystebased management approach and
community engagement in sustainable land management and biodiversity, across the key land degradation hotspot
cachment zones across Kenya. In particular, through NETFUNDs Green Zones Development Support Project, th
lessons learnt from the project will be widely spread to other key geographies in Kenya.

Outcome 4.1Effective Knowledge Management and communicai®ensured to support lorkerm support for
Lake Naivasha Basin with potential for upscaling and replication

Output 4.1.1 Basinwide communication strategy developed and implemented to support sustainable land
management andbiodiversityfriendly agricultural practices in LNB

1 Development of baskwide communication strategy for the project

1 Rollout of communication events and activities as per the strategy

Output 4.1.2:Project knowledge productadequatelydeveloped andlisseminated with LNB stakeholders and
potentially wider audience

1 Dewlopment of knowledge products

91 Dissemination of knowledge products

Outcome 4.2Effective M&E ensured to inform effective adaptive project management
Output 42.1: Project M&E plan implemented and project progress reports completed
1 Monitoring and evaluation as per the M&E plan

1 Development osemiannualproject progress reportand quarterly financial reports

Output 42.2: Annual reflection workshops to track progress against workplan and results framework indicator targets

for effective project management
9 Organization of annual reflection aptanning workshops
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1 Review and validation of project theory of change
9 Draftingor validationof annual work plans

Alignment with GEF focal area and/or Impact Program strategies

The proposed project is aligned with the GEF Focal Areas of Land Degradation and Biodiversity as follows:

I Objective LEL-1: Maintain or improve flow of agrecosystem services to sustain food production and
livelihoods through Sustainable Land ManagemitM).The project is aligned with the Land Degradation
focal area focus on maintaining and improving the flow of sgposystem services through sustainable land
management. Project activities promoting sustainable land management and product@omponent 3 will
KSt LI 62 NBRdAzOS fFyR RSANIYRIFIGA2Y Ay GKS [ bnatiohay R
LDN target for the Rift Valley catchment zone, identified as a land degradation hotspot in the country. In
particular, the project wi work with local farmers to promote sustainable agricultural practices to reduce the
current impacts of fertilizers and run off on the lake, riparian areas, and downstream environment. It will also
improve agricultural production practices and ptstrvest handling techniques to sustain food production
and livelihoods, as well as implement priority actions to strengthen conservation and management of riparian
land and associated ecosystem services. Under outcome 3.1, the project aims to bring appregx@nagd
ha of agricultural lands brought under improved management.

1 Objective BEL-1: Mainstream biodiversity across sectors as well as landscapes and seascapes through
biodiversity mainstreaming in priority sectossligned with the GEF 7 Biodiversitsigpities, the project will
support the mainstreaming of biodiversity into relevant regional development planning, firstly the Lake
Naivasha Basin Integrated Management Program and the County Development Plans (Component 1), anc
secondly into the sectoraplans and approaches around agricultural practices and forest landscape
management and restoration (Component 3).

Incremental/additional cost reasoningnd expected contributions

The project will adopt an ecosystebased management approach to holigtily address the drivers of land
degradation and biodiversity loss in the LNB.

Table 1 Overview of incremental values and expected contributions

Coordinated approactiowards sustainable land, water and natural resource management in LNB

Imarisha Lake Naivasha is lyydzr £ [ b. { G 1S Harmonized intessectoral and multi
coordinating the implementation of Develop and socialize an updated ~ stakeholder planning and

the LNBIMP 2012 2022. LNBIMP. management across LNB and Coun
Lack of integration of ecosystem Institutionalization of the LNBIMP  plans for integrated, inclusive and
management measures in County  through alignment with County sustanable land management in LNI
Development Plans and priorities,sa Development Plans and priorities.  leading to improved conservation of
well as Bylaws. Improvedimplementation capacity the LNB and sustainable flow of the
Numerous stakeholder through development of a ecosystem services it provides. Und

representation groups operate in  sustainable finance and resource ~ component 1, approximately 320
the LNB, including CFAs, WRUAs, mobilization strategy for the LNBIMF representatives of LNB stakeholder

flower firms, hoteliers, development organizations and communities will
partners, NGOS, and the national participate in ad benefit from the
and County governments within the planning processes.

basin: Nakuru, Nyandarua, and
Narok but are curently not actively
coordinating in a systematic way.
Sustainable Agriculture
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The Green Horticulture at Lake
Naivasha (GOALAN) project is
working with Micro, Small and
Medium Enterprises (MSMES) on
sustainable consumption and
production practices, and income
improvement through provision of
green jobs in the LNB upper and
middle cachments.

The Agricultural Training Centre is
supporting basin farmers through
training and extension services.
Nakuru County Government
(Department of Agriculture,
Livestock and Fisheries) is
implementing extension services to
horticultural farms on safepesticide
use and testing for specific crop
productions.

National Agricultural Rural Inclusive
Growth Programme gives grants to
households to support livestock
production.

Basic market access activities
conducted through the GOALAN
project, including a markets survey,
training on contracting and
negotiation skills for smatholder
farmers, dialogues undertaken with
potential buyers, establishment of a
Green Shop as well as the ongoing
KS1750 (Kenya Standards)
certification process aimed at
increasing the marketability of
produce through assurance to
buyers of its quality, hygiene and
environmental standards.

Expanded number of smallholder
farmers trained on sustainable
agricultural practices.

Enhanced market linkages and
outlets for farmers,ncluding an
operational Green Shop, for their
sustainably produced products.
Linkages to financial service
providers and schemes to provide
financial incentives, including
through the existing PES scheme.
Support farmers towards the
transition to sustainale horticulture
production.

In addition to enhancing 2700
aYlFfftK2ft RSNJ T N¥Y
sustainable production and
improving livelihoods through value
addition, the project will establish
market opportunities and financial
incentives for the move towasd
sustainable production, as well as
expand the area of productive land
under sustainable agricultural
practices in the LNB (2000 ha),
enhancing soil and water
conservation and contributing to the
sub-national LDN goal for the Rift
Valley Catchment zone dn
sustainable maintenance of
environmental services of the LNB.
The project will complement, in this
way, the NETFUND Green Zones
project by both structurally
addressing capacity building needs,
and by expanding the area covered
for targeted promotion of
sustainable agricultural practices to |
total area of 2,000 ha.

Natural Resources Management in LNB

Leading the Change: Civil Society,
Rights and Environment project:
participatory community NRM,
sustainable management of key
ecosystems andhabitats, and
support in influencing policy and
decisionrmaking processes.

Lake Naivasha Basin Reforestation
Project aims to establish 1,150 ha o
new forest area by 2025, of which
975 ha have so far been achieved.
The Water Resources Authority,
through the WRUA, is engaged in
riparian land rehabilitation,
reforestation and incomegenerating
activities.

Code of Conduct for LNB
stakeholders established, delineatin
roles for each stakeholder, including
government through the Water
Resources Authority), other
stakeholders (Imarisha Lake
Naivasha, etc.) and communities, in
ensuring ecologically, socially and
economically acceptable protection
and conservation measures.
Participatory Forest Management
Plans updatedrad priority
restoration and conservation
activities undertaken in the LNB
riparian zones.

By working with communities,
authorities and CSOs to adopt
environmental protection and
conservation measures, as well as t
supporting the protection and
rehabilitation of forests lands, the
project will improve riparian lands
and forests in the middle and upper
catchment in LNB, crucial for globall
significant biodiversity and
ecosystem services. In this regard,
GEF funding will complement
planned work under the NEEUND
Green Zones project, which aims to
improve protection of 6,660 ha of
forest land in South Kinangop Fores
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Station, out of which regeneration
work on 1,600 ha of forest land. GEI
funding will allow expansion of the
area under improved management i
Gda (21,614 ha) and North Kinangc
(6,812 ha) Forest Stations, which ar
critical to the conservation of the
LNB, bringing the total area of fores
land under improved to a total of
35,086 ha. An estimated 180
individuals will benefit from support
to the implementation of land
management and restoration
measures under component 3.
Moreover, the GEF funds will
contribute to a range of strategic
interventions that will provide
sustainability to this work, by
providing a management framework
(the LNBIMP and rated County
Development Plans), a clear Code ¢
Conduct for stakeholders,
Participatory Forest Management
Plans and by establishing financing
and market mechanisms for longer
term sustainability of results.

Global environmental benefits (GEFTF)

Overall, the project will contribute to:

T wSRdzOSR flFyR RS3INIRFIGAZY AY GKS [b. BKAOK O2yi(NJ
Neutrality in the Rift Valley Catchment Zone by 2030 compared to 2015.

9 Increased protection of riparian land that supports globally significant biodiversity (including aquatic and bird
species and relict wildlife species: buffalo, hippo, giraffe, zebra and several small ruminants).

1 Maintenance of ecosystem services and ecamyshealth (particularly through reducing pollution to the Lake
in the form of pesticide and fertilizer) within and from LNB, to preserve health and status of RAMSAR wetland
of International Importance and Important Bird Area.

9 Conservation and restorationf dorests in the middle and upper catchment, the lungs of the Basin which
provide sources of water that support diverse habitats, species, livelihoods and economic sectors.

As such, the proposed project will contribute to four GEF Core Indicators: &) adréand restored; ii) area of

landscapes under improved practices; (iii) greenhouse gas emissions mitigated; and iv) number of direct beneficiaries
disaggregated by gender as-benefit of GEF investment.

Table 2 Overview of project delivery against GEFCore Indicators

Project Core Indicators Expected alCEO
Endorsement

1 Terrestrial protected areasreated or under improved management for
conservation and sustainable use (Hectares)
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Project Core Indicators Expected alCEO

Endorsement
2 Marine protected areasreated or under improved management for
conservation and sustainable use (Hectares)
3 Area ofland restored Hectares) 1,600 ha
4 Area oflandscapes under improved practicéexcluding protected 37,086ha
areas)(Hectares)
5 Area ofmarine habitat under improved practicegexcluding protected areas)
(Hectares)
6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigatédetric tons of CO2e) 1,413,610 tCO2e

7 Number of shared water ecosysten{fesh or marine) under new or improved
cooperative management

8 Globally ovefexploitedmarine fisheriesmoved to more sustainable levels
(metric tons)

9 Reduction disposal/destruction, phase owtlimination and avoidance of
chemicals of global concerand their waste in the environment and in
processes, materials and products (metric tons of toxic chalmireduced)

10 | Reduction, avoidance of emissionsRDPs to aifrom point and norpoint
sources (grams of toxic equivalent gTEQ)

11 | Number ofdirect beneficiaries disaggregated by gendas cebenefit of GEF 3,200 40% women)
investment

Core Indicator 3: Area of land restored,600 ha.

Under Component 3, the proposed project will contribute to the restoration of 1,600ha of forest land through
supporting priority restoration activities. In this regard, the project will reinforce efforts under the Green Zones
Development Projectthe BMZfunded Forest Landscape Restoration praojéiae Lake Naivasha Basin Reforestation
Projectand Rhino Arc (see baselintjrough supporting the restoration of 200 ha of forests at Sofia Beat (Geta Forest
Station)in addition totwo sites in South Kinangopf 16 and 23 ha respectively

Core Indicator 4: Area of landscapes under improved manageng®86 ha.

The proposed project will contribute to the improved management and protection o®&5bha of forest land,
through updating the existing Participatory Forest Management Plans for three target Forest Stations (South and
North Kinangop and Geta), as well as thropgbviding resources and training to CRA&$mplement priority measures

for the implementation of these plandn addition, the project will bring 2,000 ha of productive land under improved
practices (subndicator 4.3: area of land under sustainable land management in production systems), through a
combination of training, financiand market incentives, as well as direct support to farmer groups.

Core indicator 6: Greenhouse gas emissioitigiated- 1,413,610 t

FAO'E€XAnte Carbon balanc&ool(ExAct) was used testimate mitigatedccarbonemissiondrom the proposed
projectinterventions. The EAct tool is a landased carbon accounting tool designed to estimate carbon stock
changes, including Green House Gas (GHG) emissions and emission reducfpionigdbinterventions during the
capitalization and implementation of a peat. For this projecthe EXACT tool was used to calculate the emissions
emitted and mitigated for a 2§ear period, assuming the project will be implemented3gears andcapitalization of

the project results will last 7 years.
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Within the Lake Naivasha Basin, the project meitore 1,600 hectares of forested land, improve the management of
35,086 ha hectares of land (which includes an actual forest cover of 7,660 ha) for biodiversity and establish sustainable
land usepractices for 2,000 hectares of production systeiRestoring the 1,600 hectares of tropical montane forest

will mitigate an estimated net amount of 555,232 tG&2Management improvements such as eliminating forest
degradation and uncontrolled fires withitigate approximately 685,554 metric tons of carbon emissions. The third
category of project interventions that will alter carbon stocks in the project area is the change in management and
land use of approximately 2,000 hectares of production systemdadned transition from traditional cropland to
alley-cropping on 900 hectares will mitigate 50,170 metric tons of carbon emissions and establishing silvoarable
plantations on 400 degraded hectares will mitigate 49,027 metric tons of carbon emissiohs. ihgsbving practices

on 700 hectares of traditional cropland such as reducing tillage, utilizing higher carbon input without organic
amendments, and utilizing manure will results in a total of 73,628 metric tons of carbon emissions mitigated. Given a
20-year project implementation and capitalization period, this project could result in 1,413,610 tons of carbon
emissions mitigated.

Core Indicator 11: Number of direct beneficiaries disaggregated by gendebanefit of the GEF investmen8,200

The poposed project will directly benefit approximatels,700 smallholder farmers in the middle and upper
catchments of the LNB. The project will also benefit approximately 320 representatives of LNB stakeholder
organizations and communities involved in therplang processes under component 1. Finally, an estimated 180
individuals will benefit from support to the implementation of land management and restoration measures under
component 3.The project aims for an ambitious target of at leaB%lof beneficiarieto be women considering that
women are currently poorly represented in farmer support work. Women and yewthd be engaged to contribute

to identifying sustainable agricultural practices that will support them in safeguarding natural resources and
promoting their economic development and livelihoods.

