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CIFOR’s mission is to improve the well-being of forest-dependent people, reduce 
poverty and ensure the survival of the world’s tropical forests through high-quality 
research. 
• CIFOR’s research seeks to reduce poverty among the hundreds of millions of people 

who rely on forests for their livelihoods. In this way, CIFOR believes it can help 
developing countries achieve the United Nation’s Millennium Development Goals 
of halving extreme poverty by 2015, and reversing the process of forest loss. 

•  CIFOR is committed to alleviating rural poverty by helping poor people retain access 
to forest resources, create new resources and earn more from those they have. 

•  CIFOR’s research encourages the sustainable use of forests and the protection of 
biodiversity. 

•  CIFOR is committed to strengthening the capabilities of developing country 
scientists, governments, civil society organisations and local communities so they 
can develop and promote their own solutions to forest problems. 

•  CIFOR is a learning organisation that constantly seeks to expand its own institutional 
frontiers by fostering new ideas and practices.

•  As a ‘centre without walls’, CIFOR is committed to collaborative research that makes 
a real difference to people’s lives and the health of the forests.
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All organisations benefit from independent 
scrutiny, and for this reason 2006 was a particularly 
important year for CIFOR. An External Program and 
Management Review (EPMR), commissioned by the 
Consultative Group on International Agricultural 
Research, looked at every aspect of CIFOR’s work, 
from the quality of its research to its institutional 
health, from its research partnerships to its influence 
on forest policy. The review concluded that CIFOR is 
rightly regarded as the world’s leading international 
forestry research organisation. It also offered advice 
on steps that CIFOR should take to become even 
better in its work and relevance.

The EPMR confirmed that 
CIFOR has achieved one of its 
main aims, which is to influence 
policy by conducting rigorous 
and objective research. Several 
examples for 2006 are featured in 
the following pages. In Brazil, for 
example, CIFOR and its partners 
convinced the government that 
it should get rid of regulations 

which were hampering the trade in non-timber forest 
products. This will do much to improve  the incomes  
of harvesters and traders. 

In Ethiopia, research by CIFOR showed that 
participatory forest management is an essential 
ingredient of sustainable forest management. As 

a result, policy-makers have 
recognised this in a new Forest 
Proclamation. CIFOR scientists 
have also played a prominent 
role in the forest-climate debate, 
and our research on reducing 
emissions from deforestation 
has influenced international 
policy. 

CIFOR has much to be proud of, but we recognise 
that it is time to develop a new strategy to guide 
our work over the next decade. One of the key 
recommendations of the EPMR Panel was the need 
for CIFOR to develop a new strategy to replace the 
one that has guided its work since 1996. This task, 
which involves not just CIFOR staff but our partners 
around the world, will be completed towards the 
end of 2007. The ultimate aim is to ensure that CIFOR 
continues to produce high-quality research that 
benefits both forests and people.

Finally, we would like to express our gratitude to 
Angela Cropper and David Kaimowitz, the former 
Chair of the Board of Trustees and Director General, 
who left CIFOR in 2006. That the EPMR should provide 
such a positive assessment of CIFOR’s achievements 
owes much to the energy, dedication and inspiration 
provided by Angela and David during their years at 
the helm.

Frances Seymour
Director General

Andrew J. Bennett 
Chair, Board of Trustees 

and Director General
Message from the Chair  
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“CIFOR is considered to be the leading international 
forestry research centre within its mandate and is 
highly appreciated for its credible and relevant high-
quality research.” 

This was one of the main conclusions of an 
independent panel of experts, commissioned by 
the Consultative Group on International Agricultural 
Research (CGIAR) to investigate every aspect of 
CIFOR’s work. External Program Management 
Reviews (EPMR) provide donors and other interested 
parties with a detailed and objective analysis of 
the institutional, scientific and financial health of 
research centres like CIFOR. They reflect on the past, 
and suggest strategies for the future. 

“We were very encouraged by the findings of 
the EPMR,” says Andrew Bennett, who succeeded 
Angela Cropper as the chair of the CIFOR Board of 
Trustees in 2006. “The review panel was very diligent 
and thorough, and we support fully its conclusions 
and recommendations.” One of these was that it was 
time for CIFOR to develop a new strategy, based on 
a process of consultation and participatory analysis. 
This process got under way in early 2007, and it 
brings staff and management together to agree on a 
shared vision, mission and values. “This is something 

which we are very happy to do,” says Bennett. “The 
last strategy was written 10 years ago, and it was 
time to formulate a new one.” 

The Review Panel conceded that the nature of 
the research which CIFOR conducts means that it is 
often difficult to measure its impact in precise terms. 
However, it was in no doubt that the organisation 
had achieved much since it was establish in 1993. 
The Panel found that CIFOR had made significant 
progress in making poverty alleviation the central 
focus of all its programmes, and it praised the way 
CIFOR had created productive partnerships with 
a broad range of institutional partners, including 
national and research centres, NGOs, universities and 
the private sector. These partnerships have helped 
CIFOR to inform and influence global forestry policy 
makers. The Review Panel also found that CIFOR’s 
communication strategy had been very successful, 
and it suggested it could serve as a model for other 
CGIAR centres. 

For a small centre such a CIFOR, an External 
Program and Management Review is a challenging 
exercise. CIFOR staff and members of the Board 
spent considerable time providing information to 
the Review Panel, not just at CIFOR’s headquarters in 
Indonesia, but at its regional research centres in Latin 
America and Central Africa. This was clearly time well 
spent, according to Yemi Katerere, CIFOR’s Assistant 
Director General. “The EPMR was very positive and 
it provides valuable recommendations for moving 
forward,” he says. “It strongly reaffirmed the need for 
an international centre focused on research about 
how forest policies can reduce poverty and promote 
sustainable forest management.” 

The CGIAR centres also conduct a series of  
performance measurement exercises each year. 
The World Bank, a major donor, uses these to assess 
whether the centres are achieving the output targets 
outlined in their medium-term plans. The submission 
for 2005 showed that CIFOR had achieved at least 90 
per cent of the work planned for that year. A similarly 

A women’s workshop 
on community 
resource use in Baiao, 
Brazil. Photo: Flávio 
Contente

achievements 
Review praises CIFOR’s
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high level of achievement was recorded in 2006. 
The submission also provided a detailed assessment 
of five research outcomes which highlighted the 
influence of CIFOR’s research for the intended 
beneficiaries. 

Four of these are discussed in greater detail in 
this report. Research by scientists in the Forests 
and Governance Programme highlighted the 
worrying lack of financial due diligence in the pulp 
and paper sector (see page 8). Submissions from 
CIFOR’s Environmental Services and Sustainable Use 
of Forests Programme had a significant influence 
on international discussions about how to reduce 
carbon emissions from deforestation (see page 
20). And research by scientists in CIFOR’s Forests 
and Livelihoods Programme encouraged the 
governments in Brazil and Ethiopia to change forest-
related policies in ways which will benefit both the 
poor and the environment (see pages 32 and 3�).

Eru, an important non-timber forest product in Cameroon, being 
loaded on to boats for export to Nigeria.  Photo: Awono Abdon 

Clockwise from top left: community mapping in Papua, Indonesia (Manuel Boissière); producing shea butternut in Burkina Faso 
(Henri-Noël Bouda); Brazil nut harvest, Bolivia (Amy Duchelle); village nursery, Sumbawa, Indonesia (Charlie Pye-Smith); collecting 
agricultural residues in Burkina Faso (Daniel Tiveau). 
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A gender workshop in Sumatra, Indonesia. Photo: Yulia Siagian 
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Improving 
the way we make decisions
Good governance means that decisions are made 
in a manner that is just and fair to all stakeholders; 
that the decision-making processes are transparent; 
and that decision-makers are held to account. The 
research conducted under CIFOR’s Forest and 
Governance Programme seeks to enhance the 
capacity of forest-dependent communities and 
excluded groups to participate in decision-making. 
It promotes greater social and environmental 
corporate responsibility in the forestry sector, and 
it supports the transformation of national and local 
government policies so that they promote more 
effective and fairer forest management. 

The publication of Financing Pulp Mills caught 
the attention of news media around the world. The 
report revealed that most of those who invest in 
the pulp and paper industry have little experience 
of forestry issues, and a poor understanding of the 
impact of pulp and paper projects on communities 
and the environment. This lack of due diligence 
could lead to a new wave of projects which are 

potentially disastrous for the environment and 
forest-dependent communities. The report offers 
a series of recommendations for investors and 
governments.

Another major report commissioned by CIFOR – 
Justice in the Forest – suggests that clamping down 
on illegal logging through stricter law enforcement 
could often do more harm than good to many rural 
communities. Based on the findings of a series of 
case studies in Africa, Asia and Latin America, the 
report urges policy-makers to pay proper attention 
to the rights and needs of forest communities when 
formulating forest law. 

Other highlights for the year included the 
publication of studies on decentralisation in 
Indonesia and Cameroon. The Indonesian report 
was based on many years of research by CIFOR and 
its local partners, and the lessons learned from the 
experience of decentralisation here should prove 
useful to local and national governments in other 
parts of the world.

Logging is big business in Cameroon. 
Photo: Patrick Nyemeck 

GovernanceForests and
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When it comes to devouring natural resources, 
few things can beat a modern pulp mill. Mills with 
an annual capacity of 1 million tonnes – these are 
increasingly common – require the equivalent of 
15 per cent of the Brazilian Amazon’s annual timber 
harvest. There is nothing wrong with this if the 
harvest comes from sustainably managed forests or 
plantations. However, all too often the wood fibre 
comes from the clearance of natural forests. 

Riau province in Indonesia provides a classic 
example of the damage the pulp industry can do. 
In 1982, there were 6.� million hectares of primary 
forest in Riau. By 1996, almost half of this had gone, 
and if current cutting rates continue there will be 
less than half a million hectares of natural forest left 
by 2015. In just over 30 years, forest cover will have 
been reduced from 78 per cent to 6 per cent. It is 
no coincidence that two of the world’s largest pulp 
mills are sited here. 

CIFOR first began investigating the pulp and 
paper industry in the late 1990s, when it became 
clear that the industry in Riau was expanding 
its processing capacity much faster than it was 
bringing plantations on line. The research showed 
that companies were investing billions of dollars in 
mills before they had secured legal and sustainable 
supplies of fibre. They did this, in part, by convincing 
investors that they had access to long-term suppliers 
of very cheap wood. 

“Indonesia’s pulp and paper industry became a 
speculative bubble,” explains CIFOR policy scientist 
Chris Barr. “Banks and fund managers lost sight of 
the fundamental fact that pulp mills need wood to 
operate, and financial analysts tended to rely on the 
company’s own wood supply figures, which were 
often wildly optimistic.” CIFOR’s research, and the 
decision by Asia Pulp and Paper (APP) to default on 
$1� billion of debts, sent shockwaves through the 
financial industry, forcing banks, brokerage houses 
and export credit agencies to reassess their forestry 
portfolios. 

But have banks and international investors 
changed their ways? Are they now exercising 
greater ‘due diligence’ when assessing the financial 
and environmental sustainability of pulp-mill 
operations? CIFOR commissioned Machteld Spek, 
a chartered financial analyst with long experience 
in South-East Asia, to find out. Her report, Financing 
Pulp Mills, provides a disturbing portrait of how 
little the financial industry seems to have learnt 
from APP’s debt débâcle. 

Spek looked at the ways in which investors and 
lenders assess the financial risks, and social and 
environmental impacts, associated with pulp mills. 
She did this by reviewing 67 projects proposed 
between 1995 and 2003. During this period, 25.5 
million tonnes of annual new pulp production was 
proposed. Of this, �1 per cent is now going ahead. 

The study reveals that most investors have 
little experience of forestry issues, and a poor 
understanding of how to assess the impact of 
pulp and paper projects on communities and the 
environment. Issues of critical importance, such as 
the productivity of plantations and the legality of 
wood supply, are either poorly assessed or ignored. 

Financial follies 
and the pulp industry

“A lack of 
financial due 

diligence could 
lead to a new 

wave
of projects 

which are risky 
for investors 

and potentially 
disastrous 

for the 
environment 

and forest-
dependent 

communities.”
Machteld Spek 

Indonesia’s pulp and paper industry is a major consumer of natural forests. 
Photo: Romain Pirard
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This lack of due diligence, suggests Spek, could 
lead to a new wave of projects which are risky 
for investors and potentially disastrous for the 
environment and forest-dependent communities. 

This is particularly disturbing as some $50 billion 
of fresh investment in pulp mills will be required to 
meet growing world demand for cardboard and 
paper over the next decade. China’s demand for 
wood pulp alone is projected to increase from 9 
million tonnes in 2003 to 15 million tonnes by 2010. 
Much of the new pulp mill development will take 
place in Indonesia and Brazil, two countries which 
already suffer from high rates of deforestation. 

However, the report is not entirely gloomy. 
A growing number of financial institutions have 
introduced stronger safeguards to limit the impact 

of forest-related investments. Furthermore, some 
33 lending institutions have endorsed the Equator 
Principles, an initiative which seeks to promote 
social and environmental safeguards for project 
financing. However, the report also points out that 
the Equator Principles currently apply to just a very 
small portion of the funding for pulp mill projects. 

The report recommends that environmental 
assessments of pulp-mill projects should be 
externally reviewed; that financial institutions 
should develop in-house capacity to assess forestry 
operations, and rely less on the word of the industry 
itself; and that pulp producers should establish a 
common, industry-wide ‘reporting standard’ to 
provide more comprehensive disclosure about the 
way in which they source and use wood fibre.

China has swiftly become a major player in the global market for forest products, 
but until recently governments, development agencies and others eager to learn 
more about China’s role have been hampered by a serious lack of 
reliable information.  China and the Global Market for Forest Products helps 
to fill the knowledge gap. It provides a synthesis of the key findings of 
a five-year research project by Forest Trends, the Center for Chinese 
Agricultural Policy (CCAP), CIFOR and many local partners in China 
and the Asia-Pacific region. 

Burgeoning domestic consumption has helped to fuel China’s demand 
for a wide range of forest products, from raw logs to wood pulp. Between 
1997 and 2005, China’s forest product imports rose from �0 million
 tonnes to 13� million tonnes. During the same period, China became one of
the world’s leading wood workshops – it now accounts for almost a third of the 
global furniture trade – and the value of its forest product exports rose from $3.6 billion 
to over $17 billion. 

There is much to celebrate about China’s spectacular economic growth, but there is 
a dark side to this story too, as this study explains. Chinese demand for timber 
has been linked to an increase in unsustainable harvesting in countries like Russia and 
to widespread illegal logging in Papua New Guinea, Indonesia and many other countries. It has also been associated 
with human rights abuses and violent conflict as far afield as Liberia and Cambodia. 

The researchers estimate that forest product imports to China are likely to double in the next 10 years, and they 
suggest a variety of measures which could help to mitigate the malign impact of the trade, especially in those countries 
which supply China with forest products. There is an urgent need for China to reform its forestry sector so that it moves 
more rapidly towards self-sufficiency in forest products. Chinese customs could also be more aggressive in determining 
precisely where imported timber actually comes from, and prevent timber which can’t be legally verified from entering 
the country. 

But this is not just China’s problem: the study makes it clear that demand for cheap Chinese furniture in the West 
can be directly linked to the exploitation of some of the world’s poorest people and their forests. Retailers in the US and 
Europe have a key role to play in promoting the sustainable and legal trade in timber.

China becomes a major player
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In recent years, a series of agreements and 
action plans have redefined the ways in which 
governments are tackling illegal logging. Most of 
these Forest Law Enforcement and Governance 
(FLEG) initiatives promote better law enforcement. 
In principle, this makes sense. Illegal logging is 
a major problem, accounting for over half the 
timber harvest in Amazonia, Central Africa and the 
Russian Federation, and even more in Indonesia. It 
is causing massive losses of biodiversity. It deprives 
governments of billions of dollars of revenue. 
It sometimes fuels armed conflict. And it’s also 
destroying the resources which the rural poor need 
for their survival.

But stricter law enforcement, on its own, 
could do more harm than good to many rural 
communities, according to a report, Justice in the 
Forest, published in 2006. “Our report confirms that 
this new emphasis on forest law enforcement could 
have a negative effect on tens of millions of forest 
dwellers if existing laws are simply enforced more 
vigorously,” explains Marcus Colchester, lead author 
and director of the Forest Peoples Programme. The 
CIFOR-commissioned report pulls together the 
findings of a series of case studies which examined 
the relationship between law enforcement and rural 
livelihoods in Bolivia, Cameroon, Canada, Honduras, 
Indonesia and Nicaragua.

In most forest-rich countries, laws relating to 
forests have been framed to favour the commercial 
and political élites: the timber industry, politicians, 

and sometimes even the army and police. Frequently, 
laws prevent local committees from using forests 
which have been in their care for generations. This 
is precisely what happened in Indonesia when the 
Suharto government introduced the Basic Forestry 
Law in 1967. All of a sudden, the daily subsistence 
activities of millions of forest dwellers became 
illegal over most of the country. Likewise, forestry 
laws in Cameroon have favoured large logging 
companies and discriminated against forest dwellers 
such as the Pygmies, who have found it virtually 
impossible to secure land titles for areas where they 
practise their traditional activities of hunting and 
gathering. 

Illegal logging is often intimately connected to 
the political structures which control and manage 
forests. In Indonesia, politicians and government 
officials are often associated with the cukong who 
dominate the illegal logging business. And in 

In search of justice
“The new emphasis on forest 
law enforcement could have 
a negative effect on tens of 
millions of forest dwellers if 

existing laws are simply enforced 
more vigorously.” 

Marcus Colchester

Fishing boats 
frequently transport 

illegal timber from West 
Kalimantan, Indonesia, 

to Sarawak, Malaysia.  
Photo: Yayasan Titian
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Honduras, there is a close relationship between 
illegal logging and the drugs trade. This goes some 
way towards explaining why law-enforcement 
campaigns often penalise the villagers who are 
driven by poverty to do the dirty work of getting 
illegal timber out of the forests, and leave the 
cukong, and their powerful allies, untouched. 

The report also highlights the fact that laws are 
often contradictory, thus making the definition 
of what constitutes ‘legal’ forest use highly 
contentious. The extent to which these laws are 
applied varies. Laws that restrict access and use 
by local communities, and give preferential access 
to big timber companies, are usually enforced 
more vigorously than measures the recognise 
community rights. 

So what needs to be done? According to Justice 
in the Forest, law enforcement initiatives should be 
guided by a series of basic principles which ensure 
that proper attention is paid to the rights and needs 
of forest communities. “What’s needed in countries 
like Indonesia is a new natural resource policy, and 
laws which give greater protection to communities 
and acknowledge their customary rights to forest 
land,” suggests Colchester. He and his co-authors 
believe forest-law enforcement initiatives should 
be linked to governance reform programmes 
whose aim is to create greater transparency in the 
management of natural resources. Such initiatives 
should be developed through processes which 
engage civil society organisations and local 
communities.

Since 2001, the Indonesian authorities have launched at least five major clampdowns – or ‘sweeping’ operations – against illegal 
logging activities along the border between Kalimantan and the Malaysian provinces of Sabah and Sarawak. These have had a 
dramatic impact, with the amount of illegal timber crossing the border falling from � million to 1.5 million cubic metres a year. 

All this would be a cause for celebration, suggests CIFOR researcher Krystof Obidzinski, if it wasn’t for the impact operations 
such as these have had on local livelihoods. He estimates that the number of jobs in the logging industry along the border has 
fallen from 90,000 to around 35,000. “That’s over 50,000 jobs lost in two years, in a region with a population of just over a quarter 
of a million people,” explains Obidzinski. “This is highly significant, even if many of the jobs are part-time and seasonal.” A similar 
story can be told for Papua, which experienced an almost complete shutdown of its timber industry in 2006, following revelations 
that vast quantities of illegal timber were being exported to China. 

Obidzinski questions whether major sweeping operations are the answer to Indonesia’s illegal logging problem. They are 
costly, time-consuming and have serious implications for the welfare of families and communities involved in the timber industry, 
whether legal or illegal. Most seized timber is either left to rot away, or it becomes a trade item for unscrupulous law-enforcement 
officers. Ultimately, says Obidzinski, Indonesia needs to increase the area devoted to sustainable plantations. The government 
should also dramatically reduce processing capacity. Overcapacity is driving illegal logging, and some two-thirds of the timber 
used by Indonesia’s mills is illegally harvested and traded. “As long as there is a gaping hole between supply and demand, the 
government is never going to eliminate the problem of illegal logging, no matter how many sweeping operations it launches,” 
says Obidzinski.

