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A signifi cant area of the world’s forests is owned and/or managed by communities and this 
area is growing rapidly. WWF is interested in the effects of community forestry on livelihoods 
and biodiversity conservation and wants to know what the main factors/issues are that 
should be considered when initiating a community forestry project or programme.

This report is based on a questionnaire that was sent out to experts in 11 countries: Albania, 
Bhutan, Brazil, Cameroon, Indonesia, Kenya, Mozambique, Nepal, Papua New Guinea 
(PNG), Peru and the Republic of Kosovo. For four of these countries (Cameroon, Indonesia, 
Mozambique and Nepal) a total of 10 case studies from the fi eld was collected.  Additional 
information was obtained from literature.

The great majority of the case studies, the country studies and literature report improved 
livelihoods as a consequence of community forestry. For some communities better access 
to resources such as fi rewood, water, medicinal plants, etc. for local use is the main 
benefi t. Others succeed in generating income locally, in the region and even through sales 
internationally. 

Positive ecological impact is also reported in some studies: mostly described as an increase 
in forest cover. Furthermore this includes reduced illegal logging, collecting and poaching 
and fewer fi res. In a few instances a decrease in forest cover has been reported, but this 
may not be related to the community forestry management but to population pressure. This 
makes community forest a suitable approach in the landscape approach with national parks, 
bufferzones and sustainable managed areas.

The studies indicate that community forestry faces many challenges and progress is often 
slow. Challenges come from within such as the lack of technical, fi nancial and marketing 
skills; but certainly also from outside, e.g. high population pressure, illegal logging and 
poaching, and the unrealistic expectation of donors and governments. It is important to 
realize that these challenges are in no way unique to community forestry and are in fact 
widespread, especially in developing countries.

Unfortunately good data are scarce. The positive impacts on livelihoods and forest are 
encouraging (possibly sometimes more perceived than real impacts), but results must be 
better quantifi ed before stronger conclusions can be drawn. 

The studies and literature make abundantly clear that a successful project has to deal 
with a large number of issues. The authors prepared a checklist (presented hereafter) for 
enabling conditions for community forestry, such as an enabling environment (e.g. proper 
legislation and stable government), social considerations (e.g. local involvement, balanced 
representation and organisational capacity), economic considerations (e.g. a good inventory 
and market information) and environmental considerations (e.g. appropriate scale). 

Summary
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When assessing the potential for a community forestry project, going through the checklist 
can help to ensure that only viable projects are started and that new projects incorporate all 
relevant issues. Some of the key issues are an enabling environment, clear ownership 
and land use rights, government attitudes, as well as an area’s potential, fi nancial skills, 
organisation and leadership.
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In literature several factors and interventions are given as preconditions or as supportive 
of community-based forest management (or sometimes of any other community-based 
conservation-development project). Based on these and the country and case studies, the 
following list of enabling conditions is suggested. This will help to pre-assess the likelihood 
that a project becomes successful, to identify where the main challenges lie and to ensure that 
a project focuses on all signifi cant relevant issues.

Using the checklist will help to ensure: 
1. no issues are forgotten and only potentially viable projects are started 
2. that a project incorporates all necessary activities at all levels 
3. thought is given to upscaling

1. Check for an enabling environment
a supportive political environment (Brown and Wyckoff-Baird, 1992): good forest a. 
protection and management legislation, and supportive, capable and stable government at 
all levels
governments are willing to reform tenure completely, including handing over control of b. 
high value forests and decision-making (Hobley, 2007)
governments and communities have overlapping (or certainly not contradicting) c. 
objectives
clear and secure property and/or land use rights (Apel, 2000)d. 
clear and secure access rights, accepted by the relevant authoritiese. 
the state of natural resources and the benefi ts for the community are supportive of f. 
community forest management
community plans are/can be integrated into the regional contextg. 
local partners are willing and able (i.e. having the capacity) to take over a project from a h. 
national or an international initiative

2. Social considerations
models respect local cultural, spiritual factors and local customs and make use of existing a. 
groups/organisations
the community or group is clearly defi ned and recognized by the community and b. 
appropriate representation is ensured
the community is involved from the start in project design and implementation and lead c. 
by committed and skilled group leadership (FAO, 1991)
the community decides, with a high degree of consensus regarding management d. 
objectives, and agrees upon regulations and behavioral standards and monitors 
accordingly 
interventions have the goal of improving the livelihood of all local inhabitants, including e. 
the poorest, putting people (gender balanced), not conservation as the starting point
the community is able to defend its rights (against outsiders and the state) and to deal f. 
with risks (e.g. fi re and to an certain extend pests)

Checklist for enabling conditions 
for community forestry projects
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(training to strengthen) the organisational capability of local government and g. 
village-based institutions (including ways of electing the representations) is critical in 
decentralized planning and implementation (Man Dongol et al, 2002)

3. Economic considerations
a good inventory of important products within the community forest existsa. 
interventions aim to generate long-term and short-term economic benefi ts for the people b. 
(Sikor and Apel, 1998)
a market for forest products is available and accessible (Woods and Petherham, 2001)c. 
developing markets - especially non-local - is not easy and includes the ability to source d. 
and produce regularized supply (quality, quantity and timely) and market what customers 
want (and thus there is the need to know what customers want) (Hewitt and Castro 
Delgadillo, 2009)
the net revenue derived from conservation-dependent enterprises must meet or exceed the e. 
income generated from existing destructive practices  
outside investments require an increased local commitment to forestry activitiesf. 
(training to strengthen) fi nancial skills as well as  skills to acquire materials and funds is g. 
critical in decentralized planning and implementation (Aus der Beek and Ondoua, 2009)
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4. Environmental/ecological considerations
a reasonable scale and for WWF appropriate geographic location and landscapes; as an a. 
element in the landscape approach
(training to strengthen) low impact harvesting techniquesb. 
frequent monitoring of ecological impacts, e.g. through engagement of communities in c. 
conservation science and research partners (Zich and Compton, 2001)
documented impacts as data are scarce but useful for funding, marketing, etc.d. 
continuous improvement of management plans based on proper datae. 

When assessing the potential for a community forestry project this checklist can help to 
identify priorities. Activities for a successful project may – and in practice often will – be 
necessary at different levels. For example, locally fi nancial skills may need to be built up 
whereas at the same time at the regional level a community forestry project may need to be 
incorporated in regional plans. 

