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Kenya reported
 on the review of Institutions Working on Biodiversity in Kenya:

In an effort to mainstream the ABS within government activities the NES prepared the NEAP in 1994, followed by the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP) in 2000. At the same time several related activities started and the driving force was aimed at helping to meet the 2010 targets of the CBD. Although at present the national environment management matters cuts across various agencies, NEMA is the one charged with coordination and establishment of appropriate legal and institutional framework for management and conservation of biological diversity. Over the years the Kenya government has evolved various strategies in dealing with its environment and biological diversity. The country has a rich background in its attempt to implement the CBD by 2010, meet MDGs and set the stage for meeting its 2030 vision. Up to date the country has several ministries with the portfolio of environmental conservation. The Ministries of Environment and Mineral Resources, Forestry, Lands, Finance, Special programs in the Office of the President, Fisheries and Agriculture have direct links with biodiversity conservation but in a rather uncoordinated manner. There are few linkages and even awareness on what each ministry should be doing and how synergy can be achieved. Further Kenya has also numerous research institutions, institutions of higher learning, parastatals and programs that handle different or even the same aspects of environment and even biodiversity related issues. Listed below are some of the national institutions where issues of the Kenya’s biodiversity may be found and their roles examined:

i) National Environment Management Authority (NEMA).

ii) Kenya Forestry Research Institute (KEFRI)

iii) Kenya Agricultural Research Institute (KARI)

iv) Kenya National Bureau of Standard (KNBS)

v) Kenya Sugar Research Foundation (KESREF)

vi) Lake Victoria Environment Management Project

vii) Coast Development Authority

viii) Lake Basin Development Authority

ix) Uaso Nyiro  (N & S ) Development Authorities

x) Tana River Development Authority

xi) Kerio Valley Development Authority

xii) National Universities with teaching and research activities at schools of Environment and Natural Resources Management ( University of Nairobi, Kenyatta University, Moi University, Jomo Kenyatta University of Agriculture and Technology and Egerton University)

xiii) National Museums of Kenya

xiv) Kenya Forest Service

xv) Kenya Wildlife Services

In Kenya there are also several CGIAR centres such as ICIPE, ILRI, ICRISAT and IRRI as well as national and international NGOs who are working on biodiversity conservation. Suffice to state here that great efforts are being made in different sectors and by various national and international bodies whose efforts need to be well coordinated to make the country meet the targets of CBD.

Institutional Capacity and linkages – According to the NBSAP the institutions involved in biodiversity conservation should have adequate facilities for research, information storage, and retrieval.  There is also need to establish networks between government departments, NGO's, the private sector and other stakeholders for enhanced coordination of biodiversity conservation. Based on the set strategies efforts have been made towards building the capacity of some target the law enforcement agencies including provincial administration (chiefs) and parliamentarians. But there is little evidence in build the capacity of other key law enforcement offices such as the police, judiciary and other regulatory agencies). By building the capacity of the latter category it will be possible to speed up enhancement and streamlining implementation and enforcement of environmental policies and legislation for the protection of biodiversity in Kenya and stem the current culture of corruption and impunity amongst the highly placed citizens. Further there is need to provide scientific equipment and related infrastructure for biodiversity institutions to enable them to effectively carry out research and strengthen institutional systems and capacities for collaboration, and establish linkages and networks. This action will improve coordination, generate and exchange of reformation, research and development and the management of resources. It is not clear yet how much this has been achieved in the key research institutions such as KWS, NMK, KARI and national universities, but some support in this direction has been going on.

i) Obstacles and Lessons Learnt in implementation.

a) Political/societal issues
· There is inadequate political will and support to implement the NBSAP. Thus ecological degradation continues in many biodiversity rich ecosystems in Kenya take action only where there are clear political gains e.g. in the case of the Mau Forest. But in the biodiversity losses caused by water hyacinth little action seem to be in place. For instance recently, a group of youths were arrested by police when they went to petition for necessary intervention against the weed in Kisumu. 

· Limited public participation and stakeholder involvement. Even as some government departments and NGOs have been creating awareness on the need to combat biodiversity loss in many parts of the country, community engagement and participation still remain a major challenge. 

· Lack of mainstreaming and integration of biodiversity issues into other sectors, including use of tools such as environmental impact assessments. In Kenya many development programs are in conflict with the desired biodiversity conservation activities. For example the land allocation and adjudication processes has encroached into many biodiversity rich areas in Kenya e.g. ASALs, Wetlands – the Dominion Farm in Yala Swamp, Marine and Coastal areas - hotels near marine parks and the developments in Chale Island.   

· Political instability – the Kenya’s recent 2007 post election violence (PEV)has created visible biodiversity conservation obstacles- i.e. status of insecurity for IDPs some of whom were experts and worked in the field of biodiversity conservation.

· Lack of precautionary and proactive measures, causing reactive policies- for example the recent government decision to remove people from Mau Forest without providing clear alternatives. 

b) Institutional, technical and capacity-related obstacles 

· Institutional weaknesses have led to inadequate capacity to act. The various national institutions such as KARI, Kenya Forest Services, Department of Fisheries, KWS, NMK, etc especially their out rich are not adequately equipped to handle biodiversity conservation activities.

· Lack of human resources – only a few university-trained environmental graduates find their way to biodiversity conservation activities in the respective institutions. The ones deployed to these institutions are also ill prepared since they don have professional biodiversity background and hardly find opportunities to attend related short courses to improve their knowledge and skills.