Crime and punishment

Overcapacity is driving 
illegal logging, and 
some two-thirds of 
the timber used by 
Indonesia’s mills is 
illegally harvested and 
traded.
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Over the past two decades, at least 60 countries 
have made a significant effort to decentralise the 
management and administration of their natural 
resources. The process has been driven by the 
belief that a shift in authority away from the centre 
would make decision-makers more accountable, 
the business of government more transparent, and 
lead to a more equitable distribution of the benefits 
which flow from the exploitation of forests and 
other resources. 

Indonesia’s experiences with decentralisation 
have been closely studied by CIFOR and some 
20 local and international research partners. The 
key findings of two major projects, funded by the 
Australian Centre for International Agricultural 
Development (ACIAR) and the UK Department for 
International Development (DFID), were published 
in 2006. Decentralisation of Forest Administration in 
Indonesia explores the impact of decentralisation 
on the sustainability of Indonesia’s forests, on 
governance and on local livelihoods. 

For three decades prior to 1998, President 
Suharto’s government exercised formal control 
over the 1�3 million hectares of land which were 
classified as ‘forest estate.’  Most of the timber 
concessions were allocated to companies with 
close ties to the political and military élites, and the 
districts and local communities gained little from 
the exploitation of the country’s forests. 

Then Suharto fell, and a democratically elected 
government introduced reforms which gave district 
governments, and local communities, a much 
greater say in forest management. The process of 
decentralisation was rapid and far-reaching, with 

district authorities issuing large numbers of small-
scale logging and forest-conversion permits in the 
months following the passage of the 1999 regional 
autonomy law. By 2002, however, the pendulum 
had already begun to swing back towards greater 
central control in the forestry sector, as Jakarta 
began to claw back the authority that had been 
given to provincial and district governments. 

According to CIFOR policy scientist Chris 
Barr, decentralisation has had mixed results. 
“Decentralisation happened very quickly and it 
was poorly planned and poorly implemented,” he 
explains. “There was certainly a transfer of authority 
from the centre to the districts, but many of the 
governance problems which were apparent when 
the centre managed the forest estate have simply 
been replicated at the local level.” A small locally 
based élite now captures most of the benefits 
which come with forest exploitation, and corruption 
among local government employees is rife.

The CIFOR study makes it clear that there have 
been few benefits as far as the forests are concerned. 
In many provinces, the pace at which forests were 
being cleared – either legally or illegally – increased 
when district governments were given the powers 
to allocate small-scale logging concessions. But 
forest destruction was already happening under the 
old system, and decentralisation simply accelerated 
a process that was already under way. 

There is no doubt that decentralisation has 
led to a significant increase in local government 
receipts from forestry activities, especially in East 
Kalimantan, Central Kalimantan and Riau, the main 
timber-producing provinces. However, the people 

The struggle to control 
Indonesia’s forests

“Many of the 
governance 

problems which 
were apparent 

when the centre 
managed the 
forest estate 

have simply been 
replicated at the 

local level.” 
Chris Barr
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who have most to lose when forests disappear, the 
local communities, have often received little or no 
payments for the exploitation of ‘their’ forests. 

However, decentralisation has at least helped 
to make local communities more visible. “In the 
past, during the Suharto era, they were completely 
ignored,” explains CIFOR social scientist Moira 
Moeliono, “but now their voices are being heard. 
They are no longer docile, as they were in the 
past, and both local and central governments now 
recognise that the issue of community land rights 
needs to be addressed.”

The core messages of Decentralization of Forest 
Administration in Indonesia, which was launched 
at a meeting of the Asia Forest Partnership in 
Yogyakarta, are aimed at Indonesian policy-makers, 
development agencies and others engaged in 
decentralisation. There are some significant lessons 
to be learned from Indonesia’s experience and 
the book offers a number of recommendations. If 

Indonesia is to avoid a ‘tragedy of the commons’, 
governments at every level will need to move 
beyond the ongoing tug-of-war over the economic 
rents associated with timber production. Instead, 
say Barr and his co-authors, they must focus on how 
responsibility for managing existing and degraded 
forests should be shared so that the forests, and 
those who depend on them for their livelihoods 
and survival, benefit both now and in the future.  

This message was also clearly articulated in 
The Politics of Decentralization, a global analysis 
launched at a major CIFOR conference, held in 
Switzerland in April 200� and organised by the 
governments of Switzerland and Indonesia. At the 
time, the Secretary General of Indonesia’s Ministry 
of Forestry said he would like to see the book 
translated into bahasa Indonesia. It would provide 
valuable guidance, he believed, to policy-makers 
in central and local government. The Indonesian 
version was duly published in 2006.

Between 2002 and 2006, CIFOR and the World Resources Institute (WRI) studied the impact of 
decentralisation on forests and rural livelihoods in Cameroon. Their research is summarised in 
a CIFOR Governance Brief, Improving Decentralized Forest Management in Cameroon: Options 
and Opportunities from Ten Years of Experience. The transfer of power, away from central 
government, represents a significant change in forest tenure arrangements. Unfortunately, 
the implementation has led to poor results and the goals of decentralisation are not being 
met.

Over �0 per cent of the country’s population live in rural areas, and the dense rainforests 
which cover approximately half the country provide them with a range of goods and 
services, from timber to fuelwood and fibre, from land on which to grow crops to a whole 
range of non-timber forest products which can be consumed or sold. When the country was 
plunged into a severe economic crisis in the 1990s, many communities became increasingly 
dependent on the exploitation of natural resources, especially timber. 

Decentralisation, which began with the passage of the 199� Forestry Law, should have given 
marginalised groups greater access to resources, and ensured that decisions were made which 
reflected local needs and interests. According to CIFOR researcher Phil René Oyono, that simply 
hasn’t happened. “Our research suggests that decentralization has led to greater conflict at the 
local level, and it has helped to create new social élites and undermined the traditional village 
authorities,” he says. 

In some places, the financial resources generated from the exploitation of forests have 
brought tangible benefits to local communities. They have been used to build houses, establish 
community nurseries, dig wells, repair classrooms and set up beekeeping enterprises and the 
like. However, the researchers have found that there is nearly always a disproportionate gap 
between revenues generated from community forests, and the quality and quantity of socio-
economic benefits derived by the villagers. Furthermore, in many areas, villagers have derived 
no tangible benefits at all, and a substantial portion of the revenues generated by decentralized 
forest management has been embezzled by local councils and management committees.

The report suggests ways in which the process of decentralisation could be reformed 
to improve local livelihoods and provide benefits that can be equitably shared among rural 
communities. Among other things, legal sanctions against corruption and embezzlement are 
urgently needed, and management committees need to be constituted in such a way that 
they are no longer dominated by a small (and frequently corrupt) élite. “Decentralisation is a 
nice concept,” suggests Oyono, “but if it is to succeed in Cameroon, it needs to be supported 
by democratic practices and good governance at the local level.” There is, as the authors of the 
report suggest, enormous room for improvement.

Room for Improvement
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If the law was properly enforced, there wouldn’t be 
any logging within Indonesia’s national parks. But 
enforcing the law is far from easy – many national 
parks are vast and have few professional staff 
– and the profits to be made from illegal logging 
are considerable. The scale of illegal logging in 
Sebangau National Park, in Central Kalimantan, is 
by no means unusual. Between 2001 and 2003, the 
park is thought to have lost almost 20,000 hectares 
of forest. 

On 26th June 2006, a team established to 
eradicate illegal logging discovered more than a 
million pieces of illegal timber – over 130,000 cubic 
metres in volume – just outside the national park. 
The logs were tied together and ready to float 
downstream, where numerous buyers doubtless 
awaited them. When the team arrived on the scene, 
there was no-one to be seen. Not surprisingly, no 
company or individual came forward to claim the 
impounded timber. 

Eager to discover who the culprits were, 
and where the illegal timber was destined, the 
authorities in Central Kalimantan invited CIFOR 
financial analyst Bambang Setiono to investigate. 
“They realised that law enforcers are always going 
to struggle to work out who’s responsible if they 

simply concentrate on the flow of illegal timber,” 
explains Setiono. “What they wanted me to do was 
to follow the money, because the fact is that stolen 
timber is transformed into cash, bank deposits, 
shares, real-estate, oil-palm plantations and other 
assets.” 

During the past few years Setiono has promoted 
a new approach to fighting forests crime. Working 
with the government’s Reporting and Financial 
Transaction Analysis Centre (PPATK), Setiono 

convinced the government to introduce a new law 
classifying forestry crimes as ‘predicate offences’ 
for money-laundering. This means that law-
enforcement agencies can now ask the banks to 
help them identify individuals who are using them 
as a conduit to channel their illegal profits into other 
(largely legitimate) activities.

An Analysis of Illegal Logging: the Case in 
Katingan District, Central Kalimantan provides a 
detailed analysis of Setiono’s investigation. Using 
anti-money-laundering tools which have become 
increasingly familiar to government officials and 
NGOs working on illegal logging issues, Setiono 
scrutinised the behaviour and capacity of the 
local timber-processing industry. One of his main 
findings was that overcapacity in the processing 

Tracking the profits
from forest crime
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Transporting illegal logs to Sematan, Serawak, Malaysia.  Photo: Agus Andrianto
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sector encourages illegal logging, both within and 
outside protected areas like Sebangau National 
Park. 

Although Setiono was unable to show precisely 
who was responsible for the theft of timber from 
the National Park, he was able to provide clear 
recommendations for future action. The police, 
he suggested, could begin by investigating the 
financial transactions of the companies involved 
in processing timber, and of the officials (and their 
family members) who provided the permits and 
protection which have enabled the companies to 
operate. Setiono identified the companies which 
warranted the closest inspection, and he suggested 
that the authorities ask banks to reveal the nature 
of their financial activities. This would help to 
establish which companies and individuals had 
been involved in suspicious activities – such as 
illegal logging or procuring illegal timber. 

On the broader canvas, the Asia Pacific Group 
(APG) on anti-money-laundering invited Frances 
Seymour, CIFOR’s Director General, to give a 
presentation on money laundering and illegal 
logging at a meeting held in Jakarta in November 

2006. The APG, with the support of the World Bank, 
also held an ad hoc meeting on illegal logging and 
money-laundering the following day. Setiono and 
Yunus Husein, head of PPATK, delivered one of the 
key papers in the special meeting. It was agreed 
that the Indonesian government would lead the 
formation of a special working group on illegal 
logging at the APG. 

Setiono is encouraged by the fact that the 
World Bank is now taking the issue seriously. 
Although other Asian countries have yet to follow 
Indonesia’s lead, and classify forest crimes as 
a money-laundering offence, they are at least 
beginning to recognise the possibility of using 
financial legislation to track timber smugglers. “In 
the past, if you went to one of the APG meetings, all 
the talk would be about corruption, clamping down 
on cash-carrying across borders, and about how to 
preventing drug smugglers and others co-mingling 
dirty money with clean money,” explains Setiono. 
“But forest crime is now on the APG agenda, and 
those who attend the meetings realise that anti-
money-laundering laws could be used effectively 
to control illegal logging.”

Supposedly reputable sources have been claiming for many years that 
approximately 50 per cent of Cameroon’s timber harvest is illegal. However, a 
study published by CIFOR and conducted by Paolo Omar Cerutti and Luca Tacconi, 
suggests that this figure is greatly exaggerated. Forests, Illegality, and Livelihoods in 
Cameroon also shows that much of the illegal harvest can be attributed to small-
scale loggers who have been forced to operate illegally by a ministerial decision 
to suspend their activities – a decision which itself was illegally taken.

None of this is to deny that illegal logging is a problem in Cameroon, but 
Cerutti and Tacconi argue that a much more nuanced approach needs to be taken 
if forest crime is to be tackled successfully. The report explains why domestic 
consumers, who by the mid-1980s could no longer afford to buy timber produced 
by large export-oriented companies, were forced to look for timber harvested 
by small-scale logging enterprises. It explains the rationale which prompted 
the government to proscribe the activities of small-scale loggers, and it argues 
that instead of improving sustainability and decreasing corruption, this did the 
precise opposite: it led to an increase in unsustainable harvesting practices and 
encouraged corruption.

The authors also point out that much of the small-scale logging activity takes 
place in forest areas which are designated as ‘non-permanent’ and which can 
legally be converted to non-forest uses. Industrial logging, in contrast, takes place 
in the permanent forest domain. If future law-enforcement initiatives, such as those 
proposed under the European Union’s Action Plan for Forest Law Enforcement, 
Governance and Trade (FLEGT), discriminate against small-scale operators, there 
is every chance they will have a negative impact on local livelihoods.

Assessing forest crime in Cameroon

If law enforcement initiatives 
discriminate against small-scale 
operators, there is every chance 
they will have a negative impact 

on local livelihoods.

Transporting logs on its way to Douala from Eastern 
Cameroon.  Photo: Paolo Cerutti
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Rainforest, Indonesia. Photo: Manuel Boissière
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Promoting wise use
Tropical forests supply us with timber, food, fuel and 
fibre. They also provide a range of environmental 
services. For example, they soak up the greenhouse 
gases which cause global warming, recycle nutrients 
and stabilise soils. Lose the forests, and we lose far 
more than the trees. CIFOR’s Environmental Services 
and Sustainable Use of Forest Programme aims to 
improve the way we use forests, and provide the 
knowledge needed to ensure that forests deliver a 
range of goods and services. The programme works 
at many levels, from the local to the global, from 
the village farm to the city boardroom. Beneficiaries 
range from governments and development 
agencies to corporations and small farmers. 

Vast areas of degraded land are to be found 
across the tropics. Indonesia alone, for example, has 
almost 100 million hectares of degraded land, and 
year by year this figure increases. One of CIFOR’s 
largest research programmes has looked at forest 
rehabilitation efforts in Indonesia, the Philippines, 
China, Vietnam, Brazil and Peru. The results were 
published in six country reports in 2006. This 
significant body of work provides governments, 
NGOs and others with clear guidelines about how 
they should proceed in future, and how to avoid the 
mistakes of the past. 

CIFOR scientists continued to work on issues 
related to forests and climate change. A CIFOR 
submission to the United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) on how 
to reduce emissions from deforestation proved 
highly influential. Meanwhile, CIFOR’s multi-country 
research on tropical forests and climate-change 
adaptation continued to make good progress. 

All too often, it’s outsiders, rather than forest-
dwelling communities, who decide what’s good for 
the communities and their forests. And all too often, 
development projects fail to take into account 
local needs and sensibilities. Using techniques 
developed in Kalimantan, CIFOR scientists and their 
partners conducted multidisciplinary landscape 
assessments in Vietnam and the Philippines. These 
exercises provided important information about 
local perceptions of biodiversity, and it is hoped 
that they will help to influence the way forests are 
used in these areas in the future. 

2006 also saw the launch of the Biodiversity 
Platform, a joint programme devised by CIFOR 
and the World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF). This 
recognises that balancing human demands with 
the need to preserve the environment is one of the 
major challenges facing us today. Over the next 
three years, scientists will explore the relationship 
between biodiversity and the way people make a 
living in settled landscapes in five countries, and 
look at the sort of incentives which could promote 
conservation and sustainable land-use outside 
protected areas.

Participatory mapping in Kay village, Papua, Indonesia.   Photo: Douglas Sheil

Conducting a soil survey 
after a peatlands fire, East 
Kalimantan, Indonesia.  
Photo: Andi Erman 
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Logging, conversion to agricultural crops, cattle 
ranching and urbanisation have all taken their 
toll on the world’s tropical forests. In many places, 
the loss of natural forest has been permanent, 
and frequently planned: farmland, fast-growing 
plantations, settlements and other developments 
have taken their place. However, hundreds of 
millions of hectares of once richly forested land 
serve none of these purposes. 

In Indonesia alone, there are 96 million hectares 
of degraded land – an area three times the size of 
Italy – and Indonesia continues to lose 2 million 
hectares of forests a year. While some is converted 

Forest rehabilitation–
learning from the past
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Ani Adiwinata 

Nawir

Tree nursery in Dai Lai, North Vietnam (Christian Cossalter); Local people were closely involved in establishing 
this teak plantation on stony farmland near Yogyakarta, Indonesia (Tini Gumartini).

to other uses, much is left as an unproductive 
wasteland of degraded scrub and grassland. 
Rehabilitating lands such as these, in Indonesia and 
other tropical countries, could do much to improve 
local livelihoods, safeguard environmental services 
and benefit wildlife. 

“Although there had been a long history of 
forest rehabilitation,” explains CIFOR economist Ani 
Adiwinata Nawir, “there had been very little analysis 
of the factors which have contributed to the success 
or failure of rehabilitation projects.” To fill this gap in 
our knowledge, CIFOR launched a major research 
project to analyse a broad range of rehabilitation 
projects: some from the distant past, some recent; 
some covering many hundreds of thousands of 
hectares, some just a few; some run by government, 
others run by NGOs and farmers’ organisations. It 
was hoped that lessons learned from an appraisal 
of these projects and similar initiatives would 

provide valuable guidance to those undertaking 
rehabilitation projects in the future.

The research focused on Indonesia, the Philippines, 
China, Vietnam, Brazil and Peru. At a workshop held 
in Bogor in 200�, experts on rehabilitation from 
universities, governments, the private sector and 
NGOs helped CIFOR to share lessons learnt and 
organise the research results. Further workshops, 
bringing together the same teams from all six 
countries, were held during the following two years. 
The research – described in a series of six books, 
Review of Forest Rehabilitation: Lessons from the Past 
– provides the most detailed analysis to date of the 

ingredients for success 
(and, of course, failure).

“Everywhere we have 
looked, we have found 
that governments have 
continued to repeat the 
same mistakes,” says 
Nawir” and this explains 
why so many projects 
have failed to achieve 
their goals.” All too often, 
projects have been 
poorly planned – in Indonesia, for example, only 
1� per cent of the projects had base maps of the 
area where they were operating – and many made 
profound technical errors when it came to choosing 
the right tree species, planting regimes and so forth. 
According to Wil de Jong, a CIFOR scientist who now 
works for the Center for Integrated Area Studies 
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Mixed results: a successfully rehabilitated forest in Guangzhou, China (Takeshi Toma); and a Casuarina plantation 
in Vietnam damaged by local people (Christian Cossalter)

in Japan, the Vietnamese case study highlighted 
the importance of good planning. “The better the 
technical planning for a project, the greater the 
chances of success,” he says. 

The failure to involve local communities was a 
feature of many projects which had run into trouble. 
“The projects which worked best in Indonesia were 
tailored to meet the needs of local communities,” 
explains Nawir. All too often, local communities have 
just been used as hired labour during the planting 
phase, and have been given little or no stake in the 
management of rehabilitated sites. 

A similar story can be told for the South American 
case studies. “The lessons learned from the survey 
of Peruvian restoration schemes,” explains Cesar 

Sabogal, “is that project managers need to ensure 
active local participation from the planning phase 
onwards.” The Peruvian experience suggests that 
when projects are being designed they should take 
into account market demands for forest products. 
Ideally, rehabilitation schemes should help to 
enhance local livelihoods. 

The Review of Forest Rehabilitation was one of 
the most ambitious projects coordinated by CIFOR, 
and it involved large numbers of researchers from 
many different institutions, as well as government 
officials and forest managers. In each country, a small 
group of experts provided regular advice and was 
consulted about project design and the packaging 
and dissemination of the findings. Their input, and 
that of many national partners, helped to shape the 
final reports. 

This participatory approach was exemplified 
by the experiences in Vietnam.  In February 2006, 

the project team presented its draft report to a 
meeting in Hanoi attended by representatives 
from government, NGOs, the forestry industry and 
the conservation lobby. “This was a very important 
part of the process,” recalls de Jong. “The report was 
subjected to some very serious criticisms, and as a 
result we went through a major process of revision. 
Some of the criticisms were hard to address, but I 
think this process definitely helped us to improve 
the report.” 

But will the six books have any significant 
influence in the future? Takeshi Toma, who managed 
the project at CIFOR and has since returned to 
work for the Forestry and Forest Products Research 
Institute in Japan, believes they will. “I am already 

using the publications to advise Japanese officials, as 
well as people in the private sector and civil society, 
about the best way to plan forest rehabilitation 
schemes in the tropics,” he says. Indeed, it would 
be strange if governments and others involved in 
forest rehabilitation were to ignore these studies. 
They provide the most thorough exploration to date 
of the key factors which influence the success of 
rehabilitation schemes.