Projects that have activities only at the community level, thus neglecting the regional 
scale, may well prevent a project from ever becoming self-sustaining (even at a local scale). 
Furthermore work at different levels will also be necessary if the aim of the project is to 
scale up results and affect policies and institutions. Tax mechanisms may impede the 
formation of community forestry enterprises (Molnar et al, 2007) or the prevailing system 
of administration of forest resources by centralised state organisations using command and 
control may be inappropriate for community forestry (Pokorny and Jonhson, 2008).
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There is a general assumption that community forestry can contribute to biodiversity 
conservation and livelihood improvement. However evidence of successful community 
forestry implementation that has effectively and effi ciently contributed to improved nature 
conservation (biodiversity) and enhanced livelihoods is scarce. However, community forestry 
is becoming increasingly a more important aspect of landscape and ecological networks and 
WWF is interested to know if indeed community forestry contributes to the biodiversity while 
also contributing to livelihood improvement.

WWF is interested in the effects of community forestry on livelihoods and biodiversity 
conservation in WWF’s priority landscapes as part of ecological networks (national parks, 
buffer zones and sustainable managed areas) and wants to know what factors/issues are 
important to consider when initiating a community forestry project. Furthermore, WWF 
wants to consolidate lessons from current experiences in community forestry and draw 
up a list of enabling conditions to build on when planning, implementing and assessing 
community forestry projects. 

This report is based on interviews, authors’ experiences and literature. For this study 
11 countries in 4 continents were selected which are important to WWF and for which 
information was available or could be obtained. These countries for which country studies 
were prepared are Albania, Bhutan, Brazil, Cameroon, Indonesia, Kenya, Mozambique, 
Nepal, Papua New Guinea (PNG), Peru and the Republic of Kosovo. For four of these 
countries (Cameroon, Indonesia, Mozambique and Nepal) a total of 10 case studies from 
the fi eld was collected.  
 
Chapter 2 provides background information on community forestry and WWF’s role. In 
Chapter 3 the methodology is described. Chapter 4 presents the results and chapter 5 lists the 
main conclusions. Chapter 6 provides a checklist for Enabling Conditions, which can be used 
when assessing the potential for community forestry and when formulating a project.

1. Introduction
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In the global efforts to link natural resources management and poverty alleviation, 
community forestry has been identifi ed and valued by development and Natural Resources 
Management policies across the world as a sector of investment capable of offering important 
economic opportunities for rural people: but how relevant is community forestry globally, 
and how effective locally?

Community forestry
The FAO (1978) defi nes ‘forestry for community development’ as forestry for the people and 
involving the people. The importance of the forest and its goods and services to rural people 
is threefold:
1. Forest trees provide fuel and other goods that are essential to meeting basic needs at the
 rural household and community level.
2. Forests and forest lands provide food and the environmental stability necessary for
 continued food production.
3. Forests and forest products can generate income and employment in the rural community.

FAO (1978) lists the following outputs of forestry to rural communities: fuel, building 
materials, food, fodder, grazing, saleable products and raw materials. A number of 
non-material potential outputs are very important as well, including local democracy 
and governance. 

More than a decade later FAO (1991) states:

“Our present understanding leaves us with less clear-cut prescriptions for action 
than was the case when the problem appeared to be heavily concentrated on 
fuel wood shortages, deforestation and the consequent need to plant more trees. 
Clearly “community forestry” is most accurately and usefully understood as an 
umbrella term denoting a wide range of activities which link rural people with 
forests and trees, and the products and benefi ts to be derived from them. If there 
is one dimension to be stressed above others it is the range and diversity of these 
linkages, and the span of different disciplines which are engaged in aspects of 
community forestry. Community forestry is therefore not a separate discipline, 
or even programme, but one dimension of forestry, agriculture, rural energy 
and other components of rural development.”

When implemented appropriately, forest tenure reform can benefi t millions of rural people, 
help redress past injustices, and encourage better forest management (Sunderlin et al, 2008). 
Sunderlin et al found that there are at least 350 million hectares of forest land worldwide 
owned by communities and indigenous groups. An additional 77 million hectares of public 
forest land are designated for use by communities and indigenous peoples. In the developing 
countries studied in White and Martin (2002), 22% of the forest lands were owned by or 
designated for communities and indigenous peoples. Six years later in 2008, 27% of the 
forests in the same countries were owned by or designated for communities and indigenous 
peoples. This clearly illustrates the increased importance of communities in forest ownership 

2. Community forestry and WWF
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and management. Numerous projects - including WWF projects - implement community 
forestry with limited (pre-) assessment of their potential to improve livelihoods and conserve 
biodiversity. This results in projects in which the contribution of community forestry towards 
these goals is not clear or not clearly documented. 

In practice, many problems are encountered. Examples are delays in implementation, 
continued illegal logging due to an infl ux of migrants, no repayment on investments, confl icts 
over resources, etc. Sunderlin et al (2008) summarize the challenges to clarifying and 
improving forest tenure rights as follows:

“Horizontal confl ict among forest peoples and communities also poses a 
monumental problem. Governments are an important dimension of the 
challenge because they are susceptible to being swayed by the rich and 
powerful, because some aspects of forest decentralization and devolution 
have not ended up favoring the interests of forest peoples, and because the 
administrative capabilities of government may be limited.
There is a fundamental problem that perpetuates this state of affairs. Forest 
peoples tend to lack the political power necessary to counteract the forcible 
appropriation of their lands and resources and to promote policies that would 
protect and enhance their rights. As various observers have rightly pointed out, 
rights lack meaning and utility unless they are accompanied by the power to 
enforce them.”

It is no surprise therefore that the international research project ForLive found that no 
spontaneous adoption of community forestry has taken place (Bokorny and Johnson, 2008). 
In an analysis of experiences in Peru, Bolivia, Ecuador and Brazil it was found that 
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considerable external resources were needed to overcome the technical, legal and fi nancial 
barriers inherent in the current community forestry framework. 

While this picture is gloomy, it is important to realize that forests under other types of 
management also face many threats. FAO (2010) reports that deforestation was at an 
alarmingly high rate in the last decade, with an annual loss of 13 million hectares. 1% of all 
forests are signifi cantly affected by forest fi res every year. Forests in protected areas are not 
safe either. Nelleman et al (2007) reported that 37 out of 41 national parks in Indonesia are 
affected by illegal logging and encroachment.

