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Summary

Project overview
Reportingperiod

1st January to31st December 2020

) Albertine Rift(Rubirizi, Mitooma, Kasese, HoinMasindi,Kitagwenda Districts)
Geographical areas . Eigon(Mbale, Manafwa, Bududa, Bulambuli, Sironko, Namisindwa Districts)

Maesopsis Eminig Original technical specification (applied until 2014)
Mixed Native Spp¢ Verl Approved 1st April 2016 (applied until 2018)
This technical specification comprises three different systems: 1

- BoundaryPlanting (carbon potential 65.24 tCO2/ha equivalent to 163.1 tCO2/K
- Dispersed Interplanting (carbon potential 170.40 tCO2/ha)

Technical - Woodlots (carbon potential 238.80 tCO2/ha)

specifications in

use Mixed Native Sppg Ver2 Approved 1st April 2020

This technical specification mmrises three different systems: 2

- Boundary Planting (carbon potential 93.09 tCO2/ha equivalent to 232.73 tCO2
- Dispersed Interplanting (carbon potential 196.91 tCO2/ha)

- Woodlots (carbon potential 259.91 tCO2/ha)

Added/
Issued this
period (2@0)

Historical
(20032019)

Project indicators

Number of smallholder households with PES agreements
Number of community groups with PES agreements (where 85 1 86
applicable) by Dec 20
Number of employees, hired by the proje€wultime 22 0 22
Number of employees, hired by the proje&arttime 90 5 95
Number of Village Savings & Loans Associations supported t 23 1 24
TGB
Number of commercial nurseriesipported by TGB 24 0 24
Number of Community Based Organizations supported by T( 73 0 73
Area under management (ha) where PES agreements are in 7644.06 159765 9241.71
place (includes boundary planting)
Total PES payments to participants (USD) $3,020,916.35 $365,324.46 $3,386,240.81
Average smallholder household income as a result of PVC s¢ n/a $572.85
(USD)
Total sum held in trust for future PES payments (USD) $2,590,045.06 $781,969.29  $3,372,014.35
Saleable emissions reductions achieved this periodtCO 385,680.87
Adjustments corresponding to previous years ($CO -25,576
Total saleable emissions reductions (tgO 1,590,170 360,104.87 1,950,274.87
Allocation to Plan Vivo buffer account (60O 176,686 40,012 216,08
Unsold Stock at time of submission (PVC)
Vintage 2014 18 0 18
Vintage 2016 7,880 -5,961 1,919
Vintage 2017 2,647 0 2,647
Vintage 2018 2,075 0 2,075
Vintage 2019 72,882 -50,250 22,632
Vintage 2@0 (current request) 257,787
Total Unsold Stock (PVC) 287,078
Plan VivcCertificates (PVCs) issued to date 1590170
Plan Vivo Certificates requested for issuance@@intage) 360,105
Total PVCs issued (including this report) 1,950275

1Each PES agreements represents one project participant
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1. Key Events/Developments and Challenges
Trees for Global Benefits (TGB) is a cooperative carbon offsetting scheme that focuses on the small
holder farmer who is linked to theoluntary carbon market through the tree planting initiative based

on the Plan Vivo standard. TGRBrted in 2003, ithe Rubirizi and Mitooma districtiendhas through

the years shown exceptional performance through the different innovations that intioé/&armers,
recruitment of more communities into the projecaindthe introduction ofnew activities alongide

tree planting.

TGB won the 2013 UN SEED Award for being an exceptional social and environmental low carbon

enterprise. The award recognizeB T Q a

 OKAS@SYSyia
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promising efforts to promote economic growth, social development and environmental protection in
Uganda, and not least the potential of its partnership to inspire others into action. Thalifayun

partners of the SEED Initiative are UNEP, UNDP and IUCN. The 2013 Low Carbon SEED Awards were

supported by the International Climate Initiative (ICI) of the Germany Federal Ministry for the

Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety (BMU).

This report covers the progress of the activities implemented in the project year January through to

December 2020.

1.1 Key Events

1.1.1 International Engagements

Irrespective othe COVID19 pandemielatedban oninternational trave] the Trees for Global
Benefithascontinued to feature during major global conservation discussions, throughittuzl

presentations and engagements summarized in the table below:

Tablel InternationalEngagementin Which Trees for Gbal Benefit Featured

Webinar

Presentation

BIOPAMA Online Event:
Payment for Ecosystem Servic

Shared experiences of an expert practitionas part of the
series 'Closing the Gap: Financing and Resourcing of Prote:

and Conserved Are&ctober 202@

CBA 14 October 2020

Financing Community based adaptation and

Ecosystem based adaptation

Financing Biodiversity in Africa
from AllSources3 December
2020

Moderateda Panel discussion that included a keynote
presentation byMohamed Bakarr, Senior Environmental
Specialistdr GEFas well as discussants from UNEP, Green
Growth, Africa Development Bar&k Government of Uganda

Lyydzr £ {4 1SK?2
Webinara . dza Ay S&a
Development for Sustainable
C2NBaid al Pdceinbey
2020

Meeting with local, National & International stakeholdéos
highlight the key achievements for 2020 in mobilizing financ
for green and inclusiveusiness development across the
different landscapes to enhance conservation, community
development and restoration/maintenance of the critical
wildlife corridors.Also shared the plans for 2021

(Climate) finance and local
resodzNDOS Y20 Af Al

on Friday 13 November

Expert Panedt, sharinghe building blockshat TGB has
employed to deliveMoney Where it Mattersas part of the
SRJS project Closuwebinar week between-43 November




FAO/BMZ Landscape and
Territorial days virtual
workshop

Reconciling ecological, economic and social objectives in lo
developmentc Experiences from a practitionén Making
Landscape Restoration an inclusive business, through Blen:
finance

Post 2020 Biodiversity
Framework

Chairing the Policy Working Group of th&ica Biodiversity
Conservatiorand facilitating a number afialogue initiative,
leading to the generation of the Africa Position on the Post
2020 Global Biodiversity Framework.

