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ABSTRACT 

 

The ieffects iof idifferent ianthropogenic idrivers iacting isingly ior iin icombination ihave ibeen 

ishown ito islowly ibut igradually idisrupt ithe iprovision iof ivital iecosystem igoods iand iservices. 

iLoss iof ikey iecosystem iservices iundermines ithe iability iof ithe ibiophysical ienvironment ito 

isustain ipeople iand itheir ilivelihoods. iThe isituation iin iMt. iMarsabit iforest iecosystem iis ifurther 

icomplicated iby ithe imanagement iregime ibeing ia imulti-stakeholder iprotected iarea isystem i(PA). 

iThe iexisting igovernance istructure iand ithe iprevailing ipolicy iand ilegislative iframework iseem 

iinappropriate ito iaddress ithe icontinued idegradation iof ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem. iThe imain 

iobjective iwas ito iassess ihow idifferent iactors iand isystems iinteract iin ia imultiuse ilandscape iand 

iinfluence isustainable iprovision iof iecosystem iservices. iSpecifically, ithe istudy; ii) idetermined 

ihow iprevailing iecological iprocesses iand isocioeconomic idynamics iaffect ithe iprovision iof iMt. 

iMarsabit iecosystem iservices, iii) imeasured ithe ieffectiveness iof igovernance ias iperceived iby 

irespondents, iand iiii) iassessed igovernance iscenarios ito iensure isustainability iof iMt. iMarsabit  

isocial-ecological isystem.  iA imixed imethod istudy idesign icomprising iinterviews iof i265 

ihouseholds, i36 ikey iinformants, i3 ifocus igroups, iscenario iworkshops iand ianalysis iof isecondary 

iliterature iwas iundertaken. iThe ifindings iindicated ithat itrees, iforage, iwater, ifall-back iland 

icultivation, iaesthetic ienjoyment iand ishade iwere ithe ikey iservices iderived ifrom ithe iforest. 

iHowever, ithis idid inot iprevent ioverexploitation iof iforest iresources iwhich ihas iled ito iextensive 

idegradation ias ibare-land iincreased ifrom i24% iin i2000 ito i37% iin i2015. iThe itested iprinciples iof 

iprotected iarea i(PA) igovernance i(UNDP, i1997) isuggested ithat ithe igovernance iof ithis iPA iwas 

imoderately ieffective i(61%). iThe ipositive iindicators ifor ieffective igovernance iincluded ithe 

ilegitimacy, iclear idemarcation iof iborders iand idirected imanagement ithat iled ito ia ireduction iin 

ipoaching. iNegative iindicators iincluded iweak ilinkages ibetween idifferent iactors iwith iregard ito 

icommunication, iaccountability iand icollaborative idecision imaking. iThe iinteraction iof 

istakeholders iin ithe iForest iPA, iscored ilow idensity iwhich ishowed iweakness iof ithe istakeholder’s 

inetwork, iwhich icould inegatively iaffect ithe iflow iof iinformation iand iother iresources ibetween 

istakeholders. iPerception iof ithe istakeholders ishowed ithat ithe ilocal icommunities iwere 

iminimally iinvolved iin ideveloping igovernance istructures ior imanagement iof ithis iforest. iFamily 

isize, ieducation ilevel,  iand iage iwere iimportant ipredictors iof ilevel iof ilocal icommunity 

iinvolvement iin imanagement. iThe istudy irecommends ithat ipolicies iupholding iconservation iin 

imultiuse ilandscapes isuch ias iMt. iMarsabit  iPAs ishould iensure ilocal iownership iand istrong 

ilinkages ibetween iactors. iThese iare iimportant igovernance iingredients ifor ipositive iconservation 
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ioutcomes iof iPAs. iAdditionally,  imeaningful iengagement iof icommunities iin ithe imanagement iof 

ithis iforest iwill ibe icritical ito iits isustainability. iPolicies ishould iultimately irecognise ithe iwellness 

iof ithe icurrent iand ifuture igenerations iby iimproving ithe iconservation iof iPAs. i 
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CHAPTER iONE: iINTRODUCTION 

1.1 iBackground ito ithe iStudy 

The iloss iof ikey iecosystem iservices iundermines ithe iability iof ithe ibiophysical 

ienvironment ito isustain ipeople iand itheir ilivelihoods. iThere iare ia inumber iof idrivers iand 

ipressures iresponsible ifor ithe iloss iof ibiodiversity iand ireduction iin iecosystem iservices 

iprovision. iMost iof ithem iare ianthropogenic iin inature iand iinclude iconversion iof inatural 

iecosystems ito iagriculture iand iother iland iuses,  iwildfires, iincrease iin iaggregate ihuman 

iconsumption iof ithe iplanet’s iecological iassets, ideposition iof ireactive initrogen, iconversion iof 

iwetlands, iand iintroduction iof inew ispecies iinto ithe ienvironments, iamong iothers i(Hicks iet ial. 

i2015; iRockström iet ial. i2009). i 

Arresting iacceleration iof iecosystem idegradation iis ibecoming iincreasingly iurgent, 

ileading ito ithe ineed ito iidentify igovernance istrategies ithat isuccessfully imitigate ihuman iimpact. 

iWithin ithe ilast idecade, isignificant iprogress ihas ibeen imade iand ivarious imechanisms idesigned 

ito ireduce ior ihalt ibiodiversity iloss iand ienhance iecosystem iservices iprovision i(Bennett iet ial., 

i2017; iDuraiappah iet ial., i2005). iOne isuch ikey imechanism ihas ibeen ico-management i(involving 

iparticipation iof ilocal iresidents) iwhich ihas ibeen iviewed ias ia ifundamental ipart iof isustainable iuse 

iand imanagement iof inatural iresources i(Chan, iet ial., i2012; iCuni-Sanchez iet ial. i2016). 

iEcological iand isocial isustainability iis ione iof ithe imain ichallenges ito iglobal ienvironmental 

igovernance iand isustainable idevelopment i(Bennett iet ial. i2015; iBouahim iet ial. i2015; ide iGroot iet 

ial. i2010; iHicks iet ial. i2015; iWangai iet ial. i2017). iSustainable iuse iand imanagement iof inatural 

iresources iis iattributed ito igood igovernance i(Agrawal, iet ial. i2014). iIn iareas iwhere igovernance 

ihas ibeen icompromised, irampant iecosystem idegradation ihas ioften ibeen ithe iresult i(Agrawal, iet 

ial., i2014; iMansourian, i2016; iPiso, iet ial., i2019; iReed, i2008). 

In iKenya, ithe ienvironmental isector iis iembracing ico-management ias ia isolution ifor 

itackling iconservation ichallenges i(GoK, i2013; iFrank iet ial., i2017). iIn ithe ipast itwo idecades, 

iseveral iorganizations iand iinstitutions ihave ibeen iinitiating, isupporting, iand iengaging 

ipartnerships iin ibiodiversity imanagement i(Frank iet ial., i2017). iOne isuch iecosystem iwhere ithis 

ihas ibeen ihappening iis ithe iMt. iMarsabit iForest iEcosystem, iwhich iis igoverned ivia ico-

management iby ithe iCounty-Community-Public isector istakeholders i(Robinson, i2013). iMt. 

iMarsabit iForest iharbours ia idiverse irange iof iecosystems iand iassociated ibiodiversity.  i iIts 

iecosystem iservice ifunctions iand igoods iprovision iare iimportant ifor ilivelihoods i(CIDP, i2013). 
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iThis iforest iecosystem iis ivery iimportant ito imany icommunities iand icultures iin iKenya iand 

iEthiopia. iIt iis ialso ia iwatershed ifor ia ivast iarea, iand ithe ipredominant isource iof iwater ifor ihuman 

iand iwildlife. i 

The iforest ihas iexperienced icover ilosses iover ithe iyears, iwith ithe iarea iunder icrops iand 

igrass iincreasing iat ithe iexpense iof inatural iforests. iThe iprimary idrivers iof ideforestation iare: ii) 

iconversion iof iforest ito iagricultural iland i(particularly ito ithe ieast iof ithe iforest), iii) ideforestation 

ithrough iover iabstraction iof ifuel iwood), iand iiii) iover-grazing iby idomestic ilivestock. iThe iforest 

ibeing ithe ionly isource iof iwater iand idry iseason ipasture ifor iwildlife iand ilivestock, iincreased 

idisturbance irisks ileading ito iloss iof ithe iforest iin ithe ifuture iwith ireduced iecological iservice 

iprovision i(Maina i& iImwati, i2015; iOroda, i2011). iThe iforest iis ialso ivulnerable ito iclimate 

ivariability iaffecting ithe iecosystem ifunction iand istructure. iThe iforest icontains ian iarray iof itrees 

iand iis ihome ito ianimal ispecies ilisted ias ivulnerable iby ithe iIUCN i(Bussmann, i2002). i 

Kenya iWildlife iService i(KWS) iand iKenya iForest iService i(KFS) iare iin icharge iof ithe 

iprotection iof ithe iforest. iThere iis idual igazettement iof ithe iforest ias ia inational ipark iand ias ia iforest 

ireserve, ithat iis; i1932 igazettement ias ia iForest iReserve, iand i1948 igazettement iof ithe iNational 

iReserve. iAlthough iCap. i385 iof i1985 iwas irepealed ithrough ithe iForest iAct i2005, ithe iAct istill 

irecognizes ithe irole iof iKWS iin ico-managing ithe iforest iwith iKFS. iThe iForest iAct, i2005 ihas 

isince ibeen irepealed iby ithe iForest iConservation iand iManagement iAct, i2016. iWhilst iKWS 

imanages ithe iarea ias ia ide ifacto inational ipark, iit iallows ifuel iwood iharvesting iin ithe i72km isquare 

iportion iof ithe iforest iunder ithe imanagement iof ithe iKenya iForest iService i(formerly, iForest 

iDepartment). iThe icounty igovernment iand ithe icommunity imembers iare ialso ikey istakeholders 

iof ithe iforest. iDespite ithe ico-management iefforts, idegradation iof ithe iforest iecosystem iis istill 

inotable. iThe ithreats iare imainly ianthropogenic iactivities iand ihave iled ito ithe irapid iforest 

idegradation iin ithe iform iof iincreased iconversion iof ithe iforested iareas iinto ifarmlands ioutside 

iand iwithin ithe iforest ireserve i(GoK, i2013; iMaina i& iImwati, i2015).There iis itherefore ineed ifor 

iintervention ito ireverse ithese itrends ior ithe iecosystem iwill ibecome iextinct. 
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1.2 iStatement iof ithe iProblem 

 

Studies iundertaken iin iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem ishow ithat ithe iexisting igovernance 

isystem ihas iproblems iof i“fit”, iwith ithe ioverall isystem ihaving ilittle iin ithe iway iof iinstitutions 

iwhose imandate iand ifocus iare iexplicitly iat ia ilandscape iholistic ilevel iof iMt. iMarsabit. iAs ia 

iresult, ithere iis isomewhat iof ia igovernance ivacuum.  iInstitutional ilinkages, iwhile istrong iamongst 

igovernment idepartments ithrough ithe iformer idistrict-level icommittees, ionly iweakly iconnect 

iwith iother iimportant iactors ion ikey idecision-making iprocesses i(Bussmann i2002; iRobinson 

i2013) ileading ito ithe idecline iof iecosystem iservices. iThe ieffects iof idifferent ianthropogenic 

idrivers iacting isingly, ior iin icombination, ihave ibeen ishown ito islowly ibut igradually idisrupt 

iprovision iof ivital iecosystem igoods iand iservices1. iFor iinstance, iland iuse/land icover iin ithe 

iMarsabit iforest ihas ibeen ichanging iover itime i(Maina i& iImwati, i2015) idue ito iheightened 

iincrease iin idifferent ianthropogenic iactivities i(Robinson, i2013). iForest icover ihas igreatly 

ireduced iover iyears, iand iif iurgent iradical iconservation imeasures iare inot iput iin iplace, ithis 

iecosystem iwill ibe idestroyed iby i2050 i(Oroda, i2011). iThere iare idual iand ipotentially iconflicting 

iinterests iof ihouseholds iin iusing ithe iMt. iMarsabit iforest iresources iin iorder ito imeet iimmediate 

ineeds. iThis icontrasts ithe ilong-term iobjectives iof iconservation iand iprotection iof ithe iresources 

i(Bussmann, i2002; iCuni-Sanchez iet ial., i2016) ileading ito ithe ineed ifor icharacterization iof ithe 

isocial-ecological idynamics iof ithe iecosystem. 

The iexisting imanagement isystem ifurther icomplicates ithe isituation. iBeing ia imulti-

stakeholder iprotected iarea isystem i(PA), ithe iforest ihas ia igovernance isystem ibased ion ico-

management. iStakeholders iinclude ithe inational iand icounty igovernments, iand ilocal 

icommunities i(Robinson, i2013). iThe inational igovernment iagencies iare ithe iKenya iWildlife 

iService i(KWS) iand ithe iKenya iForest iService i(KFS). iThe itwo iquasi igovernment ibodies ihave 

idifferent imandates iand iwork istrictly ialong isector-based iapproaches. iThe iconflicting ilegislation 

ifrom ithe itwo iquasi igovernment ibodies, iand ilack iof isufficient ibuy-in ifrom ilocal icommunities 

iand icounty igovernment ihave iled ito iproblematic ipartnerships iin ithis imanagement 

iarrangements. iThis ico-management iof ithe iforest ihas inot iallowed ifor ia ifull iappreciation iof 

iconservation ifrom ithe ilocal icommunities i(Bussmann, i2002; iMaina i& iImwati, i2015; iRobinson 

                                                             
1Ecosystem iservices iare i‘the iaspects iutilized ito iproduce ihuman iwell-being’ i(Hassan iet ial. i2005; iFisher iet ial. 

i2009). 
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i2013), iand ias ia iconsequence, ideforestation iand iunsustainable iharvesting iof iforest iproducts 

ihave ibeen iobserved i(Maina i& iImwati, i2015). i 

The iexisting ico-management igovernance istructure, iand ithe iprevailing ipolicy iand 

ilegislative iframework, iseem iinadequate ito iaddress ithe icontinued idegradation iof ithe iMt. 

iMarsabit iecosystem. iThere iis, itherefore, ia ineed ito iinterrogate ithe icomplex iscenario iin iMt. 

iMarsabit iecosystem iand ibalance ithe ienvironmental, ieconomic, iand isocietal isustainability 

ithrough iexploring ioptions iof igovernance isystems iwhich ican ireverse iongoing iecosystem 

idegradation iin ithe iarea. iSuch ia igovernance ischeme ishould ibe iclear ion ieffective ico-

management iarrangements iand ialso iappreciate ithe iimportance iof ilocal icommunities iand 

icounty igovernment iin iconservation iefforts. i 

1.3 iResearch iQuestions 

This iresearch iis iguided iby ithe ifollowing ioverall iresearch iquestion: iHow iare ithe 

idifferent iactors iand isystems iinteracting ito iinfluence isustainable iprovision iof iecosystem 

iservices iin iMt. iMarsabit? iThe isub-questions iare; 

1. How ido ithe iexisting isocioeconomic idynamics iand iecological iprocesses iinteract iand 

iinfluence isustainable iprovision iof iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem iservices? 

2. What iare ithe idynamics iof ithe iexisting igovernance isystem iin iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem? 

3. Which igovernance ioptions iare imost iappropriate ifor iprotected iareas isuch ias iMt. 

iMarsabit? 

1.4 iObjectives 

The ipurpose iof ithis istudy iwas ito iassess ihow idifferent iactors iand isystems iinteract iand 

ihow ithey iinfluence isustainable iprovision iof iMt. iMarsabit iforest iecosystem iservices. iThis iis 

ioperationalized iinto ithe ifollowing ispecific iobjectives; 

1. To idetermine ihow iprevailing isocioeconomic idynamics, iinteract iwith iecological 

iprocesses ito iaffect iprovision iof iecosystem iservices ion iMt. iMarsabit 

2. To ievaluate igovernance idynamics iin ithe imanagement iof iMt. iMarsabit isocial-ecological 

isystem 

3. To idevelop ialternative iPA igovernance ioptions ito isustain iecosystems iservice iprovision 

iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit isocial-ecological isystem 
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1.5 iJustification i 

 

Being ia imist iforest iin ian iarid ilocation, iMt. iMarsabit iis ia iunique iecological isystem.  

iHowever, iit iis ithreatened iby imany ifactors isuch ias iover-abstraction iof ifuelwood, ideforestation,  

ihuman iencroachment ias ia iresult iof iexpansion iof ithe iMarsabit itown, iovergrazing, iand ian 

iinfrastructural iboom. iThe iresults iof ithe istudy iwill ibe iuseful iin imapping ivarious iland-use 

ichanges iover itime, itheir iimpact ion iecosystem igoods iand iservices iprovision, iand isuggest 

iremedial imeasures ito imitigate itheir ieffects. iThe iresults iof ithis istudy iwill ialso ibe iimportant iin 

iidentifying igovernance ioptions ifor isustainable iecosystems igoods iand iservice iprovision iunder 

ianthropogenic ipressures iand iclimate ishifts. 

This iresearch iis irelevant iin ithree iaspects ithat iwould igenerally idefine ithe ikey iaspects iof 

iresearch icontributions. iFirst, ithe icontribution ito ithe idevelopment iof ia icommon iunderstanding, 

ithrough iexploration iand iexplanation iof igovernance ioutcomes. iSecond, ithe icontribution ito 

idiscussions iand iexamination iof icrucial ithemes iof ithe iparadigm iof ico-management; iand ithird, 

ithe icontribution ito ipolicy iideas iand iinnovative ipolicy ialternatives iin ia igiven iarea. i 

Theoretically, iit iseeks ito iuncover ithe ilinkages ibetween istate-society ipartnerships iin 

iKenya iand iAfrica iin igeneral.  iThe istudy icontributes ito ithe idebates ion icollaborative ipartnerships 

iby iexploring iand iexplaining itheoretical iand ipolicy itools ithat iprovide iinnovative ialternatives.  

iAs igovernance iresearch, iit  iexamines ithe imanifestations iof iinteractions ibetween ithe istate iand 

inon-state iactors. iThematically,  iit icovers itopics ithat iare igaining icurrency iin iacademic iand 

ipolicy iquarters. iIt iaddresses iinstitutional idesign iaspects iof igovernance isystems, icapacity 

ibuilding, iand iempowerment. iThe icontributions ito ico-management iresearch iare ibased ion ithe 

iinnovative iaspects iof ithe iresearch istudy. iThe istudy iexpounds ion ithe itheory iof icollaboration, 

iand ichallenges ipolicy imakers iface ito icomplement itheir iintervention itargets iwith itools ithat 

iappropriately iand ieffectively icapture ipathways iand iprerequisites ifor ico-management. iFrom 

ithis istudy, ithe irequired iinterventions ifor imeaningful iimpact iwill ibe iisolated itargeting ithe ilocal 

icommunity, iKenya iForest iService, iKenya iWildlife iService, iNational iEnvironmental 

iManagement iAuthority, iamong iothers. 
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1.6 iOrganization iof ithe iThesis 

 

This ithesis iis iorganized iaround ithree iprincipal iarticles ipublished iin ipeer-reviewed 

ijournals. iThere iis ialso ithe iintroduction iand ia iconcluding ichapter ilinking ithe ipapers ito ithe icore 

iresearch ipurpose. iThe iintroduction iexplains ithe ibackground iof ithe iresearch iproblem,  

igovernance iof ithe iMt. iMarsabit iPA iand iprovides idetails ifor ithe imethods iused iin ithis iresearch. 

iThe iconcluding ichapter iprovides ioverall iconclusions, iintegrating ithe ifindings iinto ithe iliterature 

iand iexplains ithe iimplications iof ithe ifindings. i 
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CHAPTER iTWO: iLITERATURE iREVIEW 

This ichapter ipresents ithe ireview iof ipertinent iliterature iin irelation ito ithe ispecific iobjectives iof 

ithe istudy. iIt iconsiders istudies iconducted iand iobservations iby iother iresearchers ion ithe isubject 

iof iprotected iareas iand igovernance. 

2.1 iSocial-Ecological iSystems iand iProvision iof iEcosystem iServices 

Ecological iand isocio-economic isystems ishare imany icharacteristics. iFor iexample,  

iLimburg iet ial.  i(2002) iposit ithat iboth iare icomplex inetworks iof icomponents ilinked iby idynamic 

iprocesses iand iare iopen ito iexchanges iacross itheir iboundaries iby iconnectivity.  iMoreover, isocial 

iand iecological isystems iare iinterlinked iand itheir iseparation iis iarbitrary iwhen ianalysing 

isustainable iuse iof iecosystem iservices. iThis ilinked ihuman-nature isystems ihave ibeen ireferred iin 

irecent iliterature ias isocial-ecological isystems i(Costanza iet ial., i2014; iNita iet ial., i2019; iOstrom, 

i1990). i 

According ito iPascual iet ial. i(2017), iecosystems iand isocial isystems iare icharacterized iby 

icontaining i(1) icomponents i(which ias ia iwhole iconstitute ithe istructure iof ia isystem), i(2) ithe 

iinteractions ibetween ithem,  iwhich igenerate ithe iprocesses iof ithe isystem i(functioning), iand, i(3) 

iin iopen isystems isuch ias iecological ior isocial iones, ifluxes icrossing ithe isystem iboundaries. 

iAmong ithese icharacteristics, iinteractions i(of icomponents, iprocesses ior isystems iwith iother 

isystems) iare iresponsible ifor ithe iemergence iof icomplex ibehaviours. i iVerburg iet ial. i(2015) iadds 

ithat isocial-ecological isystems iare icomplex isystems, iwhich iconsist iof iheterogeneous iindividual 

icomponents ithat iinteract ilocally iand ievolve ias ia iresult  iof ithose iinteractions. iThus, 

isocioeconomic idynamics iand iecological iprocesses iare icomplex iand imulti-causal,  iand isince 

icauses ican ibe iremote iin ispace iand itime ifrom ithe ievent, iuncertainty iis ian iintrinsic icharacteristic 

iof iecosystem iservices iassessments. 

The ilinks ibetween isocioeconomic idynamics iand iecological iprocesses, iand iprovision iof 

iecosystem iservices ihas ibeen iattracting iincreasing iattention iin iscientific iliterature iover ithe ipast 

iyears i(Sachs i2012; iScholte, iet ial., i2015; iUNESCO i1973; iVerburg iet ial. i2013). iThere iis ia 

icurrent iscientific irecognition iof ithe iurgent ineed ito iimprove iapproaches ifor iassessing 

iecosystem iservices (Carpenter & Folke, 2006). iThis istudy idetermines ihow iprevailing 

isocioeconomic idynamics iinteract iwith iecological iprocesses ito iaffect iprovision iof iecosystem 

iservices ion iMt. iMarsabit. iMartín-López iet ial. i(2009) iconcludes ithat ithe iecosystem iservices 
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iframework iexplicitly istates ithat ithere iis ia icomplex irelationship iand ifeedbacks iamong 

iecosystems iand ihuman isystems. iConsequently,  iinvestigating iecosystem iservices inecessarily 

irequires iworking iwith isocial-ecological isystems. i 

2.2 iProtected iArea i(PA) iGovernance iSystems 

The i2003 i5th
 iWorld iParks iCongress iin iDurban irecognised igovernance ias ithe ikey ifactor 

iin ithe iconservation iof iPAs iacross ithe iworld i(Hockings, i2003). iThe iIntergovernmental iScience-

Policy iPlatform ion iBiodiversity iand iEcosystem iServices i(IPBES) ireport istates ithat i“humans 

iare ichanging ithe iEarth's iecosystems iso idramatically ithat ias imany ias ione imillion iplant iand 

ianimal ispecies iare inow iat irisk iof iextinction, iand ithat icurrent iglobal iresponse iinsufficient ito 

istop ithis idecline iin iresources”. iThe iGlobal iEnvironmental iOutlook i(GEO) i6 ireport ialso istates 

ithat i“either iwe idrastically iscale iup ienvironmental iprotections, ior icities iand iregions iin iAsia, ithe 

iMiddle iEast iand iAfrica ior iwe icould isee imillions iof ipremature ideaths iby imid-century”. iIt ialso 

iwarns ithat i“pollutants iin iour ifreshwater isystems iwill isee ianti-microbial iresistance ibecomes ia 

imajor icause iof ideath iby i2050 iand iendocrine idisruptors iimpact imale iand ifemale ifertility, ias iwell 

ias ichild ineurodevelopment”. iThe iIPBES ireport itells ius ithat i“it iis inot itoo ilate ito imake ia 

idifference, ibut ionly iif iwe istart inow iat ievery ilevel ifrom ilocal ito iglobal.” 

Governance iof iprotected iareas iis iargued ito ibe ithe imain iway iof ieffectively iconserving 

ithe iecological isystem. iProtected iareas irequire iclear imainstreams iof ihow ithey iought ito ibe 

igoverned ithrough iwhich iconservation ipolicies iand irules iare ieffectively iimplemented. iA istudy 

iby iByrne iand iGoodall i(2013) ion itransnationalism iand iits ieffect ion inational ipark iin iSydney, 

iAustralia iestablished ithat ilack iof igovernance isystems iled ito iincrease iin imigrants iwho iwere inot 

iaware ior iignorant iof ithe iconservation ipolicies ihence iheading iup iencroaching iprotected iareas. 

iThis iis ian iindication ithat ithe igovernance isystem idirectly iand iindirectly iconnects ito ieffective 

iconservation iof ithe iprotected iareas. iProtected iareas ihave ithe ipotential ito iplay ian iimportant irole 

iin ithe idelivery iof icrucial iecosystem iservices ifor ipoverty ialleviation i(Bennett iet ial., i2017; iChan 

iet ial., i2006), ibut ithey iremain iin ithe ispotlight ifor inegative ireasons itoo, iwith iaccusations iof 

ihuman irights iviolations iagainst iindigenous icommunities icontinuing ito icause icontroversy 

i(Matsuura, i2017). iAs ia iresult, iboth imoral iand iinstrumental ireasons, iinternational iconservation 

ipolicies iand ithe iapproaches iof imany iorganisations iare imoving ibeyond ithe istandard ilivelihoods 

iapproach ito idealing iwith ithe isocial icosts iof iconservation, ito iemphasise ipro-poor istrategies, 

ihuman irights iand iequitable imanagement iwith iparticipation iby ilocal icommunities i(Kisingo, iet 
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ial, i2016). iAccording ito iShields iet ial., i(2016) iprotected iareas iare irarely iimplemented ior 

imanaged ias iisolated iinterventions iand iwill itypically iexist iin iconjunction iwith iother 

idevelopment iinitiatives, isuch ias itourism, ialternative ilivelihoods, iinfrastructure iand ieducation.  

iThese iprojects imay iform ipart iof i‘community-based iconservation’ iinitiatives, ior idevelopment 

imay ibe iattracted ito ithe iarea iin ia imore iuncoordinated iand iopportunistic imanner, iincreasing 

iinteractions ibetween icommunities iand ia irange iof iexternal iorganisations i(Bouahim iet ial., 

i2015). 

There iare isignificant ichallenges ifor iensuring icompetent imanagement iand igovernance 

iof iprotected iareas ito imeet itheir igoals iand iprotected iarea iprofessionals iare irequired ito 

iincreasingly imeet inew idemands iand ichallenges iand itheir ijob iis ibecoming iever imore icomplex.  

iThe irationale ifor ithe iestablishment iof iprotected iareas iincludes ithe imaintenance iof ithe ifunctions 

iand ivalue iof inatural iecosystems ito iaddress, iamongst iother iobjectives, ithe iconcerns iand ineeds 

iof ihuman isociety i(Pimm, iet ial., i2014). iThese iareas iare ilegitimate iand iwise iuse iof iland iand 

iaquatic iresources iwill iprovide ivalue ito isociety inow iand iin ithe ifuture. iIt iis iincreasingly iapparent 

ithat imany iprotected iareas inot ionly iprovide iessential iecosystem iservices, ibut ialso ican 

icontribute inatural isolutions ito icritical ienvironmental ichallenges i(Zafra-calvo i& iGarmendia, 

i2019). i 

Sims i(2010) icarried iout ia istudy ion ithe iinfluence iof iconservation iand idevelopment iof 

iprotected iareas iin iThailand. iThe istudy iestablished ithat ias ia iresult iof igovernance iand ieffective 

imanagement iamong ithe igovernment iforest iagencies, ithe iprotected iareas iwere imore iconserved. 

iThrough ieffective idecision imaking iand ismooth iflow iof iinformation, ithe iprotected iareas igain 

imore irelevance iin icontributing ito ithe icommunity idevelopment. iThis iillustrates ithe ineed ifor 

ieffective igovernance iof ithe iprotected iareas ithrough iwhich ithey iare icapable iof iachieving ithe 

iintended imandate. 

Research ion ipartnerships ifor igovernance iof ibiodiversity ihas isurged iin ithe irecent iyears 

i(Costanza iet ial., i2014) iwith ia iconsensus ithat idecentralized iapproaches ihave ipositive 

iecological, ieconomic, iand isocio-political ibenefits icompared ito icentralized icommand iand 

icontrol itypes i(Torri, i2010). iStudies iindicate ithat ithere iis ia igrowing itrend iindicating ithat 

iprograms iare iscaling iup iparticipatory isystems iin ibiodiversity imanagement i(Robinson, i2013; 

iLockwood, i2010). iThus, ienhancing iparticipatory igovernance iof iforest iecosystems ihas ibeen ia 
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icore ielement iof idominant idiscourses ion iconservation iat ilocal, inational, iand iglobal iforums 

i(Patrício, iet ial., i2016). 

2.2.1 iProtected iAreas iGovernance iin iKenya 

Kenya ihas ia irich iabundance iof iwildlife iin idifferent ihabitats inamely,  iforested 

iecosystems, isavannah iwoodlands, iIndian iOcean, imountain ipeaks iand ithe irift ivalley.  iThere iis 

idiversity iof iecosystems iand ihabitats iat ithe iIndian iOcean, iMount iKenya iand ithe ideserts. 

iHistorically, iin ithe i1800s iand iearlier, ithere iwas imutual icoexistence ibetween ithe ilocal 

icommunities iand iwildlife iin iKenya i(Chongwa, i2012). iBritish icolonization iintroduced ithe 

iconcept iof igame ihunting. iHowever, idue ito ia ireduction iof iwildlife inumbers, ithere iwas 

ideclaration ito iset iup iwildlife igame ireserves iin i1896; iand ithe inational ipark iordinance iof i1945 

ithat iled ito ithe iestablishment iof itwo iprotected iareas iin iKenya. iThese iwere ithe iAberdare iRoyal 

iPark iand imount iKenya iRoyal iPark i(Chongwa, i2012). iThe iexclusion iof ilocal icommunities iled 

ito ihuman iwildlife iconflicts iand idisplacements. iAfter iindependence iin i1963, iestablishment iof 

imore inational iparks iand ireserves ifor iwildlife iprotection iand irecreation iincreased. iOver ithe 

iyears, ithe iMinistry iof iTourism iand iWildlife ihas iadopted ivarious ipolicies ito imanage iprotected 

iareas. iInitially, ithe istate iwas ithe isole iregulator ibut isubsidiary ilegislation iallows iothers ito 

iparticipate iin iPAs igovernance iincluding ilocal icommunities, iprivate ientities iand inon-

governmental iorganizations. iEcotourism iand iwildlife iconservation iinvolve ivarious 

istakeholders iand iinitiatives isuch ias iconservancies iare irecognized iin ithe isubsequent ipolicies 

iand ilaws. i 

Previous iresearch ihas idemonstrated ithat ithe isuccess iof icommunity iorganizations iis ia 

ifunction iof ithe itactics ithat iits ileadership iprovides i(Wangai, iet ial., i2016). iLocal, inational, iand 

iglobal isocio-political iforces icontributed ito ithis ishift. iCountries iwith iexperience iin ico-

management ibegan iinstitutionalizing ireforms. iIn iKenya, ithe inew idevolved igovernment isystem 

iis iresponsible ifor inatural iresource imanagement, iand ithis iincludes icounty iforests, ilivestock 

iamong iothers. iBoth iCounty iand iNational igovernments iare iweak iin ipolicy iimplementation iand 

ienforcement i(Munya iet ial. i2015). iThere iare ialso iother igovernance iissues isuch ias iconflicting 

imandates, ijurisdiction, iclarity iof iroles iand iresponsibilities iwithin ithe imain igovernment 

iinstitutions. i 
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2.3 iThe iKenyan iForest iEcosystem 

According ito ivarious istudies i(Frank iet ial., i2017; iBussmann, i2002), ithere iis iincreased 

iexploitation iof iforests iin ithe iworld. iAcross ithe iglobe, iforests icovers iare ibeing idepleted iby 

iintense ihuman iactivities, iposing isevere ithreat ito iforests iexistence, iincluding iindigenous iplant 

ispecies. iThis ieffectively ileads ito iloss iof ibiodiversity iand iecosystem iservices i(Cuni-Sanchez iet 

ial., i2017) inecessary ifor ithe isustenance iof ilivelihoods iand iwildlife ipopulations i(Bussmann iet 

ial., i2006; iOroda, i2011; iGoK, i2013). iCurrently, idemands ifor iecosystem iservices isuch ias ifood 

iand iclean iwater iis iincreasing iat ia ihigh irate, ibut ihuman iactions iare idiminishing ithe icapability iof 

imany iecosystems ito imeet ithese idemands i(Wangai iet ial., i2016). iAlterations ito iecosystems 

idirectly ior iindirectly iaffect ithe ihuman ipopulation. i 

Kenya iis ia icountry iendowed iwith ia iwide irange iof iforest iecosystems. iThese irange ifrom i 

i imontane, irainforests, isavannah iwoodlands; idry iforests; icoastal iforests iand imangroves. 

iAccording ito ischolars, ithe iforests ihave ihigh ispecies irichness iand iendemism, iwhich ihas iled ito 

ithe icountry ibeing iclassified ias imega idiverse. iThe idiversity iis iwide i(GoK, i2013) iit iputs ithe 

inumber iof ivariety iof itree icoverage iat i9.4 imillion ihectares iexisting iboth ion ifarmlands, 

isettlements iareas iand iurban icentres. iThe iactual iforests iin ithe icountry iis isaid ito icover ia itotal iarea 

iof i37.6 imillion ihectares iout iof iwhich i2.1 imillion ihectares iare iwoodlands, i24.8 imillion iare 

ibushlands iand i10.7 imillion iare iwooded igrasslands. iEven ithough, ithe iarea ioccupied iis 

idisproportionately ismall, iit iis iranked ihighly ias ione iof ithe icountry’s imost iimportant inatural 

iasset ibecause iof ithe ienvironmental, ilife isupporting ifunctions, iand ithe iprovision iof idiverse 

igoods iand iservices i(ecological, isocial, icultural, iand ieconomic ifunctions) i(Act, i2016). i 

Forests iin iKenya iare iimportant iin iregulating iwater isupplies. iThe icountry irelies ion ihigh 

iforest i“water itowers” inotably ifive imain iwater icatchment iareas i(Mt. iKenya, iMt. iElgon,  

iAberdares, iCherangany iand ithe iMau iforest), iwhere ialso ithe ihydro-electric ipower istations iare 

ilocated iand ialong imajor irivers, iwhich ialso iprovide iwater ito isupport ibig iirrigation ischemes.  

iForests ialso isupport imost iproductive iand iservice isectors iin ithe icountry, iparticularly 

iagriculture, ifisheries, ilivestock, ienergy, iwildlife, iwater, itourism,  itrade iand iindustry ithat 

icontributes ibetween i33% iand i39% iof ithe icountry's iGDP. iBiomass icomprises iabout i80% iof iall 

ienergy iused iin ithe icountry, iwhile ithey ialso iprovide ia ivariety iof igoods, iwhich isupport 

isubsistence ilivelihoods iof imany icommunities i(Gok, i2013; iGoK, i2016). 
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2.3.1 iMt. iMarsabit iForest iEcosystem 

According ito iRobinson iand iKagombe i(2018), iMt. iMarsabit iis ian iecosystem iof ivital 

iimportance ifor itens iof ithousands iof ipeople iin iMarsabit  iCounty iin iKenya.  iMt. iMarsabit  iis ia 

i“water itower” ithat iis, ia isource iof irunoff iand igroundwater ias ifar iaway ias ithe iChalbi idesert 

i(situated inear ithe iborder iwith iEthiopia). iHowever, iMarsabit iseems ito ihave ibeen isuffering ifrom 

ian iunsustainable irate iof ideforestation iand, irelated ito ithis, iprogressive idegradation iof iwater 

iresources. iThus, iexperts iand iresearchers iargue ithat iif ithe itrend iof idegradation icontinues, isevere 

iimpacts ifor iboth ihuman ibeings iand iwildlife ican ibe iexpected. i 

In iregard ito ithe icritical irole iplayed iby ithe iMt. iMarsabit iin ienhancing ithe iES iof ithe 

iregion, ithe imanagement iof ithe iforest iis iquite iimportant iand iplays ia imajor irole iin ipromoting ithe 

iconservation iof ithe iregion. iCurrently,  ithere iare itwo imajor istakeholders iwho iare iinvolved iin 

imanagement iof ithe iforest. iThey iinclude ithe iKenya iWildlife iService i(KWS) iand ithe iKenya 

iForest iService i(KFS). iThe imanagement isystem ihowever ihas iseen icolliding iroles iwhile 

iconserving iand imanning ithe iforest ibeing iat istake i(Matikua, iet ial., i2013). iStudies ihave ishown 

ithat ifor iany imanagement/governance isystem ito ideliver ithe ibest iresults, ithere iought ito ibe iproper 

imainstreams iand ireporting iprocedures iwhich iin ithis icase iare inot iclearly ioutlined. iAs imuch ias 

ithe itwo imajor igovernment iagencies iinvolved iin igovernance iof ithe iMt. iMarsabit iforest ihave 

idifferent iroles iand istipulations, ithere iare iconflicting iincidences iwhereby ias ione iof ithe iagencies 

iis iseeking ito iprotect iand iconserve ithe iWildlife, ithe iother ione iis iinterested iin iconserving ithe 

iforest. iThis imeans ithat ithe iinterests iof ione iagency icould ioverride ithe iinterests iof ithe iother ithus 

iaffecting itheir ieffectiveness. i 

In iMt. iMarsabit iforest, iclaims ihave ialways iarisen ithat ithere iare iduplication iof iroles iand 

iinsufficient icommitment iamong ithe imanagement iteam ithus ileading ito iencroachers ihaving 

ieasier itime iin iintruding iin ithe iforest i(Mwangi i& iNjuguna, i2010). iWhile icontemplating ion ithe 

ineed ifor iefficient imanagement isystems iin iforest imanagement, iKinyili i(2014) istated ithat 

icommunication iand iinvolving iof ithe icommunity imembers iwas ia imajor iaspect iin ipromoting 

iproper imanagement iof ithe iforests. iThe imanagement iof iMt. iMarsabit iforest iis iorganized isuch 

ithat ithe icommunity imembers iare ipart iof ithe istakeholders iwho iought ito ibe iconsulted iand itheir 

iviews iused iwhenever idecision iregarding ithe iforest iand iprotected iareas iare ito ibe imade i(Kenya 

iWildlife iService, i2016). iHowever, ias ithe ireport ion istrategic ienvironmental iassessment iof ithe 

iForest iConservation iand iManagement iAct, i2016 iby iWorld iBank i(2018) istated, i“management 
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iof iforests iin iKenya iincluding iMt. iMarsabit iforest ihas inot ibeen iproperly idone”. iThis iis ibecause 

ithere iare ino iclear ireporting ichannels iand iinter-linkages ibetween ithe ivarious iagencies iinvolved 

iin imanagement iincluding ithe iKWS, iKFS iand iNEMA ias ithere iare inot iclearly ioutlined ihence 

ileaving imanagement igaps iand iconflict iof iduties. i 

The iperceptions iof ithe icommunity idetermine ithe iextent ito iwhich ithe imanagement iof ithe 

iforests ipromotes ithe iconservation iof ithe iecological isystem.  iHowever, ithe icommunity 

iperception iis imainly idriven iby ithe ilevel iof itheir iinvolvement iby ithe ileaders iin ithe iprocess iof 

iforest imanagement. iAccording ito iTitus i(2014), i“participation iis ia icomprehensive iand iinclusive 

iapproach idesigned ito iintegrate iand imobilize ilocal icommunities ito imake idecisions ito iconserve 

inatural iresources iand icontrol iactivities ithat iinfluence itheir ilives”. iTitus i(2014) ifurther iasserts 

ithat ilocal icommunities ishould ibe iaccorded ipowers, irights, iand iauthority ias iother istakeholders 

iin ithe imanagement iand iconservation iof inatural iresources; iconsidering ithat, ithey idirectly 

idepend ion iforest iresources ifor itheir ilivelihood. i 

Literature ihas ipreviously irevealed ithat iintegrating ithe iconcept iof icommunity 

iparticipation ito ichange itheir iperceptions ithrough ipolicy iformulation iand iadoption iof ieffective 

icollaborative iapproaches iin iforest imanagement ibear ipositive iresults iin ienhancing iconservation 

iof iprotected iareas i(Mogoi, iet ial., i2012). iEven iwith ithe icontinued isensitization iand icreation iof 

igovernment iagencies ito ienhance iforest imanagement, icrucial iforests isuch ias ithe iMt. iMarsabit  

iforest icontinues ito iexperience ian ialarming irate iof iforest idestruction. iThe icommunity imembers 

ishould iform ismall iprotection igroups ivia iestablished ilaws ito igovern ithe iexploitation iand iuse iof 

iforest iresources ito iaddress ithe iissue. iMatikua, iet ial. i(2013) icarried iout ia istudy ion ithe iimpact iof 

iparticipatory iforest imanagement ion ilocal icommunity ilivelihoods iin ithe iArabuko-Sokoke 

iForest, iKenya. iThe istudy iestablished ithat ithe iinvolvement iof ithe ilocal icommunity ithrough 

itheir irepresentatives iand iensuring ithat ithey idevelop ipositive iperceptions ion ithe ineed ifor 

iconservation iof iprotected iplayed ia ikey irole iin ienabling ithe ieffective imanagement iof ithe 

iforests. iThis, itherefore, iraises ithe ineed ito iaddress ithe imanagement isystems iof ithe iforests iand 

ihow ithey iare iconstituted ito ienhance ithe icommunity’s iperceptions iof ithe ineed ito iconserve ithe 

iforests. i 
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2.4 iForest iManagement iand iPlanning iin iKenya 

  

Sustainable iforest imanagement iis imore ilikely ito ibe iachieved iunder ieffectively 

ideveloped iand ienforced ilocal iinstitutions. iStudies ihave ishown ia ipositive icorrelation iamong 

istrong ilocal iinstitutions, icollective iactivities, iand igood iforest imanagement i(Agbenyega, iet 

ial.,2009; iTorri iet ial., i2011). iAccording ito iOstrom, i(1999), iinstitutions iare ishared iconcepts iused 

iby ihumans iin irepetitive isituations iorganized iby inorms iand irules. iWhile inorms irefer ito ithe 

imoral ibehaviour iof ia isociety, irules iare iunderstood iby iinstitutional ianalysts ias isets iof 

iregulations, iand iare idifferentiated ifrom isimple irules ibecause, iin iorder ito iexist, ithey ineed 

isanctions, iwhich imust ibe ienforced; iotherwise, iregulations iare iof ilittle iworth i(Basurto, iet ial., 

i2010). iInstitutional ianalysts iare iinterested iin istudying ithe iworking irules, ior irules-in-use, ithat 

iindividuals iuse iin imaking idecisions,  iin iopposition ito ithe irules iof ithe ilaw, iwhich iare iformal 

irules. i 

Experts iand iresearchers istipulate ithat ithe ilegal iframework iwhich iguides inatural 

iresource imanagement ipartnerships iand iother icollaborative ioperations iin iKenya iconsists iof 

idiverse ilaws iand ipolicies idrawn ifrom ilocal,  inational, iregional, iand iinternational iinstitutional 

iarenas i(UNESCO i1973; iUnited iNations, i2009). iKenya’s iprotected iarea isystem iis ibased ion 

itotal iprotection iof icore iareas, isurrounded iby ibuffer izones iwhere ilimited ihuman iinteraction iand 

iexploitation iis iallowed iand itransition izones i(UNESCO i2005; iNelson, i2012). iThis iland iconsists 

iof inational iparks, ireserves, isanctuaries, iand imonuments ilocated iin ivarious iterrestrial, iriparian,  

iand imarine iecosystems. iSome iof ithe ipolicies iand ilaws iare idiscussed ibelow; 

2.4.1 iConstitution iof iKenya 

 

The iConstitution iof iKenya igives iprominence ito inational ivalues iand iprinciples iof igood 

igovernance. iListed iin iArticle i10 i(2) ias: i“a) ipatriotism, inational iunity, isharing iand idevolution iof 

ipower, irule iof ilaw, idemocracy iand iparticipation iof ithe ipeople; ib) ihuman idignity, iequity, isocial 

ijustice, iinclusiveness, iequality, ihuman irights, inon-discrimination iand iprotection iof ithe 

imarginalized; ic) igood igovernance, iintegrity, itransparency iand iaccountability; iand id) 

isustainable idevelopment”. iArticle i42 iprovides ifor i“the iright ito ia iclean iand ihealthy 

ienvironment”, iwhich iincludes ithe iright ito ihave ithe ienvironment iprotected ifor ithe ibenefit iof 

ipresent iand ifuture igenerations ithrough ivarious imeasures iand iobligations irelating ito ithe 
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ienvironment. iThe istate ias ithe iduty ibearer iof ithis iright iinvokes iArticle i69 i“it  iis ia iduty iof ievery 

iKenyan ito icooperate iwith istate iorgans iand iother ipersons ito iprotect iand iconserve ithe 

ienvironment iand iensure iecologically isustainable idevelopment iand iuse iof inatural iresources”. 

iArticle i69 iand i70 ifurther isupport ithis iprovision iof ithe iConstitution iby igiving ilegal isubstance ito 

iany iindividual ior iinstitution ithat iwould ilike ito iinitiate, isupport, iand/or iestablish ipartnerships 

ifor ithe isake iof iconserving ithe iecosystems. iArticle i60 i(2) iof ithe iConstitution ivests iall ipublic 

iland ito icounty igovernments, iwhich ihave ithis iauthority iin itrust ifor ithe ipeople iwho ireside iin ian 

iarea. iArticle i69 i(1) i(a) ito i“ensure isustainable iexploitation, iutilization, imanagement iand 

iconservation iof ithe ienvironment iand inatural iresources, iand ito iensure iequitable isharing iof 

iaccruing ibenefits”. 

