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Abstract 

The Mau Forest has in the recent past elicited serious political and environ-
mental debates regarding its conservation status, as the forest is fast dwin-
dling and the repercussions felt widely across the country. The forest, re-
garded as the largest indigenous montane forest in east Africa, has been hard 
hit by land-use changes mainly extensive and ill-planned human settlements. 
To save the forest, the government has resorted to forced evictions of the set-
tlers. We sought to understand the drivers and causes for the observed illegal 
settlements in the Mau Forest. To collect data, we conducted focus group 
discussions and administered household questionnaires on evictees in the 
South-West and Eastern Mau. Data were analyzed using descriptive and infe-
rential statistics. The results of the binary logistic regression model indicate 
that Poverty (p = 0.000), Agricultural production (p = 0.000) and Land Given 
by Government (p = 0.018) contributed significantly to the prediction of 
people’s motivation of settling in the Mau Forest. In conclusion, population 
pressure, laxity in forest law enforcement and insecure land tenure and poli-
tics were identified as some of the factors that motivated the observed rise in 
illegal settlements in Mau Forest. Such information on the factors that led to 
the illegal settlements in Mau Forest would be useful for forest conservation 
policy makers and managers. It will be a basis upon which interventions can 
be undertaken to enhance sustainable forest management in Kenya and 
beyond. 
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1. Introduction 

Forests provide us with various ecosystem goods and services that support our 
wellbeing and livelihoods. Jenkins & Schaap [1], estimate that over 1.6 B people 
worldwide rely on forest ecosystems for their livelihood. Of these, forest-dwelling 
native peoples and rural communities who live in proximity to the forest consti-
tute about 300 - 350 million people, and nearly all completely rely on the forests 
for their wellbeing. The rest of the forest users include people living in urban 
and rural areas. Ecosystem services derived from the forest include fuelwood, fi-
ber, construction material, herbal medicine, honey, fodder and water among 
other services [2] [3]. According to Jenkins & Schaap [1], forests are an impor-
tant income generator especially to rural families in Africa, Asia and Latin 
America. People living in and around the forests benefit from the forest through 
logging, practicing crop farming and livestock keeping on forestland, and utili-
zation of non-timber forest products [4]. All these activities help alleviate pover-
ty by generating cash and non-cash incomes which improve their wellbeing [5] 
[6]. Consequently, the forest-dependent population in developing countries has 
risen out of extreme poverty as a result of the income generated from the forest 
ecosystem services [7]. 

Despite recognizing the importance of forests in the ecosystem, forest degra-
dation and deforestation continue to occur at unprecedented rates. Forest de-
struction is a result of several direct and indirect drivers. Various studies have 
investigated the drivers of forest degradation and identified anthropogenic activ-
ities as the leading cause of forest degradation and deforestation [8]. A study 
carried out in Myanmar (Burma) identified the main causes of forest degrada-
tion as agricultural extension, infrastructure development, mining, corruption, 
and economic pressure [9]. Elsewhere in Vietnam, poverty, population growth, 
and agricultural expansion were the significant causes of deforestation and forest 
degradation in the country. These factors accounted for 1.77 million ha of forest 
loss and 0.65 million ha of degraded forests in Vietnam [10]. However, these 
drivers vary depending on various local conditions. Therefore, the scientific 
community would be unjustified if it draws generalized conclusions on drivers 
of deforestation and forest degradation. 

