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EEXXEECCUUTTIIVVEE  SSUUMMMMAARRYY  

 

The National Forest Programme Facility (NFPF or the Facility) was established to provide a coordinated 

mechanism for supporting the development and implementation of nfp processes in developing countries.  

The nfp concept has received financial, technical and verbal support from a wide range of donors and 

organisations including the United Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF). 

 

Hosted by FAO since 2002, the Facility is governed by a Steering Committee (SC), and follows FAO 

administrative procedures.  It is managed by a Facility manager supported by a team of 36 persons, including 

a core team, part-time consultants, administrative / IT services, and FAO and EU MS in-kind support.  With 

about US$ 34 million committed to date, the Facility is one of the most significant multi donor trust funds 

(MTF) funds for the FAO Forestry Department.  

 

Worldwide, the Facility has signed Partnership Agreements (Pas) with 70 developing countries and 4 regional 

organisations.  The financing of small grants is the main Facility tool to incentive nfp processes in partner 

countries: around 700 small grants, with an average size of about US$ 24,200, have been provided to NGOs, 

Central Forest Authorities (CFAs) and other stakeholders.  Around 550 of these grants went to NGOs. Grants 

have been designed to support training, studies, coordination and extension activities about forest policies, 

forest management, community forestry, governance and other sectoral and inter-sectoral themes at sub-

national, national and regional level.  The development of financing strategies has been one of these. The 

benefit of these country-driven resources resides in their potential catalytic role for improving governance of 

the forest sector through enhancing the voices of stakeholders by increasing participation and potentially 

improving transparency and accountability. With changes in governance come improved policies underpinning 

sustainable forest management. 

 

Regionally speaking, a greater response, quantitatively and qualitatively, has been received from African 

countries, the lowest one from Asian States.  This trend applies not only in a quantitative, but also in 

qualitative terms.  As underlined by the Facility core team, greater benefit has been seen in African partners.  

The Latin American approach has been more limited to the implementation of activities whilst in Asiatic 

countries the spread of the nfp principles has been more difficult.  Besides regional features, each country 

had a different approach to using the support provided by the Facility, due to institutional settings, legal 

framework, decentralisation processes and the level of organization of civil society and organisations within. 

 

The Facility’s grant system is enhanced by knowledge sharing and information services.  The Facility 

website provides relevant information about nfps at country level, including all financed LoAs, and Facility 

activities.  The Facility also organizes training modules (within them the Nfp for All) and exchanges of 

experiences between countries and at regional level. 

 

In a rapidly changing external environment, the need for nfp type processes is reinforced. The relevance of 

nfps therefore is underpinned. However, can the support provided by the Facility firstly respond itself to the 

changing circumstances and secondly assist recipient countries to respond? The Facility’s view that country 

ownership is paramount appears to be partially ineffective if international interests and related finance are the 

driving forces behind the changing situation. Whilst some stakeholders may not welcome outside interference, 

the complexity of the likes of FLEGT and REDD+ are such that assistance is required to allow countries to 

take part. Forest institutions appear in a weak position to respond effectively and the challenge is now to 

facilitate nfps in the new scenario.  A broader approach to nfps is suggested to maintain the relevance of 

Facility objectives.   
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The Facility should reflect the Paris Declaration more explicitly, particularly in terms of efficiency and 

coordination.  The role of small grants is either to support existing nfp processes or to replenish gaps left 

empty by governments or other donors.  Stronger coordination efforts are fundamental to ensure the efficient 

use of resources; delivery costs are reported as being around 20% of total costs incurred.  Efficiency can be 

achieved by reducing the number of poorly performing countries that are supported and increasing the 

number of signed LoAs per partner country.  Decentralization of TA and policy backstopping will also assist.  

At country level, opportunistic support by the Facility could reduce slowdowns and might reduce the variability 

of performances between countries. 

 

In terms of effectiveness, the challenge of the Facility is to consolidate the on-going processes in performing 

countries and to reconsider the potential for maintaining or renewing PAs in those countries where impact and 

sustainability are considered less than adequate.  Concentration of human and economic resources will 

permit to improve national visibility, an important tool to promote the participation of stakeholders, with 

emphasis on less represented groups.  A tangible public presence and the outreach of stakeholders become 

pivotal to maintain the value of the nfps as a framework for SFM in the international and national arenas, and 

communicate the value of forestry in environment and economic life. 

 

The impact of the nfp process has been measured in terms of representativeness, operation and level of 

participation of the MNSC.  The evidence suggests that the quality and impact of the nfps that have been 

developed is very variable (geographically and temporally) and, in many cases, they do not meet desirable 

standards.  In some cases there is a disconnection between an nfp process in a country and the activities that 

the Facility is supporting.  In some cases this is because parallel funding and planning processes are being 

driven by donors whilst the Facility is supporting a country level process that is low key and low profile. 

Institutional weaknesses at involving disadvantaged groups, including forest-dwellers, are unlikely or at least 

less likely to be addressed by stakeholders who are bounded by those very same institutions. 

 

Many countries have some sort of national forestry planning process; their closeness to an ideal nfp as 

opposed to, say, a top down plan might be a useful area for the Facility to examine.  The sustainability of 

nfps at country level as supported by the Facility is difficult to gauge as much similar activity goes on 

independent of the Facility. The Facility has observed that it may have positive impact in countries in which 

other donor activity is less and this conclusion may be worth further examination in order to clarify the 

Facility’s niche and to gather donor support for further Facility activity. 

 

In terms of complementary and coherence, an increased capacity of coordination, beginning from FAO 

sectoral and inter-sectoral projects, will permit the Facility to effectively reach a larger number of beneficiaries 

and to ensure the expected catalytic role of the grants in terms of tools used by actors to complement the 

gaps of other forest projects. 

 

Based on the above mentioned evidences, the Review’s recommendations to the SC and the Facility team 

focus on: i) Enhance communication and public presence of the Facility at international and national level; ii) 

Increase coordination efforts, mostly with other FAO sectoral and inter-sectoral projects financed by EU and 

EU MS; iii) Augment the use of OIMES as a decisional tool to ensure impact management at country level, 

and; iv) use administrative processes (also with greater TA at country level) to ensure a better ratio between 

the number of effectively operating partner countries and the number of grants financed through a large 

number of ROs, increasing the role of; v) Improve communication tools and other instruments to appropriately 

promote the participation of CBOs representing forest-dwellers and indigenous groups. 



 8 

11..  NNAATTIIOONNAALL  FFOORREESSTT  PPRROOGGRRAAMMMMEE  FFAACCIILLIITTYY  CCOONNTTEEXXTT  AANNDD  MMIISSSSIIOONN  RREEVVIIEEWW  

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The National Forest Programme Facility (NFPF) hosted by FAO in Rome has supported nfp processes 

in developing countries since 2002. The Facility is financed through a Multi-donor Trust Fund (MTF) 

supported by 13 donors and 2 international organisations. The Facility promotes United National Forum 

on Forests (UNFF) policies at the country level. 

 

To date, the Facility has signed partnership agreements (PA) with 70 developing countries and 4 

regional organisations. The financing of small grants is the main Facility tool to support partner 

countries in promoting nfp processes. The process in each country is driven by Multi-stakeholder 

National Steering Committees (MNSC), including forestry professionals from government and Non-

State Actors (NSA) and representatives from other relevant sectors. The nfp country-driven processes 

are expected to catalyse increasing participation, commitment and performance of stakeholders, with 

an emphasis on the role of Civil Society Organizations (CSO) and NSA. Information services for 

knowledge sharing and policy backstopping complement activities supported by grants. 

 

The timing and structure of the evaluation was determined by set Terms of Reference (see Annex 1). 

 

The review analysed the Facility contribution to promote relevant national, regional and international 

forest related policies and decision processes. In addition the integration and added value in forest 

sector activities at national and global levels were examined. EC evaluation guidelines and 

methodology of the Project Cycle Management (PCM)
1
 were used as described in Annex 4.  

 

The evaluation was undertaken using a travel plan shared with the evaluation of two other initiatives 

supported by the European Commission and member states. In addition all three evaluations were 

undertaken alongside an aid mapping exercise. The three other tasks were: 

 

− An evaluation of the PROFOR, based at the World Bank, Washington, 

− An evaluation of the European Forest Institute FLEGT Facility based in EFI, Joenssu, Finland, 

− An aid mapping exercise describing the resources given to International Organisations by 

European Donors for forestry purposes between 2005 and 2010. 

 

The other exercises are the subject matter of separate reports, all to be finalised in early 2011. 

 

The evaluation involved three independent consultants, two of whom travelled to Rome in the first week 

of June 2010. The three consultants then travelled to eight countries between June and August 2010 - 

Ghana, DRC, Cameroon, Ecuador, Paraguay, Thailand, Vietnam and Indonesia. 

 

                                            
1
  EuropeAid Cooperation Office, Aid Delivery Methods, Project Cycle Management Guidelines, 2004 and 

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/evaluation/methodology  
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22..  EEVVAALLUUAATTIIOONN  CCRRIITTEERRIIAA  
 

2.1 RELEVANCE 
 

National Forest Programmes in National and International Arenas 

 

The focus of the National Forest Programme Facility (NFPF or Facility) is to support national forest 

programmes (nfps) in developing countries which broaden stakeholder participation and community 

empowerment to underpin the development of sustainable forest management (SFM). Dialogue 

between stakeholders is encouraged in order to share viewpoints and seek consensus for the 

development of forest policy in each country.  

 

An nfp is an open-ended, country-driven and adaptive process
2
. Nfps existed before the Facility came 

into being
3
 and the Facility is not alone in providing support to nfps. Many countries have developed 

their national forest planning capabilities over recent years; the involvement however of non 

governmental stakeholders to build consensus is mixed with some countries encouraging participatory 

approaches, whilst others maintaining more of a top down approach. Those countries whose planning 

processes have been influenced by the nfp approach may choose terminology that differs from that 

chosen by the Facility and the linkages between existing national planning activities in forestry sectors 

and nfp approaches needs careful examination in order to understand what influence the Facility may 

have had. 

 

In this report reference to “nfp” is to generic participatory inclusive planning processes for forestry 

purposes and does not refer specifically to activities supported by the Facility, although the Facility has 

supported nfp processes. Bilateral donor projects (e.g. Germany, Finland) have supported nfp 

processes, often with considerably greater resources than available from the Facility. In addition, nfp 

processes have received support for possibly complementary activity, particularly in multi stakeholder 

forums and processes
4
. In addition, other FAO programmes and projects may have provided technical 

support to a variety of activities that complement nfps. As a result, linking participatory dialogues 

between governments and forestry stakeholders to the support provided by the Facility has to be 

undertaken with care. 

 

In parallel to the nfp processes, dialogue between governments and forestry stakeholders has been 

encouraged and supported by other donor activities, in particular FLEGT actions supported by the EC 

and EU member states and, most recently, actions under REDD and REDD+.  

 

In principle, therefore, the relevance of nfps to forestry policies, practices and current initiatives 

appears high. Thus, the actions of the Facility should be relevant to many countries, especially, to 

identify a few examples, those that may have been isolated from international best practice, lacking 

resources and prior support for similar activity or where NGO activity is weak. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
2
 This review does not provide a comprehensive review of nfps. One brief reference available at the time the NFPF 

was set up is ODI’s Policy Planning & Implementation note from 2002 titled “National Forest Programmes” 
www.odi.org.uk/resources/download/549.pdf  
3
 FAO (2000) National Forest Programmes Update No 34 Asia and the Pacific ISBN 974-7946-08-04 200 pages 

4
 D.A. Gilmour, P.B. Durst & K. Shono (2007) REACHING CONSENSUS: Multi-stakeholder processes in forestry: 

experiences from the Asia-Pacific region FAO Bangkok RAP PUBLICATION 2007/31  
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Facility, Programme or Project? 

 

Whilst FAO supported nfp processes prior to the formation of the Facility, the Facility has been 

identified, as much through funding and reporting processes as anything else, as a stand alone 

programme of FAO. Whilst integration of the Facility within the FAO Forestry Department and FAO as a 

whole has been necessary so that the Facility uses FAO procedures, the needs of the Facility have 

also influenced FAO: Before the Facility began, FAO was not routinely funding civil society activity 

through large numbers of grants
5
. As a result, if donor support to the Facility changed its focus or even 

ceased it seems likely that FAO would continue to try to support nfps. However, since donor funding is 

time limited and the Facility has recorded its objectives in a logical framework, it seems appropriate to 

monitor the Facility’s progress using the stated objectives and goals. However, the Facility has pointed 

out that, by respecting the country ownership principle, it is more like a funder than an implementer and 

the progress of any particular nfp is the result of the country and its stakeholders. As a result, the 

Facility is not in the business of disbursing funds and to measure progress using this parameter is 

misleading. 

