Appendix 1: RAPFOS Scoring Definitions
	Dimension
	Attribute
	Definition 
	Unit/
Data type
	Score 0 description
	Score 10 description
	 Mabira Scores
	Budongo Scores
	Kibale Scores

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Ecological 
	Forest cover change
	Annual forest area loss/gain
	% change per year
	Severe loss (>3% per year)
	No net loss or afforestation
	~2.1% annual change, large chunks cleared: Score = 6 [21, 22]
	~−1.2% annual loss, afforestation; Score = 7 [23]
	Stable cover, afforestatio; Score = 8 [11]

	
	Biodiversity richness
	Abundance and diversity of species
	Presence-absence survey
	Critical loss 
	Rich, increasing biodiversity with species recovery
	Moderately rich; Score = 7 [25, 29,  28, 24]
	Rich in species; ongoing chimpanzee monitoring; Score = 8 [25, 29]
	Very rich in species; high primate diversity; Score = 9 [11, 25, 25]

	
	Soil quality
	Soil stability, fertility, and capacity to support biodiversity
	Qualitative/literature-based 
	Severely degraded soils: regeneration unlikely
	Stable, high organic matter, supports native regrowth
	Medium to good quality; Score = 6 [24, 22]
	Generally fertile; presence of macronutrients; Score = 7 [35, 36]
	Excellent condition, rich in macronutrients; Score = 8 [25]

	
	Carbon sequestration
	Forest carbon absorption capacity
	Tons/ha/year
	< 50% of baseline carbon levels
	> 95% of baseline/sequestration improved
	Moderate level (est. 65%); Score = 7 [34]
	~75–80% baseline; Score = 8
	Near maximum carbon density; Score = 9 [11, 21]

	
	Invasive species
	Presence of non-native species
	Qualitative/observational
	No documented management, dominant invasives
	No invasives detected, active control programs
	Presence of Broussonetia papyrifera and rapid spread; Score = 5 [37, 30]
	Invasives present but managed; Score = 6
	Minimal presence, early detection; Score = 7

	
	Natural Recovery
	Ability to recover naturally without intervention
	Qualitative (observation)
	No visible regeneration; persistent bare areas
	Strong natural regrowth of native species across disturbed zones
	Limited native regrowth; Score = 6 [24]
	Strong regrowth in disturbed areas; Score = 8 [39]
	Excellent natural regeneration in gaps; Score = 8 [26]

	Economic
	Variety Forest products 
	Number and diversity of legal forest-based products utilized
	Count (timber, NTFPs, etc.)
	Only 1–2 poorly managed product types (e.g., illegal firewood)
	Multiple well-managed products (timber, honey, herbal medicine, crafts, etc.)
	Firewood, medicinal products & some wild fruits; Score = 6 [28, 24]
	Timber, honey, rattan, herbal medicine; Score = 7 [21, 39]
	Full NTFP spectrum + crafts; Score = 8 [21]

	
	Income from forest products
	Income from legal forest products
	UGX/USD per year
	No benefit or entirely illegal exploitation
	Sustainable income with benefit-sharing
	Legal charcoal/firewood use, medicine; Score = 7 [28, 24]
	Sustainable timber concessions; Score = 8 [21]
	Few products exploited, despite potential; Score = 6 

	
	Employment 
	Jobs generated in forest sector
	No. of jobs/year
	< 5% of local pop employed
	> 25% local employment from forest activities
	~8% local jobs from forest, tour guides, rangers; Score = 6 [28, 22]
	~15% employment in forest work; Score = 7
	~28% involvement, eco-tourism; Score = 8 [11, 32]

	
	Ecotourism value
	Revenue and visitor use of forest
	USD/year or visitor count
	No tourism/illegal activities dominant
	High, regulated ecotourism revenue and traffic
	~25,000 visitors/year; fair tourism revenue: Score = 7 [24]
	~30,000/year; chimp tracking; Score = 7 [39]
	>2.6 million USD /year; tourism hub; Score = 9 [11]

	
	Market access
	Ability of local producers to sell forest products through organized markets
	Qualitative/Literature description
	No formal markets; only informal trade; producers face high transaction costs
	Stable market linkages; infrastructure, price information, cooperatives
	A market is available near the forest; Score = 7 [24]
	Formal markets for honey/timber; Score = 7
	Good roads, networks for NTFPs; Score = 8 [11]

	
	Restoration costs
	Financial resources required to restore degraded areas
	UGX/hectare or Qualitative
	High cost with no funding support
	Affordable, supported by state/NGOs 
	Moderate cost with limited support; Score = 5 [24]
	Better support via NFA & NGOs; Score = 6 [33]
	Well-supported projects reduce cost; Score = 6 [11, 21, 32, 38]

	
	Ecosystem value
	Estimated monetary or livelihood contribution from forest ecosystem services
	UGX/year
	Minimal recognized value; no integration in economic planning
	Forest ecosystem services are valued, quantified, and integrated in planning
	Understudied valuation; Score = 7 [28, 24]
	Less studied, some integration; Score = 6 [39]
	Services highly valued and planned; Score = 9 [11]