· Biodiversity interventions in Kenya has not benefited from new and innovative transfer of technology and expertise as various institutions consider it as a side activity of their priority concerns.

· Biodiversity conservation practices lack up to date relevant data from well designed scientific research. A survey of the several local organizations engaged in biodiversity work indicates that research capacity is lacking. Some well trained people are in KARI, NEMA, KEFRI and KMFRI but their institutional tasks may not be related to biodiversity research. Further, there is high mobility amongst professional staff either transferred to irrelevant departments or resigning to join NGOs and international organizations for greener pastures as they are not well rewarded by the NARS.

c) Lack of accessible knowledge/information 

· Through NES (formerly in the Ministry of Environment & Natural Resources) Kenya established a National Biodiversity Data Base was established, but information is hardly updated and rarely accessed by field biodiversity workers.

· Although the NBSAP is clear about the need to promote better knowledge and information on consequences of loss of biodiversity and the corresponding goods and services this has not been well understood, demonstrated and documented by many practitioners and stakeholders to educate and create awareness to the communities who are also the beneficiaries and burden bearers. Further, insufficient efforts and resources have so far been targeting public education and awareness at all levels.

· In Kenya biodiversity conservation practitioners have neither integrated nor fully utilized existing scientific and traditional knowledge in their activities.

d) Socio-economic factors, economic policy and financial resources 

· The Kenyan government has not provided adequate financial and human resources for implementation of NBSAP and hence CBD strategies, even though the current Coalition Government has provided more biodiversity related ministries and departments (e.g. Ministries of Environment and Mineral Resources, Ministry of Fisheries, Ministry of Livestock, Ministry of Water and Irrigation, Ministry of Agriculture, etc). The available financial and human resources are scanty and fragmented.

· Efforts to conserve national biodiversity and hence realize the goals of NBSAP and CBD in Kenya lack economic incentive measures and benefit-sharing policies and framework. Therefore people are not inspired to participate in activities that conserve biodiversity. Rather they prefer to concentrate of economic activities even as they impact negatively on the indigenous biodiversity.

· The majorities (> 60%) of Kenyans are poor and live in or near the fragile and biodiversity rich rural areas. This high population pressure on the local over-dependence and unsustainable consume biological resources and their crude products impact negatively on the local ecosystems and their biodiversity. Further the local communities’ lack of capacities to handle the complex biodiversity conservation issues to enable them to effectively contribute to the implementation of NBSAP and the CBD strategies.

e) Standards and criteria for selecting indicators

This is major challenge that has emerged from the implementation of the NBSAP. Although several international indicators have been identified, Kenya is yet to develop its own derived from the CBD.    This will ensure consistency between various agencies and working groups that wish through their projects to contribute positively to the realization of NBSAP and CBD objectives.

f)  Collaboration/cooperation
In Kenya there are several actors in the environmental field that also deal in one way or another with biodiversity conservation and contribute to NBSAP. However, there are inadequate collaboration arrangements amongst partners even those that work in the same ecosystem. This situation does not spur synergism at the local, national and international levels since there is lack of horizontal cooperation and ineffective partnerships among stakeholders. Further, many ongoing programs hardly engage the scientific community.

g)  Legal/juridical impediments 

Although Kenya is in the process of putting in place various sectoral policies and laws that deal environment and biodiversity issues many of them are inadequate, not well harmonized and sometimes conflicting.

h) Natural phenomena and environmental change – the eminent effects of climate change, floods, prolonged droughts, bush fire and other natural disasters pose serious challenge to implementation of NBSAP in many parts of the country.

Sustainable production and consumption

Kenya reported
 on

Goal 4: Promote sustainable use and consumption

Ideal strategies to promote sustainable use and consumption would include: -

(i)
Measures to ensure that biodiversity related products are derived that are sustainably managed consistent with the conservation of biodiversity.

(ii)
Certification schemes especially establishment of diversity in those ecosystems which produce commerciable goods or products.

(iii)
Reduction of consumption of threatened biological resources.

Kenya has so far not developed any of these strategies. For example, there is no forest certification scheme. Consequently forest harvested products (including charcoal) are traded without their sustainability plans in place. Even the selling of wood carvings has no restrictions as to whether the origin if hard or soft wood. In fact it is the carvers themselves who are making efforts to market soft wood products as opposed to those firm hard woods which take many years to mature. Organic agriculture is still very rudimentary in Kenya. There are no organic products’ certification schemes.

Strategies to reduce consumption of threatened biological resources have not been very effective.  For example, some of the over-exploited resources include the saddlewood Oscin’s sp., the mangrove trees, some aloe spp, and the sea turtle.  For most of these species presidential bans exist but these are easily violated and exploitation proceeds unabated.  Compliance to CITES seems to be the only hope for Kenya to save threatened species.
Goal 5:
Pressures from habitat loss, land use change and degradation, and unsustainable water use, reduced
In Kenya majority of the people prefer to own some piece of land in the rural areas on which they practice agriculture and also build homesteads.  It is considered a weakness for a person not to own a piece however small on which he and his family would be buried when they die.  This craze for land puts a lot of pressure to sub-divide existing large land parcels into small fragments.  Poverty too adds to this pressure as people encroach even onto protected areas.  The consequences are land use change, habitat loss and degradation.  This trend more than anything else is the biggest cause of biodiversity loss.  It emanates from the lack of a comprehensive operationalized land use policy, which currently exists in a draft policy form. 
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