There has also been very positive feedback 
from many of the countries involved. For example, 
key lessons derived from the study have been 
taken into account by ongoing and new initiatives 
in the Brazilian Amazon, where up to 30 per cent 
of the estimated 70 million hectares of deforested 
land are abandoned or underutilized. The Brazil 
study encouraged the Ministry for Environment 
to strengthen the National Programme for Native 
Species Silviculture and Agroforestry Systems. 
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Deforestation is responsible for about 20 per cent 
of our global carbon emissions, yet international 
agreements designed to tackle global warming 
have steered well clear of the issue. The Kyoto 
Protocol is all about getting developed countries to 
reduce their industrial emissions: not about getting 
countries like Indonesia and Brazil to slow down the 
rate at which forests are cleared to make way for 
crops, cattle ranching and urban development. But 
all this is about to change. 

“Until recently, forest-rich countries in the tropics 
resisted calls to consider reducing deforestation as 
a means of reducing greenhouse gas emissions,” 
explains Markku Kanninen, director of CIFOR’s 
Environmental Services programme, “but everyone 
now accepts that this could be an important way of 
tackling global warming.”  ‘Reducing Emissions from 
Deforestation (RED),’ as it is known, is now firmly on 
the negotiating table.

The first commitment period of the Kyoto 
Protocol comes to an end in 2012, and a 
replacement is already under discussion. As part 
of this process, the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) invited 
a range of organisations to submit their views on 
how to reduce emissions from deforestation in 
developing countries. CIFOR’s submission–one of 
just four from intergovernmental organisations – 
had a major influence on the background paper for 
a UNFCCC workshop on reducing emissions from 
deforestation, held in Rome in August 2006. 

The notion of avoided deforestation was also 
given considerable prominence by the Stern Review, 
an analysis of the economics of climate change 
published by the UK government in October 2006. 
The review suggested that this could be an important 
element of any future international climate change 
agreement. The theory is simple enough: countries 
rich in forests, but currently losing them at a rapid 
rate, would be encouraged by payment schemes 
and other measures to reduce their rates of 
deforestation, and thus their contribution to global 
warming. 

However, as CIFOR’s submission to the UNFCCC 
points out, deforestation is a highly complex 

phenomenon, and measures to address it will 
be far from simple. “CIFOR has already produced 
a large body of research, conducted by Arild 
Angelsen, David Kaimowitz, William Sunderlin, Sven 
Wunder and others, on the underlying causes of 
deforestation, and we were able to draw on this in 
our paper,” explains Kanninen. “The Stern Review 
suggests that measures to avoid deforestation 
could be relatively cheap, but our research suggests 
that there will be large social and institutional costs 
related to any such projects.” 

The CIFOR submission suggests that any future 
agreement on reducing emissions from deforestation 
will have to establish comprehensive monitoring 
systems, equivalent to the ‘full carbon accounting’ 
systems which are mandatory for the developed 
countries which are signatories to the Kyoto Protocol. 
This would entail developing countries reporting on 
all emissions related to land-use activities, and on 
their programmes to reduce them. 

Cordoning off large areas of forest to prevent 
development is simply not possible in areas 
where local communities need to make a living, 
and the CIFOR submission argues that measures 
to reduce emissions from deforestation could be 
used to promote sustainable forest management. 
“Forests which are sustainably managed for timber 
production would contain a little bit less carbon than 
forests which are left in pristine conditions,” says 
Kanninen, “but they would be infinitely preferable 
– in climatic terms – to other uses with very small 
per hectare carbon stocks, such as agriculture.” What 
is more, they would generate a significant income 
for local communities, companies and government, 
and help to safeguard rural livelihoods. 

In the meantime, CIFOR’s multi-country 
research on tropical forests and climate change 
adaptation – conducted in partnership with the 
Tropical Agriculture Centre for Research and 
Higher Education (CATIE) and first described in 
last year’s annual report – continued to make solid 
progress. Research teams in the countries involved 
– Honduras, Nicaragua, Burkina Faso, Indonesia and 
the Philippines – conducted their first pilot studies 
and stakeholder analyses.   
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Communities as carbon farmers
A small number of local communities currently benefit from the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean Development 
Mechanism (CDM), and receive payments for planting forests which act as carbon sinks. However, 
projects which provide carbon credits by conserving the existing forests through sustainable 
forest management are not allowed under the CDM. According to Daniel Murdiyarso, co-author of 
Community Forest Management as a Carbon Mitigation Option, they should be, under a new scheme 
known as Reducing Emission from Deforestation (RED). 

The report describes 13 case studies of community forestry projects, all of which have been 
designed to sequester and store carbon. Six projects funded by an action research programme – 
‘Kyoto:  think global, act local’ – concerned the sustainable management of existing natural forests in 
countries as far a field as Nepal and Tanzania, India and Senegal. The remaining case studies focused 
on the sort of afforestation schemes which are eligible for CDM finance. These were in areas where 
the forests have long since been cleared and replaced by grasslands. 

The ‘Kyoto: think global, act local’ case studies indicated that the increase in carbon uptake was 
sufficient to generate an incentive for better and more sustainable forest management, even if the 
rates paid were relatively low. This was because there were no obvious alternative land uses. However, 
at the grassland study sites researchers had wondered whether payments for carbon sequestration 
would be sufficient to persuade farmers to plant trees, rather than to continue subsistence farming 
and livestock grazing. They needn’t have worried. In every case, planting trees appeared to be a good 
option. Not only could projects such as these generate carbon payments – if accepted for inclusion in 
future climate change legislation – they could yield crops of considerable value. 

“This is really a win-win prospect,” concludes Murdiyarso. “Community forestry programmes are 
good for livelihoods, they help to sequester carbon and they are frequently good for conservation.” 
In global terms, the amount of carbon that can be sequestered through smallholder forestry may not 
be enormous, but such projects can make a big difference to local communities. 

“Community 
forestry 

programmes 
are good for 
livelihoods, 
they help to 

sequester 
carbon and 

they are 
frequently 
good for 

conservation.” 
Daniel 

Murdiyarso

From left to right: pristine elephant habitat, Gabon ( Terry Sunderland); forest fires are a significant source of atmospheric carbon in East 
Kalimantan, Indonesia (Daniel  Murdiyarso);  a burnt plantation, Lampung, Indonesia (Mamat Rachmat).

Women planting upland rice, Sumatra, Indonesia. Photo: Neldysavrino
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All too often, the people who decide what’s good 
for forest communities are not the communities 
themselves, but outsiders who have little 
understanding of how the communities see the 
world. That’s precisely what’s happened to the small 
Batak community on the island of Palawan in the 
Philippines. “There have been many development 
projects, but they haven’t always responded to 
the real needs of the local people,” explains CIFOR 
Manuel Boissière, an ethno-botanist seconded to 
CIFOR by the Centre de coopération internationale 
en recherche agronomique pour le développement 
(CIRAD). “When the projects have failed, those 
running them have accused the Bataks of being 
lazy, instead of blaming themselves for their lack of 
understanding.” 

In 2006, Boissière and CIFOR colleague 
Nining Liswanti joined forces with a team of local 
researchers to explore the complex relationships 
between the indigenous Bataks and their forest 
environment, and their uneasy relationship with 
the migrant communities who dominate the coastal 
zone in Tanabag District. Using Multidisciplinary 
Landscape Assessment (MLA), a methodology 
developed by CIFOR in Indonesia and several other 

countries, the researchers explored what matters 
most to the Bataks, in terms of landscape, resources 
and environmental services.

The forests are profoundly important to the 
Bataks, both as a source of food and a means of 
earning a living. Hunting, gathering non-timber 
forest products (NTFPs) and swidden cultivation 
are practised with great sensitivity towards the 
environment. The Bataks have banned the cutting of 
trees along river banks and many sites are protected 
from disturbance. But the forests – and the Bataks 
– are threatened by the activities of outsiders. “They 
were particularly worried about people cutting 
trees, collecting NTFPs like rattan and honey – which 
provide them with an income – and fishing with 
poisons,” explains Boissière.

But can research such as this make any practical 
difference? Philippe Guizol, a CIRAD forester 
seconded to CIFOR, believes it can. Guizol is leading 
an EU-funded project, ‘Levelling the Playing Field’, 
which seeks to establish processes which will 
help people to make rational decisions about 
forest management and resolve conflicts between 
different interest groups. Tanabag District is one 
of the research sites, and it was Guizol who invited 
CIFOR’s MLA team to provide an assessment of the 
Bataks’ perceptions and priorities.

“The MLA exercise has given us a much 
better understanding of what matters to the 

The view from the forest

A mosaic of habitats, 
Indonesia. 
Photo: Douglas Sheil

Batak women discussing the importance of different 
landscapes. Palawan, Philippines. Photo:  Manuel Boissière
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Bataks,” explains Guizol. “It has also revealed how 
marginalised they are.”  When the Bataks are 
invited to attend discussions about development 
projects, they are generally represented by one of 
two intermediaries whose views often fail to reflect 
those of the community as a whole. The MLA team 
has recommended that researchers and decision-
makers should go to the Batak villagers and deal 
with them alone, rather than in the company of the 
dominant migrant community. The Levelling the 
Playing Field researchers will now do this.

The MLA research also suggests that the Bataks 
need be consulted on matters which, at first 
sight, don’t appear to involve them. For example, 
migrant communities are exploring ways of 
improving their incomes by growing crops such as 
cashew nuts and flowers. This may well involve the 
building of a new dam which will draw its supplies 
from the watershed where the Bataks live. “This 

means that the Bataks will need to be involved in 
any negotiations about downstream agricultural 
developments,” explains Guizol, “and it raises 
the possibility that they might be rewarded for 
protecting the forests upstream.” 

Guizol believes that the MLA research could 
also influence the authorities in the district capital, 
Puerto Princessa.  “Some influential conservation 
organisations are keen to protect the forests using 
the old-fashioned technique of excluding people 
from certain areas,” he says, “but the research has 
revealed how important these forests are for the 
livelihoods of the Bataks, and this is now recognised 
by the mayor.” The research has shown that the 
Bataks have their own sophisticated systems of 
conservation, and Guizol hopes that the authorities 
will accept that conservation should mean working 
with the people who live in the area, rather than 
expelling them from their forest homes. 

Had you visited Khe Tran village before the Vietnam War, you would have been left 
in no doubt about how important the forests were to the local people, and how 
knowledgeable they were about the fauna and flora. During the war they were forced 
to flee, and by the time they returned in 1992, the forest had been much degraded by 
bombing and the area was – and still is – scattered with ordinance. The government 
encouraged the villagers to settle near the main road and grow rice and tree crops. They 
were forbidden from using the natural forest which their ancestors had used. Home to 
several endangered species, including tiger and Edwards’s pheasant, it was set aside as 
a protected area. 

In 2006, CIFOR published the results of its research on the perceptions of the Khe Tran 
villagers. This was part of a three-year collaboration with Swiss Development Cooperation, 
conducted in partnership with Tropenbos International–Vietnam. “We discovered that a lot 
of forest plants no longer had any known use for the local people,” explains CIFOR biologist 
Piia Koponen, “and those which do are mostly linked to cattle feeding.” 

The research suggests the villagers have lost their affinity for the forests, and no 
longer take any interest in how it is managed. “Although hunting and other activities 
are forbidden in the forests, people often come to poach endangered species and cut 
timber,” explains Manuel Boissière. “If the villagers see them, they simply let them do 
whatever they want.” 

The research has practical implications which could well apply to other villages which 
are situated on the edge of protected areas. “One of our main recommendations to the 
conservation authorities is that they should involve local people in the management of 
the forests and hire them as rangers,” says Boissière. “If that happens, then the villagers will 
financially benefit, and they’ll no longer turn a blind eye to poachers and illegal loggers.” 
In short, it would be a win-win situation: good for the locals and good for wildlife. 

MLA survey in Khe Tran village, Hue Province, Vietnam.  Photo: Douglas Sheil

Reviving interest in Vietnam’s forests
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“Conservationists often think of protected areas 
as though they are islands rich in biodiversity, 
separated by vast deserts with little interest,” 
explains CIFOR scientist Jean-Laurent Pfund, “but 
that’s often not the case. Many landscapes outside 
protected areas consist of a mosaic of habitats 
– secondary forests, gardens, agroforests. These 
provide people with a means of making a living, 
and they’re important for wildlife too.” 

One of the great challenges today is how to 
balance the human demands on nature – forests 
provide 1.6 million people with food, medicines, 
fuel and other products – with the need to preserve 
the environment. “Protecting the biodiversity of 
fragmented landscapes, and ensuring that those 
who live there can continue to make a living, requires 
a new approach to rural planning,” explains Pfund, 

“and that’s why we have established the Biodiversity 
Platform.” 

The Biodiversity Platform is a joint programme 
devised by CIFOR and the World Agroforestry Centre 
(ICRAF). Launched in Bogor in March 2006, the 
first meeting of the Biodiversity Platform brought 
together some 30 scientists from the two research 
centres, together with others who are researching 
biodiversity issues in landscapes where wildlife 
must co-exist with a variety of land-use activities. 

To give the Platform long-term momentum, 
a three-year programme has been planned. This 
will generate a range of global public goods by 
examining, among other things, the relationships 
between biodiversity and the way people make a 
living; the sort of incentives which could be used 
to promote conservation and sustainable land use; 
and the opportunities which exist to harmonise 

national laws with the customary laws, such as adat 
in Indonesia, of indigenous societies. 

Research will concentrate on landscape 
mosaics in five countries – Cameroon, Indonesia, 
Tanzania, Laos and Madagascar – and it will draw 
on a broader range of disciplines and approaches. 
Using action research, for example, the scientists 
will explore local perceptions to biodiversity 
among a range of stakeholders, from the private 
sector to decision makers, from local communities 
to conservation agencies. The research, whether 
sociological or ecological, will be conducted 
along transects which include densely forested 
areas close to protected areas, landscapes with a 
mixture of forest and cultivated land, and areas 
subject to more intensive use, for example as oil-
palm plantations. 

“This is not just an academic exercise,” explains 
Pfund. “We want to have a real impact on the 
ground. Ultimately, a better understanding of the 
links between biodiversity and the livelihoods of 
the poor should help to inform the decision-making 
of local policy-makers, development agencies and 
conservation organisations on land-use planning 
issues.” 

The Biodiversity Platform will make best use of 
the complementary strengths of CIFOR and ICRAF 
and help to create a closer working relationship 
between the two centres. Other research 
organisations, such as the Centre de coopération 
internationale en recherche agronomique 
pour le développement (CIRAD) and Bioversity 
International, have also shown a keen interest in 
collaborating with the Biodiversity Platform.

Striking a balance between 
people and nature

Protecting
the 

biodiversity 
of fragmented 

landscapes 
requires a new 

approach 
to rural 
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Sunrise at Río Manupare, Bolivia.  Photo: Jennifer Kleeb
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The ‘Network on Site Management and Productivity 
in Tropical Forest Plantations’ was established as a 
public-private partnership in 1995. Set up by CIFOR, 
and supported by the Commonwealth Scientific 
and Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO) 
and the United States Forestry Service, its main 
purpose has been to establish whether successive 
harvests of fast-growing plantations can be grown 
on the same plot of land without causing serious 
damage to soil and water resources. Working at 16 
sites in eight countries, researchers have explored 
the impact of different practices on soil fertility, 
nutrient recycling and productivity. 

The Network’s achievements were reviewed at 
its 7th workshop, held in Bogor in 2006. 

There is now a comprehensive database on 
site productivity, and the results show that the 
productivity of fast-growing plantations can 
not only be maintained, but increased, with no 
adverse effects on soils. “We can now definitively 
show that much of the negative propaganda 
against eucalyptus and acacia plantations has 
been ill-founded,” says Sadanandran Nambiar of 
CSIRO. “They have no negative impacts on sites 
that are properly managed.” The Network, he says, 
has shown how research and development can 
play a key role in helping to improve plantation 

management and productivity; and it has shown 
how private companies and public institutions can 
work together to advance forestry. 

The 2� workshop participants, representing 
forestry interests in 11 countries, visited a research 
site in Sumatra managed by PT Musi Hutan Persada. 
“Ten years ago, this company, like many others we 
discussed this research with, was wary of sharing 
information about its plantations,” explains Nambiar, 
“but when we visited the site in November they were 
now very proud to show us their achievements, 
which have been considerable when it comes to 
improving productivity and managing resources 
efficiently.” The Network has helped to build trust 
between companies and researchers, and skills and 
knowledge have been shared between different 
sites and countries, to the benefit of all. 

One of the aims of the workshop was to find out 
whether those who had participated in the Network 
wished it to continue. It was universally agreed that 
it should, and there were many ideas for expanding 
activities to include new research topics, such as 
smallholder plantations and carbon sequestration. 
“I can’t think of any network in the world that has 
worked so well, for so long and across so many 
developing countries, without losing one single 
partner,” reflects Nambiar.

Encouraging good
plantation management
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After CIFOR published Life after Logging, which explores the ways in which mammals 
and birds react to logging in East Kalimantan, logging-company representatives visited 
CIFOR’s headquarters to discuss the book. When asked whether they would be happy 
with an Indonesian translation of the ‘recommendations’ section only, they said they 
wanted the whole book in the local language, including the long appendices with details 
about the ecology of each species, and how they reacted to logging. 

The Indonesian version – Hutan Pasca Pemanenan – was duly launched in December 
2006 at the ‘Ak.sa.ra’ bookstore in Jakarta. Co-author Erik Meijaard of the Nature 
Conservancy told the audience, which included representatives from Birdlife, UNESCO 

and WWF, that logged-over forests could contribute much more to conservation than was previously thought. “Over half of 
Kalimantan’s old-growth forests are managed by logging concessions, and getting them to adopt more wildlife-friendly practices 
could have major benefits for conservation,” he said.

Meijaard and his colleagues have shown that logging activities themselves often have relatively little impact on most vertebrate 
species. Rather, it is the activities associated with logging – the building of roads, for example, and hunting – which have the most 
pronounced impact. Hutan Pasca Pemanenan provides recommendations about the sorts of measures logging companies could 
take to lessen the impact of their activities on the local fauna. Already, a number of logging companies in East Kalimantan have 
begun to put some of these recommendations into practice. 

‘Life after Logging’ (the Indonesian version)
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Leaves from the baobab tree are important ingredients for the local cuisine in Burkina Faso.  Photo: Mathurin Zida
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Making forests work for the poor
Almost a quarter of a billion people live in or near 
tropical forests, and they depend on them for 
building materials, food, land on which to grow 
crops and many other things. CIFOR’s Forests 
and Livelihoods Programme seeks to bring 
about improvements in their welfare by helping 
governments, conservation organisations and 
development agencies to work out how to handle 
the trade-offs between livelihood enhancement 
and forest conservation. The programme also aims 
to help raise the living standards of forest-dwelling 
people by providing information about markets 
and by improving forest management.

CIFOR’s research also seeks to inform policy-
making in such a way that it will benefit forests and 
the communities who depend on them. Two classic 
examples of how research can influence policy come 
from Brazil and Ethiopia. In 2006, CIFOR scientists and 
their partners convinced the Brazilian government 
that it should get rid of regulations which were 
hampering the trade in non-timber forest products. 
And in Ethiopia, CIFOR and its partners convinced 
government officials that the country’s forestry law 
should encourage greater community participation. 
Both these measures will do much to enhance the 
welfare of the rural poor. 

Africa’s dry forests cover over �0 per cent of the 
continent and they are home to over 230 million 
people. In many areas, the forests are suffering from 
degradation, and this is inevitably having a serious 
impact on the rural poor. Several CIFOR publications 
– some are described in the following pages – have 
explored the importance of Africa’s dry forests, and 
shown how their sustainable management could 
do much to improve the livelihoods of some of the 
poorest communities on the planet. 

Tropical forests contribute a great deal to human 
welfare; they also harbour some of the nastiest 
diseases known to man. However, there is no simple 
relationship between forests and disease, a subject 
explored in great detail in a CIFOR Occasional 
Paper, Forests and Human Health – Assessing the 
Evidence. The report provides a detailed analysis of 
the links between forest degradation and disease, 
the contribution which forests make to medicine, 
and their importance to local cultures. The report 
suggests a number of measures which could be 
taken to tackle forest-related disease, conserve 
medicinal plants and ensure that families who 
depend on forest products have access to forest 
foods and medicines.

The harvesting 
of non-timber 
forest products 
provides food 
and an income 
for millions of 
forest dwellers. 
Tucumã-açu is 
widely consumed 
in Amazonia. 
Photo: Flávio 
Contente
 

Children outside their school made of 
straw in northeastern Burkina Faso.  
Photo: Daniel Tiveau

Forests and
Livelihood
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There is plenty of evidence to suggest that living in 
tropical forests can be hazardous for your health. 
Diseases such as HIV/AIDS, Ebola, river blindness 
and elephantiasis are closely associated with tropical 
forests, even if some – most notably HIV/AIDS – have 
now spread far beyond the forest edge. 