The iConstitution iof iKenya ihas ibeen isubjected ito iamendments ito ihave ia igreater iimpact 

ion inatural iresource imanagement ieither idirectly ior iindirectly.  iIn iits iPreamble, iit  iproclaims 

i“Respect iof ithe ienvironment iwhich iis iour iheritage, iand idetermined ito isustain iit ifor ithe ibenefit  

iof ifuture igenerations” i(Kenya iConstitution, i2010). iIt icalls ifor imore iradical ireforms ithat iprotect 

iKenya’s inatural iresources iand isecure irights ithat iwere ipreviously iignored ior igiven iminimal 

iattention iin ithe iprevious iconstitutions iand iconstitutional iamendments. iThe ibasic ilaw ion 

iKenya’s iland iand ienvironmental imanagement iis istipulated iin iChapter i5. iThe isection idefines 

isome iof ithe iprinciples iupon iwhich iall iactivities iand iinitiatives iincluding ipartnership-related 

iones iare ito ibe iinitiated iand igoverned. iArticle i60 i(1) istates ithat, i“Land iin iKenya ishall ibe iheld, 

iused, iand imanaged iin ia imanner ithat iis iequitable, iefficient, iproductive, iand isustainable, iand iin 

iprinciples iof iland ipolicy iin iaccordance iwith ithe ifollowing iprinciples”: i(a) iequitable iaccess ito 

iland; i(b) isecurity iof iland irights; i(c) itransparent iand icost-effective iadministration iof iland; i(d) 

isustainable iand iproductive imanagement iof iland iand iresources; i(e) isound iconservation iand 

iprotection iof iecologically isensitive iareas; i(f) ielimination iof igender idiscrimination iin ilaw, 

icustoms, iand ipractices irelated ito iland iand iproperty; iand i(g) iencouragement iof icommunities ito 

isettle iland idisputes ithrough irecognition iof ilocal icommunity iinitiatives iconsistent iwith ithe 

iConstitution. i 

Article i185 i(2), i186 i(1), i187 i(2), iand ithe ifourth ischedule iof ithe iConstitution istipulates 

ithe icore ifunctions iof icounty igovernments. iThe ifourth ischedule i(1) iand i(2) idistinguishes ithe 

iroles iof inational iand icounty igovernments i– ion ienvironment, iforestry, isoil iand iwater 

iconservation. iFinally, iChapter iIV iSection i63 iarticulates ia iprovision ithat iincentivizes 

imanagement isystems itowards imore iparticipation iand icollaboration ias ia inew iopportunity ito 
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iprotect iproperty irights iof icommunities. iAs ione iexpert iopines ithat ithe imeasures i“that iwill isee 

i…the ireplacement iof itrust ilands iwith ia inew itenure icategory i‘community ilands’ iwould ienable 

ilocal igroups iof ipeople ito ibetter isecure iand ititle itheir icollective iproperties” i(Nelson, i2012, ip. 

i10). iTo ienhance isubsidiarity, ithe iConstitution’s iSection i176 i(2) ispecifically iauthorizes ithe 

icounty igovernments ito idecentralize itheir ifunctions iand ithe iprovision iof iservices. 

2.4.2 iSessional iPaper iNo. i10 iof i1965 

The ifirst ilegal idocument ifor iplanning isocio-economic idevelopment ithat irecognized ithe 

iimportance iof iwildlife iconservation iwas ithe iSessional iPaper iNo. i10 iAfrican iSocialism iand iits 

iApplication ito iPlanning iof i1965. iWhile iit idid inot iprovide ifor ior iadvocate iany ispecific itype iof 

imanagement, iit idid iset ithe ibasis ifor iwildlife imanagement ias ian iimportant iagenda iin iplanning 

ifor ieconomic iprogress. iIt ialso irecognized iproper iprotected iareas izoning, ienvisioned 

icommoditization iof ithe iwildlife isector iand iset ithe ibasis ifor ia inational iacknowledging iof ithe 

isignificance iof iwildlife ito iKenya’s ioverall idevelopment. iAs ithe ifirst iblueprint ilegislation ifor 

iplanning iin iKenya, iit iis ithe istatute ithat ifirst ifacilitated ithe itransfer iof isome ipowers iaway ifrom 

ithe inational ito isub-national ilevels iso ias ito iallow ifor ibottom-up iplanning. 

It icategorically iprovided ileeway ifor iextending iplanning ito i(at ithe itime) iprovinces, 

idistricts, iand imunicipalities iso ias ito iensure iprogress iin ieach iadministrative iunit  i(Chitere i& 

iIreri, i2004). iBased ion ithe iinitial ipremises iof ithe idocument, irecent idevelopment iplanning 

iefforts ihave ideliberately itargeted iarid iand isemi-arid ilands i(ASALs) ias ipart iof ibroader iefforts ito 

ilink ienvironment ito iKenya’s inational idevelopment. iIn ithis isetting, ipartnerships ihave ibeen 

ivisibly iencouraged. iThe iMinistry iof iState ifor ithe iDevelopment iof iNorthern iKenya iand iother 

iArid iLands iwas imandated iby iPresidential iCircular iNo.1/2008 ito isupport ipartnerships iwhich 

itackle ienvironmental iand ifood iinsecurity iin iASALs. iThe idirective ihad iadditional isupport iof ithe 

iArid iLands iResource iManagement iProject, ithe iimplementation istructure ifor ipolicy 

iinterventions iin iASALs iat ithe isub-national ilevel. 

2.4.3 iEconomic iRecovery iStrategy iAction iPlan 

Poverty ieradication iremains ian iintractable ichallenge ifor ithe igovernment iof iKenya. 

iEconomic irecovery istrategic iaction iplan ioutlined ifour ipillars iwhich iwere ito ibe iused ito ichart ia 

iway iforward ifor ithe icountry ito irealize ithe itwo idual ieconomic igoals. iThe ifour ipillars iwere; i1) 

imaintain irevenues iabove i21% iof igross idomestic iproduct i(GDP), i2) istrengthening iinstitutions 

iof igovernance i3) irehabilitation iand iexpansion iof iphysical iinfrastructure iand i4) iinvestment iin 
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ihuman icapital. iIn iessence, ithe ilaw iwas imodelled ion ia iprocess iwhich isought ito i“harmonize 

istrategies ifor iaccelerated ieconomic igrowth iwith ithe icountry’s ipoverty ireduction istrategies....” 

iPage i15. iWhile ithis iplan iwas ian iimportant iinstrument ifor iintroducing inew istrategies iand 

ithinking iabout iinstitutional idesign iof istructures ithat iare icongenial ito isocio-economic 

itransformation, iit iwas iequally ian iattempt ito iaddress ithe iadverse ieffects iand ipressure ion 

iKenya’s inatural iresources ilandscape. 

The iAction iPlan ishowed ithat iit iwas iimportant ito idirectly itackle ipoverty iin iorder ito 

ihandle ienvironmental ipressures. iSecond, ithe iAction iPlan iparticularly ienvisioned ia iprocess iof 

igrowth imodelled ion ithe isustainable idevelopment iparadigm. iIt iparticularly ifocused ion 

i“promoting iactions ileading ito isustainable imanagement iof inatural icommons isuch ias iland, 

iwater, iforests ito iwhich ithe ivery ipoor idepend ion” iPage i18. 

The iAction iPlan iequally itargeted ithe itourism iindustry ias ione iof ithe iproductive isectors 

ithat iwas ito ibe irevamped. iA imajor icomponent iof ithe isector’s irevitalization istrategy 

iencompassed ithe iinvolvement iof ilocal icommunities iin itourism idevelopment. iThis iwas ito ibe 

ifacilitated iby i1) iavailing iaffordable icredit iand i2) iforging ipartnerships iwith imajor itour iventure 

icompanies. iThe iAction iPlan itargeted ithe itax iregime iin iorder ito iincentivize ifurther ithe 

iparticipation iof ithe iprivate isector. 

2.4.4 iSessional iPaper iNo. i10 iof i2012 ion iKenya iVision i2030 

Kenya iVision i2030 iis ithe icurrent idevelopment iblueprint iguiding iKenya’s ipath ito 

iachieving ithe istatus iof ian iindustrialized imiddle-income icountry. iIt iwas ilaunched ion iJune i10, 

i2008. iThis iis idependent ion ithe irealization iof ian iambitious iGDP igrowth irate iof i10%. iIts itiming 

iwas isignificant ias ithe iAction iPlan iwas iexpiring ias ia imodel ifor iguiding ithe icountry’s ipath ito 

idevelopment. iVision i2030 icontinues ito ibe ia imajor iinstrument ifor ienabling ipartnerships iacross 

ithe ivarious isector idomains ithat iare idirectly ior iindirectly ilinked ito iprotected iareas. iFirst, ithe 

iplanning iof ithe iVision’s iroadmap iinvolved ian iextensive iprocess iof iconsultation iof ivarious 

istakeholders ifrom ithe igovernment, iprivate isector, iand icivil isociety. iSecond, ithe 

iimplementation iprocess iis igauged ion isuccessive ifive-year iMedium-Term iPlans iwhich iare 

idesigned iwith ithe iexpectation ithat iKenya ican ieffectively imeet iSustainable iDevelopment iGoals 

i(SDGs). i iThird, iit iendorses ithe iprinciples iof iconstitutional isupremacy, ipublic iparticipation, iand 

idecentralization iwhich iare iparamount ifactors ito icreating ian ienabling iframework ifor 

ipartnerships. 
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Vision i2030 iis ia icritical ientry ipoint ifor inon-state ientities ito istart ipartnerships iand 

iengage iin iprograms itargeted iby iits iplan. iIn ithe istrategic iplans, itourism iis ialso ione iof ithe ikey 

isectors itargeted ias ia i‘key igrowth idriver’ ito irealizing ithe ivision. iThis iis ibased ion ithe iobjective 

iof imaking iKenya ito ibe iamong ithe itop iten ilong-haul itourist idestinations iin ithe iworld. iThis iwill 

ibe ia icritical ientry ipoint ifor iinitiating iand isupporting idifferent ivenues ifor ipartnerships iin 

iprotected iareas. iFinally, ithe iVision i2030 iproposes ia iformula ifor irealizing imiddle iincome istatus 

ibased ion ithree ipillars: ieconomic, ipolitical,  iand isocial.  iEnvironmental imanagement iis 

ireferenced iin ithe isocial ipillar iwhich iseeks ito i“build ia ijust iand icohesive isociety iwith isocial 

iequity iin ia iclean iand isecure ienvironment”. 

The isessional ipaper irecommended iparadigm ishift  iin iimplementation iof ithe istrategy iby 

iestablishing ia iSemi-Autonomous iGovernment iAgency i(SAGA) ito ioversee ithe iKenya ivison 

i2030 iimplementation iin iclose icollaboration iwith isector iministries,  iprivate isector, icivil isociety 

iand irelevant istakeholder igroups iin ia icoordinated icoherent iarrangement. 

2.4.5 iNational iEnvironment iPolicy 

The iNational iEnvironment iPolicy iof i2013 iwas iput iforward iby ithe iMinistry iof 

iEnvironment, iWater iand iNatural iResources iwith ithe imain iaim iof ienhancing ithe iconservation 

iof ienvironment iand ithe iecosystems ithus ipromoting ithe ilivelihoods iof ipresent iand ifuture 

igenerations i(GoK, i2014). iThe ipolicy idefines ithe ienvironment ias ithe itotality iof ithe 

isurroundings iincluding ithe ianimals,  ithe iplants ias iwell ias ithe imicroorganisms iand ithe isocio 

ieconomic iand icultural iaspects, ithe iphysical isurroundings iincluding iwater, iforestry, iatmosphere 

iland iand isoil. iThe iNational iEnvironment iPolicy i(2013) iwas iin iline iwith ithe iNational 

iEnvironment iAction iPlan i(NEAP) iof i1994 ithat iproposed iupdated ipolicies ito ihouse icontinued 

ichanges iand iadvancements iin ithe isociety. 

The iNEP ipointed iout iseveral ienvironmental iissues isuch ias ilack iof iharmonization iof ithe 

ienvironmental ipolicies iand ilaws ithus ileading ito iincreased iconfusion iand ipoor iimplementation,  

icontinued iloss iof ibiodiversity idue ito igrowth iin ipopulation iand iother idemographic iaspects, ilack 

iof iappropriate ivaluation iof ienvironmental iand inatural iresources, ipoor irehabilitation iof 

ienvironmentally idegraded iareas, iincreased iurbanization, iclimate ichanges iamong iother 

ichallenges i(NEP, i2013). i 
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 The iPolicy istates ithe ineed ifor isustainable imanagement iof ienvironment iand inatural 

iresources iand iensuring ithe iavailable ipolicies iare iharmonized ifor ieasier iand ieffective 

iimplementation. iA istudy iby iUsenobong iand iChuku i(2011) iestablished ithat ithe icontinued 

idegradation iof ienvironment iespecially iin ithe ideveloping icountries iwas ias ia iresult iof icontinued 

ipolicing iwith ilittle iimplementation. iThe iPolicy ialso iprovided ia iframework ifor ian iintegrated 

iapproach ito iplanning iand isustainable imanagement iof iKenya’s ienvironment iand inatural 

iresources iand ithe ineed ifor ienhanced icooperation iand icollaboration iand ipartnerships iin iorder ito 

ienhance ieffective iconservation. iSection i4.4 iof ithe iPolicy iprovides ithe iframework ifor 

iconserving ithe imountain iecosystems. iThe imajor idrivers iof idegradation iof ithe imountain 

iecosystems ipointed iout iin ithe ipolicy iinclude ideforestation, iillegal ilogging, ipoaching iof iwild 

iplants iand ianimals, ifires iand imining, iuncontrolled igrazing ias iwell ias iincreased iencroachment. 

iTo iconserve ithe imountain iecosystems, iNEP i(2013) ipoints iout ithat ithe igovernment iought ito 

icreate iawareness, ipromote ian iintegrated iwatershed imanagement isystem iand izone iall ithe iwater 

icatchment iareas iin ithe iforests. iInvolving iand iempowering icommunities ihas ialso ibeen iwidely 

iproposed iby ithe iNEP i(2013) ias ia imajor istrategy itowards iconserving ithe iecosystems. i 

2.4.6 iThe iNational iWater iPolicy i 

The iNational iPolicy ion iWater iResources iManagement iand iDevelopment i(NWP, i1999) 

iis ieffective ito idate. iIt iaims ito iachieve isustainable idevelopment iand imanagement iof ithe iwater 

isector. iThe idraft iNational iWater iPolicy i(2012) i(currently ireferred ito ias i2019 ipolicy) ihas 

iexceedingly ipointed iout ithe iframeworks iof iensuring iprotection iof iwater ibodies iand isources 

iand isteering ithe iprovision iof iadequate iwater ito ithe iKenyan ihouseholds i(WASREB, i2017). iThe 

iPolicy iwas iin ian iattempt ito iaddress ikey iinadequacies iin ithe iWater iAct i(2002) ias iwell ias 

iimprove ithe iguidelines iof ithe ifirst iNWP iof i1999. iThe idraft ipolicy iacknowledges ithe ichallenges 

ifacing ithe iwater isector iin iKenya iwhich irange ifrom iuneven itemporal iand ispatial iwater 

idistribution iand ithe iincreased ihuman iactivities iaffecting iwater iresources. 

The ipolicy ialso inotices ithe ilack iof iinter-linkages ibetween ithe iMinistry iin icharge iof 

iwater iand iother iwater isectors ithus ileading ito iconflicts ias iwell ias iover icentralized-decision 

imaking iregarding iwater iconservation iand isupply ithus ilacking iavenues ito imainstream iand 

inarrow idown ithe idecisions iand ipolicies ito ithe igrassroots i(WASREB, i2017). i iThe 

irecommendations iof ithe idraft iNational iWater iPolicy i(2012) isaw ithe ibirth iof iWater iAct i(2016) 

iwhich ihas ihelped itransform ithe iwater isupply, iconservation iand icoordination iof ithe ientire 

isector iin ithe icountry. 
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The idraft iNational iWater iPolicy i(2012) irecommends ithe iestablishment iof iwater ipermit  

iand icontrol iof iwater-basin iin iboth iriver iand iground iwater ias ia iway iof ipreventing ithe idepletion 

iof ithe iaquifers. iThe iPolicy ialso iproposed ifor ithe iestablishment iof ia imandatory iEnvironmental 

iImpact iAssessment ifor iall ithe iwater idevelopment iactivities iacross ithe icountry iwhich iwould isee 

ithat iany iactivity ithat itouched ion idevelopment ior iuse iof iwater ibodies iwould ibe ieffectively 

iassessed iand iaudited. iThe ipolicy ihowever idid inot ielaborate ion ithe iconservation iof iwater 

iresources ialthough ithis ihas ibeen icovered ion ithe iWater iAct i(2016) iwhich istates ithat ithe iwater 

isources iand iother iecological iresources iought ito ibe iprotected ifor ithe ipublic iinterests iby ithe 

iagencies imandated ito ido iso. iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem iis ia iwater itower iwith iBakuli isprings iin ithe 

iforest ibeing ithe isource iof iwater iused iin iMarsabit iCounty iand iits isurroundings. 

The iKenya iWater iTowers iAgency i(KWTA) iis ia iState iCorporation iunder ithe iMinistry 

iof iEnvironment iand iForestry iestablished iin i2012 ithrough iKenya iGazette iSupplement iNo. i27 

iLegal iNotice iNo. i27 iof i20th
 iApril, i2012. iIt iis imandated ito icoordinate iand ioversee iprotection, 

irehabilitation, iconservation iand isustainable imanagement iof iall icritical iwater itowers iin ithe 

icountry. iWater itowers iare iunder ipressure ifrom iincreased ipopulation igrowth iand iassociated 

idemand ifor iwater ias ian iecosystem iservice. iMt. iMarsabit iforest iecosystem iis ia iwater itower 

iunder ianthropogenic ipressures. 

2.4.7 iThe iNational iForest iPolicy 

The inational ipolicy iframework ifor iforests iand itheir imanagement iaims ito iguide 

idecision-making iand iprovide idirection iover itime. iThis iprovides ithe ibasis ifor isustainable iforest 

imanagement. iThe ifirst iforest ipolicy iwas ipublished iin i1968 ias isessional ipaper ino. i1 iof i1968. 

iSubsequently ithere ihas ibeen iupdates iand ievolution iof ithe ipolicy iframework ito idate. iThe 

icurrent iNational iForest iPolicy iof i2015 iwas ibrought iforward iby ithe iMinistry iof iEnvironment, 

iWater iand iNatural iResources iin ithe iyear i2014. iThe imotive iof ithe ipolicy iwas ienhancing ithe 

imanagement iand igovernance iof ithe iforests iin ithe icountry ias ia iresult iof icontinued ideforestation 

iand imismanagement iof iforests. iThe ipolicy iwas iin iview iof ithe iForests iAct i(2005) iwhich 

iintroduced iparticipatory iforest imanagement, ithrough ithe iengagement iof ilocal icommunities,  

iand ithe ipromotion iof ithe iprivate isector iinvestment iin igazetted iforest ireserves. iThe iAct 

ihighlighted ithe iconcomitant iinstitutional iand iorganization ichange ithrough ithe iestablishment iof 

ithe iKenya iForest iService i(KFS), iand ithe iformation iof iCommunity iForest iAssociations. iThe 

iNational iForest iPolicy i(2015) ielaborates ithe iways iin iwhich ithe iguidelines iin ithe iForest iAct 
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i(2005) iwould ibe isuccessfully iintegrated ibased ion ithe icontinued ichanges ias ia iway iof ienhancing 

iconservation iof ithe iforests. i 

The iNational iForest iPolicy i(2015) iproposed ifor ithe ireview iof ithe iForests iAct i(2005) ito 

iclearly ihighlight ithe iways ito ideal iwith ithe imodern ichallenges ifacing iforestry, iclear idivision iof 

iresponsibilities iamong ithe istakeholders i(environmental icommittees, iministry iand ithe icounty 

igovernments), idevolution iof ithe icommunity iforest ipreservation iand imanagement iand ito 

iintroduce ia ichain-of-custody isystem ifor itimber iand iwood iproducts, iand ilegal iorigin iand 

icompliance icertificates ifor iexporters iof itimber iand iwood iproducts. iThese iproposals ihowever 

iremain iwithheld iwith ilittle ibeing idone ito iensure ithey iare iimplemented ito ienhance iforest 

iconservation. iAccording ito iRomán iand iCuesta i(2016), iproperly ialigned ipolicies ion 

ienvironmental igovernance iand iconservation iof iecosystems iplay ia isignificant irole iin ipromoting 

isuccessful ienvironmental iconservation. iThis ihowever ican ionly ibe iachieved iif ithe ipolicies iare 

iimplemented iand ikeenly imonitored i(Hou i& iXu, i2012). 

The iNational iForest iPolicy, i2015 iultimately iseeks i“to ibalance ithe ineeds iof ithe ipeople iof 

iKenya iwith iopportunities ifor isustainable iforest iconservation, imanagement iand iutilization”. 

iThe ipolicy iwas iinformed iby ithe iconstitution, itransition ito iDevolved iGovernment iAct, i2012, 

iIntergovernmental iRelations iAct, i2012, iLand iAct i2012 iand ithe iNational iClimate iChange 

iResponse iStrategy. iThe ipolicy iis ioperationalized iby ithe iForest iConservation iand iManagement 

iAct, i2016 iand iguidelines isuch ias iparticipatory iforest imanagement i(PFM) iand iplantation 

iestablishment ilivelihood iimprovement isystem i(PELIS), ifarm iforestry irule, i2009 iand iother 

istrategies isuch ias; 

The iNational iforest iprogram i(NFP); ilaunched iin i2017 iaimed iat ibringing icoherence iand 

icomplementarity iby iincluding ithe iprivate isector, ipublic isector, icommercial iforestry, igazetted 

iforests iand iintegrated iclimate ichange iresponse. iThe iNFP iis ia istrategy ito iimplement iKenya 

ivision i2030 iby iincreasing ithe iforest icoverage ito i10%. iThe iforest ilandscape irestoration 

iprogram; iIn i2016, ithe igovernment iof iKenya icommitted ito irestore i5.1 imillion ihectares iof iland 

iby ideveloping iseveral inational iscale irestoration iopportunity imaps. iMost iof ithe itargeted iareas 

iare iin inorthern iKenya iincluding iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem. 
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2.4.8 iThe iNational iWildlife iConservation iand iManagement iPolicy i 

The iframework ifor iconserving iin iperpetuity, iKenya’s irich ispecies idiversity, ihabitats 

iand iecosystems ifor ithe iwell-being iand ibenefit iof ithe icountry iare imainly iderived ifrom ithe 

istrategies, iplans iand ipolicies iused iin imanaging iprotected iareas iin iKenya. iThe ipolicy ipromotes i 

ipartnerships iand iincentives ifor iwildlife-based ienterprises iand iensures iproper imanagement iof 

iviable iwildlife ipopulations iand itheir ihabitats. iThe iNational iWildlife iConservation iand 

iManagement i iPolicy i(2017) ifacilitates icollaboration ifor ieffective igovernance iand ifinancing iof 

ithe iwildlife isector ibetween icommunities, iprivate iconservancies, icounties, inational igovernment 

iand iinternational ipartners. iThe ilaws iand istrategies iare; 
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2.4.9 iEnvironmental iManagement iand iCoordination iAct i(EMCA) i1999 

The iadoption iof ithe iEnvironmental iManagement iand iCoordination iAct i(EMCA) iin 

i1999 imarked ia icritical ijuncture iin iKenya’s ihistory. iThe ilaw iexhibits iKenya’s iascendancy ito ia 

ipluralistic ilegal iregime. iIt idefined ithe imomentum ithat isaw iKenya’s iland iand ienvironmental 

isectors iundergo isignificant itransformation ithrough ipolicy iand iprogram ireforms, iat iboth 

inational iand isub-national/county ilevels. iA inew istate iof irelations ibetween ithe istate iand inon-

state icounterparts iwho iconstitute ithe ienvironmental iconstituency iwas ito itake iforce. iBefore 

iEMCA, iprevious ilegal iframework iwas ifragmented iacross iseventy-seven istatutes. i 

EMCA iestablished ia inew iinstitutional iarchitecture iwhose irole iwas ito ifuel iinnovative 

ireforms iand ipave ithe iway ifor iradical ichanges iin iprotected iareas iconservation. iIt iis itouted ias ithe 

ilegislation ithat ioverwhelmingly ishifted ithe icountry’s ifocus ifrom icommand ito icollaborative 

imanagement. iAccordingly, iit ican ibe icredited ifor ienabling ia ilegitimate iplatform ifor iinclusive 

iand imulti-stakeholder imanagement iregimes iachieved ilegal ibacking; iredirecting idialogue iback 

ito ithe irole iof imarginalized ibut icritical istakeholders isuch ias iresource iadjacent icommunities iand 

iinstitutions; iand ienhancing imechanisms ifor iscaling iup isupport iand iresources ifor ithe ire-

designing iof iinstitutions ithat iwould ieventually inurture iinnovative icollaborative ipartnerships iin 

ithe isector. 

EMCA iprovides ifor ithe iNational iEnvironment iAction iPlan iCommittee, ithe 

iEnvironmental iImpact iAssessment iTechnical iAdvisor iCommittee, iand iCounty iEnvironment 

iCommittees. iAll ithese iinstitutions ihave ihad ian iimpact iin inurturing iand isustaining ipartnerships 

iat iboth inational iand isub-national ilevels. iEMCA’s iNational iAction iPlanning iframework iis ian 

iavenue ifor idecentralized icollaborative iplanning ibetween igovernmental iand inon- igovernmental 

iactors ithrough iwhich ipartnerships ican icome iinto ifruition. iThis iis ibecause ithe iprocess iinvolves 

iinteractions iin iwhich ifive-year iplans iare ishared iand iprepared iby icounty iand inational iaction 

iplan icommittees. iEMCA istatutes ihave ialso ibeen iinstrumental iin ipacing iand iphasing ipolicy 

ipriorities igeared itowards imobilizing iresources ineeded ifor iconservation ipartnerships iat iboth 

inational iand isub-national ilevels. iWith iregard ito iinstitutional iresources, iit iprovides ifor ithe 

iestablishment iof ithe iNational iEnvironment iCommittee i(NEC) iwhich iis icharged iwith ipolicy 

iformulation iand ipromotion iof ienvironmental imanagement ipartnerships, iamong iother igoals. 

Under isection i9 iof iEMCA, i1999, iNEMA ihas ioverall isupervisory ipowers iin iforests, 

ihillsides ietc ibut itheir ihuman iresource icapacity iis ilimited iby ithe isize iof iPA isuch ias iMt. iMarsabit 
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iecosystem. iThe iCounty ienvironment icommittee i(CEC) iwas iconstituted ito iconsider iall imatters 

irelating ito isustainable iwater imanagement; imining; iclimate ichange imanagement iand 

iconservation; iforestry; inatural iresources; ipollution iand iwaste imanagement ibut inot iall ithe 

icounties ihave iestablished ithe iCEC. iEnvironmental iassessments isuch ias ienvironmental iimpact 

iassessment i(EIA), istrategic ienvironmental iassessment i(SEA), isocial iimpact iassessment i(SIA) 

iand irisk iimpact iassessment i(RIA) ineeds iconstant iproper iguidance, ibetter ipublic iengagement 

iand ievidence-based idecision-making i(Nita, i2019). iIncorporating ichanges irequires iresources 

inamely itime, imanpower iand ilegal iframeworks. iSEA, iEIA iand iEA ipowers iare irelative ito 

iactivities ibeing iundertaken iin iPAs. iFor iinstance, ithe iMarsabit iManagement iplan irequires iSEA 

ibut ithis ihas inot ibeen idone iyet. 

2.4.10 iForest iSector iLaws 

In i2005, ithe iForest iAct imade iprovisions ifor icommunities ito ibe iinvolved iin iforest 

imanagement. iThe iForest iAct i(2005) ihas isince ibeen irepealed iby ithe iForest iConservation iand 

iManagement iAct, i2016, iwhich ialso iencourages iparticipatory iforest imanagement. iThe iForest 

iAct iof i2005 i(Section i46) iprovided ifor icollaboration iwithin iand ibeyond ithe icommunity 

ilandscape iand iendeavours ito isupport ithe iinitiation iof iCommunity iForest iAssociations i(CFAs). 

iThe iarchitects iof ithis ilaw ienvisaged ithat ithese istructures iare istrategic ientry ipoints ifor 

ienhancing ilocal iorganization iand icapacity ibuilding ibecause ithey ifacilitate iproactive 

iparticipation iof ilocal icommunities. iAn iadditional icondition istipulates ithat iany icommunity 

iseeking ito iinitiate iCFAs imust iformally iorganize, iestablish iworking icommittees, iand idevelop ia 

iformal iassociation. iFor iexample, ithe iassociation imust ihave ia iworking iconstitution, ian 

iorganized iaccounting isystem ifor ireceipts, imanagement iplans, iand iconcise iproposals ioutlining 

itheir istrategies ifor iforest iuse iand ibiodiversity iconservation. 

This ilaw iencouraged imany icommunities ito iestablish, iregister, iand imobilize iresources 

ifor iinitiation iof iforest iassociations iand iscaling iup iof iactivities iwith ilarger ipartnerships. iAs ia 

iway ito iencourage iproactive iparticipation iin iforest igovernance, ithe i(2016) iForest iConservation 

iand iManagement iAct’s iSection i47 i(2) iconfers imembers iof iCFAs ivarious irights. iThese iinclude, 

ibut iare inot ilimited ito, icollection iof imedicinal iherbs; iharvesting iof igrass, ihoney,  itimber ior ifuel 

iwood; igrazing; icollection iof iforest iproducts ifor icommunity-based iindustries; iecotourism iand 

irecreational iactivities; icontracts ifor isilvicultural ioperations iand idevelopment iof iwood iand inon-

wood iforest-based iindustries. 
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Concerning ithe irole iof iprivate isector iparticipation iin ipartnerships, ithe iForest iRules iof 

i2009 iauthorize iKFS ito iinvite ithe iprivate isector ito iparticipate iin isustainable imanagement iof 

istate iforests i“whenever icircumstances imake iit inecessary ito ido iso” iand iprescribes ithe itypes iof 

iagreements iKFS ican ienter iinto iwith ithe isector. iThe iForest iConservation iand iManagement iAct, 

i2016 iset ia ispecific iplatform ifor iKFS-community-county icollaboration ias ia irequirement ifor iall 

iforest imanagement ipartnerships. iForest iAssociations iare iestablished ias iimplementation 

iplatforms ifor ico-managing iforest iresources. i 

2.4.11 iNational iClimate iChange iResponse iStrategy i(NCCRS) 

This iwas ilaunched iin i2010 ifollowed iby ithe iNational iClimate iChange iAction iPlan 

i(NCCAP i2018 i- i2022). iThe iNCCAP ihelps i imainstream iclimate iresilience iin isupport iof 

iKenya’s iVision i2030. iIn iaddition,  ithe iGreen iEconomy iStrategy iand iImplementation iPlan 

i(GESIP) ifinalized iin i2016 iand ithe iNational iClimate iChange iFramework iPolicy istrengthens ithe 

iefforts ito iaddress iclimate ichange iin iall idevelopment isectors. iThe ipolicy iaddreses ithe ineed ito 

iensure icompliance iwith ithe iconstitutional iframework, iacknowledges ithat inatural iecosystems 

iare iunder ithreat ifrom iland idegradation iand idesertification. iCaused iby iclimatic ivariations iand 

ianthropogenic iactivities isuch ias, ilivestock iovergrazing, ismallholder ifarming ion ipoor isoils iand 

icreation iof ismall icities iand itowns. iImpacts iinclude iloss iof ibiodiversity,  ithreats ito ianimal iand 

iplant ispecies, ichange iin ivegetation icomposition iand istructure, idecrease iin iforest icoverage, 

irapid idetterioration iof iland icover, iand idepletion iof iwater iquality iand iquantity ithrough ithe 

idestruction iof icatchments iand iunderground iaquifers. iThere iare imore ithan i50 ipolicy istatements. 

iThe iClimate iChange iAct iof i2016 iwas ienacted iand iis ioperational ias iit iaims ito istrengthen 

iclimate ichange igovernance i icoordination istructures iand ioutlines ithe ikey iclimate ichange iduties 

iof ipublic iand inon-state iactors. 

2.4.12 iWildlife iSector iLaws 

In ithe iwildlife isector, ipartnerships iare iencouraged iamong iindividuals, icorporate, iand 

icommunity iland iowners. iHowever, ithe ipoorly idesigned iincentive isystems idoes inot ienhance 

iproperty irights ifor icommunities ileading ito iconflict ibetween ilocal icommunities iand istate 

iagencies. iRegardless iof ithe itype iof ipartnership, ithe iWildlife iAct iCap i376 iin iits iSection i3A i(l) 

imandated ithe iKWS ito iprovide iadvice ito ithe igovernment, ilocal iauthorities iand ilandowners ion 

ithe ibest imethods iof iwildlife iconservation iand imanagement. iSection i19 i(1-4) iof ithe iWildlife 

iAct, iCap i376 iauthorized iand ienabled ipartnership-mediated iconservation iprograms ion iboth 

iprivate iand icommunity iland. iWhile ithe ilaw iprovided ispecific itools ito iincentivize iparticipation, 
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ithe iAct ihad inot, isince i1977, iarticulated ia iclear iand iformal iregime ifor iextending iuser irights ito 

iwildlife ifor icommunities. iMore iso, idecision-making iwas istill imonopolized iKWS. i 

The icurrent ilaw ihas iinstituted iradical ichanges iin iaspects isuch ias iaccess, imanagement 

iand ibenefit isharing iof iwildlife iresources. iPart iVI iSection i40 i(1) iof ithe iWildlife iConservation 

iand iManagement iAct i2013 istates ithat ia icommunity ican iregister ia iConstituency iWildlife 

iAssociations i(CWA) iprovided ithey iregister iwith ithe iCounty iWildlife iConservation iand 

iCompensation iCommittee. iIn iSection i40 i(2), ithe iassociation iis iduly iencouraged ito ienter iinto 

ipartnerships ithat ienhance isustainable iuse iof iwildlife iresources. iA isecond ientry ipoint ifor 

icapacity ibuilding iis ithrough iconservation ianchored ion ibenefit isharing. iThe iWildlife 

iConservation iand iManagement iAct iof i2013 iprovides ia ilegal istatus ito ibenefit isharing iwithin 

iconservancies. iThis iprovision iwas ilacking iin ithe iprevious ilaw. iThe inew ilaw iprovides ia 

imechanism ivia ian iinstitutional iframework ianchored ion ithe iKenya iWildlife iRegulatory 

iCouncil. iThe icouncil ihas ithe imandate ito igrant iuser irights iand iregulate ipartnership iactivities 

iwithin iconservancies iowned iand imanaged iby ilocal iCBOs. iThe inew irights ito iwildlife iutilization 

iand iconsumption iincludes; iculling, icropping, iresearch iand itourism,  iwhich iwere iprohibited iin 

ithe iprevious ilaw. iA ifinal iset iof iprovisions igoverned imobilization iof iresources. iPartnerships 

iusually irequire ienormous iamounts iof iresources ito isupport itheir ioperations. i 

Folke iet ial. i(2005) istipulates ithat imore iattention iis iplaced ion imultilevel igovernance iand 

iinteractions iin iterms iof isocial-ecological isystems.  iIt ihas, ihowever, ibeen inoted ithat ithere iare 

ichallenges iwhen idealing iwith igovernance isystems ithat iare idynamic, iwhere isocial-ecological 

isystems ichange iovertime, icreating imajor iissues iparticularly iin ithe idivision iof iroles iand 

iresponsibility iamong icentralized iand idecentralized iactors i(Pritchard i& iSanderson, i2002). 

iNormally, ithe iinterest iof iKenya’s ilaws ilies ilargely iin iusing ithe ipartnership imodel ifor 

iorganization iand iempowerment iof igovernance iinstitutions. i 

2.4.13 iThe iinternational ilaws 

Kenya iis ia iparty ito iseveral iconventions iand iprotocols iand iit iis iobligated ito isupport ithem 

iand iimplement ithem iin iall iof ithe ioperations ithat igovern iconservation. iForest iconservation iand 

imanagement iAct, i2016 isection i73 i(1) istates ithat i“treaties, iconventions ior iinternational 

iagreements iconcerning iforests ior iforest iresources ias iprovided ifor iunder ithe iconstitution iwill ibe 

iadhered ito” iand ithe iWildlife iConservation iand imanagement iAct, i2013 isection i109 idescribes 

iinternational itreaties, iconventions iand iagreements. iThese iinclude: 
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The iParis iAgreement iand ithe iUNFCCC 

The iParis iagreement iwas isigned iin i2015, iunifying ithe inations ion iearth ito icombat 

iclimate ichange iand ilimit iglobal iwarming ito i2 idegrees iCelsius. iCountries iare iallowed ito 

iformulate icontextually-appropriate, inational iapproach iknown ias iNationally-determined 

iContribution i(NDC). iThis ienables icountries ito idesign istrategies iwhich ican ideliver ireal, 

iverifiable ireductions iin igreenhouse igasses i(GHGs) iagainst itheir ibaseline ireference iyear, 

iaccording ito inational icircumstances, iresources iand iprioritized isources iand isinks. iThe 

iGovernment iof iKenya iratified ithe iUNFCCC ion i30th
 iAugust, i1994 iand iratified ithe iParis 

iAgreement ion i28th
 iDecember, i2016. iThis icommits iKenya ito itake iaction ion iclimate ichange. 

Convention ion iBiological iDiversity i(CBD) iwas iratified ion i26th
 iJuly, i1994 ito iensure 

ibiodiversity iconservation, isustainable iutilization iof inatural iresources iand iequitable isharing iof 

ibenefits iarising ifrom iuse iof igenetic iresources. iCBD icreated iNagoya iand iCartagena iprotocols 

iwhich iwas iratified ion i11th
 iSeptember, i2003. iThe iCBD iis ian iinternational ilegally ibinding itreaty 

iaimed iat iconserving ithe ibiodiversity. 