Innovativeness, sustainability and potential for scaling up.

Innovation

The project will provide a model for protection and sustainable management of LNB; home to exceptional biodiversity
and an economic backbone of the Kenyan economy, which supports one of the most expansive horticultural industries
in this part of the worldand employs more than 250,000 people. The project will promote market linkages to give
communities around LNB the opportunity to sell their sustainable produce to downstream enterprises in LNB, through
adzLJLI2 NI 2 (GKS 2 LISNI A 2whithfisiniahagedl shipugl?afcoopekaBve srrarngdndnt by {thik 2 L
Naivasha Basin Sustainable Horticulture Farmers group. The Green Shop serves as a central point for access to mark
for sustainable produce, thereby facilitating and increasing market accessealding the costs of commercial
supplychain agents. This results in a witm model for conservation agriculture and markets for small farmers that

can be replicated elsewhere across the country.

In addition, the project will support the restructuriramd expansion of the existing PES systiencjose collaboration

with private sector actors operating in the basin (principally horticulture producers, hoteliers and conference facilities)
as well as financial institutions. In addition to the current P§$em, which rewards land managers for providing
ecosystem management and restoration services, a range of innovative options will be investigated and where
possible tested, including climatmart lending (Commercial credit agreements between-kgrilersand farmers,

where credit access is conditional on implementation offam sustainable langhanagement practices), sustainable
produce offtake agreement®tgrower offtakers include requirements for sustainable land management practices in
the terms d their off-take agreements) and eemredits (Community groups manage a commuiaiyned revolving

credit facility and are able to access loans conditional on participation in local ecosystem restoration and protection
activities).

Sustainability
By buildng on the existing capacity and previous investments in LNB, including a strong baseline of existing Public

Private Partnerships i.e. Imarisha Lake Naivasha and Payment of Ecosystem Services (PES), and by involving rele\
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stakeholders (including CountyGovernment, communities and private sector) in project development and
AYLX SYSyYy G GA 2y s-terin &tairabii®y vl Odi iabailt. b 2hig Fegard, the project will address the
following key parameters of sustainability:

Institutional Sustainability:

Through the participatory design process followed in the preparation of this project, including the involvement of all
key Government agencies, the NETFUND, Imarisha Lake Naivdshéasin coordination entitg and Nakuruand
Nyandarua/ 2 dzy 6 A SaQ NBf SOOIyl RSLINIYSyGaz 26ySNBKALI KIFa
stretches beyond the period of the project, ensuring continuity. The project will have a strong focus on building
capacity of government staff @he County level, including at the Ward level. This will ensure that experiences, lessons
learned, and best practices generated by the project are maintained within the County government structures.

Financial Sustainability:

Firstly, theproject builds strongly on the existing programs and initiatives supported from Government budget, at
both national and County level. This support will continue beyond the scope of the project. Secondly, one of the areas
of focus of component 2 of the project is to denstrate and prove viable models for providing markets and financial
incentives for sustainable agricultural production that would form the basis of a sustainable catchment economy, with
the key objective of ensuring that investments proposed under theegptowill become selfustainable. A key
mechanism in this regard, will be the restructured PES system.

Social sustainability:

The engagement of negovernmental stakeholders, County Government, including communities and the private
sector, is a key factoin assuring the lorerm sustainability of GEF investments in the sector. In this regard, a
considerable part of the project is dedicated to enhancing community participation in sustainable land management
including vulnerable groups such as women angtlyo

Scaling up
By linking fieldevel interventions with institutionalizing approaches through planning (LNBIMP and County

DevelopmentPlans for Nakuru and Nyandarua Counties) and establishing related regulatory mechanisms ( Code of
Conduct), while building skills and capacities through a -taéArainers approach that builds capacity within
extension services, developing a sustaindiiance and resource mobilization strategy for leilegm sustainability,
generating knowledge and sharing data across LNB stakeholders, the project is also set to lay the foundatiens for up
scaling sustainable and biodiversftijendly agricultural practies and sustainable land and natural resources
management in other basins in Kenya and beyond. In this regard, the project is envisaged to lay a strong basis fo
expansion in the basin and other regions.

1b.Project Map and Ge&oordinatesPlease providgecreferenced informatioand mapvhere the project
interventions will take place.

See Annex E.

2. StakeholdersPlease providehe Stakeholder Engagement Plan or equivalasgessment(Type response
here; if available, uploadocument or provide link)in addition, provide a summary on how stakeholders will
be consuked in project execution, the means and timing of engagement, how information will be
disseminated, and an explanation of any resource requirements thirmuigthe project/program cycle to
ensure proper and meaningful stakeholder engagement.

Selectwhat role civil society will play in the project:

[ ]Consulted only;

&Member of Advisory Bodygontractor;

X]Cofinancier,

X]Member of project steering committee or equivalesfgcisionmaking body
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X]Executor or ceexecutor;
[_]Other (Please eplain

Ly O2YLX AlyOS gAlGK 2 2@mdtatdnswery BblekdRen duriidglthe risject FRFSskabe and
during the project design (PPG) stage. A summary of these consultations is presented in the diimbiedalder
Engagement Plan.

The main objectives of the Stakeholder Engagement Plan are to:

establish mechanisms that ensure high level of ownership across project partners, affected
and interested parties throughout the project life cycle to align witl multisectoral and
multi-stakeholder project approach;

facilitate close engagement and grievances mechanisms of stakeholders in the further
development and throughout implementation and closure of the project;

establish time frame and methods that ensustakeholder consultation and disclosure of

project information through the project life cycle; and

establish and manage communication and engagement mechanisms across partners, affected
and interested parties in a transparent, timely and clear manner.

= =4 = =4 =4 =4 -8 -8 =9

The attached Stakeholder Engagement Plan provides details on the individual interests, influence and role of various
groups of stakeholders in the project, a summary of which is present&dtte3 below.

Table 3 List of potential key stakeholders and their contributions and roles in the proposed project

Stakeholder Stakeholder list

Type

Interest in the Project

Influence on project and role
in project implementation

Partner National 9 Imarisha Lake Naivasha Alignment and contributionto  The stakeholders have high
and Government 1 Ministry of Environment national and County influence and power as they
Institutions and Forestry (MoE&F) government priorities and make County policies and
1 National Environmeni plans. These include; Kenya  plans related to conservation
Trust Fund (NETFUND)  Vision 2030 Fourth Medium They can adviséne projects
9 Nakuru and Nyandarui Term Plan, County Integrated on how to align project goals
Counties Development Plans, national  with the government
1 Ministry of Agriculture, strategies such as the 10% tree priorities.
Livestock and Fisheries  cover, Kenya Climat8mart
Agricultuie Strategy 201-2026,
Agricultural §ector Direct responsibilities for the
Transformation and Growth L
) . coordination and
Strategy, Lake Naivasha Basin . .
implementation of the
Integrated Management Plan. : : .
project will be assigned to
NETFUND, as lead Executin
Agency, Imarisha Tanzania,
oversee Component 1 arfdr
the development of the Code
of Conduct under Componern
3.
Enforcement 1 Water Resource: Design and implementation of Enforcement agents have
Authority (WRA) the project as well as alignmen (high) influence and power
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Stakeholder
Type

Stakeholder list

Interest in the Project

Influence on project and role
in project implementation

Agencies 1 National Environment to the organisation's mandate with specific enforcement
Management  Authority and roles. mandates.The agencies can
(NEMA) collaborate and clarify laws
1 Kenya Forest Service (KF and ensure enforcement.
1 Kenya Plant Health an Their role in the project may
Inspectorate Service include awareness creation
(KEPHIS) about laws, knowledge
1 Kenya Wildlife Servic sharing on good practices an
(KWS) responding or acting to
f Horticultural Crop community needs when they
Directorate (HCD) report. Agencies can link
community members to
relevant authorities wherever
they have low influence or
power.
Responsibilities for the
coordination and
implementation of the
restoration and forest
management activities of the
project (Component 3) will be
assigned to KFS.
Locd 1 Beach Management Un The communities are interestec Generally, communities have
Communities (BMUSs) in the project because they high interest but low power
and 1  Community Fores' want to improve their farming  in resource management.
Organizations Associations (CFAS) practices for better yield and ~ They cannot make or enforce
and Civil Society 1 Water Resource User higher resilience, as well as policies. Their role is to
Organizations Association (WRUAS) conserve the resources that implement conservation
1 Lake Naivasha Bas affect their lives and livelihoods actions in the basin.
Umbrella Water Resourc Proper management of the However, through thevarious
Users Associatiol resources will benefit them stakeholder engagement
(LANABWRUA) directly and indirectly. A mechanisms to be
f Lake Naivasha  Basil particular point of attention in  established and supported b
Landscape AssociatiC thjs is the Masaai community, the project, their influence
(LANABLA) which is not resident in the will be strengthened.
T Lake Naivasha  Bas pasin, but as pastaiists use it
Riparian Associatiol as a refuge in case of severe
(LNRA) drought.
T WWF Kenya
Private Sector 1 Lake Naivasha Growe These stakeholders would be Institutions like the bank
Group (LNGG) mainly interested in protecting have low interest and low
1 Banking Institutions and sustainably ensuring their influence in the project as
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Stakeholder Stakeholder list Interest in the Project Influence on project and role

Type in project implementation

(Equity, KCB, Barclays) commercial interests, including they do not interact mostly

1 Hotels and Lodges benefits from farming, the with resources. On the other

9 Chamber of Commerce provision of financial services, private sector institutions like
as well as the provision of LNGG have a high interest ir|
accommodation and confence the project because they are
facilities water uses. Their role is to

facilitate others with services
and products.

The key institutional mechanisms for stakeholder engagement during project implementation are:

1 The Project Steering Committee (PSC), which will indlhueld&key Government Agencies to besponsible for the
delivery of the project, and other kestakeholdersas appropriate notably NETFUND, Ministry of Environment
and Forestry, Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries andpEmtives, Imarisha Lake Naivasha, Nyandarua
County Governmat, Nakuru County Government, WWF Kenya, LANABWRNRALANABLANd WWF GEF
Agency(as observer)

1 A Technical Committee whiehill be established as a mechanism for coordination among project partners on the
ground, both for the projecspecifically and for the LNBIMP at large. The Committee will consist, to start, of
NETFUND Imarisha Lake Naivasha, KFS, WWF Kenya, the Horticultural Crops Directorate (HCD), Agricultu
Training Center, the County Government Environment and Agricult@adiments, LANABWRUA, participating
CFAs and WRUASs, Lake Naivasha Green Horticulture Association and LNRA.

1 Beyond the PSC and Technical Commijtiee LNBMulti-stakeholderPlatform, led by Imarisha, will be formed to
serveas a way of engaging a broader group of stakeholders

Beyond these institutional mechanisms, the project provides for the psoiton of a community engagemenet
officer, who will serve as the main liaison pamsfor engagemenet with different community and other
interest groups in the landscape. Throughout the project components, provisions have been made, and
budget allocated, to support the effective involvement and consultation of project stakeholders.

4. Gencer Equality and Women's Empowermétmavide thegenderanalysis or equivalent soceconomic
assessmenfType response here; if available, upload document or provide link)

¢tKS YSyel D2@SNYyYSyid KIFa LXIFOSR 3ISYRSNJI SljdzftAde FyR |
strategies andhe Constitution of Kenya 2010 is seen as the single most important step in entrenching gender equality
AY YSye@él Qa hadic agenda It ihcludey @R affir@edive action policy in the public sector and the creation

of the NationalGender EqualityfCommissiofNGEC) as an independent constitutional commission. In 2013, a Gender
Directorate was created under the new Ministry @&volution and Planning. Gender has also been mainstreamed in
Kenya Vision 2030, in which several samionomic development programmes have been formulateermpower

women and increase their participation in all sectd@gspite these efforts to promotgender equality and women's
empowerment, including the constitution of 2010, which is quite unambiguous on gender inclusivity, Kenya still
reflects varied gendebased inequalities exacerbated by gendbaised violence, including sexual abuse, rape, phlysica
violence, and sexual harassment ostensibly due to lack of awareness and or inadequate budget allocations for equality
and inclusion, implementation and mainstreaming of pertinent policiéenya ranked 128in the Genderlnequality

Indexof 2021 (UNDPWwith a scoreof 0.506,showinginequalitiesin economicand political participation.
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In particular, vomen's empowerment is hindered by i) the patriarchal social order supported by statlaonsy ii)
religious and customary laws and practices, and ig) ddministrative and procedural mechanisms for accessing the
rightst®, especially rights on soce@ronomic benefits or access to livelihood securities for women. This results in
unequalaccesf womento and control of important (natural and productive)resourcessuchas land and finance,
unbalancedparticipationand decisionmakingin public processesind governanceat all levels,and unevenaccesdo
sociceconomichenefits and services.In terms of literacy and employment, a slightly larger proportidriemmales
never attend school relative to maléd/omen are also disproportionately affected by HI\D& with 6.9% of women
aged 15 to 64 affected, compared to 4.4% for men of the same age gfoups

LNBis mainly inhabited by communities who depend on dreedle raiAfed agriculture on the upper side and
pastoralism in the lower area# desktop gender analysis for the LNB was carried out for the elaboration of the PIF
based on a literature review and stakeholder consultatidifse gender analysis tiiis area reveals complex gender
dynamics correlated to gender roles and responsibilities, patterns of power and household decision making, access tc
and control over assets and resources, and meaningful participation in public detialong.Women and nen are
involved in different crops and types of animal husbandry and have different roles in farnadgar example of the
division of labor can be found in harvest management, where women and men perform different tasks. Using
machines and marketing &stask carried out by men while women put more of their labor in winnowing, especially if
this is done manually; drying grain; storage and; preparation of grain for consurtiptiogeneral, women tend to

take care of the dayo-day farming business, whesis men are seeking employment or income opportunities
elsewhere.