Submitted comments on the targets and monitoring indicato
for the Sustainable Use of Biodiversity as part of the Post 2
Biodiversity Frameworks

ACBA Case Studgiodiversity
Conservation Finance

CatalysindgPrivate Sector Foreign Direct Investment (FDI)
through Payments for Environmental Services (PES) from
Farmerled Landscape Restoration (FLRj)e Casef

9/ h ¢ w Trees fordGlobal Benefits (TGB) Programme in
Uganda, 2002019 By Pauline Nantongo KaluamdExecutive
Director, ECOTRUST

Collaborative tidy with
Tropenbos International
Finance for Integrated
Landscape Management

DeRisking Farmeled Integrated Landscape Management
Investments through a Blended Conservation Finance Mode
The Case of Trees for Global Benefit (TGB) ECOTRUST
Programme in Ugand®8yKalundaP. N et al

1.1.2 Advocacy for Conservation

The programmérascontinued to benefit from the Shared Resources and Joint Soly@Edregramme

that seeks to ensurehe protection of International Public Goods (IPGls) Uganda, the SRJS
programme sought to protacIlPGsof food security, water provisioning, climate resilience and
biodiversity amidsbil & gas exploration and forest degradation in the Albertine Rifie five-year
programme that came to an end in 2020, was funded by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairgh
IUCNNL and WWF NL with lead implementing partners in Uganda being ECOTRUST, AFIEGO and IUCN
UCO.Among the achievements of SRJS isftmation of partnerships that led tdevelopment of a
Catchment Management Plan that seekitoprove the managenent and restoration of the Kiiha
Catchment. TGB activities contribute to this catchment management pllimough tree planting,
which enhances the ability of catchments to provide watershed services mainly by slowing down water
runoff, reducing soil erosn, sedimentation and regulating water flow. Enhancing the natural forest
cover binds soil and enhances water purification, soil conservation, stabilization and moisture
retention, which helps to reduce flood and landslide risks that threaten local aymiallivelihoods.

In addition ECOTRUST has under the SRJS, been working with other partners at landscape and national
level to save Bugoma Central Forest Reserve and Murchison Falls National Park from destruction as a
result of oil and gas as well agdio power generation developments.

1.1.3 Investment Pan for Northern Albertine Rif\ildlife Corridor

With support from the SRJS Programme, ECOTRUST in consultation with lardszsee partners

developed an investment plan for the Northern Albertine Réeking tcestablid a Wildlife Corridor

linking Budongo to Bugoma Central Forest ResehvgsS 2 F ¢D. Qa YIAY 202S0Oi0ABS
communities to invest in activities that wiissistthe recovery of degraded ecosystems, focusing



mainly on community forests as well as compartments within Forest ReséFtiesnvestment plan
provides priority areas where TGB activities can be implemented in the Budongo forest systems range
in the Northen Albertine Rift.

Figure 1Community Forests that are part of the connection between Budongo & Bugoma Central Forest Reserves

1.1.4 Mobilising Community into Communal Land Associations

Under SRJS, the BudongBugoma landscape was able to hase (10) Communal Land Associations
(CLASs) registered and documentation submitted to the Ministry of Lands, Housing and Urban
Development to be granted titles of communal ownership. This make€th#s to be the functional

units responsible for managing community forests and can thus enter into carbon offset
arrangements. The targeted community forests in the BudeBggoma conservation area include;
Ongo Siiba, Sonso, Tengele, Motocayi, Rwentynietampiisi, Kyamasuka, Alimugonzand
Binenezaln 2020, the Forest Management Plans (FMPs) of all the ten (10) community forests have
been revised to include a beneBharing plan for the forest resources, the CLAs have been facilitated
to develop lankable green business ideas to help improve community livelihoods while restoring the
forest health.

In addition, ECOTRUST launched a Gendered Green Investment campaigere 203 women (in

10 groups) and 913 youths were mobilised to plant 7888s an 18.5ha of land provided by schools
and religious institutionsThis will enable these marginalised groups to participate in the TGB
programme.

1.1.5 Project Virtual Tours

l'a LI NI 2F GKS LINR2SO0Qa IFTRIFILIFGA2Yy G2 (GKS &aKATIH
a number ofvirtual toursfor its different field sites. These virtual tours are availablettnECOTRUST

website and are intended to provide stakeholders with an opportunity to visit the programme
activities. The virtual tour showcases the different agroforestry systemswioedlot, dispersed


https://www.hotlist.co.ke/sites/ecotrust/

interplanting and boundary plantintgpat are currenly being practiced by the project participants on
smallholder private land. Participants in the virtual tours are able to see the different indigenous tree
species and how they are integrated into farm activities to accrue benefits for nature and to the
farming household.

1.1.6 Business Development

The farmers in the oldest project site of Mitooma and Rubirizi Districts have been trained and
orientated towards the concept of Landscape Restoration as a business. The farmers underwent a
capacity building to iderfiy and develop business plans for forstsed enterprises as a strategy for
sustainable forest management, even beyond the end of the carbon payments. These Business Plans,
will enable TGB farmers producing similar products to access markets as a gi@pfais to support

all farmer groups in other TGB landscapes to develop bankable business cases for diversified climate
resilient income streams and investments. Each of the four farmer groups in Rubirizi and Mitooma
received startup capital grants grt commitments from CCF as the initial investment in these
businesses.

1.1.7 PES as Social Security Transfers

The COVID19 pandemic presented TGB with a challenge of demonstrating its contribution in building
of resilience of participating communities to natudiasters. The national travel lockdown and other
travel restrictions as well as the resultant slowdown in economic activity, further marginalised the
rural poor communities targeted by the community. While the environment was good for food
production inmost of the sites, there was very limited access to markets. Farmers were not able to
translate their hardearned produce into cash. In some of the communities, therefore, the PES
transfers, which ar¢he performanceg based incentives for adoption of sustainable practices resulting
into the mitigation of climate changewere the only social safety nets to enable these communities

to survive the trying times. A total 865324.46has been transferred toommunitieseither directly

to the farmers or community nursery operators in this reporting perieor the ease of distributing

funds to the project beneficiaries, each carbon farmer joins a local village bank through the purchase
of shares. The carborvenue derived by the sales of PVCs is then used to capitalise the village bank
and the regular payments help provide funds for loans already disbursed to its members who are also
project participants. At the end of every year, each member receives dosdemd, most importantly

to the farmers, the carbon sale agreement can be used as collateral to acquire new loans. Subsequent
carbon payments are then used to pay down these loans.

1.1.8 Staff Developments

As the programme expands and diversifies, the BoalIGDTRUST has created a position of Risk and
Compliance to ensure that there is minimum exposure of risk to the programme and the organisation

in general. The officer is responsible for ensuring that international best practices are adhered to
throughoutthlS 2 NHI yA &l A2y Qa 2LISNI GA2yad ¢KAA Aa AyuSy
place systems that will continually detect changes in the programme, and generate data that would
support decision making for the programme in a timely manner.



1.1.9 Kua,a coffee Startup, Supports Provision of Watershed Services

With support from Kua, a Coffee Starp based in Australia, Trees for Global Benefit has engaged in
supporting smallholder coffee farmers in Mount Elgon to adaeptershed managemensystems

The support from Kua compliments the PES facility initiative, established in 2015 under TGB with
support from UNDP, where the Plan Vivos are also usedstimate the Environmental Services
leading to protection of catchment areas through inte@&® a2Af FyR 6+ GSN) O2ya
support is dedicated to farmers that undertake activities such as planting trees, digging contour
trenches and planting Napier grass for slope stabilisation to mitigate landslide risk. Kua intends to
meaningfully contibute to the goal of building the sustainability of its supply chain through support

of the Trees for Global Benefit Program; sequestering carbon, providing farmers with an alternative
source of income and enabling practices such as-&gestry, integraed soil and water conservation,

land contouring and terracing and afforestation. The support provided in 2020 will benefit a total of
135 farmers implementing soil and water conservation activities on at least 26ha with 10,000metres
of Napier grass alongnotours & terraces in Mt. Elgon.