Sunderlin et al (2008) are hopeful about community forestry:

“There are four areas in which we see signs of progress: (1) recent policy 
changes in various countries that signal at least an intention to join the 
worldwide trend toward strengthening local forest tenure; (2) research fi ndings 
suggesting that strengthened forest tenure can under some circumstances 
improve wellbeing, provide the means to exclude outside claimants, and 
improve forest management and conservation; (3) possible leverage that forest 
peoples might gain as a result of global responses to climate change; and (4) the 
emergence of grassroots mobilization for forest tenure reform.”

Some key examples, considered more or less successful socially and/or ecologically, include 
Vietnam’s upland (Tran Duc Vien, 2010), the Turf and Chipko systems in India, Umunnu 
in Nigeria, the Eastern Arc Mountains in Tanzania (Vyamana, 2009) and Sagia in Sudan 
which are acknowledged as ‘working’ community-based forest management systems. In 
Latin America, the examples of the Regional Corporation of Urabá in Colombia and the 
Municipal government of Concepción in Bolivia are cases in point (Johnson, 2009). Positive 
examples are also available in Bhutan where community forestry contributes to biodiversity 
and livelihood improvement (see A series of Case Studies on Community-Based Forest and 
Natural Resource Management in Bhutan (2006-2008). 
On the other hand in the Terai Arc Landscape, Nepal, confl ict over forest resources between 
the local communities who are managing the forest’s resources and immigrants, puts 
livelihood and conservation goals at stake.  Furthermore, highly differentiated and unequal 
structures exist within rural communities (Hobley, 2007). Simply being pro-local, pro-
community, pro-indigenous, pro-customary does not necessarily equate to being pro-poor. 
Policy and practice has largely ignored the rapidly increasing levels of inequality now being 
documented across the world. Community-based forest management may locally even be 
increasing the gap between rich and poor (Moss et al, 2005; Vyamana, 2009; Mahanty et al, 
2009). 

Johnson (2009) sums up lessons from community forestry in 5 Latin American countries:

“For the approach to expand in a spontaneous way it is necessary to create 
an enabling environment with appropriate incentive structures and systems 
of technical assistance and credit or other fi nancial incentives to enable 
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communities to adopt forest management.  The system of command and control 
has severe limitations especially in consideration of the limited capacity of 
the state and excessively centralised way in which it is implemented.  Future 
work should then concentrate on dialogue with decision makers to design and 
implement such an environment.”

WWF’s mission and policy statement on poverty
WWF’s mission is to stop the degradation of the planet’s natural environment and to build 
a future in which humans live in harmony with nature. Firstly, by conserving the world’s 
biological diversity by protecting and where possible rehabilitating key priority areas, with 
specifi c attention to tropical and non-tropical forests, wetlands, seas and oceans. Secondly, 
WWF focuses on ensuring that the use of renewable natural resources is sustainable in order 
to reduce the pressure on WWF’s key priority areas (in a landscape approach), by amongst 
others minimizing deforestation, desiccation, overharvesting of fi sh, climate change and 
illegal trade in fl ora and fauna.

Most of WWF’s work takes place in high biodiversity areas where an estimated 70% of the 
poor live. WWF strongly believes that in order to achieve sustainable conservation results, 
poor rural people must be involved as equal partners and activities should be carried out in 
a just and equitable way. Sustainability is often more successful when initiatives come from 
within (Wilson et al, 2009). The dynamics between biodiversity and poverty are complex. 
A WWF policy statement on Poverty and Conservation has been formally adopted by the 
WWF network (2009). It gives guidance to the WWF Network on how to engage in nature 
– poverty issues. WWF Netherlands offi ce has earmarked funds for the establishment of a 
learning network on poverty in Africa. 

WWF Positi on Paper on Poverty and Conservati on 

WWF cannot celebrate the richness of the natural world while ignoring the poverty that exists in many places of high 
biodiversity. There is both an ethical and a practi cal imperati ve for WWF to address poverty issues. WWF recognizes 
that conserving and managing natural resources is essenti al in the fi ght against poverty and that conservati on will 
only be successful in the long term if it addresses the development needs and aspirati ons of local communiti es. 

The basis of WWF’s stance on poverty is a commitment to strive to fi nd equitable soluti ons for people and the 
environment and to enable poor communiti es to achieve tangible benefi ts from the conservati on and sustainable use 
of natural resources. In many instances, parti cularly where poverty levels are high and people are heavily dependent 
on natural resources for their wellbeing, WWF will take a pro-acti ve positi on, embracing a pro-poor approach to 
conservati on, and making special eff orts to enable local people to play a key part in craft ing soluti ons for sustainable 
development.

In additi on WWF recognizes the important poverty-related aspects of our work to infl uence global policies and 
processes, as a means of helping to ensure that conservati on and development strategies and agreements take 
account of poverty concerns. Our work to redress unsustainable consumpti on patt erns and our concerted eff orts in 
the fi ght against climate change also off er new opportuniti es for tackling poverty.

WWF stands ready to take up the poverty challenge, drawing on our long-standing experience at the fi eld level and 
developing a strategic approach that integrates our poverty-related work from the local to the global level. 

(The full policy is available on www.panda.org)
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This report is based on 11 country studies (Annex A) and 10 case studies (Annex B). The 
respondents were either experts in community forestry (CF) or closely involved in or 
responsible for the implementation and/or support of community forestry projects.

From August 2009 till January 2010, a questionnaire was sent out to 11 countries (9 WWF 
offi ces and 2 SNV offi ces) involved in community forestry. The 11 countries involved are 
Albania, Bhutan, Brazil, Cameroon, Indonesia, Kenya, Mozambique, Nepal, Papua New 
Guinea (PNG), Peru and the Republic of Kosovo. Each respondent received the questionnaire 
consisting of 16 questions (see table 1) formulated by Hans J.J. Beukeboom, George Akwah 
and Carina van der Laan.

3. Approach and methodology
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Table 1. Country study questionnaire

Topic (and description)

1 Government/Governance
Descripti on of the general government structure and governance type especially related to forestry in general, 
forest management and CF (e.g. Ministry of Forestry/Development Cooperati on/etc.), and to what extent 
is the government (de)centralized? What is the level of devoluti on of powers/decision-making/budget to 
regional/local and non-state enti ti es?

