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The Gap between Policy and  
Practice in Lao PDR
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Forest policy in the Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR) had been 
intermittent throughout the course of modern history because of a long period 
of war and the country’s mountainous topography, which inhibited development 
of a transportation network. Institutionalization of forest management began in 
1989, after the First National Forestry Conference, which addressed the problem 
of forest degradation and called for sustainable management as part of the Tropical 
Forestry Action Plan.

Since the Forestry Conference, legislation on forest management has devel-
oped rapidly. One of the landmark policies, land and forest allocation (LFA), 
was instituted during the early 1990s.1 It delineated village boundaries and 
distinguished between forest and non-forest lands. LFA also recognized the rights 
of villages to manage vast areas of forest, as well as the rights of individuals to use 
degraded forest and agricultural lands in rural areas. It was considered one of the 
progressive forest policies in Southeast Asia that recognized communal rights to 
the forest (Poffenberger, 1999).

However, after more than a decade of experience, LFA’s shortfalls and constraints 
for sustainable forest management have become apparent. A national participatory 
poverty assessment points out that the policy aggravated poverty because it limited 
upland households’ access to swidden lands (State Planning Committee, 2002). 
Limited access to swidden plots without alternative development has led upland 
farmers to shorten swidden cycles, often resulting in high labour demand for 
weeding and low yields of rice (Roder, 1997; de Rouw et al, 2003; Ducourtieux, 
2004; Lestrelin et al, 2005). Other studies find that LFA has worsened the condi-
tion of subsistence farmers who were already socially marginalized (Lao Consulting 
Group, 2002; Moizo, 2004a and 2004b; Ducourtieux et al, 2005).
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The current chapter examines LFA from the decentralized forest management 
perspective. In particular, it examines the process by which the policy was 
implemented and considers whether it helped build sustainable forest management 
at the community level. Decentralization is defined as a process of transferring 
and devolving power to local actors. Decentralized forest management thus seeks 
a transition from centrally planned resource management to that initiated by local 
authorities or groups of people. It is a matter of not only transferring responsibility 
for resource management but also allocating resources and involving local actors 
in the decision-making process (see also Larson and Ribot, 2004).

To analyse the process of decentralization, we need to consider what powers are 
being transferred and to whom. According to Ribot (2002), the ability of people 
to select representatives to manage resources and the existence of institutions that 
ensure equity, justice and efficiency are critical factors in the decentralization 
of resource management. Based on case studies in South Asia and West Africa, 
Agrawal and Ribot (2003) conclude that effective decentralization requires that 
empowered local actors be downwardly accountable (Agrawal and Ribot, 2003). 
This requires a robust institutional mechanism that guarantees the rights of local 
people. At the same time, it is also important to keep in mind who is included and 
excluded from the process, and why. This requires inquiry into the interactions 
between actors and their prior power relations that subsequently affect the outcome 
of decentralization (Meyen and Doornbos, 2004).

The current chapter first reviews the history of LFA and the major actors in-
volved. Second, it examines two types of allocation processes. One is undertaken 
by district authorities with funds from the provincial government; the other is 
supported by an international donor. The comparison highlights underlying 
problems of LFA in practice, particularly its constraints in building forest manage-
ment institutions that attain the dual goals of incorporating local people’s needs and 
protecting the environment. District authorities such as the District Agriculture 
and Forestry Office (DAFO), placed at the centre of LFA, are often ill equipped to 
pursue challenging goals because of their limited financial and human resources. 
The weakness of the institutional foundation means that violations cannot be 
prosecuted by law but instead are resolved through social and political relationships 
among the stakeholders.

Through review of the allocation process, this chapter shows how the policy has 
placed local authorities, such as DAFO and village organizations, at the centre of 
forest management. In Lao PDR, state control of the forest has never been strong, 
a situation related to the fundamental shortage of financial and human resources at 
the central government level to support forest management at the local level.2 De 
facto decentralization was thus longstanding. However, it is also interesting to note 
that in upland areas, LFA was used to control shifting cultivation (often blamed 
for forest degradation by the country’s political leaders). The weak institutional 
capacity of DAFO to adapt resource management plans to local conditions and 
monitor their impacts, as well as the still-new notion of resource tenure among 
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the members of local communities, inhibits LFA as a means of community-based 
resource management.