The forest is used by women for firewood and by men for logging, farming and grazing of cows. This is regulated by
the KFS licenses, although illegal activities do still take place. Rieensed by women to wash clothes and to fetch
water if there is drought.

Whereas spouses tend to discuss on the use of resources such as land and equipment, men are the main decisiol
makers and owners of the resources, which affects the visibility of woasefarmers and their ability to implement
OSNIiFAYy | 3ANROdzt G dzNI € LIN} OGAOSa GKIG NBIJjdzA NE NB a2 dzND
extension services and training are less accessible to women compared to men, which reduced itiesr talbddapt

to changing circumstances.

Women constitute the majority of the workers on the horticulture farms surrounding the Lake because of gendered
perceptions about their ability to be precise and concentratddwever, men constitute the majorityf managers,
directors and owners, which has an impact on the visibility and representation of women in the LNB. These women
form a different category from women farmers as they are less directly involved in the management of LNB, so their
issues and inteyst in LNB will be different. When it comes to fishing in the lake, women benefit less from this as it is
mostly men who own and operate the boats. Even if women own boats, they hire men to fish for them. There are
incidences of sex for fish, but therdiile documentation of this.

Leaders and representatives of community organizations, associations and institutions active in the LNB are mostly
men, despite gender provisions inbyl 6a GKFG FAY (G2 &adAvydAZlFIdS 62YSyQa
LISNOSLIiA2ya Fo2dzi £ SIFIRSNBAKALI FyR Lzt AO LI NIAOALEI (A2
SaiSSY YR O2yFARSYOS AaadzSad ¢KAa 101 2F LI NILAOALN
interests in regard to natufaresource use, especially water and land use. In addition, awareness of gendered
differences in resource use and management among representatives of stakeholder groups in the LNB was found to b

18 Republic of Kenya. 2019. National Policy on Gender and Development. Available ohtipe/asyg.go.ke/wp
content/uploads/2019/12/NATIONAROLICON-GENDERNDDEVELOPMENT.pdf

7UN Women. Kenya. Available onlinehétps://africa.unwomen.org/en/wherewe-are/easternand-southernafrica’kenya

18 Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation SDC. Gender Analysis of Makarfestt Management in Kenya. 2015.

Available online afittps://www.shareweb.ch/site/Agricultureand-Food

Security/focusareas/Documents/phm_sdc_egsp_gender_analysis_kenya.pdf
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low, indicating a potential gap between needs and represtomain various stakeholder forums and governance
processes.

Genderresponsive stakeholder consultations were conducted during the project development phase to refine
information gathered during PIF design on gender issues that may be at playgdrotbet area. A Gender Action Plan
6D!'t V0 ¢l & RS@OSEt2LISR (2 2dzif AyS K2¢g GKS LINR2SOG | AYa
in project design and execution. The GAP identifies gender entry points in the project to ensure activitiexssdare g
responsive and provide recommendations for including gender in the overall project design, includingspaigve
indicators and outputs where selisaggregated data should be collected. Further gemdsponsive stakeholder
consultations will beconducted throughout the project lifetime. The project will follow the WWF GEF Gender Policy,
which is aligned with the GEF Policy on Gender Equ#iityughout the development and implementation of the
proposed project.

Does the projeatxpect tanclude any genderesponsive measures to address gender gaps or prgemater equality
andwo me n 6 s e mpyedledndndfryds,please upload gender action plan or equivalent here.

If possible, indicate in whictesultsareds) the project is expected tmntribute tagenderequality.

X closing gender gaps access to and control oveaturalresources;

Xli mpr ovi n gartgipatioe and decision making; and or

X generating soci@conomic benefiter servicesor women

Does the poject's results framework or logical framework include geiseesitive indicators@edX<] /no_])

With reference to SDG5he proposed project will promote gender equality and the empowerment of women in
several waysThe project will ensure gender expertise is integrated throughout the compondéativities will be
designed to take into account the context of this country and to address critical gender imbalances that relate to the
project: i) the gendered division of labor ii) lack of participation in the decision making for the management of
resaurces, iii) differential use, control over and benefits from natural and other resources, and iv) lack of access to
financing and credits for women.

1 Component 1: Strengthening the enabling conditions for integrated landscape management in Lake Naivasha
Basinwill develop activities that ensuran increased awareness of gender differences in activities, resource
use and control in the LNB, promoting women representation among community groupsadatgiate
involvement of women in the decisiemaking proces and leadership by building capacity of women through
$2YSYQa 3INRdzLJA S | EASROATHHONO2SNER OF yIRNPod2L¥aS Y YR / { ha (2
access to and benefits from active participation in the decisi@mking processes on natural mgces
management fora and through other governance entities.

1 Component 2: Market and financial mechanisms for implementation of LN®IMidentify socieeconomic
interests for women and youth, ensure equitable access to financing and market opp@sufuti women,
men, and youthpy providing the necessary training, among other methods, to facilitate this access, including
training for womenon the development of business plans and access to markets and active participation in
marketing events. This s includes awareness raising among financial institutions of the barriers to access
credits for women Particularly in the revision of the PES, equal participation and benefit among women and
men will be closely monitored.

1 UnderComponent 3: Improvedrd management in upper LINBie project will work to ensure equal access
for women and men smalolder farmers to capacity building opportunities and technical support to apply
sustainable agricultural and restoration technigues to contribute to the impdomanagement of land and
natural resources of the LNBhis requires awareness raising and capacity building of agricultural officers and
staff to ensure gendesensitive training content and delivery methods and where possible apply a household
approachto ensure improved collaboration and joint decision making on farming activities and resources. The
project will also actively select and promote women as lead farmers and select model farms owned by women
to create role models.
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1 Knowledge products gended in Component 4. Knowledge Management and Monitoring and Evaluadiibn
highlight the role of women in conservation agriculture practices and activities, as well as lessons learnt in
regard to the promotion of gender and social inclusion through thegqat, and ensure information is shared
with LNB women and youthThe Community Engagement and Gender specialist in the PMU will work closely
with the Project Coordinator, MEL and Safeguards specialist, project partners and stakeholders to ensure
proper @pacity on gender to implement, monitor and evaluate progress on the GAP during project
implementation.

4. Private Sector Engagemeltl abor ate on the private sectorb6s engage

The project has as one of its specific targetsptomote the engagement of private sector in expanding market
linkages for smallholder farmers under Component 2. This includes both linking smallholder farmers tfinaicial
institutions (MFIs) to access agribusiness financial services, but alsingeqarket access for horticultural produce

from sustainable and biodiversiyiendly agricultural practices promoted through the project. In this regard, a close
connection will be established with hotels, traders and marketing companies and finarstialtions operating in

LNB. As part of the training activities under Component 2, smallholders will be trained on contract management,
YFEN] SG NBldZANBYSyidia FyR LINRPRdAzOGAZ2Y aidl yRINRazZ FyR Y
potential buyers.

In addition, the upgraded PES scheme to be developed as part of Component 2 will involve the engagement of private
sector stakeholders, including horticulture companies, tourism operators and hoteliers, geothermal and land
development operators, lge land owners, Water Service Providers, as well as finance institutions and service
providers, in the exploration and design of the various modalities. In this regard, engagement with private sector
stakeholders has already been undertaken as part oRtBS review.

During the stakeholder consultations, in preparation of this project document, discussions were held with the riparian
association and Tourism AssociatierNaivasha branch. They perceived PES as a great initiative to protect the
resources of LNB. On theher hand, there is a challenge in scaling it up since there will be a need to increase the
number of farmers. It would mean more investment from the private sector. Also, the current model lacked a
significant impact as few farmers benefited. Although thamers that benefited from the PES initiative adopted good
farm practices, the change was minimal downstream. They proposed an approach that targets farmers in a particular
area or for a specified period. For example, farmers in a section, village drwarld create more impact than
distribution across the basin. Also, other than individual incentives, they recommended communal incentives that
more community members can use. Further discussions with the private sector, in his regard, are plannedfs part
Component 2 of the project in particular.

Other private sector stakeholders with an interest and stake in the project include financial institutions like banks
(several farmers mentioned Equity bank because of wide coverage and proximity to farmméce).finance
institutions and SACCOs (Muki), as well as flower farmes (represented by the Lake Naivasha Growers Group0, the Sé
YAfESNEQ | 3a20AFGA2YyS>S 2RI . 2RIF 60az202NDBA{1S0 Faaz2o0Aal i
for engagenrent with these sectors are planned for under Component 1 of the project in particular.

5. Risks Elaborate on indicated risks, including climate change, potential social and environmental risks that might
prevent the project objectives from being achieved, and, if possible, the proposed measures that address these risks a
the time of project impleméation.(table format acceptable):

General risks

An analysis of the project risks, risk rating and preventive measures for the proposed project is preséatdd4n
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Table4 Risk Analysis

Risk Description Ranking | Preventive Measures

1. Limited uptake of sustainablg L Stakeholdersvere actively engaged in the development phase of
land management practices the project throughin-personconsultationgo ensure project
by stakeholders activities are appropriate, secure their buyand valiation of

project activities.

The project builds, in this regard on the experiences and lesson
learnt from the GOALAN project, which had a similar scope of w
regarding the introduction of sustainable farming practices. Theg
lessons learnt have beencorporated into the design of the
project.

Local communitiethat wereengaged have longtanding
relationships and oithe-ground experience with executing
partners and LNB stakeholders on SLM practices and risk of lim
involvement is considered low.

2. Strong climate variability H Current climatic variability (as identified in the climate change rig
during project lifetime can screen below and supporting documemiastaken into account
ySarargpgsSte 7T during design anavill be ®nsidered duringmplementation of
productivity project interventions. Climateesilient variants of crops and plantg

where possible, will be used in active planting interventions.

3. Economic developments, M The project will disseminate biophysical information of LNB
such as large infrastructure environment among and actively engage with stakeholders
projects may compete with including government, private sector, academia, communities,
the impementation of project development partners, CSOs, and media to promote adés

incorporation of mitigation measures to safeguard the environm
in policy frameworks and their enforcement in development plan
and implementationln particular, output 1.1.2. involves the
development of annual position papers as input into the
dewvelopment of County Development Plans.

4. Capacity constraints of local | M In addition to conducting due diligence/capacity assessment on
and national institutions to executing partners, the project will seek to build institutal and
undertake project technical capacities of government staff and the LNB coordinatit
interventions entity for overall improved coordination across LidB well as a

train-the-trainers plan that involves capacity building among war
agricultural officers

5. Lack of engagement from L The proposed project will build on a strong baseline of public
horticulture sector and private-partnerships and investments in LNB, and create linkage
hoteliers with the existing efforts under the GOALAN project (market linka

with hoteliers) and the voluntary PES scheme (horticulture sectc
The project will also work with the Horticultural Crops Directorat
G2 ONARYy3I Ay LRGSY(GAlf odz2 SNA

6. Limited opportunities for L Current baseline work on sustainable consumption and producti
developing viable markets fo| activities with smallholder farmers in Lake Naivasha link to mark
sustanable farm produce around the Basin (retailers, hotels, ethgve shown the potential

for attracting viable marketdroposed project activities will build
on and scalaip these linkages.

7. Risk of recurrent COVAI® M In the case of COVID restricticthgring project implementationthe
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Risk Description

Ranking | Preventive Measures

related limitations

through online meetings.

project partners will either work from home or different officesdar
will be equipped (and trained if needed) for using virtual
communication. In such case, it is also envisioned that the PSC
meet virtually, not in person.

Outreach to LNB stakeholders and farmers will be done in persq
while strictly observing the Mistry of Health COVID 19 guideline
and where possible, engage through phone conversations or

COVIEL9 Risk Analysis

While the COVID pandemic seems to be largely over, future situations may occur either tte@gérgence of COVID or
the emergence of other similar pandemics. Below risk assessment defines the basic mitigation approaches that will be

deployed in such case.

Risk category

Potential Risk

Mitigations and Plans

i) Availability of technical
expertise and capacity, and
changes in timelines

Continued or renewed efforts in COVID
19 containment measures (such as trav
and meeting restrictions) are likely into
the earlier stages of implementation. Th
may hinder outreach in person to LNB
stakehdders and farmers.

The project partners will be based in
different offices and will be equipped (and
trained if needed) for using virtual
communication. They have all been in
contact virtually during the project
development stage. It is envisioned thhe
PSC will meet virtually, not in person.

Outreach to LNB stakeholders and farmers
will be done in person while strictly
observing the Ministry of Health COVID 19
guidelines and where possible, engage
through phone conversations or through
online meetings.

Capacity and experience for remote \kof
and online interactions as well as limited
remote data and information access and
processing capacities that projects will
need to strengthen.

For interaction with LNB stakeholders and
farmers, provision of data/internet access
where devices are availahland provision of
devices if needed.

Changes in project implementation
timelines.

During the project development stage,
project duration was extended by one year
(total 4) to allow for 6 months of start up
and 6 months of project close.

Changes in baseline and potential co
financing sources identified may change
due to changed govement/project
partner priorities for existing funding,
reduced funding availability, or due to
delays until implementation.

Sme baseline and ebnancemayneed to
be adjustedn the eventof future pandemic
situationsand responses.

i) Stakeholder Enggement

Reduced mobility and stakeholder

Local level outreach to LNB stakeholders &
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Risk category

Potential Risk

Mitigations and Plans

Process

engagement.

farmers via NETFUND and Imarisha Lake
Naivasha during project implementation wi
only be undertaken if it complies to nationg
and local governmentugdelines and follows
COVIEL9 safety protocols (including
provision of PPE where needed).

Outreach to LNB stakeholders and farmers
will be done in person where possible, ove
the phone, and as a last resort over the
internet.

iii) EnablingEnvironment

Reduced government focus on the
environment during the COVAL® crisis.