2 Policies, laws/acts, rules and regulati ons and others relati ng to
1. Sustainable development, 2. Livelihoods development/poverty reducti on; 3. General forest management; 
4. Community-Based Natural Resource Management; 5.CF
Identi fi cati on and brief descripti on of existi ng policies, laws and regulati ons perti nent to sustainable 
development, poverty reducti on, and  forest management in general and CF more specifi cally

3 Name land use categories and where CF is possible
Brief descripti on of the types and functi ons of land/forest use categories, their management and property 
regimes and management objecti ves (e.g. producti on), HCVF (e.g. conservati on), Nati onal Park (e.g. 
protected), Agriculture (e.g. agricultural acti viti es, no forest crops). Brief descripti on of property regimes 
(e.g. ignorance or acknowledgement of customary land rights) and management objecti ves

4 CF moti vati ons and objecti ves
Brief descripti on of the reasons the nati onal (or district/local) government embarked on the CF process 
(e.g. due to internati onal pressure or adaptati on to decentralized frameworks, biodiversity or socioeconomic 
moti ves, etc.)

5 CF and NRM 
• Types 
• The government’s implementati on strategy/approach
• Steps of CF acquisiti on process
Descripti on of the type / all types of NRM and CF in the country (e.g. in wetlands and forests, inside or outside 
nati onal parks or possibility to sell logs/NTFPs), the government’s implementati on strategy/approach, and 
step-by-step described acquisiti on process for applicants

6 Organisati ons involved in CF, e.g. NGOs, private sector organisati ons, and the insti tuti onal/organisati onal 
structures at the administrati ve level of the government
Identi fi cati on and descripti on of non-governmental, private, as well as governmental organisati ons involved 
in/supporti ng the implementati on of CF in this country and short descripti on of their roles

7 Extension materials
• Manuals
• Training modules
• Templates (management plans, acti vity planning, inventories…)
Identi fi cati on and descripti on of training, technical, and extension support materials set in place to support 
the implementati on of CF by communiti es and organisati ons involved

8 Durati on of management agreement with the government and the frequency of revision/updati ng of 
CF management plan
Descripti on of  the types of management agreements between the government and community forestry user 
group and Identi fi cati on of how oft en CF management plans need to be revised/updated by the community 
forestry user groups
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Topic (and description)

9 Law enforcement in Community Forestry Areas
Descripti on of the level of law enforcement regarding CF; 
• What is the role of governmental law enforcement of the management plan (during development and
 during executi on of management plan)?
• How does the community itself ensure proper implementati on of the management plan (e.g. concerning
 illegal logging, overharvesti ng, fair sharing of benefi ts, etc.)?

10 Do laws/regulati ons/rules say anything about business opportuniti es in CF?
Descripti on of whether it is allowed to sell (excess) of CF products or to set off  small and 
medium-sized enterprises.

11 Minimum and maximum size of CF
Assessment of the minimum and maximum number of hectares allowed for CF

12 Current progress of CF implemented (number of ha, households, % of natural products…)
Descripti on of the current performance and achievements of CF with regards to (named and not named) 
livelihood and sustainable forest management objecti ves/expectati ons (e.g. number of jobs created, increase 
in income, and number of ha, number of households involved, % of natural products) 

13 Past/current role of WWF in CF
Descripti on of the past and current role of WWF in CF

14 Opportuniti es for involvement of WWF in CF
Descripti on of which way WWF should (or should not) be engaged in CF (e.g. as problem identi fi er, facilitator 
of CF-implementati on process, or CF implementer, etc.?). 
Besides, descripti on of whether/why/why not WWF has the capacity to deal with CF projects or whether it is 
bett er for other organisati ons to deal with CF; whether enough other organisati ons are already dealing with 
CF or whether the communiti es trust/put suffi  cient faith in WWF?

15 Elements of CF necessary for it to contribute to poverty reducti on
Descripti on, based on experiences of the respondent, about whether and how CF can contribute to poverty 
reducti on

16 Elements of CF necessary for it to contribute to biodiversity conservati on
Descripti on, based on experiences of the respondent, about whether and how CF can contribute to 
biodiversity conservati on

The responses of the 11 countries (Annex A) were analyzed and where possible common 
conclusions were drawn (see chapter 4). The common similarities (trends) were translated 
into a draft checklist for enabling conditions. 

To get a better insight into experiences in the fi eld, 10 community forestry case studies were 
collected; 7 through face-to-face interviews and 3 in writing (Annex B). The case studies are 
from Indonesia, Nepal, Mozambique and Cameroon. These four countries are all included 
in the 11 country studies.  The main topics dealt with are the objectives of the communities 
to be involved in community forestry, the organisations that provide(d) support, resource 
management arrangements in the community, market organisation, livelihood impacts, 
biodiversity impacts, and the major diffi culties the communities face(d).
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Firstly, the results and discussion (i.e. interpretations) of the 11 country studies are 
presented. Followed by the results of the 10 case studies. This chapter ends with a short 
comparison of the results of the country studies with the case studies.

Country studies

Question 1 Government/Governance

Question 2 Policies, laws/acts, rules and regulations related to sustainable
   development, livelihoods development/poverty reduction, general
   forest management, Community-Based Forest Management,
   community forestry

Question 3 Name land use categories and where community forestry 
   is possible

Forest management issues are normally included under forest-related legal frameworks, 
while issues related to business and governance are often regulated under other legal 
frameworks (E.g. Home Affairs and Industries). As a result a great number of Ministries 
and Departments are involved at different stages in community forestry. Countries have 
different land use and forest categories making it diffi cult to compare where and when 
community forestry is allowed, and under which conditions. Overall it can be concluded that 
most countries do allow, with or without restrictions, community forestry in most land-use 
categories. Decision-making in most countries is rather centralized, but a slow trend is visible 
towards decentralization to more local authorities. This trend often goes hand in hand with 
decentralization policies and small scale business support to communities.

Interpretation
At a national level a detailed study of community forestry’s legal framework is needed 
before taking the decision to establish or support a community forestry programme. Such 
an analysis will show where the opportunities are and where intervention will be crucial. 
It will clarify who the main governmental partners are, and at which level. As such it is 
instrumental for the formulation of an effective community forestry project.

Question 4 Community forestry motivations and objectives of the government

National governments in general are very ambitious when establishing community forestry 
and see this as a way to solve the problems of forest degradation and deforestation. 
Furthermore, community forestry is seen as a way to help and implement decentralization, 
reduce poverty, improve livelihoods and provide jobs.

4. Results and Interpretation
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Slowly it is generally being recognized that community forestry is not the answer to the above 
issues (as the communities are often not the cause of the problems!) but that community 
forestry can contribute to the solution. Community forestry is often initiated due to donor 
pressure. This could explain the ambitious objectives and the slow progress, as the donor’s 
objective is not always (fully) supported by the receiving country/community.