 

The Facility is not alone in providing this sort of support. Many aid agencies, and their agents, are not 

in direct control of the organisations they fund and the processes they support. Both the Facility and aid 

agencies do however incur overhead costs and it seems only sensible to compare routinely the 

variable funds disbursed against the relatively invariable overheads. The resulting ratios and other 

financial analysis are not the only performance indicators to be used and they can provide useful 

pointers towards adjustments that may be needed to improve efficiency. 

 

The Facility’s current Logical Framework (LF) dates from around 2006. The stated global Objective 

tackles the three nfp driving principles: i) National development needs; ii) International agreements 

alignment, and iii) Wide stakeholder participation. 

 

The current LF (Annex 5) provides three Results. The first one represents the sum, at global level, of all 

those activities carried out by the Facility team to sponsor nfps and coach developing countries in nfp 

processes, including the financing of small grants to smoothen the nfp process. 

 

The second one includes all those activities carried out at global, regional and national level to promote 

knowledge sharing and information services.  

 

The third result measures the progress made in each partner country in terms of policy formulation and 

implementation and their integration in broader national policies, in line with the international scenario, 

but based on national characteristics and needs, and thus with specific targets and a unique trajectory. 

 

Outcome and Impact Monitoring and Evaluation System (OIMES) 

 

From 2006 to 2008, the Facility benefited from a German in-kind contribution to prepare a Results 

Based Management M&E to report on the effective state and trends of activities at country level, 

focused on the achievement of result 3, but also to assess Facility activities at the global level. 

 

The Outcome and Impact Monitoring and Evaluation System (OIMES) has been designed to assist the 

Facility and its partner countries to identify and measure the progress achieved at national level by the 

implementation of grants in line with the ToR of the “Calls of Proposals” and the objectives of the 

Partnership Agreement and the underlying Concept Note. The nfp-matrix, adopted as the basis of 

                                            
5
 The significant distinction is that the NFPF primary use of funds is on NGO activity, not the principle that NGOs 

are being funded. It is likely that FAO has supported NGO activity in other projects. 



11 

 

OIMES, is articulated in three clusters, corresponding to the three nfp driving principles and in 4 

phases, corresponding to the cycling process of the nfp (Analysis, Policy Formulation, nfp 

Implementation, and M&E). The OIMES has been initiated in 53 out of the 70 Facility partner countries. 

 
Box 1: OIMES, nfp processes and Facility Impact 

 

In some of the countries visited, the nfp-matrix has been welcomed by the beneficiaries and 

participants of the modules of the Nfp for All. The matrixes reflect the status of nfp at country level and 

they are expected to measure Facility impact. Parallel to the OIMES, the Facility team has carried out a 

classification of Facility partner countries in function of their response to Facility activities and the level 

of organization of MNSC. The use of the nfp-matrix is still reduced. The use of the OIMES is partial to 

date, due to the time needed for its completion, and the limited incentives for CFA staff or Multi-

stakeholders National Steering Committee (MNSC) members to commit time given on a voluntary 

basis. 

 

 

The present Review found that delays have occurred in the identification and implementation of the 

M&E system at country level. Measuring a process alone will not speed up the achievement of results, 

and support to policy processes may be missing. On the other hand, transparency, accountability and 

capacity are only partially tackled by the OIMES, although these are essential elements for successful 

nfp implementation. 
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2.2  EFFICIENCY 
 

Facility Governance & Management 

 

Since 2002, the Facility has been hosted by FAO, overseen by a Steering Committee (SC). The Facility 

has used FAO administrative procedures. The SC is composed of 11 members representing partner 

countries, donors, IO and NSA. Representatives change every 3-5 years. The SC meets once a year to 

share progress reports and future annual plans, but it is also supported by the “Friends of the Facility”: 

the donors supporting the Facility but not represented in the SC
6
. 

 

The Facility management is carried out by the Facility manager, reporting primarily to the SC, within the 

context of being an integral part of the FAO administration. 

 

The Facility Team consists of various staff: 

 

i) a core team at FAO HQ, paid by the MTF; 

ii) Facility coaches as experts supporting activities for thematic issues or supporting nfp process 

at country level, in the latter case they can be either FAO personnel or consultants hired by 

the Facility, usually based in the region or at FAO HQ. 

iii) Support staff, in charge of administrative and IT services. As shown in Annex 6, the Facility has 

37 staff, 11 making up the core team and the other 26 experts bring part-time support, 

financed either by the Facility MTF or as in-kind support of FAO. 

 

The decision process between the SC and the management team seems to be smooth, but a revision 

of the criteria adopted by the SC for decision making is recommended for revision, for the following 

reasons:  

 

The overall perception of the Facility management is that the core team is dedicated, hard working and 

provides coordination between actions at global and regional levels. On the other hand, from 2005 to 

2010, the staff dedicated to the technical and administrative support doubled but the relationship 

between Facility staff and partner countries decreased around 70% (from 2.7 to 1.8). 

 

Funding of the Facility 

 

Since January 2002 Austria, Czech Republic, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, European 

Commission, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland and USA have financed the Facility mainly through a 

common MTF - GCP/INT/812/MUL. 

 

Additional funding has been received through other channels: the Government of Norway initially 

contributed directly to the Facility MTF, but since 2004 has channelled resources to the Facility through 

its FAO National Cooperation Agreement. Similarly the United Kingdom
7
 and the Netherlands. The 

World Bank has supported through a Development Grant Facility and Growing Forest Partnership 

(GFP). FAO is supporting with in-kind contributions at HQ and country level. Germany supported with 

technical assistance, as part of its in-kind support. 

                                            
6
 The “Friends of the Facility” are the donors supporting the NFPF and they meet back to back with SC for 

information sharing and discussion. The donors select two members to represent them in the SC (as also 
shown in the table). When selecting the members representing “Others” in the SC also geographical and 
gender aspects have been considered. Thus Forest Research is Asian (female), Private Sector is African, 
NGO’s African (female) and Foundations is American. 

7
  UK initial support to the NFPF came through GCP/INT/909/UK Trust Fund; the latest contribution came directly. 
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Three donors are providing a significant proportion of funds: EC, Sweden and UK. Each of the other 

donors has contributed less than 5%, except for Finland (9%). The Netherlands made contributions 

during the first phase (2002-2005) whilst the World Bank is a relatively new contributor (2009 and 

2010). Donations reached peaks in 2005 (≈US$ 4.2 million) and in 2009 (≈US$ 5.3 million) but during 

the Facility life-time annual contributions have averaged around US$ 3.4 million. The in-kind 

contribution of FAO is estimated of about US$ 3.9 million so far. Annex 6 describes the flux of donors’ 

contribution. 

 

Country Support Process 

 

The modus operandi of country support activities has two operational steps. During the Facility second 

phase these 2 phases can be renewed: 

− The establishment of the partnership with a country or a territorial organization, based on a concept 

note and from 2008/2009 also the adoption of a monitoring system at national level; 

− The implementation of the first PA, based on the cycling process of calls for proposals, selection, 

implementation and monitoring of grants, that will conclude with the achievement of the threshold 

of   US$ 300,000 and the maximum time-frame of 3 years; 

 

The partnership renewal, allowed once only requires  an analysis of results achieved, the preparation 

of a new LF using indicators based on the OIMES monitoring system; the implementation of the second 

PA, with the same modalities and the time frame of the first one, is limited to US$ 200,000.  

 

The different steps, time frame and responsibility for delivering the country support are presented in 

Annex 6. The process to agree and complete the PA takes at least 6 months, and it is based on a strict 

relationship between the Facility core team, the CFA, and eventually the support of FAO Country 

Offices and its forestry officer. It concludes with the official launch of the PA, which is accompanied by 

modules of a training system, known as Nfp for All that represents a positive and efficient coordination 

effort between FAO Forestry Department and the Facility. From 2009, the signature of the agreement 

coincided with the implementation of the OIMES at country level. 

 

The “Call for Proposal” process is a typically country-driven activity and it can take another 2-4 months. 

The ToRs for the call of proposals are identified by the MNSC or its directive, with some support of the 

Facility coach, and in line with the nfp matrix when available, and it is usually promoted through various 

channels: email lists, institutional web-pages, and to a wider public through local newspapers. The 

following process of revision and selection of projects is done by the MNSC’s directive and the Facility 

coach. Final revision of awarded grants is mainly managed by the Facility. 

 

Financing of approved projects depend upon FAO’s administrative system. The Facility grants are 

provided to ROs through the use of a Letter of Agreement (LoA), instrument that is normally used for 

purchasing of services by FAO. Between signature of the LoA and first disbursement can take from 10 

to 30 weeks if the grant is delivered by FAO HQ (grant value more than US$ 25,000) a minimum of 1-4 

weeks to a maximum of 7-18 weeks if the disbursement is decentralized and executed with the support 

of FAO Country Office. 

 

Following FAO procedures, grants are paid in three disbursements, introducing further delays and 

costs, with potential negative interruptive effects on the operative capacities of the ROs. The signature 

of new LoAs at country level is linked to the satisfactory conclusion (technical and administrative) of 

previous LoAs. 
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The following observations can be made with regards to the decision making process for approving and 

signing PAs: 

  

1. The process for the identification and maintenance of Facility partnership has been based on two 

main rules. The first one is that only developing countries are eligible as Facility partners using the 

UNDP Human Development Index (HDI). By 2007, the rule “once a partner, forever a partner” was 

introduced to ensure the reinforcement of nfp processes. The two rules are in conflict, considering 

the evolution of the HDI from 2002 to 2007, the number of developing countries decreased from 

139 to 99, so that for example most South American Facility partners would not be eligible as 

partner countries
8
 using the revised assessments of HDI. 

2. In the initial phase, insufficient resources were dedicated to explain the purpose of the Facility and 

its institutional and working structure. To tackle this problem, the Facility team is proposing to 

prepare a specific brochure; 

3. Before the signature of the PA, the CFA in each country has been the main counterpart of the 

decision process at country level. The poor involvement of other stakeholders and donors’ activities 

reduce the opportunities for an nfp to act as a co-ordinating mechanism  to encourage better 

collaboration; 

4. The launch of the partnership and the application of the nfp training modules are strongly 

influenced by the availability of Facility staff as well as for PA renewal.  

 

The technical and administrative cycle relative to ToR formulation, launch of the call for proposals, 

identification, payment, implementation and closure of LoAs is characterized by the following elements: 

 

1. Time lapse in the disbursement of LoAs is highly variable. Differences are due to grant size, but 

also to the dedication of the day-to-day focal point and the Facility coach support, thus activities 

that are carried out mainly on a voluntary basis or as in-kind support and are therefore difficulty to 

be driven by the Project; 

2. From first to second phase, the Facility couldn’t reduce the administrative lapse of time for LoAs’ 

disbursements; 

3. The monitoring of the procedure to close first phase grants is the responsibility of the day-to-day 

focal points and the Facility coaches, but resources and time to dedicate to this activity are limited; 

4. In visited countries, the role of the CFA and day-to-day focal point is pivotal
9
, either in the grant’s 

selection phase and in LoA dispatch, thus influencing the decisions and independency of the 

MNSC; 

5. Strongly underlined by the environmental sector during field visits, the “Calls for Proposals” do not 

always provide a reasonable degree of transparency through publicity; as a result those parties 

remote from power may be unaware of the opportunity provided. 

6. Inherent to the overall process, is the assumption that the benefiting ROs have a sound technical 

background, economic liquidity and administrative procedures. The process therefore favours the 

better organised and possibly hampers or even prevents the involvement of marginalised 

stakeholders who may have difficulty accessing other sources of financing.  

 

 

                                            
8
  From 2007, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Cuba, Ecuador and Peru are included within the countries with a high HDI. 

Despite NFPF rules, in Brazil, Ecuador and Peru the LoAs have been recently financed. 
9
  In the overall management of the nfp process at country level, the role of the CFA and the day-to-day focal 

point is crucial and can determine the positive or negative result of the overall process. This concentration of 
power within a person, working on a voluntary basis, is decreasing the opportunities of coordination of activities 
with other projects. The model of the focal point isn’t new: most UN agreements recognize it together with 
multisectorial steering committees, but in other areas, studies demonstrated that the system can promote 
concentration of knowledge and decision making. 
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Box 2: Grant system comparison 

 

The bureaucracy of LoAs is a burdensome and time-consuming system, but can be easily 

mainstreamed for small grants and, compared to other donors, can be even more effective. 

 

The grant systems in Ecuador and Paraguay were compared: In the Ecuadorian case the level of 

transparency of ITTO call for proposal was similar to that one of the Facility (email list with 28 contacts) 

but the Facility’s first disbursement was faster. In the Paraguayan case, the level of transparency of the 

EU local grant call was higher as well as the opportunity to focus on wider themes, but EU payment 

lasted 10 months. 

 

 

Renewal of the second PAs has taken several months, but recent changes to procedures should 

reduce this significantly. The time taken to confirm renewal can affect the momentum of ongoing 

processes and motivation of key stakeholders. The delay in the renewal of partnerships also impacts 

on the efficacy of the Facility globally in terms of numbers of implemented grants and disbursed 

amounts. 