Sensitization on Sustainable Natural
Resource Management is ongoing through
current projects. This is done through
different forums attended by the
Government representves where
importance of the environment and its
relation to agriculture, community
livelihoods, health (including COVID), food
safety and security are discussed. Throug
the projects, the LNB Civil Society
Organizations (CSOs) have been empowe
and ae engaging the Government in
environmental related policy development
and implementation, ensuring the
communities have improved access to the
natural resources and are deriving maximy
benefits.

iv) Financing

Reduced cdinancing availability (co
financing from the private sector and
governments, loafbased projects with
MDBS).

Regular meetings with the key stakeholder
involved in cefinancing will be held to
provide updates and replacements done
where necessary.

v) Private sector engagemen

There may be reduced appetite from in
particular the horticulture and tourism

sector, both of which are hit by the COV|
crisis or other simiar pandemic situation
to pay for the transaction costs associat
with upstream restoration, as well as pa
for the additional costs associated with

sourcing sustainable produced products

The project will undertake close dialogue
with the private sector to establish trust in
the approach, including the potential
benefits for the horticulture and tourism
sector fromengagement. For the upstream
landscape management and restoration
aspects, the project will support the
restructuring of the existing PES scheme. |
this process, private sector stakeholders w|
be closely consulted and engaged. On the
market side, the prject will strengthen the
Green Shop as a point of engagement with
potential buyers, circumventing the often
costly chain of agents involved and
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Risk category

Potential Risk

Mitigations and Plans

therewith keeping the price of sustainable
products to a minimum, as well as
facilitating market access to thecal
tourism sector.

vi) Future risks of similar
crises

There is minimal risk that this project wil
contribute to future crises of this nature.

It is not anticipated that this project will
have adverse impacts that might contributg
to future pandemicsThe project is designe(
to support local livelihoods which depend ¢
the water resources and ecosystem servic
of Lake Naivasha. Project outcomes will
O2yGNROGdziS G2 FIF YSN
resilience in the face of future crises.

COVID1®Dpportunity Analysis

Opportunity Category

Potential

Project Plans

i) Can the project do more to
protect and restore natural
systems and their ecological
functionality?

The goal of the project is to increase
protection of Lake Naivasha water
resources, hedwater forests and riparian
vegetation and associated ecosystems t
support the local and national economy.

By strengthening LNB stakeholder
engagement in LNB conservation and
improving land, water, and biodiversity
management in the LNB through
promotion of sustainable and biodiversity
friendly agricultural practices and improve
riparian and forest management, the
project will contribute to building longer
term resilience to future shocks, improve
livelihood benefits and reduce
deforestation and ecosysin degradation
and fragmentation.

i) Can GEF projects include
focus on production
landscapes and land use
practices within them to
decrease the risk of
human/nature conflicts?

The project activities under Component !
focuses on sustainable and biodiversity
friendly agricultural practies in
production landscapes.

Through project activities, smallholder
farmers will be trained in the adoption of
best farming practices, thereby enhancing
agricultural productivity while promoting
efficient land and water use and reducing
demand for lanctonversion. This will
ensure production is achieved with less
resources and thereby reduce competitio
with other living organisms. The promotio
and adoption of sustainable production
practices will build a resilient agricultural
system which supports thgrowing human
population in the wake of climate change,
and thereby reduce conflict risks.

The project will also work to increase
production per unit area using good
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Opportunity Category

Potential

Project Plans

agricultural practices, e.g., Use of certifie(
seeds, reducing the demand for new aseg
for production. The project will also
promote the adoption of an Integrated Pe
Management (IPM) approach which will
reduce pesticide use and enhance soil an
water quality thus promoting welbalanced
ecosystems. Linking farmers to markets v
reducepost-harvest losses which, if not
abated, will contribute to diminishing the
scarce production resources leading to
increased competition and conflicts.

Climate Change Risks

Current models predict that by 2030, climate change related losses willaicéor approximately 2.698 T Y Sy & | ¢
GDP? As Climate Change continues to exacerbate extreme weather events on a global scale, it is critical to examine
the impacts of climate change on a smaller scale to better understand the project barriers and aid in achieving a

lasting impact.Table5 focuses on the two counties that this project will lmplementedin, Nyandarua and Nakuru
counties, the climatic threats they face at present (fluctuating penatures, increased rainfall/floods, and more
intense dry spells/droughts) and in the future, and the impacts these threats have.

Table5 Climate change risk assessment and mitigation measures

Climate hazards

Climate Risk

Mitigation measure

Temperature Fluctuation

Today the mean annual
temperature in Kenya is 24.29°C.
The temperature in Kenya has beg¢
increasing over the past several
decades at a rate of .21°C per
decade. By 2050, the mean annue
temperature will have risen by
1.68°C, demorstrating a faster
rate of warming than in previous
decades.

A report completed by USAID alsg
predicts that heat waves will last
longer, increasing between 9 and

30 days?

Increased temperatures can exacerbate
drought events. There are temperature
thresholds for agricultural crops at which
point the crops become less productive.
Agriculture is highly temperature
dependent, with crop yields in lower
elevations predicted to ecrease by 20%.
Higher temperatures will also increase th
likelihood of vectorand waterborne
diseases spreading, Malaria in
particular®Increasing temperatures will
also exacerbate the rate of glacial melt,
affecting water runoff from Mt. Kenya,
located near Lake NaivasRka.

The project will provide training tq
selected farmers, as well as
provide tools and materials need
for more sustainable (climate
smart) agricultural practices,
including soil fertilityapproaches
crop rotation, efficient water use
practices, certified seeds (includir
droughtresilient variants of crops
and other plants), contour
farming, compostand mulching
tools as a form of ecosystem
based adaptation and
management. The promotion an
adoption of sustainable productio

19 For more information, please refer to the Climate Change Risk Screen supportingatdcum

20 USAID, 2018: Climate Risk in Kenya: Country Risk Profile.
21 Harris et al., 2014: Updated highsolution grids of monthly climatic observatiog€RU TS3.10: The Climatic Research Unit
(CRU) Time Series (TS) Version 3.10 Dataset, Int. J. Climaddi@)y623642, doi: 10.1002/joc3711; updated from previous

version of CRU TS3.xx (most recent use in CCKP: TS3.24).
22USAID, 2018: Climate Risk in Kenya: Country Risk Profile.
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Climate hazards

Climate Risk

Mitigation measure

practicees will increase production
per unit of area as well dhe
resilience of the agricultural
system to withstand the effects of
fluctuating temperatures and
drought events

Frequency and Intensity of Heavy
Rainfall

Within the LNB, the lonterm
spatial raindistribution varies from
about 600 mm at Naivasha Town
some 1,700 mm on the slopes of
the Nyandarua Mountains (the
Aberdares¥. Future scenarios
predict that rainfall will increase in
Kenya, the average total increase
could reach an additional 49mm
per month. At the current rate of
global climate change and
emissions, the annual maximum 5
day rainfall is expected to increase
12.22mm by the year 206& Inter-
seasonal rainfall variability will
increase over the next 50 years.

Extreme flood events hawaready led to
displacement of local people in the LNB,
which has been linked to food insecurity
Flood events and fluctuating rainfall
patterns also lead to degradation of soil,
destruction of crops, pollution of water
supply, increased frequency of latides
and an increased risk of waterborne
diseases. Crop types and growing seasq
will also change in relation to water
availability and seasonal and temporal
changes.

The project will strengthen
enabling conditions for the
integrated natural resources
management in the LNB.
Smallholder farmers will be
supported to adopt sustainable
and climatesmart agricultural
practices to improve soil and
water management conditions.
In addition, priority management
measures and restoration activitig
in degraded areasf the riparian
will include measures that could
potentially mitigate against
flooding.

Dry Spells/ Drought

In Kenya, dry spells are not
expected to increase in length, bu
instead are projected to increase i
severity, by an average of 25% by
2050.Severe and lontasting dry
spells lead to increased
evaporation and decreased water
availability. Since the 1970s, centr
Kenya has seen a decrease in lon
lasting rain events.

Drought and water availability will
continue to detrimentally affect crops dn
agricultural yields, breaking down food
systems causing food insecurity and
hunger. The drought event in Kenya fron
years 20082011 caused approximately
$12.1 billion in damage and
crop/agricultural losseg’

This project will support
smallholder farmes through
training and facilitation to adopt
best farming practices that
enhance land, soil and water
conservation to increase farm
production, including the
application of rainwater harvestin
and drip irrigation. Project
activities contribute to the oveall
objective of reducing land
degradation in the upper
catchment for increased
LINEG§SOGAZ2Y 27F 0
resources, biodiversity and its
associated ecosystem services.

=2WHO. 2015a. Climate and health country profile, Kenya.
24 USAID, 2018: Clate Risk in Kenya: Country Risk Profile.
25Becht, R., Odada, E.O., Higgins, S., 2005/ Lake Naivasha: Experience and Lessons Learnt.

26 Harris et al., 2014: Updated highsolution grids of monthly climatic observatiog€RU TS3.10: The Climatic Reseblruh
(CRU) Time Series (TS) Version 3.10 Dataset, Int. J. Climatology, 3463%,6%8: 10.1002/joc3711; updated from previous
version of CRU TS3.xx (most recent use in CCKP: TS3.24).
27TUSAID, 2018: Climate Risk in Kenya: Country Risk Profile.
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Current climatic variability and anticipated climate change patterns lpglltaken into account in the project
implementation in various ways:

a) Through consideration in the development of the LNBIMP and the related County Development Plans.

b) Through the incorporation of climate smart agricultural approaches into the agricultta@inng manual and
curriculum, and the demonstration of the same at model farm sites

c) In the selection of sites targeted for restoration, as well as the selection of tree and plant species, and the design
of specific restoration methods.

Environmental and Social Safequards Risks

Ly O2YLX AlFIYyOS 6AGK 22C 9YQ@BANRYYSyidlt FyR {20AFf {I FS:
and Social Safeguard Integrated Policies and Procedures (SIPP), the Lake Naivasha EBM Projesnes scr
FOO2NRAY3A (2 22CQa {dFYyRINR 2y 9Y@BANRYYSyillt IyR {2
categorized as a Category "B" project, given that it is essentially a conservation initiative expected to generate
significant positive and dable social, economic and environmental benefits. Any adverse environmental and social
impacts are site specific and can be mitigated. The proposed project triggered the following standards:

1 Natural Habitats:At this point, there are no planned activitifisat would negatively impact natural habitats.
However, this standard has been triggered because the project entaithesground activities, including
restoration activities on key riparian degradation areas (such as demarcationksrantlscale irrigathn
infrastructure even if these are geared towards reducing the unsustainable use and extraction of natural
resources. Consequently, further environmental impact assessments will be needed as the specific activities
and its locations become better defingéol determine which safeguard measures, if any, need to be in place to
ensure no lasting damage to natural habitats or the people that rely on them occur.

1 Pest Management:This standard has been triggered because, while the project will not procure any
pesticides, it will involve the use of registered biopesticides and conventional pesticides in class Ill and IV.
Because the project will adopt an integrated pest management approach (which considers cultural,
mechanical, physical and chemicals methods), tise ofthese pesticides will be minimized to promote
environmental conservation and human health and ensure economical management of pests. Thus, the
project will build knowledge regarding the advantage and disadvantage of their use and, where appropriate
will train farmers on application rates, techniques and equipment, disposal of empty containers and
remaining/unused pesticides mixtures. Due to these activities, a Pest Management Plan will be prepared as
LI NI 2F (GKS 9{acCc (2 O:ydSadaNSaféiglards Prain@wiork9 Yy @A N2 Y Y Sy (i

91 Indigenous PeoplesThis standard has been triggered because there are different ethnic groups and clans
present that can be identified as Indigenous Peoples, including but not limited to the Maasai who live in
neighboringcounties, such as Narok, and cross over to LNB looking for pasture and water during severe
droughts. Although the Kenyan government does not formally recognize the Maasai as indigenous, they are
considered so under WWF and GEF policies. Furthermores mimrmation on the presence and resource use
of other pastoralist communities is needed, including but not limited to the Samburu and Turkana.
Consequently, an Indigenous Peoples Planning Framework will be prepared as part of the ESMF to conform tc
2 2 C @rvironment and Social Safeguards Framework.

1 Restriction of Access and Involuntary Resettlememtie project does not support involuntary resettlement of
persons directly or indirectly nor will proceed with activities without consulting the communitigsided by
the relevant regulations and laws of Kenya and WWF US policies. However, this standard has been triggerec
because this project is concerned with land management, which often results in changes of access. As such
more information is needed to dermine the extent of these potential access restrictions and the risk they
might pose, if any, if no mitigation measures are taken. A Process Framework will be prepared as part of the
9{acC (2 O2yF2N¥Y (G2 22CQa& 9y AN Y Yehsyrd commnuRity figtOakel f  {
respected.
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1 Community Health, Safety and Securitifhis standard has been triggered at this stage as a precaution
0S0ldzaSz |fGK2dza3K GKS LINR2SOdiQa OGAQGAGASE KI @S y
on-farm practices and podtarvest activities, as well as the installation of srsalle irrigation infrastructure)
represent potentially negative environmental and health impacts, as well as implications for labor standards,
if these are not done corregtland the risks are not minimized. As the specific activities and their locations
become better defined, further environmental impact assessments will be carried out before development of
smaltscale infrastructure begins. Additionally, there has beenpmred increase in conflict between humans
and hippos in Lake Naivasha, likely as a result of infrastructure development for tourism purposes and
encroachment on riparian land by farmers. The project does not expect to develtdpearound activities in
the LNB riparian area itself (beyond the development of the Code of Conduct under Component 3), which is
where this potential conflict primarily plays out. Nonetheless, if this were to change, the ESMF will identify
and list measures for mitigating humanlaiife conflict.