United iNations iConvention ito iCombat iDesertification i(UNCCD) iis ia imultilateral 

iinstrument ifor ienvironmental iprotection iand ifor idevelopment icooperation. iIts ifirst iobjective iis 

i“to icombat idesertification”. iThe iUNCCD ialso i“creates ian ienabling ienvironment ifor iland 

idegradation ineutrality i(LDN) iand iits ipotential icontribution ito ienhancing iwell-being, 

ilivelihoods iand ithe ienvironment” iby iproviding i“science-based ievidence ion ithe ipotential 

icontribution iof iLDN ito ienhancing ithe iwell-being iand ilivelihoods ias iwell ias ithe ienvironmental 

iconditions iof ipeople iaffected iby idesertification/land idegradation iand idrought”. iThis iis idone iby 

icapturing ievidence ion ithe iconfiguration iof ian ienabling ienvironment ifor iLDN idrawn ifrom ithe 

iscientific iliterature, ithe ioutcomes iof ithe iLDN itarget isetting iprogramme, iand ithe iexperiences iof 

iindividual istakeholders idirectly iinvolved iin iLDN iinitiatives igathered ithrough ia iglobal iLDN 

isurvey. iAn ienabling ienvironment ifor iLDN iis ifound ito iconsist iof i“inclusive ipolicies iand 

iregulations ibuilding ion ialready iexisting inational iplans iand iprogrammes, ian iLDN iconducive 

iinstitutional isetting, iaccess ito imultiple isources iof ifinance, iand ian ieffective iscience-policy 

iinterface idesigned ito iinform isustainable iland-based iinterventions”. iThis iis idirectly irelated ito 

iSDG i15. i 
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Ramsar iConvention ion iWetlands iof iInternational iImportance iprovides ia 

iframework ifor ivoluntary iinternational icooperation ifor iwetland iconservation. iRamsar 

irecognizes ithe iimportance iof iwetlands ito icommunities, icultures, igovernments, iand ibusinesses 

iand iencourages iwetland iconservation iand iwise iuse iof iwetlands. i 

There iare iother iinternational iagreements isuch ias; ithe iconvention ion iInternational iTrade 

iin iEndangered iSpecies iof iWild iFauna iand iFlora i(CITES), iForest iprinciples iEast iAfrican 

iCommunity i(EAC), iIntergovernmental iAuthority ion iDevelopment iin iEastern iAfrica i(IGAD) 

iamong iothers. iInternational iand iregional iinstitutions iare ialso iinvolved iin ipromoting iactions 

iwhich iare idirectly ior iindirectly irelated ito iforest iresources iconservation iactivities. iFor iexample; 

iUnited iNations iEnvironment iProgramme i(UNEP); iA ispecialized iUN iagency iconstituted iunder 

ia iGoverning iCouncil iof i59 imembers ielected iby ithe iGeneral iAssembly iand iis ibased iin iKenya. iIt 

iis ithe isecretariat ito ithe iNairobi iConvention iand iis ithus icentral iin idriving ithe iinitiative ito 

iregulate, icontrol iand icoordinate iland-based iactivities iat ithe iregional ilevel iincluding ithe 

iimplementation iof ithe iInternational ienvironment-based iProtocols. iOthers iare; iUnited iNations 

iDevelopment iProgramme i(UNDP); iNew iPartnership ifor iAfrica’s iDevelopment i(NEPAD) 

iamong iothers. i 

2.5 iMt. iMarsabit iProtected iArea iGovernance 

 

The icreation iof iprotected iareas iin iNorthern iKenya idates iback ito i1902 iwhen ithe 

iNorthern iGame iReserve i(including iMarsabit) iwas iestablished i(Synott i1979; iMarsabit iDistrict 

iDevelopment iPlan i1979 i- iMDDP i1979) ifor ibrevity. iForests iin iprotected iareas isuch ias ithe iMt. 

iMarsabit iforest ioffer ivarious iecosystem iservices. iMt iMarsabit iis ia ihigh-altitude iarea iwith 

iimportant iecological ilinks ito ithe isurrounding iplains ifor iproviding iunderground iwater 

i(Robinson, iet ial., i2010). iIt iis ievident ithat iMarsabit iCounty ihas ibeen iexperiencing 

iunsustainable irate iof ideforestation, iand ias iresult, isevere iimpacts ion iboth ihumans iand iwildlife 

iwill iincrease, iin ipart, idue ito iprogressive idegradation iof iwater isources. iMt. iMarsabit iis iseen ias 

ian iecosystem iwhich iis ivery iimportant ifor ithe ipeople iof ithe icounty, iit iis ia iwater itower 

i(Robinson, i2013). i 

Governance iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem iis ishared iamong ivarious iactors. iIt iis 

imanaged iby igovernment iinstitutions iand ithe iline iministries iwhose iwork iis isupported iby iother 

iorganizations, iincluding icivil isociety iorganizations, iforeign iaid idonors, icommunity-based 
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iorganizations, inon-governmental iorganizations iand ithe iprivate isector. iThese ibodies iare 

iinvolved iin ipolicy iformulation iand idecision-making ias iwell ias ideveloping iand iimplementing 

isite-specific iplans. iThe imain iinstitution iis ithe iKenya iForest iService i(KFS) iestablished iunder 

ithe iForest iAct, i2005. iOthers iinclude ithe iKenya iWildlife iService i(KWS), ias iwildlife’s ihabitat iis 

imostly iforests, iKenya iWater itowers iAgency i(KWTA), iNational iMuseums iof iKenya i(NMK) 

iand iNEMA, iwhich iwas iestablished ito iexercise igeneral isupervision iand ico-ordination iover iall 

imatters irelating ito ithe ienvironment, iincluding ithe iforest. iOther iinstitutions iinvolved iin ithe iMt. 

iMarsabit iForest iecosystem iinclude ithe iCounty igovernment iof iMarsabit, iPhysical iPlanning 

iunder ithe iMinistry iof iLands, iMinistry iof iAgriculture iand iIrrigation, iNational iDrought 

iManagement iAuthority i(NDMA) iunder ithe iMinistry iof iDevolution iand iArid iand iSemi-Arid 

iLands i(ASAL) iareas iamong iothers. iThere iare ialso iother igovernment idepartments iwho iare ialso 

ipart iof ithe isystem ibut ithe imain istakeholders iin iMt. iMarsabit iare; 

Kenya iForest iService i(KFS); iThe iKFS iis ia inationally imandated iauthority ifor 

imanaging iand iconserving iforests iin iKenya. iThis iincludes iground ioperations, ienforcements, 

iforest iconservancy,  inational iand iinternational icoordination. iKFS ihas ilimited icapacity ifor 

iimplementing iland imanagement iactivities. iCommunity iforest iassociations i(CFAs); 

iAccording ito ithe iForest iAct i(2005) iand ithe isubsequent iForest iConservation iand iManagement 

iAct i(2016) iCFAs i iare iempowered ito imanage iforests idirectly iwhich iare iin ior iadjacent ito ithe 

icommunity.  iIn igazzeted iforests, ithe iformal ilegal icontrol iof ithe iland iis iKFS iwhich ihas ijoint 

imanagement iagreements iwith iCFAs ithrough imanagement iplans. iCFAs irepresent icommunity 

ilevel iinstitutions. iThe imain ichallenge iis ithat iCFAs iare inascent. iKenya iWildlife iService 

i(KWS); iThe iKWS iis ithe inationally imandated iauthority ifor imanaging iand iconserving iwildlife 

iin iKenya. iKWS ialso ihas ia irole iin iprotecting iwildlife ihabitat. iMt. iMarsabit iis idually igazetted ias 

iboth ia iforest iand iwildlife ireserve iso iKFS iand iKWS ihave iauthority ito imanage iit. iCounty 

igovernments; iThe icounty igovernments iwere iinstituted iby ithe iConstitution iof iKenya, i2010 ito 

iensure iinvolvement iof ithe ipeople iin igovernance iand idevolution iof igovernement iservice iat ithe 

igrass iroot. iThe icounty igovernments’ imandate iis ito icreate iopportunities ifor iconstituents iand 

idevelop iand iimplement icounty iintegrated idevelopment iplans i(CIDP). iThere iis iempahsis ion 

isustainable idevelopment iespecially isustainable imanagement iof inatural iresources isuch ias, 

iwater, iforests iand ibiodiversity, iand iwoodlands. iThe imain ichallenge iis iinadequate icapacity iin 

inatural iresourse imangement iand iplanning. iThere iare i47 icounties iwith itwo iarms iof igovernment 



30 

 

ii.e. ithe iCounty iAssembly iand ithe iCounty iExecutive. iFunctions iof icounty igovernments iare 

istipulated i iin iarticle i185 i(2) iand ithe ifourth ischedule iof ithe iConstitution iof iKenya, i2010. 

Kamugisha iand iTessema i(2012) iallude ithat ithe imanagement icommitment iand ithe 

ismooth iflow iof ithe igovernance iteam idetermines ithe ieffectiveness iof iconservation iof iprotected 

iareas. iThe ischolars inoted ithat ias ia iresult iof icontinued imanagement iwrangles iand ilack iof iproper 

imainstreams iof ileadership iamong ithe igoverning iagencies, ithe iprotected iareas iin iEast iand 

iSouthern iAfrican icontinued ito iface idegradation ithis iposed idanger ito ithe iecosystem iservices 

iover itime. i 

2.5.1 iMarsabit iCounty iGovernment iRegulations 

The iCounty iGovernment iof iMarsabit ihas ialso iembraced ithe iconservation iof ithe 

iecosystems iin ithe icounty iby icoming iup iwith ipolicies iand iby-laws ialigned ito ithe iconservation 

iand iprotection iof iPAs ito ipromote ithe iwelfare iof ithe ipeople iof iMarsabit i(County iGovernment iof 

iMarsabit, i2018). iIn ithe irevised iintegrated idevelopment iplan i(2017), ithe iCounty iGovernment 

ihas ipointed iout ithe ineed ifor iconservation iof iwater iresources iand iforests iin ithe icounty. iThe iplan 

irecognizes ithe irole iplayed iby iMt. iMarsabit  ias ian iimportant iwater itower inot ionly iin iMarsabit  

iCounty ibut ialso iin ithe ientire inorth ieastern iKenya. iThe iplan inoted ithe iincreased ideforestation iof 

iMt. iMarsabit iforest ithrough iconversion iof iforest ito iagricultural iland, iabstraction iof ifuel iwood 

iand icharcoal irating ito iover i16,382 itonnes iannually iand iovergrazing iby ithe idomestic 

ipastoralists. iThe iCounty iGovernment ihas istepped iin ito icontrol ithe icontinued idegradation iby 

ipartnering iwith ithe iKFS iand ithe iDistrict iSteering iGroup i(DSG) ito isensitize ithe icommunity ion 

ithe ineed ito iconserve ithe iforest iand ito imobilize itree iplanting ias ia ireforestation istrategy i(County 

iGovernment iof iMarsabit, i2019). iThe iCounty iGovernment ihas ihowever inot iembraced ieffective 

imeasures ito icome iup iwith iclear ipolicies ion iconservation iof iecosystems iand iparticularly ithe iMt. 

iMarsabit iforest i(Benoit i& iAdongo, i2015). 

The iMarsabit iCounty iEnergy iDevelopment iAct i(2016) ipublished iunder ithe iMarsabit  

iCounty iGazette iSupplement inumber i2 iemphasizes ithe ineed ifor iprovision iof ienergy ito ienhance 

iaccess iby ithe ihouseholds ias ia iway iof ipreventing ithem ifrom icutting idown itrees ifor ithe ipurpose 

iof iwood ifuel i(ROK,  i2017). iThe iAct ihighlights ithat ia imember iof ithe iExecutive iCommittee iwith 

ithe iapproval iof ithe iCounty iAssembly ishall iadopt imeasures ithat iprovide ifor ithe iuniversal iaccess 

ito iappropriate iforms iof ienergy ior ienergy iservices ifor iall ithe ipeople iof ithe iCounty iat iaffordable 

iprices. iThis iaccording ito iShahbaz, iJalil iand iDube i(2010) iis ione iof ithe imajor iways ithrough 
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iwhich ithe iconservation iof iforests ican ibe ienhanced iwhereby ithe ihouseholds idon’t ihave ito icut 

idown itrees ifor iwood ifuel ior icharcoal iand iat ithe isame itime ireducing ithe imarket ifor icommercial 

ideforesters. i 

2.6 iDifferent iGovernance iApproaches 

Studies ishow ithat ithere iare ivarious igovernance iapproaches ithat ican ibe iused ito imanage 

iprotected iareas i(Eagles, i2008; iGraham, iet ial., i2003; iIson i& iWallis, i2017). iFor iinstance,  

iGraham iet ial., i(2003) iemployed ithe iUNDP ilist iof igovernance iprinciples ifor iprotected iareas 

i(Table i1). 

Table i1 iPrinciples iof igood igovernance 

The iFive iGood iGovernance iPrinciples The iTen iUnited iNations iDevelopment iProgram 

iPrinciples 

Legitimacy iand iVoice  Participation 

Consensus iorientation 

Direction Strategic ivision 
Performance Responsiveness 

Effectiveness iand 

Efficiency 
Accountability Accountability 

Transparency 

Fairness Equity 
Rule iof iLaw 

(Source: iGraham iet ial., i2003) 

These iprinciples ican ibe iused ito ievaluate ithe igovernance iof iindividual iparks ior ipark 

iagency isystems. iHowever, itesting iGraham iet ial.’s igrouping iof ithe iten iUNDP iprinciples iof 

igovernance iinto ithe ifive icategories ihas inot iyet ibeen iundertaken, iand ias isuch, iis ionly 

itheoretical. i 

According ito iFolke iet ial., i(2005), iadaptive ico-management ias ia igovernance istrategy 

iinvolves isharing iof imanagement ipower iand iresponsibility iby iencompassing imultiple 

iinstitutional ilinkages iamong iall istakeholders. iIt ialso iextends iinto ithe isocial idomain ithrough 

ifocusing ion iecosystem idynamics iand iecological iknowledge iinto igovernance i(Torri, i2010b). 

iAn iimportant ifactor iin ithis icontext iis iorganizations iin iadaptive ico-management ithat iemerge ito 

ibridge ilocal iactors iand icommunities iwith iother iscales iof iorganizations. iSuch ibridging 

iorganizations ican iserve ias ifilters ifor iexternal idrivers i(Hanim iet ial., i2012) iand ialso iprovide 

iopportunities iby ibringing iin iresources, iknowledge, iand iother iincentives ifor iecosystem 

imanagement i(Folke iet ial., i2005). iWestley i(1995) iused ithe iterm i“bridging” ifor iinter-
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organizational icollaboration. iFor iexample, iin iKristianstad, isouthern iSweden, ia ibridging 

iorganization, ithe iEco imuseum iKristianstad iVattenrike, iemerged ias ia ilocal iresponse ito ithe 

iperceived icrisis iin iwetland ilandscape imanagement. iThe iEco imuseum iprovides ian iarena ifor 

ibuilding itrust, isense imaking, ilearning, ivertical iand/or ihorizontal icollaboration, iand iconflict 

iresolution. iThe ibridging iorganization iencompasses ithe ifunction iof ia iboundary iorganization 

i(Carpenter, iet ial., i2006) iby icommunicating, itranslating, iand imediating iscientific iknowledge ito 

imake iit irelevant ito ipolicy iand iaction. iThe iorganization ialso iuses iits inetwork iof istakeholders ito 

imobilize iknowledge iand isocial imemory iin iturbulent itimes, iwhich iin iturn ihelp ideal iwith 

iuncertainty iand ishape ichange i(Folke iet ial., i2005). 

Among iproponents iof iparticipation iis ithe iconcurrence ithat iformal iand iinformal irules 

iare iat ithe iheart iof isuccessful ico-management iprograms. iStudies ishow ithat iin imany icontexts, 

icommunities iare iless iaccustomed ito icontractual iroles i(Agbenyega iet ial., i2009) ithough ithey ican 

icope icreatively ithrough irisk iadjustment iand iinnovative iresource imanagement i(Caff, i2015). 

iLocal icommunities ihave ilong iestablished iformal iand iinformal imechanisms ifor iplanning iand 

imanaging itheir ibiodiversity i(Bennett iet ial., i2015; iOstrom, i1990, i1999) iwhich iexist ias iproperty 

irights iregimes ifor iterritorially ibound ipublic iand iprivate iresources i(Agrawal iet ial., i2014; 

iOstrom, i1990). 

Co-management iis ia icontinuum iof iarrangements ifor imanaging ibiodiversity ithat irelies 

ion ivarious idegrees iof ipower iand iresponsibility isharing ibetween igovernments iand ilocal 

icommunities i(Berkes, i1998; iHicks, iet ial., i2015). iOrdinarily, imajor istakeholders iare 

iproactively iengaged iin iplanning iand idecision-making iin ia ipartnership i(Borrini-Feyerabend,  

i1996). iIn irecent istudies, iits iconceptualization ifocuses ion ielements isuch ias icontinuous iproblem 

isolving iand ilearning iprocesses ithrough iwhich ipartners ishare idecision-making ifunctions 

i(Hauck, iet ial., i2013). i 

Traditionally,  ibiodiversity imanagement iin imany ideveloping icountries iwas 

ipredominantly ia itop idown iand iexclusionary isystem i(Kisingo iet ial., i2016; iReed, i2008). iStudies 

iindicate ithat idespite ithe ireluctance iby istates ito ifully idivest ithe ipowers ito icommunities 

i(Agrawal iet ial., i2014; iNelson, i2012), ithere iis ia igrowing itrend iindicating ithat iprograms iare 

iscaling iup iparticipatory isystems iin ibiodiversity imanagement i(Bennett iet ial., i2017). 
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There iare inumerous iconnotations ifor ithe ico-management iapproach ito iforest 

iconservation, iand ithis iinclude icollaborative imanagement, ijoint imanagement, iparticipatory 

iforestry, iforest istewardship iand icommunity-based iconservation i(Menzies, iet ial., i2007). iIn 

iessence, ico-management iis ione iof ithe imany imanifestations iof ithe iincreasingly iadopted 

iapproaches iin inatural iresources imanagement iwhich iaims iat iincreasing ithe isocial iand imaterial 

iwell-being iand isustaining ithe ihealth iof ithe iforests i(Bennett iet ial., i2017; iBerkes, i1998; 

iSanderson iet ial., i2014; iHinkel,  iet ial., i2014). iMany iresearchers iplace ico-management/joint 

imanagement iunder ia ibig iumbrella iof icommunity-based imanagement iapproaches. iHowever, 

isome iof ithe irestricted iapplications isuch ias iof iRibot, iet ial., i(2010) ishows ithat ithe idegree iof 

idemocracy iin idecision-making iin ico-management iis iless ithan iin ithose iforests ithat iare ifully 

imanaged iby ithe icommunity. iSpecifically, ithe iterm ico-management ihas ibeen idefined 

idifferently iby idifferent ischolars. iBerkes, i(1998) idefinition istates ithat ico-management iis i“...the 

iterm igiven ito igovernance isystems ithat icombine istate icontrol iwith ilocal, idecentralized idecision 

imaking iand iaccountability iand iwhich, iideally,  icombine ithe istrengths iand imitigate ithe 

iweaknesses iof ieach”. iWorld iBank’s idefinition iexplains ico-management ias i“the isharing iof 

iresponsibilities, irights iand iduties ibetween ithe iprimary istakeholders, iin iparticular, ilocal 

icommunities iand ithe ination istate; ia idecentralized iapproach ito idecision-making ithat iinvolves 

ithe ilocal iusers iin ithe idecision-making iprocess ias iequals iwith ithe ination-state”. iThe idefinitions 

ifrom ivarious iauthors icaptures ithe iconcept iof ico- imanagement ias irelated ito ithree iimportant 

iaspects; ia) iit iis iassociated iwith inatural iresource imanagement; ib) iit iis isome ikind iof ipartnership; 

iand ic) iit iis ievolving, iand iis inot ifixed. 

By idesign, ithe ioverarching igoal iof ico-management iis ito irestructure iexisting ipower 

iasymmetries. iThe ilogic iis ithat ico-management iincentivizes icoordination isystems iand inurtures 

ia istewardship iethic ion ithe ipart iof ilocal iusers iby iencouraging ilocal iproprietorship iand iregulated 

iresource iuse i(Pimbert i& iPretty, i1997). iMore irecently,  ithe ifocus iis ion ibalancing irights iand iroles 

iof icommunities iin ico-management. iNotwithstanding, iadvocates iin ithis itradition iagree ithat ithe 

iinterconnection ibetween irights iand iroles iremains ito ibe ia idaunting ichallenge ifor iensuring 

ieffective ipartnership-mediated iresults, i(Agrawal iet ial., i2014; iRibot iet ial., i2010). i 

Regardless iof ithe istrategy iof iparticipation, ico-management ioffers iinnovative iand 

iexpanded iaccess ito istructures ifor idecision-making. iSubstantive idimensions iof iempowerment 

iare igiven iminimal iattention iin ico-management istudies iwith ia ifew iexceptions i(Miller iet ial., 

i2014; iShields iet ial., i2016). iChanges iin ithe idegree iof icommunity irepresentation iare inot ienough 
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iwithout iincreases iin ithe ieffectiveness iof iinstitutions’ iability iin imanaging ieconomic iand 

iorganizational iprocesses. iAdditionally, ia ikey iprerequisite ifor ieffective iempowerment iis 

isystemic iinstitutionalization iof ico-management. 

Menzies, iet ial., i(2007) ilinked ithe irise iof ico-management iwith isustainable idevelopment 

imovement iand ithus iregards ithe i‘improved iforest ihealth’ ias ian iessential icharacteristic. 

iSustainable iForest iManagement i(SFM) iis iused ias ian ioutcome iof ico-management iforestry. iIt iis 

iused ito ihighlight ito ithe iextent ico-management ipractices ifostered isustainable iforest ipractices 

iand ithereby iimproving ithe iforest ihealth icondition.  iAccording ito iMaryudi iet ial. i(2011), ithis iis 

iseen ias ione iof ithe ithree ibroad igoals iof ithe ico-management iforest iregime i(that iis, iimproving 

ieconomic isecurity, isocial isecurity iand iecological isecurity), iwhich icorresponds iwith 

isustainable idevelopment iprinciples. iSpecifically, iparameters ithat idefine iforest isustainability ias 

ideveloped iby iMaryudi iet ial. i(2011) iinclude iaspects isuch ias iincreasing ibiodiversity icover iand 

ireducing ithe irate iof ideforestation ias ipotentially irelated ito ico-management ias ione iform iof 

icommunity-based imanagement. iThe iparameters ithat idefine ithe iforest isustainability iaspects 

isuch ias ieffective imanagement iof iconflicts, ireduction iof itrends iin ipoaching iactivities iare iat ithe 

icore iin idefining isustainable iforest imanagement. iVarious istudies ilinked ico-management iwith 

iimprovement iof ithese ipractices i(Menzies iet ial., i2007; iSanderson iet ial., i2014). i 

Collaborative igovernance iis ia istrategic, ipractical iand ieffective istrategy ifor irealizing 

ipositive ienvironmental iand idevelopmental ioutcomes. iIts isalient idimensions iencompass ithe 

iinfrastructure ifor ichanging iincentives, iknowledge, iinstitutions, idecision-making, iand 

ibehaviours i(Agrawal iet ial., i2014; iOldekop, iet ial., i2019). iAs ia imanagement iprinciple, iit isignals 

ia ishift  ifrom itop-down, icentralized iand iexclusionary imanagement iwhich ilimited ithe 

iparticipation iof inon-governmental iunits i(Zaal i& iSiloma, i2006). i 

Collaboration ias ia imanagement itool iis inot inew i(McGuire, i2006). iEarly iaccounts 

iexamined icollaboration iin ithe iearly i1970s. iProponents iof ithis iapproach iagree ithat 

icollaboration iis ia iresponse ito ivarious idrastic ichanges iin isocial, icultural, ieconomic, iand 

ipolitical iaspects ithat ithe isociety ihas iundergone iin ithe ipast idecades. iThese ichanges ihave iserved 

ias iavenues ifor irestructuring imodes iand iinstitutions iof iparticipation iwhile isimultaneously 

iinfluencing iresults ithat iemerge ifrom iinteractions ibetween ithe istate iand iother iactors. iThe istate 

iwas itraditionally ithe isole iregulator iand iguarantor iof irights iand icontroller iof iplanning iand 

imanagement iof iprovision iof igoods iand iservices. iThe imost iimportant ishift ihas ibeen ithe 
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ireduction iin ithe istate’s irole iand iinfluence. iCollaboration iis ia ipurposive imulti-organizational 

isystem iof iinter-relationships idesigned ito isolve iproblems iby icreating ior idiscovering ia isolution 

iwithin ia igiven iset iof iconstraints i(McGuire, i2006; iWyborn iet ial., i2015). iCurrent iresearch 

iindicates ithat iresource ineeds ionly ishape ithe iinitial imotivations iof icollaborators iin ijoining 

inetworks, ibut ithis ineed iis inot ia ifactor iin iexplaining iincreased isubsequent iengagement i(Wyborn 

iet ial., i2015). i 

Enhancing iparticipatory igovernance iof iecosystems ioverarching iconsensus iis ithat ithe 

isuccessful iabatement iof idestruction iof ibiodiversity ineeds ithe iconcerted iefforts iof iall irelevant 

istakeholders i(UNEP, i2002; iIBRD/World iBank, i2004, i2007; iUNCBD, i2005; iFAO, i2009). 

iThere iis ia iconsensus ithat iproactive, iinclusive iand ieffective icommunity istructures iare icritical 

idomains ifor ienhancing istewardship iamong iresource-adjacent iand iresource-user icommunities.  

iHowever, isome istudies ioffer ia icautionary itale ion iparticipatory iprograms imodelled ion 

icollaboration iand idecentralization i(Ribot iet ial., i2010), iarguing ithat idemocratized ispaces imay 

idirectly ior iindirectly ireinforce iand iredirect ipower ito iinstitutions ithat iembrace iand isupport 

isystemic iexclusion iof icommunity iorganizations i(Nelson, i2012). 

2.7 iGovernance iScenarios ifor iProtecting iForests 

 

Parks iand iprotected iareas iare iseen ias ivaluable iand iimportant ito ipreserve. iThey iare 

iviewed ias ia isocial igood ibecause ithey iprotect iand ipreserve ienvironments ifrom ifuture ihuman 

idevelopment, ihuman iinduced iimpacts, iand ihuman icreated ithreats. iUltimately, iparks iand 

iprotected iareas ipreserve inatural ienvironments ifor ithe ibenefit iand ienjoyment iof ifuture 

igenerations. iResearchers, ipolicy imakers iand ithe igeneral ipopulation iare ialso iincreasingly 

irealizing iand iunderstanding inew ibenefits iattached ito icreating iand imaintaining iparks iand 

iprotected iareas, iamong ithem iincreasing ivisitor-generated irevenue, ieducation ipurposes i(Eagles, 

i2008; iShields iet ial., i2016), imaintaining ibiodiversity, iscientific idiscoveries, iand iimproving 

ihuman iwell-being i(Secretariat iof ithe iConvention ion iBiological iDiversity, i2000). iSociety ican 

ibenefit ifrom iparks iand iprotected iareas ibut ithis ican ionly ihappen iif ithese iareas iput iunder istrong 

imanagement iframework iand iappropriate ilevel iof igovernance. 

2.7.1 iScenario iArchetypes 
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Heugens iand ivan iOosterhout i(2001) idefine ia iscenario ias ia icoherent, iinternally 

iconsistent, iand iplausible idescription iof ia ipotential ifuture itrajectory iof ian iecosystem. iFurther, 

iplanning iof ia iscenario iencompasses iarticulating imultiple ialternative ifutures, iwhich iin ithe 

iprocess ican iresult  iin iuncertainties,  ifor iexample,  iduring igovernance i(Kok i& ivan iDelden, i2009). 

iAccording ito iVan iNotten, iet ial., i(2003), iscenario iplanning ihas iits iroots iin ioperations iresearch, 

ibut iit ihas iincreasingly iapplied iin idifferent ienvironmental iresearch i(Table i2) iin ithe ipast i25 

iyears, iincluding ibiodiversity iassessments, iecosystem iservices, iand imanagement iof iprotected 

iareas. 

Table i2 i3 iGSG iScenarios i- i4 iarchetypal isocial ivision ifor ithe ifuture i 

World iend-state Scenario iVariants Archetypal iSocial iVisions 

‘Conventional’ Market iForces i(MF) 

 

Policy iReform i(PR) 

A iworld ithat ievolves igradually, ishaped iby 

idominant idriving iforces 

A iworld ithat iis iinfluenced iby ia istrong ipolicy ipush 

ifor isustainability 

‘Great iTransitions’ New iSustainability 

iParadigm i(NSP) 

Eco-Communalism 

i(EC) 

A iworld iwhere inew ihuman ivalues iand inew 

iapproaches ito idevelopment iemerge 

‘Barbarization’ Fortress iworld i(FW) 

Breakdown i(B) 

A iworld ithat isuccumbs ito ifragmentation, 

ienvironmental icollapse, iand iinstitutional ifailure 

Source: iKahn, i1986 

In iaddition, ithe ipurpose iof iscenarios iis ito iexamine iimportant ithemes iand ikey ielements 

iamong ithe istakeholders’ iconcerns ifor ithe ifuture ito idevelop idifferent istories ithat iwill ieventually 

iguide idecision-making, irather ithan itry ito idetermine ithe iright iversion iof ifuture imanagement 

i(Wack, i1985). 
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2.7.2 iLocal iand iGlobal iPerspectives iof iGovernance iScenarios i 

 

The iconcept iof igovernance iis isuch ithat iit ican ieasily ibe iapplied ito iglobal, inational,  

iinstitutional iand icommunity icontexts i(UNDP, i1997). iOn iboth ilocal iand iglobal iperspectives, 

igovernance iof iforests iand iprotected iareas ihas ibeen iupheld ias ione iof ithe imajor iways iof 

ienhancing isuccess iin iprotecting ithe iecosystem. iIn ithe ideveloped iWorld, ithe igovernance iof ithe 

iecosystems ihas ibeen iseen ias ian iapproach iof ishared isocial ivalues, iwhich iKenter iet ial., i(2016) 

ipresent ias ithose ivalues ithat ian iindividual ihold ion ibehalf iof ia icommunity ior igroup iof iwhich ithey 

iare ia ipart ithrough iwhich iconservation iis iembraced.  iMore irecently,  irelational ivalues, iwhich iare 

iunderstood ias iethical iand imoral iprinciples ithat iguide i‘good’ ihuman-nature irelationships iand 

imay idiffer iacross icultures i(Chan iet ial., i2016), ihave iemerged ias ia inew iconceptualisation imore 

icoherent iwith ithe ipluralistic iviews ipromoted iby inew iapproaches ito iecosystem iservices 

i(Stacey, iet ial., i2013). iAs imuch ias ithe ihierarchical imanagement isystems icould ibe iconsidered ias 

ithe imajor idrivers iof isuccessful iconservation iof ithe iecosystem, ithere iought ito ibe idimensions ito 

ihave ia iwell-balanced icommunity-based iapproach iof igovernance. i 

A istudy iby iMuradian i(2017) ion ithe ilimits iof ithe iecosystem iservices iparadigm iand ithe 

isearch ifor ialternative iways iof iconceiving ihuman inature irelations, ilocal iperspectives iin 

igovernance iwhich iincluded ithe icommitment iof ithe icommunity iand imanagement icompetency 

iwere ifound ito ibe ithe ikey ideterminants iof ithe isuccess iof iecosystems iservices iin iprotected iareas. 

iStakeholders iat ithe iglobal ilevel ihave iproposed ia iscenario iwhere ion ithe ineed ifor isocial inorms 

iand ivalues ithat isupported ithe iconservation iof iprotected iareas. i 

Some iinternational ipolicy istandards ion iconservation iof iprotected iareas isuch ias ithe iUS 

iEndangered iSpecies iAct ihave iopted ifor ithe icondition iof i‘Low ihuman icapacity ito iadapt’ 

igovernance isystems isince isuch isystems ican ibe istructured iand iefficient iunder istable iconditions. 

iThe ipolicy ipursued ia ireturn iof iecosystems ito itheir i‘historical’ inatural iconditions iand 

iemphasised ion irestoring ihabitat ifor isingle ispecies, ioften ito ithe iexclusion iof iother ispecies, ibut 

iwith iincreasing irates iof iglobal ienvironmental ichange i(DeCaro iet ial., i2017). iThere iare iother 

iproposed iscenarios iat iglobal ilevel iwhere i‘high iglobal ienvironmental ichange’ iis iemphasized 

iwhich icould ibe islow ito iadapt ito ichanges ithus irendering iseemingly igood ipolicies iless ieffective.  

iAn iexample iof isuch ia isituation iis iLake iChad, iwhich ishrank iby i90% iover ia iperiod iof i35 iyears, 

iwhich iis iputting ipressure ion isustainable ifood iproduction, iwetland ihabitat iconservation, iwater 
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imanagement iin itransboundary ibasins iand iadaptation ito iclimate ichange i(Tar i& iMustapha, 

i2017). i 

A iglobal iscenario ithat iseems ito ibe ia idesired ifuture iis iwhere i‘low iglobal ienvironmental 

ichanges’ iare iprevalent iand iwhere ithere iis i‘high ihuman icapacity ito iadapt’. iAlthough ithere iare 

ifewer iuncertainties iabout ienvironmental iconditions iin ithis icontext, ithe iopportunities ibrought 

iabout iby ichange iare ialso ilimited. iPolicy ioptions iunder ithese iconditions iwill ifocus ion 

isustainable ipractices ion ithe isupply iside i(forests iand iwater) iand igreater iefficiencies iin ithe iever-

increasing idemand iside i(social iand ieconomic iactivities). iIn ia ilocal iperspective, ithis iapproach 

imay inot iachieve imuch iresults isince ithere iis ia idanger iof icomplacency iin ithis iscenario, iwhere 

ienvironmental ichange imay inot ibe iimmediately iapparent, isuch ias ithe icase iin iMt iMarsabit iforest 

iwhere iintensive igroundwater iuse iand iother iactivities idegrading ithe iforest ioften iexceed 

ireplenishment i(Aldaya, i2017). i 

Studies ihave isuggested ithat iin ithe icontext isimilar ito ithat iof iMt. iMarsabit iforest, ithe 

iideal ipolicies iare iframework ipolicies ithat ienable iadaptive iapproaches iand iare isupported iby 

irapid ifeedback iloops iand ilearning isystems. iUltimately, iadaptive igovernance iconsists iof ia irange 

iof iinteractions ibetween iactors, inetworks, iorganisations, iand iinstitutions iemerging iin ipursuit iof 

ia idesired istate ifor isocial-ecological isystems i(Chaffin iet ial., i2016). iThe idrivers iof ichange iin 

igovernance iare irelevant iat iglobal,  iregional, inational iand ilocal ispatial iscales, ihowever, itheir 

imanifestation iwould ibe idifferent iat ieach iscale. iEnvironmental ichange imay ibe idriven iby iglobal 

isystems ibut ihas isignificant iimplications ifor ilocal iconditions. iLikewise, ithe icapacity ito iadapt ito 

ichange ican ibe ifacilitated ithrough ipolicies iand iprocesses iat iscale, ibut ialso idepend ion ilocal 

icapacity ifor iaction. iThese idimensions iemphasise ithe ineed ifor icooperation iacross iscales ito 

imitigate ichange iand iincrease iadaptive icapacity. iThe iimplication iof ithis iscenario iapproach iof 

iconserving iecosystems ilies iin iits ireframing iof ithe isocial iresponse ito irisk iand iuncertainties iand 

iin iviewing ipolicy ias inot ijust isomething iwithin ithe igovernment idomain ibut ialso iwithin ithat iof 

imarkets iand icivic imovements i(Gyawali i& iThompson, i2016). i 
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2.8 iResearch iGaps 

 

Literature ihas irevealed ithat idespite ithe iincreasing iscientific iand ipolitical iattention ion 

ithe iecosystem, iit iis iimportant ifor iresearch iareas ito iincorporate ithe iecosystem iservice 

iframework iinto ithe ienvironmental iconservation iprogrammes. iFor iinstance, iMuhamad iet ial. 

i(2014) iexplains ithat ione iof ithe imost iimportant igaps iin iscientific iknowledge iis ioften iassociated 

iwith imultidisciplinary iapproach,  iwhich iinvolves ithe iuse iof ibiophysical iand isocioeconomic 

iinformation. iIn ithis istudy, ithere iis ia ideliberate iattempt ito iprovide ibetter iinformation ion isound 

ipolicies iand imanagement iinterventions ithat iare ilikely ito ireverse iecosystem idegradation. iIt iis 

iwell iunderstood ithat iscientific iknowledge iand iimproved iinformation iis inot ia iguarantee ithat 

iforest imanagement iand iplanning iwill iimprove, ibut iit iis ia iprerequisite ifor isound idecision-

making. i 

Understanding ithe iecosystem iservices iin iresource-rich ideveloping icountries ican 

icontribute ito ipoverty ialleviation iand ifoster isustainable idevelopment i(Díaz iet ial., i2015; 

iDuraiappah iet ial., i2005; iFrank iet ial., i2017; iMEA, i2005; iTEEB, i2010; iWangai iet ial., i2017) 

iHowever, ithe iassessment iof iecosystem iservices idemands ian iintegrative itriad iapproach 

iconsidering ithe iecological, ieconomic iand isocial ievaluation icriteria i(De iGroot iet ial., i2010); 

i(Cuni-Sanchez, i2017). iIn ispite iof ithis idemand, imost istudies ifocus ion iecological iand ieconomic 

ivaluation iof iecosystem iservices i(ES), iwith ilimited istudies iusing isocial iapproaches. 

It iis iclear ifrom iKenya’s ilegal iframework ithat ithere iare ia inumber iof iinstitutions 

iresponsible ifor iplanning iand imanagement iof iforests. iMost iof ithese iinstitutions ihave 

ioverlapping imandates. iGovernance iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit  iecosystem iis ishared iamong ivarious 

iactors, iincluding iKenyan inational igovernment iagencies,  icounty igovernments, inon-

governmental iorganizations iand icommunity-based iorganizations. iLiterature ireveals ithat 

isharing iof iinformation iand icoordination iis ifairly ieffective iin iterms iof igovernance isystem’s 

itechnical iapproach iin ithe iDistrict iLevel iCommittees. iIn ihis istudy, iRobinson i(2013) ipoints iout 

ithat ithe iProvincial iAdministration iplays ian iimportant irole iin ihandling iissues iconcerning 

igovernance iof ithe iforest. iIt iis ihowever, iimportant ito inote ithat iit iis inot iclear iwhether ithere iis ia 

iright ibalance iin iimplementing ithe igovernance isystems iand iissues iaround iaccess ito ithe iforest. 

iLiterature ishows ithat igovernance isystem iin iMt. iMarsabit  iis inot iperfect iand ihas isome 

iweaknesses. iFor iexample, iRobison i(2013) ifound ithat igovernment istaff iturnover iis ia iworrying 

iissue isince ithey iplay ia ivery iimportant irole iin ithe icontinuity iof ithe igovernance isystem. 
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Review iof iliterature ishows ithat ithere iare iseveral igovernance imodels ithat iare iused ito 

imanage ivarious isystems iand iit imay inot ibe ipossible ito iexhaustively idissect ithem iin ithis istudy.  

iThrough ireview iof ipast iliterature, iit iis ievident ithat ithere iis ia idearth iof iresearch ithat ihas 

iattempted ito iexamine ithe imanner iin iwhich ivarious igovernance isystems iimplemented iin 

iprotected iareas iaffect ithe iSES, iand iMt. iMarsabit ifalls iwithin ithis icategory. iFor iinstance, 

iinformation iwithin ithe ilocal icontexts ion ihow ithe igovernment iand iother istakeholders ican 

ieffectively ibe iengaged ito iaddress iweaknesses iwithin igovernance imodels iis ilacking. i iStudies iby 

iBovaird i(2005) iand iEdgar iet ial. i(2006) ishow ithat icooperation ibetween ivarious istakeholders iin 

ithe igovernance imodel iprocesses iis iimportant ifor iproper imanagement iof ithe isystems. i 

The iliterature ifurther irevealed ithat ithere imight ibe ian iinteraction ibetween idifferent 

ivariables isuch ias igovernance isystems iand ikey iactors ithat iare ilikely ito isustain iecosystems 

iservice iprovision. iThis istudy iemphasizes ithat ia ivariable isuch ias igovernment istaff iare ilikely ito 

iinfluence ithe igovernance isystem. iIt iis ihoped ithat iby iclearly idefining iroles iand iduties ithat ikey 

iactors iplay iin igovernance, iour istudy iwill iimprove iunderstanding iin iterms iof ithe imost 

iappropriate igovernance ioptions ifor isustaining ithe iecosystem iservice iprovision iin ithe iMt. 

iMarsabit isocial-ecological isystem. iIssues irelating ito isustainable idevelopment isuch ias ifunding, 

idecision-making, idecentralization, iaccountability, iamong iothers, ihave iemerged icentral iin 

igovernance iof iPAs i(UNDP, i1997). iHowever, iquestions istill iremain ion ihow iPAs iagencies iare 

istructured, ihow iaccountability iis iestablished, ihow idecisions iare imade, iwhat iinfluences ithese 

idecisions, ihow ithese igovernance ifactors ihave ichanged iover ia iperiod iof itime, iand ithe ikind iof 

ichallenges ifor igovernance. i 

In iaddition, ithere iis ia ilack iof iexplicit  irecommendations ion ihow idifferent iactors iand 

isystems iinteract. iMost iof ithe iliterature ireviewed ishowed ithat ithere iis ino igeneral iconsensus ion 

iguidelines iand iprocedures ifor imanaging ithe iSES, ialthough ithey ihave iattempted ito ipresent 

iconceptual iguidance i(for iexample, iHinkel iet ial. i2015; iPartelow i2016). 
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2.9 iAnalytical iFramework 

 

The itheoretical iand iconceptual iframeworks iused iin ithis istudy iare ias idescribed ibelow. 

2.9.1 iTheoretical iFramework 

This istudy iemployed ia isocial-ecological isystems i(SES) itheory i(Ostrom, i1990) ito 

iexamine iinteractions iamong idifferent iactors iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem. iThe itheory-

outlines ithe imultifaceted iand iinteractive ieffects iof ipersonal iand ienvironmental ifactors 

iconceptualized ias iresource igovernance isystems. iKey ielements iof iresource igovernance isystems 

iinclude iattributes iof iresources, iactors ior iagents, iand iinstitutional iarrangements i(Vatn, i2005). iIn 

iaddition, ithere iis ia idual ifunction ifor iinstitutional iarrangements, ithat iis, iinteractions ibetween 

ihumans iand ithe ienvironment. iThus, iexperts iargue ithat iinstitutions iare icentral iwhen iit icomes ito 

iunderstanding ihuman iversus ienvironment iinteractions i(Ostrom, i1990). iThe itheoretical 

iapproach iused iin ithis istudy irecognizes ithat idifferent istakeholders ihave ian iimportant irole ito 

iplay iin iecosystem igovernance. iFor iinstance, iactors iare isocially iconstructed iand itheir irole iin 

igovernance imay ioriginate ifrom idifferent icapacities isuch ias iinstitutional imandate ior ia imore 

itraditional ieconomic iinterest i(Woodcock, i2002). iThis istudy ifurther irecognizes ithat ithe iSES 

itheory iaccommodates ia imultifaceted inature ifor ihuman iversus ienvironment irelationship. 

