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1 Infroduction J

* Main objective: understand the motivations of local -
R ) e | communities and leaders in implementing, monitoring

and reporting forest restoration activities in which they
take part - still an ongoing research

« Four research questions:

1. What are the roles of local communities in
monitoring restoration activitiese

2. What are their motivations for reporting
data/information about restoration activities?

3. What can be improved in monitoring restoration?

4. How can we use the lessons learned from
restoration to conftribute to REDD+ MRV In
Ethiopia<¢
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Why doing the research in
BGRS?

« Earlier plans to have REDD+ in BGRS — but did not
happen

« BGRS is using bamboo in restoratfion already
despite no project on REDD+ yet

« Local communities are self-motivated with the
support from the Bureau of Agriculture (e.g., in
Amba 2)
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2 Methods

* Pre-testing of the instruments
« Selection of 4 kebele in BGRS with restoration activities
 Instruments using qualitative data collection methods

« Key informant interviews: kebele leaders and women
association heads — general information about the
kebele and restoration activities

« Household surveys: 40 HH per kebele (total 160) with
about 42% women interviewed (67) — participation in
restoration activities and local motivations to report

e Direct field observation: visit of restoration sites incl. in
communal land and homestead

« Data analysis — (1) data entry, (2) cleaning, (3) coding
(Excel), (4) analysis (R)
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° ° ° MONI
Restoration in the research sites (BGRS) e
Woreda Kebele Pop Restoration Restoration Main restoration Stakeholders GEE S
from area (ha) activities
Oura Amba 2 1000 1500 2009 100 Nursery, plantation, fire Villagers, kebele DA, Land degradation,
protection, site woreda agricultural lack of firewood,
protection office, SLMP/RLLP  construction material,

crop depletion

Oura Tsetse 9792 1900 2013 200 Nursery (stopped), Villagers, kebele DA, Land degradation, low
plantation, fire woreda agricultural agricultural
management, soiland  offices, World productivity
water conservation Vision, SLM

Bambesi Mender 1277 1300 2011 31 Nursery, plantation, fire Villagers, Wide degradation,

45 management, PFM government, SLM-  Decrease in land
RLLP, AEPA-GLAD, productivity,
DRDIP, INBAR
Bambesi Ashin 10146 1650 2012 160 Nursery, plantation, Villagers, Degraded land
Almetema protection and fire government, SLM,
management DRDIP
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Background - Types of restoration considered

Plantation

Protection & monitoring (incl.
fire management)

150-

* Nursery 100-
. Participatory Forest E
Management cooperative ©
50-

(Area closure)

In communal land, farmland and

private homestead 0-

Involement per activity
158 / 158

planfation

111/ 158

protéction

Activity

38 /158

nursery

29/158

pflm




What do local people report for each type of restoration?

Five most collected infomations

Number/types of planted seedlings per species _ -36/45 PLANTATION

and/or seedlings received for plantation

Number of participants in plantation - s

Area covered daily by plantation .11 /45

Problems occurring during plantation and

what was done to address them e
Names of people not participating/absentees l”45 PROTECTION
for measures to be taken Five most collected infomations
0 20 count 40 60 Encroachment events _
. . 40/49
(eg illegal cutters) and actions taken
Fire occurrence and reasons for it - _36/49

Occurrence of cattle grazing in restoration site - 32149

Illegal extraction of forest products in restoration zone - 12149

Data to identify destroyed parts of restoration sites,
increase or decrease of the restored area

11/49

20 30 40 50
count

o
-
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What do local people report for each type of restoration?

Five most collected infomations in nursery

Number ofseedings | -« NURSERY
planted and pot filled
Number of participants - _6/14
jme st wort - I
- 5/14
for participants

Challenges encountered 5/ 14

dying or surviving /14
Five most collected infomations in pfm

Number of seedlings _ PFM
0.0 2.5 5

0 75 10.0

o Cash income and expenditure - _3/6

Meeting agenda and report of discussions, decisions - _3/6
Number of participants in meetings and/or their names - _2/6
Number of meetings conducted- _2/6
Number of cooperative members- _2/6

0 1 2 3
count



To whom information is
reported?

Main findings:
- mostly at the Kebele level (especially
for plantation and protection)

40

30

20

10

40

30

20

10

count

40

30

20

10

40

30

20

10

Community level Kebele level

Woreda level

27145

10/45 10/45
2/45 2/45

39/ 51

7151
5/51 41351 2 /51 3/51

5/14

1/14 1/14 2/14

1/14 1/14

Plantation

uonejueld

2/45 3745 4,45

Protection

uolosjold

2/51

A1asinu

Nursery

3714 1714

wyd

PFM




How often is the information reported?

Main findings:

- Not all restoration
happens all year
round

- Not all people report
regularly

- But reporting
happens for all types
of restoration

count

Reporting frequency per activity

40-
30-

20~ 13/44

10- 1/ 44 3/44

0- I

40-

30-

20- 11/ 351

107 0/51

0-

40 -

30-

20-

10- 3/14 5/14

0- A —— |

40 -

30-

20-

10 -

0_ 1 | |
Every day Twice a week Once a week

—— =

Twice a month

5/44

——1=-

3/14

Once a month

27144

35/ 51

3/14

6/6
|

Occasionally

Alasinu uonasjoid uonejue|d

wyd



In what form is the information reported?