Since the exact location and/or nature of potential investments have not yet been determined, an Environment and
Social Management Framework (ESMF), including a Process Framework (PF) and an Indigenous Peoples Plann
Framework (IPPF) was prepared to @MY (2 22CQa 9YyOBANRYYSYyd FyR {20Al ¢
including the PF and IPRfutlines the principles, procedures, and mitigation measures for addressing environmental
and social impacts associated with the project in accordance withads bnd regulations of the Government of
Kenya and with the WWF SIPP. The ESMF was prepared based on the following information: a) desk review of th
22C {Ltt YR YSyel Qad SYy@ANBYYSy(lf YR &a20Al f aas
discussions held in October 2022.

The project will have a direct and tangible effect on a large number of communities and individuals residing within or
in the vicinity of project sites. There is thus a need for an efficient, effective, cultuesihonsive and accessible
DNAS@GIyOS wSRNBXaa aSOKFyAayY oDwauv O(KFdG O2fttSOia |yR |
complaints. The GRM shall constitute an integral part of the Project and assist the PMU in identifying andreddress
the needs of local communities. The GRM will be constituted as a permanent and accessible institutional arrangement
F2NJ F RRNBaaAy3d Fye 3INARSOlIyOSa FNARaAAY3I FNBY (GKS AYLX
administered by the PMWGuidelines for the establishment and operation of the GRM are presented in the ESMF.

Roles and responsibilities

Responsibilities for the implementation and oversight of environmental and social safeguards measures related to the
project are outlined in te ESMF. The overall responsibility for ensuring that safeguards are implemented lie with
NETFUND, as Lead Executing Agency, with oversight by the Project Steering Committee and the WWF GEF Agency
more practical level, the PMU, and more specificallyRingject Coordinator / Sustainable Food Systems Specialibt

be responsible for the practical implementation of safeguards measures, as well as related monitoring and reporting.
The Project will furthermore recruit an environmental and social safeguapkcialist to support the PMU in an
advisory and supporting role; this position will be merged with the Monitoring & Evaluation Officer role.

Financial arrangements
In order to appropriately cater for the implementation of abewentioned measures, prop budget has been
allocated for the following:

1 Costs for a part time environmental and social safeguards specialist (consultant or staff) to work with the PMU
for the full 3 years of the project period; and
1 Budget for travel costs, training workshops andetings for safeguards monitoring.
It should be noted that the ESMF and Process Framework specifies that the project budget would cover potential
compensation to project affected people related to the implementation of the Process Framework (i.e.ncefoitn
the GRM). At this stage, no amount has been earmarked for such events, but as necessary, budget adjustments will b
made to accommodate for this.
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6. Institutional Arrangement and Coordinatiddescribe the institutional arrangement for projectl@ngentation.
Elaborate on the planned coordination with other relevantfBaRced projects and other initiatives.

A schematic representation of the proposed institutal arrangements for the project is presented Hiror!
Reference source not found.

GEF Trust Fund -
—p Reporting Flow
Ministry of lf = Funds Flow
Environment and WWF GEF Agency
Forestry

™~

Project Management Unit
Steering Committee —
Guiding . ' National Treasu
Host Office: NETFund ) Y

r 3

I-’I

Technical Committee
Coordination

Executing Partners

Kenya Forest
Services

Component 1 Qutcome 3.2

Figure 3. Project Institutional Arrangements

The National Environment Trust Fund (NETFUND) wilisaitte Lead Executing Agency for the projéstablished by
0KS 9Y@ANRYYSyYyllt alylr3asSYSyid FyR [/ 22NRAYyLFGA2Yy | OG 2
mobilize, manage and avail resources for: environmental awards, capacity buildingrchesseal publications,
Aa0K2f I NAKALJA I % Rs sHoNINETFENDAogeratésSuyider-thie auspices of the Ministry of Environment
and Forestry. As Lead Executing Agency, NETFUNBkeitverall fiduciary responsibility of the projexd well aof
forming and leading the Project Steering Committ&ETFUND will appoint a Project Focal point who will be
responsible of overall administration and supervision of the PMU.

NETFUND will furthermore host tHeroject Management Unit (PMUhich will be taské with the dayto-day
management of the projeciThe main function of the PMU will be to coordinate efforts between the various partners
in the project,as well as be responsible for the reporting, monitoring and evaluation functions

In terms oftechnical delivery, the PMU witlirectly deliver Components 2 and 4, as well as Outcome 3.1 under
Component 3Severabther Executing Partners will lib-grantedto deliverother aspects of the projectasfollows:

282 NETFUND, https://www.netfund.go.ke/whee-are/
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1 Imarisha Lake Naivasha will bperating under sulzontract to NETFUND to lead on Component 1, as well as
on the development and retut of the Code of Conduct under Component 3 (outputs 3.2.1 and 3.2.2).

1 Kenya Forest Services (KFS) will be operating undecasutact to NETFUND todd on the development of
PFMPs and undertaking targeted restoration work under Component 3 (output 3.2.3).

Project oversight and strategic guidance will be provided by a national Project Steering Committee (PSC), which wil
include the key Government Agers to be responsible for the delivery of the project, and otherdtakeholdersas
appropriate notably NETFUND, Ministry of Environment and Forestry, Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries and
Cooperatives, Imarisha Lake Naivasha, NyandaruantgoGovernment, Nakuru County Government, WWF Kenya,
LANABWRUA.NRALANABLANdWWF GEF Agen@gs observer)The PSC will meet twice a year to formally review
project progress, endorse the Annual Project Workplan and Budget as well as discuss agicstnatters related to

the project.

In addition to the PSC, a Technical Committee will be established as a mechanism for coordination among project
partners on the ground, both for the project specifically and for the LNBIMP at large. The Committemsiit, co

start, of NETFUND Imarisha Lake Naivasha, KFS, WWF Kenya, the Horticultural Crops Directorate (HCD), Agricultt
Training Center, the County Government Environment and Agricultural Departments, LANABWRUA, participating CFA
and WRUAs, Lake Nasha Green Horticulture Association and LNRA. Other execution partners may be added as
appropriate. Meetings of the Committee will be conducted on a quarterly basis.

Beyond the PSC and Technical Committee, LIN8Multi-stakeholderPlatform, led by Imarisha, will be formed to
serveas a way of engaging a broader group of stakeholfrs Component 1).

As the GEF Project Agency, WWF GEF Agency will provide technical and financial supervision and implementatic
support of the projectand support on issues affecting timely and quality project implementation. WWF GEF Agency

will undertake implementation support, including yearly supervision missions. A key responsibility of the supervision is
to review quality of outputs and progressdggfr a & G KS GF NBHSGa asSd Ay GKS LINB2SO

A financial agreement shall be signed between WWF US, as the GEF Project Agency, and the Ministry of Finance (a
referred to asthe National Treasury)on behalf of the Government of Kenya. Fumdl be deposited in a dedicated
account hosted by NETFUND.

The PMU will be the central financial management hub of the Project resperisibdata processing and reporting.
The PMU will manage and oversee fund transfers to partner execagjagcies orthe basis of activity taggeds well
asfacilitate financial reporting and generation of withdrawal applications.

Program accounting procedures shall foll@overnment proceduresnd shall furthermore adhere to WWF GEF
Agency standards.

7. Consistency ith National Priorities Describe the consistency of the project with national strategies andplans
reports and assessments under relevant conveffittiondelow:

- National Action Plan for Adaptation (NAPA) under LDRFCCC

- National ActiorProgram (NAP) under UNCCD

- ASGM NAP (Artisanal and Srsathle Gold Mining) under Mercury

- Minamatalnitial Assessment (MIA) under Minamata Convention

- National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plan (NBSAP) under UNCBD

- National Communications (NGyxder UNFCCC

- Technology Needs Assessment (TNA) under UNFCCC

- National Capacity Sefssessment (NCSA) under UNCBD, UNFCCC, UNCCD

- National Implementation Plan (NIP) under POPs

- Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP)

- National Portfolio FormulationXercise (NPFE) under GEFSEC

- Biennial Update Report (BUR) under UNFCCC
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- Others

The proposed project is aligned with a range of national and sectoral strategies and plans, as described in
Table6.

Table 6 Project Alignment with National Strategies and Plans

National Strategies/Plans Alignment

Kenya Land Degradation Neutrality =~ As land restoration and sustainable land management efforts are poter

Targets §olutions to improve degraded land, this project stands to contribute to
O 2 dzy' U NdBafibaal LDNzgoal of achieving LDN in the Rift Valley Catch
Zone by 2030 compared to 2015 léveand an additional 9% of the zone h
improved (net gairff. Kenya is one of over 120 countries to date that h;
Sy3alFr3aSR gAGK (GKS ! YyAGSR bl iA2ya
(UNCCD) LDN Target Setting Programme which includes setting ne
baselines, targets and measures to achieve LDN to contribute to Sustai
Development Goal (SDG) 15.3: By 2030, combat desertification, re
degraded land and soil, including land affected by desertification, drought
floods, and strive to achievea land degradatiosy’ S dz(i NJ £3°. Bafd)
RSINIRFGA2Y GKNBIFGSya adzaidlAylrotsS
ability to meet growing demand for environmental servite8ecause land i
0KS yIFGdz2NF £ NBaz2dz2NOS dzLl2y chviids @épend;
[ 5b KIFI& 0SSy KAIKEAIKGESR | a GKS
550St 2L)ySyid D2lft& Ay YSyeré FyR |
promotes restoration of degraded lands and other sustainable land managel
LIN} O%A OSace

National Biodiversity Strategy and Through its work on forest landscape restoration and work with farmers grou

Action Plan (NBSAP) on sustainable agricultural practices (components 2 and 3), the project will
contribute in particular to goal® oftheb . { ' t ¥ KA OK A&
and empowered communities fully involved in sustainable utilization and
O2yaSNIBIGA2y 2F O0A2RAGSNEAGEQD Ly
into the LNBIMP and County Development Plans (component 1) thecproiie
contributetogoal M KA OK A& (2 ONBFGES Wiy
constitutional environment for the conservation and sustainable use of
OA2RADGSNEAGEQD® a2NB aALISOATAOLffRZ
as definedn the NBSAP, in particular related to the rehabilitation of degrade!
ecosystems, and the promotion of farming practices that conserve the

ecosystem.
Sustainable Development Goals Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 15 focuses specifically on managing
(SDGs) sustainably, halting and reversing land and natural habitat degradation,

successfully combating desertification and stopping biodiversity loss. On the

29 Republic of Kenya, Land Degradation Neutrality Target Setting Final Report, 2020.
https://knowledge.unccd.int/sites/default/files/ldn_targets/20209/Kenya%20LDN%20TSP%20Final%20Report%20%28English¥@928df
30LDN Target Setting Programme, https://www.unccd.int/actionsfldrget-setting-programme

31 Categorization of the proneness to erosion based on slope gradient classified according to the FAO relief clas28s, (Bladulating 8%,
Rolling 816%, Hilly 180%, Mountainous >30%).

32 Republic of Kenya, Lamegradation Neutrality Target Setting Final Report, 2020, pg. 12.
https://knowledge.unccd.int/sites/default/files/ldn_targets/20209/Kenya%20LDN%20TSP%20Final%20Report%20%28English%629.pdf
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National Strategies/Plans Alignment

other hand, SDG 6 recogafzthat social development and economic prosperi
depend on the sustainable management and sharing of freshwater resource
and ecosystems.

The proposed project is quite relevant in driving these SDGs as it intends to
promote reducing land degradation ama@bitat loss within LNB and thus
contributing to the conservation of Lake Naivasha which is an important
freshwater lake.

Aichi Biodiversity Targets

Kenya is a party to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and thus is
expected to deliver on theighi Biodiversity Targets. The components of the
proposed project will contribute to the following strategic goals of the Aichi
targets:

Strategic Goal B: Reduce the direct pressures on biodiversity and promote
sustainable use

Strategic Goal :0O’o improve the status of biodiversity by safeguarding
ecosystems, species and genetic diversity.

Vision 2030

Catchment Managemenhitiative is one of the flagship projects under the
Vision 2030 which is the country's long term development blueprint and mor
specifically, the rehabilitation of the Aberdares range is one of the priority we
towers. The proposed project intends tortadbute to the rehabilitation of this
water tower by supporting the conservation of the Naivasha basin which fall:
within the Aberdares. Also, the project will contribute towards enhancing the
adaptation capacity of communities to global climate changétione of the
aspirations of the Vision 2013.

Medium Term Development Plan
20232027 (MTP4)

The Government is currently in the process of developing its fourth Medium
Term Development Plan (MTP4) which will cover the period from 2023 to 2C
It isanticipated that MTP4 will build further on the Third Medium Term
Development Plan, which provides specific targets, among others, for impro
conservation of forest resources, water towers and wildlife. The project will
contribute towards the realizatio of these objectives by supporting the
conservation of LNB and reforestation of the Aberdares.

The Big 4 Agenda

One of the Big Four Agenda as pushed by the President of Kenya is to achit
food security and proper nutrition for all Kenyans. This requimeseased and
sustainable food production. One of the objectives of the proposed project i<
promote sustainable agricultural production practices within the LNB that wil
ensure increased production, productivity and food safety.

National Climate Chage Action Plan

Restoration of degraded land has important climate benefits, including the
sequestration of carbon dioxide and improved climate resilience by recoveril
lost ecosystems. This project will, therefore, contribute to the realization of
adaptaton targets by promoting ecosystebased adaptation.
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National Strategies/Plans Alignment

Lake Naivasha Integrated The proposed project intends to support the implementation of the strategie
Management Plan 2012022 stipulated within the plan especially those relating to coordination framework
sustainable agriculture and forest conservation.

Green Economy Strategy and The Green Economy Strategy and Implementation Plan aspires to place the

Implementation Plan country towards a low carbon and sustainable development pathway. One @
key strategies stipulated in the adoption of sustainabledurction and
consumption practices. This is one aspect that the project will promote in
farming systems within the LNB.