Interpretation
Community forestry can contribute to bigger objectives like poverty reduction, 
deforestation and decentralization. However, to avoid disappointment in partners 
and donors it is crucial that any establishment of, and involvement in, community 
forestry programmes is based on realistic objectives (a slow trend towards more 
realistic results is currently visible). 

Question 5 Community forestry and NRM types, the government’s 
   implementation strategy/approach, and steps of community 
   forestry acquisition process

Question 6  Organisations involved in community forestry, e.g. NGOs, private
   sector organisations, and the institutional/organisational 
   structu res at the admini strative level of the government

Community forestry, in the majority of the 11 studied countries, deals with management 
rights and not with land ownership (this remains with the state). In some countries 
community forestry is fully embedded in the decentralization process (and the communities 
are in the lead). In others it is a top-down process. Forest authorities at different levels are 
involved and this makes community forestry (unnecessarily) complicated and bureaucratic, 
with many paper checks and balances and (unnecessary) rules and requirements. The often
centralized approval of community forestry shows some government distrust and reluctance 
to support community forestry. International NGOs are frequently involved in the 
establishment of community forestry programmes, but increasingly local NGOs are taking up 
this role.

Interpretation
Although legal frameworks are often very different, countries can learn from each other 
about what is really needed for the process of establishing and guiding the implementation 
of community forestry. Good examples exist of both decentralized and centralized 
community forestry programmes. It is important to clearly defi ne the goals of community 
forestry and how to reach these.  This could result in the simplifi cation of government 
requirements. International NGOs can play an important role, but support from local 
NGOs and civil society is more important in the long run. Thus relevant local partners 
should be involved from the start.
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Question 7 Extension materials, e.g. manuals, training modules, templates 
   (management plans, activity planning, inventories…)

A wide range of materials is available varying from manuals to complete trainings. Many 
guidelines prepared by governments and/or NGOs, are referred to.  In many cases companies 
also provide training material and capacity building. A great number of case studies has been 
produced describing the positive and negative aspects of community forestry. Most of the 
materials have been prepared with the involvement and support of international NGOs and 
Donors. Sometimes access to guidelines is seen as a problem. Technical assistance by NGOs 
is seen as useful for building local capacity.

Interpretation
Materials supported by the international community can and should be shared so that 
people can learn from each other. By using existing materials that have proved their worth 
in the fi eld, a high quality can be guaranteed and duplication of work can be avoided. 
Adaptation to local circumstances will probably be necessary though.
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Question 8 Duration of management agreement with the government and 
   the frequency of revision/updating of community forestry
   management plan

It shows that the duration of an agreement for community forestry is longer in Africa than in 
Asia. The Government is often much involved in what the management plan should look like 
and the many formulations of the management descriptions, but there is not much follow-up 
which makes it just a paper exercise. 

Interpretation
The preparation of a management plan is costly (time and resources wise) and it should 
thus be valid for a relatively long period to make the resources spent worthwhile. There is 
no reason why this period should be shorter than that of other management regimes, nor 
why requirements should not be tougher. Only information central to the management 
of the forest should be in the plan. In many countries management plans for community 
forestry are required to go into too much detail without any clear benefi t.

Question 9 Law enforcement in Community Forestry Area by the government
   and/or community

Most of the communities have some form of (self) regulation as the government is only 
involved in the preparation phase. This regulation is often implemented through community 
guards or a similar local group. Often, communities take law enforcement seriously as this 
will show their good will to the government and not provide the administration with any 
pretext for claiming back the community-managed area. Governments in many countries do 
not provide follow-up support although on paper they should. 

Interpretation
As the government is often not involved in community forestry after approval it is 
important that by-laws are practical and enforced by the community. Making communities 
responsible for law enforcement can be seen as part of the decentralization that comes 
with community forestry. Communities directly benefi t from law enforcement and are thus 
motivated to take this seriously. This has positive effects on the forest management as well 
as the group’s functioning.

Question 10 Do laws/regulations/rules say anything about business
   opportunities in community forestry?

Most countries allow establishment of businesses for timber and other forest products. In 
general excess products can be sold with or without paying royalties. It is important that 
the running of an enterprise is properly discussed and regulated within the community to 
avoid that only a few benefi t or cause problems within the community. Many governments 
require management plans and annual harvest plans thus keeping oversight and control 
over economic activities. Some communities organise themselves in business or create a 
community-controlled business to manage their acquired community area.
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Interpretation
Businesses resulting from community forestry should be linked to the harvest plans to 
ensure that economic activities do not lead to unsustainable harvesting and degradation of 
the forest. A different set of skills is required to establish and run a business which is often 
not available at community level, but also not at the local forestry levels. This requires 
capacity building.

Question 11 Minimum and maximum allowed size of community forest

No general conclusions could be drawn about the size of a community forest area as it varies 
too much per country and continent. Sometimes there is a clear maximum (of a few thousand 
hectares or a number of hectares per family), but just as often there is no upper limit. In some 
instances reference is made to the claims the communities have. No link between size and the 
objectives of community forestry (such as avoidance of deforestation, forest restoration or 
poverty reduction) was found.

Interpretation
The objectives for the community forestry established (from both government and 
community perspective) and the number of people in the community should match with the 
size and condition of the forest managed by the community to be able to fulfi ll the objectives. 
Otherwise the result may be overharvesting (too many people compared to the size of the 
area) or too much land to enforce regulations on (not enough people compared to the size 
of the area).

Question 12 Current progress of community forestry implemented 
   (number of hectares, households, % of natural products…)

In general the scope and size of community forestry programmes is limited. Plans are 
ambitious but implementation in general seems slow.  As can be expected, countries with 
longer experience in community forestry have established more community forests.

Interpretation
To monitor progress, statistics should be maintained on key community forestry data 
(e.g. the number of hectares, employment effects, etc.). These data are needed in order to 
evaluate the effectiveness of community forestry and to be able to adapt policies, where and 
when necessary.
 
Question 13 Past/current role of WWF in community forestry 

Question 14 Opportunities for involvement of WWF in community forestry

WWF is involved in certain areas and has many different roles, both at policy and fi eld level. 
WWF has often been working in the fi eld for a long time and has gained the trust of partners, 
both locally as well as in (national) government. The organisation’s established credibility 
is extremely important when facilitating complex processes. According to the respondents, 
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WWF should be more process-oriented and facilitate and support other NGOs who help the 
communities to move forward. Specifi c opportunities mentioned include technical support, 
fundraising, lobbying, market linkage and facilitation, preferably in areas of high biodiversity.