In Africa, for example, Kissinger et al. [11], notes that, extraction of firewood 
and charcoal production are the main factors driving forest degradation and de-
forestation. Agricultural production, mostly small-scale farming, also contributes 
majorly to deforestation in Africa. According to [12] and [13], food consump-
tion is expected to double by the year 2050, and most of these increases will be 
consumed in developing nations owing to their increased populations and living 
standards. They note that one of the ways to increase food production is through 
intensification of agricultural practices and this calls for more land which can 
potentially lead to increased deforestation in some situations. Nasi et al. [14], 
points out that, though the drivers of deforestation and degradation have been 
documented, it is also important to know why each of the driving factors occur. 
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Several nations have identified weak institutional frameworks and poor gover-
nance as underlying forces. Poor law enforcement results in illegal forest activi-
ties such as the extension of agricultural lands, logging and illegal settlements. 
Another major underlying cause for deforestation is poverty, which leads to 
people clearing forest lands for agricultural production or overharvesting of for-
est resources for sale or consumption [15]. Other notable causes include popula-
tion growth and insecurity of land tenure [16] [17]. 

In Kenya, forest degradation and deforestation continue to present a signifi-
cant challenge for forest conservation efforts. According to the Global Forest 
Watch report [18], between the period of 2002 and 2020, Kenya lost approx-
imately 14% of its total forest cover. Of these losses, 2.6% of tree cover loss hap-
pened in areas where there were dominant drivers of forest degradation and de-
forestation. The major drivers identified were urbanization, subsistence, and 
commercial driven deforestation and land encroachment, mainly for agricultural 
purposes. In another study by Mulinge et al. [19], forest degradation and defore-
station in Kenya can be attributed to population growth and changing land-use 
patterns. According to Nasi et al. [14], some of the activities which include log-
ging, overharvesting of non-timber forest products, infrastructural develop-
ments, overgrazing and conversion of forests to agricultural lands, may partially 
or completely lead to the removal of forest cover. The changes in forest cover 
lead to altered forest structure which in turn reduces the ability of the forest to 
perform its functions. Olander et al. note that the multiple impacts of forest de-
gradation are felt at various levels. These impacts include environmental, social, 
and economic challenges [20]. 

Mau forest, an important water catchment area in Kenya, has been receding 
and this has fueled debates and political attention owing to the importance of 
this montane forest as a water tower, not only in Kenya but in Eastern Africa at 
large. The deforestation and degradation are believed to have been largely caused 
by the high number of human settlements within the forest. As people moved to 
settle in the forest, they cleared huge tracts of forestland to get space for their 
homesteads as well as for practicing agriculture and infrastructural develop-
ments. Moreover, the dependence on forest ecosystem services such as firewood, 
fodder, building materials and water among other services, increased leading to 
further degradation and deforestation. To save the forest from further destruc-
tion, the government has resorted to forceful evictions of the illegal settlers. 
Nevertheless, it is important to consider the factors that motivated those people 
to settle in the forest in the first place. This will help the government and the 
forest conservation authorities to find ways of harmonizing forest conservation 
and social development. In the long run, this will help avoid resentments from 
the evictees which may jeopardize the restoration efforts. Therefore, the issue at 
hand is one that is in dire need of close scrutiny but has often been ignored, and 
it is against this background that this research aimed to investigate the factors 
that motivated illegal settlements in Mau Forest. 
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2. Methodology 
2.1. Study Area 

The Mau Forest Complex (Figure 1), gazzeted in 1954 as forest reserve, is the 
largest indigenous, closed canopy forest in Kenya. It is also the largest of the five 
water catchments in Kenya, commonly referred to as the water towers. The 
complex is situated in the rift valley province of Kenya, about 170 km northwest 
of Nairobi. It straddles across four counties; Bomet to the southwest, Kericho to 
the west, Nakuru to the north and Narok to the south. The complex comprises 
of seven forest blocks namely; Eastern Mau, Western Mau, South-West Mau, 
Oldonyo Puro, Maasai Mau, Southern Mau and Transmara. The forest plays a 
significant role not only in supporting the livelihoods of the forest adjacent 
communities but also in supporting key sectors of the country’s economy par-
ticularly agriculture, energy, tourism and water supply. Many rivers originate 
from the forest and these rivers, in turn, feed major lakes in Kenya and beyond, 
including lakes Nakuru, Victoria, Baringo and Natron.  