National Tree Planting Strategy Kenya has set an ambitious target to achieve a 10% national tree cover by 2
Among the strategiesotrealize this is to rehabilitate gazetted forests and
promote farm forestry. The proposed project will contribute to this agenda by
supporting CFAs in forest landscape restoration activities.

County Integrated Development Plan: The CIDPs of the counties within the basin (Nyandarua, Nakuru and Narok)

(CIDPs) within thearget counties aspire to increase County forest cover and promote sustainable agricultural
activities. This project will, therefore, play a critical role in the realization ®f tt
goals and objectives set out in these CIDPs.

8. KnowledgeManagement Elaboratethe fiKnowledge Management Aproacld for the prgect, including a
budget, key deliverables and a timeline, and exgiaum it will contribute tothe pject s over.al | i m

Utilizing available knowledge to apply best practices and lessons learned is important during both project design and
implementation to achieving greater, more efficient, and sustainable conservagisults. Sharing this information is

then useful to other projects and initiatives to increase effectiveness, efficiency, and impact among the conservation
community. Knowledge exchange is tracked and budgeted in Component 4 of the Results FramewddtalTh
budget allocated for general knowledge management and communication is US$ 87,887 (4.92%).

Prior to finalizing the project design, existing lessons and best practices were gathered from various sources and
incorporated into the project design. ddlse reference Section 3.7 to review the lessons and understand how they
were utilized.

During project implementation and before the end of each project year, knowledge produced by or available to the
Project will be consolidated from project stakeholdarsl exchanged with relevant actors by the project management

unit (PMU). The annual LNB Stakeholder Forum will be an important outlet in this regard, but products will be shared
more widely, including with other GEF and rBEF funded projects, Governmenistitutions, civil society
organizations and academic and research institutions. This collected knowledge will be analyzed alongside projec
monitoring and evaluation data at the Annual Reflection and Planning meetings (to be heltbdzadk with the LB
Stakeholders Forum). It is at this meeting that the theory of change will be reviewed, and maodifications to the annual
work plan and budget will be drafted. Making adjustments based on what works and what does not work should
improve project results.

Lesons learned and best practices from the Project will be captured from field staff and reports and from
stakeholders at the Annual Reflection and Planning meetings. These available lessons and best practices will then b
documented in the sermnnual projet progress reports (PPR) (with best practices annexed to the report).
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The PMU Project Coordinator will ensure that the LNB Stakeholder group, such as OFPs, PSC members, proje
partners and other local stakeholders are informed of (and invited to) theuain Reflection meetings, formal
evaluations, and any documentation on lessons and best practices. These partners will receive all related documents
such as the Terminal Evaluation, technical reviews, market analyses, training manuals and guidelim&agetohe

sharing of important knowledge products.

A strategic communications plan has been budgeted for this Project and will include the following knowledge and
communication products:

Table 4 Summary of knowledge andcommunications products

Components Knowledge and communication products

Strengthening the enabling conditions f Report on key socieconomic trends and developments in th
integrated landscape management in La LNB and their potential threats to the environment
Naivasha Basin (LNB) Awareness raising products on the LNBIMP

Market and financial mechanisms fi Study into potentiamechanisms for ensuring sustainable
implementation of the LNBIMP finance and resource mobilization for implementation of the

LNBIMP, including Imarisha.
PES communications strategy and marketing products
Report on opportunity/viability analysis and design for the
establishment of aentral basin investment fund
Marketing products and supporting marketing events for
sustainable horticulture products
Awareness raising materials on the KS1758 certification
Improved land management in upper La Report on trainingneeds assessment
Naivasha Basin Training manual on sustainable horticulture production
Code of Conduct for LNB stakeholders, with related awaren
raising materials
Awareness raising materials on PFMPs

Knowledge Management and Monitoring ai Inception report

Evaluation Basinwide communication strategy
Lessondearnt report
Semiannual Project Progress Reports
Terminal Evaluation

All knowledge and communication products produced by the Project will be shared on an online repository database
hosted by Imarisha Lake Naivasha (see Component 1). This will allow a wider audience to gain knowledge from the
Project. In addition, the PMUh association with Imarisha will share these documents with stakeholders more directly
through the annual LNBwulti-stakeholder platform meetings.

9. Monitoring and Evaluation. Describe the budgeted M & E plan.

The project monitoring andvaluation plan has been developed in coordination with the Project Development Team,
consisting of NETFUND, Imarisha Lake Naivasha, the Ministry of Environment and Forestry, WWF Kenya and the WV
GEF Agency. US$ 88,419%%00f the total project costhas been budgetefbr M&E,which includesstaff time of a
Monitoring, Evlauation and Learning Officer at 40% FTE (US$ 30,046), independent external consultants for the
terminal evaluation (US$ 35,000), annual reflection meetings for adaptive managem@&@it(683), and local travel

costs for monitoring purposes (US$ 12,691).
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Component 4. Knowledge Management and Monitoring and Evaluation
Output 4.2.2: Annual
Expenditure Category Detailed Description Output 4.2.1 Project reflection workshops to
MEEplon implemented | trock progress ogainst TOTAL QUTCOME 4.2, Effective
and project progress workplon and results MEE ensured to inform effective
reports completed Sfromework indicator odaptive project management
targets for effective
project management
International Consultants Consultant for terminal 35,000 35,000
evaluation
Total International Consultants 35,000 - 35,000
Maonitoring, Evaluation and
Learning (MEL) Cfficer | 15,023 15,023 30,046
Safeguards specialist
Total Staff Costs 15,023 15,023 30,046
Planning and coordination
meetings 10,678 10,678
Total Trainings, Workshops, Meetings - 10,678 10,673
Local travel costs 12,691 12,691
Total Travel 12,651 - 12,691
Grand Total 62,714 25,701 23,415

The Project will be monitored through the Results Framework Eseer! Reference source not found.The Results
Franework includes 2 indicators per Outcome. The baseline has been completed for each indicator along with
feasible targets, set annually where relevant. A methodology for measuring indicator targets is provided. Indicator
targets are Specific, Measurabléchievable, Relevant, and Tirbeund (SMART), and disaggregated by sex where
applicable. Component 4 of the Results Framework is dedicated to M&E, knowledge sharing and coordination.
Relevant Core indicators have been included to provide a portfolio leva#rstanding of progress towards the GEF
Global Environmental Benefits (GEBS).

The MELOfficer will be responsible for gathering M&E data for the annual results framework tracking, and providing
suggestions to the PMU Project Manager to improve the results, efficiency and management of the project. A
summary of the main project reports isgsented inTable?.

Table7 Summary of project reports

M&E/ Reporting How the document will be used Timeframe Responsible
Document
Inception Report Summarize decisions made durii Within three months of PMU Project
inception workshop, including change inception workshop Manager and M&E
to project design, budget, Resul Officer
Framework, etc.
Quarterly Financial Assess financial progress al Every three months PMU F&A officer
Reports management.
WWEF Project Progres: Inform management decisions ar Every six months PMU Project
Report (PPR) with drafting of annual workplan and budge Manager and M&E
annual RF and Share lessons internally and externally Officer
workplan tracking. Report to the PSC and GEF Agency
the project progress.
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Terminal Project External summative evaluation of th Before project External expert or
Evaluation Report overall project; completion organization
Recommendations for GEF and thc
designing related projects.

An independent formal terminal evaluation has been budgeted by the project and will adhere to WWF and GEF
guidelines and policies. The Terminal Evaluation will be completed before the official close of the project. The
evaluation provides an opportunity faadaptive management as well as sharing of lessons and best practices for
related and future projects. The Operational Focal Point will be briefed and debriefed before and after the evaluation
and will have an opportunity to comment on the draft and firegort.

An annual reflection workshop has been budgeted for the PMU and other project stakeholders to review project
progress and challenges to date, taking into account results framework tracking, work plan tracking, stakeholder
feedback andjuarterly field reports to review project strategies, risks and the theory of change (ToC). The results of
this workshop will inform project decision making (i.e., refining the ToC, informing Project Progress Reports and
Annual Workplans and Budgets).

10. BenefitsDescribe the socioeconomic benefits to be delivered by the project at the national and lo¢caldevels
appropriateHow do these benefits translate in supporting the achievement of global environment benefits (GEF Trust
Fund) or adaptation befits (LDCF/SCCF)?

The project will deliver socieconomic benefits on a number of fronts:

1. By focusing on improved agricultural production methods, and streamlining the value chain, the project will

directly benefit participating farmer groups and other value chain actors.

2. Direct benefits to local communities are expected from the proposedoratibn and management of land,
forest and wetland ecosystems, by generating associated increases in productivity, and benefits from forest
(both timber and nortimber forest products) and wetland (e.g. fish) products.

Overall the above direct project befiis will increase income and jobs.

Through its specific gender focus, furthermore, the project will result in more inclusion/access by women to

productive activities and decisiemaking processes at the local level on natural resources management.

5. In thelonger run, the project will increase the resilience of the ecosystem which will ensure the -tengrer
economic function of such systems in many different ways, both through direct services such as the
productivity of lands, water provisioning, fish afarest products, as well as through indirect ecosystem
services such as opportunities for tourism development in the LNB catchment, including wildlife areas and
biodiversityrich wetland systems.

6. CAylLfftezr UGKNRAAK (KS LINE 2BEIEnd awarkngsd Saisingy § will dpeniyp O
opportunities for individuals and partner organizations to develop -gfiropportunities related to integrated
land-use planning, sustainable agriculture, and restoration/management of land and forest ecosystems.

B w
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PART IV: ANNEXES

Annex A: Project Results Framework(either copy and paste here the framework from the Agency document, or provide reference toithth@ggeject
document where the framework could be found).

Targets (annual, or midterm and close)

Indicator / unit

Definition (note if
cumulative)

Method/
source

Frequency | Responsible

Disaggregation

Objective level indicators

Baseline

YR1

YR2

YR3

Notes/
Assumptions

Cost to monitor

Project Objective: to restore forest ecosystems and reduce land degradation in the LNB catchment for increased ptotedtienofNai vashads wat er r es ecosystem sejvicds to supgor tie

local and national economy

Objective indicator 1: Restored is defined as | Measuring areg  Annual KFS By target area 0 ( Ang 500ha | 1,000ha | 1,600ha Assuming that $5,000

rocess of repairing and /0| of land and type of land | improvements external pressure .

Area of land restored passisting thgre(:o?/ery of | restored byhe P = Fhose made to fOI’eStSWi“ not (production of
(forest and forest land land and ecosystems thaf Projectthrough within project further increase Gli maps M&if
(GEF Core Indicator 3 have been degraded, | georeferencing period) :;erz:rg\ﬁcrzztﬁ

Subindicator 3.2)) damaged, destroyed, or |  Of restored oct fundi Y
modified to an extent that| ~ areas and project funding)
the land and/or ecosysten| Presentation in
cannot fulfil its ecological | 'S MaP

functions and/or fully
deliver environmental
services. Activities may
include(i) ecosystem
restoration that reduces th
causes of decline and
improves basic functions.
And (ii) ecological
restoration that enhances
native habitats, sustains
ecosystem resilience, and
conserves biodiversity.
For the sake of this project
the area ofand restored
would be evidenced by an
increase irvegetatiorcover
through natural
regeneratiof at leasR5%
Cumulative

Objective indicator 2: Defined as the landscape| Georeferencingl Endof PMU GEF sub 0 (fAng¢g 35,086 | 37,086 ha Qualitative $5,000

Area of landscapes area being managed to | areasovered project indicators (4.1 | improvements ha analysis of .

under improved benefit biodiversity, but | by PFMPsand and 4.3) = those made performance (production of
management to benefi which is not certified (4.1) | farms adopting within under this GIS maps ME&E
biodiversity (non and landscape under improved indicator will be and project staff

GEF 7 CEO Endorsemehtike Naivasha Basin Ecosystdrased Management Project




Targets (annual, or mic-term and close)

Indicator / unit Definition (note if Method/ Frequency | Responsible| Disaggregation Baseline YR1 YR2 YR3 Notes/ Cost to monitor
cumulative) source Assumptions
certified) sustainable land production project® through methods| time covered by
) management in productior] practices described under| project funding)
(GEF_ Cgre Indicator 4 systems (4.3). Shall includ Outcome 3.1 and
Subindicator 4.1 and the existace of 3.2 indicators
4.3)) participatory forest (seebelow)
management plans
(PFMPs) to improve forest
management as well as
productive land brought
under improved farming
practices
Cumulative
Objective indicator 3: | Carbon sequestration is define| Calculating the End of PMU Direct and 1M tCO2eq 1,413,610 Assumption that $0
as the process of increasing thi  cymulative project indirect emissions loss per year tCO2 the impacts of
Carpor_w seque;tereq g carbon content ofa consequence o project activities (_M&E and'
emissions avoided in| reservoir/pool other than the : project staff time
improved can be
the sector of atmosphere (IPCC, 2012). ; g covered by
i Avoided emissions refers to agricultural distinguished ; i
Agriculture, Forestry, e : project funding)
reduced emissions due to practices and from other
and other land use avoided deforestation or forest land influences
(GEF Core Indicator 6 degradationsustain.able forest restoration on
Subindicator 6.1) mana_\gement, and improved carbon
practlce§ on ther land uses sequestration
such as in agriculture. value using
Calculates the carbon
sequestration value resulting EX-ACT tool,
from project interventions with inputs
from remote
Cumulative sensing and
ground
truthing over a
20 year period.
Objective indicator 4: | Direct beneficiaries are thg Aggregates the| End of PMU By target area, 0 (fAng 500 1,500 3,200 At least 40% $0
Number of direct individual people who total number project gender, target | improvements female
beneficiaries receive targeted support of direct group (e.g. = those made (_M&E and_
disaggregated by from a given GEF beneficiaries community within project project staff time
gender as cbenefit of | project/activity and/or who| from reports members, period) covered by