LAND AND FOREST ALLOCATION POLICY

The Constitution of Lao PDR stipulates that the central government owns all 
the nation’s natural resources. Nevertheless, a series of legislation during the early 
1990s led to the development of the Land and Forest Allocation Programme, which 
recognized the rights of communities and individuals to use and manage resources. 
The notion of allocating forests and land to villages for management and intensive 
use was supported by Prime Minister Order No 3 in 1996.3 This order called for 
delineating territorial boundaries at the village level and distinguishing areas of 
forest and non-forest. At the time of its implementation, LFA was considered 
one of the most progressive forest management policies in Southeast Asia, since 
the government not only allocated degraded forest and agricultural lands to rural 
farmers but also recognized the rights of communities to manage vast areas of 
forest (Poffenberger, 1999).

When the LFA programme was written, it also clarified responsibilities among 
different ministries and their line agencies. The Ministry of Agriculture and 
Forestry became the executive organization that supervised implementation. Its line 
agencies include the Provincial Agriculture and Forestry Office (PAFO) and the 
District Agriculture and Forestry Office.4 Under the programme, DAFO became 
the primary agency that implemented the prescribed activities together with village 
organizations. Village organizations include administrative and political leaders of 
the village,5 as well as other functional leaders, such as village forest volunteers (paa 
mai xao baan or paa mai baan).

In the mid 1990s, the government allocated an annual budget to DAFO 
through the Department of Forestry and PAFO. International donors also 
contributed significantly to the development of LFA. According to Daoroung 
(2000), by 1998 there were 26 agencies housed at the Centre of Protected Areas 
and Watershed Management under the Department of Forestry.6 Bilateral agencies, 
including the Swedish International Development Agency (Sida) and Deutsche 
Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ), helped write the procedures 
and techniques. These two organizations have continued to play a crucial role in 
monitoring and evaluating the village-based forest management process since 2000 
(Jones, 2000; Rock, 2003). Other donor projects that supported reforestation, 
conservation and production forest management at the village and community 
levels during the 1990s also required LFA as a precondition for initiating their 
activities (Braeutigam, 2003).

By 2003, LFA was being conducted in more than 5400 villages across the 
country, accounting for almost 50 per cent of the total number of villages in Lao 
PDR (Soulivanh et al, 2004). An article in Vientiane Times on 19–22 January 2001 
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claimed greater success, with 7000 villages. The article also suggested that LFA had 
helped control the expansion of shifting cultivation and alleviate rural poverty in 
upland areas of Lao PDR. In the Forest Strategy 2020, issued in 2005, the Ministry 
of Agriculture and Forestry also claimed success for LFA in reducing the area under 
shifting cultivation, indicating that the political priority was controlling the spread 
of shifting cultivation as a way to protect forest.

However, the actual results of the allocation on the ground are mixed. Although 
some villages were willing to adopt the policy, others continued to convert forest 
lands into agricultural lands despite the zoning introduced by LFA (Nakatsuji, 
2004). Some upland villages were displaced because of LFA, and their residents, 
lacking alternatives, suffered severe poverty (State Planning Committee, 2000). 
LFA was generally useful for villages that were located near commercially valuable 
resources and could organize themselves to claim their exclusive legal rights (Fujita 
et al, 2005). It was not so meaningful for those villages located far from the 
resources they had traditionally used. The following section examines the outcomes, 
based on different studies.

POLICY IN PRACTICE

After more than a decade of experience, several studies suggest gaps between LFA 
policy and its achievements. Table 8.1 summarizes the implications of LFA for the 
environment, livelihoods, displacement and resource tenure.

One of the most frequently noted effects of LFA on the local environment is 
its restrictions on swidden fields. According to a study conducted by GTZ, more 
than 80 per cent of all village forest was categorized into conservation and protec-
tion forests after LFA. Through the allocation process, swidden-fallow lands were 
incorporated into forest lands (Soulivanh et al, 2004). Although the swidden fields 
decreased, studies by Thongmanivong et al (2005) and Thongmanivong and Fujita 
(2006) indicate an overall trend of increasing secondary forest, particularly during 
the late 1990s and 2000. However, increased forest cover does not mean that forest 
degradation has stopped. Most of the forests that are recovering are fragmented 
and have little commercial value.