This istudy iinvolved ihuman-environment iinteraction iand isocial-ecological isystems ito 

iexplain isuch iinteractions. iA isocial-ecological isystem iis idefined ias ian iecological isystem ithat iis 

iintricately ilinked iwith iand iaffected iby ione ior imore isocial isystems i(Anderies, i2004). iAs ia 

iconsequence, iboth ithe isocial iand iecological isystems icontain iobjects ithat iinteract 

iinterdependently. iThe itheoretical iunderpinning iof ithe iconceptual iframework iis irooted iin ithe 

iconcept iof isystems ithinking iwhich iencompasses iexamining ia iphenomenon iusing iholistic 

iapproaches. iThe iconcept iof isystem ithinking iassociates ievery ievent ito ione ior imore icausal 

ifactors. iThe iloss ior idegradation iof ian iecosystem iresource igenerates ifeedbacks ias iit ibecomes 

iunable ito iperform iits inatural iduties,  isuch ias ithe iproduction iof igoods iand iservices. iThe 

ifeedbacks icould ibe iwithin ithe iecosystem ior iexternal ito iit. i 

 

This iapproach icombined iperceived isocial iand iecological ioutcomes imainly iby 

iexamining igovernance istructure, iprocesses iand ioutcomes. iThus, ithe iuse iof isocial-ecological 

isystem iin ithis istudy iemphasized ithe iintegrated iconcept iof ihumans iin inature, iand istressed ithe 

icomplex irelationship ibetween isocial iand iecological isystems. 
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2.9.2 iConceptual iFramework 

 

The istudy isought ito ianalyse ithe igovernance idilemma iand iprovision iof iecosystem 

iservices iby iMt. iMarsabit iForest. iThe iconceptual iframework ipoints ion ithe iflow iof ivariables 

iwith ithe imajor isocial iecological idrivers i(demographic ifactors, isocio-political ifactors iand 

iexternalities) iwhich iare ithe iindependent ivariables ilead ito ipressures ion ithe iforest iwhich 

iincludes iforest iproduct iextraction iand iexpansion iof iagriculture. iThese ifactors ihave ibeen ifound 

ito ihighly icontribute ito idegradation iand ideforestation. iAfter ithese ipressures iare idiverted ito ithe 

iforest, ithe iforest icover ireduces iand ithe iland iuse icover ialso ichanges ileading ito iloss iof 

ibiodiversity iand iecosystem iservices. iThis iis ithe idependent ivariable iof ithe istudy. iThe 

iinterventions iproposed iin ithe istudy ito ienhance ithe i igovernance iof ithe iprotected iarea, ithrough 

icontrol iof ithe idrivers iand ireduction iof ithe ipressures iby iunderstanding ihow ithe isocioeconomic 

idynamics isuch ias isocio-demographics iand ihuman-wellbeing iand ibiophysical ichanges isuch ias 

iland iuse ichange, iland icover ichange, iclimatic ivariations ietc iare iinfluenced iby ithe idifferent 

igovernance iprinciples. iThese iprocesses iinfluence ithe istatus iof ithe iecosystem. iIn iresponse, 

ithere iis ineed ito iidentify iappropriate igovernance istrategies iso ias ito ireduce idegradation iand 

iconserve ithe iecosystem iso ithat iit ican iultimately irecover iand ibe iable ito isustainably iprovide 

iecosystem igoods iand iservices ifor ibetter ilivelihoods. iThe iframework iis igraphically idepicted 

ibelow i(Figure i1): 
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Figure i1: iConceptual iframework ishowing imultifaceted inature iof ihumans iand ienvironmental iinterdependent iinteractions 

(Source: iAuthor, i2019) i 
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CHAPTER iTHREE: iSTUDY iAREA iAND iGENERAL iMETHODS 

 

This ichapter icontains ithe idescription iof ithe imethodology iused iin iorder ito iachieve ithe 

iset iobjectives. iIt idiscusses ithe istudy iarea, idata itypes iand isources, isampling iframework, idata 

icollection iand ianalysis 

3.1 iThe iStudy iArea 

Mt. iMarsabit iforest i(20
 i19’ iN370

 i59’ iE) iis ilocated iin iMarsabit iCounty, iin inorthern 

iKenya i(Figure i2). iThe iforest icovers ian iextinct iHolocene ishield ivolcano icharacterized iby ihills 

iand iseveral icraters ishrouded iin imist i(Ogutu iet ial. i2016) i(Robinson i2013). iThe ivolcano irises 

ialmost ia ikilometre iabove ithe isurrounding iarid iplains ito ia isummit  iof i1,865 im iabove isea ilevel 

iwith ian ielliptical ishape iabout i45 ikm i(NW-SE) iwide iand i70 ikm i(NE-SW) ilong. iMt. iMarsabit  

iforest iexperiences ia ibimodal irainfall ipattern iranging ifrom i600 ito i1,000 imm iper iyear, iwith ia 

imean iannual irainfall iof i800 imm. iThe itemperature iranges ibetween ia iminimum iof i150C ito ia 

imaximum iof i260C, iwith ian iannual iaverage iof i20.50C. iEvaporation irates iare ihigh iwith ithe itotal 

iannual ipotential ibetween i1,800-2,200 imm i(Maina i& iImwati, i2015). 

 

Figure i2 iLocation iof iMt. iMarsabit iforest iecosystem iin inorthern iKenya ishowing iland iuse iand 

iland icover i2016 

 

Figure i3 iMap ishowing iconverted iareas iand iMarsabit itownship 

 

Figure i4 iMap ishowing ithe iextent iof iMarsabit itownship i 

 

 

Figure i5 iImages iillustrating isettlement iand icropping ias idrivers iof idegradation iin ithe iMt. 

iMarsabit iforest iPA iin iKenya i(November/2017). iA, iB, iC, iD i- iSmall iscale ifarmlands ishowing 

icrops iadjacent ito ithe iPA. iE, iF, iG, iH i-Community imembers ioutside itheir ihomes iliving iless 

ithan i5km ito ithe iPA’ iI. iJ i– iLake iParadise iinside ithe iforest iPA iand ivisible idegraded iland 

i(Photos iby iCaroline iOuko) 

Mt. iMarsabit iforest iarea icovers iabout i15,700 ihectares. iThe imountain iharbours itwo 

icrater ilakes i– iParadise iand ithe iElephant iPool. iMist icondensate iis ithe iprimary isource iof 
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iprecipitation ithat irecharges iboth ithe ilakes iand igroundwater isources i(Maina iand iImwati i2015). 

iThe ipopulation iin iMarsabit iCounty itripled ibetween i1979 i(96,216 iinhabitants) iand i2009 

i(291,166 iinhabitants) i(KNBS, i2010). iThis ihuge iincrease iin ipopulation ican ibe iattributed ito inew 

ibirths ibeing ihigher ithan ideaths iand iimmigration ifrom iEthiopia idue ito iunrest. iMigration ito ithe 

icounties ias ia iresult iof idevolution iis ianother icontributing ifactor i(Munya, iet ial., i2015). iThe 

ipopulation iincrease ileads ito iincreased iwater iand ifood idemand, ithus ia ineed iof iland ifor 

iagricultural iexpansion. iThere ihas ibeen ia ishift  ifrom inomadic ipastoral isystems ito imore 

isedentary iagricultural itypes i iby iresidents iof iMarsabit iCounty iover ithe iyears i(Maina i& iImwati,  

i2015). inomadic ipastoral isystems ito imore isedentary iagricultural itypes. iSmall-scale iagricultural 

iactivities iare ialso iincreasingly ispreading iin ithe iarea, ileading ito iincreased iland ifragmentation 

iand isedentarization. iAs ia iresult, ithe irising ipopulation iand iincreasing ispread iof isettlements ihas 

iled ito ia idecline iin iforest icover, iloss iof iwildlife ihabitat, idecrease iin ibiodiversity, iand iinsufficient 

isupply iof ispring iand iwell iwater i(CIDP, i2013; iOroda, i2011). 

3.2 iPhilosophical iUnderpinning iof ithe iStudy 

 

According ito iOjala i(2015), iresearch iphilosophy iis ithe iprototype ithat ihas ithe icapability 

iof ireinforcing ia iresearch. iThe iauthor ifurther ihighlights itwo iparadigms ithat iare imostly iused iand 

ithe iparadigms iare: ipositivist iparadigm iand iphenomenological iparadigm. iPositivist iparadigm iis 

iassociated iwith iquantitative idata iwhereas iphenomenological iparadigm iencompasses ithe 

iqualitative idata i(Ojala, i2015). iPositivist iis ialso iknown ias iscientific iapproach iand iinterpretivist 

ior isubjectivism iapproach i(Lee, i1991). iAccording ito ipositivists, i“reality iis istable iand ican ibe 

iobserved ifrom ian iobjective istand ipoint”. iIn iorder ito iidentify iand idefine iexisting irelationships,  

imanipulation iof iindependent ivariables iagainst ithe idependent ivariable iis iperformed. iIn 

ipositivism, ipredictions iand iexplanations iare imade ion ithe ibasis iof iobserved iand iexplained 

irealities i(Levin, i1988). iPositivism iis isaid ito ibe iin ithe irealm iof itheory, iwhere ithe idata iis itheory 

idriven iand iresearch idesign iis iutilised ito itest ithe iaccuracy iof ithe itheory i(Lee, i1991). 

The istudy iemployed ia ipositivist iresearch iphilosophy isince iit idealt iwith iquantitative idata 

iwhich iis iprecise iand ican ibe ieasily icompared ithus igenerating ireliable ievidence ifrom ithe 

iresponses icollected ithrough iuse iof iquestionnaires i(Bryman, i2011). iThe istudy ialso iused 

iqualitative idata ito ifurther iexplain ithe iresponses iobtained iquantitatively. iAccording ito iAshley 

iand iOrenstein i(2005), ipositivism ischool iof ithought iis igrounded ion ithe iphilosophy ithat ionly ione 
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ireality iexist ithough ican ionly ibe iknown iimperfectly idue ito ihuman ilimitations iand iresearchers 

ican ionly idiscover ithis ireality iwithin ithe irealm iof iprobability. 

3.3 iData iTypes iand iSources 

 

To idetermine ihow iprevailing iecological iprocesses iand isocioeconomic idynamics iaffect 

iprovision iof iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem iservices, ithe istudy iused iboth iprimary iand isecondary idata 

isources. i iSecondary idata icollection iwas ithrough idesk iresearch. iThis iinvolved itaking ia 

icomprehensive ireview iof iall iavailable idocuments irelating ito iforest iecosystem igovernance iand 

iespecially iMt. iMarsabit  iforest iecosystem. iIt iinvolved ireviewing iall iavailable ireports ito iprovide 

iinsights iinto ihow ithe isocial-ecological iprocesses iand igovernance ihas iprogressed iover itime. 

iPrimary idata isources iwere iboth iqualitative iand iquantitative ifrom ithe ihouseholds, iCounty 

iGovernment iofficials iespecially ithe iones iin icharge iof ienvironment iand inatural iresources iand 

irelevant istakeholders iin ithe istudy iarea.  iThe itype iof idata iincluded iland iuse iand iland icover 

ichange, iforest iresources iuse, iinsight ion ithe idrivers,  ipressures iand ireasons ifor ithe icurrent istatus 

iof ithe iforest iecosystem. iThe irespondents iwere ialso iasked ifor itheir iviews ion ihow ito iconserve 

ithe iforest iand iensure icontinuity iof iecosystem iservices iprovisions. 

Land iuse ichange iand iregimes iwere iestablished iwith ihabitat ichange/ idisturbance ialso 

irecorded. iA itime iseries ianalysis iwas iused ito iestablish iexistence iof iclimatic ivariability iin ithe 

istudy iarea. iData ito idetermine iland iuse iregimes iover itime iwas ifrom isecondary isources iwhich 

iincluded idigitized iland iuse imaps iof ithe istudy iarea iand isatellite iimagery iLandsat iTM iat i30 

imeters iresolution. iActual iground iobservation iof ithe iland iuse iregimes iwas ialso idone. iLand iuse 

iclassification iwas ithen idone iby iidentifying ithe ikey iland iuse isystems iin ithe istudy iarea. i 

Primary idata isources ito iexplore ithe iapplications iand ioutputs iof ico-management iin 

iensuring isustainability iof iMt. iMarsabit isocial-ecological isystem, iwas iby iqualitative idata ion ithe 

istatus iquo, ichallenges iexperienced, iinterventions imade iand iexpectations iby ikey iinformants. 

iSecondary idata isources iespecially ithe iForest iPolicy i2007 iand iForest iConservation iand 

iManagement iAct i2016; iNational iWildlife iConservation iand iManagement iPolicy, i2018; 

iWildlife iConservation iand iManagement iAct i2013; iMt. iMarsabit iForest iManagement iPlan 

i(2017-2022); iProgress iupdate iof iforest idecentralization iprocesses iand iother irelevant iliterature. 

iThe idesk istudy iaided iin iunderstanding ithe ipolicy iand ilegislative iframework, iinstitutional 

iframework iand ithe irole iof ithe icommunities. iData iobtained ithrough ikey iinformant iinterviews, 

ifocus igroup idiscussions iand idocument ianalysis iaddressed iperceptions iof iMt. iMarsabit iPA 
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iforest iecosystem igovernance ifocusing ion ithe ioutcomes iand istructures. iThe idesk iresearch 

iprovided ithe iinformation ifor ideveloping itools iand iinstruments iused iin ithe istudy. 

To idetermine ithe imost iappropriate igovernance istrategy ifor iPAs ilike iMt. iMarsabit, 

iliterature ireview iof imaterials ithat iincluded isuccessful imanaged iPAs iand istakeholder 

iworkshops iwere iconducted. iQualitative idata iwas icollected ifrom iinstitutions imandated ito 

imanage inatural iresources iin ithe iCountry. iQualitative iresearch iis iexploratory iand iinterpretative 

irather ithan idescriptive iand iworks iwith irelatively ismall inumbers iof ipeople. i iIt ideals iwith iless 

itangible iand imeasurable itopics iand iallows ifor iclose iexamination iof imotives, iperceptions,  

ibeliefs iand iattitudes. i 

3.4 iSampling iand iSample iSize iDetermination 

 

The istudy iinvolved icollection iof iinformation ifrom irespondents ifrom ia iselect isample 

ifrom ithe istudy ipopulation iwhich iwas iidentified ifrom iMarsabit iCounty. iThe isample isize iwas 

iobtained iusing ia isampling iformula iproposed iby iYamane i(1967); 

Assuming ia i95% iconfidence ilevel iwith ia iZ*- iscore ivalue iof i1.96, istandard ideviation iof 

i0.5 iand ia imargin iof ierror iof i0.5 iusing ithe iformula: i- 

𝑛 = 𝑁 ∗ 𝑋/(𝑋 + 𝑁 − 1) 

Where; i 

𝑋 = 𝑍 𝑎

22
∗ 𝑝 ∗ (1 − 𝑝/𝑀𝑂𝐸2and iZα/2

2
 iis ithe icritical ivalue iof ithe inormal idistribution iat 

iα/2 i(for ia iconfidence ilevel i95%, iα iis i0.05 iand ithe icritical ivalue iis i1.96), iMOE iis imargin iof 

ierror, ip iis ithe isample iproportion iand iN iis ithe ipopulation isize. 

(1.96)2
 i*0.5 i(0.5)/ i(0.05)2

 i=308416*2.5/0.0025 i=0.9604/0.0025 i=384.16 i=384 

This igave ia itotal iof i384 irespondents. iHowever, idue ito ilogistics, irefusals iand ithe imissing 

irespondents, ia itotal iof i265 iquestionnaires iwere isampled ias ishown iin itable i3 ibelow. iThe 

irespondents iwere ipicked ifrom idifferent isub-locations ithrough ipurposive isampling iwhere ithe 

iheads iof ithe ihouseholds iwere ithe iunits iof iobservation. iRequired isample isize iper isub-location 

i(which iis ithe ilowest iadministrative iunit iin iKenya) iwas idetermined iproportional ito ithe ioverall 

ipopulation iin ithe isub-location i(Table i3). 
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Table i3 iOverview iof ithe isampled ipopulation iper iadministrative iunit i(sub-location) i 

Sublocation Total ipopulation 

i(number) 

Sampled ipopulation 

i(number) i i 

Dakabaricha 3,053 39 

Nyayo iRd 2,328 14 

Wabera 4,204 32 

Milima iTatu 1,606 15 

Karare 2,119 20 

Songa 1,447 14 

Kituruni 1,268 15 

Hula 1,835 21 

Rukesa 4,220 35 

Gar iQarsa 1,156 10 

Badasa 1,850 17 

Gabra iScheme 3,796 33 

Total 28,882 265 

 

There iare i24 iadministrative isub-locations iunits iof iCentral iand iGadamoji idivisions 

iadjacent ito ithe iMarsabit iForest iReserve. iThese isub i- ilocations iinclude; iNagayo, iMajengo, 

iJirime, iMilimaTatu, iWabera, iTownship, iParkishon, iKarare, iKarare iScheme, iDiribGombo, 

iBad’aasa, iGoroRukesa, iGabbra iScheme, iQilta iKorma, iHula, iSagante, iQachacha, iSonga/Leyai, 

iKituruni, iIlpus, iMata iArba, iSonga iand iDakabaricha. iThis isample isize iwas iproportionately isub-

divided ito iselected ivillages isuch ithat ivillages iwith ilarger inumber iof ihouseholds ihad ihigher 

ichances iof iselection. iOnce ithe isample ivillages iwere iselected, ia ifixed inumber iof isample 

ihouseholds ito ibe iinterviewed iper ivillage iwere ichosen iusing isimple irandom isampling iapproach 

iensuring ithat ithe isample ipopulation iinterviewed iwas irepresentative iof ithe istudy iarea. i 

There iare itwo ikey imethods ifor icollection iof iqualitative idata; iFocus iGroups iand iKey 

iInformant iInterviews. i iFocus igroups ibring itogether ia igroup iof ibetween i6-12 ipeople iat ia icentral 

ilocation ito iexplore iin ia irelaxed iatmosphere ithe iissues iin iquestion iwhile ikey iinformant 

iinterviews iare ione-on-one idiscussions. iFocus igroups iare iusually ithe ipreferred imethod ibecause 

ithe iinteraction ibetween irespondents ican igenerate imuch imore iinsightful iinformation. iHowever, 

iwhen ithe iinformation irequired iis iconfidential ior isensitive iin inature ior iwhen iit iis idifficult ito 
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ibring itogether ithe itarget igroup idue ito ithe inature iof itheir iwork, ikey iinformant iinterviews iare 

iemployed. iThe iapproach igives iinsights iinto ihow irespondents iunderstood ithe iproject ibut ialso 

iprovide ia iforum ithrough iwhich inew iideas ican ibe igenerated ifor ifuture iprojects. iKey iinformant 

iinterviews iand ifocus igroup idiscussion irespondents iwere ipurposively isampled. i 

The iselection iof ithe ikey iinformants iwas ibased ion itheir iknowledge iof ithe iPA. iKey 

iinformants iincluded imiddle iand itop ilevel imanagers iat ithe; iMinistry iof iEnvironment i& iForestry 

i(HQ), iMinistry iof iTourism i& iWildlife i(HQ), iKenya iWildlife iService i(KWS), iKenya iForest 

iService iKFS), iNational iDrought iManagement iAuthority i(NDMA), iNational iEnvironment 

iManagement iAuthority i(NEMA), iWater iResources iAuthority i(WRA), iMinistry iof 

iAgriculture, iFisheries i& iLivestock, iMinistry iof iEnergy i& iPetroleum, iMinistry iof iInterior 

iCoordination, iMarsabit iPrison, iMarsabit iCounty ihospital, iCounty iGovernment idepartments 

inamely; iEnvironment i& iWater, iLands iand iAgriculture, iNon-Governmental iorganisations 

i(NGOs) inamely, iFood ifor ithe iHungry iand iConcern-wide. iA itotal iof i36 ikey iinformants 

iparticipated iin ithis istudy. iThree ifocus igroup idiscussions ifrom iKWS irangers, iKFS irangers iand 

iCommunity iForest iAssociation i(CFA) imembers iwere iconducted. iThe iselection iof ifocus igroup 

iparticipants iconsidered ibackground iknowledge iof ithe iPA. iComposition iof ithe iFGDs iwere ias 

ifollows; iKFS irangers i= i6 imen; iKWS irangers i= i1 iwoman iand i11 imen iand iCFAs i= i12 i- i4 iwomen 

iand i8 imen. iStakeholder iworkshops iparticipants iwere imiddle iand itop-level imanagers ifrom ithe 

ifollowing iinstitutions i(Table i4); 
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Table i4 iList ishowing iinstitutions irepresented iby ithe iworkshop iparticipants i(n i= i26) 

Institution i 

Kenya iWildlife iService 

Kenya iForest iService i 

National iEnvironment iManagement iAuthority 

Water iResources iManagement iAuthority i 

County iGovernment idepartments i(Environment iand iwater; iLands; iAgriculture; iCulture iservices) 

Northern irangeland itrust i(NRT) 

Conservancy irepresentatives i(songa, ishurr iand iJaldesa iconservancies) 

Non-governmental iorganization i(NGOs) iFood ifor ithe iHungry i 

Ministry iof iAgriculture, iFisheries iand iLivestock i 

Community iForest iAssociations i(CFA) 

3.5 iData iCollection 

The istudy iwas iconducted iusing iprimary idata ifrom ia ifield isurvey ias iwell ias isecondary 

idata isources. iSecondary idata iwas icollected ithrough ia icomprehensive ireview iof ipublished iand 

iunpublished idocuments irelating ito iforest iecosystem igovernance iespecially ifocused ion iMt. 

iMarsabit iforest. iThis iinformation iwas iused ito iprovide iinsights iinto ihow isocial-ecological 

iprocesses iand igovernance ihave ichanged iover itime. 

3.5.1 iHouseholds iSurvey 

 

The iprimary idata iwas icollected ifrom ihouseholds iusing ia isurvey iquestionnaire ibetween 

iMarch iand iMay i2017. iThe iquestionnaire ithrough ian iandroid iplatform irunning ion itablets iwas 

iused ifor idata icollection ito iensure idata ivalidity iand ireliability. iIt iwas idesigned iin iXLSFORM 

iadapted iin iOpen iData iKit i(ODK) iin ia imobile idata iplatform i(JeffreyCoker i& iBasinger, i2010). 

iThe iquestionnaire iwas isemi-structured iand icomprised iboth iopen-ended ias iwell ias imultiple 

ichoice iquestions. iAccording ito iChristie iet ial. i(2008) ithis icombination iof iquestion itypes 

icounteracts ibiases iof isingle idata isources. iThe idesign iof ithe iquestionnaire iwas ito ielicit  

iinterviewee’s iperceptions ion i(1) iecosystem iservices iprovided iby iMt. iMarsabit  iforest, i(2) 

iobserved iecosystem ichanges, iand i(3) itheir iinvolvement iin ithe igovernance iof ithe iecosystem. i 



51 

 

 

Figure i6 iMap ishowing ithe idistribution iof isampled ihouseholds iadjacent ito ithe iPA 

Stratified isampling imethod iwas iused ito iselect ithe ihouseholds iincluded iin ithe 

iinterviews. iThe istrata iwere ias ifollows ii) isample isize iwas iper isub-location, i(which iis ithe ilowest 

iadministrative iunit iin iKenya), iand ito iensure ithat ithe isample ipopulation iinterviewed iwas 

irepresentative iof ithe ioverall istudy iarea, iit iwas idetermined iproportional ito ithe ioverall 

ipopulation iin ithe isub-location. iii) i iproximity ito ithe iforest iin iterms iof idistance ito ithe iforest 

inamely ihomestead ibeing iless ithan i2km, i2-5Km, i5 i– i10 iKm iand imore ithan i10km ito ithe iforest 

iwas iobserved. iiii) isocioeconomic icharacteristics isuch ias itype iof iroof, iwhether ithatched ior 

icorrugated iiron isheet iwere iconsidered. 

Once ithe inumber iof isamples iper isub-location iwas iestablished, ithe ifixed inumber iof 

isample ihouseholds ito ibe iinterviewed iper ivillage iwas idetermined. iSelection iof ispecific 

ihouseholds, iwere idone iin iconsultation iwith ithe ilocal ivillage ichiefs. iThey iindicated ithe 

ihouseholds ibased ion ithe iresearchers’ icriteria inamely, ia idiverse iset iof ihouseholds iin iterms iof 

idistance ito ithe iforest iand iavailability iat ithe itime iof ithe istudy. iThe iquestionnaire iwas 

iadministered ito ithe iself-designated ihousehold iheads iaged iabove i18 ior itheir irepresentatives iin 

iindividual ihouseholds. iThe ienumerators iwere ifrom ithe istudy iarea iand iconducted ithe 

iinterviews iin ithe ilocal iBorana, iRendille, iGabra, iand iBurji idialects, idepending ion ithe 

irespondent’s iorigin. iThe ienumerators iwere itrained ibefore iinterviews ifor iease iof iacceptability 

iand iinterpreting ithe iquestions ito ithe irespondents iin itheir inative ilanguage. iThe ianswers iwere 

idirectly itranslated ito iEnglish iby ithe ienumerators iand ikeyed iinto ithe imobile idevice. iInterviews 

ilasted ifor ian iaverage itime iof ione ihour. iThe ilength iwas iinfluenced iby iinterviewees’ iknowledge 

iand iattitude itowards idisclosure. 

3.5.2 iFocus iGroup iDiscussion iand iKey iInformant iInterviews 

As ifocus igroup idiscussion iare iexploratory iand iinterpretative irather ithan idescriptive iand 

ideals iwith iless itangible iand imeasurable itopics ito iallow ifor iclose iexamination iof imotives, 

iperceptions, ibeliefs, iand iattitudes, ithe istudy iused ia iguide ito iconduct ithe idiscussions. iThere iwas 

ialso ia ikey iinformant iguide ifor ithe ikey iinformant iinterviews. iThe ikey iinformants iand ifocus 

igroup idiscussion iparticipants iwere iconsulted, ibriefed iabout ithe iresearch, iand irequested ifor 

itheir iconsent ias istipulated iin ithe iresearch ipermits. iA itotal iof i36 ikey iinformants iand ithree ifocus 

igroups iwith iparticipants idrawn ifrom iKWS irangers, iKFS irangers iand iCFA imembers iwere 
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iconducted. iThe iselection iof ifocus igroup iparticipants iconsidered ibackground iknowledge iof ithe 

iPA. iSpecific istructured idata iwas icollected iwhere ikey iinformant iparticipants iwere irequired ito 

igive itheir iviews ion icertain igovernance iindicators iin ifive-point iLikert iscales. iInterviews ifor 

ieach ikey iinformant ilasted iapproximately i60 iminutes, ifollowed iby itranscription iof ithe irecorded 

iinterviews. 

3.5.3 iStakeholder iWorkshops 

The istakeholder iworkshops iaided iin ifinalizing ithe istakeholder imapping ifrom ithe ikey 

iinformants. iThe ilist iof istakeholders iwas irefined iand iinterviews iconducted ito iacquire idata iused 

ito ianalyse iinteractions iand inetworks. iInteraction iin ithis istudy iwas idefined ias idirect ilinks 

ithrough icommunication, icollective idecision imaking ior iworking itogether ifor ithe ibenefit iof iMt. 

iMarsabit iforest iecosystem. iThe istakeholders iwere iasked ifor ithe itype iof iknowledge ior 

iinformation ior iother itype iof iresources ithey iexchanged iand ihow iimportant ithe irelationship iwas, 

ifor iwhich ithe iresponses iwere icaptured iin ia iLikert iscale; i1 i= inot iimportant iat iall, i2=low 

iimportance, i3=medium iimportance, i4=high iimportance, i5=very ihigh iimportance. i 

The istakeholder iworkshop ialso iaimed iat iguiding iparticipants ithrough iscenario-based 

ianalysis iof ithe igovernance iof iMt. iMarsabit iForest iEcosystem. iScenarios iwere ipreferred ias ithey 

iprovided ia imore iinnovative iand iresilient imanagement imeasure ifor ithe ifuture iby igiving 

iintuitions iabout iuncertainties iand ian iassessment iof ithe irobustness iof idifferent ifactors ithat 

iwould iplay iout iand idifferent imanagement iactions iacross ithe irange iof iactors. iThe istakeholder 

iworkshop iwas idesigned ito ianswer ione icritical iquestion i- ihow ishould igovernance ipolicies iand 

istrategies ibe iadopted iin ithe iface iof ia inumber iof idriving iforces ito idegradation iand icritical ifuture 

iuncertainties. i 

3.5.4 iLand iUse iLand iCover iChange 

Land iuse imaps iwere igenerated ifrom ifreely iavailable iLandsat isatellite iimage idata. 

iCombining iremote isensing i(RS) iand ihousehold isurvey iinformation iis iuseful iin imonitoring 

icost-effectively itemporal itrends iof iland iuse ichange iand imaking iinformed idecisions ifor 

iinterventions. iThe istudy iconsidered ithree ireference iyears ibetween i2000 iand i2015. iImages ifor 

ithe iyear i2000, i2010, iand i2015 iwere iselected. iThese isatellite idata iwere iobtained ifrom ithe 

iLandsat iarchive ifor icloud ifree iimagery irelated ito ithese iyears. iImage iclassification iwas 

iconducted ion ithe ithree-image idata ito idiscern ifive icover iclasses ias ibare iland, ibush iland, 

iwetland, iforest iand igrasslands. iThe ialgorithm iused ito iclassify ithe idata ifollowed isupervised 
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iimage iclassification iapproach ibut iwith irandom iforest imodelling ias ithe itechnique ifor igrouping 

isimilar ipixels. iRandom iforest imodel iwas itrained iin iR iProgram iusing itraining isamples icollected 

iin ithe ifield iduring ihousehold isurvey iwork. iA isignificant imodel iwith ioverall iaccuracy iof i0.967 

iat ip-value i0.05 iwas iobtained iand iused ito iclassify ithe iimages. iThe iresults iof ithis iclassification 

iare ipresented ias imaps iand itables. iThe ioverall ichange imap iwas ialso icalculated iwhereby 

ichanges ithat ioccurred iover iforest iland ibetween ithe iyear i2000 ito i2015 iwere irecorded. iThe imap 

idifference ibetween iclassified iimage ifor i2015 iand ithe iyear i2000 iwas ialso inoted. 

3.6 iData iAnalysis 

The idata iwas ianalysed iwith ia ifocus ito iaddress ithe iobjectives. iThe iquantitative idata iwas 

ientered iinto ian iMS iExcel ispreadsheet ifor icleaning iand ipreparation iand ithen itransferred ito 

iSPSS iversion i20 ifor ianalysis i(IBM iCorp iArmonk, i2011). iFisher's iexact itest iwas iperformed ito 

itest ifor istatistical idifferences ibetween ithe imost iimportant iES iprovided iby iMt. iMarsabit iforest 

iperceived iand ithe idistance iof ithe irespondents’ ihouseholds ifrom ithe iforest. iCronbach’s ialpha 

iand ifactor ianalysis iwere iused ifor iestablishing ithe istatus iof ithe iMt. iMarsabit iforest iin iterms iof 

ithe iperception iof ithreats ito iES, idata. iTo iexplore icommunity iparticipation iin iforest imanagement 

iby idifferent isociodemographic iand ibiophysical ifactors, ia ilogistic iregression ialgorithm iwas 

iused ito ipredict ia ibinary ioutcome i(1, i0) i(Dreiseitl i& iOhno-Machado i2002; iGoal i& iRed i2003). i 

The icentral ithemes ifor ianalysis iwere iperception ion iES iand iinvolvement iin ithe 

imanagement iof iMt. iMarsabit iforest. iThe iunit iof ianalysis iwas ithe iinterviewee, ion ibehalf iof 

ihis/her ihousehold. iMeasures iof icentral itendency i(mean) iand idispersion i(range) iwere icomputed 

ito isummarize ithe idemographic idata. iDescriptive iand iinferential istatistics iwere iused ito ianalyse 

iperceptions ion ithe iprovision iof idifferent iES ifrom iMt. iMarsabit iforest. i 

Qualitative idata iobtained ifrom ithe iinterviews iand ifield inotes iwere itranscribed iand 

icleaned. iAll itranscripts iwere ithoroughly icrosschecked iwith ithe iaudio/video itapes, imaking 

ireference ito ithe ifield inotes ifor iclarification. iThrough itranscription, ithe iaudio/video irecordings 

iwere itransformed iinto iwritten itext, itaking inote iof ithe isounds, ipauses, iand iother iaudible 

ibehaviours iof ithe irespondents. iThe ianalysis iof ikey iinformant iinterviews iinvolved isummarizing 

ithe inarratives, icategorizing iresponses, ias iwell ias icollating iand ifiltering ito iextract idominant 

ithemes irelated ito ithe igovernance istructures, iprocesses iand ioutcomes. iFirst, ithe idata iwere 

iidentified ias irepresenting ia iparticular iaspect iof ithe istudy iand igiven ilabels icorresponding ito 

igovernance iattributes i(legitimacy, itransparency, ietc.). iLater, icodes iwith ithe isame ilabel iwere 

igrouped iinto iparticular ithemes i(conflict imanagement, igovernance istructures, ietc.), iand ithe 
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iresultant ithemes iformed ithe ibasis ifor ifurther ianalysis iand iinterpretation. iThematic ianalyses 

iinvolved ithe iidentification iof isimilar iphrases, ipatterns iand ithemes. i 

Focus igroup idiscussions iprovided ian iopportunity ifor itriangulation ito iimprove idata 

ivalidity iand ireliability. iSecondary idata ifrom ithe ianalysis iof idocuments iabout iPA igovernance 

isupplemented ithe idata. iDocument ianalysis iwas iused ito itrace ioutcomes iand itriangulate ithe 

icollected iinformation. iSome istructured idata iwere ialso icollected iin iwhich ikey iinformant 

iparticipants iwere irequired ito igive itheir iviews ion icertain igovernance iindicators iusing iLikert 

iscales. iSocial inetwork ianalysis i(SNA) iwas iused ito iassess ities ibetween iactors. iSNA iemploys 

inetwork ialgorithms iand ia icombination iof iethnographic iand ifield iobservations ito icapture 

istakeholders’ irelations i(Prell, i& iReed, i2009; iReed iet ial., i2009). iUCInet iwas iused ito ianalyse 

idata ion inetwork istatistical imeasures iof istrength iof ities iand icentrality. iStakeholders iare ilinked 

iby ione ior imore ities iand iresults idisplayed igraphically iand iconsist iof ipoints ior inodes ito irepresent 

istakeholders iand ilines ior ities ito irepresent irelations. iIn ithis istudy ithe iSNA imeasures ianalysed 

istrength iof ities iand icentrality. iStrength iof ities imeasured ifrequency iof iinteractions iand 

icentrality imeasured iinterconnectedness. iEigenvector icentrality iwas ibased ion iinequality iamong 

istakeholders’ iconnections. iGovernance iprinciples iwere ianalyzed iusing iinferential istatistics 

iwith ifactor ianalysis iand ireliability iTucker iLewis iindex ito iestablish icorrelations iand icoherence 

iof iitems ion iperception iof ithe igoverning ibodies iin irelation ito ithe igovernance iindicators. iFactor 

ianalysis iand ireliability itest iwas iused ibecause isome idata ivalues iwere iless ithan ifive idue ito isome 

iagencies ihaving ifewer ithan ifive istaff imembers iin itotal ior iwith imandates ion iPA-related iissues. 

iPrincipal iComponent iAnalysis i(PCA) iwas iused ito icalculate ithe ioverall igovernance istatus. 

Triangulation iof icollected idata ifrom itwo ior imore imethods iof idata icollection, itheoretical 

iperspectives iand isources iof iinformation iand iinformants, iwere iused ito icompare, icontrast, 

iinvestigate, iand ito ianalyse irelated idata ior iphenomena iof iinterest. i iTriangulation ioffers ia 

imultidimensional iperspective iwhich ienables ithe iresearcher ito ireduce ibiases, iconfirm iand 

idiscover iwhich iinferences iare ivalid, iand iincreases ia imore ireliable iinterpretive ipotential 

i(Thurmond, i2003). iAnalysis iof iscenarios iprovided ianswers ito iimportant imanagement 

iquestions. iScenario idevelopment iassessed ithe iimpacts iof ifuture ichange iso ithat ioptimal 

imanagement istrategies iand ipractices ican ibe iimplemented iin iresponse. iThe isocial-ecological 

isystems ithinking iof iensuring iintegration iwas iadhered ito. 
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3.7 iEthical iConsiderations 

A iresearch ipermit  iwas iobtained ifrom ithe iNational iCommission ifor iScience iTechnology 

iand iInnovation i(NACOSTI). iThereafter, iwritten iconsent iwas isought ifrom ithe idifferent 

iselected iinstitutions. iThe irespondents iwere igranted iprior iinformed iconsent iregarding itheir 

iparticipation iand iwere iat iliberty ito iagree ior idecline iparticipation. iFinally,  ithe iprinciple iof 

iunanimity iwas iused iwhereby ipersonal iidentities iof irespondents iwould inot ibe irevealed ior idata 

ireleased ito ithird iparties. 
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CHAPTER iFOUR: iRESULTS iAND iDISCUSSIONS i 

This ichapter idetails ifindings iof ithe iresearch icarried iout ito i(i) idetermine ihow iprevailing 

isocioeconomic idynamics iinteract iwith iecological iprocesses ito iaffect iprovision iof iecosystem 

iservices ion iMt. iMarsabit; i(ii) imeasure ithe ieffectiveness iof igovernance ias iperceived iby 

irespondents, iand iiii) iassess igovernance iscenarios ito iensure isustainability iof iMt. iMarsabit  

isocio-ecological isystem. 

4.1 iCommunity iPerceptions iof iEcosystem iServices iand ithe iManagement iof iMt. iMarsabit 

iForest i 

The ifirst iobjective idetermined ihow iexisting isocioeconomic idynamics iand iecological 

iprocesses iinteract iand iinfluence isustainable iprovision iof iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem iservice. iThis 

iwas idone iby iestablishing iperception iof idifferent icommunity imembers iregarding ithe iES 

iprovided iby iMt iMarsabit iforest iand ithe ithreats ito ithe iforest. i iThis iis iimportant ibecause ithe 

ineighbouring icommunity iof ievery iprotected iarea iplay ia icritical irole iin ipromoting ithe 

iconservation iof ithe iecosystem. iTheir ibehaviour, iperceptions iand inorms itherefore iare ia isubject 

iof iconcern ito iany imanagement ithat iseeks ito iuphold ithe iconservation iof ithe iecosystem. iIt 

iremains iunclear ihow ithe imanagement iof ithe iMt. iMarsabit iforest ihas iengaged ithe icommunity. 

4.1.1 iPerception iof iRespondents i 

The itotal inumber iof irespondents iwas i265, iwith i53% imale iand i47% ifemale. iThe imean 

iage iwas i43 iyears iwith ithe iyoungest irespondent ibeing i20 iyears iand ithe ioldest i97 iyears iold. iIn 

iterms iof ieducation, imore ithan ihalf i(58%) ilacked iformal ieducation iand ithe idominant iethnic 

icommunity iwas ithe iBoranas i(32%). iAbout ione-third i(29%) iof ithe irespondents ihad ia iresidency 

iof iover itwo idecades ihaving isettled iin ithe iarea ibetween i1985 iand i1994 i(appendix i1). iThis istudy 

iinvestigated ihow ilocal icommunity imembers iaround iMt. iMarsabit iforest iuse iand iperceive itheir 

ienvironment iand iits iecosystem iservices. iThe iresults ishowed ithat ithe irespondents ibenefitted 

ifrom ia iwide irange iof iprovisioning iand icultural iES ifrom iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem ifor itheir 

ieconomic, iphysical, iand isocial iwellbeing i(Figure i3). 
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Figure i7 iPerception iof ithe imost iimportant iES iprovided iby iMt. iMarsabit iforest 

 

The ithree imost iimportant iecosystem igoods iand iservices iobtained iby icommunities iwere 

ianimal ifodder i(22%), ifirewood i(20%) iand iwater i(19%). iOthers iwere; iclean iair, icharcoal,  

ishade, iaesthetic ibeauty iand iland ifor icultivation. iCulture iwas iidentified iby iabout ione-quarter 

i(23%) iof irespondents ias ian iimportant ifactor iin itheir iforest iutilization. iThe icultural ipractices 

iincluded ithe iuse iof iAcacia ixanthophloea iregarded ias ithe ihead iof iall itrees, ibut ialso iplanting iof 

itrees iaround igraves ito iprovide ishelter ifor ithe idead, icutting ibranches iinstead iof ithe iwhole itree, 

iand iusing iplants ias imedicine iand ifor isacrifices. i i 

The ifindings ireveal ia iwide irange iof iprovisioning iand icultural iservices ithat ithe ilocal 

iresidents iuse ifor itheir iwellbeing. iTwo iother itypes iof iservices, iwhich ido inot idirectly iprovide 

ihumans iwith ibenefits, ibut iare inecessary ifor ithe iproduction iof iprovisioning iand icultural 

iservices, inamely, isupporting iservices iand iregulating iservices, iwere ihardly imentioned iby ithe 

irespondents i(except ifor iwater, iwhich iis iconsidered ias iboth ia iprovisioning iservice iand ia 

isupporting iservice, iwhen iit isupports iprimary iproductivity). iSimilarly, iother iresearchers ihave 

ialso iconcluded ithat iwhile icultural iand iprovisional iservices iare idirectly iaffecting ihuman 
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iwellbeing, isupporting iand iregulating iservices, iwhich iare iindirectly iaffecting ihuman iwellbeing, 

iare imore idifficult ifor ipeople, iand ieven iscientific iexperts, ito iidentify i(Fisher, iet ial., i2011). i 

According ito iChristie iet ial. i(2008), iresidents iin ideveloping icountries ioften ihave igreater 

iimmediate idependency ion iES ithan ithose iin ideveloped icountries i ias ishown iby iresults ifrom ithis 

istudy. iProvisioning iES, ias icited iby irespondents, imainly icovered ifor itheir ibasic ineeds iand ithe 

iresources ireported imost ioften iwere itrees iand iforage ifor itheir ilivestock, ispring iwater i(for itheir 

ilivestock iand idomestic iuse), iand ifuture icultivation iland. iWater isources iand iwind i(although 

iusually iconsidered iclimate iconditions), iwere ialso idefined ias iES iin ithis istudy. iAbout i26% iof ithe 

irespondents isaid ithat ithe iforest iecosystem iwas iused ifor iagriculture iand iparticularly ito iraise 

ilivestock i(Figure i3). iLivestock iraising iin ithe istudy iarea iis ifocused imainly ion icows, iwhile igoats, 

isheep, iand icamels iare iless icommon. iThere iis ialso ia inotable idependence ion ithe iuse iof 

iprovisioning iservices ifor ifuel. iSeveral irespondents icited iusing ifuel iwood ienergy isources ifrom 

ithe iforest. iDry iwood ifrom ibushes iand itrees iis iused ifor icooking iand iheating. iHowever, ithere 

iwas ino imention iof ivarious itypes iof irenewable ienergy, isuch ias, isolar ienergy, iwind ipower iand 

ibio-diesel, ialthough ithe igovernment ihas iintroduced iwind ipower iin iMarsabit iCounty. 

iRespondents ireferred ito icultural iES iin ifar igreater idetail ithan ito ithe iprovisioning iES. iThe 

icultural iES iwere imainly iexpressed iin iterms iof iaesthetic ienjoyment iof ithe ilandscape iand ishade 

iprovided iby itrees. iAccording ito ithe itypology iof isentiments ito iplace ipresented iby i(Torri iet ial., 

i2011), i“the inatural ienvironment, iincluding ithe ilandscape, ias iwell ias iclimatic iand ibiological 

icomponents iof ithe iecosystem, ican icreate ia istrong isense iof iplace, isense iof ibeing iat ihome, iand 

iattachment.” iThe irespondents ialso ispoke ioften iof ithe irecreational iactivities ithat iare iparticularly 

isuited ifor itheir ienvironment. iThey icited ithat itourists ienjoy iengaging iin iactivities isuch ias 

icamping, ibird iwatching, irhino icharge, iand iwatching iwild ianimals. i 

Perception iof iES ivaried ibetween ihouseholds idependent ion iresidential idistance ito ithe 

iforest iedge. iProvision iof ianimal ifodder iwas imost iimportant ito irespondents iliving iwithin i2 ikm 

iof ithe iforest, iand ileast iso ifor ithose iliving i5 ikm ior imore i(Figure i4). i iConversely, ithe iforest ias ia 

isource iof iwater iwas iperceived ito ibe imore iimportant ifor irespondents iliving ifurther ithan inearer 

ithe isource. i 
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Figure i8 iPerception iof imost iimportant iES iby irespondents iliving iin idifferent idistance ifrom ithe 

iforest i i 

(“close” i< i1 i- i2 ikm; i“mid” i2 i-5 ikm, i“far” i5 i->10 ikm ifrom ithe iforest) 

These iperceptions iof imost iimportant iES idiffered isignificantly ibetween irespondents 

iliving iin ithe ithree idistance icategories i(p<0.001, in=265). iRespondents iwho ilive i“close” ito ithe 

iforest iperceive imostly ifirewood icollection iand ifodder ifor ianimals ias ithe imost iimportant iES. 

iFor ithose iin ithe i“mid” icategory, iland ifor icultivation iand itimber ifor ibuilding iare iperceived ias 

ithe imost iimportant iES, iwhile ifor ithose ihouseholds iliving i“far” ifrom ithe iforest ifirewood 

icollection iand ifodder ifor ianimals iare ithe imost iimportant. i 

The ianalysis iof iES iperceptions iby irespondents iliving iin idifferent ilocations ifrom ithe 

iforest iedge ishowed ithat iwhile irespondents iliving iclose ito ithe iforest iperceived iit ito ibe imainly 

iimportant ifor ilivestock igrazing, ithose irespondents iliving ifurther iaway ihighlighted ithe 

iimportance iof iwater iprovision. iThis ishows ithat idisaggregating ifindings ibetween idifferent 

icategories iof iland iusers iis iimportant, ias ithey imight ihave idifferent ipriorities ifor iforest 

imanagement. iPrevious istudies irevealed ithat iperceptions iof iecosystems ias isources iof iparticular  

iES ivary iamong irespondents ias ia iresult iof ia icomplex iset iof ifactors, iincluding iformal ieducation, 

igender, iorigin,  iage, iindividual ineeds, icultural itraditions, iaccess ito iecosystem iservices,  

iagricultural iland iownership, ispatial ipatterns, iand ihousehold iincome i(Agbenyega, iet ial., i2009; 

iComberti, iet ial., i2015; iFrank iet ial., i2017; iMuhamad iet ial., i2014; iSagie, iet ial., i2013). i 
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Of ithe, i265 irespondents, i54% i(n=144) iperceived ithreats ito ithe iMt. iMarsabit iforest 

iecosystem ieither iin ithe ipast, ipresent, ior iin ithe ifuture i(Table i5). iPast ithreats iwere iperceived ito ibe 

iinsecurity i(43%), iand idegradation i(39%). iWhile isecurity ias ia ithreat iwas iperceived ito ihave 

ideclined i(28%) iand iwill icontinue ithe itrend i(23%), idegradation iwas iconsidered ito ihave 

iincreased i(40%) iand ithat isuch itrend iwould ipersist i(39%). iFuture ihuman ipopulation iwould ialso  

iincrease ipressure i(17%) ileading ito ihabitat ichange i(13%). 