 

A small percentage of the resources of the Facility have been used to finance items not in LoAs. The 

resources have been used to implement activities in Brazil and Bolivia (due to national administrative 

restrictions in this countries the signature of LoAs between the CFA and the Facility is not possible) or 

to finance workshops, training and some consultancies. 

 

Delivery Costs 

 

The relationship between the Facility’s delivery costs and the number of partner countries and the 

budget allocated to LoAs has been analyzed. The following elements appear: 

− Project delivery costs, for the period 2002-2005, was around 40% of total budget, including 

expenses expressly related to country support activities, as training and policy backstopping; 

− From 2006, following the suggestions of the mid-term review, some expenses were reallocated 

from the delivery budget to the country support one. For the period 2006-2009, the % of total costs 

allocated to delivery costs was: 20% in 2006, 22% in 2007, 31% in 2008 and 25% in 2009; 

− There is a stronger relationship between the percentile values of delivery costs and the numbers of 

signatures of new partnerships per year, as showed-up in Annex 6; 

− Based on previous evidence, data comparison between programme delivery costs and number of 

partner countries is consequential. The annual average support cost per country is estimated as 

US$ 21,340 but this value doubles with countries’ level of performance
10

; 

− Efficiency decreases when considering the relationship between number of partner countries and 

number of active LoAs: the ratio between number of active grants and countries is around 1, and 

presents a variable trend; 

− Similarly, the difficulty in satisfactorily closing some LoAs is hindering the overall process at country 

and global level
11

. 70 out of the 170 operational LoAs (41%) were signed before 2009 and should 

now be closed, as they were meant to last a maximum of 12 months (Table 2 shows countries 

where a delay to satisfactorily close LoAs occurred).  

 

                                            
10

  Recent NFPF revision work identified that: 34 countries were managing a truly national process, directed and 
owned by a well established and functional MNSC (for more details see § 2.4 about impact). 

11
  Following LoAs administrative rules, the project can last 12 months and it’s not possible to renew LoAs if all 

previous contracts are not technically and administratively closed. The data used for calculating the number of 
operational LoAs is deduced from the NFPF database provided on May, 2010. 
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A revision of the management process at central level, in terms of number of supported countries and 

dedicated resources, and at country level, in terms of length of the process between calls for proposals, 

number of implemented grants and monitoring of the opportune implementation and conclusions of 

grants is urgently needed to ensure an efficient delivery of policy backstopping and economic 

resources to promote nfp processes. 
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2.3  EFFECTIVENESS 

 

Number of Partner Countries 

 

To date, 70 developing countries and 4 regional organisations have signed partnership agreements 

(PA) with the Facility; 15 countries and 2 regional organisations out of these have renewed their PA for 

a second term (see Table 2). 

 

The Facility has been able to reach a significant number of countries - presently, more than the 70% of 

eligible countries, 10 countries more than those expected by the specific objective. 

 

Characterization of Facility partner countries is difficult: statistical data analysis, including variance and 

cluster analysis, did not provide significant conclusions concerning the features of the present or the 

potential partner countries.  

 

A characterization of the 70 partners at global level in terms of main features related to forest sector in 

terms of forest cover and forest governance shows that: 

 

− Low forest cover countries (forest cover less than 50% of national territory) with high deforestation 

rates (more than 0.5% of national forest cover) represent the most common trend for developing 

countries; 

− The variance between the level of governance the 70 Facility partners and those of the 99 

developing countries is not significant; 

− Some positive trends can be identified between the Facility partners with respect to the level of 

government effectiveness at developing countries’ level; 

− No relationship could be found between the level of development and deforestation rates as well as 

between deforestation rates and the level of governance and level of government effectiveness for 

the 70 Facility partners (for more details refer to the graphics in Annex 6. 

 

Regionally speaking, a greater response, quantitatively and qualitatively, has been received from 

African countries, the lowest one from Asian States. This trend applies not only in a quantitative, but 

also in qualitative terms. 

 

The Latin American approach has been more functional to the implementation of activities and in 

Asiatic countries the spread of the nfp principles has been more difficult. Besides regional features, 

each country had a different approach to the Facility, due to the institutional setting, the legal 

framework and the level of organization of civil society and organisations within. 

 

Grants Financing 

 

The number of grants implemented, and their average size, can be used as a measure of the 

effectiveness of the actions of the Facility at global level. The data, summarised in Table 2 and Annex 

6, show the following main elements: 

− In Africa, 238 grants were made in 32 countries at a total cost of US$ 5,183,658; of these 88 are 

still operational, valued at US$ 1,764,880; 

− 92 grants were financed in 15 countries of Asia, Central Asia, South-East Asia at a cost of US$ 

2,453,275, of these 32 grants, costing US$ 806,200, are on-going. The Secretariat of the Pacific 

Community implemented 3 grants for a total value of US$ 126,850; 
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− The Latin American and Caribbean regions benefited from 144 grants in 12 countries costing US$ 

3,423,654), of those 9 were implemented by 3 regional organizations, covering also the Caribbean 

islands. 60 grants, (36 %), are still operational with a total value of US$ 1,168,493; 

− 61 is the average number of grants awarded per year; 

− The average number of grants for the 70 countries and the 4 regional organizations is 6.5 grants 

per country, with 9 countries where grants weren’t yet implemented and another 9 with the best 

performances, that implemented between 15 and 24 grants; 

− The average size of grants is US$ 24,109, with variation between years: for the first 2 years the 

average size was of more of US$ 50,000, decreasing to an average of approximately  US$ 20,000 

for later years; 

− The average size of grants varies also by region: most grants with a value less than US$ 10,000 

occur in Africa; Asia has higher average value of grants, about US$ 26,500; 

− The average size of grants for the regional organizations is three times the average size of grants 

implemented at country level (around US$ 73,000); 

− Differences can be identified also between actors of the Facility process: Other Governments and 

Central Forest Administration where the 2 kind of ROs which implemented grants of a major 

average size: around US$ 39,000 and US$ 28,000 respectively; 

− More than the 75% of the grants had values less than US$ 25,000. 

 

From trends in financing it is possible to perceive the improvement of decentralization processes in 

behalf of the Facility, so to benefit a higher number of ROs and to accelerate LoAs’ administrative 

procedures with the support of FAO country offices, but the number of LoAs financed is generally to 

low with respect to the number of partner countries. 
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Table 1: Facility Partner Countries, PA Signature, Total Value of Grants Implemented 

Africa: Asia, Central Asia, South-East 

Asia and Pacific: 

Latin America and the 

Caribbean: 

36 partner countries, 

US$ 5,183,658 invested in 

grants. 

18 partner countries, 

US$ 2,453,275 invested in 

grants. 

16 partner countries, 

US$ 3,205,354 invested in 

grants. 

Country 
Grant 

Value 

Year 

PA 
Country 

Grant 

Value 

Year 

PA 
Country 

Grant 

Value 

Year 

PA 

Angola   68 000 2007 Armenia   90 100 2005 Belize   93 000 2007 

Benin   103 450 2008 Bhutan 0 2009 Bolivia  2009 

Burkina Faso   107 000 2008 Cambodia   146 200 2007 Brazil  2008 

Burundi   15 000 2009 China ����  580 080 2002 Chile 307 970 2002 

Cape Verde 0 2009 Georgia   49 000 2004 Colombia 200 175 2003 

Congo, DR   109 500 2003 Indonesia   279 900 2003 Cuba 85 370 2003 

Congo  139 850 2004 Kyrgyzstan   102 000 2005 Dominican 146 340 2007 

Côte d'Ivoire   36 500 2009 Laos   10 500 2007 Ecuador ���� 291 070 2003 

Equat.Guinea 0 2004 Mongolia   212 500 2002 El Salvador 243 310 2007 

Ethiopia   15 000 2008 Nepal 0 2008 Guatemala 403 175 2004 

Gambia   18 620 2009 Pakistan   296 940 2004 Guyana 0 2009 

Ghana   103 100 2003 Palau   14 500 2005 Honduras 408 952 2003 

Guinea   24 700 2007 Philippines   156 455 2003 Jamaica 257 500 2004 

Guinea 0 2009 Thailand   102 500 2002 Nicaragua 351 862 2005 

Kenya   264 200 2003 Uzbekistan   159 300 2007 Paraguay 484 630 2003 

Lesotho   228 800 2003 Vanuatu   52 500 2004 Peru 0 2009 

Liberia   195 900 2009 Viet Nam   200 800 2005 Suriname 25 000 2009 

Malawi   107 315 2002 Yemen 0 2008    

Mali   125 292 2003   Countries with active LoAs   

Morocco   36 000 2003   Countries with no LoAs on-going   

Mozambique   298 800 2003   Countries were closure of LoAs is delaying 

Namibia   289 647 2003  ���� 

Niger   164 950 2003 

Nigeria ����  290 365 2002 

Rwanda   121 650 2003 

Senegal ����  336 720 2003 

Sierra Leone   71 500 2007 

South Africa   262 260 2003 

Sudan   258 000 2004 

Tanzania ����  449 330 2002 

Togo   32 300 2009 

Tunisia   78 700 2003 

Uganda ����  418 709 2003 

Zambia ����‡  319 500 2005 

Zimbabwe 0 2009 

  

Countries were financing of LoAs has been renewed 

(threshold of US$ 300,000 reached) 
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Information Services and Visibility 

 

If the Facility wishes to invite civil society to participate in nfp processes, civil society has to be aware 

not only of the Facility but also its procedures and the opportunities it provides. Assuming acceptable 

responses can be prepared by civil society in relatively short periods following, for example, newspaper 

advertisements, assumes civil society is organised and has both the resources to prepare a proposal 

and a clear vision of what needs to be done. Reliance on such procedures works to the advantage of 

civil society actors who are already well established, presumably with some degree of funding. 

 

When it comes to providing small-scale funding, visibility is key as it works long term to encourage civil 

society, knowing that a source of funds may be available to support their activities. In the case of the 

Facility, public presence at global, national and sub-national level becomes a functional tool to promote 

the participation of stakeholders, with an emphasis on less well represented groups.  

 

At global level, the Facility’s web site was evaluated to assess nfp activities and visibility in 

cyberspace
12

. The web site is user friendly and transparent: it collates and presents all the LoAs 

financed to the ROs in partner countries and their state of implementation, together with additional 

information on the nfp processes and Facility activities. 

 

Using the Google command link: www.nfp-facility.org provides evidence of 588 links to the Facility 

website from other sites. This number includes links to FAO's and the Facility website itself, mainly 

beneficiary ROs, although their visibility through the Facility web is low
13

. 

 

Concerning knowledge sharing, it is noteworthy that there are a greater number of links to publications 

in English (4 plus 3 links to FAO relevant and updated publications references) than to those in French 

(2) and Spanish (1). Better links to publications and other material related to nfps and other global 

sectoral themes could be provided. 

 

At national level, the website can be useful on behalf of CFAs and other institutions involved in forestry 

issues, but it is not very widely used. The visibility of the Facility at CFA level is low: some may not 

consider this as a problem; however if extension and training materials need to be distributed to large 

numbers of stakeholders at sub-national level, internet is still poorly accessible (either in the case of 

email lists or the use of web pages) and other communication tools more appreciated (mainly 

brochures and local radios). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
12

 Simple browsing tests on the Web were carried out. Google was used to assess the presence of the Facility. 
Clearly the acronym “nfp” is not unique to the forest sector, so is not a useful search word. Introducing the word 
“Facility” in the Google search improves the ranking of the NFPF: during the last 4 months (from May to 
September 2010) the web site of the NFPF was mentioned between the fourth and sixth position. The term 
“Facility” is becoming very common for other developing programmes, this can be appreciated if the Facility 
name is associated to region or country names worldwide.  

13
 A similar search for www.profor.info gave a result of 9,860 links, which suggests the PROFOR website has a 

significantly larger number of links than the nfp website. A search done using the names and/or the acronyms 
of 100 ROs for the 3 continents return less than 5% of relevant entries). Cyber visibility decreases incredibly 
when the research is done either in Spanish or in French, using the Spanish and French equivalents of Facility 
(respectively Mecanismo and Mécanisme) and the translation of nfp process. Further analysis may prove 
useful. 
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Box 3: Facility Visibility 

 

− At international fora, the visibility of the Facility and PROFOR are high: UNFF reports clearly 

mentioned the 2 initiatives as innovative and important tools for achieving SFM. In FAO COFO 

meetings, the Facility achieved greater visibility in 2005 and 2007. 

 

− The level of visibility of the Facility at country level is less evident. From investigations involving 

stakeholders affiliated neither with World Bank nor FAO, it can be said that the Facility has a very 

limited visibility while PROFOR has none. 

 

− Inside the CFA no presentation materials, flyers, posters or similar were seen, hindering the 

opportunities to promote the Facility at sub-national level. 

 

− The knowledge of the Facility achievements and procedures is mainly concentrated in the day-to-

day focal point, with less coordination inside the institution. This was particularly evident in 

Indonesia and Ecuador. 