Studies by Roder (1997) and Lestrelin et al. (2005) point out direct effects on 
fallow cycles as a result of regulating the expansion of areas in which shifting cult-
ivation can be practised. In some places, fallow cycles have been reduced from 10 
or 12 years to 3 or 4 years. The shortening of the fallow period has caused serious 
infestations of weeds in most places and increased household labour requirements 
during the crop cycle (Roder, 1997; UNDP, 2001; Lestrelin et al, 2005). It has 
also led to soil erosion and loss of fertility, further depressing yields of upland rice 
and compromising household food security (de Rouw et al, 2003; Ducourtieux, 
2004; Lestrelin et al, 2005).
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Table 8.1 Implications of LFA

LFA impacts Studies

Shifting cultivation Reduced access to swidden lands 
resulting in shorter fallow cycle
Land degradation
Reduced rice yields

Roder (1997), UNDP (2001), de 
Rouw et al (2003), Ducourtieux 
(2004), Lestrelin et al (2005)

Forest cover Increase of secondary forests Thongmanivong et al (2005), 
Thongmanivong and Fujita 
(2006) 

Forest resources Restricted access to non-timber 
forest products
Reduction of commercially valuable 
non-timber forest products 

Takeda (2003), Yokoyama (2004)

Livelihoods Increased dependence on non-
timber forest products, cash crop 
production and wage labour

Raintree and Soydara (nd)

Relocation Increased internal migration
Increased vulnerability

SPC (2000), Evrad (2003), 
Vandergeest (2003), Moizo 
(2004a and b), Baird and 
Shoemaker (2005)

Resource tenure Conflicting interests of state and 
communities over resources
Increased competition over 
commercially valuable resources 

Eggertz (1996), Evrad (2003), 
Tubtim and Hirsch (2005), Fujita 
and Phanvilay (2008)

Still other studies indicate that the increased emphasis on forest conservation and 
the loss of swidden-based forest management systems has minimized local people’s 
access to non-timber forest products. Studies by Takeda (2003) and Yokoyama 
(2004) point out the versatility of the traditional swidden-fallow system, which 
allows the sustainable harvest of such non-timber forest products as cardamom 
and benzoin along with upland rice cultivation. As swidden and fallow areas are 
restricted, old fallow areas where non-timber products are harvested become subject 
to conservation, and plants that were part of the long-term farming system in the 
upland areas are crowded out by forest regrowth.

Furthermore, lack of alternative livelihoods after LFA and the loss of food 
security have forced some upland villages to relocate (State Planning Committee, 
2000; Vandergeest, 2003; Moizo, 2004a and 2004b; Lyttleton et al, 2004; Baird 
and Shoemaker, 2005). As a result of such relocations, the population is increasingly 
concentrated in lowland areas along the roads, thereby increasing competition for 
resources in certain areas across the country. The pressure on resources is also on 
the rise as rural communities become integrated into the market economy and the 
commercial value of resources increases.
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In the meantime, the still-new concept of exclusive ‘rights’ and the lack of 
judicial institutions that guarantee local people’s legal rights also mean that, despite 
LFA, the status of the communities’ and individuals’ rights to resources remains 
uncertain. Tubtim and Hirsch (2005) contend that local communities have 
continued to access resources for subsistence purposes, following their customary 
practices, even after LFA is implemented.

The effects of LFA, summarized in Table 8.1, also highlight gaps between 
theory and practice. The first gap occurs because legal categories for forest and 
land stipulated by the Forest Law7 differ from customary forest distinctions. LFA 
applies five forest categories, zoning each forest as a contiguous unit within the 
village boundary. Management rules for each forest area also follow the principles 
underlined in the Forest Law.

Although LFA generally invites local people’s participation in the forest de-
lineation process, the quality of participation is highly questionable, since the 
objective of LFA is perceived to be to zone forest areas. The result is a simple 
sketch map (Figure 8.1) and a management plan which does not differ from one 
village to the other. The process disregards the multiple values of forests and local 
communities’ complex resource tenure systems. In sum, LFA makes local forest 
management practices ‘legible’ in the eyes of the local authority, but the way local 
people perceive forests may differ.

The second gap is created when an exclusive village boundary is delineated, 
isolating one village from the next. Such boundaries are administrative, making each 

Figure 8.1 Typical LFA map

The customary village territory included a vast forest area, which was incorporated into the national 
conservation forest in 1993. The village is now left with secondary forest, paddy field, agricultural 
land and a residential area.
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village responsible for the territorial space and management of the resources within 
it. At the same time, they enforce exclusivity of resource use and management to 
a village; in traditional practices, in contrast, neighbouring villages have shared 
the use of resources. Although territorial boundaries make it easier for the local 
authorities to oversee resource management practices, they have also sparked new 
conflicts between communities. The conflicts are intensified when claims over 
scarce and commercially valuable resources are in question.