Table i5 iPerceived idrivers iand ithreats ito ithe iMt. iMarsabit iforest iecosystem i(n i=144) 

 

 

 

In ithis istudy, iinsecurity iin ithe ipast iand icurrently idegradation iwere ifound ito ibe ithe imain 

ithreats ito iMt. iMarsabit iforest iecosystem, iwhich iis isimilar ito ifindings ifrom iother istudies i(Imo, 

i2012; iRandhir i& iErol, i2013) ithat ihave iflagged ihuman iinduced iactivities ito ibe iassociated iwith 

idegradation iof iforests, ithus irendering ithem iincapable iof icontinuously isupplying iES. i 

Table i6 iMain iperceived ipressures ito iMt. iMarsabit iforest iecosystem i(n i= i265) 
 Percent 

Overexploitation iof iforests 57.4 

Overstocking iand iovergrazing 38.5 

Loss iof isoil iand iproductivity 1.5 

Cultivation ion isteep islopes 1.1 

Drying iup iof iriver isources 0.8 

Loss iof iinsects/plants/animals i(biodiversity) 0.4 

Other 0.4 

Total 100.0 

 

Threats 
In ithe iPast 

% 

In ithe ipresent 

% 

In ithe ifuture 

% 

Insecurity 43.1 27.8 22.9 

Change iin iclimate 8.3 16.0 8.3 

New iemerging idiseases 0.7 0 0 

Habitat ichange 4.2 6.3 13.2 

Degradation 38.9 40.3 38.9 

Human ipopulation ipressure 4.9 9.7 16.7 

Total 100 100 100 
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The imain iperceived ipressure ileading ito ithe ithreats ito ithe iforest iecosystem iwas 

ioverexploitation iof ithe iforest, imentioned iby i57% iof ithe irespondents, ifollowed iby ioverstocking 

iand iovergrazing i(Table i6). iOther ipressures ileading ito ithe ithreats iwere imentioned ionly iby ivery 

ifew irespondents. 

The iimpact iof ithese ithreats iis ithe ioverexploitation iof ithe iecosystem iand ithus ia ireduction 

iof iits iability ito isupply iES isustainably. iThese iresults iare irelated ito ithe iperception iof ithe 

irespondents ion iES ithat iagriculture iand iespecially icrop ifarming iand ilivestock ikeeping ilead ito 

idegradation, iwhich ithreatens ithe ilong-term ipersistence iof ithe iforest iecosystem. 

4.1.2 iLocal icommunity iinvolvement iin ithe imanagement iof iMt. iMarsabit iforest 

 

Overall,  i35% i(n=265) iof ithe irespondents istated ithat ithey iare iengaged iin iconservation 

iactivities iwhile i65% idid inot iengage. iThe iconservation iactivities ithey iare iinvolved iin iinclude 

itree iplanting i(80%) iand isoil iconservation imeasures i(20%). i iAbout i21% iof ithe irespondents 

i(n=265) iare imembers iof ia iconservation igroup iand iof ithese, i35% iattended imeetings ia ifew 

itimes. i10% iof ithese irespondents ihold ipositions isuch ias ia ichairperson, ivice-chairperson, 

isecretary, itreasurer, ior icommittee imember, iin ithe igroup. i97% ibelong ito ionly ione igroup, iwhile 

ithe iremaining i3% iare imembers iof ibetween itwo iand ifive igroups. iFor i33% iof ithe irespondents, 

imeetings iare ischeduled imonthly, iand ifor i50%, ionce iafter i1-3 imonths. iThe iactivities ithese ilocal 

iconservation igroups iengage iin iare iincome igeneration, itree iplanting iand iothers inamely,  

ipatrolling iaround ithe iforest, ilooking iafter iwildlife, ias iwell ias isoil iconservation iby ibuilding 

igabions. 

Only i6% i(n=265) iof ithe irespondents ihave ibeen iinvolved iin imonitoring ithe iforest 

ithrough ipatrols, iwhile i4% ihave ibeen iinvolved iin isanctioning irule ibreakers. i18% iof ithe 

irespondents i(n=265) iwere iaware iof iinitiatives iby ithe iNational iand iCounty igovernments ito 

iconserve ithe iforest. iThe iinitiatives ithey icited iinclude: ienabling ilocal icommunities ito iplant itrees 

iin itheir ihomesteads i(23%), inational igovernment iagencies ihosting imeetings ito idiscuss iforest 

iconservation i(20%), icreating iawareness ion ithe iimportance iof iforests i(11%), ifencing ioff ithe 

iforest iby ithe inational igovernment iagencies i(11%), itree iplanting iby ithe iCounty igovernment iin 

icommunal iareas iand ischools i(8%), iKFS iand iKWS iplanting itrees iin ischools i(8%), iconducting 

iseminars iand iissuing iuniforms ito icommittee imembers i(multi-agency icounty icommittee ifor 

isecurity) iinvolved iin ipatrols i(8%), iprovision iof itree iseedlings ito ithe ilocal icommunity i(5%), 
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imeasures iagainst ipoaching iand ilogging i(2%), irecruiting iforest irangers i(2%), ias iwell ias 

iconstructing igabions i(2%). iOf ithe irespondents iwho icited ithe iinitiatives, i42% i(n=48) iof ithem 

isay ithat ithese iinitiatives ihave ibeen imoderately isuccessful. 

The icommunity imembers iin iMarsabit iare iaware iof ithe iimportance iof ithe iforest 

iecosystem iand ithe igoods iand iservices iit iis iproviding. iHowever, ithe icommunity iis isparsely 

iinvolved iin iforest imanagement, iwith ionly i6% ihaving ibeen iinvolved iin iimplementing irules.  

iRecently, iinterviews icarried iout ion i11 icases iof iparticipatory imanagement iof iforest iin iSpain 

iand iPortugal irevealed ithat itransparency iand itrust, iespecially ibetween iland iusers iand 

igovernment ibodies, iare ia ibasis iof isuccessful iparticipatory imanagement i(Frank iet ial., i2017; 

iTadesse, iet ial., i2017). iIf itrust iis ipresent, iparticipation iprovides ifurther iopportunities ito iget ito 

iknow ieach iother's iconcerns iand itake ithem iinto iaccount i(Nkonya, iet ial., i2016). iWithout ia isecure 

iright ito iaccess iprotected-area iresources, ilocal icommunities iwill ialways itend ito iconsider ithe 

iarea ias i“lost ivillages iresources” ithat iare inot iworth icaring ifor iin ithe ilong-term i(Mogoi iet ial., 

i2012). iConservation igroups iand icommunity-based iconservation inetwork iencouraging 

iconservation iwas iobserved ito ibe ia imore iefficient imethod ito idiscourage iillegal ipractices 

ielsewhere iin iKenya i(Mogoi iet ial., i2012). i 

Mt. iMarsabit iis icurrently iin ithe iprocess iof iforming ia icommunity iforest iassociation 

i(CFA). iThe istrong ilink ibetween iknowledge iof ipolicy iand iinvolvement iin iparticipatory iforest 

imanagement ithrough iCommunity iForest iAssociation imembership iwas iunderlined ifor ithe 

iKakamega iNational iReserve iin iKenya iin i2012 i(Mogoi iet ial., i2012). iIt iwas iargued ithat ithe 

iinvolvement iof icommunities icould ibe ienhanced iby ia ibetter idiffusion iof iinformation iand 

isimplification iof ithe imanagement iplans, iadapted ito iless ieducated ipeople. iReticence iand ifear 

ilinked ito iprevious igovernance iare ilikely ito idisappear iif iwardenship iof ithe ilocal icommunities iis 

irespected ibut ialso iif idirect ieconomic ibenefits iare ifelt iamongst ithe ipopulation iinvolved i(Reed, 

i2008). i 

Changes iin imanagement ipractices iwill ieventually iaffect iforest iconservation iand 

iregeneration. iRecently, iKenya ihas idecentralized ithe imanagement iof inatural iresources. 

iHowever, ian iengaged idecentralization iprocess idoes inot inecessarily ilead ito icommunities’ 

iinvolvement. iIt iis iimportant ifor iany ikind iof imanagement iplan iand iespecially iwithin ia 

iparticipatory imanagement ischeme ito imake isure ithe iwork iwill ibe iequally ishared ibetween 

ivillages iand icommunities irelying ion ithe iresource iunder imanagement i(Mensah iet ial., i2017; 

iReed, i2008). i 
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4.1.3 iFactors iinfluencing ithe iparticipation iof icommunity imembers iin iforest imanagement 

The iresults iof ithe ibinary ilogistic iregression imodel ianalysis iindicated ithat idifferent 

isocio-demographic iand ibiophysical irelated ifactors iinfluence iinvolvement iof icommunity 

imembers iin imanagement iof ithe iforest iecosystem i(Table i7). iThe ilogistic iregression imodel iwas 

istatistically isignificant ias ishown iby ithe iWald iChi-Squared iTest i(χ2
 i(4) i= i20.323, ip i< i0.0005). 

iThe imodel iexplained i16.1% iof ithe ivariance iin icommunity iparticipation iand icorrectly iclassified 

i64.1% iof icases. 

Table i7 iResults iof ilogistic iregression imodel ianalysis 

Number iof iobs i= i265 
LR ichi2 i(8) i= i60.56 

Prob i> ichi2 i= i0.005 
Log ilikelihood i= i-152.40566 iPseudo iR2 i i i= i0.166 

The ilogistic iregression iresults idemonstrated ithat ithere iwas ia isignificant iand ipositive 

iassociation ibetween ifamily isize iand ilevel iof iinvolvement iin imanagement iof ithe iforest i(b= 

i0.150, iP=0.042), iindicating ithat ian iincrease iin ifamily isize iincreases ithe iprobability iof 

icommunity imembers’ ilevels iof iinvolvement iin ithe imanagement iof ithe iforest. iThe ilevel iof 

ieducation iand ilevel iof iinvolvement iwas ialso ipositive iand isignificant i(b i= i–0.245, iP i= i0.034). 

iThis iimplied ithat imore ieducated iforest iusers ihad ia ihigher iprobability iof iinvolvement iin iits 

imanagement. iAge iwas inegatively iand isignificantly icorrelated iwith ilevel iof iinvolvement iin 

iforest imanagement i(b=-0.044, iP=0.004) iindicating ithat ithe iolder ipeople igrow ithe imore ilikely 

iit iis ithat ithe iprobability iof iparticipation idecreases. 

With irespect ito ithe ifactors iinfluencing ilevels iof iinvolvement iin iforest imanagement, 

ifamily isize ias iwell ias ilevel iof ieducation, iwere ipositively iand isignificantly icorrelated iwith ilevel 

iof iparticipation iin iconservation. iThis icould ibe ibecause ihouseholds iwith ilarger ifamilies ihave ia 

ihigher idemand ifor iforest iproducts isuch ias ifodder iand ifirewood. iEducation icatalyses ithe 

Variables itested β S.E. Wald 

Main iimpact iof ithreat .203 .175 1.347 

Most iimportant iES .273*** .152 3.214 

Education ilevel .245*** .116 4.474 

Gender -.537*** .291 3.408 

Respondent’s iage -.044*** .015 8.470 

Family isize .150*** .073 4.153 

Land isize i(acres) .078 .085 0.832 

Distance ito iforest i(km) -.232** .154 2.284 

Constant .013 .834 .000 
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iprocess iof iinformation iand iknowledge iflow ithus ienabling ithe ieducated icommunity imembers ito 

iparticipate iin imanagement. iSeveral iother istudies ihave ialso ishown ithat irespondents iwith ilarger 

ifamilies iparticipated imore iin icommunity iforest imanagement iand ithose iwithout iformal 

ieducation ishowed ilow ilevels iof iparticipation iin iNepal, iHaiti, iand iEthiopia, irespectively 

i(Chhetri, iet ial., i2013; iDolisca, iet ial., i2006; iTadesse iet ial., i2017). i iOn ithe iother ihand, iage iwas 

inegatively iand isignificantly icorrelated ito iparticipation iin ithe iforest imanagement iprogram. iThis 

ifinding imatches iresults iof i(Tadesse iet ial., i2017), iwhich ireported ithat iage ihad ia inegative 

iinfluence ion iinvolvement iin iforest imanagement iin iKenya. iThis icould ibe ibecause ithe iolder 

ipeople iare iunable ito iparticipate iin iactivities irequiring iphysical iinputs. i 

These iresults ishow ithat icommunities iidentify iwith ilivestock ikeeping iand icrop ifarming. 

iThe ifocus iof ithe icommunity ion ithe iES, iwhich idirectly ibenefit  ithem, icould iexplain itheir 

iminimal iinvolvement iin iforest imanagement ialthough ithey iacknowledge ithat ithe iforest iis 

ioverexploited iand ithe iES iare iunder ithreat idue ito idegradation. iThis ihas iimportant iimplications 

ifor idesigning ieffective istrategies ito iensure icommunity imembers iparticipation iin isustainable 

iforest imanagement. iAssessments iof ilocal ipeople’s iperceptions iof iES, isuch ias ithe ione 

iconducted iin ithis istudy, iadd ito ithe igrowing ibody iof ipolicy-relevant iknowledge ion ihuman-

nature irelationships i(Pascual iet ial., i2017; iSachs, i2012).  
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4.2 iEffectiveness iof iProtected iArea iGovernance iof iMt. iMarsabit iForest iEcosystem 

 

Good igovernance iof iprotected iareas iis icrucial iin ienhancing ithe iprovision iof iecosystem 

iservices. iThe iprocedures iand iapproaches iof igovernance ihave icontinually iaffected ithe 

iconservation iof iprotected iareas. iThis ihas iseen icontinued idegradation iof iforests iincluding iMt. 

iMarsabit iforest idespite ithe iefforts iput iacross iby irelevant iauthorities ito ienhance iconservation iof 

ithe iforest. i 

4.2.1 iInteractions iof iGovernance iActors iin ithe iProtected iArea i 

Governance iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem iis ishared iamong ivarious iactors, iincluding 

iKenyan inational igovernment iagencies, icounty igovernments, inon-governmental iorganizations 

iand icommunity-based iorganizations. iMt. iMarsabit iForest iecosystem iis imanaged iby 

igovernment iinstitutions iand ithe iline iministries iwhose iwork iis isupported iby iother 

iorganizations, iincluding icivil isociety iorganizations, iforeign iaid idonors, icommunity-based 

iorganizations, inon-governmental iorganizations iand ithe iprivate isector. iThese ibodies iare 

iinvolved iin ipolicy iformulation iand idecision-making, ias iwell ias ideveloping iand iimplementing 

isite-specific iplans. iThe imain iinstitution iis ithe iKenya iForest iService i(KFS) iestablished iunder 

ithe iForest iAct. iOthers iinclude ithe iKenya iWildlife iService i(KWS), ias iwildlife’s ihabitat iis 

imostly iforests, iKenya iWater itowers iAgency i(KWTA) iand iNEMA, iwhich iwas iestablished ito 

iexercise igeneral isupervision iand ico-ordination iover iall imatters irelating ito ithe ienvironment, 

iincluding ithe iforest iand iNational iMuseums iof iKenya i(NMK). 

Other iinstitutions iinvolved iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iForest iecosystem iinclude ithe iMarsabit 

iCounty, iPhysical iPlanning iunder ithe iMinistry iof iLands, iMinistry iof iAgriculture iand iIrrigation, 

iNDMA iunder ithe iMinistry iof iDevolution iand iASAL iareas iamong iothers. iIn ithis istudy, ithe 

idefinition iof istakeholders iwas ilimited ito iformally iorganized igroups isharing ia icommon iinterest 

ior istake i(Reed iet ial., i2009). iThe ilist iof istakeholders iwas iderived ifrom idocument ireviews 

i(CIDP, i2013; iRobinson, i2013) iand ithe istakeholders ithen icategorized ias ishown ibelow i(Table 

i8). 
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Table i8 iList iof istakeholders iin iMt iMarsabit iforest iPA 

A) Government iagencies/authorities 

I. Kenya iForest iService i(KFS) 

II. Kenya iWildlife iService i(KWS) 

III. National iEnvironment iManagement 

iAuthority i(NEMA) 

IV. Water iResources iAuthority i(WRA) 

V. National iDrought iManagement 

iAuthority i(NDMA) 

VI. Kenya iWater iTower iAgency 

i(KWTA) 

VII. National iGovernment iAdministration 

iOffice i(NGAO) 

B) Government iministries/departments 

I. Ministry iof iEnvironment iand iNatural 

iResources 

II. Ministry iof iTourism iand iWildlife 

III. Ministry iof iWater iand iSanitation 

IV. Ministry iof iDevolution iand iASAL 

iAreas 

V. Ministry iof iPhysical iPlanning 

VI. Ministry iof iInterior iand iCoordination 

iof iNational iGovernment 

C) Devolved igovernment 

I. County iGovernment iof iMarsabit 

II. Ministries iin icharge iof inatural 

iresources 

D) NGOs 

I. Food ifor ithe iHungry 

II. Concern iWorldwide 

E) Community-based iorganizations 

I. Community iForest iAssociation 

i(CFA) 

F) Local iresource iuser igroups 

I. Livestock iowners iliving ion ithe imountain 

II. Pastoralists iliving iin ithe ilowlands 

III. Commercial ifirewood icollectors iand 

icharcoal iburners 

IV. Agriculturalists iand iagropastoralists 

 

In ithis istudy, i21 istakeholders iwere iidentified iwith irepresentation ifrom ithe ipublic, 

iprivate iand icivil isociety isectors. iThe iidentified istakeholders iwere icategorized iinto isix igroups, 

iwith ithe igovernment ihaving ithe ihighest inumber iof istakeholders. iThe iagencies i(Group iA) ifrom 

ithe iministries i(Group iB) iwere iseparated ibecause ithe iformer iis icomposed iof iinstitutions iformed 

iwith ispecific imandates iand ifocus ion iresource imanagement. iThe ilevel iof iinterest iwas iguided iby 

i(Krott, i2005) ipostulation ithat, i“Interests iare ibased ion iaction iorientation, iadhered iby 

iindividuals ior igroups, iand ithey idesignate ithe ibenefits ithe iindividual ior igroup ican ireceive ifrom 

icertain iobjects.” iPrimary iinterests ifor iselected istakeholders iare ishown i(Table i9) ibelow: 
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Table i9 iMt. iMarsabit iselected istakeholders’ iinterests 

Group/Organization Primary iinterest/mandate 

Local iresource iusers 

Livestock iowners iliving ion ithe imountain 

 

Access ito iregular igrazing iand iwater 

Pastoralists iliving iin ithe ilowlands Access ito iwater iduring idroughts. iOccasional 

iaccess ito igrazing 

Commercial ifirewood icollectors iand icharcoal 

iburners 

Access ito ifuel iwood 

Agriculturalists i(farmers) iand iagro-pastoralists Access ito iland ifor icultivation 

Community imembers igenerally Natural iresource-based ilivelihoods 

Devolved igovernment 

County igovernment iof iMarsabit 

 

Create iopportunities ifor iconstituents, idevelop 

iand iimplement icounty iintegrated idevelopment 

iplans iwith iemphasis ion isustainable 

idevelopment iincluding inatural iresources 

Public ientities 

KFS 

 

Forest iconservation iand iproduction 

CFAs Joint imanagement iagreements iwith iKFS ito 

imanage iforests iadjacent ito ithe icommunity 

 

KWS Wildlife imanagement 

NDMA Food isecurity iand idrought ipreparedness 

NEMA Overall ienvironmental iprotection iand 

imanagement 

WRA Water iresource imanagement, ii.e., iwater 

icatchment iarea iconservation 

National iGovernment iAdministration iOffice i 

NGOs 

Several, iespecially isecurity 

 

NGOs i(Food ifor ithe iHungry, iConcern iWorldwide,  

ietc.) 

Involved iin icapacity ibuilding iand iconservation 

iefforts ito ipromote isustainable iforest 

imanagement iin iMarsabit iCounty 
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The istakeholder’s iperceived iinfluence iand iinterest ishows ithat imajority iof ithe ikey iactors 

iare ipublic ientities iincluding iministries iand idepartments, ithen ilocal iresource iusers iand itwo inon-

governmental iorganisations. iThe ifunctions iof ithe imajority iactors ifrom ipublic ientities iare 

iregulation, icoordination, iformulation iand iimplementation iof ipolicies iand istrategies. iThey 

iinclude; iKFS, iKWS, iNDMA,  iWRA, iNEMA, inational igovernment iadministration ioffice iand 

ithe icounty igovernment iof iMarsabit. iNEMA iis ithe imain igovernment iauthority icharged iwith ithe 

isupervision iand icoordination iof iall imatters irelating ito ithe ienvironment; ihence iits imandate iis 

icritical ifor ithe iMt. iMarsabit iForest iprotected iarea. iThere iare ichallenges iin iNEMA iin iterms iof 

iresources isuch ias iminimal icapacity iin imanaging ithe iMt. iMarsabit iPA. iAdditionally, ithe 

iadoption iof ithe idevolved isystem igovernance iin iKenya, ithrough ithe iKenyan iConstitution iof 

i2010, iled ito ithe icreation iof i47 icounty igovernments. iMarsabit iCounty iholds isome ipart iof ithe 

iland iunder ithe inational ireserve iin itrust ias iit iis isituated iin ithe iformer imunicipality iland, ibut ihas 

inow ibeen itaken iover iby ithe icounty i(CIDP, i2013). iThis iis idespite ithe ifact ithat iMarsabit  iforest iis 

ilisted iin iThird iSchedule iforest ilaw ias ia ipublic iforest iand iMarsabit iCounty igovernment iis inot 

iinvolved iin ithe iday-to-day irunning iof ithe iPA. i 

The inational igovernment iunits ihave iregulatory ipowers iand iauthority iwhich ithey 

iexercise iin imanaging ithe iPA. iThey iderive itheir imandates ifrom ivarious irelevant ilegislations. 

iThe ilocal iresource iusers ilargely idepend ion ithe iecosystem ifor itheir ilivelihoods. iThe iNGOs ihad 

isome iinfluence iprobably idue ito iworking iclosely iwith iresource iusers iin idiverse iprojects i 

i(Robinson i& iKagombe, i2018). iThe istakeholders’ iinfluence iin ithe iecosystem icould ibe iused ito 

ifurther itheir iinterest idepending ion ithe iprevailing idynamics. iThe iinteractions ibetween ithe 

iactors iin iterms iof idecision-making iand imanagement iof ithe iPA iare ishown iin ifigure i5 ibelow. 
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Figure i9 iNetwork idiagram ishowing iinteractions iof istakeholders iin iMt. iMarsabit iforest 

iecosystem i 

 i(Density i=10.3; iconnectedness i= i0.3; icentralization i= i35.8%; iaverage idistance i= i1.6) 

Using idata ifrom istakeholder iinteractions, ia inetwork igraph iwith i193 ities iwas icreated 

i(figure i9) iStakeholders iwere ilinked iby ities iof idiverse istrengths ii.e., ivarying ifrequencies iof 

iinteraction. iThe inode isizes ishow ithe icentrality iof ithe iinstitutions iwith ilarger inodes ishowing ia 

ihigher inumber iof ities. iHowever, ionly i10% iof ipotential ities iin ithe inetwork i(density i= i10.33%) 

iwere icaptured. iThe ifigure ishows ievidence iof istakeholder iinteractions iwith ia ilow 

iconnectedness iindex iof i0.3. iLow iconnectedness iindicates ithat istakeholders iwere iweakly 

ilinked. iThe idegree iof iconnectedness ivaries isuch ithat iNGOs iwere ithe istrongest ifollowed iby 

ipublic ientities iand iinvestors iwere ithe iweakest. iDifferences ibetween istakeholders iwere ibased 

ion ithe inumber iof iconnections ieach ihad. iThe imean idegree icentrality iscore iwas i35.8% 

i(minimum i= i4, imaximum i= i140, iSD i= i16). iConnectedness ifor ieach iinstitution iwas i141 

i(NGOs), i140 i(NEMA), i134 i(Marsabit iCounty iGovernment), i132 i(KFS), i122 i(village ielders), 

i109 i(WRA), i80 i(KWS), i60 i(CBOs/FBOs), i8 i(investors), iand i4 i(others). 
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The icentralization iof ia iparticular iactor iin ia inetwork iis ia ideclaration iof iimportance ior 

ipossibly ian iexpression iof ipower idepending ion ithe inature iof ithe imeasured irelations i(Wyborn,  

i2015). i iThis istudy ishowed ithat ithe igovernance iof iMt. iMarsabit iforest iecosystem iis icomplex, 

iwith ia imultiplicity iof istakeholders iwith idiverse iinterests iand irelations. iThe idominance iof 

igovernment iand iits iaffiliates ias ikey iplayers iand icentral istakeholders ishow ithe ipivotal irole iof 

iregulation, isupervision, iplanning, iand icoordination iin inatural iresource igovernance. iCo-

management iand idecentralization ishould iencourage iparticipation iand ilinks iwith inon-state 

iactors iand icommunity imembers. iHowever, ithe igovernment ishould isteer ithe iprocess ias 

ireflected iby inational ipriorities. i 

The iweakness iof ithe istakeholder inetwork iwas iobserved iby ithe ilow ilevel iof iinteractions 

iand iassociations, ias ireflected iby ithe ilow idensity, iwhich icould inegatively iaffect ithe iflow iof 

iinformation iand iother iresources ibetween istakeholders. iMost iof ithe iinteractions iare 

icharacterized iby isporadic iassociations iand ilow iemotional iintensity, iwhich icould iaffect ithe 

icollaboration iand iexecution iof icomplex iparticipatory itasks. iThe iweak ities ican ibe iattributed ito 

iweak icoordination iand ia ilack iof iinstitutionalization iof ithe ilinks. iThe iactors, irules iand 

iprevailing iecological iprocesses iinterdependently idictate ithe iPA istatus. i i 

Adaptive igovernance ifocuses ithe iattention ion ithe irelationships ibetween iscience iand 

imanagement, iwhereby ithe iso-called i‘gaps’ ibetween ithese igroups iare ian iobstacle ito ieffective 

iadaptive iresponses ito ibiophysical ichange. iYet, ithe irelationships ibetween iscience iand 

igovernance, iknowledge iand iaction, iremain iundertheorized iin idiscussions iof iadaptive 

igovernance, iwhich ilargely ifocuses ion iabstract idesign iprinciples ior ipreferred iinstitutional 

iarrangements. iIn icontrast, ithe imetaphor iof ico-production ihighlights ithe isocial iand ipolitical 

iprocesses ithrough iwhich iscience, ipolicy, iand ipractice ico-evolve. iCo-production iis iinvoked ias 

ia inormative igoal i(Mitchell iet ial., i2004) iand ianalytical ilens i(Jasanoff,  i2004), iboth iof iwhich 

iprovide iuseful iinsight iinto ithe iprocesses iunderpinning iadaptive igovernance. iThis istudy ibuilds 

ion iand iintegrates ithese idisparate iviews ito ireconceptualize iadaptive igovernance ias ia iprocess iof 

ico-production. i 

Drawing ion itheoretical iand iempirical imaterial,  ico-productive igovernance imoves 

ibeyond ilongstanding idebates ithat iinstitutions ican ibe irationally icrafted ior imust iemerge ifrom 

icontext iresituate iadaptive igovernance iin ia imore icritical iand icontextualized ispace. iThis 

ireframing ifocuses ion ithe iprocess iof igovernance ithrough ian iexplicit  iconsideration iof ihow 

inormative iconsiderations ishape ithe iinteractions ibetween iknowledge iand ipower, iscience iand 

igovernance i(Wyborn, i2015). i 
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In ithe icontext iof ico-productive imanagement, iaccording ito iPryke, i(2012), itherefore, iin 

iour istudy, ithe imost icentralized istakeholders iwere ithe iNGOs, ivillage ielders, icounty igovernment 

iof iMarsabit, iKFS, iand iNEMA. iThis iimplies ithat ithese ifive istakeholders iare ithe imost iimportant 

iin iensuring igovernance iof ithe iPAs. iThus, itheir iroles iare icritical iin ipromoting ithe iconservation 

iof ithe iPA, iand ihence, ithey iought ito iwork itogether iif iany isuccess iis ito ibe iachieved. i 

The icounty igovernment iof iMarsabit isupports iinvolvement iof ithe ilocal icommunity iin 

igovernance iand idevolution iof ikey igovernment iservices ito ithe igrass iroot ilevel. iThe iKFS iis 

inationally imandated ifor imanaging iand iconserving iforests iin iKenya iand iNEMA iis imandated ito 

icoordinate iand isupervise iall imatters irelated ito ithe ienvironment. iThe ivillage ielders iare ihighly 

iregarded iin icommunities iin inorthern iKenya iand ithey ihave itraditional ihierarchical ipowers. 

iNGOs ihave ibeen iknown ito iwork iclosely iwith ilocal icommunities iinvolving idiverse ilivelihood 

iprojects. iThe iresults ishowed ithat iNGOs, iNEMA, iand iKFS iare ithe imost iinfluential istakeholders 

iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iforest iecosystem idue ito itheir icentral iposition, iand ihave ia ihigher iinclusion 

irate iand imore iopportunities ito iparticipate iin ithe ico-management iof ithe iPA. 

The icloseness icentrality imeasure idescribes ihow iclose ithe iother iactors iare. iAn iactor imay 

ibe iimportant iif irelatively iclose ito ithe irest iof ithe iactors iin ithe inetwork i(Hansen, iet ial., i2011). 

iPutting ithis iinto ithe icontext iof ithe ifindings ishown iin ifigure5, iwater iresource iauthority i(WRA) 

iwas icloser ito icentrality,  ifollowed iby iKWS, ithen iCBOs iand ithe iinvestors. iThis iis ian iindication 

ithat ithese istakeholders ialso ihave ia irole ito iplay iin ithe igovernance iof ithe iPA ibut iagain ihave inot 

idone iso ieffectively. iOur ifindings icompare iwith ithose iof iRobinson iand iMakupa i(2015) iwho 

iindicated ithat ipoor ilinkages ibetween igovernment iagencies iand ifailure ito iwork itogether ihas 

iseen igovernance iof iPAs ideteriorate, ithus itranslating ito ia ilack iof iconservation iof inatural 

iresources iin iPAs. i 

Eigenvector icentrality iassumes ithat icentral istakeholders ishould ibe iconnected ito ithose 

iwho iare icentral iwithin ia igiven inetwork. iThis imeasure, itherefore, itakes iinto iconsideration idirect 

iand iindirect iconnections. iIn ithis istudy, ithe imean ieigenvalue iwas i0.28 i(minimum i= i0.01, 

imaximum i= i0.43, iSD i= i0.16). iEigenvalues ifor ieach iinstitution iwere iNEMA i(0.43), iNGOs 

i(0.42), iKFS i(0.41), iMarsabit iCounty iGovernment i(0.4), ivillage ielders i(0.37), iWRA i(0.32), 

iKWS i(0.22), iCBOs/FBOs i(0.16), iinvestors i(0.02), iand iothers i(0.01). iAccording ito iBalazs iand 

iStark i(2010), ifor ione ito igain iinsight iinto ithe ifindings iof ian iSNA, iit iis iimportant ito isummarize 

ithem iin ia iclear imanner, isimilar ito ithe iframework ipresented iin ifigure i10. 
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Figure i10 iSummary iof ithe istrength iof ilinkages iamong ithe istakeholders 

The isummary iof ithe iSNA ioutput ias ishown iin iFigure i10 iindicates ithat ithe ilinkage 

ibetween isome istakeholders iwas istronger ithan iothers, iand ithat ithe irole ithey iplay iin ithe 

igovernance iprocess ivaries. iAs ithe ifigure idepicts, ithe iNGOs i(i.e., iFood ifor iHungry iand iConcern 

iWorldwide), iwhich ihave ibeen iknown ito iwork itogether, ihad istrong ilinkages iwith ione iof ithe 

igovernment iagencies i(NEMA), ithe iCBOs, iinvestors, iand ivillage ielders. iThe ifigure ifurther 

ishowed ithat ithe iNGOs ihad ia imoderate ilinkage iwith ithe icounty igovernment, iKFS, iand iWRA. 

iThis iimplies ithat iNGOs iplay ia isignificant irole iin ithe igovernance iof ithe iPAs iby iinteracting 

iacross ithe imajority iof istakeholders, iincluding ithe iresidents iin ithe icommunity. iThese ifindings 

icompare iwith ithose iof iRobinson iand iKagombe i(2018) iwho ifound ithat iNGOs ihelp iin ibringing 

igovernment iagencies itogether ifor ia icommon ipurpose; ithus, iachieving ithe imandate iof 

iconserving iPAs. i i 

Figure i10 ialso ishows iweak ilinkages iamongst igovernment iagencies i(NEMA, iKFS, 

iKWS, iand iWRA). iThis iimplies ithat igovernment iagencies ihave iminimal iconsultations ias ifar ias 

ipolicing iis iconcerned, iand ithis icould inegatively iaffect ithe igovernance iof ithe iPAs. iThe istudy 

ifindings iare iin iaccord iwith ithe iargument iof iWyborn, i(2015) ithat iwhen ithe imain istakeholders iin 

ia inetwork ido inot iembrace istrong ilinkages iamongst ithemselves, ithe ientire igovernance isystem iis 

iunable ito ideliver ieffectively ias iexpected. iThis iindicates ithat isince iNEMA, iKFS, iand iKWS iare 

iapportioned iwith ithe imandate ito iensure ithe iconservation iof ithe iPAs iand ithey iare inot iconsulting 

ior iproperly iinteracting iamong ithemselves, iaccountable ifor ithe ipoor igovernance iof ithe iPA, 

iwhich iis ievidenced iby ithe icontinued idegradation iof ithe iforest. iAdditionally, ithe icounty 
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igovernment iof iMarsabit iis iequally iaccountable ifor ithe icontinued idegradation ibecause iit ihas 

iplanning ipowers iover ithe iland iadjacent ito ithe iPAs. 

The igovernment iagencies, inamely, ithe iKWS iand iKFS, iare itasked iwith ithe iday-to-day 

iadministration iof ithe iPA iand idecision-making iunder itheir imanagement iplans. iThere iis 

iunstructured icommunication ibetween ithe iactors, inamely, ithe iagencies iand ithe iministry, ias iwell 

ias iwith iother istakeholders. iThere iis istrong ivertical icommunication iwithin ithe iKWS iand iKFS, 

iparticularly iin ipatrols, ianimal icontrol iand iaccess iby icommunities i(Table i10). iThe 

icommunication iis iweak ibetween ithe iagencies iand ithe iministry iregarding ipolicy iissues, 

iespecially ithose ion itourism iand ithe iwellbeing iof icommunity imembers. iThis iexacerbates ithe 

ioverexploitation iof ithe iecosystem ibecause iif ithe ipublic ientities ido inot ishare ithis iinformation 

iwith ithe ilocal icommunity imembers, ithere iis iroom ifor imisinterpretation, iconflicts iand 

imisinformation. 

Table i10 iEvidence iof icollaboration iamong ivarious iactors 

Category iof iissue Description iof iactivities iand iactors 

iinvolved 

Preparation iof imanagement iplans i Involvement iof ivarious iactors iin ithe 

idevelopment iof ithe iplan 

Joint ipatrols 

 

Joint ipatrols iinvolve iKWS, iKFS, iand 

iofficers ifrom ithe iMinistry iof iInterior 

iCoordination i 

Problems iwith ianimal icontrol 

 

KWS ihas iareas iof ioperation iand ishares 

ifindings iand iactivities iwith iother iactors, 

ie.g., iKFS 

Boundary idispute isettlement 

 

Dispute iresolution iis imainly idiscussed 

iwith ivarious iactors iand iresolved 

(Source iFGDs i& iKIIs i2017) 

Collaboration ihas ibeen inoted iduring ithe ipreparation iof ithe iKWS iled imanagement iplan, 

iin ijoint ipatrols, iand iresponse ito iemerging iconflict iresolution isuch ias iboundary iissues, 

iencroachment, iand ihuman iversus iwildlife iconflict. iThe iKFS, iKWS, iMarsabit icounty 
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igovernment, iand isecurity ipersonnel ifrom ithe iMinistry iof ithe iInterior icollaborate ito isolve ithe 

iemerging iconflicts, ibut iother iactors isuch ias iresearch iinstitutions, iNGOs, iand iother igovernment 

iinstitutions iare irarely iinvolved iunless ithey iare idirectly iaffected. iFor iinstance, iWRA iwould ibe 

iinvolved iin iwater-related iissues iand iNDMA iin idrought iemergencies. iThe icounty igovernment 

iis iyet ito ibe ifully iinvolved, ias iit ihas idelegated ithe irunning iof ithe iPA ito iKFS iand iKWS, iand ionly 

iattends iceremonial imeetings isuch ias ithe isigning iof imanagement iplans. iThere iwas ino imention 

iof ithe iPA iin ithe ifirst iCounty iIntegrated iDevelopment iPlan i(CIDP) iand ino ibudget iallocation ifor 

iits imanagement iby ithe icounty igovernment. 

There iwere istrong ivertical ilinkages iat ithe iministerial ilevel ibut ia idisconnection ibetween 

ithe ilocal icommunities iand iPA igovernance iinstitutions, iwhich iresults iin ia iweak iworking 

irelationship. iScholars isuggest ithat ithere iis ia irelationship ibetween ithe igovernance iof iPAs ias 

idescribed iabove iwith irespect ito ithe iMt. iMarsabit iforest iecosystem iand ioutcomes ion ithe iground 

iconcerning iconservation iand icommunity ilivelihood i(Kisingo iet ial., i2016). iSome iecological 

igoods iand iservices ithat icome ifrom ithe iPA icontribute ito icommunity ilivelihood. iFurthermore, 

icommunity iparticipation iin ithe ipatrols ihelps ithe istate iwith iconservation iof ithe iPA. i 

There iis ivery iweak idirect icommunication ibetween iPA imanagement iagencies iand 

icommunity imembers. iThe iCFA, ia iplatform ifor icommunication, iis icurrently ibeing iformed. 

iThere iis ialso ino iCounty iWildlife iAssociation iin iMarsabit, ialthough ia icommittee ifor 

icompensation iin icase iof iwildlife iattacks iis iin iplace. iCommunity imembers itake isides iand iplay 

ithe iagencies iagainst ieach iother. iThere iare ifew isocioeconomic iprojects, inotably ia ijoint  itree-

planting iproject iwith ithe icounty igovernment, ithus iexplaining ithe iweak iconnectedness iof 

iinvestors ifound iin iour istudy. iVery ifew icommunity imembers iare iinvolved iin ipatrols ialthough 

iconflicts ido iaffect ithe icommunity imembers. iThere iis ia ilack iof ifrequent icontacts iand imeetings.  

iCurrently, itwo iministries, inamely ithe iMinistry iof iTourism iand iWildlife iand ithe iMinistry iof 

iNatural iResources iand iForestry, inationally ioversee iwildlife iand iforest imanagement. iThe 

icollaboration ibetween ithe itwo iministries, ialthough iimportant, iis inot istructured. 
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4.2.2 iAssessment iof ithe iEffectiveness iof iPA iGovernance ias iperceived iby ithe iStakeholders 

In ithis istudy, ifactor ianalysis iwas iperformed ito iestablish iwhich istatements iin ithe iseries 

iof iquestions iformed icoherent isubgroups ithat iare irelatively iindependent iof ieach iother 

i(Tabachnick i& iFidell,  i2013). iThe iresults iindicated ithat isufficient icorrelations iwere ifound 

iwithin ithe icorrelation imatrix ifor ifactor ianalysis ito ibe iused. iSome ifactors icombined iitems ifrom 

itwo ito ithree igovernance icriteria. iThe ihighest ifactor iscore iwas i0.98 iunder ithe iresilience ifactor 

iwhile ithe ilowest iwas i0.45 iunder iaccountability. 