GEFinvestment use the specific resource{]  on project farmers, Govt
. that the project maintains g  activities; officials, private
(GEF Core Indicator enhances. . Individuals ar¢  population sector and CSOs|
11) aware that thegre count of etc.) and types o
receiving that support priority benefits
and/or aware they use thg communities
targeted

project funding)
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Targets (annual, or mic-term and close)
Indicator / unit Definition (note if Method/ Frequency | Responsible| Disaggregation Baseline YR1 YR2 YR3 Notes/ Cost to monitor
cumulative) source Assumptions
specific resource. through project
. support
Cumulative

Outcome indicators

Component 1: Strengthening the enabling conditions for integrated landscape management in Lake Naivasha Basin

Outcome 1.1:  Harmonized inteectoral and mukstakeholder planning and management across LNB and county plans for integrated, inclusive and sustainable land mahBidgEement in
Outcome 1.1 indicator] ~ Targeted criteria these Analysis of Annual PMU By type of pan 0 (fing 2 2 3 Development of a $0
are annual benchmarks tq LNBIMP (1) (LNBIMP, improvements scorecard system
Number of ILM plans be defined in the scorecarq and Annual Annual County | =those made for analysis of (_M&E and'
mgetlpg Itargeted which will include, but not County Development within project county project staff time
criteria in ILM be limited to existence of | Development Plans) period) development cpvered b_y
_Scorecard alignment between Plans (2 plans foreseen. project funding)
(en\_/lronmental and LNBIMP™ and the County | annually) using Note that the
social m_anagement Development Plans, and scorecard County
effectlveness, environmental and social Development
alignment, etc) sustainability criteria Non Plans can only bg
cumulative influenced as
they are not
under the control
of the project
Component 2: Promotion of sustainable food production practices and responsible value chains
Outcome 2.1: Improved access to finance for implementation of restoration and improved land management activities in LNB
Outcome 2.1 indicator| Leveraged funding: secure|  Review of Annual PMU Disaggregated by 0 100,000 | 250,000 The level of $0
and committedunding and | secured and type and source uss$ uss funding
Amount of new investments through dono|  committed of funding and potentially (_M&E and_
Ievgraged fundlng ®) & investor engagement funding and investment leveraged will project staff time
for implementation of (based on the resource investment depend in part on cover.ed by
the LNBIMP mobilization strategy to be| from various the speed of prqject "
developed under Outcome sources operationalizatio funding®
2.1), the PES scheme anq n of the new
engagement with finance Water Towers
institutions Bill
Cumulative Current income
through PES is
appr. 20,000 US$
p.a.
Outcome 2.1: Improved access to markets for sustainable agricultural produce
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Targets (annual, or mic-term and close)
Indicator / unit Definition (note if Method/ Frequency | Responsible| Disaggregation Baseline YR1 YR2 YR3 Notes/ Cost to monitor
cumulative) source Assumptions
Outcome 2.2 indicator] ~ Sustainable agriculture Compares Annual PMU MEL Actual Sales by 0 20% 50% 100% Uptake will be $0
% increase in market produce: includes all sales of Program outlet incremental as (M&E and
. agricultural products sustanable Officer more market _ .
salgs for sustainable marketed as sustainable §  produce at access points ge project staff time
agricultural produce the Green Shop and othe]  Green Shop identified cpvered t_)y
outlets associated with the and other projed funding)
project outlets for with
. the baseline
Cumulative

Component 3: Improved land management in upper LNB

Outcome 3.1: Improved capacity of LNB smallholder farmers for the transition towards sustainable and bieftieadiiyagricultural practices

Outcome 3.1 indicator|  Sustainable horticulture Survey to Annual PMU By practice and 0 0 1,350 2,700 Uptake will be $5,000
. production / value chain establish gender incremental as
Number of farmers in practices: minimal soil adopted successful farmer
the_target areas disturbance, permanent so farming groups are
apP'V'”g sustalnaple cover, drip irrigation and | methods, with inspiring others
homculture. produc_tlon rainwater harveg, grass ground
/ value chain practices barriers and contour truthing. To be
farming, diversified crop counted,
rotations and crop farmers must
combinations, integrated | apply at least
pest management and one of the

green/blue label pesticidey  production
when only necessary, efé. | practices listed

; in survey.
Cumulative

Outcome 3.2Priority forestland management and restoration interventions implementkd limke Naivashapper catchment ardar enhanced water and biodiversity protection

Outcome 3.2 indicator] Performance: the level of| Scorecard to Annual KFS By forest station 0 0 TBD TBD The scorecard $0
implementation of PFMPs| be developed; system will
Performance of the as a means towards annual define specific (_M&E and.
PFMPs improved forest participatory indicators for project staff time
management review with performance covered by

CFAs and KFS project funding)

Cumulative

Component 4: Knowledge Management and Monitoring & Evaluation

Outcome 4.1: Effective Knowledge Management and communications ensured to suppmrosgpport for Laké&laivasha Basin with potential for upscaling and replication

35 Minimal soil disturbance (through reduced ottiltage) in order to preserve soil structure, soil fauna and organic matter; Permanent soil cover (cover crops, residues and muteluésh¢o pro
soil and contribute to the suppression of weeds; Drip irrigation, ideally combined with rainwater harvesting, to miateninse; Grass barriers and contour farming to avoid erosion and sediment
runoff; Diversified crop rotations, and crop combinations, which promote soil foiganisms and disrupt plant pests, weeds and diseases; Where pesticides are needed sas aoalst gecen

and blue label pesticides would be appli@ther practices to be determined through project.
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Targets (annual, or mic-term and close)

Indicator / unit Definition (note if Method/ Frequency | Responsible| Disaggregation Baseline YR1 YR2 YR3 Notes/ Cost to monitor
cumulative) source Assumptions
Outcome 4.1 indicator Counts the number of Review of Annual MEL By project 0 2CE 1 KM 2 KM $0
knowledge management learning Program
Number of KM products and products and Officer By type of 1CE 2CE (M&E and'
prod.uct's and communication events event reports product and, project staff time
communication eventy oo by the project event cpvered py
projectfunding)
KM: knowledge
managemerproduct
CE: communication event
Non-Cumulative
Outcome 4.2: Effective M&E ensured to inform effective adaptive project management
Outcome 4.2 indicator Counts the number of Review of Annual MEL By project 0 7 7 9 $0
Monitoring, Evaluation and|  Monitoring, Program
Number of MEL. Learning (Knowledge Evaluation Officer By type of 2 PPR 2 PPR 2 PPR (M&E and'
reports and_ reflection Managementproducts products product 4QFR 40FR 1PCR project staff time
exercises delivered by the project. cpvered b_y
1RE 1RE 4 QFR project funding)
PPR: Project progress
report 1RE
PCR: Project close report 1TE

QFR: Quarterly financial
report

RE: Reflection exercise
TE : Terminal evaluation

Non-Cumulative
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Annex B: Response to Project Reviewdrom GEF Secretariat and GEgencies, and Responses to Comments from

Council at work program inclusigpandresponses to comments frahe Convention Secretariat and STAP at PIF).

GEFSEC PIF Review Round 3

WWF GEF (Original) Response Matrix
GEF Sec Review of "Lake Naivasha Ecosgem Based
Management Project"
(GEF ID 10589)i January 24, 2021

GEF Agency Response

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Additional recommendations to be considered by Agency
at the time of CEO
endorsement/approval.

To inform the design of the project's interventions on the P
mechanism during PPG, please refer to the related STAP
advisory document:
http://stapgef.org/sites/default/files/stapiwp
content/uploads/2013/05/Paymefas-Environmental
Servicesand GEF.pdf

Likewise, to inform the design of project interventions relati
to behavior change (which notably includes herddwys, code
of conduct, PES and financial incentives,

knowledge sharing), please refer to related STAP
contributions: https://www.stapgefgresources/advisory
documents/whybehavioralC73changemattersgefandwhat

do-aboutit

Details regarding the consideration of STAP guidance on H
and behaviour change have been included iralteenative
scenario section and tfessons learned seatiof the ProDoc
(section 3.7).
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Annex C: Status of Utilization of Project Preparation Grant (PPG) (Provide detailed funding amount of the PPG

activities financing status in the table below

PPG Grant Approved at PIF:

GETF/LDCF/SCCF Amount ($)

Project Preparation Activities Implementeq

Budgeted Amount

Amount Spent To

Amount Committed

date
Project Design 38,000 25,278 12,72
Stakeholder Engagement 6,000 6,000
Safeguards and Gender Actions Plans 6,000 6,000
Total 50,000 37,278 12,72

If at CEO Endorsement, the PPG activities have not been completed and there is a balance of unspent fund, Agencie® ¢arundstitake
exclusivelypreparatioractivities up to one year @EO Endorsement/approval datdo later than one year fro@EO endorsement/approval

date. Agencies shouteport closing of PPG to Trustee in its Quarterly Report.
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Annex D: Calendar of Expected Reflows (if nofgrant instrument is used)

Provide a calendar of expected reflows to the GEF/LDCF/SCCF Trust Fundsoor thgency (and/or revolving fund
that will be set up)

N/A
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Annex E: Project Map(s) and Coordinates
Please attach the geographical location of the project area, if possible.
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Geta forest reserve is located between Longitude 36° 29.843'E and 36° 40.035'E and Latitude 0° 14.217'S and (
31.518'S. The station borders Ndaragwa Forest station to the North East and North Kinangop to the South East.

North Kinangop forest reserve ischted between Longitude 36° 37.305'E and 36° 40.904'E and Latitude 0° 31.200'S
and 0° 38.884'S. The station borders Geta Forest station to the North, South Kinangop to the South and Gatare fores
station to the east.

South Kinangop forest borders Nortm&ingop forest station to the North and is between Longitudes 36° 38.207'E to
36° 44.276'E and latitude 0° 38.090'Sto 0° 48.429'S

All the forest stations are located within the Nyandarua County and forms part of the extensive Aberdare ranges on
the West. The Aberdare Ranges are a mountain range located in central Kenya, in the East African Rift Valley. With a
elevation of 5,499 14,001 ft (1,674,267 m), they are part of the Eastern branch of the East African Rift System,
which runs from the Red &dn the north to Zimbabwe in the south. The Aberdare Ranges stretch for approximately
140 km and have a maximum width of 60 km.

The two WRUAs (Wanjohi and Kianjogu) span from 36° 38.005'E to 36° 25.812'E and 0° 14.824'S to 0° 27.621
Wanjohi WRUA immaedtely borders Geta Forest station to the East. The two WRUAs are a part of the Kinangop
Plateau which has an average altitude of approximately 6,500 feet (2,000 meters) above sea level. This high elevatiol
and its location in the central highlands resinita cooler, more temperate climate than the surrounding lowlands.
They both boarder Geta Forest station to the West.

Note: The sites targeted for ethie-ground intervention include:

1 For the agricultural part of the project (Outcome 3.1), the project will target the upper catchment of Lake
Naivasha as the area of focus, in particular areas within the catchment of the two main rivers flowing into the
Lake Naivasha basin: the river Kanj (in Kianjogu WRUA) and the river Wanjohi (in Wanjohi WRUA), which
are the main tributaries of River Malewa, in turn the main source of water majority of the targeted area falls in
the Upper zone of the catchment (>2500 m above sea level) while apsmnedintage falls in the middle zone
of the catchment (2000 2500 m above sea level).

9 For the restoration work (Outcome 3.2), the project will target a number of areas where degradation of
forests is increasingly causing erosion and affecting water reteniin particular in the upper escarpments of
the Aberdares. Restoration sites were identified, among others, on the basis of earlier assessments
undertaken as part of the Lake Naivasha FLR project. The focus will be on three degraded forest areas: Sophfi:
Beat in Geta Forest Station (1200 ha) and two sites in South Kinangop, of 16 and 23 ha respectively (North
Kinangop is already covered under the Green Zones project).

1 In addition, the project will focus on improving the overall management of forest tapds in the Geta,

Kinangop North and Kinangop South Forest Stations, which cover the upper extents of the LNB catchment
towards the Aberdares, the area most prone to erosion. The project will support the development and
operationalization of Participatoriyorest Management Plans for these Forest Stations under Outcome 3.2.

1 Finally, the Lake Naivasha riparian area is targeted for improved stakeholder engagement and participation in

the management of the Lake Zone through the development aneralbf a Cde of Conduct (Outcome 3.2).
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Annex F: GEF 7 Core Indicator Worksheet
Use this Worksheet to computese indicator valuess required in Part |, Tablet& the extent applicable to your
proposed pre@ct Progress in programming against these targets for the program will be aggregated andatported
anytime duringhe replenishment period. There is no need to complete this table for climate adaptation projects
financed solely through LDCF and SCCF.