1.2 Key Challenges
1.2.1 COVID 1Pandemic RelatedRestrictions

The COVID 1&lated country response, including travel restricti@ra social distancinghasbeen a
YIFI22N) OKFffSyasS (2 ¢D. Qa Ot yryjeaynbrindly hSlgsIvbrsopsS y i a |
to support new applicanQunderstandng of the project requirements and to identify forestry
activities that are suitable to their needs. In additiohetproject holds feedback meetings with the
communities to identify areas of improvement in the management of the projafith almost half a
year undera total lockdown, followed by limited movementand social distancing requirements
limitted meetingswere carried out throughout the yean most project sitesAs soon as the lockdown
was imposed, management invested in developing iampementing a business continuity
plan, which mainly revolved around remote engagements. The projeetied heavily on
telecommunication with the farmer leadership and communrgtyased service providers, particularly
nursery operators. ECOTRUST waable to establish standard operating procedures at every
community tree nursery to enable the farmdmsaccess seedlings with minil@0OVID19 transmission
risk. ECOTRUST alstrengthered Internet Connectivity and Oline Conferencingto enable
communication andhe exchange of ideas between the different project coordinators at the different
project sites. With these measures in plache fproject has been able tause its existing social
infrastructure of farmer leaders, community nursexgerators and community tdmicians to recruit
and support farmers to implement project activitidhe project monitoring activities werbowever,
fully executed since the home visits do not involve many people and they are right on the farms.
spite of the travel and social distancelated challenges, the project still managed to recruit a record
number of farmerg2,907 farmers compard to 2,130recruited in 2019)and hectareq1,703.65Ha
compared to1,274.63ha recruited in 2019)since its inception. This was largely due to investment
done in previous years to expand into the new districts of Kitagwenda and KikTinbgaroject was
also able to support four (4) farmer groups in Rubirizi & Mitooma Districtiet@lopBusiness Plan
expected tdbenefit at leasB880 farmers whose woodlots are above ten (10) years. The Business Plans
were awarded grants worth UGx 80 million from the Carbon Community.Fund



1.2.2 PoorWeedcontrol

Following, an initiative by the Agriculture Cluster Development Project under the Ministry of
Agriculture in which the uptake of pesticides and fertilisers was being promaechefarmersin
Hoima appliecherbicides in a nowlescriminatory mannenvhich ended up killingnost their trees
Normally, TGB farmers are able to grow the trees without any synthetic pesticide or herbicide.

1.2.3 Floods and Landslides in Kasese

During the month of April and M&02Q farmers inthe Kasesareaexperiencedlandslides and floods

as a result oheavy rains in the Mt. Rwenzori regionhich werecategorizedoy the Meteorological
Authority to be beyond normalThese fhsh floods affected 276 farmers in the sub counties

of Maliba,KarusandaraBugoye Kilembe Kyarumbaand Kisingan the Kasese districTThe floods and
landslides washed away food crops and trees, rendering the affected farmers vulnerable to the effects
of the floods and landslides. The sobunties most affected are Karusandara, Maliba, Buhuhira and
Kilembe.Unfortunately, the floods and landslides took place in the midst of the COVID19 lockdown,
putting additional challenges on an already stressed community. Households were displaced, entire
gardens as well as school and hospital buildings were swept a@gting into food insecurity, water
borne diseases et&ome of the affected farmers lost their gardens, while others continued to plant
and replace the lost trees.

The project responded by providing some relief items to the displaced farmers incliadidgand
solvatten jerricans, which are solar water purifiefise Solvatten Jerricans were provided by a sponsor
through ECOTRUST, while the rest of the relief items were made possible Ggrtiraunity Carbon
Fund CCFk which serves as a seff managed isk fund to support farmers that have been
disproportionately affected by extreme events.

Figure 2Floods in Kasese Ditrielfter four (4) of te aj r rivers in the
days

= -

ovrflowe twice i‘a period of 3

1.2.4 Farmer death



The project has losa total of 41farmers in this reporting yeathe majority of whom (26 farmers)

were from Kasese. The main cause of death has been recorded as illness associatdd agth.

Although farmers of advanceage join the project with anlgective of adding value on the land they

hope to bequeath to their children, notall K S RS OSI| 4 SR chtind BitNFeprofedt YA £ A S &
In addition, one of the pioneer farmers in Kyangwali sub county, Kikuube district, Bwambale Samuel
passed on. Tdnlate farmer alsdvas beermanagnga tree nursery that has been a seedling source to

many of the farmers in the area.



2.1 Current Technical Specifications

The project has continued t@pply the revised version othe Mixed Native Spp Technical
specificatiors, in boundary, woodlot and intercropping systems. All the farmers recruited in 2020,
were recruited under the Mixed Native Spp technical specificationsdodlot plaiting, dispersed
interplanting and boundary plantingrarmers apply the technical specifications that are suitable for
their own needs, depending on how much land is available for tree planting. Most of the participating
households have appliethe woodlot system, followed by dispersed interplantiBoundary planting

is mainly applied in the Mt. Elgon Landscape, where the landholdings are extremelytamal). the
reporting period, only 4 farmers from Namisindwa District in Mt. Elgon adapketoundary planting
system. Dispersed interplanting on the other hand was adopted by 793 farmers, while the woodlot
system was adopted by a total 2111 farmers

The project has continued to support farmeis the regionswhere the Maesopsis emintiechnical
specificatiorhad been the maisystem o adopt the new technical specifications without necessarily
changing the contract terms. All gap filling by the continuing farrhess continued tde guided by
the Mixed Native spp. teatical Specifications.

2.2 Submission for the Plan Vivo Certificate issuance

During the reporting period, a total 823 farmersin thevarious project operatindistrictsapplied,

were given a go ahead to plant ametre monitored. Of thse that weremonitored farmes, 2,908
farmers @0%) qualifiedand were recruited into the programme bringing a total g7 03.65Ha of
farmland under improved management using the Mixed Native Spp. Technical specification. This was
approximatelya 50%increment from 2019 thabrought2,130 farmers with 1,274.63 H¥éi land under
improved managementMost of the farmers recruited in 2020 were recruitediasese district (113
farmers) accounting for 39% of the total number of farmers recruited. Kasese followed by
Kitagwenda and Kikuubgjith 269 and248 farmers respectively. Both Kitagwenda anéugbe are
relatively new districtsand have sufficienamount of fertile land available for tree plantingin
addition,the willingness of the community members to participate in conservation acyiesbeen
motivatedby testimonies of participating farmers from tineighbouringdistricts. TheKikuube District

was formerly part of Hoima district and expansion here is largely due to support from the Uganda
Biodiversity Fund, which supported the inclusion of farmerstpigrtrees in Central Forest Reserves.