 

− For ROs involved in the process, the institutional definition of the Facility is unclear. Such relatively 

complex institutional arrangements are not easy to understand at local level and the stronger 

relationship with FAO staff for technical and administrative issues is clearly confusing the message. 
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2.4  IMPACT 

 

Multi-Stakeholder National Steering Committee 

 

MNSCs are conceived as platforms for democratic negotiation, based on participatory approaches and 

involving all stakeholder groups that are likely to be affected by any decisions, including those groups 

that are usually marginalized (such as poor local communities). 

 

The level of representativeness of stakeholders in MNSCs can measure the level of participation of 

different interest groups in nfp processes. The following conclusions are drawn from the data available 

(Annex  6):  

− With few exceptions, CFAs are Facility focal points in charge of coordinating the MNSC; 

− Education, research and investigation institutions reflect a strong link between governmental 

institutions of the sector; 

− The high occurrence of CSOs represents the effort of the Facility to promote and ensure a broad 

dialogue; 

− Fewer representativeness of indigenous groups and CBOs, together with decentralized forest 

departments, shows the weakness of the nfp process in overcoming centralised decision making 

and processes; 

− The presence of few private sector members could reflect two factors: i) The informality of the 

sector, with few small and medium enterprises organized, and ii) The interest of these powerful 

groups to be represented in other spaces for dialogue; 

− Presence, role and relevance of other inter-sectoral governmental institutions is more ambiguous; 

 

Interviews with beneficiaries show that: 

− The promotion of the MNSC has improved stakeholders’ skills to carry out the nfp process in a 

more participatory manner; 

− The opportunity to formalize the platforms and the related processes, have enhanced the 

capacities within Facility partner countries for policy analysis, negotiation of policy goals and 

instruments, policy formulation and design; 

− CSO participation in the nfp process has been broadened, enhanced and formalized, although the 

capacity of forest-dependent people and other marginalized groups to participate in the process 

and benefit from it is still limited. 

 

Box 4: Bridging Differences 

 

The Facility beneficiaries agreed that it has been instrumental in bringing together governments and 

NSAs in the forestry sector. Previous to the creation of the MNSC, the opportunities of interchange, and 

eventually debate, were rare. 

 

In Sulawesi, Indonesia the nfp process has brought together a number of NGOs for the first time; 

however neither central nor provincial/local government has actively participated in this process. 

 

During the field mission in Paraguay, 4 forest steering committees were identified. All of them were 

differently affiliated to the CFA or other governmental institution, but their level of functionality and 

representative was low, mainly if the sub-national level and forest-dwellers and indigenous groups are 

considered. 
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In Ghana, recognition of the empowerment of forest actors exists and an institutional architecture has 

been created. National Forest Forum is overseeing Regional Forest Forums and at a lower level, 

District Forest Forums. At grassroots level, we find Community Resources Management Committees. 

The Facility helped or organized Forest Forums in every region. The coordination with GFP permitted a 

smooth relationship with communities and other forest-dependent people. 

 
 

There is no doubt that successful and effective nfp processes will lead to change; what sort of change 

and how significant will vary from country to country and process to process; stakeholder voices have 

to developed and heard and predicting the downstream impact is not possible. Whether CFAs change 

from deciders, implementers and controllers to coordinators and facilitators will depend on the political 

process, dialogue and decisions that arise as a result. It is to be hoped that if the woes of the forestry 

sector are in part due to poor governance that nfp processes will assist in addressing the problems, 

possibly by improving transparency, possibly by improving communication and understanding and 

possibly by improving accountability. It is not clear how the Facility is monitoring the impacts of its 

funding in these areas. 
 

Another element hindering the effective functioning of the MNSC (but also the Facility team job) is due 

to the fact that participatory processes are well developed, applied and analyzed at territorial level, but 

less experience exists at the national and sectoral level. CFAs, in their structures and internal 

operational systems, hardly conceived participatory approaches as part of their operating system.  
 

The sustainability of the MNSC depends on continued financing and the achievement of results: for 

different reasons (including financing and technical assistance) the platforms of discussion that the 

MNSCs can provide are weak where external, preferably neutral support, is not available for 

facilitation
14

. 
 

There is a high probability that the MNSCs are still operating at the lower level of Arnstein’s ladder
15

 of 

participation, reflecting that 48 out of 70 Facility partner countries are characterized by very low and low 

level of democracy (Annex 6). 
 

This is also confirmed by a Facility internal evaluation that identified functional and well established 

MNSC in 37 partner countries and ad-hoc steering committees, managing the Facility grants’ system, 

in other 24 partner countries (Annex 6). 
 

Box 5: Catalytic Role of the Facility 

 

The Facility has catalyzed the efforts of German Cooperation and FAO in Paraguay, giving the 

opportunity to promote and recognize the consenting forest policy, at least at central level. 
 

The result obtained is thus excellent, but in the design of the following grants the follow-up of the 

activity (socialization of the forest policy at sub-national level, governance of the sector, promotion of 

the image of a new forest institutionality) was missing and only 4 years later a new grant is in a certain 

measure trying to socialize the proposal, that already need to be reshaped due to requested changes 

relating to environmental services and climate changes. 

 

                                            
14

  The effective operations of MNSCs are hindered by overlaps between different platforms promoted by the UN 
system (for example for climate change, biodiversity and desertification similar structures have been 
proposed). The relevance of different themes and initiatives in the international arena, influences their 
operations and importance at national level. The decreased international interest in nfp diminishes their 
importance and the role of national multi-stakeholders platforms. 

15
  Arnstein, Sherry R. "A Ladder of Citizen Participation," JAIP, Vol. 35, No. 4, July 1969, pp. 216-224 quoted in 

FAO, 2007 Asia-Pacific Forestry Commission, Reaching Consensus, Multi-stakeholder processes in forestry: 
experiences from the Asia-Pacific region - D.A. Gilmour, P.B. Durst & K. Shono - RAP publication 2007/31 
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Recipient Organisations 

 

An analysis of the types of ROs benefiting from grants by years and by region (Annex 6), shows that: 

− First grants (2002, 2003), used mainly to finance the consolidation of the nfp processes and the 

beneficiaries, were mainly to the CFAs; 

− From 2004, with a consolidation of this process from 2006, NGOs become the most represented 

ROs of the Facility (53% of LoAs); 

− Other represented ROs are the Research and Education Centres and the Private Sector 

Associations, with a major representation of the former in Africa and Asia, and of the latter in Latin 

America; 

− Decentralized forest departments, other governments and CBOs are very poorly represented. 

 

During the lifetime of the Facility, the country’s process of adjudication of the LoAs shows a positive 

shift: NSAs acquired more space, and in some countries the role of NGOs became pivotal to bring 

services to the CFA and in some cases to promote a nearest approach to rural communities and give 

voices to their needs.  

 

Clearly, the involvement of CBOs is still incipient. The first CBOs benefited from LoAs in 2006, but their 

participation did not follow the progressive escalation of NGOs’ participation (4% of LoAs, one of the 

lowest between the 7 stakeholders’ categories). This limitation is expressed also in geographical terms: 

CBOs actively participated in the nfp processes only in 4 countries (Nicaragua, Guatemala, Jamaica 

and Burkina Faso). In the evolution of the nfp processes, and the acquisition of their importance at sub-

national level, their social role in improving the organizational and advocating abilities of forest-dwellers 

and rural inhabitants is still weak. Grants could become an important tool for empowering forest-

dwellers and other poorly represented interest groups to have the confidence to assert views and 

advocate their rights to powerful groups such as governments, corporations or political parties. 

 

A series of elements hinder forest dependant people from benefiting from country support activities and 

improving their abilities to be part of the national dialogue. These are: 

− Low level of organization of forest dependent people; 

− Limited communication methodologies for advertising about the Facility “Calls of Proposals”; 

− Insufficient resources to identify and accompany actors at local level, and; 

− Procedural and administrative requirements, as per LoA requirements; 
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2.5  SUSTAINABILITY 

 

Facility support to nfp processes 

 

The sustainability of the process resides in the ability of the CFAs and MNSCs in identifying those 

bottlenecks that are hindering the nfp process to implement SFM at national and sub-national level and 

to ensure the follow-up of the implemented actions, in terms of either replicability or continuity. 

 

The small grants system has allowed CFAs to hire external service providers through a somewhat 

transparent process, with preference for NGOs. 

 

Grants can be classified into two main categories: 

 

− Services for the elaboration of policies or governance instruments at the national level, including 

improvement of the services offered by the CFA; 

− Field or decentralized participatory projects for the benefit or with the participation of forest-

dwellers. 

 

The Facility finances 6 kind of activities, in order of importance these are: training, study, information, 

coordination of the nfp process, sectoral analysis and extension activities. Forest policies, forest 

management, community forestry and governance are the main themes covered (Annex 6). Inter-

sectoral themes, either at national or regional level, covered forest education and payment for 

environmental services and recently financing and climate change.  

 

The CFAs appreciated how the Facility positively influenced the way they are developing and running 

their nfps. However, CFAs could not replicate the grants system due to shortage of institutional funds 

and large administrative internal procedures.  

 

CFAs are in charge of monitoring grant implementation, but CFAs have poor resources to follow the 

implemented grants and neither do the MNSCs. The sustainability of the actions is thus seen to depend 

upon the ability of the CFAs to follow-up activities during the period of grant implementation but also in 

the following phases of consolidation, in line with national objectives. Unfortunately the opportunity for 

coherence and complementarities of grants is missing: many priorities arise when thinking about the 

multiple interests of forest sector stakeholders. Thus, the grants cover a high variety of themes 

decreasing somehow the opportunities of follow-up and leveraging of subsequent phases. The use of 

the nfp-matrix is expected to help the MNSC and CFA to better drive the efforts to a selection of 

proposals that can be pursued by CFA and ROs in line with PA and national objectives. 
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Box 6: Ecuadorian experiences 

 

The first grant managed by the National Forest Direction was designated for the conformation of the 

MNSC and the analysis and update of the National Forest Strategy (2004). Another important output 

was the formalization of the forest dialogue, as a platform to discuss forest issues. By 2008, the 

dialogue stalled, due to existing frictions with the environmentalist sector, in relationship with the 

Puembo Initiative.  

 

In line with a FAO project promoting agro-forestry in the Andean region, the Fundación Duchicela 

organized a training and warning radial system about forestry and reforestation systems and elaborated 

a participatory reforestation plan for 23 communities in Chimborazo Province. Unfortunately the plan 

could not fund implementation: the CFA support was missing to ensure its insertion in national 

reforestation plans and as a possible modality for allowing bottom-up land planning in areas where the 

land tenure system decreases the opportunities for classical reforestation plans. The resources of the 

Facility were limited to training, studying and other capacity building initiatives, but did not cover 

physical investments. 

 

 

During field missions, a striking future was the progressive isolation of Facility day-to-day focal point, 

and more generally CFA, with respect to sectoral and inter-sectoral issues. Key elements, to avoid the 

relegation of Forest Authorities to mere controller and provider of statistics, are: 

− A cross-sectoral thinking with links to water, climate change, energy, agricultural issues or 

biodiversity;  

− Support to decentralization and de-concentration processes to facilitate the implementation of 

policies at sub-national level; 

− Participation of multiples stakeholders from different sectors to facilitate a wider participation and 

social control of nfp processes.  
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2.6  COMPLEMENTARITIES AND COHERENCE 

 

Development Aid Policies and Climate Change 

 

The Paris Declaration, further refined in 2008 with the Accra Agenda for Action, is mainly concerned 

with returning control over in-country development policies and activities to national governments. In 

line with Paris Declaration, a growing number of bilateral donors (including the EU, but also some MS) 

are channelling a substantial part of their development contribution through direct budget support 

and/or sectoral funding mechanisms. The pledges for climate change mitigation and adaptation are 

increasing the available ODA. 

 

The Facility support is in line with the above mentioned principles, giving space to country-driven 

activities, promoting the use of national implementation capacities, but an enhancement of the capacity 

of coordination and complementation of activities is needed to reinforce the role of nfp in national 

agendas and to promote the importance of forest sector to sustainable development. 

 

With the financing of REDD, and the promotion of national mechanisms for payment of environmental 

services for water and CO2, the implementing capacity in the public sector of developing countries, may 

become the most important factors limiting development and the potential positive impact of donors’ aid 

on forests cover and share of benefits. The forest institutions are often in a weak position in 

comparison to other governmental bodies. Better integration of forest policies to make climate change 

responses effective is required. On the other hand, the ability of the Facility to share knowledge and 

proportionate policy backstopping to a wider range of themes should be improved. 

 

FAO Forestry Department 

 

The Facility is an important instrument for the FAO Forestry Department. The Facility financing enables 

the Forestry Department (and mainly the Forest Economics, Policy and Products Division) to have an 

active forest policy dialogue with a large number of countries and NSAs, thus enhancing the FAO / 

developing country interface. The support of the FAO foresters as in-kind support remains crucial for 

contacts in country, even if in some cases monitoring missions are very short. 