Main findings:

Oral reports, phone
calls can be confusing,
not always consistent,
time-consuming and
difficult to document
Information difficult to
be aggregated

Need systematic system
to organise and use the
reports (e.g., Kobo
toolbox)

count

40-
30-
20-
10-

40 -
30-
20-
10-

40-

20-
10-

40 -
30-
20-
10-

Reporting format per activity

29/45

37749

6/14
I

2/6

2/45

5/49
|

1/6

Oral statement
(face to face)

Phone call

21/45

23 /49

9/14

4/6

Written report

Kiasinu uopo9)o.d uonejueld

wyd



Proportion of people reporting (or not)

>60% not reporting: why?

- Not being asked

- Not interested

- Not the duty of the person
- No time for that activity

Count of reporting persons per activity

158
150-
111
100-
T
3
9]
(&]
50- 38
O —
47% %
0- 28%
plantation protection nursery pfm

Activity

status

. not reporting
reporting



Main motivations for reporting on restoration

Five most cited answers

By self awareness and have personal initiative 19/61

The kebele ordered/asked me
category

. Career
. Social

. Understanding

. Values

By sense of duty

Answer

Because of my own interest 9/61

Because it is my mandate 5 /61

o

5 10 15
count



Benefit received and expected from reporting

RECEIVED EXPECTED

Five most cited answers Five most cited answers

For personal satisfaction 48/ 61 No other benefit _30 /63
Pocket money or incentive -9 /63

For social recognition

§ For aesthetic and/or recreational value Capacity building -
<
- - 4/63
For non financial benefits Environmental benefits
More encouragements, recognition l?’/63
For cash income Al
0 10 20 30
0 10 20 30 40 50 count
. . . count
Main findings:
- Already a lot receive social recognition or do it for personal satisfaction and do not expect more
recognition

- Cash income comes last in the received benefits => would like to have more financial incentive



Feedback and information received from higher level

5 most cited answers

RECEIVED EXPECTED

No information from woreda, district, _64,113 Continue educational training _49/121
and information

region, national levels

about restoration
Awareness creation :
, RN SO Agricultural tools -18’121
(through community meeting)
Agricultural tool or information [ 12/113 More awareness and guidance .12/121
on agricultural tools
Community mobilisation, = 12/113 Information on how to re-establish the nursery [ g, 421
consultation and facilitation that has stopped
0 25 50 75 0 20 40 60
Main findings:

- 64 respondents do not receive any feedback => 19 do not expect to receive any other information in future
- The second most received feedback is capacity building (21) => becomes the first expected feedback (49)



Future involvement in reporting?

Answers by categories

More involvement 54/ 64
Less involvement > /64
Same involvement 4764
Main findings
- Among Fommum.tles | don’t know 2 / 64
already involved in
reporting, most
would like to be 0 20 40 60
more involved in the Count

future



Local recommendations for future improvement in reporting

capacity building

better communication

no iImprovement needed
better support

better income

technical support

moral support
management strategies
document best practices
better involvement

data monitoring
technical information
other

multisector involvement
more relevant laws

Category

10

Answers by categories

“Information about road is
[farmers training centers],
sharing, training”
02/02/2023)

needed, FTC
experience
(Bamaaco34,

“I suggest from the woreda regular
supportive monitoring...” (Bamm45co24,
22/012023)

20 30 40
Count




Local recommendations for future improvement in reporting

capacity building

better communication
no improvement needed
better support

better income

technical support

moral support
management strategies
|[document best practices

gory

Cate

better involvement
data monitoring
technical information
other

I multisector involvement I
I more relevant laws I

Answers by categories

38 /122
35/ 122

222
13122

11 /122 | “...if the information shared is recorded and documented, it can be
B /122 delivered to the future generation, so that it is helpful for the future
6/ 122 sustainability of the restoration site” (Bamm45co17 — 19/01/2023)
e /122
5/122 “..participation of multi sectors like agriculture, health,
education to be increased and report to reach them also”
5 /122 (Ourtseco07 —01/09/2022)
/122
2/122 “... the plantation site should be managed through the drafting of

l1 / 122 community bylaws and, for this process, | would suggest the government

l1 /129 to be actively engaged in drafting and implementing the rule of law
/ following the agreement drafted among the communities”

W1/122 (Ouramb2co09 - 14/12/2022)

0 10 20 30 40

Count



5 Concluding remarks & recommendations

v’ What are the roles of local communities in monitoring restoration activities?
» Providing data on seedlings, participants, meetings

v’ What are their motivations for reporting information about restoration activities?
» Social recognition: in their relation with others in the kebele, when asked by others

> Altfruistic: for future generations
» Understanding: building awareness, own interest

v What can be improved in monitoring restoration?

» Gender inclusion: people are not involved in the same restoration activities; e.g., most
people reporting in “PFM and protection” activities are men, but in nurseries, they are
women; personal benefits and constraints are not equal, but recognition goes to the

entire families

» The type of community investment needed = strengthened capacity building, access
to information, feedback, guidelines, and bylaws
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5 Concluding remarks & recommendations ARENJ

v How can we use the lessons learned from restoration to contribute to REDD+
MRV? ) -

» Involving communities in reporting is essential to get reliable information adapted to
each type of activity

> Activities happen not only on communal land but also on homesteads, where
communities feel more ownership

» Respondents ask not only to be paid or provided with alternative livelihoods but also to
improve communication (timely feedback), get access to management plans, receive
information on laws, get input from other sectors, and benefit from technical support

» BGRS should be considered for future REDD+ programs => communities are already
involved in restoration (the + of REDD+) and monitoring
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cifor-icraf.org | globallandscapesforum.org | resilient-landscapes.org

The Center for International Forestry Research and World Agroforestry (CIFOR-ICRAF) harnesses the power of trees, forests
and agroforestry landscapes to address the most pressing global challenges of our time — biodiversity loss, climate change,
food security, livelihoods and inequity. CIFOR and ICRAF are CGIAR Research Centers.
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