	Social 
	Community involvement
	Degree to which local communities participate in forest management 
	Qualitative/lit assessment
	No community involvement: decisions are top-down.
	High involvement in management, restoration.
	Fair participation and meetings; Score = 7 [24]
	Active CFM groups, regular meetings; Score = 8 [40, 42, 39]
	Strong NGO-community collaboration; Score = 8 [11, 21, 26, 32]

	
	Equity in resource access
	Fairness in distribution of forest benefits
	Descriptive / policy review
	Elite capture, gender or exclusion
	Open, inclusive access policies implemented
	Better inclusion; Score = 6 [22]
	Better inclusion of women; Score = 7 [39, 40]
	Fairly inclusive programs; Score = 7 [11, 232]

	
	Livelihoods 
	Degree of household reliance on forest products
	% income from forest
	Low contribution, unstable jobs
	Significant, reliable livelihood support
	~20% household income from NTFPs, local medicine, wild fruits; Score = 7 [24, 28]
	~25%; timber & crafts income; Score = 8 [21, 39, 40]
	UWA community projects, household income from NTFP; Score = 9 [32]

	
	Conflict resolution
	Existence and functionality of local mechanisms to resolve disputes
	Presence of grievance tools
	No formal mechanisms exist; unresolved or violent disputes
	Functional community-led or state-supported dispute mechanisms
	Informal resolution only; Score = 6 [24]
	Local committees functioning; Score = 7 [42]
	Legal and local mechanisms exist; Score = 8 [11]

	
	Education and Awareness
	Presence of programs for conservation education and awareness
	No. of campaigns/projects
	No campaigns or outreach; communities unaware of forest value
	Active education via schools, NGOs, community meetings
	Intermittent awareness events; Score = 7 [24, 40]
	Regular school visits, awareness programs by NFA and conservation groups; Score = 8 [39]
	Wide campaigns and eco-schools; Score = 9 [26]

	
	Benefit sharing policies
	Existence of effective schemes that return forest income to community 
	Policy doc + implementation
	No benefit-sharing policy 
	Clear, fair revenue-sharing policies 
	Limited sharing under NFA; Score = 6 [24, 31]
	Ongoing but inconsistent sharing; Score = 7 [31, 42]
	Clear policies with follow-up; Score = 8 [11, 31, 32]

	
	Cultural value preservation
	Efforts to protect forest-linked cultural
	Qualitative or interview data
	Cultural sites degraded or ignored
	Cultural forests preserved; traditional knowledge and sites respected
	Sacred sites under threat; Score = 6 [24, 28]
	Some preservation: clan forests recognized; Score = 7
	Strong integration of cultural zones; Score = 8

	Institutional 
	Availability and effective of Management plans
	Existence of current forest management plans 
	Presence & relevance
	No plan or outdated documents
	Approved and up-to-date management plans guiding conservation
	Plan exists and its fairly implemented; Score = 8 [24, 43,  34]
	Active plan, implemented via NFA; Score = 8 [39, 43, 44]
	Fully up-to-date and applied; Score = 9 [11, 43, 44]

	
	Implementation of the  National Environment Management Policy, and the National Forestry Policy 
	Degree to which national policies are applied
	Lit review/policy audit
	No reference to national frameworks in site management
	Full integration of NEMP/NFP principles in forest operations
	Partial alignment; Score = 6 [24, 29]
	Better alignment; Score = 7 [29, 39]
	Well implemented Score = 8 [32]

	
	Stakeholder collaboration 
	Involvement of NGOs, communities, govt
	Descriptive / program review
	Fragmented efforts or conflicts
	Highly coordinated, multi-actor management
	Local groups fairly engaged, no coordination with private sector; Score = 8 [24]
	Some coordination; Score = 7 [33, 39, 42]
	Excellent NGO-govt synergy; Score = 9 [11, 21]

	
	Funding 
	Budget for forest conservation and operations
	USD/year or program presence
	No budget or donor support
	Fully funded with national and external support
	Partial funding by NFA, external grants; Score = 5 [24, 43]
	Some government/donor grants; Score = 6 [33, 39, 43]
	Fairly funded via donors/tourism; Score = 8 [11, 43]

	
	Legal Framework and Law Enforcement
	Existence and enforcement of laws related to forest protection
	Laws + violation data
	Weak or unenforced laws; widespread violations
	Active enforcement, prosecution, and deterrent effect
	Poor NFA patrols and law enforcement; Score = 7 [24, 25, 29]
	Better NFA patrols and law enforcement; Score = 8 [25, 29, 39]
	Well-enforced with deterrence; Score = 9 [11, 25, 26, 32]

	
	Transparency and accountability 
	Openness of forest management and financial reporting
	Lit analysis/reports available
	No transparency; corruption; no records available
	Open records, public reporting, participatory decision-making
	Partial openness, bribery; Score = 5 [24]
	Improved access to info; Score = 7 
	Transparent budgeting & decisions; Score = 8 [11]



