DISCUSSION POINTS FROM MEETING ON PROSOPIS UTILISATION AND/OR CONTROL 
1. Post-presentation of Arne Witt, CABI; Ibrahim Nur, CARE-Somalia; and Taye Tassema, EIAR.
GEF funded CABI/EIAR project only has one more year. 

RW: We are considering the reintroduction of another species here – what is to happen – is this not dangerous?
AW: We are talking about host specific use of biological control i.e. do not move onto another species. So risks have been assessed, taken into account and minimized. We can consider zoning of prosopis so that some areas are eradicated and some areas left for use of community if they want this.  The danger is to avoid further transmission from areas where prosopis is left to areas that it has been eradicated. 
RW: We can ensure that the pods will be collected before animals eat them.

AW:  It is overly optimistic to say that you can collect pods before animals eat them. Also by encouraging feed from prosopis it is creating a market for pods, so people will grow more trees therefore creating/risking more spread.
RW: Am overly optimistic because we have plantations of prosopis here and we want to find a way of benefiting communities. No methods of control have been successful. Too many seeds and e.g. weevil can only destroy 80% of seeds, so still have 20% left. If use weevil then need to ensure pods are destroyed before livestock get to them. The way of utilizing pods for animal feed will work because it has greatest motivation – for financial gain. Greatest motivator for human life: is financial gain. So people will do it. I admit some people from highlands have come and tried to buy prosopis seedlings so they can make money from it – how to stop this risk I don’t know? 

TT: Why should we take a risk in encouraging utilization of prosopis – is there no alternative? Is there no other feed we can use for livestock for example e.g. alfalfa. These will also give better biomass of feed. Why do we play with wild plants when there are other species (indigenous plants) that can do better and provide a better service?

RW: We are talking about harvesting what is already there. I do not believe that we have enough alternatives for feed here in country. So we can use prosopis. If we were able to have the means to go and clear up all the areas of lantana and prosopis we would have dust winds – because it would go back to what it was. Irrigation has not been very successful in Kenya so farming is difficult. 
JM: Many methods to eradicate prosopis have been tried – dredging, uprooting, biological, weevil e.g. in S.Africa. Managed to remove 80% of seeds and many problems. However if you remove 1 tonne of pods in the field, you are removing 2,000,000 seeds. SIGMA is giving 8 KSh per kilo. There have been problems e.g. newspaper article accusing ILRI of encouraging people to harvest pods, and then pulling out (there had been problems of finding money for the transportation costs to SIGMA). Most important thing is to control plant density – if spaced out then OK. In India called the ‘wonder tree’. Here need enough pressure for utilization of trees and then can control. 

SC: We need all options – chemical, biological, use – we need all of these to come on board and work together. To get good yield of pods, need a good crown on tree. Where people have reduced density of prosopis (by about 50%) – have better yield of pods. Trick is how do you contain massive areas where there is prosopis – need to sustain operation for many years. 

AW: It is true that utilisation can reduce seeds in the system. But there are a huge number of natural insects (others) that can control plants. There are probably 20-25 insects that feed on prosopis in S.America, so have massive impact. If you use 2-3 insects in combination then can reduce seed spread 99.99%. It is not just Bruchid, but there is a set of host specific creatures. Like Simon said you should have an integrated approach. Utilisation can be part of the answer, but I do not believe that collection of pods will have a worthy impact on the spread of prosopis. 

TT: The problem for us is the impact of prosopis on other plant species. The impact of prosopis is loss of other species due to taking water, light and toxicates soil. The component of pod in feed is 5-15%. Where can pastoralists get the remaining 85% for their feed?  When animals feed only on prosopis pods they do not live. We can not integrate for integration sake, but needs to be justified. Charcoal makers use other trees before using the prosopis so risk loss of indigenous species. 

RW: It is a very complicated problem. If this tree has many enemies at home, and we bring them here, we need the enemies of the enemies and it goes on. In some areas people value the timber from the prosopis and also value the bananas that they need to grow, so they control the trees. 