However, forests also contribute a great deal 
to human welfare. Most obviously, many forest 
communities rely on them as a rich source of both 
food – nuts, berries, mushrooms, wild game and the 
like – and medicinal plants. The latter are important 
not just to people in developing countries who can’t 
afford modern medicines – some 80 per cent of 
Africans use traditional herbal remedies – but for the 
developed world too: over half the prescribed drugs 
in the United States are derived from plant matter, 
much of it coming from forests. 

A CIFOR Occasional Paper, Forests and Human 
Health – Assessing the Evidence, explores this highly 
complex subject. According to ecologist Douglas 
Sheil, this was an obvious subject for CIFOR to 
work on. “Much of our research concerns the well-
being and livelihoods of forest people, and a key 
component of this is their health,” he explains. 
“We found that the research material on health 
and diseases in forest areas was scattered across a 
remarkable array of different disciplines, and there 
was no comprehensive overview.”  

Some of the research had been published in 
health journals: some in anthropology journals. 
Bio-geographers and ecologists had dabbled with 
the subject, and so had many others. The studies 
tended to be very sharply focused, often looking at 
one particular disease in one particular community. 
They provided small and isolated pieces in a large 
jigsaw puzzle which remained full of gaps. The CIFOR 
synthesis was an attempt to fill in some of the black 
spaces.

It is impossible to make generalisations about 
the relationship between forests and health. While 
certain diseases are particularly prevalent in forest 
areas, others are closely linked with forest loss and 
ecological degradation. For example, dengue fever, 
Chagas disease, Lassa virus, rabies and the plague 
are all associated with deforestation, but even this 
statement needs qualification. The clearance of 
tropical forests to make way for agriculture has 

enabled people to enter areas that malaria had 
previously rendered uninhabitable in countries like 
Nepal and Panama. 

Forests and Human Health also provides a detailed 
analysis of what we know about the contribution 
which forests make to medicine, and their 
importance to local cultures and the mental welfare 
of forest-dwelling populations. It also proposes 
measures which health professionals, resource 
managers, development planners and government 
agencies could take to improve the health of forest-
dwelling communities.

 Among other things, the authors suggest 
that resource managers should draw up plans to 
conserve medicinal plants – they are threatened by 
over-harvesting and habitat loss in many parts of 
the world – and work with health professionals and 
local people to ensure that families who depend on 
forest products, and especially the poor and those 
suffering from HIV/AIDS, have access to forest foods 
and medicines. Planners need to ensure that local 
people’s subsistence needs are met when forests are 
subjected to land-use change, and the livelihoods of 
forest dwellers should be taken into consideration 
before forests are cleared to make way for other 
uses.

“I am convinced that we can’t keep trying to 
come up with standardised policies that will apply to 
everywhere and everything,” explains anthropologist 
Carol Colfer, who spent many years working on 
public-health issues in Oman, the United States and 
Indonesian Borneo before she joined CIFOR. “When 
addressing health issues and forests, we need to 
be very site-specific and recognise that the policies 
which work in one area might well be inappropriate 
in others.”

Unravelling the links
between forests and health

“When addressing health 
issues and forests, we need 
to be very site-specific and 
recognise that the policies 
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Dental problems are 
common in forested
areas – a man from 
Bengkulu, Sumatra, 
Indonesia.
Photo:  Carol J.P. Colfer
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“When hunter-gatherers are forced to settle, their health often deteriorates 
significantly.”  Edmond Dounias

The hunter-gatherers’ dilemma
Governments often encourage – and sometimes coerce – hunter-gatherers to adopt a settled way of life, rather than 
continue roaming across vast areas of forest land, practising their traditional lifestyles. They frequently argue that 
this is in the hunter-gatherers’ best interest. However, research by Edmond Dounias and Alain Froment, published 
in a special issue of Unasylva on ‘Forests and human health,’ suggests the opposite is often true.1 “Our research shows 
that when hunter-gatherers are forced to settle, their health often deteriorates significantly,” explains Dounias, an 
ethno-ecologist seconded to CIFOR by the Institut de Recherche pour le Développement (IRD).

Nomadism used to be an efficient adaptive response to the high diversity of parasitic and infectious diseases 
found in tropical forests. By moving around in small groups, the various pygmy groups in Central Africa and the 
Punan hunter-gatherers of Kalimantan, Indonesia, have significantly reduced their exposure to a wide range of 
diseases. Their energetic lifestyles have also meant that they have high levels of fitness. The downside, of course, is 
that hunter-gatherers suffer high mortality, for example from hunting accidents and snake bites. 

Dounias and Froment have compared the health of communities which still pursue the hunter-gatherer lifestyle 
with close relatives who have adopted a sedentary way of life. The differences are striking. The latter tend to suffer 
higher levels of infectious and sexually transmitted diseases. They are also more prone to alcoholism, and their diet 
and eating habits mean that they are physically less healthy than their nomadic relatives. This is the price they pay 
for being closer to the public services – education, formal health care, job opportunities and markets – which are 
generally not available to those who continue to live in the forests. 

The research shows that it is still possible to lead a healthy life in the forest, and that pushing people out of the 
forests is not necessarily in their best interests. “We have a moral responsibility to inform hunter-gatherers about 
the risks to their cultural, nutritional and sanitary integrity if they decide to leave the forest for a settled lifestyle,” 
says Dounias. “But the choice should be theirs, and if they are to make the right choice, they need to be properly 
informed.”

1 Unasylva No 22�, Vol. 57, 2006/2, FAO, Rome.  Edmond Dounias and Carol Colfer helped the editors plan the special issue 
on ‘Forests and human health.’

Delousing is common 
social behaviour among 
the Baka Pygmies of 
southern Cameroon, 
who temporarily 
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permanent villages 
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the forest; excessive 
parasites in the camp 
often provide motivation 
to move to another 
place.  
Photo: Edmond Dounias  
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The dry forests of sub-Saharan Africa cover over �0 
per cent of the continent and they are home to over 
230 million people. Many of the poorest people on 
Earth live in and around the forests, and they depend 
on them for their survival and their meagre incomes. 
Over much of Africa, dry forests are suffering from 
over-use and severe degradation, and this makes it 
even harder for rural communities to lift themselves 
out of poverty. 

During the past three years, CIFOR’s Dry Forests 
Project has sought to stimulate dialogue among a 
wide range of stakeholders. Besides alerting policy-
makers, resource managers and the international 
community to the importance of dry forests, the 
project has been strengthening research capacity 
within Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Tanzania and Zambia 
in order to promote sustainable forest management 
and enhance local livelihoods. 

According to forester Daniel Tiveau, CIFOR’s 
regional coordinator for West Africa, it is high time 
we paid more attention to Africa’s dry forests. “Over 
the past decade, world attention has tended to 
concentrate on the destruction of tropical rainforests, 
even though worldwide degradation and conversion 
of dry forests is far more advanced than that of wet 
forests,” he says. “They provide construction material 
for farms and homes, dry-season fodder for Africa’s 
vast livestock populations, as well as wood fuel, 
medicinal plants and many other products.” 

The role which dry forests play in supporting 
hundreds of millions of people is described in a 

Forest Livelihoods Brief – The wealth of the dry 
forests – published by CIFOR in 2006. Among many 
other outputs, three reports focused on particular 
aspects of dry-forests management and husbandry 
in Zambia, Burkino Faso and Malawi.

There are thought to be some 20,000 beekeepers 
and 6,000 wild honey hunters in Zambia. Between 
them, they probably produce 1,500 tonnes of honey 
a year. Much of this is made into a local beer, mbote, 
but important quantities – perhaps a third – are 
either traded internally within Zambia as honey, or 
exported, as honey or beeswax, to Europe. 

The Case of Honey in Zambia, by Guni Mickels-
Kokwe, looks at the significant role which beekeeping 
plays in supporting rural livelihoods in Zambia, 
and it analyses the trade in honey and beeswax, 
production methods, the role which pollinating trees 
and forests play, and current government policies 
towards beekeeping. Beekeeping not only earns 
much-needed foreign exchange, it has contributed 
significantly to economic growth in some parts of 
Zambia, especially in North-West Province, and it has 
helped to reduce poverty. 

Mickels-Kokwe’s study suggests that current 
policies and institutional arrangements are not 
conducive to further growth of the industry, and 
that most of the achievements during the past 15 
years have been a result of private sector initiatives 
and support from non-governmental organisations. 
The study suggests a number of measures which 
could be taken – not just by government, but by 
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on Africa’s dry forests

Women producing shea butter in Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso.  Photo: Henry-Noël Bouda
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beekeepers and aid agencies – to encourage the 
growth of the industry. 

Mickels-Kokwe highlights the importance of 
establishing beekeeper producer organisations in 
Zambia. Evidence put forward by another CIFOR-
commissioned study suggests that producer 
organisations are vitally important for other resources 
as well. According to Louis Sawadogo, the author of a 
study on the sustainable management of dry forests 
in Burkina Faso, the most organised management 
system in the country is that of wood fuel because 
user groups are responsible for the management of 
fuel-wood production and sales and get technical 
backstopping from the forest service. 

The main products derived from Burkina’s forests 
are wood fuel and livestock fodder. The forests are 
also important for hunting, and to a lesser extent for 
tourism. Sawadogo’s study suggests that the lack of 
formal management of both grazing and hunting 
has meant that most of the profits have gone to 
wholesalers, transporters, hunting concessionaires 
and the government. To a lesser extent this is also 
true for wood fuel. The people who have gained 
least have been peasant farmers, who also stand to 
suffer most when forestry resources are degraded. 

The report makes a number of important 
recommendations. It suggests that local people 
should be involved in the evaluation and 
management of natural resources, and that user 
groups should be identified in every area. What 
is urgently needed, concludes Sawadogo, is the 
political will to transfer decision-making powers 
from the centre to the lowest levels. Burkina Faso 
has now embarked on a decentralization journey, 
but if this is to be a success capacity building 
will be tremendously important. CIFOR hopes to 
contribute with its experience of decentralised forest 
management from a number of countries.

All too often, the contribution which dry forests 
make to the welfare of the rural poor is ignored by 
policy makers. So is the clear link between forest 
degradation and worsening poverty. They would do 
well to consult Janet Lowore’s short essay, Miombo 
Woodlands and Rural Livelihoods in Malawi. She cites 
a study of 36 farming households which revealed 
that during a period of 25 months, local people 
collected 37 different species of leaf vegetables, 2 
species of root vegetables, 21 species of fruit, 23 
different species of mushroom and 1� species of 
caterpillar. 

Between 19�6 and 1996, Malawi lost 2.5 million 
hectares of woodland, most of which was converted 
into farmland. The loss of woodland means many 
things for local people. Women must walk further 
and spend more time searching for firewood. 
Households have to buy wood for construction, and 
as a substitute for tree fibres they must buy sisal, or 
use the wire from old car tyres. Without the forest, 
they must also go without wild game, caterpillars, 
medicinal plants, fruits and many other things. 

Lowore stresses that it is impossible to come up 
with the simple blueprint of recommendations for 
improving dry-forest management. However, her 
study confirms that  Malawi’s miombo woodlands 
are vitally important, both as a resource which 
satisfies the subsistence needs of the rural poor, 
and for the many environmental benefits which 
they provide. 

CIFOR’s Dry Forests Project has highlighted the 
key role that producer organisations can play in 
improving livelihoods. CIFOR is currently assisting 
Burkina Faso to draft a national non-timber forest 
product strategy and Zambia to come up with a 
honey and bee keeping policy.  These policies will 
help poor people to benefit from the production 
and trade of dry-forest products.

Gum Arabic, harvested from 
acacia trees, is an important 
product in Burkina Faso. 
Photo: Daniel  Tiveau 

Carrying firewood 
in Malawi.  
Photo: Janet Lowore
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One of CIFOR’s main aims is to conduct research 
which helps to inform and shape policy-making in 
such a way that it will benefit forests and those who 
depend on them for their  livelihoods and survival. 
For this to happen, research findings need to be 
made accessible to policy makers, development 
agencies and National Agricultural Research 
Institutes.

An outstanding example of how some 
governments are using inclusive social processes to 
inform legislation, and how research can influence 
policy, comes from Brazil. In 2006, CIFOR scientists 
and their partners participated in a multistakeholder 
dialogue designed to inform regulations which 
governed the trade in non-timber forest products 
(NTFPs). 

During recent years, CIFOR has produced a large 
body of work on NTFPs. The Non-timber Forest 
Product Case Comparison Project, which involved 
over 60 researchers from 27 countries, provided 
a detailed analysis of the use, management and 
marketing of some 61 NTFPs around the world.  Fruit 
trees and useful plants in the lives of Amazonians, by 
CIFOR scientists Patricia Shanley and Gabriel Medina, 
was written in response to a request of the Brazilian 
government, and synthesised the findings of 90 
Brazilian and international researchers. The book 
described the life histories of 30 Brazilian trees and 
palms whose fruits, nuts and fibre are used by local 

people, and it has been widely used (and praised) by 
politicians, decision makers and educators. Shanley 
was also one of the co-authors of Beyond Timber: 
Certification of Non-timber Forest Products, which 
provided a critical analysis of NTFP certification 
using nine case studies from Latin America, Africa 
and Asia. 

A common theme which emerged from these 
studies was that over-regulation and red tape 
frequently acted as a serious impediment to the 
trade in NTFPs. With this in mind, Antonio Carlos 
Hummel, the Director of Brazil’s Environmental 
Protection Agency (IBAMA), invited CIFOR scientists 
to attend a meeting of senior policy makers in 
Brasilia in July 2006. The seminar was attended by 
representatives of key NTFP industries and local 
communities, as well as researchers. All were invited 
to share their views on the role of NTFPs in trade and 
livelihoods. Shanley and her colleagues presented 
the findings of their research, emphasising the 
importance NTFPs play in supporting the livelihoods 
of poor forest dwellers and urban populations. 
They also highlighted ways in which government 
regulations governing the transport of NTFPs, 
both in Brazil and many other countries, frequently 
hampered the trade. 

CIFOR’s thesis was very much in tune with 
Hummel’s thinking, and he told participants that 
whenever he thought of government legislation 

Influencing trade policy
in Brazil
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for NTFPs, he was reminded of Ver-o-Peso, the 
open-air market on the banks of the Amazon river 
in Belém. With its vast array of fruits, fibre, nuts, 
roots and gums, the market provides a graphic 
insight into the complexity of the NTFP trade – and 
the impracticability of producing standardised 
regulations to control it. Dr Joberto Velozo de Freitas, 
then Director of the National Forestry Programme, 
also presented a multiple-use vision for the future of 
Brazil’s forests. In doing so, he drew on CIFOR’s book, 
Beyond Timber:  Certification of Non-timber Forest 
Products. 

Just one month after the Brasilia meeting, 
IBAMA announced that transport documents would 
no longer be needed for ornamental, medicinal 
and aromatic bulbs, fibres and leaves of native 
or planted species. Confirmation of this – and 
of CIFOR’s influence – came in a message from 
IBAMA’s General Co-ordinator of Forestry Resource 
Management, José Humberto Chaves. “I believe that 
the conclusions of the workshop were the result of 
the input of all participants,” he wrote. “Clearly, the 
experience of CIFOR contributed significantly to the 
consensus of ideas surrounding this decision.” 

In practical terms, the lifting of the transport 
regulations will make a significant difference to 
large numbers of people involved in the trade in 
NTFPs, whether they are collectors, growers or 
buyers. “Reaching legislative decisions through a 
multistakeholder process demonstrates initiative 
and innovation on the part of the Brazilian 
government,” suggests Patricia Shanley. “It was 
gratifying to see how science can support forest 
people who are often invisible to policy processes.”  

Making
the invisible 
visible
Many of the poorest people 
in rural South Africa use 
traditional skills to turn wild 
resources into marketable 
commodities: grass into 
brooms; fruits into alcoholic 
beverages; wood into building 
materials and carvings. 
Without the income from 
these activities, many would 
be faced by destitution and 
even greater levels of poverty, 
yet until recently the trade in 
South African non-timber forest products (NTFPs) – medicinal plants aside 
– has been poorly researched and little understood. “As a result, the trade 
is relatively invisible, and it has been largely ignored by policy-makers 
and the government,” explains Sheona Shackleton, a research associate at 
Rhodes University, Grahamstown. 

A three-year project coordinated by the Department of Environmental 
Science at Rhodes University, and funded by the South African Netherlands 
Programme for Alternatives in Development, has revealed just how 
important the trade in wild resources is for the rural poor, and why the 
government, along with NGOs and the private sector, should do more 
to encourage and support it. The project’s findings were discussed in a 
policy briefing session – ‘Making the invisible visible: ameliorating poverty 
through natural resource commercialisation’ – held in Pretoria in February 
2006, and CIFOR scientists were among the main speakers. CIFOR also 
acted as adviser to the project and supported the publication of a series 
of policy briefs. 

Most of the people who participate in the trade in wild resources have 
little or no education, few assets, and little access to alternative sources of 
income or jobs. A significant number are women, and the project found 
that more than half were heads of household, many of which have been 
devastated by HIV/AIDS. “The cash they earn from selling natural resources 
may be modest,” explains Shackleton, “but it is critically important.” The 
income is used to buy food and other essential goods, and to pay for 
school fees and medical expenses. 

The policy briefs, and the presentations at the Pretoria policy briefing 
session, promoted a number of measures which could improve the trade in 
wild resources, and thus benefit local livelihoods. These include minimising 
the regulatory burden on the NTFP trade, improving access to micro-
finance and providing institutional support. It remains to be seen whether 
the government will take note. Although numerous efforts were made to 
encourage various government departments to send representatives to 
the policy briefing session, most failed to respond. However, the session 
was widely reported in the local media and well attended by development 
agencies and NGOs. 

Bundles of reeds used for mat weaving in 
Bushbuckridge, north-east South Africa.  
Photo: Sheona Shackleton
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Agricultural conversion, overgrazing,  fuelwood 
collection and fire have all taken their toll on 
Ethiopia’s dry and montane forests, which now cover 
just 12 per cent of the country’s land area. The annual 
rate of deforestation is around 1.1 per cent, and the loss 
of forests is having a profoundly negative impact on 
the well-being of hundreds of thousands of people. 

“Until recently, there had been little effort to 
research and understand the importance of these 
forests for local people,” explains CIFOR researcher 
Habtemariam Kassa, “but now there is considerable 
effort to put forestry on to the policy-making agenda. 
Our research is showing just how important these 
forests are for local livelihoods.”  Besides providing 
a wide range of goods – livestock fodder, thatching 
grass, wild foods, firewood – the forests play an 
important role in safeguarding fresh water supplies 
and stabilising soils in mountainous regions.

In May 2006, CIFOR helped to organise a one-
day meeting in Addis Ababa with officials from 
the Ministry of Agriculture, researchers from 
Wondo Genet College of Forestry, local NGOs and 
representatives of the private sector. One of the 
main areas of discussion concerned the lack of 
legal clarity regarding the role of local communities 
in the management of state-owned forests. The 
findings of research conducted by CIFOR and its 
partners demonstrated the legal problems with joint 
management. The researchers argued that greater 
clarity about ownership would not only benefit local 

livelihoods, but lead to better forest management. 
As evidence, they could point to the experience of 
Chilimo Forest, in Central Ethiopia. 

Between the fall of the old monarchy in the 
mid-1970s and the introduction of a decentralised 
federal administrative system in the mid-1990s, local 
communities had little opportunity to participate 
in forest management. Land clearance, logging 
and other destructive activities continued to cause 
serious forest loss. For example, Chilimo Forest was 
reduced by about 50 per cent between 1982 and 
199�. The top-down method of forest management 
was clearly failing, and this encouraged a group of 
NGOs to pilot a new approach – Participatory Forest 
Management (PMF). Chilimo Forest was one area 
where this approach, involving joint management 
by local communities and local authorities, was put 
to the test.

CIFOR and its partners held a two-week 
workshop at Chilimo Forest, involving 19 researchers 
from numerous disciplines. They looked at the 
impact of Participatory Forest Management on the 
forest, and with the help of villagers they examined 
various scenarios for the future. “The research 
found that open access without Participatory Forest 
Management would provide high income benefits 
in the short term, but not in the long term,” explains 
Bruce Campbell, Director of CIFOR’s Livelihoods 
Programme. “We found that Participatory Forest 
Management provides the best option both for 
the long-term sustainability of forests and for local 
livelihoods.” 

