
Key messages
• Although the active participants in this multi-

stakeholder forum (MSF) recognize its key 
achievements in multisectoral coordination, 
they do not have a systematic way to 
monitor its progress and results.

• The MSF’s continuity, and thus effectiveness, 
is hampered by changing political inclinations 
and a lack of financial resources. This 
makes it dependent on nongovernmental 
organizations (NGOs) or international 
cooperation projects.

• The lack of indigenous community-level 
stakeholders, especially women, in the MSF 
should be cause for concern, particularly 
given women’s central role in community 
forest management. 

• The limited inclusion of non-Indigenous local 
actors and of the private sector from the MSF 
may affect its long-term effectiveness. 
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Summary
The forests of the Peruvian Amazon are among the most 
biodiverse in the world. However, they face growing 
deforestation and degradation as a result of natural resource 
extraction (timber, alluvial gold and hydrocarbons), coupled 
with other historical processes of colonization and infrastructure 
investments. For several decades, Indigenous communities 
in the region have prioritized securing their land rights, but 
they have often felt marginalized by national processes. This, 
together with a history of corruption, overlapping land rights 
and competing interests of different stakeholders, has in the 
past led to violent events that enhanced their mistrust toward 
the government. 

In Peru, legal logging in communal forests requires a forest 
management plan. Plans are implemented by forest regents, 
who serve as intermediaries between logging companies and 
communities. If the plan is not strictly followed, the community 
can suffer heavy fines from Peru’s forestry supervisory body, 
OSINFOR. Nevertheless, community representatives complain 
that they have not been trained to conduct or oversee these 
activities and thus rely on regents, or that they end up agreeing 
to unfair logging agreements with informal loggers due to the 
complications of navigating the overregulated sector. In August 
2018, more than two thousand Indigenous people in Atalaya, 
a province in the Ucayali region, began a strike demanding 
the annulment of OSINFOR fines as well as the completion of 
land titling in their communities and the resolution of overlaps 
between extractive concessions and their land rights.

Community forest management (CFM) has been proposed 
as a way to address some of these challenges, by supporting 
the well-being of Indigenous and local communities while 
conserving forests. Peru’s Ministry of the Environment has 
demonstrated interest in this topic with the Conditional Cash 
Transfer Programme, a mechanism that includes financial 
incentives for Indigenous communities for forest conservation 
and the establishment of local monitoring committees. 

In this context, the Regional Platform for Community Forest 
Management (PRMFC) was formally established as a multi-
stakeholder forum (MSF) by the Ucayali government in 
2013, reflecting the growing interest in CFM. It was led by 
Ucayali’s CFM office and backed at the time by a national 
non-governmental organization (NGO). According to several 
interviewees, the FMA became inactive in 2015 due to the lack 
of interest from the regional government in CFM issues, the 
lack of participation of indigenous organizations in the MSF, 
and the culmination of the project that financed the PRMFC’s 
activities. In 2017, however, the MSF was re-activated. According 
to its internal regulations, the MSF’s objective was to act as 
a coordination mechanism between public and private 
institutions, Indigenous communities and organizations 
and private sector actors interested in promoting the 
sustainable and competitive management of forests on 
the lands of Indigenous communities in Ucayali. The region, 
Peru’s second largest Amazonian jurisdiction, is home to 18 
different Indigenous peoples, who represent 12% of its total 
population. Ucayali is also Peru’s foremost logging jurisdiction. 
Steadily rising deforestation rates in the region are a direct 
consequence of national and regional development priorities, 
including the expansion of agro-industrial activities and 
unsustainable logging. Addressing deforestation is challenged 
by ongoing conflicts over land due to overlapping and often-
contradictory land-use regimes granted over the same areas by 
the regional government. 

At the time of the interviews for this research, the PRMFC included 
NGOs, donors, government, one private sector institution that 
emerged as a result of a joint venture between an NGO and 
Shipibo-Conibo communities, and Indigenous organizations.