AW: People don’t understand biological control and its benefits. 

SWALIM: In presentation from Ethiopia we saw a cleared area surrounded by prosopis – how do you control this reinvasion?  Also through all methods of moving it – which is the most promising alternative to really get rid of it?

Taye: We can’t control prosopis. How can we live with it? I believe in biological control. Yes, we still have to complete safety issues/tests. Therefore we have temporary measures – therefore once cleared we need to use land immediately. We need continuous effort to control cleared land. Scouts identified from the local communities to pull out any prosopis seedlings. 
AA: How do you consider pastoralist perception’s of disliking something new or which they know little about when introducing biological control – they do not even like foreign people, how could the like biological control?  Having this idea or conditions, how do you value biological control socially, economically, etc? 
TT: Pastoralists ask for different sprays. We told them about biological control and they liked the idea. Control by utilization can create problems, as said before. I like the suggestion of a middle way – for us, the middle way is control by utilization – after clearing the biomass, it can be used as charcoal, fuelwood, pods for animal feed. But we shouldn’t continuing letting prosopis grow there. 
2. Discussion post-presentation of Raphael Wahome, University of Nairobi; Simon Choge and George Muthike, KEFRI.
IN: Who is utilization for? Problems we focus on are in pastoralist area. However benefits of seed for livestock are found in highland areas and Nairobi. What will be the cost of the end product if it goes back to pastoralists e.g. in Baringo. Is there community-based feed processing without incurring costs of transport? Are there ways of increasing value of pods at local level? 

GK: In terms of the different strategies – is there not a middle way somehow? Combining them? 

PK: Much of the prosopis is on communal land. Particularly where clearing and utilizing, how to overcome issues of tenure and ‘ownership”?

TT: What is recommended for optimum spacing of prosopis?  What is the reason for waiting for biological control in order to see utilization?  Why are we trying to change perceptions of communities – who are we working for here – why do we have to change their perception if they see it as negative, it is negative?! Are we just preparing ourselves to satisfy our knowledge so community adopts it? Can you tell us more about the pilot scheme for flour certification?
GM:  The issue of resource ownership was a challenge at the beginning – no one wanted to take responsibility. For years we have been wanting to bring communities together: and they have come together in sort of CBOs. Some of the people have been able to go out from their settled areas to manage prosopis. Why should we have to wait for the results of safety trials of biological control?  When pods became a source of money people said they are happy to try this. People are saying eradicate, but how? We need the communities to help eradicate if necessary. 

SC: If want grass underneath the optimum spacing between trees is – 5 (7) x 5 (7) ms. space in between: can get a tractor in between. If want grass more quickly then 12-15 ms spacing is bettre. The organic certification/flour never took off as communities had to take loan, logistics were difficult (person was based in Uganda) but the market is still there – and we are seeing if they are still interested through more direct contact. When we started in Baringo, we established a group of 5 people. Some people given large areas of land and told to take out prosopis products to raise money for themselves. People complained, and we tried to get people to give money to school. Now in Baringo people go to the area and cut as they want with a permit from government to make charcoal – group of 10. When finished move to another area. Also have to come back to the area to remove seedlings: without doing clear up they will not get a permit. 

JM: In communal land in Kenya there is still control over resources. Also very important to involve local government and policy makers. This morning I gave you the example of community who collected pods but not taken by feed company – shows that if they can make money out of it they will control it. 

IN: Is it right that KFS were handing out prosopis seedlings at one point!
SK: Yes! But now this has stopped.  Also, there are other types of prosopis that are much better – if we can change these by breeding then this would be good. 

TT: Prosopis can hybradise between species – difficult to identify now. 

RW: Communities can chose to rent land that has been cleared of prosopis to others to use e.g. for wheat growing.