Interpretation
WWF is not a global leader in community forestry, but it is nevertheless locally considered 
an important player. The fact that WWF has many different roles is not necessarily a 
problem. Local conditions and necessities vary widely and these must be taken into account. 
When WWF gets involved in community forestry work it should from the start cooperate 
with partners who can take over specifi c tasks from WWF. But even then WWF should be 
prepared to stay involved for a long period as it takes time to gain trust and achieve a real 
and lasting effect. A problem with WWF’s involvement is the organisation’s insecure (short 
duration) funding cycles and insuffi cient capacity for e.g. community group formation, 
generating good governance within the group, defi ning whether there is suffi cient access to 
the market and generating access to markets which all requires a long term commitment. 
WWF should limit its work on community forestry to areas of high relevance to the 
organisation. 
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Question 15 Elements of community forestry necessary for contribution to
   poverty reduction

In most community forestry programmes the people earn money from sales and sharing 
of royalties. Some communities are also involved in (paid) forest restoration work. Most 
countries have case studies showing that communities benefi t fi nancially from community 
forestry. Also important for community forestry in order to contribute to poverty reduction 
are other aspects that come with community forestry programmes such as community 
organisation (governance) and increased development plans. Good governance, local 
capacity, control over forest resources and effective local institutions are some of the factors 
mentioned as needed in order for community forestry to be able to successfully contribute to 
livelihoods. 

Interpretation
Although communities benefi t from community forestry, impacts are often not properly 
documented and it is not always clear if these benefi ts signifi cantly improve livelihoods, 
or even if they are perceived or real. Results should be quantifi ed, captured in reports and 
shared. This is especially important when further funding is required.

Question 16 Elements of community forestry necessary for contribution to 
   biodiversity conservation

In general it is assumed that community forestry helps to stop the trend of forest degradation 
and deforestation. In some cases it results in an increase of the forest area. There is limited 
knowledge on the impact on biodiversity, only one documented case from Bhutan did 
show biodiversity increases after 5 years of community forestry. Elements contributing to 
ecologically responsible management are clear harvesting prescriptions, proper inventories, 
institutional capacity, and a link between biodiversity and livelihoods.

Interpretation
It is seen as positive that there are community forestry management plans outlining how 
to manage forests sustainably for timber and other forest products. By-laws and self-
regulation by the communities also contribute to more ecologically responsible forest 
management and the protection of biodiversity (especially by-laws on poaching). With 
respect to traditional logging not much information is available about the effects on 
biodiversity, so it is not fair to demand well-documented results from community forestry. 
In recent years more scientifi c studies on the impacts of different forms of logging are 
appearing though. Therefore it is important to conduct and analyse biodiversity inventories 
for community forestry as well. If positive impacts are shown, this will be seen by the 
international community (donors and NGOs) as an important impact of community 
forestry and may broaden fi nancial support.
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Case studies

1. The objectives of the community to be involved in community forestry
Primarily communities become involved in community forestry to have easier access to, 
and authority over, ‘their’ community forest resources. They want to preserve the natural 
resources (incl. forest, land, wildlife) and thereby improve their lives, thus explicitly linking 
ecological balance to livelihoods. Halting illegal logging is mentioned specifi cally by a number 
of communities as something the government has not been effective on. Several communities 
indicate that they fi nd this important also for future generations.

Interpretation
The communities indicate a clear link between socio-economic and ecological values of 
the community forest.

2. External support to communities
External support is/was mainly provided by international NGOs with a local offi ce and 
local/national organisations. Support was given on a wide range of issues e.g. reforestation, 
community group formation, development of community forestry management plans, 
lobbying, etc. Additionally, most communities also received support from the government, 
mainly the District Environment/Forest/ Wildlife Offi ce/Service. Government mainly 
provided technical support and help with reforestation (e.g. provision of seeds).

Interpretation
The support provided is/was context specifi c and was given by a variety of organisations 
(local – national, governmental and nongovernmental). In all cases, NGOs were involved. 
The wide support can be seen as positive, but the fact that support is needed on so many 
issues also illustrates the complexity of community forestry.

3. Resource management arrangements in the community
Most of the management plans describe under which laws the community forest is managed 
by the community. The plan often includes a zoning of the area, an inventory of available 
resources and a description of the planned interventions. In most cases, the management 
plan must be approved by the Forest Offi ce (on a local level, e.g. district or provincial) 
and has to be updated and approved on a regular basis, for example every 2 or 5 years. In 
Nepal, several community committees ‘punish’ illegal harvesters who do not respect the 
management plan.

Interpretation
The community forestry management plan is a useful tool that helps communities 
manage their community forest sustainably and according to their own selected laws 
and interventions. Nevertheless overharvesting in some cases still takes place. The 
quality of a management plan or its implementation is thus not in all cases a guarantee 
for responsible forest management. Additional inventories and support are sometimes 
necessary. Complicated inventories and management descriptions will have little benefi t 
for communities as they might not understand them. The forest will likely be better 
managed by utilizing and integrating the communities’ practices and knowledge.
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4. Market organisation
A wide range of products and services is reported: timber, grasses, bamboo, charcoal, 
fuelwood, resin, fruit, fi bre, medicinal plants, tourism, game, organic tea, mushroom, 
beekeeping, aquaculture and water. Most of the harvesting is done by the community, 
but there are other arrangements, such as a joint venture with a private timber company. 
Several communities or members of the communities do not get their benefi ts from income 
generation, but from having access to natural resources. Some products are made locally, 
such as furniture and sleeping mats. Some communities sell processed products e.g. wood-
based products, paper and charcoal, to local buyers within the village, as well as to buyers 
from other villages (incl. middlemen) or in the capital. One community is a shareholder of the 
Lokta paper factory and sells high quality paper nationally and internationally (a percentage 
of the profi t is invested in the community fund). Jobs are thus created, but it remains unclear 
in most instances if enough revenue is generated for the operation to be economically viable. 
Some of the products are successful, whereas others (sleeping mats) are not sold ‘contrary to 
promises made’.

Interpretation
Market organisation is not necessary when communities only (wish to) benefi t from 
improved access to fulfi ll local needs. Most communities that sell products do so within the 
village or at local markets, requiring little organisation. Therefore market organisation 
apparently was not seen as an important issue by the respondents. However in some 
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cases products have been produced for which there was no market. The majority of all 
products are sold within the village, possibly because quality, volume or predictability are 
low. Another explanation of why products are sold locally is because there was no market 
organization to support selling outside the community.