Mau forest complex is home to the Ogiek indigenous community. The commu-
nity who are mainly hunters and gatherers, have lived in the forest since time im-
memorial and hence derive their livelihood from the forest. Moreover, the forest 
 

 

Figure 1. Map of study area-Mau Forest (Source: Author). 
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is a key diversity area hosting some of the rare species of flora, avifauna and fauna. 
Some of the rare animals found in the forest include the yellow-backed duiker 
(Cephalophus silvicultor), mountain bongo (Tragelaphus eurycerus isaaci) and the 
African golden cat (Caracal aurata). The bird species include the Semi-Collared 
flycatcher (Ficedula semitorquata) and the Pallid harrier (Circus macrourus). In 
addition, rare indigenous trees such as red cedar (Juniperus procera), African olive 
(Olea africana), parasol tree (Polyscias kikuyuensis), black ironwood (Olea capen-
sis), red stinkwood (Prunus africana) and East African yellow-wood (Podocarpus 
latifolius) are found in the forest. All these unique features make the Mau Forest 
ecosystem an important resource base not only for the local communities but also 
for the national and international community. The forest has however receded 
from its previous forest area coverage owing to deforestation and degradation 
caused by anthropogenic activities mostly human settlements.  

2.2. Data Collection 

The survey involved two sampling techniques; Purposive and Snowball sam-
pling. Purposive sampling was used to select the study areas as places where the 
evictees settled or were resettled. Therefore, the study concentrated mainly on 
the Mau Forest blocks where eviction has taken or is taking place, that is, the 
South-West Mau and Eastern Mau. The issue of eviction being a sensitive topic, 
household and focus group discussion participants’ selections was done through 
snowball sampling, where volunteers willing to participate in the survey were 
identified and the subsequent willing participants identified through referrals. A 
total of 321 households, 160 in South-West Mau and 161 in Eastern Mau, were 
sampled in this study. Structured and unstructured questionnaires were admi-
nistered to representatives of households who participated in the study.  

2.3. Data Analysis 

The study employed both descriptive and inferential statistics in analyzing the da-
ta. To describe the data, frequencies and percentages were used. Results were pre-
sented in charts and graphs. Chi-square was used to test if there was any signifi-
cant relationship between variables. To identify the factors that likely led to people 
settling in the forest, a binary logistic regression was carried out. The responses of 
the participants as to whether there was a presence or absence of a motivation to 
settle in the forest were framed as a binary choice, “No” and “Yes” (with “No” to 
indicate the absence and “Yes” to indicate the presence of a factor) and coded as 0 
and 1 respectively. The probability of a response falling into either of the two cat-
egories mentioned was predicted using the factors “Poverty” (PO), “Land Availa-
bility” (LAV), “Land Affordability” (LAF), “Agricultural Production” (AP), “Land 
Scarcity” (LS) and “Given by Government” (GBG) which are the independent va-
riables. The respondents recruited into the study were evaluated on the presence 
or absence of a motivation to settle in the forest. Therefore, a respondent that 
answered “yes” to a factor that led to people settling in Mau Forest were assigned 
values of 1 and those that said “no” were assigned values of 0. A binary logistic re-
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gression was then run using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 
software to determine whether the probability of settling in Mau Forest could be 
predicted from the listed independent variables and this was represented as: 

( )log 1 0 1 1 2 2 3 3p p b b x b x b x bn xn− = + ∗ + ∗ + ∗ ∗          (1) 

where p = Motivation for settling in the Mau Forest (dependent variable). 
b = regression parameters. 
x = factors that led to settling in Mau Forest (independent variables). 
Expressed in terms of the variables used in this study, the logistic regression 

equation is 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
( ) ( ) ( )

log 1 0 1 2 3

4 5 6

p p b b LAV b LAF b AP

b LS b GBG b PO

− = + + +

+ + +
          (2) 

This equation shows the relationship between the independent variables and 
the dependent variable, where the dependent variable is on the logit scale. If the 
p-value is less than 0.05 for a coefficient then it is significant. An odds ratio of 
greater than 1 implies a positive relationship while an odds ratio of less than 1 
implies a negative association. 