SWALIM: The way prosopis grows is not good for timber. How do you get it go straight etc. This needs lot of management from communities - is this good?  This morning everyone hated prosopis – but this afternoon we see the good side. Is it not too early to introduce biological control?
GM: You can manage trees to grow into straight stands. 
SC: It is good not to rush into biological control. We should have a breakthrough in use of pods. We can provide 50 m tones of pods – if we can get communities mobilised. 

3. Discussion post-presentation of Alawis Ahmed, FARM Africa
SWALIM: The area is dry – how can you have rehabilitation/agriculture there?

AA: There are several rain seasons – we support different grain varieties suitable for drylands. Prosopis has invaded around water points, so when these areas are cleared of prosopis there is better access to the water – also we provide water pumps.

SWALIM: Is charcoal for local production or national/international?  

AA: At the moment it is for local – it is difficult to sell at international but we are looking at it. Regulatory system is different from region to region and it is difficult to move charcoal from one region to another because of checkpoints on borders on some regions.

SWALIM: There seem to be many projects in Ethiopia – are they coordinated or are they haphazardly being set up?

TT: Initiatives for controlling prosopis have come from different areas. We are working together. In February EIAR will organise a national meeting to move towards as national strategy. We are also working on baseline data to identify all areas covered by prosopis. 

RW: How will the pastoralists survive if prosopis is totally cleared?

AA: The clearing that is carried out so far is specifically around homes – and not to totally clear all prosopis. There are participatory land use plans, and the clearing fits with these with rehabilitation actions. The communities decide where to clear e.g. of grazing lands, based on their interest.

SWALIM: You told us about the very large seed production in your presentation. This shows us it is very valuable tree and should not be eradicated. Has anyone carried out serious study on effects of feeding on animals – it has been mentioned that animals can die? 

RK: Where you showed trend about perceptions about negative animal health – how true are these?  Are you carrying out the whole process of milling or are you taking to a miller?  Can you tell us more about how cooperatives managed?

FF: Considering the large area of Afar region that has been ‘invaded’ by prosopis, what impact are these relatively small initiative having – are there any real impacts on spread?

AA: We are still on the process of developing cooperatives and linking with traders. The coops first faced problem so we collected decision makers/elders and we showed by actions for them to copy e.g. seeing if seed is dead after  going through livestock. We showed them to help their perceptions. We have looked at the causes of invasion spread – we are trying to fill these gaps such as lack of coordination, lack of approaches etc. This is what we are focusing on – not necessarily on area of impact. 

TT: Any time we go to the field we see prosopis at different levels of production/growth. Always there are some pods. High seed production is a characteristic of an invader – this is how they adapt. Are there real impacts? Where prosopis is growing no plants are growing and therefore having impact on biodiversity. Pastoralists still believe more negatives than positive – e.g. prevents mobility and better fodder for animals. They don’t like the argument of utilization. From theoretical point of view it holds true, but different contexts in different areas.

AA. Where there no other livelihood options, then prosopis is given a higher value for its potential for income generataion. 
RW: Pastoralists say that animals have died from prosopis but this need not be ture – they can blame prosopis easily. We have seen animal deaths that have nothing to do with prosopis. 

A film on prosopis clearing in Sudan was shown to the participants.
In Sudan Prosopis is a political issue. It is needed in some areas for soil conservation however its is not well managed. The president of Sudan went to S.Africa and met the livestock ministry, where he was told that prosopis is a very bad tree with many negative impacts. When he returned to Sudan, the government pumped in a lot of money into eradicating prosopis totally. In New Alfar – prosopis was cleared from 12,000 has. in one year (2006) – private contractors paid to clear land and people resettled there. Used heavy machinery to remove prosopis and local people employed to take out the remaining roots manually. Then everything was burnt including the pods. Seminars were given to people in the area to train them on continuing the control of prosopis and everyone given a piece of land and supposed to keep prosopis off it. If not then they would be put in jail. Chemicals used to remove any plants coming up. Soil is very fertile and good agriculture with use of irrigation from the Nile. Community was given certificate to say New Alfar was “prosopis free”.