 

A positive result of the collaboration between the Facility and FAO is the training system of Nfp for All, 

considered useful by representatives of the MNSC and other participants, mainly ROs. The FAO 

Department is also benefiting of the updated information of the Facility web site that is linked to the 

internal database (FORIS). 

 

The relationship with the FAO in technical and regional departments is useful for both partners, but the 

role of the Facility in Regular Country Programmes activities or special programs is less clear (Annex 

6)  

. 

Forestry Projects Financed by the EU and EU Member States 

 

From 2005, EU and EU Members States (MS) financed 57 projects, 36 out of these still active. 

Financing is concentrated mainly at global and interregional level
16

 a long-term commitment and 

presently active. The information is systematized by Donor and for geographical regions in Annex 6. 

 

                                            
16

  The distinction between global and interregional projects varies, generally interregional projects are those that 
interest a limited number of countries in different continents, e.g. the NFPF is classified as an interregional 
programme, but it’s promoting global values in the 3 continents, although not tackling very high HDI countries. 
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The Netherlands, active from 2001 to 2008 with the FNPP-Forestry (FNPP/GLO/003/NET) fund, has 

been the first Donor in supporting activities to promote nfp in developing countries. The Facility MTF 

represents the 20% of the funds of the active projects and the 30% of the MTF. The importance of the 

fund for the Forestry Department is also confirmed by the relationship of the Facility MTF in relationship 

with the MTF FMPP/GLO/003/MUL summing to $4 296 534 and operative from 2009 to 2010 and 

identified to promote National policies, legal instruments and supporting mechanisms that respond to 

domestic requirements and are consistent with the international policy and regulatory framework. 

 

Box 7: Levels of Coordination 

 

In Paraguay and Ecuador, Finland and Norway are financing two FAO interregional projects that are 

clearly part of the nfp process and Facility activities, in term of readiness to REDD, but also in existence 

and share of forest information. Unfortunately the exchange of experiences, and the use of similar 

platforms, has been limited.  

An effort of stronger coordination is needed to promote effectiveness of aid and to avoid the existence 

and superposition of national platforms, with the concentration of decisional power in a limited number 

of institutions and individuals. 

 

 

Regional Forestry Commissions 

 

The Facility took part in the Forestry Commissions (COFO). Forestry Commissions are considered 

important fora for information exchange. Increased participation of non-government stakeholders is 

seen as a big improvement compared to the past “government dominated” commission meetings. The 

Facility promoted the participation of ROs and of NSAs in COFOs at global and regional level. It is 

more difficult to determine how the Facility, through the participation of stakeholders, had a stronger 

say in the Agenda or the conclusions arising. This analysis is limited to consider the frequency of the 

themes and the Facility in the final general COFO reports from 1999 to 2009. Annex 6 shows the 

increasing importance of nfp in recommendations and requests in the years 2005 and 2007, coinciding 

with the Facility’s renewal. Meanwhile nfps have been identified functional to the REDD process in the 

2009 report.  
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The NFP Facility and the Programme on Forests 

 

The Facility and the Programme on Forests (PROFOR) initiatives have been identified to promote the 

agreements reached during the IPF/IFF process that nfp are the common frameworks to be adopted by 

countries to move towards SFM. In their formulations, the two initiatives have been designed to work in 

a complementary manner to develop knowledge management and information services related to nfp 

processes and some identified key-themes (poverty/livelihoods, governance and financing). 

 

In its resolution 2006/49 the Economic and Social Council invited the governing bodies of the Facility, 

the PROFOR and the Bali Partnership Fund to work closely in promoting sustainable forest 

management at the national level. With the exception of an initiative to train Facility staff on the 

Poverty-Forests Linkages toolkit prepared by PROFOR and collaboration over the Forest Connect 

initiative, complementary work between the two initiatives has been relatively limited. 

 

Growing Forest Partnership 

 

The Facility creates a strong link with the GPF. Coordination staff is part of the Facility team and 

support in country coaching. Positive results of the coordination at FAO HQ are clearly evidenced at 

field level, for example in Guatemala, where the nfp and the Facility are part of the institutional web 

page, but mostly where interesting works have been developed in terms of policies’ implementation at 

national and sub-national level, similar positive results have been evidenced also in Ghana. 
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33..  CCOONNCCLLUUSSIIOONNSS  AANNDD  RREECCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS  
 

3.1 CONCLUSIONS 

 

Relevance 

Nfps were conceived as the framework to promote a more democratic and effective approach for the 

identification and implementation of SFM. In many countries, the long commitment needed to achieve a 

consensus for the approval of laws and policies has been hindering the opportunities to transform the 

nfps from a debating fora to implementing frameworks. 

 

Forest institutions are in many cases sidelined due to increasing interest of forests’ role in climate 

change mitigation. The forest institutions are in a weak position in comparison to other governmental 

bodies and a better integration of their policies within environmental and economic agenda is needed. 

The Facility can play an important role for the achievement of these results, but a stronger input in 

coordination and TA is needed, including knowledge sharing and policy backstopping on new emerging 

themes. 

 

Multiple donors participate in the funding of the Facility. Their participation in number and contribution 

has been variable during the years. Donor contributions are strongly related to the visibility of the 

Facility and the insertion of nfps as a framework for SFM in the international arena. 

 

In a rapidly changing external environment, the Facility needs to adopt a new approach to maintain the 

relevance of its objectives, promoting a stronger country impact and its monitoring, considering that in 

its structure the global dimension of the Facility is hindering the opportunity to reach effectively the sub-

national level. 

 

Efficiency 

The Facility should respond to the Paris Declaration, particularly in terms of the Facility’s efficiency, 

promoting coordination to add value to the catalytic role of small grants to nfp processes and to reduce 

delivery costs that are not justified in terms of in-country TA and policy backstopping. 

 

Promotion of decision-making at regional and country level is on-going, but de-concentration of human 

resources and further streamlining of administrative procedures is needed to ensure efficiency of the 

process and timely executions of grants. A substantial shift from administrative management to impact 

management is needed at all levels. 

 

At global level, the efficiency is diminished by a high number of poorly performing countries, influencing 

the ratio between signed LoAs and partner countries. At country level, the elements hindering the 

successful conclusion of the PA in a 3-year period are due to delays between each call for proposals, 

linked also to the opportune monitoring and conclusions of grants. 

 

Flux analysis of the opportunity, cost and length of each phase, and their amendment, will allow a 

reduction of variability of performances between countries. Demand-driven processes will then 

differentiate in qualitative and not quantitative terms, following specific national characteristics. 

 

Effectiveness 

The Facility has signed PAs worldwide with 70 countries and 4 regional organizations -thus a 

significant number of States and of potential stakeholders. The challenge now is to consolidate the on-

going processes in performing countries and to reconsider the potential for maintaining or renewing 

PAs in those countries where impact and sustainability are considered to be less than adequate. 
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Concentration of human and economic resources will improve national visibility, an important tool to 

promote the participation of stakeholders, with emphasis on less represented groups. A substantive 

public presence and the outreach of stakeholders become pivotal to maintain the value of the nfps as a 

framework for SFM and sustainable development in the international and national arenas and 

communicate the value of forestry in environment and economic life. 

 

Impact 

The impact of the process has been limited in terms of representativeness, operation and level of 

participation of the MNSC. The evidence suggests that the quality and impact of the nfps that have 

been developed is very variable (geographically and temporally) and, in many cases, they do not meet 

desirable standards. This variability is strongly related to the openness of CFAs, but the level of 

organization of civil society is also fundamental. In other cases, identified strategies or policies become 

obsolete or not valid due to political changes, hindering the opportunities for their implementation. A 

common characteristic of the activities is that the processes of policy reform require significant 

resources and commitment and their effects not always visible in the short and medium term. 

 

Introducing and consolidating participatory approaches at all levels is important, but if the goal is to 

involve forest-dwellers, the CFAs are not always the most appropriate institutions to reach them. 

Economical and social constraints, together with different functions of the personnel in the public 

administration, do not facilitate the promotion, communication, follow-up and monitoring of actions at 

field level.  

 

Other pivotal elements for an effective impact of MNSC are an inter-sectoral approach and coordination 

efforts, these two elements should be achieved either at global and country level, defining strategic 

alliances that will be reflected in the long-term representativeness and efficiency of MNSC at country 

level (or improvement of the existing ones) and the insertion of the nfp framework for the achievement 

of SFM in the behalf of new global objectives, as climate change but also a better recognition of 

indigenous rights, governance, etc...  

 

Sustainability 

The sustainability of nfps at country level is linked to the Facility’s ability to promote policy 

implementation or to leverage new funds for nfp implementation either at national and sub-national 

level. An appreciation of this process could not be quantified due to the incipient application of the 

OIMES at country level. 

 

The efforts to increase country sustainability should be directed to develop and promote management 

tools to bridge the gap between policies and actions, integrating forestry in poverty reduction strategies 

or national agendas or combining it to new environmental themes. Cross cutting themes such as social 

equity and gender issues have been poorly addressed by CFAs and support is needed in terms of TA 

and awareness raising. The OIMES can be a useful tool to raise the sustainability of nfps process in 

this sense. 

 

Complementarities and Coherence 

In line with the Paris Declaration, it is evident that, as for other sectors, implementing capacity in the 

public forest sector of developing countries, will become the most important factor limiting development 

and the potential positive impact of donors’ aid on forests cover and share of benefits. 

 

The Review is of the opinion that it is not possible to design and implement a range of catalytic 

activities, at global and country level and in terms of country support and knowledge management, 

without the opportune investments in co-ordination among the implementing agents, beginning from 
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FAO regular programmes and special thematic projects. In the last years, dramatic changes in forest 

sector occurred, due to factors such as climate change and raising demand in lands. Increased 

interaction with other sectors is needed to enhance the role of nfp and SFM to sustainable 

development and to tackle deforestation. 

 

It is also important, if countries are setting the agenda that time is taken to consult with them to develop 

ownership and engagement in the process and in follow-up activities. This is also because in most 

cases the forestry departments are isolated and funding is directed to conservation and/or climate 

change authorities. Adequate time-span and security of funding also for coordination purposes are 

necessary, but not sufficient emphasis has been given to this issue in the initial phase of PA. 



33 

 

 

3.2  RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Steering Committee 

 

1. Define new strategic orientations in light of the international policy discussions and the rapidly 

evolving scenario, considering the increasing importance of adopting a multisectoral approach to 

avoid the isolation of forest sector in the behalf of other environmental issues; 

 

2. Revise the number of partner countries, promoting the conclusion of those where the partnership is 

unfruitful and concentrating economic and human resources in those responding better, 

reconsidering the rule of “once a partner, always a partner”; 

 

3. Support the diversification of activities in forest countries with a global value or in countries with 

specific characteristics (for example LDCs, SIDS, countries highly vulnerable to desertification and 

climate change, etc...); 

 

4. Endorse activities to include forest dwellers and indigenous representatives in the MNSC and 

facilitate the integration of their organizations in the forest dialogues at national, regional and global 

level; similar activities have been supported already in Guatemala and Liberia and there is potential 

for expansion; 

 

5. Put emphasis in the social equity of the activities carried out, giving importance to the active 

participation of forest dwellers and indigenous groups in the MNSC, fora and other communication 

activities; 

 

6. Permit to include, in the yearly programming and budget, activities and resources designated to 

improve coordination efforts at regional and country level and to create a communication strategy 

as part of the information services; 

 

7. Promote the use of annual EU ROM (in line with EU rules for projects with a budget more than 1 

M€/year). The ROM missions can support the SC and the Facility team in measuring adaptive 

measures chosen at global level to maintain a strong link with the international arena and at 

country level to evaluate the feasibility and impact of the OIMES system in the nfp process and 

decision making of the MNSC. 