5. Results livelihoods (incl. socio-economic circumstances)
Impacts such as ‘an increased external income’, ‘no decrease in/improved livelihood 
conditions’, and ‘better access to community forest and water resources’ were indicated 
frequently by the communities. Communities are positive about having user rights and feel 
ownership of the community forest. They can set up a revolving fund for community loans 
and consequently have the possibility to invest in social projects (construction of hospitals, 
schools, and roads). Other benefi ts reported by communities are a feeling of being more 
involved in decision-making, better access to forest resources by the poor, an increased 
feeling of strength, more democratic processes, and being more effective in infl uencing 
policy. The Nepali case studies specifi cally mention the poor benefi ting from community 
forestry.

Interpretation
It is not known in all case studies whether the increase of income has been real, signifi cant 
and whether it is shared (fairly) by the entire community (including the poor). Nor whether 
the income was greater than investments, in other words if the operation is economically 
viable without outside support. Data on signifi cant and quantitative outputs and impacts 
were not found. Nevertheless most communities indicate that community forestry benefi ts 
them in some way.  
 
6. Results in biodiversity conservation
Several communities report an increase in forest cover of the community forest, a reduction 
in bush fi res, and a reduction in poaching and illegal harvesting of natural resources within 
their community forest. It is unknown whether the problem of illegal harvesting shifted 
to other (neighboring) areas outside the community forest. One project (Krui, Indonesia) 
focused on the impact of community forestry on biodiversity, with signifi cantly more bird 
and plant species in the community forest than in an adjacent rubber plantation.
  
Interpretation
There has been much focus on the impact of community forestry on forest cover and 
much less on biodiversity. The communities in the case studies indicate that additional 
measures are sometimes needed to create positive impacts on the community forest such 
as reforestation, patrolling (by the government) and raising awareness. In most instances 
there was no forest cover loss and even an increase reported, but data on the quality 
of the forest were lacking. More reliable data are important for possible future income 
opportunities. In principle an increase in forest cover usually benefi ts biodiversity, but 
for animals that are used as a source for food this happens only if hunting/poaching is 
well regulated.
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7. Diffi culties the communities faced
Several communities pointed out that there is a lot of pressure on the community forest 
due to high population pressure within the village and from outsiders, slow regeneration of 
trees, poor management of extraction, illegal extraction of resources and bush fi res. A few 
communities indicated problems with landslides, external extraction of fi rewood (by people 
outside the community) and overlapping concessions. 
Some communities reported a lack of (starting) capital for small and large scale investments, 
lack of proper training, interference by the government in management of revenues and a 
lack of capacity.

Interpretation 
Although communities promote community forestry they also face serious challenges. To 
overcome these they need support, such as support in law enforcement, capacity building 
and fi nancial support. This is understandable, as community forestry deals with many 
different aspects and many skills are required. The high pressure from outside may be 
especially diffi cult to deal with and this is likely to increase even further in the years to 
come. 



27

Comparing country studies and case studies

Interesting similarities are found between the country studies and the case studies, but also 
some noteworthy differences. These are listed in this part of the study. Some observations 
from literature have been added.

There is overlap in the goals mentioned in the country studies and those listed in the case 
studies. According to the country studies, governments aim to achieve decentralization and 
case studies report that communities are motivated by being more involved in decision-
making. Increased local involvement in decision-making and decentralization of course are 
different perceptions – by communities and governments respectively – of the same process. 
As such, community forestry is widely reported to be successful, although gender issues are 
generally neglected (Agarwal, 2001; Bradley, 2005; Buchy and Subba, 2003; Namgay and 
Sonam, 2006; Odebode, 2005). 

The country studies conclude that government and donor ambitions are often too high. 
They are often much more ambitious than the more realistic objectives of the communities. 
This is not mentioned as a problem in the case studies however. Although many different 
situations exist, it is always important to combine realistic ambitions with proper funding 
and community involvement. 

The country studies also state that implementation of management plans is typically slow. 
Again, case studies do not report this problem. A third problem mentioned in the country 
studies, but not in the case studies, is the duration of management plans being too short. 
Communities are generally positive about having management plans, although the country 
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studies state that the process of preparing and approving a management plan is too complex 
and governments are inclined to want to keep too much control. According to the country 
studies, governments provide little follow-up after having approved the management plan. 
Case studies are more positive, mentioning technical support and help with replanting 
(provision of seeds) as examples of government assistance after approval of the management 
plan. 

Johnson (2009), in his report based on experiences with community forest management 
initiatives with indigenous communities in fi ve Latin American countries, is specifi c on this 
point:

“There is no presence of the State in rural areas and although many of the 
countries have reorganised the political organisation of national territories 
to decentralise the provision of public services to local communities, this 
has tended to have been limited to investment in health, education and 
infrastructure.  Local economic development and environmental management 
are not considered to be development priorities.  Thus, no offi cial system to 
provide technical assistance to indigenous people or rural communities exists 
in any of the fi ve countries, for either the agricultural or forestry sectors and no 
offi cial lines of credit to promote community forestry exist.”

Both the country studies and the case studies report improved livelihoods and both remark 
that data are often lacking. The country studies state that most communities earn money. The 
case studies however conclude that many communities benefi t primarily from better access to 
water, fi rewood and medicinal plants. Molnar et al (2007) report that community enterprises 
can be very profi table, with returns from 10-50% on timber and non-timber forest products. 
Johnson (2009) reports high income generation in areas where the forest is relatively 
abundant in relation to the number of communities and lower in areas with less forest per 
capita or higher extraction costs. Butterfi eld et al (2009) studied 3 community forestry 
enterprises that are part of the Rainforest Alliance’s TREES Programme and fi nds improved 
competitiveness, higher revenues and employment and development of new products. An 
analysis by Hobley (2007) shows that there have been really signifi cant changes in the ways in 
which forests are managed, and that opportunities have been created for benefi ts to remain at 
the local-level; with the major challenge now being how to shift the benefi t systems to ensure 
that they really do become sustained in their outcomes and pro-poor in the sense of reaching 
the poorer members within the ‘local’, the ‘community’, the ‘customary’ and the ‘indigenous’ 
group. 