4. Discussion post presentation of Fiona Flintan, SC-US; Asseneth Cheboi, UNEP; Musse Shaie Alim, FAO-SWALIM; and film on Sudan experiences.
SWALIM: Do we not need more information on the use of prosopis as a food e.g. presence of toxins, nutritional value etc. before we promote its use for either livestock or humans? 

FF: Yes, the flour is being tested first, by ourselves, by FARM Africa, KEFRI etc. And for example there are problems of toxins being present in some flour, though of very small quantities. Further in Ethiopia the pods are very bitter.
SC: To resolve problem of bitterness at KEFRI we have mixed one part prosopis flour to four parts wheat flour – this removes bitterness. Can mix Prosopis Pallida 50:50 as it is sweeter. Picking from tree and ensuring good storage lowers the toxin levels. Need campaign and good packaging of mixed flour to educate: now many people only see flour as children’s snack or animal feed. 

GM: Bitterness is attributed to amount of tannin which is influenced by soil type etc. So in any area there is a need for using testing before using for animal/human feed .

TT: Please could you explain more about NRM components of SC-US. What about charcoal – and promoting illegal activities e.g. use of indigenous plants? What about socio-economic studies before interventions?

FF: SC-US work on NRM is relatively new and it has looked to the experiences of its partners and others for guidance e.g. FARM Africa. The areas that we focus on are defined partly by the communities through their mapping/CAPs as explained and partly through decisions of Head Office and influences of important issues at national level etc. The charcoal that has been produced was small and used locally – the people who carried out the charcoal making were pastoralists who had been making charcoal out of the local trees previously. It was only sold locally.  I would agree about carrying out socio-economic studies before interventions however in practice this is rarely done – a problem of NGO/Aid/donor pressure/poor time for preparation of proposals etc. In SC-US we are trying to respond to community needs through CAPs and community requests for assistance. One example of this is a planning process that will be carried out with community members near Moyale to understand the impacts and benefits of rehabilitating a dam (that they have requested).
AA: Problem with charcoal is the movement between regions – the check points. 
JM: What was the cost per ha for the Sudan clearance?  
SC: I do not know what the cost is – but it was high and used oil money from within the Sudanese government. 
TT: In Ethiopia cost 1000-2000 ETB to clear using manual labour, depending on density. 

GM: What is being done to rehabilitate the degraded bare land in Somalia? How is prosopis impacting on land use in Somalia?

MSA: Areas which are now highly degraded are very costly to conserve/ rehabilitate. Several projects going on for soil conservation. Use of prosopis has just started e.g. as firewood, charcoal, some eaten by goats, children, but we still know very little about prosopis spread.
SWALIM: All banana growing areas being taken over by prosopis. Depends on needs of land – in some areas need prosopis for protecting sand dunes. Work in Somalia is much less than elsewhere because of war, security situation etc. We will learn from Kenya and Ethiopia. 

RK: You mentioned use of prosopis in times of drought – are there some clear examples?

AA: In Afar children do eat seeds just for fun – eat for food when herding goats and important part of diet. 

OUTPUTS OF GROUP WORK

The group was divided by country and asked to carry out the following tasks:

1. Define a long-term vision (or several visions considering that there might be disagreement) in relation to prosopis

2. Consider what are the main challenges to realizing this/these vision(s)

3. Consider what will be done over the next year to overcome these challenges:

· Action

· Partners

· Who responsible?

· By when?

· What assistance would you like from the ELMT NRM TWGs?