The ifive icommon ifactors, iextracted iduring ifactor ianalysis, iwere iinterpreted ito 

irepresent: i1) ilegitimacy, i2) itransparency i3) iaccountability, i4) iinclusivity–connectivity, iand i5) 

iresilience. iThese iindicators iwere idetermined iby ilooking iat ithe ipredominant iconcern ifor ieach 

ifactor, ias irecommended iby iother istudies i(Kisingo iet ial., i2016). iVariables ideveloped ifrom 

isummated iscales iare iused ias ipredictor icomponents iduring ireliability itests i(Cangur i& iErcan,  

i2015). i iEach iof ithe ifive igovernance iprinciples iconstructed iafter ifactor ianalysis iwere isubjected 

ito ireliability itests i(or iTucker-Lewis iIndex) ito ianalyze iwithin igroup iconsistency iand irobust 

igovernance iprinciples, iwhich iwere ithen iused ito idefine ithe iMt. iMarsabit iPA igovernance istatus. 

i 

Reliability iassessments iproduced iwell-correlated iitems iwithin ithe ifive igovernance 

icriteria ithat iconstituted iuseful iprinciples ifor ievaluating iPA igovernance. iPrevious istudies ihave 

ishown isimilar itrends iin iPA igovernance ievaluations i(Kisingo iet ial., i2016; iShields iet ial., i2016). 

iHowever, ithis istudy idiffered ifrom isome istudies iby icombining isome iof ithe iprinciples, ias 

idescribed ibelow: 

Legitimacy 

Legitimacy irefers ito ithe ipeople ientitled ito imake irules iand ihow iauthority iitself iis 

igenerated i(Lockwood, i2010). iFailure ito iactively ipursue iprotected iarea iobjectives iis ia 

idereliction iof iduty ithat iundermines ilegitimacy i(Table i11). 
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Table i11 iLegitimacy i 

Items Factor 

iScore 

Source 

The iPA igoverning ibodies ihas ilegal iauthority 0.736 Lockwood i(2010) 

iLegitimacy 

The iPA igoverning ibodies iacts iin iaccordance iwith iits ilegal 

iauthority 

0.796 Lockwood i(2010) 

iLegitimacy 

The iPA igoverning ibodies iacts iwith iintegrity iand 

icommitment 

0.668 Lockwood i(2010) 

iLegitimacy 

Stakeholders ifreely iaccept ithe igoverning ibody’s iauthority 0.584 Lockwood i(2010) 

iLegitimacy 

The iPA igoverning ibodies ihas ia ilong-standing icultural 

iattachment ito ithe iarea 

0.709 Lockwood i(2010) 

iLegitimacy 

Reliability i(Tucker iLewis iIndex) 1.247  

% iVariance iexplained 52.4  

 

The ifive iitems iused ifor ilegitimacy iunder i(Lockwood, i2010) iall iloaded iinto ione ifactor 

iindicating ia ihigh idegree iof iinternal iconsistency.  iIn ithis istudy, ithe ireliability itest ishowed ithat 

ithere iwas istrong iinternal iconsistency. i 

Transparency 

Transparency irefers ito: ii) ithe ivisibility iof idecision-making iprocesses; iii) ithe iclarity iwith 

iwhich ithe ireasoning ibehind idecisions iis icommunicated; iand iiii) ithe iavailability iof irelevant 

iinformation iabout ia igovernance iauthority’s iperformance. iTransparency iis ia irequirement, 

igrounded iin iethics, iof istakeholders’ iright ito iknow iabout imatters ithat iaffect ithem i(table i12). iIn 

igeneral,  iall idecisions iabout iprotected iareas ishould ibe iaccessible ito istakeholders i(Lockwood, 

i2010). i 
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Table i12 iTransparency i 

Items Factor 

iScore 

Source 

Governance iand idecision-making iare iopen ito iscrutiny iby 

istakeholders 

0.906 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iTransparency 

The ireasoning ibehind idecisions iis ievident 0.786 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iTransparency 

Achievements iand ifailures iare ievident 0.904 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iTransparency 

Information iis ipresented ito istakeholders iin iways ithey ican 

iunderstand 

0.786 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iTransparency 

Reliability i(Tucker iLewis iIndex) 1.096  

% iVariance iexplained 76.8  

 

In ithis istudy, itransparency iand iaccountability iare inot icombined ilike iin iother istudies i(Kisingo iet 

ial., i2016; iShields iet ial., i2016). iThey iare itreated iseparately. iLockwood i(2010), irecommends 

ithat itransparency ishould inot ibe ia isubset iof iaccountability isince igovernance ican ibe itransparent 

ibut inot iaccountable. iThe ireliability itest ialso ishows ia ihigh idegree iof iinternal iconsistency iamong 

ithe iitems. 

Accountability 

Accountability iemphasises: ii) ithe iallocation iand iacceptance iof iresponsibility ifor 

idecisions iand iactions; iii) ithe iextent ito iwhich ia igoverning ibody iis ianswerable ito iits 

iconstituency; iiii) ithe iextent ito iwhich ia igoverning ibody iis ianswerable ito i‘higher-level’ 

iauthorities; iand iiv) iallocation iof iresponsibilities ito ithose iinstitutional ilevels ithat ibest imatch ithe 

iscale iof iissues iand ivalues ibeing iaddressed i(Lockwood, i2010). iInstrumental iconditions ifor 

ieffective iaccountability iand igood iprotected iarea igovernance iare ithat ithe iroles iand 

iresponsibilities iof igoverning ibodies iand itheir ipersonnel iare iprecisely iidentified iand igoverning 

ibodies ihave idemonstrated iacceptance iof ithese iresponsibilities, ifor iexample, ithrough itheir iplans 

iand iactivities. i 
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Table i13 iAccountability 

Items Factor 

iScore 

Source 

The igoverning ibodies iand istaff ihave iclearly idefined iroles i& 

iresponsibilities 

0.589 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iAccountability 

The igoverning ibodies ihas idemonstrated iacceptance iof iits 

iresponsibilities 

0.945 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iAccountability 

The igoverning ibodies iis ianswerable ito iits iconstituents 

i(stakeholders) 

0.704 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iAccountability 

The igoverning ibodies iis isubject ito i“upward iaccountability” 

i(e.g. igovernment) 

0.966 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iAccountability 

Powers iare iexercised iappropriately 0.456 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iAccountability 

Reliability i(Tucker iLewis iIndex) 1.206  

% iVariance iexplained 65.3  

 

Indicators iincluded iclearly idefined iroles iand iresponsibilities, idemonstration iof iacceptance iof 

iresponsibilities,  iaccountability ito istakeholders, iand ibeing isubject ito i“upward iaccountability”.  

iThere iwas, ihowever, ionly iupward iaccountability iwith ino idownward iaccountability 

iwhatsoever. i ithe i5 iitems iin ithis istudy iare isimilar ito ithe iones iby i(Lockwood, i2010). iThe 

ireliability itest ishowed ihigh idegree iof iinternal iconsistency iamong iconstituent iitems i(table i13). i 

Resilience i 

 

Resilience irefers ito ithe imagnitude iof ichange ior idisturbance ithat ia isystem ican iwithstand 

iwithout ireconstituting iits istructures iand iprocesses i(Holling, i2001). iResilience iin iPAs ihelps ito 

imeasure ithe ipossibility ifor igovernance iimprovement ior ideterioration iwhen ithere iare inatural 

idisasters isuch ias ifloods, icyclones, iwildfires ior idisease iand ipest ioutbreaks i(Table i14). 
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Table i14 iResilience 

Items Factor 

iScore 

Source 

The igoverning ibodies ilike ito iuse ilessons ilearned ifrom 

iexperience. 

0.843 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iresilience 

The igoverning ibodies ilike ito iuse inew iknowledge iacquired 0.723 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iresilience 

The igoverning ibodies ihas isome iflexibility ito irespond ito 

ichanging iconditions i(management iplan iis iadaptive iand ican 

ibe iamended) 

0.879 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iresilience 

The igoverning ibodies ihas iprocedures ifor iassessing iand 

imanaging ifor irisk 

0.980 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iresilience 

The igoverning ibodies ihas ilong iterm isecurity ifor imanaging 

ithe iPA iecosystem 

0.749 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iresilience 

Reliability i(Tucker iLewis iIndex) 1.073  

% iVariance iexplained 77.7  

 

(Lockwood, i2010) ihad isimilar iitems idescribing iresilience. iThe ireliability itest ishowed ia ihigh 

idegree iof iinternal iconsistency. 

Inclusivity iand iConnectivity 

Inclusiveness irefers ito ithe iopportunities iavailable ifor iall istakeholders ito iparticipate iin 

iand iinfluence idecision-making iprocesses iand iactions i(Lockwood, i2010). iConnectivity 

irequires: ii) ieffective icoordination iwithin iand ibetween ilevels iof iprotected iarea igovernance; iii) 

icoherence iin ibroad ipolicy iintent iand idirection iwithin iand ibetween ilevels iof iprotected iarea 

igovernance; iand iiii) ieffective iliaison ibetween iprotected iarea iauthorities iand iorganizations iwith 

iresponsibilities ifor itourism, iforestry, iagriculture iand ifisheries ipolicy, iplanning iand 

imanagement i(Lockwood, i2010). i 
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Table i15 iInclusivity iand iconnectivity i 

Items Factor 

iScore 

Source 

All istakeholders ihave iappropriate iopportunities ito iparticipate 

iin idecisions 

0.902 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iinclusivity 

The igoverning ibody iactively iseeks ito iengage imarginalized 

istakeholders 

0.900 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iinclusivity 

The iPA igoverning ibodies iare ieffectively iconnected iwith 

iother inearby iactors 

0.849 
Lockwood i(2010) 

iconnectivity 

The iPA igoverning ibodies idirection iand iactions iare iconsistent 

i 
0.872 

Lockwood i(2010) 

iconnectivity 

Reliability i(Tucker iLewis iIndex) 
1.07  

% iVariance iexplained 
78.9  

The ireliability itest ishowed ithat ithe iitems iunder iinclusivity iand iconnectivity ihad ia ihigh idegree 

iof iinternal iconsistency i(table i15). iWhen iassessing ithe iperception ion igovernance ithe ilimit iis 

isuch ithat ithe ievaluation iis isubjective. 

4.2.3 iOverall iGovernance iIndex 

Principal icomponent ianalysis iwas iused ito ireduce ithe igovernance iparameters iinto ia 

isingle icomposite igovernance iindex idivided iinto ithree iequal itertiles, iwhere ithe ilower itertile iis 

idescribed ias ilow igovernance iperformance, ithe isecond itertile ias ia imedium ilevel iof igovernance 

iperformance, iand ithe ithird itertile irepresents ihigh igovernance iperformance. iThe iresults ishow 

ithat ithe ioverall igovernance iperformance iis imoderate, ias ishown iin ifigure i11. 

 

Figure i11 iOverall igovernance iperformance 
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Overall, ithe ireliability itest ishowed ithat iperception iby ithe iactors ithat iincluded 

ilegitimacy,  itransparency,  iaccountability,  iinclusivity iand iconnectivity,  iand iresilience iwere ifair. 

iThe imoderate iscore iof igovernance iis iin iline iwith ithe ifindings iof iother istudies. iThere iis ia ineed 

ito icreate ian ievidence ibase ifor ithe iuse iof iplanning iand imanagement i‘levers’ ito ibetter iachieve 

iimpact. iAs isuch, iwe ipropose ia idual istrategy ifor imaking iprotected iareas imore ieffective iin itheir 

ibasic irole iof iconserving inature, iby ioutlining iways ito idevelop itargets iand iobjectives ifocused ion 

iimpact iwhile ialso iimproving ithe ievidence ifor ieffective iplanning iand imanagement. 
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4.3 iLocal iPerspectives, iGlobal iScenarios iand ithe iGovernance iof iMount iMarsabit iForest 

The iperception iof ithe ilocal icommunity imembers, ithe ilocal ileaders iand iother 

istakeholders iis iessential iin idetermining ihow ibest ithe iprotected iareas iare igoverned. iThis iis 

iemphasised iby icomparing iwith ihow ithe icase iscenarios iare iaddressed iat ithe iglobal iperspective. 

iThere iexists ian iempirical iand iconceptual igap ion ihow ithe ipractices iby ithe ilocal istakeholders iin 

iMt. iMarsabit iforest icompare iwith ithe iglobal irequirements, ipolicies iand ipractices. iThe istudy 

itherefore isought ito iestablish ihow ithe ilocal iscenario iperspectives icompare iwith ithe iglobal 

iscenario iarchetypes ito iinfluence ithe igovernance iand iconservation iof ithe iof iMt. iMarsabit iforest. 

i 

 

4.3.1 iScenario iWorkshop iSequence 

The ihistorical iland iuse ichange iand igeneral idescription iwas iprepared iin icollaboration 

iwith ithe istakeholders ibefore ithe iworkshops. iFirst, iwe ireviewed ipublished iand igrey iliterature 

irelating ito iforest iecosystem igovernance iin iMt. iMarsabit iforest iand ihow ithis ihas ichanged iover 

itime. iThis iincluded ithe iMt. iMarsabit  iforest iPA imanagement iplan, ithe ilegislative iframework iat 

iCounty iand iNational igovernment ilevels, ipeer ireviewed iliterature ion iMt. iMarsabit iand 

isurrounding ilandscape iamong iothers. i 

 

Second, iland iuse imaps iwere igenerated iusing iLandsat isatellite icloud-free iimagery iimage 

idata ias ifollows; ifor iyears, i2000 i(21/02), i2010 i(19/08), iand i2015 i(05/01), idiscerning ifive iland 

icover iclasses. iThe ialgorithm iused ito iclassify ithe idata ifollowed isupervised iimage iclassification 

iapproach ibut iwith irandom iforest imodelling ias ithe itechnique ifor igrouping isimilar ipixels. 

iRandom iforest imodel iwas itrained iin iR iStudio iusing isamples icollected iduring ihousehold 

isurveys. iA isignificant imodel iwith ioverall iaccuracy iof i0.967 iat ip-value i0.05 iwas iobtained iand 

iused ito iclassify ithe iimages. i iOverall ichange iin iforest icover ibetween i2000 iand i2015 iwas ialso 

icalculated. 

Third, ikey iinformant iinterviews i(n=36) iwere iconducted, iexploring ihistoric idrivers, 

ienvironmental ichange, irisks, igovernance iof iand icommunity iparticipation iin iforest 

imanagement, idecision imaking iprocesses, isocial-ecological ivalues, iand ienvisioned igovernance 

iprocesses iof iland iuse itransformations. iThis iwas ito ienable ia ideeper iunderstanding iof ithe iland 

iuse ichanges iand ithe istatus iof ithe iecosystem iservices. iParticipants iwere iselected iusing isnowball 

ipurposive isampling, ito iensure ithey iwere iaware iof ithe igovernance istatus iof iMt. iMarsabit  iforest 
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iPA i(Camarillo, i2002). iThe istakeholders igave iinformation ion ithe istatus iof ithe iPA ifocusing ion 

ithe iyears ipast ithat iis ithe i1980s iand i1990s, iand ithe irecent ipast i2000, i2010 iand i2015 iwhich ithey 

icould irecall iin idetails. iThe iyears iwere ichosen ideliberately idue ito ilegislative iand ipolitical 

ichanges ithat itook iplace iduring ithese iperiods. iFor iinstance, iin ithe i1980s, ithere iwas ione iparty 

irule, iand i1990s, ithe iclamour ifor imulti-party idemocracy. iIn i2000, ithere iwas ia icoalition 

igovernment, iwhile iin i2010, ithe inew iconstitution ithat ipaved iway ifor ifull iimplementation iof 

ideveloped isystem iof igovernance iin i2015 iwas iinaugurated. iParticipation iwas ivoluntary, iand 

iinterviews iwere iconducted iin iEnglish iand iSwahili iwhere inecessary,  iaveraging ione ihour iat ithe 

iplace iof iformal iemployment iafter ibooking iprior iappointments iover ithe iphone i(Ouko iet ial., 

i2018). 

 

Two iParticipatory iScenario iPlanning iworkshops iwere iheld iin iNovember, i2017 iin 

iMarsabit iCounty. iThe iaim iof ithe iworkshop iwas ito idevelop idiverse, iplausible iscenarios iof 

igovernance ipolicies iand istrategies ito ibe iadopted iin iMt iMarsabit iPA. iExpert iknowledge ifrom 

iorganizational ileaders iwas iused ito iidentify iinteracting ilocal iand iglobal idrivers iof ichange iof 

iecosystem idegradation,  itheir iinterdependencies, iand iprovide iforesight ito ifuture itrends iin ithe 

iface iof icritical iuncertainties. iTo ipush ithe istories iinto imore iprovocative iterritory, iworkshop 

iparticipants idrew ifrom ia imyriad iof isources iof iinspiration, iincluding ithe iMillennium iEcosystem 

iAssessment, iscience ifiction, inational iand iinternational inews istories. iFour inarratives iwere 

iproduced iin ieach iworkshop, iand iresults ifrom ikey iinformant iinterviews iwere iincorporated iinto 

ithe inarratives. 

Workshops ifollowed isix isequential isteps iin iParticipatory iScenario iPlanning. iFirst, 

iresearchers ielaborated ion ithe ibackground itheory iof iPSP. iSecond, iresearchers ipresented ia 

isynopsis iof iMarsabit iForest iEcosystem iManagement iPlan, iwith ithe ifollowing iobjectives: i 

iinstitutional icollaboration; iecosystem irestoration iand iecological imanagement; icommunity 

iinvolvement; ieconomic iecotourism iopportunities; iand ithe isecurity imanagement iprogram. iThis 

istep iwas iimportant ito iestablish iconsensus iamong ithe istakeholders iof ithe ibaseline iconservation 

isituation, iand imitigation iplans itherein. iThird, ihighlights iof ithe iresults iof ithe ikey iinformant 

iinterviews iregarding ihistorical itrends iwere ipresented iand idiscussed. iFourth, ibased ion ithis 

iinformation, idrivers iof ichange iin iMt. iMarsabit iforest iwere iidentified, iand iimplications iof 

igovernance. iFor iease iof iunderstanding, ithe iquestions iposed ito iparticipants iwere: iWhat ifactors 

iform ithe ifocal isystem iof ithe iforest? iWhat iwill idrive ichange i(in ithe ifuture iup ito i2070)? iWhat 

idoes ithis iimply ifor ithe igovernance iof ithe iPA? iFifth, istakeholders icreated ia iset iof iscenario 
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ilogics iusing iqualitative inarratives iof ipossibilities i(i.e., iwhat? ihow? iwhere?) itailored ito ithe 

icontext iof iMt. iMarsabit iforest, iand iidentified icritical igovernance iaction ipoints. iFinally,  iwhen 

ithe igroups icompleted ideliberations, ithe iscenario inarratives iwere ibranded, ithe iscenario  

inarratives iwere ipresented iback ito ithe ilarger igroup ifor iappraisal iof iconsistency iand iplausibility. 

Local iperceptions iof ichange iwere icompared iwith ipredetermined iglobal iscenarios. iThey 

iproposed ithree iscenario iarchetypes iwith itwo ithemes ieach. iThe iinterdisciplinary iglobal 

iscenario igroup i(GSG) iproposed idifferent ithemes iat iglobal iscale i(Hunt iet ial., i2012). 

iConventional iarchetype ihad ia) imarkets iwhereby iactors’ iadvance igrowth, iliberalization iand 

iprivatization; iand ib) ipolicy iin iwhich igovernment iaction idrives isustainable idevelopment. iGreat 

itransitions iarchetype ihad ia) isocial ivalue ichange ipromoting ibroad-based iSES; iand ib) iLocalism 

iin iwhich ilocal iself-reliance iin irule imaking iand ieconomic igrowth idrives ifurther ichange. 

iBarbarization iarchetype ihad ia) iinequity iwhereby iauthoritarian irule idivides ithe ihaves iand ihave-

nots; iand ib) icollapse iin iwhich iconflict icreates iinstitutional icollapse, iwhich idrives ifurther 

ichange i(Hunt iet ial., i2012). iSix ithemes i(markets, ipolicy,  isocial ivalues, ilocalism, iinequality iand 

icollapse) iwere iused ito irepresent ipathways iof ichange iin iglobal iscenario i(Table i16) i 

Table i16 iGlobal iScenario iGroup iarchetypes, ithemes iand isocial ivisions i(Adapted ifrom i(Hunt iet 

ial., i2012) i) i 

Scenario iarchetype Scenario ivariant 
Change 

ithemes i 

Archetypal isocial 

ivisions 

‘Conventional iworld’ icurrently 

idominant idriving iforces, ii.e., ithe 

ieconomy iand iGovernment ishapes 

isocial- iecological iconditions 

Market iforces Markets i 

A iworld ithat ievolves 

igradually, ishaped iby 

idominant idriving iforces 

Policy ireform Policy i 

A iworld ithat iis 

iinfluenced iby ia istrong 

ipolicy ipush ifor 

isustainability 

‘Great itransitions’ inovel ivalue 

isystems iand iapproaches’ ito 

idevelopment iand idecision imaking 

iemerge 

New 

isustainability 

iparadigm 

Social ivalues A iworld iwhere inew 

ihuman ivalues iand inew 

iapproaches ito 

idevelopment iemerge Eco-

Communalism 
Localism 

‘Barbarization’ iSociety 

isuccumbs ito ifragmentation, 

icollapse, iand iinstitutional ifailure 

Fortress iworld Inequality i A iworld ithat isuccumbs 

ito ifragmentation, 

ienvironmental icollapse 

iand iinstitutional ifailure 
Breakdown Collapse i i 
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4.3.2 iEcological iChanges 

The istudy ishows ithat iland iuse iand iland icover ihas ibeen ichanging iover ithe iyears i(figure 

i12). iThe ihighest irate iof ichange iwas ivisible ifrom iyear i2000 ito i2010. 

 

Figure i12 iLand icover imaps ishowing idifferent iland iuse iland icover ichanges 

The idifferent iland iuse iand iland icover ihave ibeen ichanging iat idifferent irates i(table i18) iwith ibare 

iland ihaving ichanged ifrom iapproximately i24% iin i2000 ito i37% iin i2015 iwhile iwetlands ifrom 

i0.04% iin i2000 ito i0.1% iin i2015. iThe iforest icover ichange ianalysis ishows imost ichange ihas ibeen 

ifrom iforest icover ito igrasslands i(9.16 isq. ikm) ias ishown iin itable i17. 
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Table i17 iAreas iand ipercentage icover iof idifferent iland icover itypes iin iMt. iMarsabit iforest iPA i 

 2000 2010 2015 

Landcover iclass 

i 

Area i(sq. 

ikm) 
% iCover Area i(sq. ikm) % iCover 

Area i(sq. 

ikm) 
% iCover 

Bare iland 501.71 24.40 229.04 11.14 751.07 36.53 

Bushland 512.39 24.92 247.78 12.05 362.12 17.61 

Forest 123.94 6.03 107.83 5.25 109.98 5.35 

Grassland 917.03 44.60 1470.92 71.55 830.6 40.40 

Wetland 0.86 0.04 0.35 0.02 2.15 0.10 

 

The iecological ichanges iwere ialso iinfluenced iby isocioeconomic idynamics iincluding 

ipopulation iincrease, ilivestock iproduction, icrop iproduction, iurban isettlement, irural isettlement, 

iphysical iinfrastructure, iconservation imeasures iamong iothers. iThe inumbers iand idistribution iof 

ipeople iand itheir ilivestock ihave iincreased iover ithe iyears iwith iprofound iinfluence ion ithe istudy 

iarea iand ithe ipattern iof iland iuse iwithin iit. iThis ihuge iincrease iin ipopulation ican ibe iattributed ion 

ithe ione ihand ito inew ibirths ibeing ihigher ithan ideaths, iand ion ithe iother ihand ito iimmigration ifrom 

iEthiopia idue ito iunrest. iDevolution iis ianother ifactor icontributing ito imigration, ias iit i iincites 

iKenyans ito imigrate itowards ithe icounties i(Munya, iet ial., i2015). iThe ipopulation iincrease iis 

iresulting iin iincreased iwater iand ifood idemand, ithus ia ineed iof iland ifor iagricultural iexpansion.  

iResidents iof iMarsabit iCounty ihave ibeen ishifting itheir ilivelihoods ifrom inomadic ipastoral 

isystems ito imore isedentary iagricultural itypes iover ithe iyears i(Maina i& iImwati, i2015). iThere iare 

iincreasingly ismall-scale iagricultural iactivities ispreading iin ithe iarea, ileading ito iincreased iland 

ifragmentation iand isedentarization. iThe irising ipopulation iand iincreasing ispread iof isettlements 

ihas ialso iled ito ia idecline iin iforest icover, iloss iof iwildlife ihabitat, idecrease iin ibiodiversity, iand 

iinsufficient isupply iof ispring iand iwell iwater i(CIDP, i2013; iOroda, i2011). iThese iresults ishow 

ithat ithe iMt. iMarsabit iforest iPA iis ian iimportant iand ivital iecosystem ifor ia ilarge ilandscape iin 

inorthern iKenya. iHowever, iit iis iunder ianthropogenic ithreat ifrom iland iuse ichange, iclimate 

ichange, iincrease iin ipopulation, iunsustainable iuse iof ithe iecosystem igoods iand iservices 

iultimately ileading ito idegradation i(Muhati iet ial., i2018). 
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4.3.3 iLocal iPerspective iof iMt iMarsabit iFuture iScenarios 

Local istakeholders idescribed ifour ifuture iplausible iscenarios iand iperceived idirect iand 

iindirect idrivers iof ichange iin iuncertain ifutures iof iMt. iMarsabit ias itabulated ibelow. iIn iorder ito 

imanage ithe idrivers, ithey isuggested igovernance iaction ipoints i(table i19). 

Table i18 iDrivers iand igovernance iaction ipoints 

Driver iof ichange Governance iconsiderations 

Community iparticipation 

Effective iengagement iprocess iof ithe icommunity iwith ithe iguiding iprinciple iof 

iusing iadequate iinformation ito iguide iengagement. 

Creating iawareness ion iimportance iof ithe iforest iecosystem ithrough ipublic 

ibarazas i(meetings), ilocal imedias i-training iof ithe icommunity-based iinstitutions 

ie.g. ienvironment imanagement icommittees i(EMC), icommunity iforest 

iassociations i(CFA), iand iconservancies. 

Policy iformation iand idevelopment i- ito ibe igiven ilegal ibacking ion ithe irole iof 

iCFA, iEMC iand ithe iconservancy icommittees. 

Integration iof itraditional iresource imanagement imodel iin ithe ipolicy imanagement 

iplan ie.g. ielders. 

Harmonize icommunities ion ithe inatural iresource iuse ithrough ielders iand 

icommunity-based iinstitutions. 

Institutional icoherence/ 

ipolicy ialignment/ ilack iof 

idevolved igovernment’s 

iownership 

There iis ineed ito ipromote icoordinated igovernance ito idrive ithis iscenario, ithe 

ineed ito iestablish iaccountable iinstitutional imechanisms iand ito iunify idecision  

imaking, ilead ito ithe irecommendation iof ia isingle imanagement iplatform. iThis 

iplatform iwould icoordinate iand ipromote icooperation iamong istakeholders. 

The igroup icalled ithis iunified imanagement iplatform ia istrategic iadvisory 

icommittee 

The iCounty igovernment iwould ilead ithis iplatform 

All istakeholders iidentified iin ithe istudy ito ibe iincluded iinto ithis iplatform 

The imandate iof ithis iplatform ishould ibe ibacked iby ilegislation ipassed iby ithe 

iCounty igovernment 

The iadvisory iplatform ishould ibe iguided iby ia ilong-term imanagement iplan iand 

ibacked iby ia ibudget ifor iforest imanagement iand iimplementation iof ithe iplan 

Land iuse iConflict/ iUse iof 

itraditional igovernance 

isystem iin ieco-system 

igovernance 

Incorporation iof ithe itraditional inorms, icustoms iand ivalues iin igovernance iof ithe 

ieco isystem. iThis iis ian ieffective imeans ito iguarantee icommunity isupport iin 

iconservation. 

-Contested iland iuse idelineation ithat iresults ito iimproved ihabitats/improved 

icommunity iPA irelationships ibased ion itrust, iprovision iof iviable ialternatives ifor  

icommunity ilivelihood, ioptimal iservice iprovision iand ia imutual iunderstanding iof 

ishared ibenefits iof iconservation. 



88 

 

Climate ichange, idrought 

iand ipolitical igoodwill 

Importance iof ichecks iand ibalances ito ihold ipoliticians iaccountable iin imanaging 

ithe iMt. iMarsabit iForest iecosystem i(MFE). iThese iwill iensure ithat ipoliticians 

iwork ito ipromote irather ithan idiscourage iecosystem iconservation 

A igovernance iscenario ithat iimproves icommunity iperceptions itowards 

iconservation iwould iimprove ithe icommunity’s icapacity ito ihold ipolitical ielite 

iaccountable. 

Multi-sectoral iapproach ito iconservation iwould iensure iinclusivity iat imultiple 

ilevels 

 

The ilocal istakeholders ielaborated ifour iscenarios ibased ion iplausible ifutures. iThese iscenarios 

iwere; 

 

Land iuse iconflicts iresolution iin ithe icontext iof itraditional igovernance isystems 

In ithe ifirst ilocal iscenario iwhich istakeholders ideveloped ifor i2070, inegative iimpacts iare 

iassociated iwith iclimate ichange iand iland iuse ichange. iClimate ichange iis iworse ithan iexpected 

iand isociety iis iunprepared, ileaving ithe iecosystem ivulnerable. iThe isociety ifocuses ion imere 

isurvival. iClimate ichange ialso ileads ito iland iuse iconflict, ileading ito ian iincrease iin iinter-ethnic 

itension iwithout iconservation iand irestoration iefforts. iThis iis ibecause ilivestock iincursions 

ipersist, iand ithe irelationships ibetween iMt. iMarsabit iPA imanagement iauthorities iand 

icommunity ideteriorate. iWith ipersistent iconflict, iagricultural iproduction iis iexpected ito ireduce 

iand ia ireduced iwelfare iof ithe isurrounding icommunity iby i2070. iTherefore, ihuman iwildlife 

iconflict ileads ito icompensation iclaims isurge iwhich iwill ibe iunsustainable iby i2070. iLand iuse 

ichange iexerting ipressure iin ithe iPA iand ipopulation iincrease, iwill ieventually ilead ito ia icrisis. 

iTraditional igovernance istructures ifor iforest imanagement iexist ibut inot ifully iutilized. iThe 

icouncil iof ielders i(Abagatha, iRendille, iGabra) ihold ithe iability ito imitigate ipotential iland iuse 

iconflict ithat iresult iin iecosystem idegradation. iThis iis icompounded iby ia ipolicy iand iinstitutional 

iregime ithat iis iexclusionary iin inature. iThe icommunity iis ileft ialienated ias ithey iare inot iinvolved 

iin idecision-making iand imanagement iof ithe iecosystem. i 

 

Strategic iadvisory igroup-led igovernance iof iMt. iMarsabit iPA 

Stakeholders ideveloped ia isecond ilocal iscenario iwhere iall ithe iactors iin ithe iPA iwere 

iproactive. iThe inational ileaders iinvest iheavily iin itechnology iin iresponse ito ienvironmental 

icrises, icreating ia ihighly iengineered ilandscape. iThe iuse iof isocial imedia, iGlobal iPositioning 

iSystems i(GPS) iand idigital isoftware iis iused ito imanage idata iin iforest ilandscapes. iCommunities 
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iare iintroduced ito iuse iof iinnovative ialternatives iwhich isave ienergy, ilight ibulbs iand iclimate 

ismart itechnologies ispearheaded iby ithe istate. iIn ithis iscenario, iwith ievery iactor iperusing ian 

iindividual irole iirrespective iof icomplementary iactions iby iother iactors, idegradation iis iexpected 

ito ipersist. iThe ilack iof ia iunified iapproach ito imitigating ihuman iimpact ito ithe ieco-system iis 

icritical iuncertainty iin imanaging ithe iecosystem ito ithe ifuture. iThe imultiplicity iof iactors 

iultimately idoes inot iput ithe icommunity iat ithe iforefront iof iecosystem imanagement, ithis 

ialienation ipresents ian iuncertainty ias iit idoes inot iincentivize ithe icommunity ito iconserve. iThere 

iis ialso ilack iof iunified idecision-making imodel ithus ithis iexposes ithe iecosystem ito iindividual 

ibenevolence ias iopposed ito iconservation ibeing ivested iin iinstitutional istructures iand isystems. 

iThe irapid idevelopment iof itechnology iis ifunded iby inational, istate, iand ilocal igovernment 

i(Policy) iand iprivate icompanies i(Markets). iThe iecosystem iis imanaged iby imultiple 

istakeholders, ieach iformed iunder ia iseparate ilegal iframework. iEach iactor iworks idisjointedly 

iwithout iall ithe irelevant icomplementarities, iresulting iin ian iinstitutional iconflict/impasse. iFor 

iexample, ithe iforest iPA iis idual igazetted, ileading ito iconflict iand imistrust ibetween iKFS iand 

iKWS. i 

 

Community-led igovernance iof iMt. iMarsabit iPA 

In ithis iscenario, ilooming ienvironmental icrises iincite ia iglobal imovement ito iadopt 

isustainable ivalues iand ibehaviours iby i2070. iWhen ithe icommunity iis ialienated ifrom ithe 

iconservation, iin ithe iface iof iclimate ichange iand iunpredictable irainfall ipatterns, ithe ipossibility 

iof iland igrabbing iand icommunity iconflict iwill iincrease. iThe idrivers ihere iis isuch ithat iwhen ithe 

icommunity iis iexcluded ifrom ithe iprocess iof ithe iforest iecosystem imanagement iand 

iconservation, iit iis iexpected ithat ithe ipresent isituation iof i1) idelineating ithe iforest ithrough. iland 

iacquisition i2) iExtraction iof iforest iproducts ie.g. icharcoal, ifuel iwood- ithis imay isometimes ilead 

ito iforest ifires, iillegal ilogging iof iforest itrees ifor itimber iand ibuilding imaterial,  iand iover 

iextraction iof isome itree ispecies iwhich iare inormally iused iduring icultural ievents ito ipersist iwill ibe 

iaccelerated iand i3) iuncontrolled igrazing i4) ithreats ito iwildlife iand iforest ibiodiversity ias ithe 

iecosystem iis idegraded iand iland iuse ichanges i5) iResource iuse iconflicts iamong icommunities. 
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Addressing iClimate ichange iand idrought ieffects iin iforest ithrough ipolicy idevelopment iand 

icommunity iinclusion 

In ithis iscenario, iclimate ichange iis iworse ithan iexpected iand ithe iforest iecosystem ifaces ia 

icrisis. iPersistent iclimate ichange ithrough iprolonged ioccurrence iof idrought iultimately iputs 

ipressure ion ithe iecosystem ias ithe icommunity iultimately irelies ion ithe iforest ireserve ifor idry 

iseason igrazing. iFostering ipolitical igood-will iin iforest iconservation iwas iidentified ias iun 

iuncertainty iin ithe ifuture iof igoverning ithe iforest iecosystem. iCommunity iperception iand 

iinvolvement iin ipreserving ithe iforests iwas iuncertain.  iMulti-sectoral iapproach ito iconservation 

ileads ito ia ihigh irisk iof idegazzement iof ithe iforest, iland igrabbing, iwater icatchment idestruction. i 

iThis ipressure ipresented iby iclimate ichange iis iexpected ito ilead ito ireduced ipercentage iof iforest 

icover iand imass, ias iwell ias idisruption ior iextinction iof isome ispecies, isuch ias, isandal iwood. 

iGovernment-led ichange iresults iin ia inational ireorganization iof iecosystem imanagement iwith 

ifocus iat ilower ilevels i(forest iscale). i 

 

From iliterature, ithe ifour iscenarios ielaborated iby ithe iglobal iscenario igroup iwere: 

1. Abandonment iand irenewal 

In ithis iscenario, iclimate ichange iis iworse ithan iexpected iand isociety iis iunprepared iand iunable ito 

ideal iwith ienvironmental idisasters. iBy i2070, isome iof ithe ipeople iabandon ithe iplace iand ithere iare 

ia ifew ipeople iin ithe iwild istate iof ithe ienvironment. iThe ipeople iwho iremain ibehind ifocus imainly 

ion isurvival. 

2. Accelerated iinnovation 

Technology iuse iis ito iachieve isustainable isocial-ecological isystems iand iadapt ito iclimate i-

related idisasters. iBy i2070, ithe ifocus ion itechnology idoes inot itranslate ito iecological iintegrity ibut 

isolutions ito iemerging iissues iare iuse iof iinnovative itechnologies. 

3. Connected icommunities 

Sustainability iand icommunity iinvolvement iare icentral ito igovernance iof ithe iecosystems. iAll 

idecisions iare ioriented itowards ithe iwell-being iof ithe icommunity. iClimate ichange iadaptation iis 

istabilized ibut ithe iconditions iare ialtered. 
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4. Nested iecosystems 

There iis ian ienvironmental icrisis idue ito iclimate ichange iand ito icurb ithe icrisis, ithe iauthorities 

iregulate imost iaspects iof ithe ienvironment. iBy i2070, ithe iadaptive iprocesses iare ismall iand ithe 

icrisis iis inot iadequately iaddressed. 

4.3.4 iLinking iLocal iPerspectives ito iGlobal iArchetypes 

There iare isynergies ibetween ilocal istakeholder iperspectives iand ithe iglobal iarchetypes.  

iComparing ithe ifour iscenarios: 

 

1. iLand iuse iconflicts iresolution iin ithe icontext iof itraditional igovernance isystems, 

irepresenting iAbandonment iand irenewal i 

This iscenario iis iclosely irelated ito ithe iglobal iarchetype iof ithe ifortress iworld 

i(Barbarization iscenario) ias ithere iis ian iAbandonment iand iRenewal iphase. iThe iCollapse itheme 

icharacterizes ithe iAbandonment iphase. iAn ienvironmental idisaster ioccurs ias ia iresult iof ifailure 

ito iadapt isocial iand igovernmental iinstitutions ito ithe igovernance iof ithe ichanging iecosystem. iThe 

isecond iphase, iRenewal, idepicts ifragmented, iself-sufficient, iand ihighly idense iliving 

isettlements ialigned iwith ithe iLocalism itheme. iGovernance iis ismall iscale iand idecentralized, iand 

imany icommunities iare icompletely idependent ion ithe iforest iecosystem. 

2. iStrategic iadvisory iGroup iled igovernance iof iMt. iMarsabit iPA, irepresenting 

iAccelerated iinnovation 

This iscenario imost iclosely irelated ito ithe iglobal iarchetype iof ithe imarket iforces 

i(conventional iscenario) iand ithe iMarkets itheme ibecause i“natural iprocesses iare ivalued 

ieconomically iand icontrolled iby imarket imechanisms," iand ipeople iare idrawn ito ithe iforest 

iecosystem ifor ijobs, ias i"entrepreneurs iand ibusinesses ibase itheir iheadquarters ihere.” 

3. iCommunity-led igovernance iof iMt. iMarsabit iPA, irepresenting iconnected 

icommunities 

Here, ithis iscenario ialigns iwith ithe iglobal iarchetype iof iEco-Communalism i(great 

itransition iscenario) iand iSocial iValues itheme, ias i“the iyounger igenerations iembrace icommunity 

ibuilding iand isustainability ithrough igrassroots iaction ito iget itheir ivoices iheard iand iincluded iin 

iecosystem igovernance. iThis ivalues ishift ihas ialso ihappened iat ia iglobal iscale.” iGlobal iyouth, 

idisenchanted iby ipolitical igridlock iand idismayed iby iclimate ichange iimpacts, iorganize 

ieffectively ito icreate ia isustainable, ivalues-driven isociety ireferred ito ias ithe iGreat iTransition. iBy 

i2070, i“connectivity, icommunity, iand ienvironmental isustainability” iare ithe inew inorm. 
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4. iAddressing iClimate ichange iand idrought ieffects iin iforest ithrough ipolicy idevelopment 

iand icommunity iinclusion, irepresenting iNested iecosystems 

This iscenario ialigns imost iwith ithe iglobal iarchetype iof ipolicy ireform i(conventional 

iscenario). iChange ihere iis imost iinfluenced iby iPolicy.  iThe icountry ipasses inew ilegislation, 

icreating ia inew iforest iPA igovernance iframework, iand igiving iauthority ito ilocal igovernments ito 

itailor isite ispecific ipolicies. iManagement iauthorities ihave ithe ipower ito iincentivize ior iregulate 

ilandowners iand iforest iproduct iusers iin itheir irespective iregions i“to imaintain, iimprove, iand 

idistribute iforest iresources.” iThe ithreat iposed iby iclimate ichange ihas ipotential ito iincentivize 

iconservation iand iresult ito ipossible iincome ifrom icarbon icredit itrading ifor ithe icommunity. 

Local istakeholders’ iperceptions iof idirect iand iindirect idrivers iof ichange iin iuncertain 

ifutures iof iMt. iMarsabit imirror ithose irepresented iin icommonly iused iglobal iscenario iarchetypes. 

i iKey idrivers iof ichange iwere iassociated iwith imarkets, ipolicy,  iand isocial ivalues. iA inumber iof 

idrivers iwere iused ito idescribe ichange iacross imultiple ithemes; ifor iinstance, itechnology iwas 

iconceived ias ia idriver iin iMarkets iand iPolicy ithemes, iwhereas iextreme iclimate ichange iwas 

idescribed ias ia icatalyst iacross iseveral ithemes. i 

Literature ishows ithat ithere iis ian iincrease iin iuse iof iscenarios iof ifuture iSES ichange ito 

ihelp isocieties igrapple iwith ihow ito ifulfil idiverse ihuman ineeds isustainably iwithout 

icompromising iecosystems i(Levin, iet ial., i2012; iRaskin, i2002). iThere iis ineed ito iintegrate 

ichange ithemes ifrom iscenarios iliterature iwith ilocal istakeholder iperceptions i(Metzger iet ial., 

i2010). iResults ifrom ithe iglobal iscenarios igroup, ishowed ioverlap iand isome idifferences iwith 

ilocal istakeholder iperspectives, ithemes ifrom iglobal iscenarios iarchetypes, iand ithe iMt. iMarsabit  

iPA iscenario inarratives. iSocial ivalues, ieconomy i(markets) iand igovernment i(policy) iwere 

imentioned, iby istakeholders ias ithe imain idrivers iof ichange. iHowever, ithere iwas ilow iemphasis 

ion iextreme ichange. iAccording ito ithe iGSG, ithe iGreat iTransitions iarchetype’s ithemes iof i isocial 

ivalues iand ilocalism, iare ipositive ias ithey ipredict ihopeful ivisions iassociated iwith ithe ipower iof 

ihuman ivalues iand isocial imovements i(Raskin, i2002). iThe istakeholders ialluded ito isimilar 

ichange, iciting icommunities, isocial ivalues, iand igrassroots idriven ichanges. iThis iwas imentioned 

imore ifrequently ithan ithemes iof ichange iassociated iwith iConventional ior iBarbarization iscenario  

iarchetypes iwhich iare iinequality iand icollapse. iThe iMt. iMarsabit iscenario iConnected 

iCommunities iis iprimarily idriven iby ithe ishift iof isocial ivalues. iThis ican ibe iassociated iwith 

iunderstanding iof isustainable ichange ibeing iethical iand iconcerning iresponsibility ito ifuture 

igenerations iand inature’s iworth i(Miller iet ial., i2014). iMarket iforces iand ipolicy ireforms iwhich 
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iare iconventional iarchetype ithemes, iassume ithe icontinuation iof icurrent itrends iwithout 

isignificant irupture iin ivalues, ieconomies, ior ipolitics i(Raskin, i2000). iMarket iforces iand ipolicy 

ireforms iwere ipredominant iduring idiscussions iand imay ireflect istakeholders’ ifamiliarity iwith 

ithe iexisting igovernance istatus iassociated iwith ihistorical iattachment iand ifear ito ishift  ito ior 

ichange ito ithe iunknown i(Levin, iet ial., i2012). 

Inequality iand icollapse ithemes iassociated iwith ithe iBarbarization iarchetype, iare 

ipessimistic ivisions iof iinstitutional ifailure iand ichaos. iThe iPA istakeholders irarely imentioned 

ithese itypes iof ibreakdown inarratives iwhen ithey idescribed iwhat ithey isee ias iinfluential 

ideterminants iof ithe ifuture. iIt iis idifficult ito iimagine idrastic iinstitutional ichanges. iThis iis ican ibe 

iexplained iby ipsychological idistance iwhereby iwhen ithreats ithat iseem imore idistant ifrom ian 

iindividual i(i.e., ioccurred iin ithe ipast, ito iothers ipeople,” ior iin igeographically idistant iplaces) iare 

iless iconcerning iand iless ilikely ito icome ito imind i(Liviatan, iet ial., i2008). iGSG iliterature ialso 

ishowed ithat ithe iinequality iand icollapse iare iless icommon i(Hunt iet ial., i2012). iInequality iand 

icollapse inarratives ihave ithe ipotential ito idissuade ipessimists, iand ican iprovide iprovocative 

icontrast ito iother istorylines, icreating ithe imost iunexpected ifuture ioutcomes icompared ito iother 

ithemes ifrom ithe iother itwo iarchetypes i(Notten iet ial. i2003; iKriegler iet ial., i2014). 