The research project found that when local 
communities were given a say in the management 
of the forests, they immediately began to manage 
them more wisely. Illegal activities were significantly 
reduced, only those people who were considered 

A promising new forest 
proclamation in Ethiopia

 “We found that Participatory 
Forest Management provides 
the best option both for the 
long-term sustainability of 

forests and for local livelihoods.”  
Bruce Campbell

Participatory forest 
management is now 
firmly on the agenda 
in Ethiopia. 
Photo: Douglas Sheil
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very poor were allowed to collect and sell fuelwood. 
Had it not been for the new participatory regime, 
the Eucalyptus and Cupressus plantations would 
have been rapidly depleted, and the natural forest 
would have suffered likewise. As it is, natural forest 
cover is expected to increase over the coming 
years. The future scenario models also suggest that 
Participatory Forest Management will lead to an 
increase in household incomes.

The findings of this study, and evidence from 
other research projects, were presented to the 
workshop in May 2006. As a result, policy-makers 
agreed that the Forest Proclamation, which was 
under discussion at the time, should recognise the 
importance of participatory management. Until now, 
Participatory Forest Management had been possible 
in only three of the 58 National Forest Priority Areas, 

one being Chilimo Forest in Central Ethiopia. Once 
the new legislation is approved, it will be much easier 
to introduce Participatory Forest Management in the 
other National Forest Priority Areas. 

“Doing research that is relevant to policy is not 
a simple task, as engaging in policy processes must 
often be opportunistic” said Kassa. “Fortunately, 
the joint management research results appeared at 
the very moment the draft proclamation was being 
considered.”  

Once the new proclamation is approved, it will 
be much easier to introduce Participatory Forest 
Management in the other National Forest Priority 
Areas.  Besides recognising joint state-community 
ownership right, the new forest proclamation will 
give farmers tax incentives when they plant trees. 
This will help to restore degraded landscapes. 

The forests of the Congo Basin
CIFOR scientists and partners have contributed to the first major overview of the world’s second 
largest area of tropical rainforest. The Forests of the Congo Basin – State of the Forest 2006 was conceived 
and published by the Congo Basin Forest Partnership (CBFP). Launched at the 2002 World Summit on 
Sustainable Development in Johannesburg by 30 governments, inter-governmental organisations 
and non-governmental organisations, the partnership was established as a ‘call to arms’ to ensure 
that the vast forests of the region are conserved for the benefit of both its inhabitants and the world.  

There are some 200 million hectares of forest in the six countries which are members of the Congo 
Basin Forest Partnership – Cameroon, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, the Central African Republic, the 
Republic of Congo and the Democratic Republic of Congo – and these are home to a great wealth 
of wildlife. Thirty million people live in the forests, and many more depend on them for fuel wood 
and other goods. A range of activities – poaching, road-building, logging, mining and agriculture 
– threatens the future of both the forests and people who live in and around them. 

Until recently there has been a serious lack of readily available information about the state of the 
Congo Basin’s forests and the threats to people and wildlife. This has made it difficult to assess the 
effectiveness of management and conservation initiatives and determine priorities for the future. The 
Forests of the Congo Basin should go some way towards filling the gaps in our knowledge, and provide 
decision-makers with the sort of accurate information they need.

“The book is for policy-makers, journalists, researchers, students, indeed 
anybody who needs updated information about what’s happening in 
Central Africa’s forest,” explains CIFOR ecologist Robert Nasi, who wrote the 
chapter on the environmental dimension of logging, and helped to set up 
the scientific committee which reviewed the book. “This is a first effort to 
bring all the available information together, and it will be built on during 
the coming years by a web-based data-collection exercise managed by the 
Observatory of Central African Forests, or FORAF.” 

CIFOR, one of the founders of the Congo Basin Forest Partnership, is a 
member of the consortium which will establish and maintain FORAF. Nasi 
believes that this will have a considerable impact on the future of the region’s 
forests.  “Nobody, be they governments, environmental NGOs, international 
donors or anyone else, will be able to hide behind the old mantra of ‘we 
didn’t know’,” says Nasi.

The Forests of the Congo Basin is available in English and French: www.cbfp.org  
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Logs awaiting transport, 
Gabon.
Photo: Terry Sunderland
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CIFOR scientist Patricia Miranda at a meeting in Bolivia.  Photo: Kristen Evans
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Collaboration and outreach
CIFOR   is committed to strengthening the 
capabilities of governments, developing country 
scientists, civil-society organisations and local 
communities by conducting collaborative 
research, and by providing high-quality, unbiased 
information. The ultimate aim is to help these 
various constituencies develop and promote their 
own solutions to the forestry problems they and 
their countries face. 

In 200�, CIFOR and the International 
Foundation for Science established the Poverty 
and Environment Network (PEN), which uses PhD 
students to gather information, in return for which 
students receive guidance from CIFOR scientists. By 
2006, 2� PEN partners were gathering household 
and village data on a wide range of topics. 
Eventually, this will yield the largest database of its 
kind – one which will shed new light on the complex 
relationship between forests and poverty. 

A partnership between CIFOR and a Bolivian 
NGO, Fundación Natura Bolivia, was one of the 
first four winners of a new award for exemplary 
partnerships between centres belonging to the 
Consultative Group on International Agricultural 
Research (CGIAR) and civil-society organisations. 
The partnership yielded tangible benefits for both 
parties. While CIFOR acted as a sort of research 
department for Fundación Natura, the latter’s field 
initiatives, involving payments for environmental 
services, enabled CIFOR to test specific research 
hypotheses. 

During recent years, CIFOR’s Information 
Services Group has sought a wider audience for 
CIFOR’s research findings by using the international 
and national media. During 2006, over 500  stories 

appeared in newspapers and on the internet, radio 
and television, about CIFOR’s research or quoting 
CIFOR scientists.  CIFOR has also become increasingly 
adept at using film to get its messages across to a 
wide audience. Three of its films, described in the 
following pages, have not only caught the attention 
of policy-makers and advocacy groups, they have 
also been widely viewed and appreciated in remote 
forest communities where literacy levels are low. 
Two of the films have been shown on television.

CIFOR’s DG was 
interviewed by local 
media.  Photo: 
Widya Prajanthi 
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We know that forests provide hundreds of millions 
of people with food, medicinal plants, fuel wood 
and many other things. We also know forests are 
crucial for the livelihoods of the forest-dwelling 
poor. But can forests help to lift people out of 
poverty? And if they can, then what sort of forest 
products, and what management regimes and 
policies, do most for poverty alleviation? 

If policy-makers are to be convinced of the 
importance of forests, we need to find answers 
to these questions. These answers need to be 
backed up by hard data, yet we have surprisingly 
little systematic knowledge about the precise 
relationship between forests and poverty. That 
is why CIFOR and the International Foundation 
for Science (IFS) established the Poverty and 
Environment Network (PEN) in 200�. The network 
uses PhD students to gather information, in 
return for which the students receive guidance 
from CIFOR scientists, and others with expertise 
in their field, and modest financial assistance.

By 2006, 2� PEN partners were gathering 
household and village data on topics such as the 
harvesting of forest products, household incomes, 
market access and village institutions. “We expect to 
have data from some 6,000 households which have 
been interviewed every quarter during the course 
of a year,” explains Arild Angelsen, a senior research 
associate at CIFOR and PEN coordinator. “This will 
eventually constitute the most comprehensive 
data base on the subject.”

Using a prototype questionnaire developed 
by PEN, the researchers are investigating a wide 
range of subjects, from the resilience of Brazil nut 
production in Amazonia to the role of bamboo in 
alleviating poverty in China; from the economic 
value of eco-tourism in Cameroon, to the impact 
of decentralisation on forest use in Senegal and 
Uganda.

José Pablo Prado Córdova, a Guatemalan 
student at the Faculty of Life Sciences, the 
University of Copenhagen, Denmark, believes that 
his association with PEN has been very useful. “It 
has been intellectually challenging, and it has 
helped me to come up with a sound strategy for 
analysing my data,” he says. Although the PEN 
questionnaire created considerable extra work for 
him in the field – he is studying the links between 
an endangered fir, used as a Christmas tree in 
Guatemala, and peasant economies – he says that 
it gave him a sound backbone for his household 
research. 

Miriam Wyman, from the University of Florida, 
has been conducting research on the impacts 
of conservation initiatives on land-use decision-
making and riparian forest cover in villages in 
Belize. The demands of the PEN questionnaire, 
which requires four visits to each household, 
have meant that she has spent longer in the field 
than anticipated. Nevertheless, she has found 
the exercise rewarding. “It’s an interesting and 
exciting project to be involved with, considering 
the amount and types of data from different parts 
of the world that are being collected for the global 
database,” she reflects, “and the questionnaire 
required me to ask questions which I might never 
have asked otherwise. These have led to some very 
interesting findings.” She has also appreciated the 
opportunity to seek advice from CIFOR staff and 
other international scientists. 

There is no doubt that the database will shed 
new light on the relationship between forests 
and poverty. Angelsen thinks the research will 
contribute to research and policy formulation in 
three ways. First, we will get much better and more 
representative figures about how important forests 
are, in what ways and to whom. Second, the data 

Researching why forests 
matter to the poor
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Arild Angelsen

PEN partner Miriam Wylam conducting an interview in Flowers 
Bank village, Belize. Photo: Miriam Wyman



How we work | 39

will provide new insights on ‘hot’ policy issues such 
as the relationship between community-based 
forest management and poverty alleviation, and 
the impact of market liberalisation on forest use 
and poverty. Third, the data set is very rich and will 
permit analysis of a number of specific issues. For 

example, the PEN partners have even been asked 
to report how often people laugh and smile during 
the interviews. “This might provide us with some 
interesting insights about the levels of happiness, 
or unhappiness, in forest-dependent households,” 
explains Angelsen.

In 2006, the Consultative Group on International 
Agricultural Research (CGIAR) announced a new 
award, worth US$30,000, for exemplary partnerships 
between CG centres – CIFOR being one of 15 – and 
civil-society organisations. One of the first four 
winners, announced at the annual general meeting 
of CGIAR in Washington DC, was a partnership 
between CIFOR and Fundación Natura Bolivia. “The 
partnership has been highly rewarding for both of 
us,” explains Sven Wunder, “and our long and close 
relationship has allowed us to make advances in 
the design of ‘payments for environment services’ 
schemes with great depth and rigour.” 

Since 2001, Fundación Natura has made 
innovative use of marketing mechanisms to improve 
watershed management, and defuse possible 
conflicts between upland and lowland farmers, in 
Santa Cruz Department. The lowland farmers, whose 
livelihoods depend on irrigated agriculture, had 
been suffering from declining water flows for some 
years when the project began work. They attributed 
the water shortages to the clearance of cloud forests 
and an increase in the area of land under irrigation 
higher up the watershed. Fundación Natura brought 
together farmers from both the lowlands and the 
uplands and brokered a deal which encourages the 
upland farmers to conserve the cloud forests. 

It works like this. The lowland farmers provide one 
artificial beehive and training in honey production 
to the upland farmers for every 10 hectares of 
cloud forests which they conserve. This payment for 
environmental services (PES) scheme – known locally 
as the ‘bees for water project’ – compensates upland 
farmers for profits they forego by not clearing 
forest. The deal has proved highly beneficial, both for 
the environment and for the farmers involved, and 
it has encouraged the local government to develop 

a regional PES mechanism to support watershed 
management throughout Santa Cruz Department. 

The CGIAR’s Innovative Market Place Award 
recognises that the success of the scheme owes 
much to the partnership between Fundación Natura 
and CIFOR, with the development interventions 
of the former being informed and guided by the 
research of the latter. CIFOR has acted as a sort of 
research department for Fundación Natura, while 
Fundación Natura’s field initiatives have allowed 
CIFOR to test specific research hypotheses. “We found 
that the deeper our relationship has become with 
CIFOR, the more productive it has been,” explains 
Fundación Natura’s executive director, María 
Teresa Vargas. The partnership has so far yielded a 
jointly organised international workshop and five 
internationally peer-reviewed articles, ranging from a 
global analysis of how PES projects can be designed 
to a site-based analysis of the impacts of carbon 
forestry on rural livelihoods. 

Recognising the power 
of strong partnerships

“The 
deeper our 
relationship 
has become 
with CIFOR, 

the more 
productive 
it has been.” 
María Teresa 

Vargas, 
Fundación 

Natura.

CGIAR Chairman Kathy Sierra (right) and USAID's Franklin Moore (left) 
congratulate Bolivia's Maria Teresa Vargas and CIFOR's Michael Hailu.
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When the Asian Forest Partnership (AFP) 
was established at the 2002 Earth Summit in 
Johannesburg, its founders – the governments 
of Indonesia and Japan, together with CIFOR and 
The Nature Conservancy – hoped that they would 
create something useful and durable. Judging from 
the outcomes of its 6th meeting, which was held 
in Yogyakarta, Indonesia, in September 2006, they 
clearly have. 

“The partnership has been growing continually,” 
explains Petrus Gunarso, a forester seconded to 
CIFOR by the Indonesian Ministry of Forestry, and 
coordinator of the AFP Secretariat. “When AFP was 
set up the governments of Indonesia and Japan 
provided all the funding. Now Australia, the USA, 
Tropenbos International Indonesia Progrmme, CIFOR 
and WWF Indonesia are among those providing 
financial support.” 

The partnership’s main aim is to promote 
sustainable forest management in Asia, with its main 
focus being on combating illegal logging and forest 
fires, and promoting good forest rehabilitation. 
The partnership acts as an information-sharing 
network by holding regular meetings and creating 
channels of communication between its many 
partners. By the time of the Yogyakarta meeting, 

21 governments,  6 civil society organisations, 2 
universities and 9 inter-governmental organisations 
had joined AFP. 

It is difficult to measure precisely what impact 
AFP has had, but Gunarso believes that it has helped 
to create an open debate about forest problems in 
Asia and their underlying causes. “I think countries 
like Indonesia are now much more open about the 
problems they face with illegal logging than they 
were in the past,” says Gunarso. He also believes that 
AFP has played an important role in disseminating 
information about the issues with which it is 
concerned. 

At the Yogyakarta meeting, CIFOR policy 
scientist Chris Barr gave a presentation on China’s 
growing demand for paper, and its possible impact 
on the forests of south-east Asia, and his colleague 
Krystof Obidzinski discussed his research on timber 
smuggling in Indonesia. Doris Capistrano, director of 
CIFOR’s Governance Programme and a member of the 
AFP steering committee, chaired a decentralisation 
workshop. The 1�0 participants at the meeting 
– drawn from over 20 countries – also discussed the 
future of AFP, whose first phase was about to come 
to an end. It was universally agreed that AFP should 
continue into phase II.

A flourishing partnership
“Countries like 
Indonesia are 

now much 
more open 
about the 
problems 

they face with 
illegal logging 

than they 
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past.” Petrus 

Gunarso

Industrial logging can have 
a dramatic impact

on forests, East Kalimantan, 
Indonesia.  

Photo: Agung Prasetyo
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The relationship between CIFOR and the host government’s Ministry of Forestry has always been important. In Indonesia, 
forests help to support the livelihoods of tens of millions of people and they are vitally important for the economy. 
Although CIFOR has an international mandate, many of its research activities have focused on a broad range of forestry 
issues in Indonesia. 

In November 2006, a meeting in Jakarta introduced CIFOR’s new Director General, Frances Seymour, to the Minister 
of Forestry, M.S. Kaban, to senior Ministry staff and to representatives from donor agencies, non-governmental 
organisations, the media and others with a close interest in forestry research.  Seymour previously occupied influential 
positions at the World Resources Institute, the World Wildlife Fund and the Ford Foundation. She spent many years working 
in Indonesia, and speaks fluent bahasa Indonesia. 

The Minister and CIFOR’s new Director General both expressed their profound hope that the Ministry, its research 
arm, the Forestry Research and Development Agency (FORDA) and CIFOR would continue to work closely together in the 
future. In her speech,  Seymour invited guests to consider how CIFOR might develop over the coming years, and there was 
a lively panel discussion on “making well informed choices about forests.”

CIFOR's new Director General, Frances Seymour, is officially welcomed to Indonesia by Indonesia's Minister of 
Forestry M.S. Kaban (centre), and FORDA's  Director General and host country representative on CIFOR's Board 
of Trustees,  Wahyudi Wardojo.  Photo: Eko Prianto

Introducing CIFOR’s new DG

CIFOR conducted interviews in many of Malinau's 
villages, including Respen Sembuak, East 
Kalimantan, Indonesia. Photo:  Yani Saloh 

CIFOR began working in the Malinau Research Forest, in East Kalimantan, in 1996, when the Indonesian government 
designated 300,000 hectares of forest lands for long-term research into sustainable forest management. Since then, dozens 
of researchers from CIFOR and its partner institutions have put Malinau’s forests, and its mostly Dayak communities, under 
the microscope. Ecologists, ethno-botanists, economists, sociologists, soil scientists, anthropologists – all have come here 
to gather information. And the gathering of information has relied heavily 
on local people, so it would be scarcely surprising if they were beginning to 
suffer from research fatigue. 

And indeed a survey carried out in it 2006 found that 30 per cent of 
those interviewed reckoned that the number of visits by CIFOR scientists 
was excessive. However, the survey findings also suggested that even those 
who found the number of visits excessive valued CIFOR’s presence in the 
area. 97 per cent of respondents – they included government officials and 
villagers – said it was important that CIFOR should continue working in 
Malinau. 80 per cent agreed that CIFOR’s research results were useful and 
had helped to improve their knowledge about forestry and environmental 
issues. The survey found that local people appreciated the way in which 
CIFOR fed the results of its research back to officials and villagers. While 
the former preferred to receive their information in the form of illustrated 
books, posters and calendars, government officials preferred books. 

Avoiding research fatigue
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During recent years, CIFOR has made a number of 
films about the livelihoods and welfare of forest-
dwelling communities. One of the great things about 
films is that you don’t have to be well educated to 
enjoy and understand them. The films described 
here have not only caught the attention of policy-
makers, researchers and advocacy groups, they have 
been widely viewed and appreciated in remote forest 
communities with relatively low levels of literacy. 

Women’s rights and environment 
wrongs in Amazonia
“The forests have gone, but our lives haven’t 
improved,” explains an elderly woman from the 
village of Quiandeua in ‘Daughters of the Canopy,’ a 
documentary which focuses on the struggles of two 
women’s groups in the Brazilian Amazon. Both groups 
are fighting to preserve their way of life and their 
farms; both have witnessed the steady destruction 
of their local forests. Every year, Brazil loses 17,000 
square kilometres of forest, and over four-fifths are 
transformed into cattle ranches. 

“Our trees were sold to loggers by the men in the 
village,” explains another woman from Quiandeua, 
“and we were never consulted.” The documentary 
provides a moving evocation of how the women 
have begun to fight back – against 500 years 
of patriarchal decision-making, and against the 
businesses, especially logging and ranching, that 
threaten their livelihoods. But this is not just a story 
of political activism; it shows how women’s groups 
have used science to back their case for better and 
fairer forest management. 

CIFOR scientist Patricia Shanley has spent over 
a decade living and working with the caboclo 
communities along the River Capim, in the state of 
Pará, and her research has shown why the forests 
matter so much to local people, and especially to 
the women. She found that between 1993 and 1999 
the consumption of forest fibre, fruit and game 
plummeted by 70 per cent in Quiandeua as a result 
of forest loss. Drawing on these findings, and using 
Shanley’s celebrated book, Fruit trees and useful 
plants in the lives of Amazonians, women’s groups 
have begun to mount a persuasive campaign against 
the reckless use of their forestry resources. 

‘Daughters of the Canopy’ was directed by 
film-maker Trilby MacDonald, who now works as a 
communications specialist for CIFOR’s ‘Mulheres da 
Mata’ (Women of the Forests) project. It has been 
shown many times on Brazilian television, and articles 
about the film and those whose stories it tells have 
appeared in many newspapers. Just as importantly, 
NGOs in Brazil have distributed the film to over �00 
community activist groups throughout the Amazon. 
“It appears to be a sure-fire tool to provoke dialogue,” 
reflects Shanley. “It also provides a useful indicator of 
where communities are on the spectrum of women’s 
rights and community organisation, and it helps to 
open up constructive dialogue about access rights to 
forestry resources.” 

Making the most of the savannah
‘On the Pod Trail’ tells the story of an underused 
resource found on the African savannahs that 
could do much to help alleviate poverty. The film 
was produced by CIFOR, the Centre national de la 
recherche scientifique et technologique (CNRST) and 
the national television station in Burkina Faso, RTB. It 
provides a refreshing antidote to much of the gloom 
and doom that emanates from the Sahelian region. 