3. Results and Discussion 
3.1. Socioeconomic Characteristics of the Respondents 

Of the 321 sampled respondent 54.7% were male and 45.3% female. Most 
(54.7%) of the respondents were between the ages of 35 - 49, and 9.9% were 
above 65 years. Their education levels varied considerably with 4.3% having up 
to tertiary level of education and 59.7% primary education. Their household siz-
es were varied as shown in Figure 2. Most of the households in the study area 
consisted of 6 to 10 members.  
 

 

Figure 2. A chart showing household size. 
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3.2. Sources of Livelihood 

The major sources of income for the respondents were farming (49.7%) and ca-
sual work (44.7%). Professional job (4.3%) and business (1.2%) were the least 
sources of income. The chi-square test of association, χ2 = 194.87, df = 12, p = 
0.000, revealed that there was a statistically significant association between edu-
cation level and source of income. This analysis tells us that the large number of 
incomes from casual labor and farming activities is because of the fact that most 
of the respondents were educated up to primary level and so they have no sala-
ried jobs. The few who are educated up to secondary and tertiary levels are able 
to gain employment as they have the required skills. These findings are consistent 
with those of [21] who noted that there is disparity in income levels of various 
social classes depending on their education levels. Those who are highly edu-
cated are more productive and hence earn more than those with low levels of 
education. See Figure 3 below.  

In terms of their monthly income, most of the respondents (60.9%) were within 
the income bracket of less than five thousand Kenyan Shillings, those within a 
bracket of 5000 - 10,000 were 30.4%, 10,001 - 20,000 were 6.8%, and those above 
20,000 were 1.9%. This shows that majority (60.9%) of the respondents are un-
der extreme poverty as defined by World Bank since they live on less than 1.9 
USD per day. Their low-income brackets could be attributed to the size of land 
they owned seeing that most relied on small scale farming and casual labor. Ta-
ble 1 shows comparison data between income bracket and size of land owned by 
the respondent after eviction.  

 

 

Figure 3. A graphical representation of various sources of income based on the level 
of education. 
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Table 1. Size of land vs income bracket. 

Size of land owned now * Income bracket Crosstabulation 

Count 

 
Income bracket 

Total Less 
than 5 k 

5000 - 10,000 10,000 - 20,000 20,000 - 50,000 

Size of 
land 

owned 
now 

No land 
(Squatter) 

62 44 12 2 120 

Less than 
one acre 

98 14 2 0 114 

1 - 2 acres 30 22 8 0 60 

3 - 4 acres 2 2 0 0 4 

5 or 
more acres 

10 6 4 4 24 

Total 202 88 26 6 322 

 
The chi-square test of independence results (χ2 = 73.82, df = 12, p = 0.000) in-

dicates that there is a statistically significant association between this income 
bracket and the size of land owned. This implies that the landless and those with 
small land sizes earn less as they have no or little land to farm on, and others 
have to completely depend on casual labor. These findings are supported by 
those of [22] who found out that income from agriculture is higher when the 
size of land is big as compared to when the land size is small. Figure 4 shows the 
relationship between income bracket and size of land.  

 

 

Figure 4. A graphical representation of the relationship between income bracket 
and size of land. 
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According to the household results, 35.4% of the respondents were land-
less/squatters, 35.4% owned less than an acre piece of land, 18% owned between 
one to two acres, 3.1% owned between 3 - 4 acres and the rest 8.1% owned more 
than 5 acres. 

3.3. Factors That Influenced the Respondents to Settle in Mau  
Forest 

The logistic regression results indicated in Table 2 below show a summary of the 
results of binary logistic regression analysis run to determine the factors that 
motivated the households to settle in Mau Forest.  