Table2 Summary Recruitment per Technical Specification per District

Subcounty No. of Hato be Total tCO2 Saleable tCO2
Farmers planted
Boundary
Namisindwa
Bukiabi 1 0.2 18.616 16.7544
Bukokho 2 1.8 167.544 150.7896
Bumbo 1 0.4 37.232 33.5088
4 2.4 223.392 201.0528
Boundary 4 2.4 223.392 201.0528
Dispersed
Bududa
Bukibokolo 32 11 2166.01 1949.409
Nakatsi 18 6.93 1364.5863 1228.12767
50 17.93 3530.5963 3177.53667
Bulambuli
Bulegeni 22 4.05 797.4855 717.73695
Lusha 29 5.51 1084.9741 976.47669
51 9.56 1882.4596 1694.21364
Hoima
Buseruka 1 1 196.91 177.219
Kitoba 2 1.75 344.5925 310.13325
3 2.75 541.5025 487.35225
kikuube
Bugambe 3 4 787.64 708.876
kiziranfumbi 5 8.5 1673.735 1506.3615
8 12.5 2461.375 2215.2375
Manafwa
Manafwa TC 30 12.6 2481.066 2232.9594
30 12.6 2481.066 2232.9594
Mbale
Budwale 114 34.98 6887.9118 6199.12062
Wanale 338 68.065 13402.67915 12062.41124
452  103.045 20290.59095 18261.53186
Namisindwa
Bukiabi 8 6 1181.46 1063.314
Bukokho 52 23.9 4706.149 4235.5341
Bumbo 57 15.74 3099.3634 2789.42706
117 45.64 8986.9724 8088.27516
Sironko
Budadiri T.C 19 4.62 909.7242 818.75178
Bugitimwa 63 11.35 2234.9285 2011.43565
82 15.97 3144.6527 2830.18743
Dispersed Planting 793 219.995 43319.21545 38987.29391
Woodlot
Hoima




Buseruka
kigorobya
Kitoba

kiziranfumbi

Kasese
Bugoye
Bulembia Division
Kahokya
Kilembe
Kisinga
Kitabu
Kyabarungira
Kyarumba
kyondo
Mahango
Maliba
Mbunga
Muhokya
Nyakabingo

Rukoki

kikuube
Bugambe
kabwoya
kiziranfumbi
Kyangwali

Kitagwenda
Buhanda

26

39

67

18

38

57

13

106

188

83

221

177

10

19

195

1131

26

74

37

103

240

192

22.45

38.2

0.5

62.15

11.15

19

32

6.5

53.4

95.3

41.5

110.7

88.1

9.5

97.5

572.65

24

70.4

29.15

93.5

217.05

191.9

260
5,835
9,929
130

16,153

2,898
4,938
8,317
1,689
13,879
260
24,769
10,786
28,772
260
22,898
1,300
2,469
260
25,341

148,837

6,238
18,298
7,576
24,302

56,413

49876.729

234
5,251
8,936
117

14,538

2,608
4,444
7,485
1,520
12,491
234
22,292
9,708
25,895
234
20,608
1,170
2,222
234
22,807

133,954

5,614
16,468
6,819
21,871

50,772

44889.0561




Kabujogera
Kicheche
Mahyoro
Ntara

Ruhunga

Manafwa

Manafwa TC

Masindi
Bwijanga
Miirya
Nyangahya
Pakanyi

Budongo

Mbale
Wanale

Budwale

Namisindwa
Bumbo

Bukiabi

Rubirizi
Katerera
Kichwamba
Kirugu
Kyabakara
Rubirizi

Towncouncil

Katanda

13

24

27

12
269

23

40

24

65

11

163

34

25

56

109

13

24

27

12
268.9

0.2

0.2

20.5

23.7

21.2

49.1

6.5

121

0.92

0.2

1.12

0.3

1.64

1.94

36

26.6

62

109

260

3,379
6,238
7,018

3,119
69889.799

52

52

5,328
6,160
5,510
12,762
1,689

31,449

239
52

291

78
426

504

9,357
6,914
260
16,114
260

28,330

234

3,041
5,614
6,316

2,807
62900.8191

47

47

4,795
5,544
4,959
11,485
1,520

28,304

215
47

262

70
384

454

8,421
6,222
234
14,503
234

25,497




226 235.6 61,235 55,111
Sironko
Budadiri T.C 1 0.6 156 140
Bugitimwa 1 0.04 10 9
2 0.64 166 150
Woodlot planting 2111  1481.25 384,992 346,493
Grand Total 2908 1703.645 428534.295 385680.8655
Table3 Summary of issuance per technical specification
. No. of Ha to be
Planting System Farmers planted total tCQ saleable tCQ
Mixed Native Spp
Woodlot 2,111 1,481 384,992 346,493
Mixed Native Spp
Dispersed 793 220 43,319 38,987
Interplanting
Boundary Planting 4 5 293 201
2,908 1,704 428,534 385,681

Table4 Summary of Plan Vivo Certificate (PVC) issuance request

Qualified total tCO2 428,534
Total saleable tCO 385,681
Set aside for buffer allocation & replacements | 42,853
Prior year adjustments 25,576
Saleable tCO2 available for issuance (90%) 360,105
Net contribution to buffer account this period 40,012




During the annual reporting period (20), the project has sold tCOP58629 (down from 226,334
tCO2 in 209) to various buyers, as indicated in Tableelow. This includesiR,418tCO2 from new
issuances (vintage 20), and55,961tCO2 from existing vintages of stock.

Table5 Sales for the reporting period January to Decemb2020

Number of Pri r
SOMBET @ Ic€ pe Total amount

received(USD}

Vintage Name of purchaser/source of funds PVCs certificate
purchased (USD}

2016 | COTAP 5801
2016 | Kaffeekoop GmbH 160
Subtotal 5,961

2019 C Level 250
2019 Myclimate 50,000
Subtotal 50,250

2020 | zeroMission Max 45,000
2020 | zeroMission 319
2020 | zeroMission 1740
2020 | ZeroMission 50,000
2020 | zeroMission 3,429
2020 | zeroMission 726
2020 | ZeroMission 1,017
2020 Uganda Carbon Bureau (Jim Turnbull) 11
2020 Uganda Carbon Bureau (Abi) 176
Subtotal 102,418

Grand Total 158,629

*Information for internal reporting only

Table6 Total number of certificates sold since project inception
Average price/tCQ@

Year tCQ (USD} Total price(USD)
Pre-2008 59,093
2008 80,428
2009 38,700
2010 80,896
2011 82,298
2012 148,411
2013 34,598
2014 179,872
2015 257,842
2016 29,451
2017 119,897
2018 166,848
2019 226,334
2020 158629




| Total ] 1,663,047| |

*Information for internal reporting only

For a full sales record, with respective volumes, see Apperigtdw is the list ofinsold stockor
vintages 2014 to 220 at 31 December 22D.