The shrub Piliostigma is found throughout large 
parts of Africa and is particularly common in central 
Burkina Faso. Its pods are consumed by livestock, 
its bark is used for making rope, and various parts 
of the plant have medicinal properties. Recently, a 
new initiative has begun to make better use of this 
important resource. ‘On the Pod Trail’ shows how 
crushed pods can be mixed with salt, agricultural 
residues and crush mussel shells to make high quality 
animal fodder. Besides being highly nutritious, the 
fodder can be stored for long periods and used to 

Films for a better future
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feed cattle during the hottest times of year, when the 
savannah grass is dry and unpalatable. 

The manufacture of pod-fodder has already 
had significant livelihood benefits. “Now we can do 
for ourselves what our husbands had to do before,” 
explains one woman, when reflecting on the income 
she makes from pods. “Now we won’t pull plants up 
by the roots any more,” says another. “If we use this 
species properly, we can make good money in the 
future.” 

A French-language version of the film has been 
shown on Burkinabé TV, and it was the only African 
contribution to a recent documentary film festival in 
Cuba. It has also been shown in villages – it has been 
dubbed into moré, the local language – to stimulate 
discussions whose aim is to identify other underused 
resources.  “The film provides a good example of a 
private initiative which has taken off without any help 
from outside, and where everybody makes money,” 
explains CIFOR forester Daniel Tiveau, “and it shows 
the close links between research and development.” 

The view from the forest 
in Borneo
When Indonesia was ruled by the 
autocratic government of President 
Suharto, rural communities 
were seldom consulted about 
developments which had a 

profound effect on their lives. Loggers, miners and 
others did much as they and the government 
pleased. However, since 1998, the process of 
decentralisation has meant that local communities 
now have more say – in principle, at least – in what 
happens to the environment. 

“The film 
provides a 

good example 
of a private 

initiative 
which has 
taken off 

without any 
help from 
outside, 

and where 
everybody 

makes 
money.” 

Daniel Tiveau

Filming for ‘Our Forests’ 
in Malinau, Indonesia. 
Photo: Douglas Sheil

‘Our Forests,’ a two-part series 
filmed in Malinau District, in Indonesian 
Borneo, provides a compelling 
account of the way in which the local 
communities view the forest, and their 
struggle to make their voices heard 
in the local corridors of power. Much 
of the first film – ‘Our Forests: Our 
Prosperity’ – is set in villages where 
CIFOR’s Multidisciplinary Landscape 
Assessment (MLA) team has been 
conducting research to find out what 
matters most to communities. Here 
the villagers describe what matters 
most to them, and they reflect on 
the ways in which logging and other 
activities are affecting their lives.

The second film – ‘Our Forests: Our Decision’ 
– explores the opportunities which decentralisation 
has brought for greater participation in decision-
making. It looks at the role of local government and 
its often uneasy relationship with local communities. 
Interviews with Dayak farmers, Punan hunter-
gatherers, district officials and academics shed light 
on how local people’s needs could be better served 
and local forest policies improved. 

The films have been widely distributed by CIFOR 
throughout East Kalimantan, and they have been 
used by institutions and organisations as far afield 
as South India and Sumatra, Finland and Vietnam. 
“We wanted the films to give communities the 
opportunity to present what matters to them to the 
outside world, and especially to decision-makers,” 
explains Miriam van Heist, a CIFOR consultant and 
co-director of the films. “The moving stories they told 
have made a strong impression on audiences.”  

CIFOR working with local TV in Burkina Faso on the use of tree 
pods (Piliostigma reticulatum) as livestock fodder. Piliostigma 
pods are  one of many underutilised savanna products. 
Photo: Daniel Tiveau



Ms. Angela Cropper
(Chair of the Board of Trustees of CIFOR)
President, The Cropper Foundation
Building #7, Fernandes Industrial Centre
Laventille
Port of Spain
TrInIdad and ToBago
(Left in December 2006)

Dr. Andrew John Bennett, CMG
Executive director
Syngenta Foundation for Sustainable 
agriculture
Wro-1002.11.66 Postfach
CH-4002 Basel
SWITZErLand

Dr.  Jürgen Blaser
Head Forest-Environment Team
Intercooperation - Swiss organization for 
development and Cooperation
Maulbeerstrasse 10, P.o. Box 6724
CH-3001 Berne
SWITZErLand

Dr. Benchaphun Shinawatra Ekasingh
associate director
Multiple Cropping Center
Faculty of agriculture
Chiang Mai University
239 Huay Kaew road, Tambon Suthep, amphoe 
Muang, Chiang Mai 502000
THaILand

Dr. Walter Phillip Falcon
Co-director and Professor
Center for Environmental Science and Policy
Stanford University 
E404, Encina Hall
Stanford, Ca 94305-6055
U.S.a.

Dr. David Kaimowitz
director general
Center for International Forestry research
Jl. CIFor, Situ gede, Sindangbarang
Bogor 16680
IndonESIa
(Until July 2006)

Dr. Stephen Karekezi
director
african Energy Policy research network 
(aFrEPrEn/FWd)
P.o. Box 30979, 00100 gPo
Elgeyo Marakwet Close
nairobi, KEnYa
(Left in October 2006)

Dr. Sunita Narain
director
Centre for Science and Environment
41, Tughlakabad Institutional area
new delhi 110 062
IndIa

Dr. Christine Padoch
Mathew Calbraith Perry Curator of Economic 
Botany
Institute of Economic Botany
The new York Botanical garden
Bronx, nY 10458
U.S.a.

Dr. Cristián Samper
director
national Museum of natural History
Smithsonian Institution
10th Street & Constitution avenue, nW
room 421, MrC 106
Washington, d.C. 20560
U.S.a.

Ms. Frances Seymour
director general
Center for International Forestry research
Jl.CIFor, Situ gede, Sindangbarang
Bogor 16680
IndonESIa
(Beginning August 2006)

Ms. Yumiko Tanaka
Senior regional advisor (Monitoring/
Evaluation and gender)
Japan International Cooperation agency (JICa)
regional Support office for asia
1674/1 new Petchburi road
Bangkok 10320
THaILand

Professor François Tchala-Abina
Inspector general
Ministry of Environment and Protection of 
nature
P.o. Box 12489
Yaoundé
CaMEroon
(Left in December 2006)

Dr. Eugene Terry
Vice Chair
african agricultural Technology Foundation 
(aaTF)
C/o Meridian Institute  
1101 14th St. nW, Suite 420 
Washington, d.C. 20005 
U.S.a. 

Dr. Jacques Valeix
director of operations
office national des Forêts (onF)
2 avenue de Saint-Mandé
75570 Paris Cedex 12
FranCE

Mr. Wahjudi Wardojo, MSc
(Host Country Representative)
director general
Forestry research & development agency 
(Forda)
Ministry of Forestry 
Manggala Wanabakti Building
Jl. Jendral gatot Subroto
Jakarta 10270
IndonESIa

TrusteesBoard of

CIFor Board of Trustees 2006. Standing (from left to right): Wahjudi Wardojo, Claudia Martinez, Christine Padoch, Jürgen Blaser 
and Jacques Valeix. Seated (from left to right): Benchaphun Ekasingh, Frances Seymour, andrew Bennett , angela Cropper, 
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DONORS (Restricted) 2006 2005

Asian Development Bank 73 �2
Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research 82 1�3
African Wildlife Foundation 2 -
Brazil (EMBRAPA) - 30
Belgium 37 57
Canada 136 163
CARREFOUR 3 -
CECOFORMA 15 -
CIRAD-Forêt 36� 339
Conservation International Foundation 101 2
CORDAID 263 53
European Commission 82� 1,88�
Finland 110 81
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 1�� 30
Ford Foundation 375 302
France 16� 188
Germany (GTZ/BMZ) �3� �1�
German Foundation for International Cooperation 5 -
Global Forest Watch 12 -
IITA (5) -
INRENA (11) -
IRM (5) -
International Centre for Research in Agroforestry (29) 113
International Development Research Centre 353 333
International Food and Policy Research Institute 72 51
International Fund for Agricultural Development 223 137
International Plant Genetic Resources Institute 3 -
International Institute for Environment and Development 3 -
International Tropical Timber Organization 1�� 220
Italy 35 9�
INIA (Spain) 603 399
Japan 180 313
Korea 150 1��
MacArthur Foundation 25 -
Netherlands �87 551
Overseas Development Institute 33 ��
Others - 3
Netherlands Development Organization 3 �
PI Environmental Consulting - 2
RSCI-Peruvian Secretariat 55 27
Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity 2 -
Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences � 18
Sweden �9� �33
Switzerland 268 233
Swiss Agency for Env. Forests & Landscape 98 18
The Overbrook Foundation 59 77
The Nature Conservancy (26) 167
Tropical Forest Foundation 100 107
The Tinker Foundation Incorporated 2� -
Tropenbos International 3� 11
USA 256 305
United Kingdom (DFID) �89 1,120
United Nations Environment Programme 252 153
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 2 -
United States Forest Service 2 -
United Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF) 12 -
Wageningen University 1� -
World Bank 182 266
World Conservation Union (IUCN) 20 9
World Resources Institute 1�1 85
World Wildlife Fund for Nature 35 2
SUB TOTAL, RESTRICTED 7,925 9,167
TOTAL UNRESTRICTED AND RESTRICTED 15,736 16,846

Donors
SCHEDULE OF GRANT REVENUE
FOR THE YEARS ENDED 31 DECEMBER 2006 AND 2005 (in US Dollar 000s)

DONORS (Unrestricted) 2006 2005
Australia 189 217
Canada 376 5�8
China 10 10
Finland ��0 395
France 96 89
Germany 230 323
Indonesia 5� 50
Israel 50 50
Japan 53 137
Netherlands 1,223 1,329
Norway 1,1�6 98�
Philippines 8 7
Sweden 375 �00
Switzerland �11 �1�
USA 725 725
United Kingdom 1,16� 1,101
World Bank 1,261 900
SUB TOTAL, UNRESTRICTED 7,811 7,679
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ASSETS 2006 2005
CURRENT ASSETS

Cash and cash equivalents 9,171 8,876
Accounts receivable

Donors, net 2,682 3,906
Employees 180 27�
Others 8�8 728

Prepaid expenses 3�5 31�
TOTAL CURRENT ASSETS 13,226 1�,098

NON-CURRENT ASSETS
Property, plant and equipment, net 1,556 1,6�8
Other assets 6� �6

TOTAL NON-CURRENT ASSETS 1,620 1,69�

TOTAL ASSETS 14,846 15,792

LIABILITIES AND NET ASSETS

CURRENT LIABILITIES
Accounts payable

Donors 3,737 �,017
Others 52 �9

Accrued expenses 897 9�6
TOTAL CURRENT LIABILITIES �,686 5,012

NON-CURRENT LIABILITIES
Employee benefits obligation 1,999 2,29�

NET ASSETS
Unrestricted

Undesignated 5,158 5,�83
Designated 3,003 3,003
TOTAL NET ASSETS 8,161 8,�86

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND NET ASSETS 14,846 15,792

STATEMENTS OF FINANCIAL POSITION
31 DECEMBER 2006 AND 2005 (in US Dollar 000s)

STATEMENTS OF ACTIVITIES
YEARS ENDED 31 DECEMBER 2006 AND 2005 (in US Dollar 000s)

 2006 2005
Unrestricted Restricted Total Total

REVENUES
Grants 7,811 7,925 15,736 16,8�6 
Other revenues �62 - �62 �73 
Total revenues 8,273 7,925 16,198 17,319 

EXPENSES
Program related expenses (6,313) (7,925) (1�,238) (1�,918)
Management and general expenses (2,812) - (2,812) (3,�27)

(9,125) (7,925) (17,050) (18,3�5)
Indirect expense recovery 527 - 527 661 
Total expenses (8,598) (7,925) (16,523) (17,68�)

CHANGES IN NET ASSETS (325) - (325) (365)

StatementsFinancial
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STATEMENTS OF CASH FLOWS
YEARS ENDED 31 DECEMBER 2006 AND 2005 (in US Dollar 000s)

2006 2005
CASH FLOWS FROM OPERATING ACTIVITIES

Changes in net assets (325) (365)
Adjustments to reconcile changes in net assets to net cash provided by (used 

in) operating activities:
Depreciation �00 3�5 
Gain on the disposal of property, plant and equipment (37) (8)
Changes in:

Accounts receivable
Donors 1,22� (1,068)
Employees 9� 23 
Others (120) (29)

Prepaid expenses (31) 56 
Other assets (18) (�6)
Accounts payable

Donors (280) (2�8)
Others 3 (�)

Accrued expenses (�9) 261 
Employee benefits obligation (295) 9 

NET CASH PROVIDED BY (USED IN) OPERATING ACTIVITIES 566 (1,07�)

CASH FLOWS FROM INVESTING ACTIVITIES
Acquisition of property, plant and equipment (31�) (295)
Proceeds from the disposal of property, plant and equipment �3 8 

NET CASH USED IN INVESTING ACTIVITIES (271) (287)

NET INCREASE (DECREASE) IN CASH AND CASH EQUIVALENTS 295 (1,361)
CASH AND CASH EQUIVALENTS, BEGINNING OF THE YEAR 8,876 10,237 
CASH AND CASH EQUIVALENTS, END OF THE YEAR 9,171 8,876 

 

STATEMENTS OF CHANGES IN NET ASSETS
YEARS ENDED 31 DECEMBER 2006 AND 2005 (in US Dollar 000s)

UNDESIGNATED DESIGNATED TOTAL
Invested in 

property, plant 
and equipment

Reserve for 
replacement of 
property, plant 
and Equipment

Balance as at 31 December 200� 5,8�8 1,698 1,305 8,851 
Depreciation for the year ended   

31 December 2005
- (3�5) 3�5 -

Additions of property, plant and equipment 
during the year ended 31 December 2005 - 295 (295) -

Changes in net assets for the year ended  
31 December 2005

(365) - - (365)

Balance as at 31 December 2005 5,�83 1,6�8 1,355 8,�86 
Depreciation for the year ended   

31 December 2006
- (�00) �00 -

Additions of property, plant and equipment 
during the year ended 31 December 2006 - 31� (31�) -

Net book value of disposals of property plant 
and equipment during the year ended  
31 December 2006

(6) 6 -

Changes in net assets for the year ended  
31 December 2006

(325) - - (325)

Balance as at 31 December 2006 5,158 1,556 1,447 8,161 
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Office of the Director General
David Kaimowitz (USA), Director General (until July 

2006)
Frances Seymour (USA), Director General (since 

August 2006)
Yemi Katerere (Zimbabwe), Assistant Director General
Ninta Karina Bangun (Indonesia), Executive Officer
Fiona Chandler (Canada), Programme Development 

Coordinator 
Ketty Kustiyawati (Indonesia), Secretary
David Anthony Raitzer (USA), Natural Resources 

Economist (since March 2006)
Ratu Wina Widyawati, (Indonesia), Programme 

Development Administrator (until March 2006)
Lucya Yamin (Indonesia), Secretary

CIFOR Offices

Latin America
Alvaro Luna Terrazas (Bolivia), Regional Coordinator 

(until September 2006)
Carlos André Cunha (Brazil), Office Assistant 
Michael Pereira de Lira (Brazil), Office Administrator 

(until April 2006) 
Tereza Cristina Ribeiro (Brazil), Secretary
Daniela Clàudia Duarte de Souza, (Brazil), Secretary
Teresa Monteiro (Brazil), Secretary (until July 2006) 

*Consultant
Romy Sato (Brazil), Communication Officer

West Africa
Daniel Tiveau (Sweden), Regional Coordinator 
Paul Bama (Burkina Faso), Driver
Bonaventure Boena (Burkina Faso), Driver (since 

January 2006)
Mireille Karambiri (Burkina Faso), Secretary (since 

January 2006)
Augustine Ouedraogo (Burkina Faso), Secretary 

*Consultants
Lamine Sere (Burkina Faso), IT Assistant
Josseline Zan (Burkina Faso), Secretary

Central Africa
Cyriaque Sendashonga (Rwanda), Regional 

Coordinator (since February 2006)
Martin Ahanda (Cameroon), Driver
Cecile Effila (Cameroon), Administrative and Financial  

Officer
Ivo Ekane (Cameroon), Driver
Louis Lekegang (Cameroon), Driver
Florence Munget Munoh, (Cameroon), Secretary

*Consultants
Georgette C. Mato (Cameroon), Secretary
Pamela Q. Nkonhonyo (Cameroon), Financial 

Assistant

Sgan B.P. Nyemeck (Cameroon), Computer 
Technician

 
Southern & Eastern Africa
Ravindra Prabhu (India), Regional Coordinator (until 

July 2006)
Dzingirai Dingwiza (Zimbabwe), Driver (until 

November 2006) 
Consilia Gwaka (Zimbabwe), Administrative Assistant
Eunice Kanaka (Zimbabwe), Office Assistant (until 

November 2006) 
Lovemore Mafuta (Zimbabwe), Driver
Stephen Mupiwi (Zimbabwe), IT Administrator 
Pauline Nechironga (Zimbabwe), Secretary (until 

November 2006) 

Information Services Group
Michael Hailu (Ethiopia), Director
Zaenal Abidin (Indonesia), Computer Systems Officer
Tan Bandradi (Indonesia), Computer Systems 

Administrator
Greg Clough (Australia), Communications Specialist
Irvan Rianto Isbadi (Indonesia), Programmer/Analyst
Indra Kaliana (Indonesia), Programmer 
Budhy Kristanty (Indonesia), Information Services 

Assistant
Widya Prajanthi (Indonesia), Communications 

Assistant
Eko Prianto (Indonesia), Communications Assistant 
Atie Puntodewo (Indonesia), GIS Specialist
Janneke W. Romijn (Netherlands), Communications 

Officer 
Nia Sabarniati (Indonesia), Communications 

Administrator
Mohammad Agus Salim (Indonesia), GIS Assistant 
Yani Saloh (Indonesia), Public Awareness/Publication 

Officer
Yahya M. Sampurna (Indonesia), Multi-media Web 

Administrator
Dina A. Satrio (Indonesia), Information Services 

Administrator
Melling V.P. Situmorang (Indonesia), Computer 

Technician
Sri Wahyuni (Yuni) Soeripto (Indonesia), Information 

Officer/Librarian
Gideon Suharyanto (Indonesia), Desktop Publishing 

Officer
Bagus Hargo Utomo (Indonesia), Information Services 

Administrator (since April 2006)
Yuliardi Yuzar (Indonesia), Computer Systems Manager

*Consultants
Wisnu Agung (Indonesia), Desktop Assistant
Nguyen Hoai An (Vietnam), Translator
Sally Atwater (USA), Translator
Adiseno (Indonesia), Translator
Catur Wahyu Andhito (Indonesia), Desktop Publishing 

Assistant

ConsultantsStaff and
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Dien Fiani Ratna Dewi (Indonesia), Programmer
Vidya Fitrian (Indonesia), Desktop Assistant
Alison Ford (Australia), Communications Assistant
Tiene Rahma P. Gunawan (Indonesia), Translator
Guy Robert Manners (UK), Editor
Edwin Yulianto Nugroho (Indonesia), Programmer
Yuan Oktafian (Indonesia), Library Assistant
Rizka Taranita Razuani (Indonesia), Database Assistant
Edwina Elizabeth Reid (Australia), Communications 

Assistant
Dodi S. Sukadri (Indonesia), Translator
Sally Wellesley (UK), Editor

*Associate
Charlie Pye-Smith (UK), Science Writer

*Interns
Ahmad Za’faroni (Indonesia), Information 

Management & Documentation 
Waldy F. Hermawan (Indonesia), Information 

Management & Documentation 

Environmental Services and Sustainable 
Use of Forests Programme
Markku Kanninen (Finland), Forester, Director 
Popi Astriani (Indonesia), Secretary 
Imam Basuki (Indonesia), Forester 
Manuel Boissiére (France), Ethnobotanist (Seconded 

Scientist)
Maria Brockhaus (German), Forestry & Agricultural 

Economist (based in Burkina Faso) (since 
November 2006)

Christian Cossalter (France), Forester (until March 2006)
Rosita Go (Indonesia), Secretary
Manuel Guariguata (Venezuela), Forester/Ecologist 

(since July 2006) 
Philippe Guizol (France), Socio-economist and 

Silviculturist (Seconded Scientist)
Tini Gumartini (Indonesia), Forester (until August 2006) 
Philippe Hecketsweiler (France), Forest Ecologist 

(based in Gabon) (until July 2006)
Hety Herawati (Indonesia), Forester
Enrique Ibarra (Costa Rica), Economist 
Monica Ebele Idinoba, (Nigeria), Agro-Climatologist 