Mt. iMarsabit iPA iscenario iland iuse iconflicts iresolution iin ithe icontext iof itraditional 

igovernance isystems icomparable ito ithe iabandonment iand irenewal idepicts isocietal iand 

iinstitutional icollapse, iwith isignificant iimpacts ion iboth isocial iand ienvironmental ivariables. iThe 

itype iof ichange iassociated iwith iparticular ithemes idepends ion ithe iarchetype. iFor iexample,  

iglobal iand ilocal imarkets iand igovernments ican igo iexperience irapid, iunexpected ichanges ithat 

imay idisrupt ithe iSES. iThis imay iresult iin igreater ichanges ithan ithe iones iassociated ito ithe 

iBarbarization ithemes. iOther iclassifications iof iscenario inarratives icould ialso ichange ithe 

ianalysis iof iscenarios’ iand istakeholders’ inarratives iof ichange. iFor iexample, iKriegler iet ial., 

i(2014) iclassify ithemes isimilar ito iinequality iand icollapse iunder ia i“regional 

icompetition/regional imarkets” icategory, iwhich iis iless iextreme ithan ithe iBarbarization 

iarchetype. 

It iis iimportant ito iinclude ia ivariety iof istakeholders iin ithe iparticipatory iscenario  

idevelopment iprocess. iThis iis ibecause, irepresentation iby idifferent igender iand iacross imajor 

isectoral iscales iensures imore idiversity iof iopinion iregarding ihow ichange imight ioccur i(Metzger 

iet ial., i2010). iThe ipotential ibenefits iof iexpanding ibeyond icommon ilocal iviews iinclude 

iconnecting iwith ithemes iimportant iin iother iplaces iand itimes iaround ithe iworld, iand isuggesting 

iideas ifor itransformational ichange ithat imay iadvance ipublic. iThe iMt. iMarsabit iforest iPA 
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iscenario iwith ithe imost idramatic iand inegative isocial ichanges, iwas idriven iby iland iuse ichange 

iand ilow iparticipation iin iconservation iby icommunity imembers. iEcological iand isocial ichanges 

imay ioccur iwithout iadequate iattention ito iclimate ichange, ipollution, iand iresource ioveruse. 

iThere iis ineed ito istrike ia ibalance ibetween isocial iand iecological iconsiderations iwhen 

ideveloping iscenarios i(Zafra-calvo i& iGarmendia, i2019). 
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4.4 General iDiscussion 

 

There iis ia ihigh ipopulation iincrease iin iMarsabit iCounty iwhich ihas iled ito iincreased 

idemand ifor ibasic ineeds inamely iwater, ifood iand ishelter. iThese iare isourced ifrom ithe iexisting 

iforest iecosystem. iAs ithe ipopulation iincreases, ithe ipressure ito imeet ithe ibasic ineeds ialso 

iincreases, ithe iecosystem ibecomes ifragile idue ito ioverexploitation iwithout irequisite 

iimprovements. iAgricultural iexpansion ito imeet ithe iincreased ifood iand iwater idemand ileads ito 

iland iuse ichange iin ithe ifragile iecosystem. iMt. iMarsabit iforest iis ilocated iin iSaku iconstituency 

iwith ifour imain idominant iethnic icommunities iwith iBorana ibeing imore ithan ithe iBurji, iGabra 

iand iRendile. iThere iare ialso iother iethnic icommunities isuch ias iSamburu, iTurkana, iand iKikuyu, 

iamong iothers. iMost iof ithe icommunity imembers isettled iaround ithe iforest ifrom i1985-2014 

i(69%) iand ithe igreatest ibiophysical ichanges iespecially iforest iexcision iwas ihighest ifrom i1990 ito 

i2000. i 

The i1985-2014 iperiod icoincides iwith ivarious ilegislative ichanges, iincluding 

iintroduction iof imulti-party idemocracy iin i1991, ithe iformation iof ia icoalition igovernment iin 

i2002, iand ithe ienactment iof ia inew iconstitution iin i2010, iwhich iculminated ito ia idevolved isystem 

iof igovernance iin i2013. iSettling iaround ithe iforest iled ito iexcision iand ioverexploitation iof ithe 

iresources iand ichange iin iland iuse. iLand iuse ichange iover itime ialso idepends ion ithe iland itenure. 

iThere iexists imostly iindividual iland iownership, iwithout ititle ideeds, itogether iwith icommunal 

iland itenure. iThis iis inot igood ifor inatural iresource imanagement ibecause iownership iis inot 

iabsolute. iThere iis iright iof iaccess iand iright ito iuse, ibut ibecause iownership iis inot iabsolute, ithe 

iright ito iconserve idepends ion ithe iindividual ior ithe icommunity iin igeneral. i 

The isocioeconomic idynamics iand ibiophysical ichanges iimpact ithe iecosystem igoods iand 

iservices ifrom ithe iforest idirectly. iPerceptions iof ithe icommunity imembers ishow ithat ithey iare 

idetached ifrom ithe iforest iecosystem iso imuch iso ithat ithe ipeople iliving iadjacent ito ithe iforest 

imention ilivestock ikeeping ias ithe imain iland iuse,  iwhile ithose islightly ifar ioff imention icrop 

ifarming. iThis ishows ithat ithe iforest iecosystem iis inot iembedded ias ia iland iuse ibut iviewed ias ia 

imeans ito ilivelihood. iThe ithree imain iES ifrom ithe iforest iare iprovision iof ifood i(grass ifor ifodder), 

iwood ifuel i(or ifirewood) iand iwater. iThese iare iprovisioning iservices iand iso ithe icommunity 

imembers iassociate ithe iforest ias ia imeans ifor itheir ilivelihoods. iDue ito ithe isocioeconomic 

idynamics iand ibiophysical ichanges, iprovision iof ithe iES iby ithe iforest iecosystem iis inot 

isustainable. iEvidence ishows ithat ithe ipressure iis itoo ihigh iand ithere iis ineed ifor isustainable 
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iconservation istrategies ito ireverse ithe isituation. iThe iecosystem iis iclearly iunder ithreat ifrom 

idegradation, iwhich iif inot icurbed, ithe inatural iprocesses iwill ihalt, iwith idevastating 

irepercussions. i 

Currently,  iMt. iMarsabit iforest iecosystem iis igoverned ijointly iby ithe inational iand icounty 

igovernments, iand ilocal icommunities. iForests iin iprotected iareas ilike iMt. iMarsabit iforest iare 

imanaged iunder ithe iForest iConservation iand iManagement iAct, i2016 ias iwell ias ithe iWildlife 

iConservation iand iManagement iAct, i2013. iThese iActs iare iimplemented iby idifferent istate 

iinstitutions. iThe iForest iAct iis iimplemented iby ithe iKFS, iwhile ithe iWildlife iConservation iAct iis 

iimplemented iby ithe iKWS. iUntil i2004, ithe ilevel iof icommunity iparticipation iin iforest 

imanagement iin iKenya iwas ireported ito ibe ivery ilow. iHowever, iin i2005, ithe iForest iAct, i2005 

imade iprovisions ifor icommunities ito ibe iinvolved iin imanagement iof iforests. i iThe iForest iAct, 

i2005 ihas isince ibeen irepealed iby ithe iForest iConservation iand iManagement iAct, i2016 iwhich 

ialso iencourages iparticipatory iforest imanagement. iHowever, icommunities iare irequired ito iform 

iCommunity iForest iAssociations i(CFAs) ito ibe iallowed iinvolvement iin iforest imanagement. 

iCFAs iconsist iof iindividuals, iself-help igroups, iwomen igroups iand icommunity-based 

iorganisations i(CBOs). iUpon iregistration, ithe iassociations iare igranted ipermission ito iconserve 

iand imanage iforest iresources. iThe iCFAs iare icharged iwith iobligations ias ispecified iin iSection 

i49, iSub-Section i1 iof ithe iForest iConservation iand iManagement iAct, i2016. iUnder ithe iWildlife 

iManagement iand iConservation iAct, i2013 isection i39; iany iperson ior icommunity iwho iown iland 

ion iwhich iwildlife iinhabits, imay iindividually ior icollectively iestablish ia iwildlife iconservancy ior 

isanctuary iin iaccordance iwith ithe iprovisions iof ithe iAct. iThe icommunity ialso ihas ithe ioption iof 

iregistering ian iassociation. iSuch iassociations iand/or iwildlife imanagers iare iapproved iby ithe 

iCabinet iSecretary ion ithe irecommendation iof ithe iservice iin iconsultation iwith ithe icounty 

iwildlife iconservation icommittees. iThe iassociations iare icharged iwith iobligations ispecified iin 

iSection i40, iSub-Section i1 iof ithe iWildlife iManagement iand iConservation iAct, i2013. i 

The iKenyan iconstitution i2010 iand ithe itwo iActs iclearly istate ithe iinvolvement iof 

icommunity imembers iin iconservation iand imanagement iof iprotected iareas. iThe iMt. iMarsabit  

iforest iecosystem irecently iestablished ia icommunity iforest iassociation ibut ilacks ia icounty 

iwildlife iassociation. iThe iCFA iwas iregistered ias iSaku iCFA iin i2018, imore ithan iten iyears iafter 

ithe irequirement iwas ilegislated. iThere iis ino iCounty iWildlife iAssociation ias ithe inew 

iconservancies iare iunder ithe inorthern irangeland itrust i(NRT). iAs ia iresult, ithe iconnection 

ibetween ithe iinstitutions igoverning iMt. iMarsabit iforest iecosystem iand ithe icommunity ilevel 
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igovernance istructures iare iweak. iThe icommunity iis inot iadequately iinvolved iin ithe igovernance 

iof ithe iforest iecosystem. iThere iis ia ibig igap ibetween iwhat ithe iKenya iconstitution i2010, iForest 

iConservation iand iManagement iAct, i2016 iand iWildlife iManagement iand iConservation iAct, 

i2013 istipulate iand ithe ipractice. iThere iare ino iagreements ior iprograms iby ithe icommunity iand 

iKFS ior iKWS ito iconserve ithe iforest iin iMarsabit iCounty. iThe iresponses iby ithe icommunity 

imembers ion ithe igovernance iof ithe iforest ishowed ilack iof iknowledge ion iwhat iis iexpected ifrom 

ithem. iThey ido inot ibelong ito iconservation igroups; ithey ihave inot ibeen iinvolved iin iforest 

iconservation iand ithere iare ivarious idisputes. i 

The iMt. iMarsabit iforest iecosystem ihas iseveral istakeholders, ibut ithere iis ino iclear 

iworking iarrangement ior i“fit” ialthough ithe iprocesses iof igovernance ido ioccur. iMeetings iare 

iheld, ibut ithere iis iad-hoc idecision-making iwhen iproblems ioccur. iConsidering ithe iprinciples iof 

igood igovernance, i(legitimacy, iaccountability,  iresilience, itransparency, iconnectivity, 

iinclusivity iand iequity) ithe iecosystem iscores ilow ion icommunication, iresilience iand 

iaccountability.  iThe inumerous istakeholders ineed ia igood ifit iin iorder ito ireverse idegradation iand 

iensure isustainable iprovision iof iecosystem iservices. iGovernance iis iabout iactors, iinstitutions 

iand iprocesses. iActors imake iand iimplement ilaws ior irules iand iare iresponsible ifor iprocesses 

iformally ior iinformally.  iInstitutions ior irules iand ilaws iwhich ican ibe istatutory ior icustomary iare 

imade iby iactors iand iprovide ifoundation ifor iprocesses. iThe imost iimportant iinstitution iis itenure 

ior iproperty ibecause iit iis iabout irights iand iduties. iIt ican ibe iprivate, ipublic ior icommon. iProcesses 

iare ia iseries iof iactions ito iachieve isomething isuch ias idecision-making. iIn ithe icase iof iMt. 

iMarsabit iforest, ithere iare ia igroup iof iactors iwith iinstitutions ibut ithe iprocesses ido inot ihave ia 

i“good ifit”. iBetter ifit ibetween isocial iand iecological isystems iincreases ieffectiveness iof inatural 

iresource imanagement. 

The ilocal iperspectives ion ithe iPA igovernance iscenario iemphasized imarkets, isocial 

ivalues iand ipolicy ias ithe ithemes iwhich iwill ibring itransformative ichange. iClimate ichange, ilack 

iof icommunity iinvolvement, iand iland iuse ichange iare ithe imain idrivers iof iuncertainty iin ithe iMt. 

iMarsabit iPA. iUnderstanding ithe isocial-ecological isystem iwill ienhance ithe ichoice iof 

igovernance iscenario iwhich iwill iconsider ifuture iuncertainties. iEach iof ithe ipresented ifour 

iscenarios ishow iplausible icritical iideas ithat icannot ibe iignored imoving iforward. iThe iwinning 

igovernance iscenario iis ione ithat ibuilds ion iall icritical istrengths iof ieach iof ithe isolutions. iMarket 

iforces, isocial ivalues iand ipolicy ireforms iare ithe icritical ithemes iin iensuring ia isustainable 

igovernance iscenario iwhich iwill iconsider ifuture idynamics iin ithe isocial-ecological isystem. i 
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These iresults ican ibe iused ito iexpound ithe iunderstanding iof iPA igovernance iin ithe 

itropics. iHowever, ithere iis ineed ifor isupport ifor ilocal icommunities iin iterms iof iinfrastructure, 

isocial iservices iand iemployment iin iconservation irelated iinitiatives iinstead iof idirect isupport ito 

ihouseholds. iThis iis isimilar ito ifindings iby i(Liviatan iet ial., i2008) ithat iPAs ican isupport ilocal 

ipeople isocially iand ieconomically. iThis istudy idoes inot isupport ithe iposition iby i(Dudley, iet ial., 

i2010) ithat ieffective iPA inetworks iwill ionly iwork iif ithere iare irecognized ibenefits. iThis istudy 

isuggests ithat iinclusion iof ilocal icommunity iin igovernance iof ithe iPA imay iensure isustainability.  

iEvidence ifrom ithis istudy ishows ithat idegradation iis iongoing iat ia irate ithat iis iunsustainable. iThe 

istudy isuggests ithe icause-effect ilink ibetween igovernance, idegradation iand iprovision iof 

iecosystem iservices. iWeak igovernance iexacerbates idegradation ias ithe igap iin ithe iprocesses 

ienable idivers isuch ias ioverexploitation iof ithe iES ito icontinue iunabated. iThere iare iother ifactors 

isuch ias isociodemographic idynamics iand ibiophysical ichanges iwhich ican ienhance ior ireduce 

igovernance iefforts itowards ia isustainable iSES. iThe iinteraction iamong ivarious iactors iin iMt. 

iMarsabit iforest iPA ilack ifit, iand ithe ilow iconnectedness ireduces ithe ieffectiveness iof ivarious 

igovernance iarrangements. iThe ilack iof iparticipation iby ilocal icommunities ifurther iweakens ithe 

iexisting ico-management iarrangement. i 

Other istudies ihave ishown ithat iinvolvement iof ilocal icommunities iin iPA igovernance, 

ienhances iconservation i(Berkes, i1998; iFrank iet ial., i2017; iMuhamad iet ial., i2014). iThe 

iinvolvement iof ilocal icommunities iin igovernance, ineeds itime iand iinvestment ito iensure ioptimal 

iparticipation iwhich iwill itranslate iinto ibetter iecosystems iwith ilong-term isocial-ecological 

ibenefits i(Fisher iet ial., i2011). iStudies iby iBennett iet ial. i(2015) iand iKisingo iet ial. i(2016) isuggest 

ithat iPAs ishould ibe iassessed ion ithe ibasis iof iconservation iand isocial ibenefits. iHowever, ibenefits 

iare iperceived idifferently iat ihousehold ilevel. iThe idemographic ideterminants iof iparticipation iby 

icommunities isuch ias iage, ieducation, igender iand ifamily isize iare ias idescribed iby iother istudies 

isuch ias i(Chhetri iet ial., i2013; iDolisca iet ial., i2006; iMogoi, iet ial., i2012b; iTadesse iet ial., i2017). 

iThere iis ineed ito ichange ithe istructure iof ithe ico-management iarrangement ito ienhance 

iaccountability, idecision-making ito iensure ieffectiveness. iEmpowerment iin irequisite iskills iwill 

ienhance itransparency,  iaccountability, iefficiency iand iensure ieffective igovernance iof ithe iPA. 

iThe istudy isupports ithe ineed ito iput iemphasis ion iparticipatory iscenario idevelopment ito itake 

icognizance iof ithe ifuture iof ithe iPA. iThere iis ineed ito iimprove ithe icurrent iPA igovernance 

istructure ito iensure iparticipation iof iall irelevant iactors iparticularly, ithe ilocal icommunity iin 

idecision-making iand imanagement. i 
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This istudy icontributes ito ithe iunderstanding iof iSES iwith ia ifocus ion iPAs iand iexamines 

ithe igovernance iand ilinkages ibetween iactors iincluding iecosystem iservices iprovision iwhere 

ithere iis irampant idegradation. iThe istudy isuggests ithat isustainable iprovision iof iES idepends ion 

ithe iright idecision-making ifor ithe iPA iand isurrounding iland iuses i(Hauck, iet ial., i2013). 

iHowever, ithe iPA iactors ishould iensure ia ibalance ibetween iecological iintegrity, isocial igood iand 

ieconomic igain i(Bennett iet ial., i2017; iBerkes, i1998; iMetzger iet ial., i2010; iOteros-Rozas iet ial., 

i2012). 

The icurrent ico-management igovernance iarrangement iis iineffective. iThere iis ineed ifor 

irealignment ito icreate ian iadaptive ico-management ialliance ito ibridge ithe iPA iactors iand ithe ilocal 

icommunities iwith iother iorganizations.  iSuch ibridging iwill iserve ias ifilters ifor iexternal idrivers 

i(Alcorn iet ial., i2003) iand ialso iprovide iopportunities iby ibringing iin iresources, iknowledge, iand 

iother iincentives ifor iecosystem imanagement i(Folke iet ial., i2005). iInter-organizational 

icollaboration ior ibridging iwill ibe iin iresponse ito ithe iperceived icrisis iin ithe iforest iecosystem 

imanagement. iThis iprovides ian iarena ifor ibuilding itrust, ilearning, ivertical iand/or ihorizontal 

icollaboration, iand iconflict iresolution. iThere iwill ibe ineed ifor icommunicating, itranslating, iand 

imediating iscientific iknowledge irelevant ito ipolicy iand iaction. iThe iinter-organizational 

icollaboration iwill iuse iexisting iPA inetwork iof istakeholders ito imobilize iknowledge iand 

iestablish ia iwritten iworking iarrangement iensuring i“fit”. 
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CHAPTER iFIVE: iKEY iFINDINGS, iCONCLUSION iAND iRECOMMENDATIONS 

 

This ichapter ireviews ithe ikey ifindings iand ipoints ito iareas ifor ifurther iresearch ithat iare 

icrucial ito iclarify ithe irole iof igovernance iof iPAs iin iattainment iof isocial-ecological iintegrity iin 

iPAs. iThe ichapter ialso ihighlights icontribution iof ithe istudy ito igovernance iliterature. 

5.1 iIntroduction 

The ithesis icontributes ito iecosystem iservice iscience iand ifocuses ion igovernance iof 

iprotected iareas iby ianalysing isocial-ecological idynamics ieffects ion iecosystem iservices iand 

iinteractions iamong istakeholders iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iforest isocial-ecological isystem. iThe istudy 

icontributes ito ian iimproved iunderstanding iof ihuman-environment iinteractions. iThe istudy iset 

iout ithree iobjectives. i i 

5.2 Key ifindings 

Objective i1: iTo idetermine ihow iprevailing isocioeconomic idynamics, iinteract iwith iecological 

iprocesses ito iaffect iprovision iof iecosystem iservices ion iMt. iMarsabit: 

a) The ikey iservices iderived ifrom ithe iforest iare; itrees, iforage, iwater, ifall-back iland 

icultivation, iaesthetic ienjoyment iand ishade. iHowever, ithis idid inot iprevent 

ioverexploitation iof iforest iresources iwhich ihas iled ito iextensive idegradation iwith ibare-

land iincreasing ifrom i24% iin i2000 ito i37% iin i2015. i 

b) Perception iof ithe istakeholders ishowed ithat ithe ilocal icommunities iwere iminimally 

iinvolved iin ideveloping igovernance istructures ior imanagement iof ithis iforest. 

iAdditionally, ifamily isize, ieducation ilevel, iand iage iwere iimportant ipredictors iof ilevel iof 

ilocal icommunity iinvolvement iin imanagement. i 

c) The ianalysis iof iES iperceptions iby irespondents iliving iin idifferent ilocations ifrom ithe 

iforest iedge ishowed ithat iwhile irespondents iliving iclose ito ithe iforest iperceived iit ito ibe 

imainly iimportant ifor ilivestock igrazing, ithose irespondents iliving ifurther iaway 

ihighlighted ithe iimportance iof iwater iprovision. iThis ishows ithat idisaggregating ifindings 

ibetween idifferent icategories iof iland iusers iis iimportant, ias ithey imight ihave idifferent 

ipriorities ifor iforest imanagement. 

 

Objective i2: ito ievaluate igovernance idynamics iin ithe imanagement iof iMt. iMarsabit isocio-

ecological isystem: 
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a) The igovernance iof iMt. iMarsabit iforest iecosystem iis icomplex, iwith ia imultiplicity iof 

istakeholders iwith idiverse iinterests iand irelations. iThe idominance iof igovernment iand iits 

iaffiliates ias ikey iplayers iand icentral istakeholders ishow ithe ipivotal irole iof iregulation, 

isupervision, iplanning, iand icoordination iin inatural iresource igovernance. i 

b) The iinteraction iof istakeholders iin ithe iForest iPA, iscored ilow idensity iwhich ishowed 

iweakness iof ithe istakeholder’s inetwork, iwhich icould inegatively iaffect ithe iflow iof 

iinformation iand iother iresources ibetween istakeholders. 

c) Stakeholder iinteractions iscored ia ilow iconnectedness iindex iof i0.3. iThis iindicates ithat 

istakeholders iwere iweakly ilinked. iThe idegree iof iconnectedness ivaries isuch ithat iNGOs 

iwere ithe istrongest ifollowed iby ipublic ientities iand iinvestors iwere ithe iweakest. 

iDifferences ibetween istakeholders iwere ibased ion ithe inumber iof iconnections ieach ihad. 

iThe imean idegree icentrality iscore iwas i35.8%. 

d) There iare iweak ilinkages ibetween idifferent iactors iwith iregard ito icommunication, 

iaccountability iand icollaborative idecision imaking. iThe iweak ities ican ibe iattributed ito 

iweak icoordination iand ia ilack iof iinstitutionalization iof ithe ilinks. iThe iactors, irules iand 

iprevailing iecological iprocesses iinterdependently idictate ithe iPA istatus. i i 

 

To isupport ithe iactor iinteractions, igovernance iprinciples iwere imeasured. iFactor ianalysis  

iresulted iin i5 igovernance ifactors ithat iin itotal iexplained i75% iof ithe ivariance iin iresponses. iThe 

ifactors iare ioutlined ibelow iincluding itheir ireliability icoefficients iin ibracket ivia iTucker iLewis 

iIndex i(TLI) 

a) Legitimacy irefers ito iacceptance iand ijustification iof ishared irule iby ia icommunity i(5 

istatements iTLI i= i1.247) i 

b) Transparency irefers ito ithe istakeholders’ irights ito iknow imatters iabout ithe iPAs i(5 

istatements iTLI i= i1.096) 

c) Accountability irefers ito ithe ianswerability iof imanagers ito ilower iand ihigher iauthorities 

i(5 istatements iTLI= i1.206) 

d) Resilience irefers ito ithe iamount iof ichange ior idisturbance ithat ican ibe iabsorbed iby ithe 

isystem iwithout ibeing iforced iinto ia idifferent iset iof iprocesses iand istructures i(5 

istatements iTLI i= i1.073) 

e) Inclusivity i& iconnectivity irefers ito iopportunities ifor iall ito iparticipate iand ithe ieffective 

icoordination i(4 istatements iTLI i= i1.07) 
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The ifindings iindicate ithat iperceptions iof igovernance ican ibe imeasured iquantitatively. iIn ithis 

istudy, itransparency iand iaccountability iare iloaded iseparately ias isuggested iby iLockwood i2010 

iand iGraham i2003. iUnlike iin iKisingo i2013, iwhere ithey iare iloaded itogether. iThe iecosystem 

iscored i61% ibut ithe igovernance ias iit iis iineffective. 

Objective i3: ito idevelop ialternative iPA igovernance ioptions ito isustain iecosystems iservice 

iprovision iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit isocioecological isystem. 

a) Four idivergent ibut iplausible iexploratory iscenarios iwere igenerated inamely: ii) iland 

iuse iconflicts iresolution iin ithe icontext iof itraditional igovernance isystems iii) istrategic 

iadvisory igroup-led igovernance iof iMt. iMarsabit iPA iiii) icommunity-led igovernance 

iof iMt. iMarsabit iPA, iand iiv) iaddressing iclimate ichange iand idrought ieffects iin iforest 

ithrough ipolicy idevelopment iand icommunity iinclusion. i 

b) Local istakeholders, ias iin ithe iglobal iarchetypes, iemphasized isocial ivalues, imarket 

iforces, iand ipolicy ireform ias imajor iinfluencers iin idetermining ithe ifuture i(2070) iof 

iMt. iMarsabit iforest iPA. iHowever, istakeholders iwere iless iconcerned iwith 

iinstitutional ibreakdown, ian iimportant itheme ifrom ithe iglobal iscenario’s 

iperspectives. i 

c) Our ifindings ioffer ia inew iapproach ito ianalysing isimilarities iand idifferences ibetween 

iscenarios’ inarratives iand ilocal iperspectives, iand icontributes ito ithe igrowing ibody iof 

iplace-based iscenario istudies. i 

 

5.3 iPolicy iImplications 

Ecosystem iservices iare iintegral ito iresource iand ihuman isystems iand iwe imust idevote 

iresources ito iidentify idrivers ifor ithe iinefficient imanagement, imodel ihow ithe idrivers ioperate iand 

iinteract iat imultiple ispatial iand itemporal iscales. iAssessment iof ilocal icommunities’ iperception 

ion iecosystem iservices iaid iin ideeper iunderstanding iand irelevance. iFor ieffective ipolicies, ithere 

iis ineed ifor itrade-offs ibetween iresource iand ihuman isystems ito itrigger itransition ifrom ithe istatus 

iquo ito ithe idesired istatus. 

In iorder ito iimprove igovernance, iecosystem iservices iinformation iat ipolicy ilevel iis 

irelevant ito imanagers iat idifferent iscales iand ifocused ion iinteractions iamong idifferent itypes iof 

iecosystem iservices ithat iare idirectly iimportant ito ipeople iand ithe iresilience iof ithe isocial-

ecological isystems 
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Stakeholder iinteractions iand iidentification iof icentral istakeholders iin ia iPA ideepens 

iunderstanding iand iis iimportant iconsideration iduring iinstitutional iarrangement ifor ipolicy 

iimplementation. iSome igovernance iaspects iare ibest iaddressed iby ithe istate iwhile iother idecisions 

iare imore iappropriately imade iat icommunity ilevel.  iThis iwill iensure ithat istakeholders imay iagree 

ito iprioritize ivalues ilike icommunity iand ienvironment ias ithey iare ireceptive ito icentral iregulations 

iand ipolicies. iThis iwill iprovide ipathways ito idiscuss ihow idifferent ivalues ican ibe irealized iat 

idifferent iscales iand ithrough idifferent imechanisms. 

Place-based iscenario iplanning ipolicies ishould iconsider imulti-levels ifrom ilocal,  

inational,  iregional ito iglobal ilens iso ias ito ianticipate iand imitigate ifuture igovernance iuncertainties 

iin iSES isuch ias iMt. iMarsabit iPA. 
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5.3 Recommendations 

 

The inational igovernment itogether iwith ithe icounty igovernment iof iMarsabit ihave ithe 

imandate ito iensure ithat iMt. iMarsabit iforest iis iprotected ifrom ithe ion-going idegradation iwhich 

ihas ihighly iaffected ithe iforest. iThe iCounty igovernment iand iKFS ishould imobilize iand imotivate 

ithe iCommunity iForest iAssociation i(CFA) imembers ito ispearhead irehabilitation iof ithe idegraded 

iparts iof ithe iforest iand iprovide ithe irequired iinputs isuch ias ithe iseedlings, itools iand 

iremunerations ito irehabilitate ithe iforest. i 

The igovernment ithrough ithe iMinistry iof iEnvironment, iand iForestry iand ithe iMinistry iof 

iWildlife iand iTourism iand ithe iMinistry iof iWater, iSanitation iand iIrrigation ishould icome iup iwith 

ithe istrategies ito iensure ithat ithe ilocal icommunities iare iinvolved iin ithe iPA igovernance. iThis 

icould ibe iachieved ithrough ioperationalising ithe ivarious iActs iof iparliament iwhich imandates 

igovernment iinstitutions inamely, iKFS, iNEMA, iWRA iand iKWS ito iinvolve ithe ilocal 

icommunities iin igovernance iand iprotection iof ithe iPA. i 

The igovernment ithrough ithe iresponsible iministries iand ithe ilegislators ishould iput iclear 

iroles iand iresponsibilities iof ithe ikey iplayers iin iconservation iof iPAs i(NDMA, iKWTA, iWRA, 

iKFS, iNEMA iand iKWS) ito iavoid iconflicting iroles iand ito iprovide ia iwell-framed ioperational 

iframework ithrough iwhich ithe igovernance iwould ibe ienhanced. iThe iconservation iof ithe iPAs 

iwill ibe icentred itowards ifilling iany igap ithat ihas ipreviously iled ito ienvironmental idegradation. 

iAdditionally, ithere iis ineed ito iempower ithese iactors ithrough icapacity ibuilding ito iimprove 

igovernance ias ia imeasure ithat iwill iensure ithat ithey iare iaware iof itheir iroles iand iplay ithem 

ieffectively ifor ienhanced iPA iconservation. 

The imanagement iof iNDMA, iWRA, iKFS, iNEMA iand iKWS ishould ibe ifocused itowards 

iworking itogether ito iensure ithey ialign itheir icollaborations iand iframeworks ifor ibetter 

iachievement iin ienvironmental iconservation. iThe itop imanagement iof ithese iagencies ishould 

inarrow idown ithe icommitment iand iresponsibility ito ithe ibottom ilevel iemployees iwho iare ithe 

ikey iactors iin ithe igrassroots iso ias ito ienhance itheir ieffectiveness iin iconserving ithe iProtected 

iAreas. i 

The igovernments ineed ito ispearhead iand ipromote ithe iimplementation iof ivarious 

ipolicies ion ienvironmental iand iecosystem iconservation. iWithout iimplementation iof ithese 

ipolicies, ithen itheir ipresence iwill inot ibe ibeneficial ihence ithe igovernment ithrough ithe iministry 
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iof iEnvironment iand iother irelated iministries isuch ias ithe iMinistry iof iTourism iand iWildlife 

iamong iothers ishould icome iup iwith iimplementation iformulas ito ienhance iconservation iof iPAs. i 

The iGovernment iagencies isuch ias iNDMA,  iWRA, iKFS, iNEMA iand iKWS ishould 

iconduct isustainability iassessments iof ipolicy, iplans iand iprogrammes iso ias ito idetermine ithe 

ipotential ieffect ithat iwill iimprove iimplementation iand ireinforce ipolicy imeasures ito iabate ivices 

isuch ias icorruption iand iimpunity.  iThese iagencies iare imandated ito iensure ithat ithe iPAs iare 

iconserved iand ithis iis iwhat ithey ishould istrive ito iachieve. 

The inational iand ithe icounty igovernments ishould itake iinto iconsideration ithe ifuture 

iuncertainties iwhen ideveloping ithe ipolicies iand iplans ifor ithe iconservation iof ithe iProtected 

iAreas. iThis ishould ibe iembraced ithrough ia iproper ianalysis iand iforecasting ithrough iscenario 

iplanning ito iensure ithat ithe iPAs iare inot iaffected iby iother igovernment iprojects iin ifuture iand ithat 

iany iagency ior icommittee iformed ito iundertake iany iactivity iin ithe iecosystem iis ialigned iwith ithe 

iexisting iagencies ito iavoid ifuture iconflicts. 

The ipreferred igovernance iscenario iis ithe istrategic iadvisory iled igovernance iof iPAs 

iscenario. iIt iis itouted ias ithe iscenario iwhich iwill iensure ifuture isustainable isupply iof iecosystem 

iservices. iThe istakeholders isuggest ian iimplementation iaction iplan ito ibe ideveloped iso ias ito 

imitigate inegative iaspects iof ithe iother ithree ialternative iscenarios. i 

5.5 Further iAreas ifor iResearch 

 

There iis ineed ifor imore iemphasis ion iless iexplored iareas iwhich iinclude: 

 The iinfluence iof icultural, isocial, ipolitical iand ilegal ihistorical ichanges ion ithe iperception 

iof ithe iinhabitants iand iactors ion iprotected iareas. i 

 There iis ineed ifor iparticipatory iresearch ito ilink iup irural ieconomies iwith inational iand 

iregional iforestry iconservation ipolicies. 

 Further, iresearch iis irequired ito ireveal ithe ibest iways ifor icommunity iinvolvement iin iPA 

igovernance iand iensure ienhanced iconservation iand ieconomic ibenefits ito ithe ilocal 

icommunities 

 Targeted iresearch ion ithe irelationship ibetween iPA igovernance iand ithe isocial ibenefits, 

iwith ithe iaim ito isingle iout ibest igovernance iapproaches ifor idifferent iaspects iof ithe iPA 

iecosystem. 
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 Research ito ibetter iunderstand ilocal icommunity iattributes iwhich iinfluence iconservation 

iefforts. 

 Governance iprinciples ineed ifurther iattention ias ithis istudy iheavily irelied ion iconcepts 

ifrom iLockwood, i2010. 

5.6 Conclusion 

 

In ioperationalizing ithe iecosystem iservice iconcept, ithis iresearch icontributes ito ithe 

ianalysis iof ihuman-environment irelationships ithrough ia icase istudy iof ia imountain iforest 

iecosystem iin inorthern iKenya. iThe iimportance iof istudying ithese irelationships iwas iemphasized 

iby iUNESCO iin iits iMan iand ithe iBiosphere iProgram, iwhich isuggested ithat isuch istudies iwould 

iincrease ithe iefficiency iof inatural iresource imanagement iand iecosystem iconservation 

i(UNESCO, i1973). i iThe iimportance iof isuch istudies ihas iincreased iover itime i(Bennett iet ial., 

i2015; iReenberg, i2009; iVerburg iet ial., i2015, i2013). i 

The ifindings iof ithis istudy ishow ithat iperception iof iES iis iskewed itowards iprovisioning 

iand icultural iservices. iOur istudy ialso ifound ithat idistance ifrom ithe iforest iinfluence ithe 

irespondents’ iperception iof iES. iHowever, idue ito isociodemographic iand ibiophysical ifactors, 

iinvolvement iof ilocal icommunities iin imanagement iwas ilimited. 

This istudy iadvances ithe idebate ion ithe isocial iimpact iof iPAs iand itheir irelevance ifor 

inature iconservation. iStakeholder inetwork ianalysis iof iMt. iMarsabit  iPA iis iimportant ias iit 

iprovides iinsights iof ithe icomplexity iin icollaborative igovernance iset iups. iThe iresults ishow 

icentral istakeholders iand itheir iimportance iin iinteractions iand irepresentation. iMulti-stakeholder 

iprocesses ishould ibe istrengthened ibased ion istakeholders’ ipositions ithrough iimproved ipolicy 

iand icommunication istrategies. iThis istudy ishows ithat icentral ikey istakeholders ican iexploit itheir 

iinterests iand iinfluence igovernance iin ia icollaborative isetup. iThe istakeholder iperception ithat ithe 

igovernance iMt. iMarsabit iPA iis imoderately ieffective iis iin iline iwith idiscussions iof iother 

iauthors, iin ithat ithe iperception iby iactors, ithough ifair, idoes inot imean ithat ithe iPA iis ibeing 

igoverned iwell. iThis idiscrepancy iis iclear ifrom ithe ioutcomes ithat ishow ithat ithe iPA icontinues ito 

ibe iunder ianthropogenic ipressure. iThese ithreats iare imanifested iby ithe ireduction iin iforest isize, 

iand iconsequently ia ireduction iin iecosystem iservices. iUltimately, ithe iPA idoes inot imeet iits 

iobjective iof iprotecting ibiodiversity. iThe ilow ilevel iof iinteractions iand iassociations iamong 

istakeholders isuggest ia iweakness iin ithe inetworks ithat imay inegatively iaffect ithe iflow iof 
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iinformation iand iother iresources. iThis iweakness iwas iattributed ito ilack iof iinstitutionalization iof 

ithe ilinks ileading ito ipoor icoordination iof iprocesses. iThe inew iConstitution iof iKenya iadopted iin 

i2010, ithe iWildlife iConservation iand iManagement iAct, i2013, iand ithe iForest iConservation iand 

iManagement iAct, i2016, iemphasize ithe iimportance iof icollaboration ibetween ithe istate iand ilocal 

icommunities, ibut iour istudy iresults ishow ithat ithe ilocal icommunities iare inot iadequately 

iinvolved iin ithe igovernance iof iMt. iMarsabit iPA. iPolicy iand ipractices iaround iPAs iare ipoorly 

ialigned iwith ithe ibasic ipurpose iof iprotection, iconservation iand ihealthy isustainable iecosystems.  

iThis istudy iconcludes ithat ithe igovernance imodel iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iforest iPA iis inot ieffective 

ifor isustainable ioutcomes ias iit icurrently istands. i 

Mt. iMarsabit iforest iPA, ilike imany iother imulti-use iPas, iwill ibenefit ifrom ideveloping 

iprovocative ibut iplausible iscenarios ithat iemphasize iunpredictable ishifts iand iconsequences ifor 

iSES ifutures. iEach iof ithe ipresented iscenarios ipresent icritical iideas ithat icannot ibe iignored. iThe 

iwinning igovernance iscenario iis ione ithat ibuilds ion iall icritical istrengths iof ieach iof ithe isolutions. 

i iDuring ithe iongoing ipreparation iof icounty-based ipolicies iand ilegislative iframework, ithis istudy 

ishows ithat ithe iplanners, iscientist iand ipolicy imakers ishould iensure ithat ithey iincorporate ilocal 

iperspectives iand iestablished iglobal iscenario iliterature iperspectives. iThis ishould ibe ithrough 

iparticipatory iscenario iplanning ito irecognize ithe idrivers, iplausible ifutures iat imultiple iscales 

ibecause ithe iSES iis icomplex iand ideeper iunderstanding iwill ibe iholistic iand iensure isustainable 

iPA. iThese iresults ican ihelp iidentify igovernance imechanisms iand imanagement ioptions ithat 

irespond ito ifuture ichallenges iwhile iunderstanding ithe icomplexity iof iSES, iconsidering 

imultiscale idynamic, idifferent iperspectives, iand ipotential ifor ichange. i 
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Appendices 

Appendix iI iDemographics iof ithe irespondents i 

   Gender  

Demographic N Female Male Total i% 

Age iof 

irespondent 

18 i- i25 20 4.9% 2.6% 7.5% 

25 i- i35 72 14.7% 12.5% 27.2% 

35 i- i45 65 11.3% 13.2% 24.5% 

45 i- i55 52 7.9% 11.7% 19.6% 

Over i55 56 9.4% 11.7% 21.1% 

Age ianalysis 

 

Mean 

Median 

Std ideviation 

Minimum 

Maximum 

43.38 

42.0 

14.453 

20 iyrs 

97 iyrs 

   

Education ilevel No iFormal iEducation 153 31.7% 26.0% 57.7% 

Primary iEducation 69 12.1% 14.0% 26.1% 

Secondary iEducation 25 1.9% 7.5% 9.4% 

College ior iTertiary i 13 1.9% 3.0% 4.9% 

University i(degree/Masters/PhD) i i 5 0.8% 1.1% 1.9% 

Ethnicity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Year iof i 

Settling i 

In ithe i 

area 

Borana 85 13.6% 18.5% 32.1% 

Burji 49 5.7% 12.8% 18.5% 

Gabra 53 14.7% 5.3% 20.0% 

Kikuyu 1  0.4% 0.4% 

Rendille 45 8.3% 8.7% 17.0% 

Samburu 19 4.5% 2.6% 7.2% 

Turkana 13 1.5% 3.4% 4.9% 

 

Ethnicity Before i1964 20 1.9% 5.7% 7.5% 
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1965 i- i1974 28 5.3% 5.3% 10.6% 

1975 i- i1984 26 4.9% 4.9% 9.8% 

1985 i- i1994 76 11.3% 17.4% 28.7% 

1995 i- i2004 40 7.2% 7.9% 15.1% 

2005 i- i2014 69 16.6% 9.4% 26.0% 

After i2014 6 1.1% 1.1% 2.3% 

 

Appendix iII iHousehold iquestionnaire 

ppendices 

 i i ig i i i i/repaired i/repaired i/repaired i    

 

Date iof iInterview      |___|___|___|___| 

CONSENT iFORM 

Hello iSir/ iMadam, i 

My iname iis………………………. iI iam ian iinterviewer idoing iresearch ion ibehalf iof iCaroline iOuko, ia iPhD istudent iof ithe 

iUniversity iof iNairobi. iWe iare iconducting ia isurvey ion iresource iuse iof iMt iMarsabit iby icommunities. iYou’ve ibeen iselected 

irandomly iand iwe iwish, iwith iyour ipermission, ito iinterview iyou. i i 

Be iassured ithat iwe iwant ito ilearn ifrom iyour iexperience iand icollect iimportant iinformation ithat iwill ibe iused ito idetermine ihow 

ithe isustainable igovernance iof iMt. iMarsabit ican ibe iachieved. iIt iis ipossible ithat isome iof ithe iquestions iasked, iare iof ia 

isensitive inature, ibut iplease inote ithat iyour iname iwill inot ibe irecorded iin ithe iquestionnaire, iand iany idetails irelated ito iyour 

iprivacy iwill ibe ikept iconfidential. i 

Your iparticipation iin ithis isurvey iis ivery iimportant iand iwe irely ion iyou ito iprovide ius iwith iaccurate iinformation. i 

The iinterview iwill itake iapproximately i i i30_minutes, ibut iwith iyour icooperation iit ican ibe idone iquicker. i 

May iI ihave iyour ipermission ito iundertake ithis iinterview? i iYes i i  i i i i iNo i  

If iyou ido inot iwant ito iparticipate, ikindly iexplain iwhy……………………………………………………… 

 

  

IDENTIFICATION i 

 

Village/S/Loc./Location/Division/County .....................................................................................................................................................|___||___| 

HOUSEHOLD iNUMBER i...........................……………………………………………………………………….|___||___||___| 

GOVERNANCE  iDILEMMA iAND iSUSTAINABLE iPROVISION 

iOF iECOSYSTEM iSERVICES iIN iMT. iMARSABIT iFOREST 

iKENYA 
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Signature iof ithe iinterviewer ithat ia iverbal iconsent iwas iobtained: 

(Note ito iinterviewer:  i98 i=No ianswer iprovided,  i99 i= iDon’t iknow) 

N° QUESTIONS ANSWERS 

A. i iSOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC iCHARACTERISTICS iOF iRESPONDENTS 

1.  