Table7 TotalNumber of Certificates available for sale

Vintage ‘ Quantity of unsold credits
2014 18
2016 1,919
2017 2,647
2018 2,075
2019 22,632
2020 (current request) 257,787
Total Unsold Stock (PVC) 287,078




4. Summary of Monitoring Results

4.1 Introduction

ECOTRUST has continued to monitor farmers to establish the progress in attaining the improved land use
targets as per the contracts in accordaneih their respective technical specifications. The monitoring teams
comprise of a combination of farmer coandtors, farmers (trained as local technicians) as well as experts (full
time and part time stafffo participate in the tree/farm monitoring exercises in the individual districtse
monitoring exercises are conductédthe form of home visits to the famer gardens in which number of trees,

tree dimensions and species planted are recorded, depending on the age of the trees planted. Performance
for trees that are three years and below is assessethbywumber of surviving treesvhile that of trees that

are five years and aboweto fifteen years, is assessed by measuring the Diameter at Breast height for the
surviving individual trees.

Most of the monitoring for 2020 was conducted using a mogilglication that was designed in 20kso0ne

of the measuredor makingsurethe monitoring exerciseare conducted in anore cost effective antimely
manner, also resulting in timely farmer paymenitfie monitors reported a reduction in time spent on the
farmer gardas for the monitoring exercises hence an improvement in efficiency of the monitoring practice.
In addition, & old farmer data including the farmer bidata, farm locations, years of planting, performance
of the farmers in the respective years, paymentade to the farmersdhas been digitizeénd is ready for
importation into the system.

4.2 General performance of the continuing farmers

During the reporting period, the project was able to reach a total5@B farmersin all the TGB

landscapesOut of these 204farmers were not due for regular monitoring but are currently under support to

migrate to the newechnical specifications. These were farmers that had been recruited undéfaksopsis

eminii Technicabkpecification and the home visits wef@low-up visits(see2.5). Of the4,8040ther farmers

that were visited 3,820(80%)farmers qualified for payment as they had met their targets for the respective

monitoring yearsleaving984farmersthat did not meet their targetsThese farmers did not meet their

targets due to the following reasons;

1 Poor maintenancesuch agoor spacingof trees, no weeding etc., delayed planting or simply neglecting
the seedlings

1 Floodsthat washed away some of the new treespecially in Kasese district

1 Pestse.g.termites attacking mainly Grevillea as well as some trees being damageanirglssuch &
baboons and elephant®r,

1 Land Transfeeither due to the unfortunatalemiseof the leadFarmerand family members cutting down
the treesor =lling of the lando a new owner who is not interested in the project

Overall, 80% of the monitored farmers met their monitoring targets witbre than half of the districts
achiewng 80% and above and an additional 27% achieving a success rate of k&d&fse district had the
highest number of farmers monitoregi2,690farmerswith all of them under the Mixed Native Spf¥oodlot
technical specificationThe poorest performing districtontinues to beMitooma district where farmersare



struggling to migrate to the new technical specifications. This is mainly because bymihehe most
appropriate technical specificationgere developed, these farmers had already gone too far into the rotation
period. In addition, many of these farmers have reached harvesting age accordimg Maesopsiseminii
Technicakpecification. The main challenge is that some farmers have sold their lareit@wners that are

not familiar with theexpectedharvesting plan. Some are the original owners but are still not sticking to the
harvesting plan.

Table8 showing farmers monitored pelistrict.

District Qualified Not Qualified Total %age Qualified
Bududa 86 15 101 85%
Bulambuli 39 5 44 89%
Hoima 245 80 325 75%
Kasest¢ 2152 538 2690 80%
Kikuube 69 13 82 84%
Kitagwende 30 30 100%
Manafwa 39 21 60 65%
Masindi 377 140 517 73%
Mbale 291 38 329 88%
Mitooma 127 69 196 65%
Namisindwe 31 7 38 82%
Rubiriz| 313 51 364 86%
Sironkc 21 7 28 75%
Total 3820 984 4804 80%
Table9 Farmeramonitored per technicapecifications.
Planting Systen Qualified Not Qualified Total
Boundaryplanting 42 5 47
Dispersednter-planting 467 84 551
Woodlotplanting 3311 895 4206

Table10showing monitoredarmersin 2020by their respective years ghonitoring.

Year of monitoring Qualified Not Qualified Total %age Qualified
0 32 13 45 71%
1 1898 461 2359 80%
3 1148 264 1412 81%
5 568 172 740 77%
7 22 1 23 96%
10 152 73 225 68%

4.3 Kasese



Kasese district has the biggestmber of farmersnonitored because it hold¢he greatestnumber of farmers

for the project.Of the monitored farmersKasese had 2,1580%)farmers meeting their targettherefore
qualifying for payment. The farmers genllyshave good gardens with healthy trees under the Mixed Native
Woodlot plantingsystem.

Tablellshowing performance of monitored farmers in Kasese District.

Year of monitoring  Qualified  Not Qualified

0 1 3
1 1075 250
3 791 213
5 280 71
10 5 1
Total 2152 538

Farmersin Kasesdave faced drought, landslidesid flooding challenges this year that has led to the trees
being destroyedSomeof the year 3& 5farmershave started thinning and selling the thinningsfiaswood,
mainly forbrick burning The readilynarketfor firewood poses a challenge to the projestfew farmers in
Kasese district hayglantedeucalyptus along with the indigenous trees, whiadtihough useful in meeting the
fuelwood demand, affects the performance of the indigenous tré&gmers have generaliganaged the
termites that have continuallgffected thegrevillea robustan the region by applying local remedies e.g., a
mixture of ash and tine which they spray on the anthéhd this seems to be working

4.4 Rubirizi/Mitooma
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as well as the Mixed native Spgchnicakpecifications. A totabf 560 farmerswere maitored in the two
districts ands5% (127 pf the monitored farmeran Mitooma and 86% (313) farmensionitoredin Rubirizi met
expected performancéargets.

Tablel2 showing performance of monitored farmers in Mitooma and Rubirizi Districts.

Mitooma
Year of monitoring Qualified Not Qualified
1 1 0
3 1 0
5 48 8
10 77 61
Total 127 69
Rubirizi
Year of monitoring vdzl f AT b20d v dz
1 54 6
3 98 2

5 101 34



10 60 9
Total 313 51

The majority ofarmers that did not qualify for payment are classifaspart of the group that is supposed to

be transitioning from Measopsis emind Mixed Native Species. Many of these farmers waaridinarily by
now be coming to the end of their rotation cycle, yet some of the trees are still too young due to the transition.
The monitoring results therefore do not generate the DBH that is expetéds stage, simply becausest

of the trees were youngn addition,Mitooma faces a challenge of problem animslgh aghe baboons that

eat up some of the young trees that had been replantedich causes the farmers to not qualify fomyment.
Theproject will continue to engage with thiarmers empowering them with opportunities for generating
income from thetrees without cutting thembefore they matureThe programme has already started with
capacity buildindo identify anddevelop business casas well aghe awarding of grants worth USD5,500 to
each group as initial investment in the group businesses

4.5 Hoima/Kikuube

Hoima District has recently been subdivided into two distrigtdoima and Kikuube. TGB has continued to
manage farmers in this area as paft on CPA. A total of 407 farmers were monitored &id(77%) of

the monitoredfarmers met their targetsvhile 23% of the farmers did not meet their targefBhe farmers that

did not meet targets were maintaining the trees poorly and some had converted some of the land to
sugarcane. Farmers in this region have continued to sell their land to investors that come in due to the
construction of the oil pipelinednce cutting down their treeECOTRUST hasder the Shared Resources,
Joint Solutions programmeéeeen engaged in a series of advocacy initiatives, with the players in the sugarcane
as well as the oil and gas secttmr minimise their footprint in the ara

Tablel3showing performance of monitored farmers in Hoima and Kikuube Districts.