(based in Burkina Faso)
Ulrik Ilstedt (Sweden), Forester/Soils Scientist (until 

August 2006)
Haris Iskandar (Indonesia), Forester
Fobissie Kalame (Cameroon), Ecologist (based in 

Burkina Faso) (since August 2006)
Maarit Kallio (Finland), Forest Ecologist (since 

November 2006) 
Piia Koponen (Finland), Ecologist 
Nining Liswanti (Indonesia), Silviculturist
Daniel Murdiyarso (Indonesia), Forest Meteorologist
Robert Nasi (France), Forest Ecologist (based in France)
Johnson Ndi Nkem (Nigeria), Ecologist (based in 

Burkina Faso)

Michael Padmanaba (Indonesia), Forester 
Jean-Laurent Pfund (Switzerland), Forester (Seconded 

Scientist) (since January 2006)
Heru Santoso (Indonesia), Climate Change Impact 

Specialist (Seconded Scientist) (since January 
2006)

Levania Santoso (Indonesia), Forester
Douglas Sheil (Ireland), Ecologist
Indah Susilanasari (Indonesia), Secretary
Gen Takao (Japan), Agriculturist (Seconded Scientist) 

(since July 2006) 
Elke Verbeeten (Netherlands), Physical Geographer 

(based in Burkina Faso) 
Meilinda Wan (Indonesia), Agronomist

*Senior Associates
Unna Chokkalingam (India), Forest Ecologist
Wilhelmus de Jong (Netherlands), Social Forester
Sadanandan Nambiar (Australia), Forest Scientist

*Consultants
Farid Afandy (Indonesia), Programmer
Yacouba Noel Boulibaly (Burkina Faso), Natural 

Resources Researcher
Violeta Colan-Colan (Peru), Forester
Claudio Forner (Spain), Climate Policy Specialist
Isnan Franseda (Indonesia), Programmer
Herlina Hartanto (Indonesia), Ecologist
Miriam van Heist (Netherlands), GIS Analyst
Robert James Hewat (Australia), International 

Development Studies Scientist
Joachim Hans Andreas Krug (Germany) 
Sofyan Kurnianto (Indonesia), Hydrologist
César Sabogal (Peru), Silviculturist 
Marieke Sassen (Netherlands), Natural Resources 

Ecologist
Rennaldi (Indonesia), Agricultural Economist

*Interns
Issouf Bambara (Burkina Faso), Physical Geography 
Sidiki Boire (Malian), Natural Resources 
Yazhen Gong (China), Forester 
Benjamin Apraku Gyampoh (Ghana), Natural 

Resources
Chiharu Hiyama (Japan), Development Management 

& Development
Kabore Pauline (Burkina Faso), Socio Economics 
Agbahungba Chantal Sessi (Benin), Natural 

Resources 

*Visiting Scientist
Martti Ilari Varmola (Finland), Silviculturist

Forests and Livelihoods Programme
Bruce Campbell (Zimbabwe), Ecologist, Director
Ramadhani Achdiawan (Indonesia), Statistician
Abdon Awono (Cameroon), Agronomist (based in 

Cameroon)
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Brian Belcher (Canada), Natural Resources Economist
Henri-Noël Z. Bouda (Burkina Faso), Forester (based 

in Burkina Faso)
Edmond Dounias (France), Ethno-ecologist 

(Seconded Scientist) (until February 2006)
Christiane Ehringhaus (German), Environmental 

Scientist (based in Brazil)
Petrus Gunarso (Indonesia), Policy Analyst
Syarfiana Herawati (Indonesia), Executive Assistant
Madeleen Husselman (Netherlands), Tropical Land 

Use Researcher (based in Zambia) (since October 
2006)

Habtemariam Kassa (Ethiopia), Social Scientist (based 
in Ethiopia)

Chetan Kumar (India), Forester (based in India) 
Iwan Kurniawan (Indonesia), Remote Sensing/GIS 

Analyst 
Feby Littamahuputty (Indonesia), Secretary 
Philip Sabar Tua Manalu (Indonesia), Forester (since 

April 2006) 
Crispen Marunda (Zimbabwe), Forester/Landscape 

Ecologist (based in Zimbabwe)
Gabriel Medina (Brazil), Forester (based in Brazil) 

(until February 2006) 
Manyewu Mutamba (Zimbabwe), Economist (based 

in Zambia) 
Ani Adiwinata Nawir (Indonesia), Socio-economist
Ousseynou Ndoye (Senegal), Agricultural Economist 

(based in Cameroon)
Danielle Lema Ngono (Cameroon), Sociologist (based 

in Cameroon)
Patrice Levang (France), Agroeconomist (Seconded 

Scientist) (since October 2006)
Hari Priyadi (Indonesia), Forester 
Marieke A.A.H Sandker (Netherlands), Ecologist 

(based in Cameroon)
Kresno Dwi Santosa (Indonesia), Natural Resources & 

Environmental Management Researcher 
Patricia Shanley (USA), Ecologist
Soaduon Sitorus (Indonesia), Forester 
Titin Suhartini (Indonesia), Secretary
Terence Sunderland (UK), Ecologist (since February 

2006) 
William Sunderlin (USA), Rural Sociologist (until 

August 2006) 
Makmur Widodo (Indonesia), Forester (until March 

2006)
Sven Wunder (Denmark), Economist (based in Brazil)
Mathurin Zida (Burkina Faso), Environmentalist 

(based in Burkina Faso)

*Senior Associates
Arild Angelsen (Norwegia), Natural Resources 

Economist
Anthony Cunningham (Australia), Ethno-ecologist
Marty K. Luckert (UK), Forest and Natural Resources 

Economist
Manuel Ruiz Perez (Spain), Ecologist
Sheona Shackleton (UK), Ecologist

*Consultants
Zakaria Ahmad (Indonesia), Forester
Angelica Almeyda (USA), Anthropologist
Jules Bayala (Burkina Faso), Agroforester
Edouard Bonkoungou (Burkina Faso), Agroforester 
Emmanuel Chidumayo (Zambia), Biologist 
Flavio Augusto da Silve Contente (Brazil),  

Forester
Manikariza Dioméde (Cameroon), Economist
Dale Dore (Zimbabwe), Forester
Hoang Minh Ha (Vietnam), Soil Scientist & 

Agronomist
Mario Gauthier (Canada), Forest Management 

Scientist 
Pamela Anne Jagger (USA), Public Policy & Political 

Science Analyst
Govinda Prasad Kafley (Nepal), Forester
Elise Noubissie Kouemeni (Cameroon), Forester 
Sarah Laird (USA), Ethnobiologist
Citlali Lopez (Mexico), Social Scientist
Trilby Macdonald (USA), Anthropologist
Rogers Malimbwi (Zambia), Forester
Diomede Manirakiza (Cameroon), Economist
Frank Matose, (Zimbabwe), Sociologist
Dwi R. Muhtaman (Indonesia), Forester 
Nita Irawati Murjani (Indonesia), Asia Forest 

Partnership (AFP) Communications Specialist 
Jacqueline Chembe Nkosha (Zambia), Administrative 

Assistant
Boureima Ouédraogo (Burkina Faso), Sociologist
Lambert Ouédraogo (Burkina Faso), Forester
Bishnu Hari Pandit (India), Forester & Rural 

Development Researcher
Lisa Petheram (Australia), Conservation & 

Development Researcher
Sainhulang Phanbuh (India), Forester
Ririn Salwa Purnamasari (Indonesia), Economist
Zhang Saochun (China), World Development 

Specialist
Sonya Dewi (Indonesia), Theoretical Ecologist and 

Modeler 
Patricia Schubert (Brazil), Environmental  

Educator
Titiek Setyawati (Indonesia), Forester
Enos Shumba (Zambia), Agriculturist
Erin Sills (Australia), Economist
Tadeu Melo da Silva (Brazil), Forester
Ronald Siregar (Indonesia), Data Entry Assistant
Almeida A. Sitoe (Mozambique), Forester
Mary Stockdale (USA), Forest Ecologist
Anton Suhartono (Indonesia), GIS Specialist
Aritta Suwarno (Indonesia), GIS Analyst
Bakeu Tatchandong Sylvin (Cameroon), Forester
Julius Chupezi Tieguhong (Cameroon), Forester
Julmansyah (Indonesia), Forester 
Soni Trison (Indonesia), Forester
Dawn Ward (USA), Ecologist/NTFPs
Karah Wertz (USA), Proposal Development & Project 

Management
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*Interns
Adrian Laoyan Albano (Filipina), Development 

Studies
Andrea Martin Funk (Switzerland), Environmental 

Science
Nicholas Jhon Hogarth (Australia), Environmental 

Studies
Koen Kusters (Netherlands), Human Geography 
Yukina Uitenboorgartd (Netherlands), Sustainable 

Development 

*Visiting Scientists
Misa Kishi (Japan), Public Health/Medical Doctor
Jacqueline Lois Sunderland (UK), Biologist/Zoologist

Forests and Governance Programme
Doris Capistrano (Philippines), Resource Economist, 

Director
Panca Ambarwati (Indonesia), Secretary
Agus Andrianto (Indonesia), Forester 
Christopher Barr (USA), Policy Scientist
Paolo Omar Cerutti (Italy), Forester & GIS Specialist 

(based in Cameroon)
Carol J.P. Colfer (USA), Anthropologist
Peter Cronkleton (USA), Anthropologist (based in 

Bolivia)
Ahmad Dermawan (Indonesia), Development 

Economist
Chimere Diaw (Senegal), Anthropologist (based in 

Cameroon)
Yoo Byoung Il (Korea), Forester
Yayan Indriatmoko (Indonesia), Anthropologist 
Dina Juliarti Hubudin (Indonesia), Secretary
Bocar Kante (Senegal), Law Analyst (based in Burkina 

Faso) (since October 2006)
Rahayu Koesnadi (Indonesia), Secretary
Heru Komarudin (Indonesia), Forester
Ruben de Koning (Netherlands), Developmental 

Scientist (based in Cameroon) 
Guillaume Lescuyer (France), Environmental 

Economist (based in Cameroon) (since August 
2006) 

Moira Moeliono (Indonesia), Social Scientist
Muriadi (Indonesia), Administration Assistant 
Samuel Assembe Mvondo (Cameroon), Jurist (based 

in Cameroon)
Joachim Nguiebouri (Cameroon), Forester (based in 

Cameroon)
Krystoff Obidzinski (USA), Anthropologist
Pablo Pacheco (Bolivia), Geographer 
Ferdinandus Agung Prasetyo (Indonesia), Forester
Ida Ayu Pradnja Resosudarmo (Indonesia), Policy 

Analyst (on study leave)
Bambang Setiono (Indonesia), Financial Analyst
Yulia Siagian (Indonesia), Forester
Charlotte Soeria (Indonesia), Secretary
Hasantoha Adnan Syahputra (Indonesia), 

Anthropologist (until December 2006) 
Yunety Tarigan (Indonesia), Secretary 
Nugroho Adi Utomo (Indonesia), Forester
Yurdi Yasmi (Indonesia), Forester (on study leave)
Elizabeth Linda Yuliani (Indonesia), Ecologist

*Associates
Deborah Barry (USA), Economic & Cultural 

Geographer 
Cynthia McDougall (Canada), Social Scientist

*Consultants
Marco Antonio Albornoz (Bolivia), Forester
Christian Gönner (Germany), Forester
Dodi Hernawan (Indonesia), Forester
Ramses Iwan (Indonesia), Field Researcher
Aseh Tony Joseph (Cameroon), Translator/Editor
Cyprain Jum (Cameroon), AnthropologIist 
Emile Jurgens (Denmark), Financial Analyst
Godlief William Kawer (Indonesia), Forester
Witness Kozanayi (Zimbabwe), Agricultural 

Management Researcher
Trikurnianti Kusumanto (Netherlands), Tropical Crop 

Scientist
Godwin Limberg (Netherlands), Agriculturist
William Mala (Cameroon), Forest Ecologist
Anne Margaret Larson (USA), Resource Sociologist
Tendayi Mutimukuru (Zimbabwe), Agricultural 

Economist
Neldysavrino (Indonesia), Field Facilitator
Ngateno (Indonesia), Office Assistant
Novasyurahati (Indonesia), Biologist
Nontokozo Nabane Nemarundwe (Zimbabwe), 

Anthropologist 
Agus Mulyana (Indonesia), Natural Resources 

Management Researcher
Zoa Mireille Sylvie Odile (Cameroon), Ecologist 
Rene Phil Oyono (Cameroon), Rural Sociologist
Budi Prasetyo (Indonesia), Biologist
Herry Purnomo (Indonesia), Modeler/Computer 

Analyst
Rita Rahmawati (Indonesia), Data Analyst
Fabiola Roca (Bolivia), Administrative Assistant
Eddy Harfia Surma (Indonesia), Jambi Field 

Coordinator
Anne Marie Tiani (Cameroon), Socio-Ecologist
Chandra Irawadi Wijaya (Indonesia), Forester
Andy White (USA)
Eva Wollenberg (USA), Natural Resources 

Management/Anthropologist
Yentirizal (Indonesia), Field Facilitator

*Interns
Gusti Z. Anshari (Indonesia), Geography and 

Environmental Science
Agusnawati (Indonesia), Gender and Development
Mayang Meilantina (Indonesia), Agriculture Socio-

Economics
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Aula Sakinah Muntasyarah (Indonesia), Conservation, 
Forest Resources

Benjamin Singer (UK), Public Policy
Sudirman (Indonesia), Law

*Visiting Scientist
Ganga Ram Dahal (Nepal), Social Scientist 

Corporate Services
Norman Macdonald (Canada), Deputy Director 

General, Corporate Services
Jennifer Crocker (Canada), Manager, Human 

Resources
Susan Kabiling (Philippines), Financial Controller
Hudayanti Abidin (Indonesia), Human Resources 

Assistant
Agung Saeful Alamsyah (Indonesia), Guest House 

Assistant
Rubeta Andriani (Indonesia), Human Resources Officer 

(on study leave)
Henty Astuty (Indonesia), Purchasing Assistant
Mohammad Nuzul Bahri (Indonesia), Office Assistant 
Umar Djohan (Indonesia), Driver
Anastasia Elisa (Indonesia), Management Accountant
Nina Handayani (Indonesia), Receptionist
Kusuma Hendriani (Indonesia), Accountant
Suhendar Husain (Indonesia), Guest House Assistant
Heny Pratiwi Joebihakto (Indonesia), Human 

Resources Officer
Elfi Joelijarty (Indonesia), Banking Assistant
Nurjanah Kambarrudin (Indonesia), Accountant
Sylvia Kartika (Indonesia), Accountant 
Henny Linawati (Indonesia), Programme Accountant
Ismed Mahmud (Indonesia), Procurement Officer
Johannes P. Manangkil (Indonesia), Receptionist
Hani Mardhiyah (Indonesia), Administrative Support 

Assistant 
Edward Martin (Indonesia), Financial Accountant 

Didi Marudin (Indonesia), Dispatcher
Esa Kurnia Muharmis (Indonesia), Procurement 

Assistant (until February 2006)
Kusnadi Muhi (Indonesia), Guest House Assistant
Siti Nadiroh (Indonesia), Office Assistant
Ocim (Indonesia), Driver
Karina Veronika Palar (Indonesia), Cashier
Juniarta L. Panjaitan (Indonesia), Human Resources 

Officer (since October 2006)
Pendi (Indonesia), Office Assistant
Sisi Ratnasari (Indonesia), Human Resources Assistant
Rina (Indonesia), Programme Accountant
Supandi Rodjali (Indonesia), Office Assistant
Ukat Sanusi (Indonesia), Office Assistant
Henny K. Saragih (Indonesia), Executive Assistant
Kustiani Suharsono (Indonesia), Operations Assistant 

(until October 2006) 
Hari Sukmara (Indonesia), Programme Accountant
Suratman (Indonesia), Driver
Iie Suwarna (Indonesia), Driver
Tony Syafei (Indonesia), Driver
Lely Pingkan C. Taulu (Indonesia), Human Resources 

Officer
Ani Tentrem (Indonesia), Cook
Tina Turtinawati (Indonesia), Cook
Lia Octari Wan (Indonesia), Facility Services Officer 

*Consultants
Orit Ahmed Adus (Ethiopia), Systems Analyst 
Anna Maria Luntungan (Indonesia), Accountant
Fitriani Mulyana (Indonesia), Human Resources 

Assistant
Suci Eka Ningsih (Indonesia), Accountant
Sono Murniati (Indonesia), Operations Officer (since 

September 2006)

* The associates, consultants and interns listed above are 
those who had contracts for a minimum duration of 6 
months.
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Australia
ATSE Crawford Fund
Australian Centre for International Agricultural 

Research (ACIAR)
Australian Mekong Resource Centre, at the University 

of Sydney in Sydney, Australia
Australian National University
Charles Darwin University 
Charles Stuart University
Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries 

Queensland
Forestry and Forest Products Division, Commonwealth 

Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation
Murdoch University
Queensland Forestry Research Institute 

Belgium
University Leuwen, Belgium

Benin
University d’Abomey-Calavi, Benin

Bolivia
Centro de Estudios para la Realidad Económica y 

Social (CERES) 
Cooperativa Integral Agroextractivistas Campesinos 

de Pando (COINACAPA)
El Sena Municipal government Pando, Bolivia
Fundacion Amigos de La Naturaleza
Fundación José Manuel Pando para el Desarrollo 

Sostenible del Bosque Amazónico (FJMP)
Fundación Natura Bolivia
Fundación Puma
Instituto Boliviano de Investigación Forestal (IBIF)
Ministerio de Desarollo Rural, Agricultura y Medio 

Ambiente 
Municipal government of El Sena in Pando
Programa de Manejo de Bosques de la Amazonía 

Boliviana (PROMAB)
Proyecto de Manejo Forestal Sostenible (BOLFOR)
Research Center for Labor and Agrarian Development 

(CEDLA)
SNV Bolivia
Superintendencia Forestal
Universidad Técnica del Beni

Botswana
Southern African Development Community, Forestry 

Sector Technical Coordination Unit (SADC FSTCU)

Brazil
Amazon Institute for Environmental Research (IPAM)
Associação de Saúde Popular do Pará (ASPP)
Centro de Trabalhadores da Amazônia (CTA)
Cikel Brasil Verde S/A
Empresa Brasileira de Pesquisa Agropecuaria 

(EMBRAPA)

Empresa Brasileira de Pesquisa Agropecuária 
(EMBRAPA) - Unidades em Belém (Amazônia 
Oriental, Porto Velho (CPAFRO), Rio Branco (CPAFAC)

Escola Bosque
Federação de Órgãos para Assistência Social e 

Educacional (FASE Gurupá)
FSC Brasil
Fundação Natura
Grupo de Pesquisa e Extensão Agroforestal do Acre 

(PESACRE)
Grupo de Pesquisa e Extensão em Sistemas 

Agroflorestais do Acre (PESACRE)
Iniciativa Amazônica (IA)
Instituto Brasileiro do Meio Ambiente e dos Recursos 

Naturais Renováveis (IBAMA)
Instituto Centro de Vida (ICV)
Instituto de Agroecologia da Amazônia (IAAM)
Instituto de Florestas Tropicais (IFT)
Instituto de Pesquisas Científicas e Tecnológicas do 

Estado do Amapá (IEPA)
Instituto do Homem e Meio Ambiente da Amazônia 

(IMAZON)
Instituto Interamericano de Cooperação para a 

Agricultura (IICA)
Instituto Internacional de Educação do Brasil (IIEB)
Instituto Nacional de Colonização e Reforma Agrária 

(INCRA)
Juruá Florestal Ltda
Museu Paraense Emilio Goeldi (MPEG)
Orsa Florestal
Programa Nacional de Educação na Reforma Agrária 

(PRONERA/Educação Cidadã)
Programa Nacional de Florestas (PNF), Ministério do 

Meio Ambiente (MMA)
Secretaria Municipal de Economia (SECON, Belém)
Secretaria Municipal de Meio Ambiente do Rio Branco 

(SEMIEA), Acre, Brazil
Serviço Florestal Brasileiro (SFB), Ministério do Meio 

Ambiente (MMA)
Universidade Federal do Acre (UFAC)
Universidade Federal Rural da Amazônia (UFRA)

Burkina Faso
Association pour le Développement du Sahel
Association Song-Taab-Yalgré
Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique et 

Technologique (CNRST)
Centre National des Semences Forestières (CNSF)
Deuxième Programme National de Gestion des 