Core Terrestrial protected areas created or under improved management for conservatior| (Hectares)
Indicator 1 and sustainable use
Hectares (1.1+1.2)
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
Indicator 1.1 | Terrestrial protected areas newly created |
Hectares
S%T:ctoef d Area YSDPA IUCN category Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
(select)
(select)
Sum
Indicator 1.2 | Terrestrial protected areas under improved management effectiveness |
Name of WDPA | IUCN . METT Score : |
Protected Area ID category Hectares Baseline Achieved
Endorsement MTR TE
(select)
(select)
Sum
Core Marine protected areas created or under improved management for conservation (Hectares)
Indicator 2 and sustainable use
Hectares (2.1+2.2)
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
Indicator 2.1 | Marine protected areas newly created |
Hectares
S%Teecg d Area YSDPA IUCN category Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
(select)
(select)
Sum
Indicator 2.2 | Marine protected areas under improved management effectiveness |
Name of WDPA | IUCN : METT Score : |
Protected Ared ID category Hectares Baseline Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
(select)
(select)
Sum
Core Area of land restored 400
Indicator 3
Hectares (3.1+3.2+3.3+3.4)
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
Indicator 3.1 | Area of degraded agricultural land restored
Hectares |
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
Indicator 3.2 | Area of forest and forest land restored |
Degraded Hectares |
riparian land Expected Achieved
in project area PIF stage | Endorsement MTR | TE
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restored
through
natural
regeneration
and active
rehabilitation

1,600 1,600

Indicator 3.3 | Area of natural grass and shrublands restored

Hectares |

Expected Achieved

PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE

Indicator 3.4 | Area of wetlands (including estuaries, mangroves) restored

Hectares |

Expected Achieved

PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE

Core Area of landscapes under improved practices (hectares; excludingotected areas) 60
Indicator 4

Hectares (4.1+4.2+4.3+4.4)

Expected Expected

PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE

37,682 37086

Indicator 4.1 | Area of landscapes under improved management to benefit biodiversity

Hectares |

Expected Achieved

PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE

35,682 35086

Indicator 4.2 | Area of landscapes that meet national or internationaklgzirty certification that
incorporates biodiversity considerations

Third party certification(s): Hectares |

Expected Achieved

PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE

Indicator 4.3 | Area of landscapes under sustainable land management in production systems

Agricultural Hectares |

lands in Expected Achieved

project area PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
brought under
improved
management,
through
support to
smallholder
farmers on
sustainable
production
practices

2,000 2,000

Indicator 4.4 | Area of High Conservation Value Forest (HCVF) loss avoided

Include documentation that justifies HCVF Hectares |

Expected Achieved

PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE

Core Area of marine habitat under improved practices to benefitbiodiversity (Hectares)
Indicator 5
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Indicator 5.1 | Number of fisheries that meet national or international fpary certification that
incorporates biodiversitgonsiderations

Third party certification(s): Number |
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
Indicator 5.2 | Number of large marine ecosystems (LMEs) with reduced pollution and hypoxial
Number |
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
Indicator 5.3| Amount of Marine Litter Avoided |
Metric Tons |
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
Core Greenhouse gas emission mitigated (Metric tons of
Indicator 6 CO )¢
Expected met r(6i1¢6.2 ons of
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE

Expected CO2e (direct 1,413,610t 1,413,610t
Expected CO2e (indirect
Indicator 6.1 | Carbon sequestered or emissions avoided in the AFOLU sector
Expected metric ons |
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE

—

Expected CO2e (direct
Expected CO2e (indirect
Anticipated start year o
accounting

Duration of accounting
Indicator 6.2 | Emissions avoide@utside AFOLU

Expected metric tons |
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
Expected CO2e (direct
Expected CO2e (indirect]
Anticipated start year o
accounting
Duration of accounting
Indicator 6.3 | Energy saved
MJ |
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE

Indicator 6.4 | Increase in installed renewable energy capacity per technology
Capacity (MW) |

Technology Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
(select)
(select)
Core Number of shared water ecosystems (fresh or marine) under new or improved (Number)
Indicator 7 cooperative management

Indicator 7.1 | Level of Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis and Strategic Action Program (TDA/SA|
formulation and implementation
Shared water Rating (scale 4) |

ecosystem PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE

Indicator 7.2 | Level of Regional Legal Agreements and Regional Management Institutions to supp
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implementation | |
Shared water Rating (scale 4) |
ecosystem PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE |

Indicator 7.3 | Level of National/Local reforms and active participation of kienisterial Committees |
Shared water Rating (scale 4) |
ecosystem PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE |

Indicator 7.4 | Level of engagement in IWLEARN through participation and delivery of key product: |
Rating (scale 4) |

Shared water

ecosystem Rating Rating
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
Core Globally over-exploited fisheries Moved to more sustainable levels (Metric Tons)
Indicator 8
Fishery Details Metric Tons |
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
Core Reduction, disposal/destruction, phase out, elimination and avoidance of chemicals| (Metric Tons)
Indicator 9 global concern and their waste in the environment and iprocesses, materials and
products
Metric Tons (9.1+9.2+9.3)
Expected Achieved
PIF stage PIF stage MTR TE
Indicator 9.1 | Solid and liquid Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs) removed or disposed (POPs t
Metric Tons |
POPs type Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
(select)| (select) (select)
(select)| (select) (select)
(select)| (select) (select)
Indicator 9.2 | Quantity of mercury reduced |
Metric Tons |
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR || TE |
Indicator 9.3 | Hydrochloroflurocarbons (HCFC) Reduced/Phased out |
Metric Tons
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
Indicator 9.4 | Number of countries with legislation and policy implemented to conlremmicals and
waste
Number of Countries |
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR | TE

Indicator 9.5 | Number of lowchemical/norchemical systems implemented particularly in food
production, manufacturing and cities

Number |
Technology Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE

Indicator 9.6 | Quantity of POPs/Mercury containing materials anoducts directly avoided |

Metric Tons
Expected Achieved
PIF stage] Endorsement PIF stage] Endorsement
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Core Reduction, avoidance of emissions of POPs to air from point and nguoint sources (grams of toxic
Indicator 10 equivalent
gTEQ
Indicator 10.1 | Number of countries with legislation and policy implemented to control emissions of
POPs to air
Number of Countries |
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR || TE |
Indicator 10.2 | Number of emission control technologies/practices implemented |
Number |
Expected Achieved
PIF stage Endorsement MTR | TE |
Core Number of direct beneficiaries disaggregated by gender as-tx@nefit of GEF 400
Indicator 11 investment
Direct Number |
beneficiaries Expected Achieved
of the project
include 2,700
smallholder
farmers as
well as an
estimated 500
representatives
of LNB
stakeholder
organizations
and
communities.
Of these, it is
expected that
around 40%
will be
women.
PIF stage Endorsement MTR TE
Female 1,280 1,280
Male 1,920 1,920
Total 3,200 3,200
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Annex G: GEF Project Taxonomy Worksheet
Use this Worksheet to list dowthe taxonomic information required under Part |, item G by ticking the most relevant

keywords/ topics/themes that best describe this project.

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4

Xnfluencing models

[JTransform policy and
regulatory environments

Xstrengthen institutional
capacity and decision -
making

X]Convene multi -stakeholder
alliances

[JDemonstrate innovative
approaches

[CIDeploy innovative financial
instruments

X stakeholders

[Jindigenous Peoples

XPrivate Sector

[[]Capital providers

XIFinancial intermediaries and market
facilitators

[[JLarge corporations

XISMEs

XIndividuals/Entrepreneurs

| INon-Grant Pilot

[]Project Reflow

XIBeneficiaries

XlLocal Communities

XCivil Society

XICommunity Based Organization

XINon-Governmental Organization

[JAcademia

[JTrade Unions and Workers Unions

X Type of Engagement

XInformation Dissemination

XPartnership

X]Consultation

XParticipation

XICommunications

DJAwareness Raising

[]Education

EPublic Campaigns

XIBehavior Change

X Capacity, Knowledge
and Research

[CJEnabling Activities

XlCapacity Development

XIKnowledge Generation and

Exchange
[[JTargeted Research
KLearning
[]Theoryof Change
XAdaptive Management
[Jindicators to Measure Change
[Jinnovation

[XIKnowledge and Learning

XlKnowledge Management

Jinnovation

XlCapacity Development

[JLearning

[Xlstakeholder Engagement
Plan

XlGender Equality
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XGender Mainstreaming

X]Beneficiaries

L_IWomen groups

Xsexdisaggregated indicators

XlGendersensitive indicators

XIGender results areas

[JAccess and control over natural
resources

XParticipation and leadership

JAccess to benefits and services

XlCapacity development

X Awareness raising

[XIKnowledge generation

XJFocal Areas/Theme

[Jintegrated Programs

[CJCommaodity Supply Chaing¥%Good
Growth Partnership)

[JSustainable Commodities Production

[IDeforestation-free Sourcing

[CJFinancial Screening Tools

[[JHigh Conservation Value Forests

[JHigh Carbon Stocks Forests

[[]Soybean Supply Chain

[JOil Palm Supply Chain

[[IBeef Supply Chain

[Jsmallholder Farmers

[JAdaptive Management

[JFood Security in SubSahara Africa

[‘JResilience (climate and shocks)

[[]JSustainable Production Systems

[CJAgroecosystems

[(JLand and Soil Health

[CIDiversified Farming

[Cintegrated Land and Water
Management

[JSmallholder Farming

[CJsmall and Medium Enterprises

[C]Crop Genetic Diversity

[JFood Value Chains

[JGender Dimensions

[IMulti -stakeholder Platforms

[JFood Systems, Land Use and
Restoration

|_|Sustainable Food Systems

[JLandscape Restoration

[[]Sustainable Commaodity Production

[[JComprehensive Land Use Planning

[integrated Landscapes

[JFood Value Chains

[[Deforestation-free Sourcing

[CJSmallholder Farmers

[Jsustainable Cities

|_lIntegrated urban planning

[JUrban sustainability framework

[JTransport and Mobility

[‘]Buildings

[IMunicipal waste management

[C]Green space

[JUrban Biodiversity

[JUrban Food Systems

[[JEnergy efficiency

[IMunicipal Financing

[]Global Platform for Sustainable Cities

36
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[Jurban Resilience

XBiodiversity

[[JProtected Areas and Landscapes

[Terrestrial Protected Areas

[JCoastal and Marine Protected Areas

[CJProductive Landscapes

[JProductive Seascapes

[CJCommunity Based Natural Resource
Management

XIMainstreaming

[CJExtractive Industries (oil, gas, mining)

[‘JForestry (Including HCVF and REDD+

[JTourism

XAgriculture & agrobiodiversity

[JFisheries

[infrastructure

[Ccertification (National Standards)

[Ccertification (International Standards)

[ISpecies

[Cilegal Wildlife Trade

[Threatened Species

[Cwildlife for Sustainable Development

[CJCrop Wild Relatives

[JPlant Genetic Resources

[CJAnimal Genetic Resources

[CJLivestock Wild Relatives

[Jinvasive Alien Species (IAS)

XIBiomes

[[IMangroves

[JCoral Reefs

[Jsea Grasses

[Jwetlands

XRivers

XLakes

[]Tropical Rain Forests

X Tropical Dry Forests

[JTemperate Forests

[Grasslands

[Jraramo

[Desert

[CJFinancial and Accounting

[[JPayment for Ecosystem Services

[CINatural Capital Assessment and
Accounting

[JConservation Trust Funds

[JConservation Finance

[JSupplementary Protocol to the CBD

Biosafety

[JAccess to Genetic Resources Benefit
Sharing

XForests

XIForest and Landscape Restoration

[[JREDD/REDD+

[JForest

[JAmazon

[JCongo

[[IDrylands

XlLand Degradation

XSustainable Land Management

XIRestoration and Rehabilitation of
Degraded Lands

XIEcosystem Approach

[CJintegrated and Crosssectoral
approach

DXICommunity-Based NRM

X]Sustainable Livelihoods
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Xincome Generating Activities

XSustainable Agriculture

[[]JSustainable Pasture Management

[JSustainable Forest/Woodland
Management

Ximproved Soil and Water Management
Techniques

[[JSustainable Fire Management

[IDrought Mitigation/Early Warning

[JLand Degradation Neutrality

[[JLand Productivity

[JLand Cover and Land cover change

[[]carbon stocks above or below ground

[[JFood Security

[international Waters

[Iship

| |Coastal

[IFreshwater

[CJAquifer

[Jriver Basin

[JLake Basin

Learning

Fisheries

Persistent toxic substances

]

SIDS : Small Island Dev States

Targeted Research

Pollution

[JPersistent toxic substances

[IPlastics

[CINutrient pollution from all sectors
except wastewater

[CINutrient pollution from Wastewater

[JTransboundary Diagnostic Analysis and
Strategic Action Plan preparation

[‘Istrategic Action Plan Implementation

[‘JAreas Beyond National Jurisdiction

[[JLarge Marine Ecosystems

[JPrivate Sector

[JAquaculture

[IMarine Protected Area

[IBiomes
[[IMangrove
[JCoral Reefs
[JSeagrasses
[JPolar Ecosystems
[CJConstructed Wetlands

[‘JChemicals and Waste
[IMercury

[‘JArtisanal and Scale Gold Mining

[JCoal Fired Power Plants

[JCoal Fired Industrial Boilers

[Jcement

[INon-Ferrous Metals Production

[Jozone

[JPersistent Organic Pollutants

[JUnintentional Persistent Organic
Pollutants

[Jsound Management of chemicals and
Waste

[[Jwaste Management

[JHazardous Waste Management

[Jindustrial Waste

[Je-waste

Emissions

Disposal

[INew Persistent Organic Pollutants
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[JPolychlorinated Biphenyls

[Jpiastics

[CJEco-Efficiency

[JPesticides

[]DDT - Vector Management

[JoDT- Other

[Jindustrial Emissions

[CJOpen Burning

[[IBest Available Technology / Best
Environmental Practices

[[]Green Chemistry

[‘IClimate Change

[C]climate Change Adaptation

|_|Climate Finance

[[JLeast Developed Countries

[JSmall Island Developing States

[[IDisaster Risk Management

[Jsealevel rise

[JClimate Resilience

[JClimate information

[JEcosystembased Adaptation

[JAdaptation Tech Transfer

[INational Adaptation Programme of
Action

[[INational Adaptation Plan

[[IMainstreaming Adaptation

[JPrivate Sector

[Jinnovation

[CJComplementarity

[[JCommunity-based Adaptation

[JLivelihoods

[‘IClimate Change Mitigation

[CJAgriculture, Forestry, and other Land
Use

[CJEnergy Efficiency

[[JSustainable Urban Systems and
Transport

[JTechnology Transfer

[[JRenewable Energy

|_IFinancing

[JEnabling Activities

[JTechnology Transfer

[JPoznan Strategic Programme on
Technology Transfer

[CJclimate Technology Centre & Network
(CTCN)

[[JEndogenous technology

[JTechnology Needs Assessment

[CJAdaptation Tech Transfer

[JUnited Nations Framework on
Climate Change

[[INationally Determined Contribution
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