Hoima
Year of monitoring Qualified Not Qualified
0 8 2
1 95 32
3 81 15
5 51 29
7 1 0
10 9 2
Total 245 80
Kikuube
Year ofmonitoring v dz- £ b2 3G v dz
0 2 1
1 66 12
5 1 0

Total 69 13




4.6 Masindi

A total of517farmers were monitored in 202 Masindi districtand 73% (377) of these farmers met their
monitoring targetwhile 140did not meet their targetMore than half $7.8%) of the farmers that did not meet

their targets werein Year 1 farmersaind most of these farmaere not wellmaintained withbushy gardens
andtrees that are not pruned. The Year 5 farmers in this region have not met targets mainly because they are
abandoning the trees. The farmers that have cut down trees have been encouraged to plant more trees and
were advised to improve on the managementdeds in the respective gardens

Tablel4 showing performance of monitored farmers in Masindi District.

Year ofmonitoring Qualified Not Qualified
0 5 6
1 214 81
3 104 28
5 53 25
10 1 0
Total 377 140

4.7 Mt Elgonregion

Mt Elgon region displayed good performance in this monitoring penmeith 8497% (520 out

of 612) continuing farmers meeting their targets ai®.5% of thdarmers not meeting their targetsThe
farmers in this region have very small landholdings with manageable tree planting targetsegion in 2019

had an increase in recruitment due to the increased interest in the project from the community members after
realising the benefits of conseation. Many of these farmeraccessedree seedlings during the recruitment
period and attended the induction meetings, which contributed the success among the Year 1 farmers. The
farmers that did not meet their targets were advised to cut down the bustmebalso do some gap filling for
those that had insufficient number of trees and poor spacing.

Tablel5showing performance of monitored farmers in the Districts of Mt. Elgon.

Monitoring year O Monitoring year 1 Montioring year 3 Monitoring year 5 ‘ Monitoring year 7

pistrict Qualified Qu’:l?;ie 4 Qualfied Qu’:ﬁ;e 4 Qualfied Qu’;‘ﬁ;e 4 Qualfied Qu’:ﬁ;ie 4 Qualfied Qu’;‘ﬁftie .
Bududa 1 0 51 11 8 2 13 2 13 0
EIULAMBU 0 0 18 5 21 0 0 0 0 0
Manafwa 2 0 29 20 7 1 1 0 0 0
Mbale 12 1 223 32 28 1 20 3 8 1
\',\'vzmismd 0 0 31 7 0 0 0 0 13 0
Sironko 1 0 11 6 9 0 0 0 0 0
Total 16 1 363 81 73 4 34 5 34 1
g?;tgllified >20




Total Not

Qualified %2

4.8 Corrective Actions

During the home visits, counting of trees and measuring of tree attributes is done for each farmer, with the
farmer, at their respective gardens to ensure accuracy and consistency of results. The farmers and the
monitors discuss theesults,and agree on he carective actionghat will enable the farmerso meet their
targets.These actions are recorded and followed up on during the subsequent monitoring periods. This
interaction offers practical extension services to the farmers by the project to heip\acthe expected land
management milestones at the different stages of the woodlot.addition, the project coordinator
(ECOTRUST) uses the information from the monitoring reports to improve the execution of the grojbid.
section, wesummarise the corrective actions that the farmers were expected to implement in order to
improve performance.

4.8.1 Replanting of lost trees

Farmers that failed to meet targebecause the trees werkost due to drought and floods were advised to
replant in the next rains/seasons to replace the lost treBlse farmers that had insufficient number of trees
especially the Year 1, 3 and 5 farmers, were advised to do some gap filling in their gaitteggrees would
be especiallymonitored by the farmecoordinators to make sure they are growinhgalthily.

4.8.2 Improving management

Many of the poorly performing farmers failed to meet targets due to poor management, often leaving the
trees in bushes, and/or not attending to the pests and diseasdsran In some cases, the seedlings had been
planted too close to each other, or for some reason, the tops of the trees had broken off and in others the
stems were crooked. These were advigedearn from fellow farmers on theroper maintenance of the
gadens that includes weeding, slashipgyning,and thinning to prevent bushy gardens, pests and diseases
The farmers were also advisedle vigilant for the problem animals like the baboons that destroy their trees
especially at Yedrandeventually make them not meet their targefBhe project has initiatethe process of
identifying model farms and converting them into farmer field schools to facilitate peer learning

4.8.3 Adjustmentsin Targets
4.8.3.1 Raducing target

During thediscussion of results with some of the farmers, it becomes clear that ey not have been
realistic at the time of application and thus set targets that are beybei reach.There has been some target
reduction among the farmers because some of thed they apply to put under improved management
becomes too ambitious for them to manage. Mostly the farmers apply for one (1) hectare of land which is
eventually reduced to at least 0.5Ha under improveanagement.



4.8.3.2 Replacements

The project has recruited new farmers to replace the farms whose entire gardens were washed away by the
floods or have sold land to disinterested new owners or have cut the tetstal of 106 farmers representing

123.7 Ha of land and contributing 28,438-Qhave been forwarded for replacement in this reporting period.
Most of them areYear 10armers from Kasese and Mitooma that have cut down their trees and sold their
land.Some of the farmers have passed, causing the family members to cut down the trees. Some of the
farmers are Year 3 and 5 farmers that have changed their land use to planting of Eucalyptus trees.

Tablel6 showing farmers foreplacement.

District Number of Allocated area (he TOTAL CO SALEABLE €0
farmers
Bududa 1 0.15 35.82 32.24
Bulambuli 1 0.13 8.48 7.63
Hoima 4 3.63 851.95 766.7
Kasest 49 51.00 12178.® 10960.92
Manafwa 3 0.91 155.11 13960
Mbale 5 2.42 436.83 393.55
Mitooma 42 64.50 14523.25 13073.3
Rubirizi 1 1.00 225.10 202.59
Total 106 123.74 28,415.34 25,576.11

4.8.33 Transition to New Technical Specifications

Some of the farmer9g farmers with 131.9Hpgin the old project sites of Mitoomaloima and Kasese are still
being supported to migrate to the new technical specificationBese are mostly year 10 farmers from
Mitooma, Hoima and Kasese who have been in the process of transitioning from the old technical
specifications. Thenain chaknge is that theeplantedtreeshave notachievedthe DBHthat is expectedor

year 10. Some of the farmers have a few well managed trees on their plots of land, hence they will be followed
up to make surghat as manytreesas possibl@are maintainecbn the farms

Tablel7 showing farmers fofollow-up.