 

The Facility Team 

 

1. Conclude inactive partnerships in line with SC directives; 

 

2. Provide the partnership countries (national focal points and MNSCs) with stronger and clearer 

guidance on priority themes to be supported, derived from the global strategic orientation updated 

by the SC; 

 

3. Promote more visibility of the Facility at regional and country level, improving the communication 

strategy to ensure a more active participation of their representatives in the MNSC and a wider 

participation of CBOs to the “Calls for Proposals”; 

 

4. Identify the appropriate mechanisms and improve the communication and coordination abilities of 

the MNSC to promote nfps, independently from grant’s implementation; 
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5. Bring more methodological and information tools to the CFAs and MNSCs for improving their ability 

to reach stakeholders and facilitate their participation in platforms either at national and sub-

national level; 

 

6. Support the CFA and promote coordination with FAO Country Offices to provide with TA and 

monitoring resources to ensure the smooth conclusion of LoAs in the required time; 

 

7. Facilitate meetings and support for the preparation of project proposals and in this sense potentiate 

the Facility web site as a source of ideas and exchange of experiences between countries and 

regions; 

 

8. Continue to organise / facilitate lessons learnt / exchange of experiences workshops / seminars by 

the partnership countries and ROs, involving actors from other sectors; 

 

9. Support the CFA and MNSC in the management of conflict and the smooth integration of other 

sectors in the dialogue to avoid the present isolation of CFA and forest sector in general; 

 

10. Organise training events that address (i) understanding on nfp concepts (“Nfps for all”), and (ii) 

proposal writing. Such training events could be targeted particularly to recent partnership countries, 

but also existing partnership countries to reinforce local presence and strengthen coordination 

efforts; 

 

11. Incentive the use of OIMES by CFAs and NMSCs by providing further support and encouragement 

by country coaches; 

 

12. Promote coordination activities to leverage economic resources under the umbrella of nfp and 

SFM, advocated to reinforce the democratic role of MNSC but also improve their implementing 

abilities; 

 

13. Concentrate to a more effective management rather than an administrative one, promoting the 

efficiency of the programme in terms of quality of activities and number of LoAs carried out at 

country level; 

 

14. Increase TA and policy backstopping to the MNSC in terms of governance (representativeness, 

visibility, capacity, transparency and accountability), as key institution in leading the nfp process in 

the long term; 
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AANNNNEEXX  11::  TTEERRMMSS  OOFF  RREEFFEERREENNCCEE  

 

Review (evaluation) of the National Forest Programme Facility (NFPF) 

hosted by the FAO 

 

1. Background 

The NFP Facility was created in 2002 as a response to intergovernmental dialogue, which has 

recognized the essential role of national forest programmes (nfps) in addressing forest sector issues. 

Its main objective is to assist countries - by a demand driven approach - in developing and 

implementing their NFPs that effectively address local needs and national priorities and reflect 

internationally agreed principles (country leadership, participation and integration of cross sectoral 

issues). The NFP Facility stimulates broad stakeholder participation in the NFP processes by providing 

grants directly to civil society to implement activities planned by their NFP. Main country activities are: 

− Analysis and formulation of forest policies 

− Supporting participatory NFP processes 

− Capacity building through training 

− Knowledge management 

− Awareness raising 
 

In addition, the NFP Facility offers information services and exchange learning, experiences, evaluation 

and lessons learnt on the implementation of NFP processes. For more information, see www.NFP-

facility.org. 
 

2. Description of the Assignment – Part II 

The review is primarily intended to assess results and impacts of the NFP Facility from its first and 

second phase from 2002-2009 as well as an assessment of options for a potential third phase. The 

review should as far as possible assess relevance as well as quantitative and qualitative achievements, 

impacts and cost-effectiveness of the NFP Facility intervention. Brief recommendations with regard to 

future development of the intervention should be given.  

 

Specific Review Questions 

• To what extent has the NFP Facility contributed to relevant international, regional and national 

forest related policy and decision processes in the selected countries/regions/at the global level?  

• How do different stakeholders perceive the initiative and the relevance and effectiveness of its 

support? 

• What is the cost efficiency of the NFP Facility support? 

• How well are the NFP Facility activities coordinated and integrated with other key processes and 

initiatives in the countries as well as at global level? 

• To what extent does the NFP Facility complement and/or duplicate other interventions? What is the 

niche and value added of the NFP Facility? 

• To what extent is the programme and budget of the FAO Forestry Department integrating the 

objectives of the Facility, considering the relevance of FAO support to it? 

• How well are gender considerations integrated in the Facility supported processes? 

• To what extent does the newly introduced Results Based Management System (RBM) and 

“OIMES” sufficiently provide a tool for management and measuring outcomes and impacts, provide 

information usable for visualizing achievements and the Facility “ways of working”, as well as 

forming a learning tool for involved stakeholders? 

• What are the key challenges and opportunities for a possible continuation into a fourth phase of the 

programme, seen its envisaged end in 2012? 

• What are the opportunities, challenges and conditions for long-term sustainability and effectiveness 

of npfs (including role of the multi-stakeholder steering committees)? 
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Recommendations 

Besides assessing the results (quality, relevance, impact) of the different components, the review is 

expected to generate brief recommendations and lessons. Recommendations could include, but not 

necessarily be restricted to, the following issues: 

• Recommendations on relevance and feasibility of the three future potential focus areas identified 

by the NFP Facility: forest financing, communications and climate change. Are there other areas 

the Facility should focus on? 

• Recommendations on how the NFP Facility could assist to strengthen coordination with other 

relevant interventions both at country level and at international level. 

• Recommendations how the NFP Facility could increase intra- and inter-sectoral integration. 

• Recommendations on how to ensure long-term national sustainability. 

 

Examples of documents for review include agreements, annual plans and reports, outputs such as 

publications, policy briefs and working papers, workshop documentations etc.  
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AANNNNEEXX  22::  AAGGEENNDDAA  AANNDD  LLIISSTT  OOFF  PPEEOOPPLLEE  MMEETT  

Name Role Institution Email Phone Number Theme 

Belgium, Brussels - 4th of May 2010 

Frank JACOBS Environment and Sustainable 

Management of Natural 

Resources, including Energy 

EC,  EuropeAid F3 frank.jacobs@ec.europa.eu  32 2 2965050 Briefing on ToRs, planning of activities, 

description of expectations form the team 

Mathieu 

BOUSQUET 

Strategy FLEGT EC, Development mathieu.bousquet@ec.europa.e

u  

 Brief contact concerning FLEGT activities 

Thomas VAN 

WIJNGAARDEN 

In charge of the FAO - EU 

FLEGT for ACP  

EC,  EuropeAidC4 

ACP programme 

thomas.van-

wijngaarden@ec.europa.eu  

32-2-2954310 Brief contact concerning FAO-ACP-

FLEGT activities 

Christer 

HERMANSSON 

In charge of the JRC – FORAF 

Forest Observatories in Africa 

EC,  EuropeAidC4 

ACP programme 

christer.hermansson@ec.europa

.eu  

32-2-2955961 Brief contact concerning FAO-ACP-

FLEGT activities and FRA-JCR activities 

Italy, Rome, FAO Headquarters - 31st of May to 2nd of June 2010 

Jerker 

THUNBERG 

Manager 

National Forest Programme 

Facility 

FAO Jerker.Thunberg@fao.org  

www.nfp-facility.org  

39 06 57054530 Briefing concerning the Programme, 

history, achievements and perspectives. 

Johan LEJEUNE Senior Operations Officer  

National Forest programme 

Facility  Forestry Department  

FAO Johan.Lejeune@fao.org  39 06 57055861 Briefing concerning the Programme, 

history, achievements and perspectives. 

Marguerite 

FRANCE-

LANORD 

Forestry Officer, National Forest 

Programme Facility 

FAO Marguerite.FranceLanord@fao.o

rg  

39 06 57054304 Description of mechanisms for grants’ 

management. 

Eva MULLER 

 

Team Leader Forest Policy & 

Economics - Forestry 

Department 

FAO Eva.Muller@fao.org  39 0657054628 Briefing about NFPF & FLEGT-ACP, 

FAFA,  

Robert SIMPSON Programme Manager ACP-

FLEGT Support Programme 

FAO Robert.Simpson@fao.org  

www.fao.org/forestry/acp-flegt  

39 06 570 54471 Description of FLEGT-ACP and 

opportunities of coordination with other 

on-going EU projects 

Arvydas 

LEBEDYS 

Forestry Officer (statistics) - 

Forests Products and Industry 

Division 

FAO arvydas.lebedys@fao.org  39 06 5703641 Attendance to the weekly Meeting with 

Facility Staff and small briefing 

concerning on-going activities and 

achievements 
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Name Role Institution Email Phone Number Theme 

Olman SERRANO Senior Forestry Officer -Forestry 

Economics, Policy and Products 

Division 

FAO Olman.Serrano@fao.org  39 06 57055137 Governance and stakeholders in Central 

and Latin America 

Sophie 

GROUWELS 

Forestry Officer (small scale 

enterprise development) - 

Growing Forest Partnerships 

Coordinator 

FAO sophie.grouwels@fao.org  39 06 57055299 Relationship between GFP and the 

Facility, relevance of Guatemala’s 

activities face to subregional context. 

Robert SIMPSON Programme Manager ACP-

FLEGT Support Programme 

FAO Robert.Simpson@fao.org   39 06 570 54471 Description of the ACP-FLEGT project 

and methodology adopted. 

www.fao.org/forestry/acp-flegt 

Adam GERRAND Forestry Officer, Global Forest 

Assessment and Reporting 

FOMA, Forest Assessment, 

Management and Conservation 

Division 

FAO Adam.Gerrand@fao.org  39 06 57053063 Description of the FRA activities and 

methodology adopted and the expected 

results of FRA 2010. 

http://www.fao.org/forestry/fra2010-

remotesensing/en/  

Access FRA satellite sample data on-line 

Portal:  

http://geonetwork4.fao.org/geonetwork/sr

v/en/fra.home 

R. Michael 

MARTIN 

Director Forest Economics, 

Policy and Products Division 

FAO Michael.Martin@fao.org  39 06 57053302 Best techniques for the identification of 

EU and MS financed forest’s projects.  

Jhony Zapata 

Andia 

NFPF Facilitator Latin America, 

National Forest Programme 

Facility 

 Jhony.ZapataAndia@fao.org  39 06 57053102 Characteristics of nfp processes in Latin 

America. Identification of main actors at 

countries’ level. 

Manuel Paveri NFPF coach, National Forest 

Programme Facility, Brazil 

  manuelpaveri@yahoo.com  39 06 57054615 Characteristics of nfp processes in Brazil. 

Identification of possible actors at sub-

national and national  level. 

Ecuador, Quito and Amazon Region 19th to-23th of July 2010 

Wladimir Tene National Forest Director, NFPF 

Focal Point 

National  Forest 

Direction Ministry of 

Environment - 

Ecuador 

wtene@ambiente.gov.ec  +593-2- 3987 

600, ext. 1406 

Briefing meeting about  mission purpose 

and NFPF 
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Name Role Institution Email Phone Number Theme 

Oswaldo Sorango Coordinador día-día NFPF 

Facility 

National  Forest 

Direction Ministry of 

Environment - 

Ecuador 

osarango@ambiente.gov.ec  +593-2- 3987 

600, ext. 1406 

Mobile 09 

5006412 

Various meetings, including NFPF 

Committee and Project Facilitation 

Jorge Hidalgo Technical Coordinator CEDENMA, 

Coordinator 

environmental 

NGOs and 

associations 

info@cedenma.org , 

fcverde@hotmail.com  

+593 2 331 8191 Functions of the NFPF Committee, 

difficulties faced in the dialogue with 

authorities, relevance of the programme, 

possible implementation 

Ricardo Tapia Environmental and GEF 

Coordinator 

FAO - Ecuador ricardo.tapia@fao.org  +593-2-2905923 Accompanying in the process, partial 

description of FAO-Finland activities in 

the country 

Miguel A. 

Vásquez 

Ministerial Assessor Indigenous 

Secretary 

mvasquez@secretariadepueblos

.gov.ec  

+593 2 297 6700 

ext 209 

Member of the SC, but not aware of its 

function 

Jhoanna Arévalo Executive Director AIMA, Association of 

Wood Producers 

director@aima.org.ec  +593-2-292-3798 Member of the SC, but not aware of its 

function 

Max Lascano 

 

Coordinator SocioBosque mlascano@ambiente.gov.ec  +593-2-2563429 Description of the Socio-Bosque project 

and achievements 

Sigrid Vásconez 

D. 

Directora Ambiente y Sociedad Grupo Faro svasconez@grupofaro.org  +593-2-245 63 

67 

Description of activities of social control in 

relation to forest governance 

Doris Cordero 

Camacho 

Forest Programme Officer UICN-SUR doris.cordero@sur.iucn.org  +593-2-2261075 Description of research and forest 

management and governance projects in 

Ecuador and the Amazon (EU fundings) 

and relationship FAO 

Bernardo Ortiz-

von Halle 

Regional Director  bernardo.ortiz@traffic.sur.iucn.or

g  

+593-2-2261075 Description of forest governance projects 

managed in the area, mainly Peru 

Ivan Collantes Administrative Expert FAO ivan.collantes@fao.org  +593-2905923 Procedures for LoAs execution 

Alonso Moreno 

Diaz 

ATP GESOREN Program GTZ alonso.moreno-diaz@gtz.de  +593-2-2239190 Forest and environment activities carried 

out by GTZ and possible coordination 

with other EU/FAO funded projects 
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Name Role Institution Email Phone Number Theme 

Mauricio Castillo Science Sector Coordinator UNESCO mcastillo@unesco.org.ec  +593-2-2529085 Interaction of UN agencies in the 

development and implementation of MDG 

Spanish funds for the ITT-Yasuní 

Reserve. 

Pedro Ponce 

Correa 

Sectoral Expert in Environment EU Delegation in 

Ecuador 

pedro.ponce@ec.europa.eu  +593-2-2523912 Forest and environmental projects 

financed by the EU and perspectives for 

the support to the forest sector in the 

ongoing CSP 

Juan Carlos 

Palacios 

Executive Director COMAFORS jcpalacios@comafors.org  +593-2-2437366 RO beneficiary of two LoAs. 