A third gap concerns who participates in the planning process and how they 
participate. All LFA actions involve local authorities, such as DAFO and village 
organizations. The village organization is a representative body of the village, but 
it does not necessarily represent all groups of resource users in the village, such as 
women and men who enter the forest daily to collect food. Although members of 
organizations such as the Women’s Union are part of the village organization and 
attend village meetings, their role in decision making remains minimal. Conscious 
effort is required to identify different groups of resource users and their interests. 
Time to facilitate discussions with groups of stakeholders during the resource 
management planning process is also needed.

The way in which members of the village organization participate in LFA is 
often affected by existing social relationships. Those with more power – determined 
by years of residence, proximity to resources, links with political leaders, and ability 
to mobilize capital and labour – within the village are often able to use LFA to their 
advantage and make legal claims to lands and resources, while socially marginalized 
people have limited opportunities to negotiate their access to productive lands. 
Nor are they fully aware of the potential benefits they can gain through LFA, since 
they are generally absent during the planning process.

Finally, the last gap is in local authorities’ capacity to adapt LFA to people’s 
changing relationship with natural resources. Given the rapid integration into 
the market economy and the dynamic movement of people, local people’s use 
of resources has been changing over the past decade. Lack of financial resources 
is often cited as the major constraint; however, the weakness of the institutional 
foundations of DAFO inhibits the continuity of LFA and its follow-up activities. 
Local authorities are also unable to arbitrate emerging conflicts and balance the 
need to protect the environment with local people’s needs for resources.

In the following section, we compare two types of allocation processes to 
further explore the constraints of implementing the policy and factors that are 
crucial for decentralized forest management.

COMPARISON OF LFA PROCESSES

Every allocation involves district authorities and the village organization. However, 
the government-led LFAs differ from donor-sponsored LFAs.
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Government-led LFAs
Under MAF Instruction No 0822, LFA was broken down into eight procedures 
(Table 8.2). DAFO is the lead agency that works with village organizations. In 
most cases, the LFA team consists of the DAFO staff, which carry out Steps 1 to 
6 as described in Table 8.2. Generally, activities are conducted within one to two 
weeks with an average budget of US$100 per village (Soulivanh et al, 2004).8 The 
budget is allocated through the district and provincial government offices based on 
an annual plan submitted by DAFO. However, the budget is often insufficient to 
cover planned activities, leaving DAFO to implement only the minimal procedures 
of LFA.

Table 8.2 Original LFA procedures, 1996

Procedures Activities 

Step 1 Basic preparation 
Step 2 Village consultation 
Step 3 Village data collection: forest survey, household land-use survey
Step 4 Village meeting
Step 5 Land survey
Step 6 Land-use planning
Step 7 Extension
Step 8 Follow-up: monitoring and evaluation

Source: Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (1996).

Financial resources are not the only underlying constraint. DAFO is also faced 
with staff shortages. Staff have limited opportunities for formal training, and thus 
DAFO has generally limited capacity to pursue participatory resource management 
planning. At the same time, DAFO represents the state, and its policy intervention 
must comply with communist party resolutions, which take a critical view of 
shifting cultivation. This has led DAFO to focus on controlling the expansion of 
shifting cultivation and applying the forest categories stipulated by the Forest Law. 
The actual conditions of local communities and the high variability of shifting 
cultivation and upland agricultural practices are not fully integrated into most of 
the village resource management plans.

In most instances, DAFO-led LFAs end at Step 6 because of budget constraints. 
Villages therefore have designated forest areas and management plans. Budgets 
for extension activities (Step 7) are submitted separately through DAFO, often 
without any direct link to the management plans developed during LFA. The lack 
of systematic recordkeeping also inhibits consistency of resource management 
planning at the district and village levels after LFA.
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Donor-led LFAs
International donors also supported LFA throughout the 1990s, working with 
different levels of government authorities. Donor-sponsored LFAs generally pay 
more attention to checking the accountability of local authorities, such as PAFO 
and DAFO, to the local communities.