District Number of farmers Number of hectares
Hoima 5 4.375
Kasest 6 7.5
Masindi 5 4.7
Mbale 1 0.39
Mitooma 70 101.15
Rubirizi 11 13.775

Total 98 131.89



4.9 Monitoring of impact

The project has continuously built the capacity lmfuseholds,communities and their natural capital to
prevent, mitigate or cope with risend recover from climate induced shocks which measures include tree
planting. The project hagn 2020, mobilised99,986.44tCOih net emission reductiongontributing to climate

change mitigation.

49.1 Environmental cebenefits

The project also aims to measure its impact with regards to climate change adaptation, biodiversity
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contribution to selected environmental doenefits is presented below:

Tablel8 summary of Project Environmental Indicators

YR NBYySglofS Sy

Environmental Dimension Indicator Value

1. Biodiversity conservation % of indigenous tree species planted (as oppose 79%
naturalized species)

2. Protected areas conservation No. of protected areas covered by project 9

Catchment condition List of catchments improved by the programme 7

4.  Climate resilience No. of households with improved adaptation 11798
strategies

5. Improved Land Use Ha under improved management / PV agreements 9241.705

4.9.2 Socieeconomic impact

In addition to the environmental benefits above, the project also delivers social and economic benefits to the
farmers and the communities they are living in. The project measures its impact with regards to per capita
income as a resutif carbon credit sks, jobs provided directly by the project and tenure security. A summary
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Tablel9 summary of Project soceconomic impact indicators

AAAAA
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Social Dimesion

Indicator

Value

1. Livelihoods

- Per capita income as a result of PVC sales

572.85

2. Jobs

-Number of employees, hired by the projeetlitime
(men/women)

22(9 MALE & 13 FEMALE)

-Number of employees, hired by thgroject-Parttime
(men/women)

9 (4 FEMALE & 5 MAL#&)the
variousoffices,

10(1 FEMALE & 9 MALSrt
time monitors

76 (5 FEMALE & 71 MALE)
Farmer coordinators

-Number of Village Savings & Loans Associat

supported by TGB

24




- Number ofcommercial nurseries supported by TGH 24
3. Tenure Security | - Number of communal ownership titles 1
- Area covered under communal ownersliiz) 754
- Number of communal ownership titles being 9
processed
- Area covered under communal ownership in proce 1,540ha(Siiba, Sonso and
Rwentumia ha TBD

Table20 summary of Project governance impact indicators

Governance Dimensiol Indicator Value
Social capital - Number oommunity groups created and/or supported by the 86
Project
. Number of Households in these community groups with PES 1178
agreementgeach PES agreement corresponds to one participant)
- Number of community meetings supported by the Project 72
-Number of participants in community meetings supported by the 7,500
Project




5.1. PES Transfers

The project has continued to pay all producers that have complied with the miniragairements following
monitoring activitiesPayments to farmers are made througfeir respective banks, mobile phone and/or

village SACCOs/financial institutions wherey hold individual accounts. ECOTRUST has continued to use the
mobile moneyLJt | G F2N)Y G2 YIS RASBOGor hahkd ac&ynts ar dife@ly 6 NS ISENE ¢
mobile telephones in the ZD reporting period. A total of USDB65324.46 (united states Dollars Hree

Hundred andixtyFiveThousandThreeHundred andlwenty- Fourand Forty - sixcents) has been distritbed

to farmers across the districts througharious facilities, broken down as USIb,701.25as direct transfers

and an additionalUSD49,623.21has been distributed in the form of seedlings.

Table21: Summary of payments pooducers in 200

Sum of Amount Sum of
District Date Memo (UGX) Amount (USD)
23
Hoima Dec Hoima farmer payments monitored Auept 2020 37,610,122 10,290.05
Hoima Total 37,610,122 10,290.05
24-
Kasese Feb Payment to continuing farmers in Kasese 34,508,624 9,441.48
10-
Mar Payment for Kasese carbfarmers 145,520,082 39,813.98
Payments for Kasese carbon producers 2,624,817 718.14
04-
May Payment for bounced funds for Kasesebonfarmers 16,764,148 4,586.63
29-Jul | Kasese Yr0 farm@ayments 105,303,316 28,810.76
07-
Sep Kasese farmer payment monitored July 2020 10,042,388 2,747.58
Kasese farmer payment, monitored July 2020 119,319,669 32,645.60
28
Sep Kasese farmer payment, monitored July 2020 19,455,266 5,322.92
Kasese farmer payments, monitored July 2020 3,148,874 861.53
10-
Nov TGB: Kasese farmer payments 30,085,950 8,231.45
TGB: Kasese farmer payments for continuing farmers
monitored in August 2020 106,800,366 29,220.35
Kasese Total 593,573,500 162,400.41
06-
Kitagwenda Aug Kitagwenda Yr0 farmer payments 13,763,474 3,765.66
23
Dec Farmer payments for Kitagwenda & Rubirizi 96,579,918 26,424.05
Kitagwenda
Total 110,343,392 30,189.71
YearO Masindi farmgoayments monitored oct/Nov
Masindi 21-Jul | 2019 59,981,095 16,410.70
09
Sep Masindi farmer payments monitored Nov/Dec 2019 45,715,289 12,507.60
Masindi Total 105,696,384 28,918.30
05
Mbale Aug Mbalefarmer payments monitored Nov/Dec 2020 9,692,209 2,651.77




11- Mbale farmer payments monitored Februarivlarch
Sep 2020 10,060,348 2,752.49
Mbale Total 19,752,557 5,404.26
10-
Mitooma Nov TGB: Kiyanga & Bitereko farmer payments 59,758,786 16,349.87
E)ic Farmer payments for Mitooma farmers 4,125,261 1,128.66
Mitooma Total 63,884,047 17,478.54
Rubirizi 01-Jul | Rubirizi farmer payments 1,643,016 449.53
TGB: Rubirizi farmer payments 26,207,968 7,170.44
29-Jul | Rubirizi Yr@armer payments 39,958,472 10,932.55
Jl\-I%v TGB: Rubirizi TGB farmer payments for Yr5 & Yr10 19,792,612 5,415.22
éic Farmer payment for Yr3 farmers in Rubirizi 39,272,193 10,744.79
Farmer payments for Kitagwenda & Rubirizi 96,153,803 26,307.47
Rubirizi Total 223,028,064 61,019.99
Grand Total 1,153,888,066 315,701.25