Based on the results shown in Table 2, Poverty (p = 0.000), Agricultural pro-
duction (p = 0.000) and Land Given by Government (p = 0.018) contributed sig-
nificantly to the prediction of people’s motivation of settling in the Mau Forest. 
Land Availability (p = 0.619), Land Scarcity (p = 0.634) and Land Affordability 
(p = 0.999) on the other hand, did not have any significant contribution to the 
prediction of people settling in the forest. In terms of the odds ratio, Poverty 
(odds ratio = 0.001), Land Given by Government (odds ratio = 0.16) and Agri-
cultural Production (odds ratio = 0.000) had a negative impact on the likelihood 
of motivating one to settle in the Mau Forest. Land Availability (odds ratio = 
2.001), Land Scarcity (odds ratio = 2.464) and Land Affordability (odds ratio = 
1.002) had positive impacts on the likelihood of motivating one to settle in the  

 
Table 2. Logistic regression table. 

Variables in the Equation 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp (B) 

Step 1a 

PO(1) −7.423 1.467 25.589 1 0.000 0.001 

LAV(1) 0.694 1.396 0.247 1 0.619 2.001 

LS(1) 0.902 1.892 0.227 1 0.634 2.464 

LAF(1) 0.002 1.843 0.000 1 0.999 1.002 

AP(1) −7.915 1.524 26.964 1 0.000 0.000 

LGG(1) −4.121 1.749 5.553 1 0.018 0.016 

Constant 12.668 2.585 24.016 1 0.000 317,479.458 

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: PO, LAV, LS, LAF, AP, LGG. 

 

Mau Forest. The values were however, not statistically significant at 5% level im-
plying that they cannot be generalized to the entire population of the inhabitants 
of Mau Forest. 

Deforestation and forest degradation are often as a result of activities by a 
number of actors. These actors can be individuals or groups of persons who de-
grade the forest for various reasons and motivational factors within their social 
environments. The illegal forest settlers are agents of deforestation as they con-
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tribute to land use changes and eventual decline of forest cover. Empirical stu-
dies from across the World have given an indication that various motivations 
drive people to move to the forest habitats. With that in mind, there could be 
many factors that led the households to settle in Mau Forest.  

The findings of the study established that the odds ratio of poverty as a factor 
that led to People settling in the forest was 0.001 to 1, implying that there is a 
relatively low likelihood of poverty driving people to move into the forest, a 
finding that does not resonate exactly with the findings of [23], who carried out 
a household survey focusing on communities living in forests in Turkey. Their 
findings suggested some level of dependence of communities with poor back-
ground on Forest resources. Another study conducted by [24], is also contrary to 
this study’s findings. They indicate that encroachers are characteristically poor 
people whose aim is to increase their income and therefore exploit the forest re-
sources in form of illegal logging and extension of agricultural lands. According 
to Geist & Lambin [25], poverty contributes to deforestation mainly in Africa. 
They cite that, due to population pressure, people resort to clearing of forest 
areas for agricultural production and eventually as a means of rising out of po-
verty. Although poverty is known to be a major driver of forest degradation and 
deforestation, in this study, the disadvantaged communities could still have 
practiced agriculture, logging, charcoal production, firewood harvesting among 
other illegal activities that cause deforestation and forest degradation, without 
necessarily settling within the forest.  

The study findings as summarized in Table 2 also indicate that the odds ratio 
for Land Given by Government was β7 = 0.016 which means that this factor had 
a low likelihood of motivating people to settle in Mau Forest. This could be pos-
sibly because land was allocated only to select people. According to the focus 
group discussion participants, prominent politicians acquired parcels of land in 
Mau Forest through unscrupulous ways. This finding is consistent with that of 
[26], who indicated that the government allotted parcels of forestlands in Mau 
Forest to private individuals as a form of political reward. This means that the 
local people did not benefit from these politically motivated allocations. In con-
trast to this finding, a report by [27], indicates that Vietnamese government has 
been allocating forestlands to the local communities in an effort to protect the 
forest and at the same time improve the people’s standard of living.  