We examined the PRMFC (Figure 1) to explore the potential of 
MSFs to address constraints to sustainable land use. For this 
research, in-depth interviews were carried out with 20 MSF 
participants and 11 non-participants, 3 MSF organizers and 5 key 
context informants with knowledge and firsthand experience of 
land use and land-use changes in Ucayali. The study aims to: 
1. identify the processes and outcomes that influence the MSF’s 

effectiveness in achieving sustainable land use
2. examine how the MSF addresses issues of power and 

inequity in decision-making processes.  

How effective was this MSF?
The MSF’s objectives, coordination and promotion of CFM, are 
stated in its internal regulations and road map. Nevertheless, 
participants did not mention either of these documents during 
the interviews, which suggests either that these documents 
may not have been widely disseminated or a high rotation of 
MSF participants. In addition, research shows that such broad 
objectives leave room for different interpretations among 
participants on what the objectives actually were. In this case, 
interpretations ranged from informing MSF participants of 
progress on CFM implementation activities in the region, based 
on the new Forestry and Wildlife Law’s regulations, to acting as a 
space for dialogue for different sectors and institutions involved 
in CFM, and combining efforts to achieve sustainable forest 
management. One participant from the regional government 
considered one of the MSF’s objectives to be “to moderate and 
resolve the abusive relationship that loggers have with Indigenous 
communities.” 

The general consensus among the participants interviewed 
was that the MSF helped to inform people of CFM activities 
and processes in Ucayali, giving the subject more visibility 
and positioning the issue in regional discussions. The MSF also 
allowed government and NGO actors to exchange information 
on their CFM activities, resulting in improved and more 
articulated planning and a more efficient use of resources to 
avoid duplicating related efforts. In addition, an MSF participant 
from an Indigenous organization, as well as an organizer from the 
regional government, highlighted its achievements in establishing 
and training forest vigilance committees in seven Indigenous 
communities. A few interviewees, however, argued that it was too 
early to evaluate the MSF’s effectiveness since its reactivation in 
2017, and one interviewee from an NGO stated that he had not 
seen any outcomes yet. 

Among the participants who ranked the MSF with lower 
effectiveness scores was an Indigenous representative, who 
considered the mistrust the communities have toward the 
government, which created the MSF, as an impediment to a 
more effective forum. Other obstacles to effectiveness listed 
by participants were diverging institutional interests or lack of 
political will; the lack of budget (e.g. to widen participation and 
cover travel costs); the centralization of meetings in Pucallpa, 
Ucayali’s capital, even though timber principally comes from 
elsewhere in the region; the rapid turnover of government 
officials; and the overlap between the MSF and other activities of 
the Ucayali government. 

To some NGO participants, it was not clear to what extent the 
activities carried out by the PRMFC were actually activities specific 
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A few MSF participants from the NGO sector mentioned poor 
communication and information sharing by the MSF organizers as 
another challenge. Although the organizers shared the minutes of 
the meetings with MSF participants over email, not all participants 
received this information. In addition, MSF participants were asked 
to enlist their organizations in six different working groups. Almost 
every organization enrolled in at least one commission; organizers 
saw this as a success. Nevertheless, at the time of the interviews for 
this study, none of those who had registered to participate in the 
working groups had participated in a meeting or carried out any 
commission activities. 

Was this MSF able to address 
inequity? 
With regard to gender equity in the MSF, participation was 
well balanced. Interestingly, most officers in Ucayali’s CFM 
office, a sector that is usually dominated by men, were women. 
MSF women participants were also from development 
organizations, national government entities and NGOs. Other 
regional government office participants were mostly men, and 
the few Indigenous representatives present were also men. 
Nonparticipant Indigenous women interviewed stated that they 
are generally excluded from these spaces, as leadership positions 
in communities tend to be male dominated. An Indigenous 
female nonparticipant mentioned that women feel intimidated 
in participatory spaces, and usually refrain from expressing 
themselves for fear of being laughed at. 

Indigenous representatives were also considered (by themselves 
as well as NGO and government interviewees) to be at a 
disadvantage as they face a double communication challenge 
at the MSF: Spanish is usually not their first language, and most 
do not understand the technical and legal terms used in these 
spaces. Though there has been capacity building in communities 
on CFM and forest monitoring, there has been nothing similar for 
MSF participants; people who attend the meetings are not given 
any background information besides the copies of the meeting’s 
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to the MSF or government activities in the context of CFM. For 
instance, the establishment of forest vigilance committees is 
one of the responsibilities of the regional government’s CFM 
office, and the capacity building conducted with Indigenous 
communities is part of the path to their establishment. At the 
same time, NGO and national government participants noted 
that the regional government’s lack of resources (financial and 
staff ) means that it requires support from other institutions to 
carry out such responsibilities. One NGO participant said that the 
MSF was created as a response to project needs, but that once 
these are met, there was no further need for them to continue 
financing it. 