Although the general procedure does not significantly differ from the 
government-led interventions, donor-led LFAs spend more time on the procedures, 
encouraging active local participation in the resource boundary demarcation and 
planning process. Most donor-led LFAs identify various stakeholders within the 
group and facilitate dialogue between stakeholders to discuss their problems. 
Donor-led LFAs are less concerned about financial resources and more concerned 
about developing a participatory process, particularly allowing the villagers to raise 
their concerns during the resource management planning.

Donor-led LFAs also provide training for local authorities, such as DAFO, 
prior to implementation of the LFA. This includes training on participatory process, 
government legislation and so forth. In some instances, donors provide training 
for village organizations in forest inventory, resource management planning, 
community fund management and other skills. In all training, emphasis is placed 
on facilitating a participatory decision-making process, involving local authorities 
and resource users.

Donor agencies often monitor the procedures throughout the LFA process and 
make necessary adjustments to ensure local people’s rights to resources. They also 
pay more attention to strengthening local institutions at both village and district 
levels (Litz, 2000). Agencies such as Sida and GTZ have particularly focused on 
building local authorities’ capacity to keep systematic records throughout LFA 
(Table 8.3). Donors with long-term commitments have also supported DAFO in 

Table 8.3 Revised LFA procedures

Procedures Activities

Step 1 Preparation
Step 2 Village boundary delineation and land-use zoning
Step 3 Village data collection
Step 4 Land-use planning
Step 5 Forest and agricultural land allocation decisions
Step 6 Field measurements of agricultural lands
Step 7 Forestry land agreements and transfer of rights to villagers
Step 8 Land-use planning and recording information on land allocation
Step 9 Agricultural land allocation records
Step 10 Follow-up: monitoring and evaluation

Source: LSFP (2001).
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following up on management plans, as well as introducing agricultural extension 
projects after LFA.

One significant difference between government-led and donor-led allocations 
is that the donor agencies provide financial resources and technical services to 
local authorities. Another important aspect is that donor agencies often act as 
facilitators and monitors to ensure that local people’s rights are being protected 
by the local authorities. However, the iterative resource management planning 
process ends when the donor-led projects come to a close, and thus their impact 
may not be long-lasting. The extent to which donor agencies become involved in 
facilitating participatory process also depends on their commitment to promoting 
decentralized resource management and institutional capacity building.

Lessons learned from comparison
A simple comparison between government-led and donor-led allocation pro-
cesses highlights underlying constraints for LFA in Lao PDR. Because the notion 
of exclusive resource boundaries and rights is still very new, DAFO and village 
organizations often lack clear understanding of government legislation, including 
how customary resource use practices can be accommodated in formal forest 
management institutions. As pointed out by Jones (2000), local government 
staff involved in LFA often prioritize the classification of forests into categories 
stipulated by the Forest Law without considering the diverse ways resources have 
been used by the community. As a result, many swidden-fallow lands have been 
designated as forest areas and cannot be converted into non-forest land uses.

The nature of local participation is also limited in government-led LFAs, which 
are often implemented so as to minimize the cost and thus tend to undermine the 
participatory process, instead imposing simplified resource management practices 
that fail to capture the needs of local communities to use resources. The village 
is isolated as an administrative unit without consideration of the history of local 
communities and their communal resource use practices.

The comparison of donor-led and government-led LFAs also reveals the 
importance of supervision during and after the process. A systematic recordkeeping 
system is needed to sustain the iterative process of developing a local resource 
management framework after LFA – not only for institutionalizing collective forest 
management, but also for securing private rights to land and resources. It is also 
important to recognize that LFA is not a one-time action but a continuous process 
that requires reviewing old land-use and management plans, adapting management 
practices to the emerging needs of the local communities, and ensuring the 
protection of the environment beyond a single village.

Finally, the comparison illuminates the importance of a supervisory body that 
ensures the rights of communities and individuals. This was one of the important 
roles played by international donors.
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BALANCING NEEDS AND ADAPTING TO CHANGE

Although state control of forests was never strong in Lao PDR, the LFA policy 
transferred the management responsibilities from the Department of Forestry to 
DAFO and to village organizations. During the 1990s financial resources were also 
allocated by the Department of Forestry to PAFO, and then to DAFO. However, 
PAFO no longer receives its LFA budget from the Department of Forestry. Instead, 
the provincial government allocates budget for PAFO, which is then distributed to 
DAFO. This transition occurred in early 2000 as part of the central government’s 
effort to decentralize the political structure. However, it also means that decisions 
to allocate funds to LFA are now dependent on the provincial governor’s office. 
The budget for LFA in general has declined since 2000, and thus funds for new 
LFAs and follow-up activities are limited.