Description of the activities, participation 

to regional meetings, challenges of the 

NFPF system 

Gonzalo Banda 

Cruz 

Project coordinator Grupo Faro gbandc@grupofaro.org  +59398274027 Perspectives for the management of 

social control for the forest sector. Dfid 

fund for Amazonian area. 

Edgar Vasquez Consultant COMAFORS edgarvasquez@andinanet.net  +593 99813183 Description of achievements of the LoA 

“satellite account for forestry” 

Pablo Cuenca Expert for climate change & 

REDD 

Ministry of 

Environment 

pcuenca@ambiente.gov.ec  +593 3987600 Description of advancements relative to 

UNFCC for forests and land-use changes 

Teresa Palacios Expert for climate change & 

REDD 

Ministry of 

Environment 

tpalacios@ambiente.gov.ec  +593 3987600 Description of advancements relative to 

UNFCC for forests and land-use changes 

Milton Reinoso Director SFA milton_reinoso@yahoo.es  +593-(0)07-

2702894 

Beneficiary of a LoA in the first phase and 

deletion of the second one, considered as 

not anymore valid following new 

government priorities 

Joel Jumbo Forest Technician SFA joel_jumbo@yahoo.es  +593-(0)07-

2702894 

Description of field work for forest 

governance and taxation and field visit to 

a small shauar forest owner 
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Name Role Institution Email Phone Number Theme 

Thailand - 19-20th July 2010 

Fan, Xiaojie  Facilitator for Asia and 

the Pacific 

FAO Office, Bangkok 

(FAORAP) 

Xiaojie.Fan@fao.org  +662 697 4254  

Delphine 

Brissonneau 

Attaché (Cooperation) EU Delegation Bangkok delphine.brissonneau@ec.eu

ropa.eu  

+66 2 305 2744  

Peter Neil   IUCN Asia Regional 

Office 

Peter.NEIL@iucn.org 

 

  

Yam Malla Director RECOFTC yam.malla@recoftc.org    

Thomas Enters  RECOFTC ex FAO  +66 9816 1368  

Indonesia - 21
st

-27th July 2010 

Thibaut 

Portevin 

 RELEX - EU Delegation 

Jakarta 

Thibaut.PORTEVIN@ec.eur

opa.eu  

  

Chaerudin 

Mangkudisastra 

Deputy Director of 

Forestry Planning and 

Statistic 

Agency for Forestry 

Planning (Badan 

Planologi), Ministry of 

Forestry, Jakarta 

cmangku@yahoo.com  +62 21 573 0282  

Ms. Ari Sylvia NFP Facilitator Ministry of Forestry, 

Jakarta 

arrie_sf@yahoo.com    

Andy Roby FLEGT VPA Facilitator  Andyroby2001@yahoo.com  +62 21 570 1107  

Michael Jaeger Team Leader EC-Indonesia Flegt 

Support Project 

 mj@eu-flegt.org  +62 (21) 57951501  

Agus Setyarso Executive Chairman National Forest Council  agusse@yahoo.com  +62-81 2992 9938 or 

+62 81 126 7948 

 

Hoang Thanh Programme Officer, 

Rural Development and 

Environment 

EU Delegation, Hanoi Thanh.hoang@ec.europa.eu  +844 39 41 00 99  
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Name Role Institution Email Phone Number Theme 

Vietnam - 23-27th August 2010 

Dr Ha Cong 

Tuan 

Deputy Director General Ministry of Agriculture 

and Rural Development 

tuanfpd@gmail.com  +84 4 373 356 84  

Tran Kim Long  International 

Cooperation 

Department, MARD 

Longtk.htqt@mard.gov.vn  +84 4 384 34682  

Dr Phan Hgoc 

Mau 

Deputy Director of 

Bilateral Cooperation 

Division 

Ministry of Agricultural 

and Rural Development 

Maupn.htq@mard.gov.vn  +84 4 35 188 132  

Nguyen Tuong 

Van 

Deputy Director Forest Sector Support 

Partnership 

Coordination Office 

Va.fssp@hn.vnn.vn  +84 4 376 29412  

Nguyen Bich 

Hang 

Communication 

Program Officer 

FSSP Coordination 

Office 

Hang.fssp@hn.vnn.vn  +84 4 376 29412  

Prof Dr Hguyen 

Ngoc Lung 

Director Research Institute for 

Sustainable Forest 

Management and Forest 

Certification 

vietnamfsc@yahoo.com  +84 4 375 56250 NFP Contract 

Dr Vu Van Me Deputy Director Consultative Institute for 

Socio Economic 

Development of Rural 

and Mountainous Areas 

(CISDOMA) 

vvme@hn.vnn.vn +84 4 3784 3681 NFP contract 

Dr Nguyen Ton 

Quyen 

Vice Chairman Vietnam Timber and 

Forest Product 

Association 

info@vietfores.org +84 4 627 82122  

Eng Do Van 

Nhuan 

Vice President Vietnam Forest Science 

Technology Association 

Vifa2004@yahoo.com +84 4 375 41333  
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Name Role Institution Email Phone Number Theme 

Paraguay 29th August to 4th September 2010 

Luis Torrales 

Kennedy 

President  INFONA presidencia@infona.gov.py  +595-21-575562 Briefing and debriefing of the 

evaluation mission 

Damiana Mann NFPF Day-to-day focal 

point 

INFONA damidel@cu.com.py   Accompany the visits, 

description of the technical 

process 

Angela Galeano  Project Officer FAO Paraguay angela.galeano@fao.org   Accompany the visits, 

description of the technical 

process 

Jorge Meza FAO Representative & 

NFPF coach 

FAO Paraguay jorge.meza@fao.org    

Ezequiel 

Francisco 

Santagada 

Lawer IDEA ezequiel.santagada@idea.or

g.py  

+59521614619 Insertion of platforms in the 

management of forests 

Oscar Stark National Director REDIEX ostark@rediex.gov.py  +595 21 6163028 Platform management for wood 

industry. Challenges of the 

sector and relationship with the 

NFPF 

Gonzalo Muñoz 

Anton 

Rural Development 

Expert 

IABD gonzalom@iadb.org +595 21 616 22 53 Forest projects financed by the 

IADB with EU funds. 

Daniel 

Vasconsellos 

Sectoral Expert in 

Development 

EU Delegation in 

Paraguay 

danielvasconsellos@ec.euro

pa.eu  

+595-21-206069 Forest and environmental 

projects financed by the EU 

and perspectives for the 

support to the forest sector in 

the ongoing CSP. Support 

offered to INFONA in the behalf 

of the institutional / 

modernisation support 

program. 
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Name Role Institution Email Phone Number Theme 

Veronique 

Gerard 

Programme Officer UNDP veronique.gerard@undp.org  +595-21 611 980 Management of the GEF 

projects “Paraguay Silvestre” 

and UN-REDD proposal with 

INFONA 

Paul Borsy Assessor  paulpmm@rieder.net.py  +595-21-574662 Beneficiary of subvention in the 

behalf of NFPF to identify 

possible financial mechanisms 

to promote forest plantations 

Mirtha Vera Director FCA/university of 

Agriculture  

dircif@agr.una  (595-21) 585606 MNSC constitution & work. Call 

for proposal and selection of 

LoAs. 

Fatima Mereles Director WWF Paraguay fmereles@wwf.org.py  (595-21) 303100 MNSC constitution & work. Call 

for proposal and selection of 

LoAs 

Anairis 

Balbuena 

Technical Assistant Rural Association of 

Paraguay 

ambientearo@rieder.net.py  (595-21) 753430 MNSC constitution & work. Call 

for proposal and selection of 

LoAs 

Nora Dubie Technical Assistant Federation of 

Paraguayan Wood 

Industries (FEPAMA) 

ndubie@fepama.org  (595-21) 441182 MNSC constitution & work. Call 

for proposal and selection of 

LoAs 

Laura 

Rodriguez 

GIS Expert Foundation Moises 

Bertoni 

mrodriguez@mbertoni.org.py  (595-21) 608740 Presentation of grants’ 

achievement by ROs 

Victor Vidal Representative MFN National Forest 

Roundtable 

vcvidal@hotmail.com  (595-21) 603360 Presentation of grants’ 

achievement by ROs 

Oscar Rodas Responsable Association Guyra 

Paraguay 

oscar@guyra.org.py  (595-21) 229097 Presentation of grants’ 

achievement by ROs 

José Ibarra Program Coordinator Alter Vida jcia04@hotmail.com  (595-21) 298842 Presentation of grants’ 

achievement by ROs 

Alberto Project’s coordinator Idea alberto.vellacich@idea.org.p (595-21) 614619 Presentation of grants’ 
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Name Role Institution Email Phone Number Theme 

Vellacich y  achievement by ROs 

Hugo Correa Vice-President  COOPROSE  (595-0984560833 Presentation of grants’ 

achievement by ROs 

David F. 

Cabrera 

 COOPROSE  (595-0981192475 Presentation of grants’ 

achievement by ROs 

Laura Villalba  Foundation From Chaco lvillalba@desdelchaco.org.py (595-0983-733016 Platform of Forest Models and 

beneficiary of EU funds for 

forest sector 

Manuel Ferreira  MCS Consulting Group manuel@mcs.com.py  595-21-229966 Presentation of grants’ 

achievement by ROs 

Gumercinda 

Perez Guanes 

Coordinator Pronatura gperezguanes@hotmail.com  595-0981482860 Presentation of grants’ 

achievement by ROs-field 

Nancy López de 

Kochalka 

Consultant Pronatura estherycnan@yahoo.com.ar  595-0994352586 Presentation of grants’ 

achievement by ROs-field 

Luís Alberto 

Galeano 

Educational Supervisor Alto Verá ypeku-lag@hotmail.com  595-0983596513 Presentation of grants’ 

achievement by ROs-field 

Maria Victoria 

Aquino 

Alto Verá Major Alto Verá   Presentation of grants’ 

achievement by ROs-field 

Iyacio Espinola Director Agroforestry promoters   Presentation of grants’ 

achievement by ROs-field 

Ruth Gonzalez 

LLamas 

Communication 

Associate 

World Bank r.gonzalez2@worldbank.org  +595-21 231155 Management of a GEF 5M 

project in the Parana region & 

relationship and support of 

PROFOR 

Ghana, Cameroon and DRC 

ANSAH-

ESHON, Ekua 

Executive Co-ordinator ATWWAR, Advocates & 

Trainers for Women’s 

attwwar@yahoo.com    
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Name Role Institution Email Phone Number Theme 

Welfare, Advancements 

and Rights, Ghana 

ARRAULT, 

Isabelle 

Project Officer AFD, Agence française 

de Développement, 

Ghana 

arraultI@afd.fr  + 233 21 77 87 55 / 

56 

 

ASARE, Alex Manager Collaborative Resource 

Management Unit 

(CRMU), Ghana 

abasare99@yahoo.com  + 233 0208 149 194  

AZENUI 

ASANGA, 

Christian 

Advisor SNV 

Netherlands 

Development 

Organisation, Cameroon 

casangaazenui@snvworld.or

g  

  

BEEKO, Chris Ag. Director 

Timber validation 

Department 

FAO, Ghana 

Food and Agriculture 

Organization of the 

United Nations 

cabeeko@yaho.com   

CERRUTI, 

Paolo 

Chercheur CIFOR-Cameroun p.cerutti@cgiar.org       

DAUMERIE, 

Alain 

Project Manager - 

Cameroon 

SGS Cameroun SA alain.daumerie@sgs.com   

DE 

WASSEIGE, 

Carlos 

Project Coordinator FORAF cdewasseige@foraf.eu    

DJENGO 

BOSULU, 

Frédéric 

Directeur – Chef de 

Service 

Direction de la Gestion 

Forestière (D.G.F.) 