KENYA

For Kenya group – see separate file. 
SOMALIA

Vision:

The problems of prosopis are overcome and it is utilized as a useful tree resource for the benefit of local communities.
Challenges:

1. Scanty information on prosopis in Somalia.

2. The tree is invading available/potential land in the country uncontrolled.

3. Absence of a central government that can provide policy/strategy.

4. Insecurity.

5. Lack of resources/funding.

6. Absence of a regional forum/initiative. 

In the Next Year:

1. Organise a country forum on prosopis (by end of January 2009) with help from ELMT NRM TWG.
2. Mapping of the extent of the spread of prosopis – ELMT TWG working with FAO-SWALIM (by end of April 2009).
3. Baseline study (TOR needed) by end of May 2009.
4. Concept paper/proposal developed.

Partners:

· FAO SWALIM

· ELMT

· Local communities

· Regional authorities

· EU

· USAID

· NGOs including Oxfam GB in Somaliland

· ILRI – Regional Livestock and Fisheries Programme – ASARECA

ETHIOPIA

Vision:

1. Communities to have capacity, knowledge and options to manage (eradicate and/or use) prosopis.

2. National and regional levels of government to recognize the threats of prosopis and to provide a facilitating environment for its ‘management’.

Challenges:

1. Working with the pastoral way of life.

2. Lack of water in non-irrigated environments for restoration.

3. Lack of information and recognition of threats.

4. Lack of initiatives addressing prosopis at community level (development, utilization, control).

5. Little capacity and equipment to control prosopis at community level.

6. Lack of commitment in regional governments and no/little work undertaken in Oromiya and Somali governments – meaning lack of regional strategies.

7. Communities slow to take up new ideas.

8. Others i.e. conflict, ‘overgrazing’, drought etc. 

Activities
1. Establish email list for dissemination/sharing information on prosopis to include organisations in Ethiopia/Kenya/Somalia and others. In Ethiopia include PFE, GL-CRSP etc. (To be done immediately by Fiona).
2. Disseminate report and presentations of workshop (Fiona/Ibrahim by end of December 2008).

3. Ensure better linking of activities with Federal government departments including PADD/MOFA; MoA; EPA; IBC. (EIAR to provide contacts and Fiona follow-up).

4. National Strategy Meeting on prosopis to be held by EIAR in February/March 2009 (EIAR/Fiona).

5. EIAR to hold other stakeholder meetings on issues related to their research/work on policy, information/communication, technical development etc. (Over next year – Fiona to follow up).

6. Access and disseminate report on cost/benefit analysis of prosopis carried out by Lucy Emerton (Fiona)

7. FARM Africa will be carrying out following studies (over next 3 months) on:

· Livelihood baseline in Afar (areas of intervention)

· Prosopis mapping in Afar (areas of intervention)
· Feasibility study on timber and woodchips


(Will disseminate when completed by end of April – Alawis/Fiona).

8. Ensure awareness of linkages/opportunities with other projects in Ethiopia including:

· Oxfam GB

· GEF/UNEP GTZ protected areas project

· PLI 2


(Fiona to follow up)

9. FARM Africa has carried out livestock feed trials and report on use of grinding mills (Alawis to provide reports and Fiona to disseminate).

10. Study on water/prosopis relationships e.g. impact/costs of prosopis on water table and access to riverine areas, and problems of lack of water in areas of prosopis rehabilitation (?? Fiona to follow up).
11. Develop list of all publications/reports available or being produced on prosopis and where to access them (NRM TWG, FARM, EIAR – by end of February).

12. Produce field card guidelines for identification of prosopis and key management approaches (Fiona/Ibrahim).

13. Awareness raising workshop in Dollo Ethiopia, with representatives from Somalia/Kenya (NRM TWG Ethiopia/Kenya within next 6 months).

14. FARM Africa organizing experience sharing workshop for community members from Afar to Kenya in next year (to link with KEFRI and other organisations in Kenya).

15. Purchase chain saw, access design and/or borrow saw from KEFRI to enable use in Ethiopia (SC-US/Fiona/KEFRI).

16. There is said to be vine that strangles/destroys prosopis found in Afar region (Alawis/Fiona to follow up).