Terroirs (PNGT 2)
Direction Générale de l’Inventaire des Ressources 

Hydrauliques (DGIRH)
Direction Générale de la Conservation de la Nature 

(DGCN)
Ecole Inter Etats de l’équipement Rural
Groupe de Recherche et d’Action sur le Foncier (GRAF)
Institut d’Environnement et de Recherches Agricoles 

(INERA)

Collaborators
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Le Secrétariat Permanent du Conseil National pour 
l’Environnement et le Développement urable, 

Meteorological department
Ministry of Agriculture
Ministry of Environment
Permanent Interstates Committee for Drought Control 

in the Sahel (CILSS)
Tree Aid West Africa
Université de Ouagadougou (UO)
Université Polytechnique de Bobo (UPB)

Cambodia
Forestry Administration of Cambodia
World Wide Fund for Nature - Cambodia

Cameroon
Association pour le Développement des Initiatives 

pour l’Environnement (ADIE)
Association pour le Développement Intégral des 

Exploitants Agricoles du Centre (ADEAC)
Cameroon Environmental Watch (CEW)
Campo Ma’an National Park, Campo
Central African Regional Programme for the 

Environment (CARPE) – Cameroon & DRC 
Centre d’Etude, de Formation et d’Appui aux 

Initiatives de Développement (CEFAID)
Centre de Recherche et d’Action pour le 

Développement Durable (CERAD)
Centre pour l’Environnement et le Développement 

(CED) 
Cercle de Promotion des Forêts et des Initiatives 

locales de Développement (CEPFILD), Ma’an
Cercle des Agroforestiers du Cameroun (CERAF)
Commission des Forêts d’Afrique Centrale (COMIFAC)
Concertation des Associations Paysannes pour le 

Développement Rural de la Mvila (CAPDR)
ConFéderation des Organisations Rurales pour le 

Cameroun Economique (FORCE) (National Farmer 
Confederation) 

Dja Biodiversity Reserve/ECOFAC (Lomie, Cameroon)
Evaluation and Planning Mission for the Ocean (MEAO)
FAGAPE, local NGO, Kribi, Cameroon
FAO Cameroon
Fondation Fritz Jakob
Forest Steward Council (FSC), Cameroon
Foundation for Environment and Development in 

Cameroon (FEDEC)
Global Forest Watch 
HEVECAM, (Rubber company) Niete
Institut de Recherche Agricole pour le 

Développement (IRAD)
IUCN-BRAC Cameroon
L’Unité Technique Opérationnelle (UTO) Dimako/

Doume
Memve’ele Dam Socioeconomic project, Kribi
Ministry of Forestry and Wildlife (MINFOF)
Ministry of the Environment and Nature Protection 

(MINEP)

Model forest site of Campo-Ma’an
Model Forest site of Dja et Mpomo 
Municipalities (6 in the campo-Ma’an area in south 

and � in Dja et Mpomo of east Cameroon)
National Agency for the Support of Forest 

Development (ANAFOR) 
Network for the Environment and Sustainable 

Development in Central Africa (NESDA-CA) 
Network of Local NGO of the Dja/Lomie Region 

(ROLD), Cameroon
PALLISCO, (Logging Company) 
ROCAME (local NGO Network, Kribi
SCIEB (Logging Company) Campo 
Sustainable Tree and Forest Programme (STCP) 

Cameroon
Twantoh Mixed Farming Common Initiative Group
UGAO (local women training NGO, Kribi
University of Dschang
University of Yaounde I 
University of Yaounde II
WCS – Wildlife Conservation Society – Cameroon and 

Congo
WIJMA, (Logging Company ) Ma’an, Cameroon
World Fish Center Cameroon
WWF-CARPO Cameroon

Canada
CARE Canada
Department of Rural Economy, University of Alberta
International Model Forest Network
Royal Road University
University of British Columbia
University of Manitoba, Center for Earth Observation 

Science

Chile
Bosque Modelo Araucarias del Alto Malleco

China
Agricultural Economic Department, Business School, 

Guangxi University
Center for Chinese Agricultural Policy, Chinese 

Academy of Sciences (CCAP, CAF) 
China Forestry Publshing House (CFP)
China National Forestry Economics and Development 

Research Center (FEDRC)
Chinese Academy of Forestry (CAF)
Guangxi Administrative Centre for Foreign Funded 

Project for Agriculture (GACFFPA)
Guangxi Forestry Research (GFRI)
International Forestry Cooperation Centre, State 

Forestry Administration
Research Institute of Subtropical Forestry, Chinese 

Academy of Forestry (RISF, CAF)
Research Institute of Tropical Forestry, Chinese 

Academy of Forestry (RITF, CAF)
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Colombia
Cementos Argos. S.A. (ARGOS), (Medellin)
Corporacion Aldea Global
Corporación Ecoversa
Fundación CIPAV
Instituto de Investigación de Recursos Biológicos 

Alexander von Humboldt
Procuenca - FAO

Costa Rica
Asociacion Coordinadora Indigena Campesina 

Forestal de Costa Rica (ACICAFOC)
Fondo Nacional de Financiamiento Forestal

Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC)
Conservation International (CI), MLW landscape, DRC
Institut National de Recherche Agricole (INERA)
Observatoire Satellital des Forêts d’Afrique Centrale
Unité de Recherche sur la Productivité des Plantations 

Industrielles (UR2PI)

Denmark
University of Copenhagen, Faculty of Life Sciences

Ecuador
EcoCiencia
Fundación Servicio Forestal Amazónico
Fundación Cordillera Tropical (FCT)
Ecodecisión

El Salvador
Programa Salvadoreño de Investigación sobre 

Desarrollo y Medio Ambiente (PRISMA)
Programa FACE de Forestación del Ecuador

Ethiopia
Wondo Genet College of Forestry and Natural 

Resources
Department of Forestry, Land Use and Soil 

Conservation of the Ministry of Agriculture and 
Rural Development 

Forestry Research Center of the Ethiopian Institute of 
Agricultural Research

Natural Resources Directorate of the Amhara Region 
Agricultural Research Institute

Center for Environment and Society, Hawassa 
University

Finland
European Forest Institute (EFI)
Finnish Forest Research Institute (METLA)

France
Centre de cooperation internationale en recherche 

agronomique pour le developpement (CIRAD-Forêt)
Ecole Nationale du Génie Rural et des Eaux et Forêt 

(ENGREF)
Institut de Recherche pour le Développement (IRD)

Institut national pour la recherche agronomique - 
Centre de Nancy

Gabon
L’Institut de Recherche en Ecologie Tropicale/

Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique et 
Technologique (IRET/CENAREST)

Ghana
National Forestry Research Institute of Ghana (FORIG)
Ghana Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Kwame Nkrumah University of Science and 

Technology, Kumasi Ghana
Meteorological department 
Ministry of Environment

Germany
Centre for Tropical and Subtropical Agriculture and 

Forestry (CeTSAF)
Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische 

Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) 
Institut Fur Volkerkunde, Universitat Freigburg
Joanneum Research
University of Freiburg, Institute of Forest Policy 

Markets and Marketing Department

Guatemala
Universidad Rafael Landivar
Asociación de Comunidades Forestales de Petén 

(ACOFOP) 

Guinea
Direction Nationale des Eaux et Forets (DNEF)
Institut de Recherche Agronomique
Service National de la Promotion Rurale et 

Vulgarisation
United States Forestry Service
World Agroforestry Center

Honduras
Escuela Nacional de Ciencias Forestales (ESNACIFOR)

India
Birsa Agricultural Institute (BAU)
India Forest Service
Jharkhand Ministry of Forests and Environment
Kerala Forest Research Institute
North Eastern Hill University (NEHU), Meghalaya
North Eastern Region Community Resource 

Management Project for Upland Areas (NERCRMP), 
Meghalaya, India

PATRA
Foundation for Ecological Sustainability (FES), India

Indonesia
Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan Daerah 

(BAPPEDA), Kabupaten Bungo, Jambi
Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan Daerah 
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(BAPPEDA), Kabupaten Tanjung Jabung, Jambi
Balai Penelitian dan Pengembangan Kehutanan 

Kalimantan, Samarinda
Balai Taman Nasional Danau Sentarum (Danau 

Sentarum National Park Management Unit)
Balai Taman Nasional Kutai (Kutai National Park 

Management Unit)
Biosfer manusia (BIOMA) NGO, Indonesia
Bogor Agricultural University
Center for Forestry Education and Training (CFET), 

Ministry of Forestry
Center for Study on Autonomy Law and Regulation 

(Pusat Studi Hukum dan Kebijakan Otonomi Daerah 
or PSHK-ODA, Jambi (local level), Indonesia

Community of Danau Sentarum, West Kalimantan
Conservation Training and Resource Centre (CTRC)
Forest Watch Indonesia (FWI), Bogor
Forestry and Plantation Office of Bungo District, Jambi 
Forestry and Plantation Office of Sumbawa District, 

West Nusa Tenggara
Forestry District Agency Sumbawa, West Nusa 

Tenggara
Forestry Research and Development Agency (FORDA), 

Ministry of Forestry
Forestry Research Institute of Sulawesi
Forestry Social - Culture and Economy Development 

Center (FSCEDC), FORDA, Bogor
Forum Kerjasama (Foker) LSM Papua
Forum Kerjasama Pengelolaan Hutan Antar Kab./Kota 

di Propinsi Kalimantan Timur (FKPHD)
Government of Bungo District, Jambi
Government of Jepara District, Central Java Province
Government of Kapuas Hulu District, West Kalimantan
Government of Kuala Tungkal District, Jambi 
Government of Kutai Barat District, East Kalimantan
Government of Malinau District, East Kalimantan
Gunung Halimun Salak National Park
Indonesian Financial Transaction Reports and Analysis 

Center (INTRAC)
Indonesian Institute of Sciences (LIPI)
Indonesian Working Group on Forest Finance (IWGFF)
Inspirit Innovation Circles
International NGO Forum on Indonesian Development 

(INFID)
Jurnal Celebes, Makasar
Komunitas Konservasi Indonesia WARSI
KOPPESDA Hydrometeorology Laboratory, 

Department of Geophysics and Meteorology 
(FMIPA-IPB)

Lembaga Advokasi dan Penelitian (LAP) Timoris, 
Indonesia 

Lembaga Alam Tropika Indonesia (LATIN)
Lembaga Pengembangan Masyarakat Pesisir dan 

Pedalaman (LePMIL), Indonesia 
Medecins du Monde (MDM)
Ministry of Environment
Ministry of Forestry
Ministry of Mines & Energy, Agency for Vulcanology 

and Geological Disasters
Mulawarman University (UNMUL-PPHT), Tropical Rain 

Forest Research Center
Multistakeholder Forestry Program, DFID
Musi Hutan Persada, PT
National Institute for Space and Aeronautics (LAPAN)
National Meteorological and Geophysical Agency 

(BMG)
Natural Resource Conservation Agency at Provincial 

Level (BKSDA), West Kalimantan
Perhimpunan untuk Studi dan Pengembangan 

Ekonomi dan Sosial (PERSEPSI)
Persekutuan Terbatas untuk Pengkajian dan 

Pemberdayaan Adat Papua (PtPPMA)
Perum Perhutani
Pionir Bulungan, Yayasan
PPATK (Indonesian Financial Intelligence Unit)
Pusat Informasi Lingkungan Indonesia (PILI)
Pusat Penelitian Kemasyarakatan & Kebudayaan 

(PMD) of the Indonesian Institute of Sciences (LIPI)
Riau Andalan Pulp and Paper Company (RAPP)
South Sumatra Forest Fire Management Project 

(SSFFMP)
Tropenbos Indonesia
University of Gadjah Mada (FOF-UGM), Faculty of 

Forestry
University of Hasanuddin, Faculty of Forestry
University of Muhammadiyah, West Kalimantan 
University of Mulawarman (FOF-UNMUL), Faculty of 

Forestry
University of Papua, Faculty of Forestry
Wetlands International, Indonesia
World Agroforestry Centre, Indonesia
World Wide Fund for Nature - Indonesia Programme 

(WWF-IP)
WWF - Indonesia
WWF Nusa Tenggara Program
Yalhimo, Manokwari, Papua
Yayasan Almamater, Merauke, Papua
Yayasan AYO Indonesia
Yayasan Gita Buana, Jambi
Yayasan Kelopak, Bengkulu
Yayasan Krida Paramita
Yayasan Padi
Yayasan Pelangi
Yayasan Pengkajian Pengembangan Sosial
Yayasan Riak Bumi
Yayasan Titian, Pontianak

Japan
Forestry and Forest Products Research Institute, 

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 
(FFPRI)

Institute of Developing Economies, Japan External 
Trade Organization (IDE-JETRO)

Japan Center for Area Studies, the National Museum 
of Ethnology (JCAS)

Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA)
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Japan Overseas Plantation Center for Pulpwood 
(JOPP)

Kyoto University, Graduate School of Asian and 
African Area Studies (ASAFAS) and Center for 
Southeast Asian Studies (CSEAS) 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Japan
The Forest Tree Breeding Center (FTBC)
Waseda University, Graduate school of human 

sciences 

Lao PDR
National Agriculture and Forestry Extension Service
National Agriculture and Forestry Institute (NAFRI)
National University

Liberia
Forestry Development Authority (FDA)
Liberia Forest Initiative (LFI) 

Malawi
Forestry Research Institute of Malawi 

Mali
Agence Malienne pour le Développement d’Energie 

Rurale (AMADER) Bamako 
Agence Malienne pour le Développement de l’Energie 
Domestique et l’Electrification Rurale
Centre National de Recherche Scientifique et 

Technologique (CNRST) Bamako
Institut d’Economie Rurale
IUCN
Mali Folk Centre Bamako
Ministry of Environment
National Centre for Scientific and Technological 
Research
National Meteorology Department
University of Bamako

Malaysia
Forest Research Institute of Malaysia (FRIM)
Universiti Putra Malaysia, Faculty of Forestry (FOFUPM)

Mexico
El Colegio de la Frontera Sur (ECOSUR)
FSC
Instituto Nacional de Ecología (INE)

Mozambique
Eduardo Mondlane University
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries – DNNFB- 

Department for Wildlife and Forestry

Nepal
Environmental Research Institute (ERI)
Federation of Community Forest User Groups Nepal 

(FECOFUN)
Forest Action (CFS)
Leasehold Forestry and Livestock Program, 

Department of Forests

Local Initiatives for Biodiversity, Research and 
Development (LI-BIRD) 

New Era Limited

Netherlands
Centre for Tropical and Subtropical Agriculture and 
Forestry (CeTSAF)
Netherlands Development Organization
TROPENBOS International 
Wageningen University

Nicaragua
Nitlapan-UCA
Programa Socioambiental y Desarrollo Forestal de 

Nicaragua (POSAF)

Niger
Regional Centre for Agro-Hydro-Meteorology 

(AGRHYMET), Niamey
African Centre of Meteorological Application for 
Development 

Norway
Agricultural University of Norway
Norway University of Life Sciences

Panama
Central American Agricultural Frontier Program (PFA)

Papua New Guinea
Foundation for People and Community Development 

Inc, in Boroko
University of Papua New Guinea

Peru
Asociación para la Investigación y el Desarollo Integral 

(AIDER)
Instituto Nacional de Investigacion Agraria (INIA)
Peruvian Research Institute for the Amazon (IIAP)
Bosques Amazonicos SAC Lima Peru

Philippines
Philippines Environmental Governance project in 

Southern and Central Mindanao 
Philippines Environmental Governance Project, with 

Development Alternatives, Inc., in Pasig City 
University of the Philippines Los Banos (UPLB)
World Agroforestry Centre, Philippines

Republic of South Korea
College of Agriculture & Life Sciences, Seoul National 

University (CALS-SNU)
Korea Forest Research Institute (KFRI)

Russia
Economic Research Institute, Khabarovsk
Institute of Geography, Vladivostok
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Senegal
Environmental Development Action in the Third 

World

South Africa
Institute for Commercial Forestry
University of Port Elizabeth

Spain
Instituto Nacional de Investigacióny Tecnologia 

Agraria y Alimentaria (INIA)
Universidad Autonoma Madrid
University of León

Sweden
Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences (SLU)
Uppsala University, Centre for Gender Research

Switzerland
Center for Development and Environment, University 

of Bern
Eidgenössische Technische Hochschule Zürich (ETH)
Governance and Ecosystem Management for the 

Conservation of Biodiversity (GEMCONBIO)
Helvetas, The Swiss Association for International 

Cooperation
InterCooperation
Swiss Agency for the Environment, Forests and 

Landscape (BUWAL), Swiss Forest Agency
Swiss Federal Institute of Technology (EPFZ)

Tanzania
Sokoine University of Agriculture (SUA)
Tanzania Forestry Research Institute (TAFORI)

Thailand
Chulalongkorn University

United Kingdom
Institute of Development Studies (IDS)
International Alliance of Indigenous and Tribal 

Peoples of the Tropical Forests
London School of Economics
Overseas Development Institute (ODI)
People and Plant International (PPI)
University of East Anglia 
University of Reading, International & Rural 

Development Dept.

Uruguay
Ministerio de Ganadería, Agricultura y Pesca de 

Uruguay (MGAP)
World Rainforest Movement (WRM)

USA
Academy for Educational Development (AED)
Care International
Cornell International Institute for Food, Agriculture 

and Development (CIIFAD)

Environmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI)
Forest Action Network
Global Forestry Services (Inc.) (GFS)
International Resources Group (IRG)
North Carolina State University
Ohio State University
Rights and Resources Initiatives (RRI)
School of Forestry and Environmental Studies, Yale 

University 
State University of New York, College of Environmental 

Science and Forestry 
United States Department of Agriculture Forest 

Service 
University of Indiana
Virginia Tech.
Woman Organizing for Change in Agriculture and 

NRM (WOCAN) 

Vietnam
Department of Forestry 
Forest Science Institute of Vietnam 
Forestry Sector Support Programme and Partnership 

Coordination Office (FSSP-CO)
Helvetas, Switzerland, Vietnam
International Cooperation Department (ICD)
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development
Tropenbos International, Vietnam Programme
Vietnam Forest Sector Support Program and 

Partnership
Vietnam National University
World Wide Fund for Nature Indochina Programme

Zambia
Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa 

(COMESA)
Copperbelt University, School of Forestry and Wood 

Science
University of Zambia, Department of Biological 

Sciences
Zambia Forestry Department
Zambia Revenue Authority

Zimbabwe
AREX
Chivi Rural District Council
Forestry Commission
Gokwe North District Council
Shanduko, Centre for Agrarian and Environmental 

Research
Southern Alliance for Indigenous Resources (SAFIRE)
University of Zimbabwe

International and Regional Organisations
African Timber Organization
African Wildlife Foundation  
Asia Pacific Association of Forestry Research Institutes 

(APAFRI)
Asian Development Bank
Bioversity International  
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CAB International
Central Africa Regional Program for the Environment 

(CARPE)
Centro Agronómico Tropical de Investigación y 

Enseñanza (CATIE) 
Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical (CIAT) 
Conservation International
CORDAID Foundation  
European Forest Institute (EFI)
European Tropical Forestry Research Network (ETFRN)
Flora and Fauna International
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 

Nations (FAO)
Forest Stewardship Council 
Forest Trends  
Forest Watch 
Instituto Interamericano de Cooperación en la 

Agricultura (IICA)
International Centre for Integrated Mountain 

Development (ICIMOD)
International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI)
International Foundation for Science (IFS)
International Institute for Tropical Agriculture (IITA)
International Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO)

International Union for Forest Research Organisation 
(IUFRO)

International Water Management Institute (IWMI)
Regional Community Forestry Training Center 

(RECOFTC)
The Nature Conservancy International
The World Conservation Union (IUCN)
Tropenbos International 
Tropical Forest Foundation 
United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity 

Secretariat (CBD)
United Nations Convention on Combating 

Desertification Secretariat
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)
United Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF)
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 

Change Secretariat (UNFCCC)
United Nations Global Environment Facility Secretariat 

(GEF)
Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS)
World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF)
World Bank
World Resources Institute
Worldwide Fund for Nature – International (WWF) 
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The Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR)
CIFOR is a leading international forestry research organisation established in 1993 in response to global concerns about the 
social, environmental, and economic consequences of forest loss and degradation.  CIFOR is dedicated to developing policies 
and technologies for sustainable use and management of forests, and for enhancing the well-being of people in developing 
countries who rely on tropical forests for their livelihoods.  CIFOR is one of the 15 centres of the Consultative Group on International 
Agricultural Research (CGIAR). With headquarters in Bogor, Indonesia, CIFOR has offices in Brazil, Bolivia, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, 
Ethiopia, India, Zambia and Zimbabwe, and it works in over 30 other countries around the world.
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