CIFOR’s Forest Livelihood Briefs (number 10, 2008) summarizes what is needed in the long 
run, in order for a community forestry enterprise to contribute towards poverty alleviation: 
it needs to generate profi t, ensure equity in the distribution of income and ensure that the 
resources are not depleted. On community-corporate relationships, Hewitt and Castro 
Delgadillo (2009) found that key factors affecting success were: 1) the level of business skills, 
fi nancial management and human capacity of the communities; 2) the level of support for 
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this type of relationship provided by the prevailing business and political environment and 3) 
the level of trust established between the company and community.

Country and case studies both report (perceived) improved forest/tree cover in community 
forestry. Data on biodiversity impacts are very scarce however. Case studies do report a need 
for additional measures such as awareness raising and patrolling. Furthermore they report 
problems due to increasing population pressure. This leads to forest degradation 
(e.g. collection of fi rewood), also within the community forest.

The issue of biodiversity and community forestry is of great importance to WWF. It is 
therefore interesting to note that the limited existing literature is more positive about 
conservation impacts. Molnar et al (2007) conclude, based on 20 case studies, that 
community forestry enterprises are important conservation agents in areas with high 
biodiversity: “environmental benefi ts include reduced clearing at the agricultural frontier 
and less deforestation, access to better water supplies, reduction of risk of damage from 
disasters, improved biodiversity and integrity of the forest resource, and, in Nepal at least, 
agricultural productivity increases as a result of improved natural pest balance where 
forests have regenerated”. Sunderlin et al (2008) report “that strengthening forest tenure 
security can result in improved management and conservation of forests, and conversely, 
that weak tenure can result in poor management and conservation outcomes”. 
Gregersen and Contreras (2010) reach the same conclusion: “The transfer of a degree 
of control and ownership of forestlands to commu nities, particularly those that have 
established traditional rights, which had not been previously recognized by the state 
… has proven to be more effective than state regulation in securing enhanced forest 
management and conservation (Molnar, Scherr and Khare, 2004).” Both reports however 
do not suffi ciently substantiate this claim with thorough scientifi c studies. The study 
referred to (Molnar et al, 2004) in fact it states: “Important conservation benefi ts accrue 
from community conservation systems … [but] Community ownership is not a guarantee 
of conservation behaviour.” Johnson (2009) reports that in all fi ve countries included in 
his study independent FSC-certifi cation reports mention reduced illegal logging, which in 
general is good for biodiversity.
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Communities are signifi cant and of increasing importance to forest management
A minimum of 350 million hectares of forest land is owned by communities and indigenous 
groups. An additional 77 million hectares of public forest land are designated for use by 
communities and indigenous peoples. This share is growing: for 18 of the top developing 
forest countries it increased from 22% in 2002 to 27% in 2008. This makes community 
forestry not only relevant but also important for WWF.

Positive impacts on livelihoods are reported from community forestry
This report’s country studies and case studies all report improved livelihoods. Precise data 
in most cases is lacking, but the fact that so many experts and benefi ciaries broadly perceive 
positive impacts on livelihoods is a good indication. The country studies and relevant 
literature state that most communities earn money. The case studies conclude that many 
communities benefi t primarily from better access to water, fi rewood, medicinal plants, land 
and vital resource pools, and have a feeling of land security. 

Positive ecological impacts are often reported
The ecological impact most frequently reported is an increase in forest cover, but a 
decrease was reported as well in a few cases. Other impacts reported include decreases in 
fi res, poaching and illegal harvesting. In literature, positive effects on conservation and 
biodiversity are mentioned, but most were not convincingly substantiated. Some FSC audit 
reports provided information on reduced illegal logging. More data is required to be able to 
confi rm a positive impact. 
 
Community forestry projects face many challenges
In practice, in many community forestry projects there is slow progress and there are many 
constraints. Examples are delays in implementation, continued illegal logging due to an 
infl ux of migrants, no repayment to investments, confl icts over resources, etc. A number 
of studies report that benefi ts from community forestry often do not reach the poor, and 
community forestry sometimes even increases local inequality. 

Forests under other types of management also face many challenges
Management problems are in no way unique to community forests. Forests, including 
protected areas, are cut down for other land-use, logged unsustainably, suffer from hunting, 
pests and wildfi res and many become increasingly fragmented. The hope of governments that 
communities will be more effective in management (enforcement) is one of the main reasons 
for the signifi cant growth of the area of forests under community forestry in the past decade.

Reliable data are generally lacking
Literature on community forestry and its impact exists, but is mainly general and lacking 
clear and well-substantiated facts and data. Much can be learned about problems with 
community forestry, but very little about impacts. Only a few reliable studies providing 
concrete social, economic and ecological impact data were found. These did show positive 
livelihood impacts (such as increased jobs and income).

5. Conclusions
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Think fi rst, before starting with community forestry work
There are many reasons for the generally slow progress in community forestry work. Some 
may be beyond control of a project. A good pre-assessment is therefore crucial. This should 
include information on regulations, ownership and land use rights, government attitudes and 
an area’s potential; but also on community skills, organisation, leadership, etc. This will help 
to formulate a complete and inclusive community forestry programme that can reach the 
objectives.

Clarity on enabling conditions is useful
Considering the (growing) signifi cance of communities in forest management, the fi eld 
experience becoming available in literature and the consistency in many of the lessons 
learned, it is now possible to list enabling conditions for community forestry (see checklist 
for enabling conditions at the beginning of this study). These will help to pre-assess the 
likelihood of a project to become successful, identify where the main challenges lie and help 
ensure that projects focus on all relevant issues at all levels. 

WWF plays an important role in community forestry
WWF’s role is appreciated in the country and case studies: certainly in projects in which 
WWF has been involved for a longer period. Many different roles are mentioned, both at the 
fi eld level as well as in helping to create an enabling environment regionally and nationally. 
Although the benefi ts for biodiversity are not proven yet, community forestry will contribute 
to a wider landscape (national parks, buffer zones, and sustainable managed areas) which 
is needed to conserve biodiversity. Without community forestry these areas might become 
degraded.

WWF should focus its work on community forestry
WWF should focus CF work on areas/landscape that are important to the organisation (e.g. 
with high biodiversity, or vital landscapes that may need reforestation through community 
forestry). WWF should do a proper pre-assessment of needs, challenges and opportunities  
for improved livelihoods and conservation, before getting involved, fully involve communities 
(also in decision making), publicly choose a clear role and from the start have an exit strategy 
(e.g. by building local/regional capacity). Community forestry can so contribute to a wider 
landscape approach to ensure conservation of the biodiversity and livelihood improvement.
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