With an odds ratio of 0.000, Agricultural Productivity had a negative rela-
tionship with the motivation to settle in the forest. This implies that, an increas-
ing agricultural productivity was associated with a reduction in the probability of 
a motivation to settle in the forest. From time to time, and contrary to the find-
ings of this study, forest-related research has illustrated that agricultural produc-
tivity is one of the primary factors that drive people to encroach the forest eco-
systems. One such study was observed in an empirical survey in Ghanaian forest 
reserves by [28] where it was established that the desire to improve crop farming 
motivates settlements and encroachment in the forest ecosystems. Whereas this 
is the case, in this study agriculture was not a motivating factor to settling in the 
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forest. This may be because, the communities do not necessarily have to move 
into the forest to get agricultural land. On the contrary, one can still own agri-
cultural land within the forest while residing outside of the forest. 

Some of the responses from the focus group discussion and household ques-
tionnaires pointed at laxity on the part of the forest management authorities as a 
factor that may have led to illegal forest settlements in Mau. The decision to 
clear forestland for settlement is largely attributed to weak enforcement of forest 
laws and policies which make it easier for an individual to encroach the forest. 
This finding is similar to that of Ankomah et al. [29], who found out that low 
enforcement practices fueled by corruption on the part of forest officers was one 
of the major underlying causes of forest encroachment. Moreover, one of the 
household participants indicated that; “I cleared the forest so that I get the land” 
respondent no. 7, Simotwet Village, Eastern Mau, settled 1997, evicted 2012. 

Another one yet indicated that “One of my relatives went to live in the forest 
thereafter come to inform me that there was availability of land in the forest” 
respondent no 5, Soet village, Eastern Mau, settled 2000 evicted 2012. These 
narrations show that law enforcement was not strict, otherwise, the respondents 
would not have settled in the forest for that long without the forest officers no-
ticing it. According to a report by Standing & Gachanja [26], corruption of forest 
officials and poor forest governance in the Kenyan forestry sector led to en-
croachments that resulted in loss of forests. 

Another factor identified by the focus group discussion participants was pop-
ulation pressure. From the discussion we were able to gather information that 
there has been an increase in population which has led to land fragmentations 
and subdivisions. According to the discussion, as family sizes increased the size 
of land to be inherited by the heirs reduced as parental land has to be at least di-
vided equally among the heirs. This means that the land becomes smaller and 
smaller and the subsequent generations are forced to look for land elsewhere. 
This finding is consistent with the findings from a survey conducted among dif-
ferent Communities living in the Amazon rainforest in South America by [30]. 
Their findings underscored lack of land as one of the reasons that lead people to 
settle in the forests. Moreover, [15] and [31], in their study found out that in-
crease in population has got adverse effects on forest resources. 

More so, in this study, the descriptive statistics reveal that 35.4% of the res-
pondents were landless and another 35.4% owned less than an acre piece of land. 
This confirms that indeed population pressure was a problem as it had led to 
land fragmentations and even lack of land for most of the participants. This 
could have prompted the respondents to illegally settle in the forest. The results 
of this study are also supported by other past research studies that have sug-
gested that unavailability of land drives people to move to the forest habitats. 
One such study is that of Iftekhar & Hoque [32], whose findings indicated that 
limited land availability leads to forest encroachment. This scarcity of land is 
usually due to population pressure especially in larger households as there is low 
per capita in landholding, like in this study where many respondents recorded 
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family sizes of 6 - 10 persons per household. According to one of the household 
participants in this study, land was not enough for all the siblings hence he opted 
to look for land elsewhere and that happened to be the forest. 

“My family had small piece of land and I have 5 brothers so sharing that piece 
of land among ourselves of which each get a smaller share which made me move 
away and settle in the forest” respondent no 77 Simotwet village, Eastern Mau, 
settled 1998 evicted 2012. 