 

Record isex iof ithe irespondent 

01 i= iMale 

02 i= iFemale i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i |___||___| 

2.  
What iis iyour iEthnic igroup?  

3.  
What iis iyour iReligion?  

4.  
What iis iyour imain ioccupation?  

5.  

How iold iare iyou? 

 

1 15-24 iyears 

2 25-34 iyears 

3 35-44 iyears 

4 45-54 iyears 

5 55-64 iyears 

6 65+ iyears 

888 No iResponse 

999 Don't iKnow 

6.  

Marital istatus i 1 Single 

2 Married 

3 Widowed 

4 Divorced 

888 No iResponse 

7.  
HH itype? ie.g. ifemale iheaded ior imale iheaded  

8.  

How imany ichildren ido iyou ihave? 

Boys 

Girls 

 

 

___________________________________ 

888 No iResponse 
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N° QUESTIONS ANSWERS 

9.  

What iis ithe ihighest iEducation iLevel iyou iattained? 1 No iFormal iEducation 

2 Lower iPrimary iEducation, iClass i1-3 

3 Upper iPrimary iEducation, iClass i4-8 i 

4 Secondary iEducation 

5 College ior iTertiary iEducation 

6 University idegree ior iMasters ior iDoctorate 

10.  
Which iyear idid iyou isettle iin ithis iarea?  

11.  
What iis ithe itotal iland iowned iby ithe ihousehold  

12.  
How iwas ithis iland iacquired?  

13.  

What iis ithe itype iof iland iownership i(Does ithis iland 

ihave ia ititle ideed)? 

 

14.  
Number iof ihousing iunits iin ithe icompound  

15.  
Type iof ifencing iif iany  

16.  
Materials iof iroof iconstruction i(main ihouse)  

17.  
Materials iof iwall iconstruction i(main ihouse)  

18.  
Materials iof ithe ifloor i(main ihouse)  

19.  

Which iare ithe i3 imain isources iof ilivelihood i/ iincome 

ifor ithe ihousehold? 

 

20.  

Which isource iof iincome ibrings iin imost imoney iin ithe 

ihousehold? 

 

21.  
Name i3 imain ihousehold iassets  

22.  
What iis ithe imain icooking ifuel  

23.  
Where ido iyou iacquire ithe ifuel?  

24.  
How ilong idoes iit itake?  

B. iGeneral iquestions 

1. Approximately, ihow ifar iis iyour ihome ifrom ithe iforest? 

1 Less ithan i1km 

2 1km ito i2km 

3 2km ito i5km 

4 5km ito i10km 

5 Greater ithan i10km 

777 Does inot iApply 
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999 Don't iKnow 

2. Approximately, ihow ilong i(in iminutes) iis iyour ihome ito ithe iforest iwhen iwalking? 

 ithan i15 i-30 iminutes’ iWalk i Between i30-1hours iwalk  iMore ithan i1 ihour’s iwalk. 

3. What iare ithe idifferent iland iuse iactivities ipracticed iby ithe ipeople iliving iaround ithe iforest i(Mt iMarsabit)? i i 

3b. iPlease irank iin iorder iof iimportance, iat ithe imoment iwhich ione iis ithe imost icommonly ipracticed iimportant ito iyou? 

 DO iNOT iREAD iOUT. iMULTIPLE iCODE. iPLEASE iPROBE iTO iCLARIFY iACCURATELY. 

  i(MULTIPLE iCODE) 2b. 

(SINGLE iCODE) 

Most iimportant 

 Mentioned Not imentioned  

Idle iland 1 2  

Leased 1 2  

Crop 1 2  

Livestock i 1 2  

Forest i 1 2  

Other ispecify    

 

4. And ispecifically ithinking iof ibenefits iof ithe iforest, iwhat ido iyou iget ifrom ithe iforest? 

4b. iPlease irank iwhich ione iis ithe imost iimportant ito iyou iin iorder iof itheir ivalue, iwhere i1 irepresents ivery ivaluable, iand ithe irest iof 

ithe ivalues iassigned idecreasing iranking iin iorder iof iimportance 

  i(MULTIPLE iCODE) 2. 

(SINGLE iCODE) 

Most iimportant 

 Mentioned Not imentioned  

Water iprovision 1 2  

Grass/ ifood ifor ianimal 1 2  

Firewood 1 2  

Ground ifor icultivation 1 2  

Clean iair i 1 2  

Timber ifor ibuilding 1 2  

Clean iair 1 2  

Aesthetic ibeauty 1 2  

Shelter ifrom ithe iwind 1 2  

Other ispecify----------    

Don’t iKnow    
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5. In iyour iopinion, ihow iwell ido iyou ithink ithe ipeople iliving iaround ithe iforest ihave itaken icare iof ithe iforest i(Mt. iMarsabit iPA)? 

 iwell i  iSomehow iwell i  iat iall i  iKnow 

6. Is ithe isupply ior icontinued iexistence iof ithe iresources i  i  i 

7.  iIf iNo, iwhat iare ithe ithreats ito ithe iresource? i(Rank) 

Past i Insecurity 

i() 

Change iin 

iclimate i() 

Disease i() Habitat ichange 

i() 

Degradation i() Human ipopulation ipressure 

i() 

Present i Insecurity 

i() 

Change iin 

iclimate i() 

Disease i() Habitat ichange 

i() 

Degradation i() Human ipopulation ipressure 

i() 

Future i Insecurity 

i() 

Change iin 

iclimate i() 

Disease i() Habitat ichange 

i() 

Degradation i() Human ipopulation ipressure 

i() 

 

8. Is iunsustainable iutilization ia ithreat? iYes i()  No i() 

9. Who iis iresponsible ifor iit? iLocal ipeople: iWithin i()  Outsiders i() i Both i() 

10. Does iculture iplay ia irole iin iutilization iof ithe iforest? i Yes i()  No i()  

10b. iIf iyes ihow? i_____________ 

11. What ihas ibeen ithe imain iimpact iof ithreats ito ithe iecosystem igoods iand iservice iprovision? 

 

INTERVIEWER iDO iNOT iREAD iOUT. iSINGLE iCODE iFOR iEACH iVALUE. 

SINGLE iCODE Very 

iserious 

Partly i Don’t iKnow Refused ito 

iAnswer 

Overstocking iand iovergrazing 01 02 88 99 

Overexploitation iof iforests 01 02 88 99 

Cultivation ion isteep islopes 01 02 88 99 

Loss iof isoil iand iproductivity 01 02 88 99 

Loss iof iinsects/plants/animals i(biodiversity) 01 02 88 99 

River ipollution 01 02 88 99 

Drying iup iof iriver isources 01 02 88 99 

Other i(specify) 08    

In ithe inext isection iI iwould ilike ito iask iyou iseveral iquestions ion ihow iyou ihave iobserved ithe iforest i(Mt. iMarsabit iPA). 

C. iEcosystem iservices ias iperceived iby icommunity imembers 

12.  iName ithe iobserved ichanges ito ithe ienvironment iand ithe iweather iaround ithe iforest i(Mt. iMarsabit iPA) isince iyou imoved ihere? 

 

13. I iam igoing ito iread iout ia ilist iof istatements ipeople ihave isaid iabout ithe iclimate iand iweather iaround ithis iplace, iplease iindicate 

ithe iextent ito iwhich iyou iagree ior idisagree iwith ieach istatement. i 

 

INTERVIEWER iREAD iOUT. iSINGLE iCODE iFOR iEACH iVALUE. 

Statements Strongly 

iAgree 

Agree Undecided 

i(Neutral) 

Disagree Strongly 

iDisagree 

There iis iless/more irainfall 1 2 3 4 5 

Temperatures ihave ibecome iwarmer 

iin ithe irecent ipast i 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Drought iis imore ifrequent 1 2 3 4 5 

Floods iare imore ifrequent 1 2 3 4 5 

There iis iincreasing idecline iin 

iStream iand iriver iflows i 

1 2 3 4 5 

Degradation iof iforests iand iother 

inatural iresources iis iincreasing i 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

14. How iimportant ito iyou iis iit ifor ithe ienvironment ito ibe i  iimportant i  i  iimportant i  

ilittle iimportance i  iimportant 

15. What iecosystem iservices iare iyou ifamiliar iwith? iTick iall ithat iyou iare ifamiliar iwith i  iof iclimate i  iflow iand 

ipurification i  iprotection i  icycling i  iprotection i(swamps, iforests, isavannah igrasslands 

i  iSequestration iand istorage i(Forests, igrassland, iswamps) i  ibeauty i(hills, iridges iand ihighlands iwith igrass 

icover, iforests) i  iservices ito iagriculture iOther i(Please ispecify) i…………………………… i 

16. Which iof ithe iabove ienvironmental iservices idoes iMarsabit iForest iproduce? iRegulation iof iclimate i  iflow iand ipurification 

i  iprotection i  icycling i  iand iprotection i(swamps, iforests, isavannah igrasslands i  

iSequestration iand istorage i(Forests, igrassland, iswamps) i  ibeauty i(hills, iridges iand ihighlands iwith igrass icover, 

iforests) i  iservices ito iagriculture i  i(Please ispecify)…………………… 

17. Who ido iyou  ithink iare ithe icurrent ibeneficiaries iof ienvironmental iservices iproduced ihere? i  icommunity i  

iand idevelopment i  isector i  i  i(Please ispecify) i…………………………… i 

18. Do iyou ithink ithe ienvironmental iservices iin iforest i(Mt. iMarsabit iPA) ican ibe ienhanced? iIf iyes iby; i  iproduction 

iservices ipractices ie.g. iagro iforestry i  iland iuse ie.g. ireforestation, iafforestation i  ichanging iland iuse ie.g. ireducing 

ideforestation i  i(Please ispecify) i…………………………… i 

19. Do iyou ihave iany iknowledge iabout iMarsabit iforest iecosystem? i  i  i 

20. Do iyou ibelieve ithis iis ian iarea iof ispecial iinterest i  i  

21. If iyes iwhich iis ithe imost iimportant iissue iof iconserving ithe iarea? i 

 i  idevelopment i  iand ianimals i  i  iheritage iand iculture i  ivalue; iOther 

i(Please ispecify) i…………………………… i 

22. Are iyou iengaged iin iconservation iactivities? i  i  i  i 

23. If iyes, iwhat iactivities? i  iplanting i  iconservation i  iof ia iconservation iorganization i  i(Please 

ispecify) i…………………………… i 

D. iGovernance iaspects 

SECTION iIV: iInstitutions iand iGovernance iaspects Choices 

q24a. iHow ioften ido iyou iattend imeetings iabout iforest iuse, imanagement, idisputes ior iresolution 

iof idisputes? i 

1. iAlways ior inearly ievery itime ione 

iwas iheld 

2. iOften 

3. iA ifew itimes 

4. iOnce ior itwice 

5. iNever 

999. iDon’t iKnow 

888. iNo iResponse 
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q24b. iWhy ido iyou inot iattend ithese imeetings? 

 

1. iNot iinterested 

2. iFeel ithey iare inot iuseful 

3. iWas ino iinformed/did inot iknow 

iabout ithe imeeting 

4. iNo imeetings iwere iheld ion ithese 

iissues 

5. iBusy iworking/traveling 

6. iWas inot iinvited ito ithe 

imeeting/people ilike ime ido inot 

iattend ithese imeetings 

7. iMy iviews iare iusually iignored 

8. iOther i(Specify) 

777. iDoes inot iapply 

Q24c. iAre iyou icurrently ipart iof iany ilocal iforestry-related iorganization? i 1 iYes 

0 iNo 

Q24d. iHow imany icommunity iorganizations iare iyou icurrently ipart iof?  

Q24e. iDo iyou ihold iany imanagement iposition iin ithe igroups iyou iare iin? 1 iYes 

0 iNo 

Q24f. iWhat iposition iare iyou iin?  

Q24g. iOn iaverage, ihow ifrequent ido iyou ihold iyour igroups imeetings? 1. iMonthly 

2. iOnce iafter ievery i1-3 imonths 

3. iOnce ievery i4-6 imonths 

4. iRarely i(Almost ionce ia iyear) 

5. iNever 

777. iDoes inot iapply 

Q24h. iWhat iis ithe imain ipurpose iof ithese igroups? 1. iTree iPlanting 

2. iForest imanagement 

3. iIncome igeneration 

4. iEnergy imanagement 

5. iOther i(Specify) 

777. iDoes inot iapply 

I iam igoing ito iask iyou iquestions iregarding iyour iparticipation iin iforest imanagement iin ithe icommunal iarea iand/or iMt iMarsabit iforest 

iduring ithe ipast iyear: 

Q25a. iHave iyou iparticipated iin iforest imanagement iactivities? i 1 iYes 

0 iNo 
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Q25b. iHave iyou iparticipated iin imaking irules iabout iforest iproduct iharvesting, iuse iand 

imanagement? 

1 iYes 

0 iNo 

Q25c. i iHave iyou iparticipated iin isanctioning irule ibreakers i(e.g. ienforcing ifines iand ipenalties)? 1 iYes 

0 iNo 

Q25d. iHave iyou iparticipated iin imonitoring iforest icondition i(such ias ipatrolling) iand 

imonitoring icompliance ito iforest iuse iand imanagement irules? 

1 iYes 

0 iNo 

Q25e. iHave iyou iparticipated iin iarbitrating idisputes? 1 iYes 

0 iNo 

 

25.  iI iwant iyou ito ithink iabout iforest iprotection iservices isuch ias; idiscouraging iillegal ilogging, ipoor iagriculture ipractices 

isuch ias iploughing idown islope, iplanting imore itrees. iWho ido iyou ithink iis iresponsible ifor ithese ikinds iof iservices? 

i_____________ 

26.  iAre iyou iaware iof iany iactivities iby ithe icounty ior inational igovernment ito iprotect ithe i  i i 

26b. i iIf iYes iname ithe imost iimportant iactivity i________________ 

27.  iHow isuccessful ihave ithese iactivities ibeen iplease iexplain?  i  iDon’t iKnow 

28. What ican ibe idone ito iimprove ithese iservices? 

 

 

 

 

 

29. Who ishould iimprove ithese iservices  iThe iCounty i  iThe igovernment i  iKnow 

30.  iWho ishould iimprove ithese iservices  iThe iCounty i  iThe igovernment i  iKnow 

31.  iI iwill iask iyou ia ifew iquestions iabout ithe iauthorities itaking icare iof ithe iforest iand iif inot iaware, iplease isay iso. 

 

 

32. Do iyou ithink iyou ihave iany irole ito iplay iin iasking iauthorities ifor ibetter iprotection iof ithe iforest? i  i  i  iDon’t 

iKnow 

33. Do iyou ithink iyou ihave iany irole ito iplay iin iasking iauthorities ifor ibetter iprotection iof ithe iforest? i  i  i  iDon’t 

iKnow 

34.  iWhat irole icould ithis ibe? i 

35. Have iyou iever iapproached ianyone iin iauthority ito ireport ior irequest ifor iaction iagainst ianyone iinterfering iwith ithe 

i  i  iDon’t iKnow 

36.  iIf iyes, iwho idid iyou iapproach iand iwhat iwas ithe i  i  iMy i  iThe i  i  

iOther ispecify i______________ 

 

Now, iI iwould ilike ito idiscuss iwith iyou iabout ioccurrence iof iconflicts, ichallenges iand iapproaches ito iconflict iresolution iin iyour ivillage. 

iPlease irefer ito iyour iown iexperiences iin iresponding ito ithese iquestions. i 

Q37 ia. iHave iyou iever ibeen iinvolved iin ia iland/forest irelated iconflict iduring ithis ipast iyear? 1 iYes 

0 iNo 
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Q37b. iWho iwas ithe iconflict iwith? 1. iCommunity imember 

2. iSomeone ioutside ithe icommunity 

3. iGovernment iauthority 

4. iFamily imembers 

5. iOther i(Specify) 

888. iNo iResponse 

777. iDoes inot iapply 

Q37c. iWhat iwas ithe iconflict iabout? i 1. iBoundary iconflict 

2. iDisputes ibetween iindividuals iwithin 

ihouseholds iover iland 

 READ iOUT iSTATEMENTS, iSHOW iTHE iSCALE iSO iRESPONDENT iIS iCLEAR iON iOPTIONS, iSINGLE 

iCODE iONLY. i 

 STATEMENTS Strongly 

iagree 

Agree i Neither 

iagree ior 

idisagree 

Disagree Strongly 

idisagree 

Don’t 

iknow 

Refused 

a.  The icommunity 

irespects ithe iauthority 

iin icharge iof ithe iforest 

i 

5 4 3 2 1 88 99 

b.  The iauthority iworks 

iwithin ithe ilaw 
5 4 3 2 1 88 99 

c.  The iauthority iis 

itransparent iin iits 

idecision imaking 

5 4 3 2 1 88 99 

d.  The iauthority iinvites 

icommunity 

iparticipation i 

5 4 3 2 1 88 99 

e.  The iauthority iresponds 

ito icommunity 

iconcerns 

5 4 3 2 1 88 99 

f.  The iauthorities iwork 

iin iharmony iwith iother 

iplayers iNGOs, 

iinvestors, icounty iand 

iregional iauthorities, 

icommunities 

5 4 3 2 1 88 99 

g.  When ithere iare 

idisputes, ithe iauthority 

ifinds iadopts ian 

iinclusive iapproach ithe 

iconflict 

5 4 3 2 1 88 99 

h.  There iis igood 

icommunication 

ibetween ithe iAuthority 

iand ithe icommunity 

5 4 3 2 1 88 99 
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3. iInheritance 

4. iDisputes ibetween iindividual iand 

ivillage iover iland 

5. iDisputed itenure iwith iindividuals 

ifrom ioutside ithe ivillage 

6. iDispute iover iforest iproducts 

7. iOthers i(Specify) 

888. iNo iResponse 

777. iDoes inot iapply 

Q37d. iWas ithe iconflict iresolved? i 1 iYes 

0 iNo 

Q37e. iIf iyes, iwho iresolved iit? i 1. iNGO 

2. iGovernment i 

3. iCourt/ ilitigation iproceeding 

4. iElected ivillage ileaders 

5. iOther ivillage ileaders i(elder, 

iheadman/woman) 

6. iOther i(conflict iresolution icommittee, 

icooperative ifarmer igroup) 

666. iDon’t iremember 

999. iDon’t iknow 

888. iNo iResponse 

777. iDoes inot iapply 

Q37f. iHow isatisfied iwere iyou iwith ithe ioutcome? 1. iVery isatisfied 

2. iSatisfied 

3. iNeutral 

4. iDissatisfied 

5. iVery idissatisfied 

777. iDoes inot iapply 

Q37g. iHow ifrequently ido ipeople iwithin ithe icommunity ireport iconflicts? i 1. iEvery iyear 

2. iEvery iother iyear 

3. iOnly ionce ibefore ithis 

888. iPrefer inot ito irespond 

999. iDon’t iknow/remember 

777. iDoes inot iapply 
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38. iIn iwhat iways iwould iyou ilike ito ibe iinvolved iin ithe imanagement iof ithe iforest i(Mt. iMarsabit iPA)? 

39. What ikinds iof idisputes iarise ias ia iresult iof ithe iauthorities itrying ito imake ithe icommunity ifollow irules iand iregulation iin irelation 

ito ithe iforest imanagement? 

40. How iare ithese iconflicts iresolved? 

41. What ido iyou isee ias ithe imain ichallenges ito ithe iforest iauthorities iimplementing irules iand iregulations ifor ithe iprotection iof ithe 

iforest? 

 

 

Thank iyou ifor itaking ipart iin ithe iInterview 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix iIII iKey iinformant iguide 

  

 

Date iof iInterview      |___|___|___|___| 

CONSENT iFORM 

Hello iSir/ iMadam, i 

My iname iis………………………. iI iam ian iinterviewer idoing iresearch ion ibehalf iof iCaroline iOuko, ia iPhD istudent iof ithe 

iUniversity iof iNairobi. iWe iare iconducting ia isurvey ito iunderstand ihow ibest ipeople ilike iyou iand iother istakeholders ican imake 

IDENTIFICATION i 

 

Interviewer i .......................................................................................................................................................................................................|___||___| 

Institution iof iInterviewee i...........................……………………………………………………………………….|___||___||___| 

GOVERNANCE iDILEMMA iAND iSUSTAINABLE iPROVISION iOF 

iECOSYSTEM iSERVICES iIN iMT. iMARSABIT iFOREST iKENYA 
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ithings imuch ibetter ion iMt iMarsabit iforest’. iYou’ve ibeen iselected irandomly iand iwe iwish, iwith iyour ipermission, ito iinterview 

iyou. i i 

Be iassured ithat iwe iwant ito ilearn ifrom iyour iexperience iand icollect iimportant iinformation ithat iwill ibe iused ito idetermine ihow 

ithe isustainable igovernance iof iMt. iMarsabit ican ibe iachieved. iIt iis ipossible ithat isome iof ithe iquestions iasked, iare iof ia 

isensitive inature, ibut iplease inote ithat iyour iname iwill inot ibe irecorded iin ithe iquestionnaire, iand iany idetails irelated ito iyour 

iprivacy iwill ibe ikept iconfidential. i 

Your iparticipation iin ithis isurvey iis ivery iimportant iand iwe irely ion iyou ito iprovide ius iwith iaccurate iinformation. i 

The iinterview iwill itake iapproximately i i i30_minutes, ibut iwith iyour icooperation iit ican ibe idone iquicker. i 

May iI ihave iyour ipermission ito iundertake ithis iinterview? i iYes i i  i i i i iNo i  

If iyou ido inot iwant ito iparticipate, ikindly iexplain iwhy……………………………………………………… 

 

N° QUESTIONS ANSWERS 

A. i iSOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC iCHARACTERISTICS iOF iRESPONDENTS 

37.  

 

Record isex iof ithe irespondent 

01 i= iMale 

02 i= iFemale i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i |___||___| 

38.  

How iold iare iyou? 

 

1 15-24 iyears 

2 25-34 iyears 

3 35-44 iyears 

4 45-54 iyears 

5 55-64 iyears 

6 65+ iyears 

888 No iResponse 

999 Don't iKnow 

39.  

Marital istatus i 1 Single 

2 Married 

3 Widowed 

4 Divorced 

888 No iResponse 
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N° QUESTIONS ANSWERS 

40.  

What iis ithe ihighest iEducation iLevel iyou iattained? 1 No iFormal iEducation 

2 Lower iPrimary iEducation, iClass i1-3 

3 Upper iPrimary iEducation, iClass i4-8 i 

4 Secondary iEducation 

5 College ior iTertiary iEducation 

7 University idegree ior iMasters ior iDoctorate 

41.  
How ilong ihave iyou iworked iwith ithe iinstitution?  

42.  
Designation iat iwork  

43.  
Job ititle/group i i i  

44.  
Residence i 

01 i= iPermanent 

02 i= iTemporary i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i |___||___| 

B. iGeneral iquestions 

1. How iare iyou iinvolved iwith iconservation iissues iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem? i i………………………………… i 

2. Describe ithe iobjectives iof iconservation iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem? i………………………………… i 

3. Are iyou iengaged iin iconservation iactivities? i  i  i  i3b. iIf iyes iwhat iactivities? i(Please ispecify ithe imain 

i2)…………………………… i 

4. How ican iyou ibest idescribe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem? i[Private, icommunity imanaged, igovernment iowned ior 

icollaboratively imanaged] iExpound/explain iyour ianswer… i 

5. How iimportant iis ienvironmental iconservation ito iyou i  iimportant i  i  iimportant i  

ilittle iimportant i  iimportant i 

6. Please iindicate ithe iextent iof iyour iagreement ior idisagreement iwith ieach iof ithe ifollowing istatements i 

 

Statements Strongly 

iAgree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

iDisagree 

Global iwarming iis ian iEnvironmental iproblem i 1 2 3 4 5 

There iis iincreasing idecline iin iStream iand iriver 

iflows i 

1 2 3 4 5 

Temperatures ihave ibecome iwarmer iin ithe 

irecent ipast i 

1 2 3 4 5 

Degradation iof iforests iand iother inatural 

iresources iis iincreasing i 

1 2 3 4 5 

There iare ifrequent ifloods iincidences i 1 2 3 4 5 

 

7. What iare ithe i3 imain iuses iof ithe iMt. iMarsabit iforest iservices iyou iare ifamiliar iwith? 

8. Which ienvironmental iservices idoes iMarsabit iForest iproduce? iRegulation iof iclimate i  iflow iand ipurification 

i  iprotection i  icycling i  iand iprotection i(swamps, iforests, isavannah igrasslands 

i  iSequestration iand istorage i(Forests, igrassland, iswamps) i  ibeauty i(hills, iridges iand ihighlands 

iwith igrass icover, iforests) i  iservices ito iagriculture i  i(Please ispecify)…………………………… i 
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9. Who ido iyou ithink iare ithe icurrent ibeneficiaries iof ienvironmental iservices iproduced iat iMt. iMarsabit? i  

icommunity i  iand idevelopment iNGOs i  i  isector i  i  i(Please 

ispecify)…………………………… i 

10. Do iyou ithink ithe ienvironmental iservices ican ibe ienhanced? iIf iyes iby i Changing iproduction iservices ipractices ie.g. 

iagro iforestry i  iland iuse ie.g. ireforestation, iafforestation i  ichanging iland iuse ie.g. ireducing 

ideforestation i  i(Please ispecify) i…………………………… i 

11. Do iyou ibelieve ithat iMt. iMarsabit iforest iis ian iarea iof ispecial iinterest i  i  

12.  iIf iyes iwhich iis ithe imost iimportant iissue iof iconserving ithe iecosystem? i  i  idevelopment 

i  iand ianimals i  i  iheritage iand iculture i  ivalue iOther i(Please 

ispecify)…………………………… i 

13.  iIs ithe isupply ior icontinued iexistence iof ithe iresources isecure? i  i  i 

14.  iIf iNo, iWhat iare ithe ithreats ito ithe iresource? i(Rank) 

Past i Insecurity i() Change iin 

iclimate i() 

Disease i() Habitat ichange 

i() 

Degradation i() Human ipopulation ipressure 

i() 

Present i Insecurity i() Change iin 

iclimate i() 

Disease i() Habitat ichange 

i() 

Degradation i() Human ipopulation ipressure 

i() 

Future i Insecurity i() Change iin 

iclimate i() 

Disease i() Habitat ichange 

i() 

Degradation i() Human ipopulation ipressure 

i() 

 

15.  iIs iunsustainable iutilization ia ithreat? iYes i()  No i() 

16. Who iis iresponsible ifor iit? iLocal ipeople: iWithin i()  Outsiders i() i Both i() 

17. What ihave ibeen ithe iimpacts iof ithese ithreats ito ithe iecosystem igoods iand iservice iprovision? i 

 

C. iGovernance iaspects 

I iwould ilike ito iask iyou ia inumber iof iquestions irelated ito ithe iapproach ito imanagement iof ithe iMt. iMarsabit iprotected iarea i(PA). i 

18. As iI iread ieach iquestion, iplease iindicate iif iyou istrongly iagree, isomewhat iagree, isomewhat idisagree, istrongly 

idisagree ior inot isure. 

1. Strongly iDisagree 

2. Somewhat iDisagree 

3. Not iSure 

4. Somewhat iAgree 

5. Strongly iAgree 

 

A. iThe iPA igoverning ibodies ihas ilegal iauthority 

B. iThe iPA igoverning ibodies iacts iin iaccordance iwith iits ilegal iauthority 

C. iThe iPA igoverning ibodies iacts iwith iintegrity iand icommitment 

D. iStakeholders ifreely iaccept ithe igoverning ibody’s iauthority 

E. iThe iPA igoverning ibodies ihas ia ilong-standing icultural iattachment ito ithe iarea 

 

19.  iDescribe ipowers iand iresponsibilities iof ivarious iactors iin ithe iecosystem. i[Prod ifor iplanning, idecision-making, 

ispending, irevenue igeneration iand ipower ito ienter iinto icontracts] 
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20. How ido iyou ilink/interact iwith iother ipeople iin ithe iPA iand iother iorganisations iin ithe iecosystem? i[Prod ifor iwho iare 

ithe iactors, iand ihow iare ithey iinvolved] 

21.  iHow ido iPA imanagement iin ithe iecosystem iensure iaccess iand iparticipation iby istakeholders iin ithe iPA imanagement 

iprocesses iand iactions? i[Prod ifor: ipublic iparticipation iprocess, iwho iare ithe iactors, ihow iare ithey iselected, 

iparticipatory imechanisms iused ito iseek iviews ifrom iother iactors, ieffectiveness iof iparticipatory imechanisms, iand 

iaddressing icomplaints] 

22. What imechanisms iare iused iby iPA imanagers ito ireach idecisions iwhen iother iorganizations/actors iare/should ibe 

iinvolved 

23. How iwould iyou idescribe ithe irelationship ibetween ithe iPA iand iother iactors iin ithe iecosystem? i[Prod ifor irelationship 

iwith icounty, iecosystem-based iforums ietc.] 

24. In iwhat iways iwould iyou ilike ito ibe iinvolved iin iconservation iof ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem? 

25. How iwould iyou idescribe imanagement itransparency ifor ithe iPA iecosystem? i[Prod ifor iopenness iof igovernance iand 

idecision imaking ito iscrutiny] 

26. How itransparent iis idecision-making ifor ithe iPA iecosystem? 

27.  iThe inext ifew istatements irefer ito iPA imanagement i“transparency” iin ithe iecosystem. iPlease iindicate ithe iextent ito 

iwhich iyou iagree ior idisagree iwith ithe ifollowing. 

1. Strongly iDisagree 

2. Somewhat iDisagree 

3. Not iSure 

4. Somewhat iAgree 

5. Strongly iAgree 

A. iGovernance iand idecision-making iis iopen ito iscrutiny iby istakeholders 

B. iThe ireasoning ibehind idecisions iis ievident 

C. iAchievements iand ifailures iare ievident 

D. iInformation iis ipresented ito istakeholders iin iways ithey ican iunderstand 

28. iHow iwould iyou idescribe ipublic iparticipation iin ithe imanagement iof ithe iPA? 

[Prod ifor: ipublic iparticipation iprocess, ifairness, iseriousness iand iadequacy iof ithe iparticipation iprocess] 

 

 

28. How iwould iyou idescribe ipublic iparticipation iin ithe imanagement iof ithe iPA? i[Prod ifor: ipublic iparticipation 

iprocess, ifairness, iseriousness iand iadequacy iof ithe iparticipation iprocess] 

29. How iwould iyou idescribe ieffectiveness ifor ithe iPA iecosystem? iRate iit iin ia iscale iof i1-5; iwhere i1=not ieffective, 

i2=slightly ieffective,3=neutral, i4=effective, iand i5= ivery ieffective 

30.  iDescribe iresponsiveness ifor ithe iPA iecosystem ito icomplaints iand ipublic icriticism ifrom iother iactors. iRate 

iresponsiveness iin ia iscale iof i1-5; iwhere i1=not iresponsive, i2=slightly iresponsive, i3=neutral, i4= iresponsive, iand i5= 

ivery iresponsive 

31. How iwould iyou idescribe imanagement iaccountability iof ithe iPA iecosystem ito iother iactors? i[Prod ifor idownward 

i(constituency) iVs. iUpward iaccountability] 

32.  iThe inext ifew istatements irefer ito iPA imanagement i“accountability” iin ithe iecosystem. iPlease iindicate ithe iextent ito 

iwhich iyou iagree ior idisagree iwith ithe ifollowing. 

1. Strongly iDisagree 

2. Somewhat iDisagree 

3. Not iSure 

4. Somewhat iAgree 
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5. Strongly iAgree 

A. iThe igoverning ibodies iand istaff ihave iclearly idefined iroles i& iresponsibilities 

B. iThe igoverning ibodies ihas idemonstrated iacceptance iof iits iresponsibilities 

C. iThe igoverning ibodies iis ianswerable ito iits iconstituents i(stakeholders) 

D. iThe igoverning ibodies iis isubject ito i“upward iaccountability” i(e.g. igovernment) 

E. iPowers iare iexercised iappropriately 

33. i iHow iinclusive iare iPA imanagement iin ithis iecosystem? 

34. iThe inext ifew istatements irefer ito i“inclusiveness”. iPlease iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich iyou iagree ior idisagree iwith ithe ifollowing. 

1. Strongly iDisagree 

2. Somewhat iDisagree 

3. Not iSure 

4. Somewhat iAgree 

5. Strongly iAgree 

A. iAll istakeholders ihave iappropriate iopportunities ito iparticipate iin idecisions 

B. iThe igoverning ibody iactively iseeks ito iengage imarginalized istakeholders 

35. iEquity iis ijust itreatment, irequiring ithat isimilar icases iare itreated iin isimilar iways. iHow iwould iyou idescribe ibenefit iand icosts isharing 

ibetween ithe iPA iand iother iactors iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem? i[Prod ifor imechanisms ifor icosts idistribution] 

36. iThe inext ifew istatements irefer ito i“fairness” iof iPA imanagement iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem. iPlease iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich 

iyou iagree ior idisagree iwith ithe ifollowing. 

1. Strongly iDisagree 

2. Somewhat iDisagree 

3. Not iSure 

4. Somewhat iAgree 

5. Strongly iAgree 

A. iStakeholders iand ipark istaff iare iheard iand itreated iwith irespect 

B. iThere iis irespect ifor ileaders iwho igovern ithe iPA 

C. iDecisions iare imade iconsistently iand iwithout ibias 

D. iHuman irights iand ilocal ivalues iare irespected 

E. iIntrinsic ivalue iof inature iis irespected 

F. iBenefits iand icosts iof idecisions iare ishared ifairly 

37. iHow ido iyou idescribe igovernance istrategic ivision ifor ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem? i[Prod ifor ikinds iof ipartnerships iand icollaborative 

irelations ientered ibetween ithe iPA iand iother iactors, iand ieffectiveness iof imechanisms ifor iconflict iresolution] 

D. iEcosystem ipartnership i 

Next, iI iwould ilike iyou ito iconsider ithe ivarious iother iagencies ithat iare iinvolved iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem, iand ihow iyou iinteract 

iwith ieach i(e.g. ifor iconflict iresolution, idecision imaking, iactivities iand iinitiatives, iresource isharing, ietc.). 
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38. i iWho iat ieach iinstitution iis iyour imain icontact i(you imay iprovide imore ithan ione) 

39. iWhich imode iof icommunication ido iyou imostly iuse? i(face ito iface; iemail; iformal/ iinformal ipresentations; itelephone; istakeholder 

iworkshops; iconferences; iother__________________________) 

40. iWhat iresources iare iexchanged i(type iof iknowledge ior iinformation ior iother itype iof iresources ie.g.…..) 

41. iHow iimportant iis ithis irelationship ito iyou 

1 i= inot iimportant iat iall, 

2=low iimportance 

3=medium iimportance 

4=high iimportance 

5=very ihigh iimportance 

Institution Rank iimportance Institution Rank iimportance 

WRMA  NGOs  

NEMA  CBOs/FBOs  

KWS  Village ielders  

KFS  Investors i(Specify)  

County iGovt  Others i(Specify)  

 

42. iWhich iof ithe iabove ilinkages ihas imost ibenefited ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem? iPlease idescribe ihow? 

 

43. iWhich iof ithe iabove ilinkages ihas ileast ibenefitted ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem. iPlease idescribe iwhy? 

44. iWhat iare isome iof ithe iobstacles ito imore ieffective ilinkages? 

 

45. iWhat iideas ido iyou ihave iabout ihow iknowledge isharing/linkages icould ibe iimproved? 

 

E. i iTo iestablish ithe iperceived ioutcomes iof iPA igovernance imodels iincluding iconservation iand idevelopment iprocesses. 

46. iHow iwould iyou idescribe iecosystem imanagement iand iconnectivity iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem? 

[Prod ifor iconnectedness iand icoordination iof iPA imanagement iwith ithose iof iother iactors iin ithe iecosystem] 

47. iWhat ido iyou isee iare ithe ioutcomes iof igovernance iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem 

48. iDo iyou isee iany ioutcomes irelated ito icommunity idevelopment/benefits? 
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49. iThe inext ifew istatements irefer ito i“connectivity” iof ithe iPA iecosystem. iPlease iindicate 

the iextent ito iwhich iyou iagree ior idisagree iwith ithe ifollowing. 

1. Strongly iDisagree 

2. Somewhat iDisagree 

3. Not iSure 

4. Somewhat iAgree 

5. Strongly iAgree 

A. iThe iPA igoverning ibodies iare ieffectively iconnected iwith iother inearby iactors 

B. iThe iPA igoverning ibodies idirection iand iactions iare iconsistent i 

50. iCan iyou idescribe isome iof ithe iimportant iachievements ifor ithe iMt iMarsabit iPA iecosystem? i[Prod ifor: imain iachievements, imain 

ichallenges, icritical idecisions iand iopportunities, isupport iby iother iactors, iweaknesses iand ilimitations] 

51. iTo iwhat iextent ido iyou ifeel ithese iachievements iare ia iresult iof ithe iapproach ito igovernance iin ithis iPA? 

Please iexplain. 

 

52. iWhat iare isome iof ithe igovernance ichallenges iencountered iin imanaging iMt. iMarsabit iPA iecosystem? 

53. iIs ilegislation iadequate ito imanage iand iprotect ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem? i(referring ito icontent iincluding ihow icurrent iit iis?) 

 

54. iThinking inow iabout ithe ientire iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem i(provide irespondent iwith ia imap), iincluding, iother iland imanagement iagencies, 

iplease iprovide iyour iopinion iabout ieach iof ithe ifollowing, iby iindicating ione iof ithe ifollowing iopinions: ivery ibad, isomewhat ibad, inot isure, 

isomewhat igood, ior ivery igood. 

1. Very iBad 

2. Somewhat iBad 

3. Not iSure 

4. Somewhat iGood 

5. Very iGood 

A. iRepresentation iof ithe idiverse iwildlife iin ithe iPA 

B. iRepresentation iof idiverse iplant ilife iin iPA 

C. iRepresentation iof idiverse iwater ibodies iin iPA 

D. iRepresentation iof idiverse igeological ifeatures iin iPA 

E. iRepresentation iof idiverse ihuman icultures iand ihistory iin iPA 

F. iTotal iamount iof iland iprotected iin iPA i 

G. iConfiguration iof ithe iPA, ithere iis ia igood idiversity 

H. iConnectivity ibetween iPA 

I. iCollaboration ibetween iPA iagencies i 
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J. iLevel iof ifunding ifor iPA iagencies i 

K. iNumber iof istaff iworking iin iPA 

L. iLevel iof itraining iof istaff iworking iin iPA i(conflict iresolution, iclimate ichange ietc) 

 

55. iThe inext ifew istatements irefer ito i“resilience” iof imanagement iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iecosystem. iPlease iindicate ithe iextent ito iwhich iyou 

iagree ior idisagree iwith ithe ifollowing. 

1. Strongly iDisagree 

2. Somewhat iDisagree 

3. Not iSure 

4. Somewhat iAgree 

5. Strongly iAgree 

A. iThe igoverning ibodies ilikes ito iuse ilessons ilearned ifrom iexperience. 

B. iThe igoverning ibodies ilikes ito iuse inew iknowledge iacquired 

C. iThe igoverning ibodies ihas isome iflexibility ito irespond ito ichanging iconditions i(management iplan iis iadaptive iand ican ibe iamended) 

D. iThe igoverning ibodies ihas iprocedures ifor iassessing iand imanaging ifor irisk 

E. iThe igoverning ibodies ihas ilong iterm isecurity ifor imanaging ithe iPA iecosystem 

56. iIs ithere iadequate istaff icapacity iin ithe iPA imanagement iagencies iin ithe iecosystem? 

57. iHow iadequate iis ifunding ifor ithe iprotected iarea isystem? 

58. iHow ireliable iand isustainable iis ithis ifunding? 

59. iDo iyou ihave iany iother icomments iyou iwould ilike ito imake? 

 

Thank iyou. iThis iconcludes iour iinterview. 
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Appendix iIV iFocus igroup idiscussion iguide 

Focused igroup iquestions ifor icommunity/KFS/KWS iactors 

 
CONSENT iFORM 

Dear iParticipants, i 

My iname iis………………………. iI iam idoing iresearch ion ibehalf iof iCaroline iOuko, ia iPhD istudent iof ithe iUniversity iof 

iNairobi. iWe iare iconducting ia isurvey ito iunderstand ihow ibest istakeholders ican imake ithings imuch ibetter ion iMt iMarsabit 

iforest’. iParticipation ito ithis idiscussion iis ientirely ivoluntary. iBe iassured ithat iwe iwant ito ilearn ifrom iyour iexperience iand 

icollect iimportant iinformation ithat iwill ibe iused ito idetermine ihow ithe isustainable igovernance iof iMt. iMarsabit ican ibe 

iachieved. 

Your iparticipation iin ithis isurvey iis ivery iimportant iand iwe irely ion iyou ito iprovide ius iwith iaccurate iinformation. i 

The iinterview iwill itake iapproximately i i i30_minutes, ibut iwith iyour icooperation iit ican ibe idone iquicker. i 

May iI ihave iyour ipermission ito iundertake ithis iinterview? i iYes i i  i i i i iNo i  

If iyou ido inot iwant ito iparticipate, ikindly iexplain iwhy……………………………………………………… 

community/KFS/KWS: i________________________________________ 

Total inumber iof irespondents: iWomen___ iMen i____ 

 

1. iWhat iare ithe iobjectives iof iconservation iin ithe iMt. iMarsabit iforest? 

2. iWhat ido iyou isay iabout iits ilegitimacy iand imanagement? 

3. iWho ihas ithe imost ipower iover iall iin ithe iforest? iWhat iare ithe iroles iand ipowers iowned iby ithe 

icommunity/KFS/KWS? 
4. iWhat iis ithe irelationship ibetween ithe icommunity/KFS/KWS iand ithe imost ipowerful? 

5. iHow iare iyou ias icommunity/KFS/KWS iinvolved iin idecision imaking iand imanagement? 

6. iHow iwould iyou ilike ito ibe iinvolved iin ithe iconservation? 

7. iHow ido iyou isee itransparency, ieffectiveness, iresponsiveness iin imanagement? 

8. iHow ido iyou isee ifairness iand iequity iwith iregard ito idistribution iof icosts iand ibenefits? 

9. iWhat iactors ido iyou icommunicate iwith iin ithe iforest iecosystem? iWhat iis ithe iimportance iof 

that icommunication? 

10. iWhich iactor ido iyou isee ias ithe imost iimportant iin icommunication iwith icommunity/KFS/KWS iamongst ithe 

conservation iactors? 

11. iWhich iactor ido iyou isee ias ithe ileast iimportant iin icommunication iwith icommunity/KFS/KWS iamongst ithe 

conservation iactors? 

12. iWhat iare ithe ibarriers ito ieffective icommunication? 
13. iWhat ishould ibe idone ito iimprove icommunication? 

14. iWhat iare ithe iachievements iattained iin ithe iforest? 

15. iHow imuch ido iyou isee ithe iachievements iare ilinked ito ithe igovernance? 

16. iAre ithere iany isocial iachievements? 

17. iWhat iare igovernance ichallenges? 

18. iAre ithe ipresent ilegislations isufficient ito iconserve ithe iforest? 

19. iWhat ido iyou isay iabout isufficiency iin isize iof ithe iareas iconserved iin ithe iforest iecosystem ienough? 

20. iAny iother icomments iwith iregard ito ithis iresearch? 

 

Thanks 
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Appendix iV iResearch iPermit 
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