Many participants found the MSF’s effectiveness to be limited 
by the absence of key CFM stakeholders from its discussions. 
Some, mostly from NGOs, thought it was essential to increase the 
participation of government decision makers. Other NGO and 
government participants highlighted the lack of participation of 
the private sector, including forest regents. Although one timber 
company (the joint venture mentioned above) participated, 
not all interviewees seemed to be aware of its participation. 
One organizer admitted that the private sector had not been 
invited, as he said the issues to be discussed at the meetings 
were irrelevant for timber concessionaires; he considered inviting 
them to future meetings that would address issues such as 
conflict resolution. 

Interviewees also noted that Indigenous organizations 
participated in the MSF on behalf of communities, but 
highlighted the lack of, or very limited participation of, 
community-level representatives – arguably the most important 
stakeholders in CFM. A participant from a local community 
manifested that he had only attended a meeting because he 
happened to be in Pucallpa at the time. Community members 
interviewed in Atalaya were unaware that the MSF existed, but 
also noted that securing land titles was more important than 
discussing CFM. Furthermore, since the vigilance committees are 
established only for Indigenous communities, non-Indigenous 
communities were left out of the MSF’s discussions of more 
sustainable land-use practices. 
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Figure 1. Location of study area covered by the PRMFC: the department of Ucayali



presentations, which are handed out at the beginning 
of sessions. By assuming that everyone has the same 
knowledge and understanding of an issue, the knowledge 
gap may be exacerbated.  

Similar to their response regarding effectiveness, most 
respondents thought that for the MSF to be more 
equitable, stakeholders from every sector involved in CFM 
should participate. An NGO interviewee who works with 
communities in logging activities brought up the absence 
of the private sector, which, according to a participant from 
the regional government, was the sector that needed to 
change its behaviour regarding its CFM practices. Others 
mentioned the absence of academia, research institutions 
and Indigenous peoples. Moreover, representation is 
mostly focused on actors in Pucallpa, to the detriment of 
actors from provinces where most logging takes place. 
Not only is the participation of community representatives 

and local Indigenous federations rare, but the participation of 
regional Indigenous organizations is also intermittent. As for the 
two national Indigenous Amazonian umbrella organizations, 
participants from the regional government and NGOs highlighted 
the absence of the Peruvian Confederation of Amazonian 
Peoples (CONAP) in the MSF; the Interethnic Association for the 
Development of the Peruvian Amazon (AIDESEP) is represented 
by ORAU, its regional branch. However, even if the regional 
organizations participate, there is no guarantee of an effective 
vertical flow of information to the communities they represent. 

Recommendations 
• Expanding stakeholder representation: Improving the 

representation of indigenous peoples, academia, non-
Indigenous local actors, the private sector and government 
agencies from the relevant provinces in Ucayali is crucial for 
increased equity in the MSF and for increased ownership of its 
processes and outcomes by CFM stakeholders. The MSF should 
also develop Indigenous women’s capacities for more inclusive 
grassroots participation.

 • Formulation of common objectives and monitoring: Jointly 
setting specific objectives that reflect the needs and interests 
of the various CFM stakeholders may lead to more equitable 
and effective MSF processes and outcomes. Clear objectives 
may also facilitate the monitoring of the MSF’s processes 
and outcomes.

• Budget: A sustainable funding source is necessary for the MSF to 
outlive the duration of the projects that funded it from the start. 
Including its plans and activities in the Ucayali government’s 
budget and structure may also to reduce the risk of the MSF 
discontinuing due to political agendas.  
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Equity
The MSF was perceived to be 
equitable or very equitable by 
80% of its participants.

Effectiveness
The MSF was perceived to be 
effective or very effective by 
64.3% of its participants.64.3%

80% 
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