Lastly, insecure land tenure and politics was also mentioned in the focus 
group discussion as another factor that may have motivated the evictees to ille-
gally settle in the Mau Forest. According to the participants, wealthy and 
prominent politicians had allocated themselves huge parcels of land in Mau 
Forest. As a result, the locals felt that they were also entitled to own parcels of 
land in the forest and so they moved to clear and illegally settled in the forest as 
they saw it as a free land. This finding is consistent with that of the Ndung’u 
Commission report [33] who revealed that there were illegal and irregular allo-
cations of public land, including the Mau Forest, to elite politicians. Moreover, 
the Ogiek indigenous people who consider the Mau Forest as their ancestral land 
have become victims of evictions from time to time. They are neither able to 
claim their identity nor customary territories as they are not recognized by law. 
This has opened up avenues for outsiders to settle in the forest and also claim 
that they are indigenous people while they are not. This finding is supported by 
the studies of Kariuki & Ng’etich [34], who indicated that the Ogiek community 
have been forcefully evicted from their ancestral homes in Mau Forest putting 
their livelihoods at risk. According to the discussion, the politics and land tenure 
coupled with weak law enforcements rendered Mau Forest a nobody’s land 
where everyone could go in and clear the forest as they wished, and others even 
cheaply sold it to unsuspecting buyers. This made the forest land affordable to 
many who could not otherwise afford land outside the forest, and this attracted 
many illegal settlers who came and illegally settled in the forest. This finding is 
in agreement with the findings of a study conducted by Palmer et al. [35], who 
focused on the issue of land tenure in several countries. They indicated that af-
fordability of land is critical particularly when enforcing measures that would 
ensure protection of natural resources such as forests, especially with the aim to 
avoid instances of people moving into the forest in search of affordable land. 
From the household questionnaires conducted in this study, one of the respon-
dents indicated that the land was sold to him at a cheap price and so this could 
have been a motivating factor. 

“My father refused to give me my share in his land to live and therefore I de-
cided to move and buy land from a relative who lived in the forest” respondent 
no 3, Sigaon village, Eastern Mau, settled 2001 evicted 2012. 

3.4. Implications on Policy Making 

Although eviction has taken place, there are several issues that have not been 
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addressed and this may hamper the forest restoration efforts. It is important to 
address these important issues so as to achieve environmental and social sus-
tainability. First, the forest adjacent communities should be actively involved 
in all forest management activities and decisions. This will make them feel that 
they own and have control over the forest hence addressing forest conservation 
through communal ownership and stewardship. Secondly, the government should 
address livelihood and land tenure issues. As the local population is increasing, 
they might exert pressure on the forest resources as a source of livelihood. To 
avoid this, the local communities should be educated on the importance of con-
serving the forest, and they should be granted access to forest resources to help 
them cope with hard times and thereby reducing their vulnerability to poverty. 
Lastly, there is a need to put in place effective forest monitoring mechanisms so 
as to avoid any future repeat of encroachments and illegal settlements in the for-
est. 

4. Conclusion 

From the study findings, we conclude that the factors that are more likely to mo-
tivate the people to move into the Mau Forest included population pressure, lax-
ity on implementation of laws and policies, and insecure land tenure and poli-
tics. Additionally, the findings provide evidence that land given by the govern-
ment, poverty and agricultural production add significantly to the people’s deci-
sion to settle in the Mau forest. The study results also reveal that 60.9% of the 
respondents live below the poverty line due to little or no land to farm on as well 
as low levels of education that lead to scarce or lack of employment opportuni-
ties. In light of the various contributing factors to illegal forest settlement, there 
is a need to streamline effective policies that will yield sustainable solutions. In 
the forest conservation efforts, we suggest the implementation of participatory 
policies and laws that support local communities and institutions in the man-
agement of forests. We also call for collective action that recognizes land tenure 
issues when resolving matters pertaining to forest encroachment. Therefore, it is 
important to understand the context of deforestation and forest degradation in 
order to formulate comprehensive, effective and feasible forest management 
plans and policies. 
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