Table22: Paymentshroughseedlings suppliers in 20

Sum of Amount
Date District Name (UGX) Sum of Amount (USD)
12-Feb Hoima Bwambale Samuel 667,500 182.63
10-Mar Kasese Augustine Kiiza Kireru 14,450,000 3,953.49
Charles Nyamutale 11,650,000 3,187.41
10-Jul Masindi Aganyira James 501,000 137.07
Climate Alart Forest ConservationTry 283,250 77.50
Daudalsingoma 327,750 89.67
Livingstone Kabagambe 621,000 169.90
Moses Andama 792,500 216.83
Nyamaizi Fildah 519,000 142.00
Wetaka Gerald 75,500 20.66
29-Jul Hoima Agaba Annet 3,948,000 1,080.16
Kusemererwa Fred 7,749,000 2,120.11
Mwesige Allen 4,245,500 1,161.56
19-Aug Hoima Mbabazi Justine 2,327,500 636.80
01-Sep Hoima Kaahwa Y afesi 8,560,650 2,342.18
07-Sep Kasese Kiiza Augustine Kireru 4,550,000 1,244.87
Masindi Charles Kisembo 3,912,650 1,070.49
Hellen Oleru 1,302,000 356.22
Moses Andama 3,428,250 937.96
Wetaka Gerald 539,000 147.47
30-Sep Masindi Wabomba Wilfred 2,167,200 592.94
01-Oct Masindi Aganyira James 1,664,750 455.47
Charles Kisembo 315,000 86.18
Hellen Oleru 533,500 145.96
Moses Andama 206,250 56.43




Nyamaizi Fildah 471,000 128.86
06-Nov Masindi Aganyira James 3,395,000 928.86
Wabomba Wilfred 752,500 205.88
Wetaka Gerald 1,372,000 375.38
10-Nov Hoima & Kikuube| Fred Kusemererwa 7,135,100 1,952.15
Kaahwal afesi 3,934,000 1,076.33
Kasese BENECO LTD 21,300,000 5,827.63
Charles Nyamutale 25,566,500 6,994.94
Samson Bwambale 18,475,000 5,054.72
18-Dec Kasese Augustine Kiiza Kireru 23,635,000 6,466.48
Grand Total 181,372,850 49,623.21

NB: The USD value is based on the UGX:USD conversion average r2@ for 20

5.2  Carbon Community Fund

The Community Carbon Fund (CCF) is a commba#tgd support mechanism established by Trees for Global
Benefits in order to address the risk of ndelivery of carbon benefits associated with the project activities.

The CCF is a riflind and is directly financed by the sales of carbon credits generated by the project. Each
participating farmer is required to cede 10% of their carbon revenue to the €ats effectively, the risk of
non-delivery is minimized by being spread across several thousands of project participants. Risk is managed
through two approaches. In 20, CCF has been used to replace carbon that has been lost as a result of the
130 farmrers that have exited the programmén addition, the CCF was used to support the farmers in Kasese
that were affected by floods and landslides. Furthermore, grants worth USD5,500awearded to the four

farmer groups in Rubirizi and Mitooma Districts tbe initial investment in the implementation of the
business plans.



6. Ongoing Community Participation
6.1 Context

Trees for Global Benefif§GB) is a cooperative carbon offsetting scheme linking farmers in Uganda to the
voluntary carbon marketCommunity participation in the design, implementation and governance of the
project is therefore a critical element of the Programnide project woks with established community
structures toengage with the participatinfarmersthroughfarmer meetingsThe joint challenge of COVID19

travel restrictions, social distancing atie disruption brought about by thelection/campaigning season
AYLI OGSR 2y (KS LINEZ 2SO iHpaevdr, thk prdjedtdvasistt abké odaid amambde  F I
of engagements with the project participants as detailed in this section

6.2 Feedback

Normally, the project holdéeedback meetings to discuss challenges faced by the farmers and collectively
identify solutions to these challenges. However due to the CQWIEstrictions, it was not possible to hold
feedback meetings in every project site. The project relied heavilh@feedback collected from the farmers
during the monitoring exercises. However,review of the feedback from Mitooma & Rubirizi districts
indicated a need to holdurther discussions with the farmer leadership to identify ways of ensuring that
farmers remain active even as they are nearing the end of the rotation period for the tree planting system.
The meeting with the leaders agreed that the best strategy would be to develop environmenfatydly
businesesmanaged by théarmer groupsand joint marketing ventures that would helgheir enterprises to
start generating revenubeyondthe Year 10 performancgbased paymentsA number of issues were raised
during these feedback meetings, which are very useful for the improving the project delivery
1 Multiple Management Objectiveshould be encouraged to include a good mix of timber & non
timber products to allow for a retention of trees even when the rotation period for the timber &
building pole trees has been achievédther potential enterprises tt were identified include
Piggery Zero grazindor cows & goatsBeekeepingAvocado oil productionFruit juice making
Pumpkin passion fruit and sunflower growjngine making, tourism andHerbal medicine
production
1 The project needs to support therfaers to accesSustainable Marketsvith interventions such
as group marketinggertification etc. to guarantee that farmers benefit from their sustainable
practices A lack of marketcanmake farmers cut down fruit trees and replace them wattmer
enterprises with readily available markets esgigarcanesand
1 Marketing requires scale arttie project needs to developggregation platformgo enable the
attainment of scale

6.4 Business Development

Following the feedback from meetings with farmer leaders in Rubirizi and Mitooma Districts, TGB conducted
a series of business develop workshapswhich viablegreen businessesglentified and developed into
business plansThree different workshops wereeld with farmersthat belong toa) Kiyanga Environmental



Conservation Associatioh) Bitereko Farmers Carbon Grauy) NdangaraNyakiyanja Tutungukye Group and

d) Katanda Tree growers Associati®@ame of the business ideas developed by these farmensdadiee

keeping and nursery bed management. After development of their business plans, the pioneer TGB groups in
the region received grants worth UGX 20 million per group to invest in the selected businesses through the
CCF fund; which is a resilience i that assists in preventing risk to the programme like cutting down of
trees.

Figure3: A local Bee Hive on one of the farms

6.5 Benefit¢ Sharing Discssionswith Ten (10) Community Land Associations

Following the completion of the registration of ten Communal Land Associatiorespensible bodies for the
community forests in the BudongoBugoma Forest RangECOTRUST held meetings with these groups to
agree on an equitable benefit sharing pldime benefit sharing planbkave further been converted intaiable
bankable green business plans to help enhance forest health and improve community livelibeds
communities have been granted corporate status as the bodies responsible for the managefrthit
community forestsand developed Forest Management Pla@nce he process of acquiring land titles for the
forests is completd and technical specifications developed, these groups will be reagwgrticipate in the
project. Once the carbon credits have been issued, the income from the sale of these credits will be used to
manage the forests and invest in implementing the busselans.The registration of the CLAs and the
development of the benefit sharing plans were made possible with funding from the Dutch Government,
through the Netherlands Committee of IUCN.




