LFA has helped institutionalize forest management in villages, but it has not 
empowered all members of the communities to contribute in the resource man-
agement planning process. It also has not fully guaranteed resource tenure of com-
munities or individuals against the will of powerful individuals and organizations. 
Anybody with the right connections with political power at the district, provincial 
or national level can override local resource management agreements. Under the 
generally weak institutional and regulatory body of local authorities, claims for 
productive resources continue to be influenced and defined by existing social 
relationships. This not only makes resource tenure uncertain but also limits the 
legal rights of communities to use and manage their resources, even after LFA. 
Monitoring of resource tenure and the state of resources in local villages after LFA 
– in particular, the accountability of village organizations and local authorities 
– is therefore needed to ensure that both the environment and people’s rights to 
resources are being protected.

Delineating resource boundaries and writing collective management plans alone 
do not automatically improve community-based natural resource management. As 
Ireson (1995) points out, collective management of forests is much more difficult 
to sustain than other forms of collective resource management such as irrigation, 
because its vast scale means high transaction costs for community members. 
Successful cases of collective forest management usually involve a community 
with a defined interest and commitment to forest management (McKean, 1992; 
Meyen and Doornbos, 2004). We can draw some lessons from places in Lao PDR 
where villagers organized themselves into, for example, a bitter bamboo collection 
and sales group and a production forest management group. These success stories 
indicate the importance of having a common interest and being able to generate 
benefits for both individuals and the community. The benefits increased people’s 
confidence in the group and its rules regulating resource use practices.

Finally, increasing integration of rural communities into the market economy 
is significantly influencing how local people access and use resources. Forming 
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production groups is one way of coping with such increased integration. However, 
when the expected benefits from commercial agriculture become higher than the 
benefits generated from the production groups, rural farmers often find themselves 
in competition with one another to claim valuable resources and capture the 
new economic opportunities. Commercialization of agricultural production 
particularly affects access to lands as families begin to claim exclusive rights to 
fields. Those who can mobilize capital and labour are among the first to make 
claims on productive resources. Although privatization is the ultimate form of 
decentralization, the current drive to engage in commercial agricultural production 
puts at risk communal resources that not only have environmental value but also 
provide food and material sources for households in times of need – particularly 
those families unable to capture the new economic opportunities.

LFA was intended to institutionalize village-based resource management in 
Lao PDR; however, it is not a panacea for sustainable community-based natural 
resource management. Management responsibilities were decentralized to village 
organizations, but local people’s rights over communal and private lands remain 
uncertain. No regulatory body exists to monitor agreements based on LFA to 
ensure their effectiveness. Delineating resource boundaries and mapping is not 
an end in itself. The LFA programme should continue to support the dialogue 
between stakeholders to balance environmental protection with emerging needs 
for development on the one hand, and collective resource management and 
privatization on the other.

NOTES

1 In the early 1990s, LFA was referred to as nanyobāi kān bēng din bēng pā, which means 
policy on land and forest zoning. However, this began to change into nanyobāi kān 
mōp din mōp pā, which implies more emphasis on allocation of land and forest.

2 From the late 1970s to the mid-1980s, state forest enterprises were established in 
Lao PDR. Although these state companies had the exclusive rights to log, forest areas 
generally remained open to local farmers.

3 The Prime Minister’s Order on the Continuation and Expansion of Land Management 
and Land and Forest Allocation (kham sang nēnam wā duai kān soup tō phankhanyāi 
viak gān chatsan thī din le mōp din mōp pa) entered into force on 25 June 1996.

4 DAFO was renamed the District Agriculture and Forestry Extension Service Office 
(DAFEO) in 2005.

5 Community organizations include the Youth Organization and the Women’s Union.
6 Seven projects were supported by bilateral agencies (GTZ, JICA, Sida and DANIDA), 

nine were supported by multilateral agencies (the World Bank, Asian Development 
Bank, UN FAO, UN Environmental Programme and UN Development Programme), 
10 were supported by international NGOs, and four were supported by volunteer 
organizations (Daoroung, 2000).

7 The Forest Law was promulgated in 1996.
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8 Where there is a shortage of DAFO staff, civil servants from other government offices 
at the district level join the LFA team.
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