Ministère de 

l’Environnement, 

Conservation de la 

Nature et Tourisme, 

DRC 

djengofrederic@yahoo.fr    

DUCHOCHOIS, Conseiller du Ministre Ministère de phduchochois@yahoo.fr    
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Name Role Institution Email Phone Number Theme 

Philippe l’Environnement, 

Conservation de la 

Nature et Tourisme, 

DRC 

DUHESME, 

Caroline 

Responsable Filière 

Forêt/Bois 

Zone Afrique 

Bureau Veritas 

Cameroun 

caroline.duhesme@fr.bureau

veritas.com  

+ 237 96 06 28 01  

HEGENER, 

Kirsten 

Coordinator 

ProPSFE 

GTZ 

German Technical 

Cooperation, Cameroon 

kirsten.hegener@gtz.de    

HEUSE, 

Emmanuel 

Facilitateur FLEGT 

Ministère de 

l’Environnement, 

Conservation de la 

Nature et Tourisme 

CTB RDC 

Agence Belge de 

Développement, DRC 

emmanuel.heuse@btcctb.or

g  

  

KAPA 

BATUNYI, 

François 

Expert Forestier 

National 

Projet 

UNJP/DRC/041/UNJ 

(UN-REDD) 

FAO 

Organisation des 

Nations-Unies pour 

l’Alimentation et 

l’Agriculture, DRC 

kapafranc@yahoo.fr   

Francois.Kapa@fao.org  

  

KPELLE, David 

Guba 

National project 

Coordinator 

FAO Forestry 

Commission 

Collaboration 

Non-legally binding 

instrument on all types 

of forests (NLBI) 

FAO 

Food and Agriculture 

Organization of the 

United Nations, Ghana  

davidkpelle@yahoo.co.uk    
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Name Role Institution Email Phone Number Theme 

MBEMBA, 

Martin 

GIS Officer 

FORAF Project 

OFAC/FORAF 

Observatory for the 

Forests of Central 

Africa, DRC 

 0811 82 50 50  

MBENGA, 

Musa Saiho 

Deputy Regional 

Representative for 

Africa / Sub-Regional 

Coordinator for West 

Africa 

FAO 

Food and Agriculture 

Organization of the 

United Nations, DRC 

MusaSaihou.Mbenga@fao.o

rg  

  

MBOLO, Marie Assistante technique 

Observateur 

indépendant 

Agreco, Cameroon m.mbolo@fsc.org    

NKOLO, 

Laurent Martial 

Responsable Foresterie 

communale 

GTZ, Cameroon martial.nkolo@gtz.de    

OSIAKWAN, 

Joseph (Josky) 

Policy coordinator / 

Senior planning officer 

Ministry of Lands & 

Natural Resources, 

Ghana 

josephosiakwan@yahoo.co

m  

  

SARACCO, 

Filippo 

Chargé Régional des 

projets Forêt et 

Environnement 

Opérations 4 

Délégation de l’Union 

européenne en RDC 

filippo.saracco@ec.europa.e

u  

  

SCHAUERTE, 

Peter 

Conseiller Technique 

Chargé de la 

communication 

GTZ, Cameroon  peter.schauerte@gtz.de  + 237-22 20 23 73  

VANDEVENN, 

Françoise 

Secrétaire général Fédération des 

industries du bois en 

RDC 

fvandeven@gbs.cd  + 243 081 364 50 22  

Vives, Muriel Project Manager Agreco, muriel.vives@agreco.be    
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Name Role Institution Email Phone Number Theme 

Belgium/Cameroon 

Wale, Adeleke REDD Forest 

Governance Thematic 

Coordinator, 

West&Central Africa 

Programme 

IUCN 

International Union for 

Conservation of Nature, 

Ghana 

adewale.adeleke@iucn.org  

yaadeleke53@yahoo.co.uk  

  

Yapi, Atse Ghana NFP Facility Officer 

FAO Regional Office for 

Africa 

 

Atse.Yapi@fao.org  0244 383366 

0202 848336 

 



 50 

AANNNNEEXX  33::  BBIIBBLLIIOOGGRRAAPPHHYY  

 

− Arnstein, Sherry R. "A Ladder of Citizen Participation," JAIP, Vol. 35, No. 4, July 1969, pp. 216-

224. 

− CIFOR, 2008, The role of informal institutions in the use of forest resources in Latin America. 

− FAO, various, Commission of Forestry Reports from 1999 to 2009.  

− FAO, 2007, Asia-Pacific Forestry Commission, REACHING CONSENSUS, Multi-stakeholder 

processes in forestry: experiences from the Asia-Pacific region - D.A. Gilmour, P.B. Durst & K. 

Shono - RAP PUBLICATION 2007/31. 

− FAO, 2006, Global Forest Resources Assessment 2005 Progress towards sustainable forest 

management. Rome, FAO Forestry Paper N.147. 

− FAO, various, Unasylva. 

− FAO, 2008, Commission of Forestry for Latin America, 2008. 

− FAO, National Forest Programme Facility, 2005, Independent Mid-term Review of the NFPF. 

− FAO, National Forest Programme Facility, 2006, Understanding national forest programmes. 

− FAO, National Forest Programme Facility, 2008, Links between National Forest Programmes and 

Poverty Reduction Strategies. 

− Freedom House, United Nations Human Settlements Programme, World Bank, Privacy 

International, International Telecommunications Union, Transparency International, 2008, 

Institutions and Governance. 

− National Forest Programme Facility, various, Conceptual documents first and second phase, 

annual reports, annual plans, annual workplans. 

− PROFOR, NA, Transnational Crime, Social Networks and Forests: Using natural resources to 

finance conflicts and post-conflict violence. 

− Sikor, Thomas, NA, The rights agenda in international forestry: An interpretation. 

− UNEP, UNFF, FAO, 2009, Vital forest graphics . 

− UNEP-WCMC, 2009, Coverage of protected areas, Guidance for national and regional use 

(Version 1.2), Biodiversity Indicators Partnership. 

− UNFF, 2007, Non-legally Binding Instrument on All Types of Forests. 

− UNFF, 2005, Implementation of Proposals for Action Agreed by Intergovernmental Panel on 

Forests and by Intergovernmental Forum on Forests (IPF/IFF) Action for Sustainable Forest 

Management. 

− VVAA, 2010, OSIRIS and the Collaborative Modelling Initiative on REDD Economics. 

− World Resources Institute, 2010, A Seat at the Table Including the Poor in Decisions for 

Development and Environment. Joseph Foti & Lalanath de Silva Based on research conducted by: 

Foundation for Environment and Development, Cameroon; Instituto de Derecho Ambiental, 

Paraguay; Ateneo School of Government, Philippines; Public Interest Law Foundation, Sri Lanka. 

− World Resources Institute, 2009, The governance of forests toolkit A draft framework of indicators 

for assessing governance of the forest sector. 

− Yale Center for Environmental Law & Policy, Center for International Earth Science Information 

Network, Center for International Earth Science Information Network, World Economic Forum, Joint 

Research Centre of the European Commission, 2010, 2010 Environmental Performance Index 

(EPI). 

− Yale Center & Others, 2010, 2010 Environmental Performance Index (EPI), metadata. 

− Yale Center & Others, 2010, 2010 Environmental Performance Index (EPI), country profiles. 



51 

 

Web Sites 

− UN Databases, http://data.un.org/Explorer.aspx?d=ENV  

− FAO Technical Cooperation Department, Field Programme Management Information System 

(FPMIS),  https://extranet.fao.org/fpmis/index.jsp  

− National Forest Programme Facility web page, http://www.nfp-facility.org/map/en/  

− Collaborative Partnership on Forests, http://www.fao.org/forestry/cpf/en/  

− FAO Stat, http://faostat.fao.org/site/626/default.aspx#ancor  

− UN-REDD, http://www.un-redd.org  



52 

 

AANNNNEEXX  44::  MMEETTHHOODDOOLLOOGGYY  

 

The global assessment of the NFPF was based on discussions with NFP staff coupled with  country 

case studies. The Terms of Reference
17

 (see Annex 1 for the NFP component) identified countries to 

be visited from the three main areas of activity - Latin America, Africa and Asia: Brazil, Ecuador, 

Democratic Republic of Congo, Ghana, Cameroon, Indonesia, Thailand, and Vietnam. Countries were 

checked for their activities supported by the NFPF, and for the practical aspects of undertaking a 

review in a relatively short period of time. For practical reasons Guatemala was chosen as a 

replacement for Brazil, but due to prior commitments in partner organisations there Paraguay was 

chosen as a worthy alternative.  

 

The review was phased as follows: 

− Preliminary documentary phase: identification and analysis of project documents and publications, 

case studies and literature relative to nfp, UNFF and other related activities; 

− Assessment of outputs and outcomes, comparison with the logical framework (LF), including a 

temporal analysis and comparison of the status quo of forest policies for developing countries; 

− Redaction of synthesis documents, including a general document at global level and country case 

studies (Annex 7); 

− Elaboration of conclusions and recommendations and presentation of a draft to FAO HQ. 

 

The tools selected, prepared and implemented during the desk phases and field missions were: 

− Ad-hoc database for the analysis and comparison of technical information related to forests, forest 

policies and governance in the 70 NFPF partners
18

; 

− Statistical data analysis of project’s achievement at country and global level and characterization of 

partner countries; 

− Mapping of stakeholders at global and country level; 

− Flow charts concerning methodological approach and processes adopted for implementing 

activities at country level; 

− Illustrative case studies for the description of activities at field level, to help outline qualitative 

examples of the global findings; 

− Pre-structured, open interviews with the following stakeholders: 

- At global level: 

• Representatives of the EC directly or indirectly related to the implementation of the 

NFPF and generally of the forest sector financing; 

• NFPF core team at FAO-HQ.  

- At country level: 

• NFPF coaches; 

• Public sector agents at country level: directors of the Central Forest Authorities 

(CFA), NFPF day-to-day focal points and other agents directly or indirectly related 

to the Project; 

                                            
17

  Framework contract Commission 2007 – Lot n° 4, Request for Service, Ref.: EuropeAid/DCI-ENV/2010-
234287/TPS, Terms of Reference, Part I General mapping exercise of forest interventions; Part II Review of 
the National Forest Programme Facility; Part III Review of PROFOR; Part IV Review of the EU FLEGT Facility; 
Part V General information in Annex 1. 

18
 The database adopted included information from the following sources, as also detailed in the bibliography: 

NFPF database updated by May 2010 and the information available in the web site nfp-facility.org; UNDP, 
Human Development Index; World Bank, Governance and Corruption Indexes; FAO Forest Resource 
Assessment: forest cover, forest deforestation trends; Open Source Impacts of REDD Incentives Spreadsheet 
(OSIRIS) Conservation International; University of Yale & JRC: Environmental Progress Index; World Resource 
Institute: Gini and demographic index. 
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• Private sector agents (working for the CSO or the NSA), and the beneficiaries at 

field level; 

• Technical experts in the behalf of IO and donors’ agencies and projects. 

Initial experience of sending out a questionnaire with a delayed response led to a revised approach. 

 

 Methodological Approach adopted for the Review Mission 

 

 

 

 
Source: Consultant 

 

 



 54 

AANNNNEEXX  55::  LLOOGGIICCAALL  FFRRAAMMEEWWOORRKK  ((LLOOGG  FFRRAAMMEE))  

 

Facility Intervention Logic Objectively Verifiable Indicators 
Sources of 

Verification 
Assumptions 

Programme 

Purpose  

 

 

The national forest 

programme (nfp) process in 

up-to 40 developing 

countries in conformity with 

local needs, national 

priorities, internationally 

defined criteria, and best 

possible information 

strengthened. 

N. of improved nfp processes; 

Nature of the improvements 

initiated by Facility activities. 

National and FAO 

periodic reports to 

UNFF; 

 

Countries are willing to implement IPF/IFF/UNFF 

proposals, in particular with regard to participatory 

elements; 

International consensus on the importance of nfp 

remains stable; 

Conflicts are surmountable in terms of (i) roles and 

uses of forests at the local and national level, and 

(ii) national vs. international interests. 

Funding of the NFPF is sufficient to respond 

adequately to demands. 

Results 

 

 

 

1. National capacity to 

implement effective nfps 

increased through active civil 

society participation in up to 

40 DCs. 

N. of DCs where the Facility was 

active. 

N. of civil society organizations 

supported with Facility grants 

Average volume of grants 

Average duration of grant projects 

 

Facility M&E 

system  

Adherence to broad principles of nfps by target 

countries; 

Political and budgetary commitment by target 

countries to further their nfp process; 

Sufficient funding of the Facility. 

Willingness of partner governments to involve civil 

society in nfp process; 

Interest of stakeholders to be involved in the nfp 

process. 

 

2. The availability, access to 

and use of information and 

knowledge towards effective 

implementation of nfp 

processes improved. 

N. of types of Facility information 

services 

N. of hits on Facility Websites, 

N. and type of regional lessons 

learnt events 

 

Facility Progress 

Reports 

 

Willingness to cooperate by international and 

national knowledge providers; 

Government commitment to transparency and 

promoting stakeholder access to information; 

Willingness and interest of stakeholders to network 

and enter into partnerships. 

Interest and technical capacity of stakeholders to 

access nfp-related information. 
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Facility Intervention Logic Objectively Verifiable Indicators 
Sources of 

Verification 
Assumptions 

 3. Support to country-led 

efforts in policy formulation 

and implementation to 

facilitate integration of nfps 

into national strategies for 

sustainable development 

(e.g. PRSPs) provided. 

Nfp-related policies and initiatives 

included in the PRSPs and / or other 

national strategies for sustainable 

development 

PRSP documents 

other national 

strategy 

documents for 

sustainable 

development 

 

Forest policy issues given political priority at country 

level. 

Activities Direct Country Support 

1.1Inviting countries to 

apply  

N. of countries invited, nature and N. of 

initiatives/events used to publicize 

Facility support to countries. 

1.2 Evaluating 

applications 

N. of applications received; quality and 

relevance of Concept notes and 

corresponding applications; 

N. of respective decisions of the 

Steering Committee and Facility 

management. 

1.3 Establishing 

partnerships  

N. of partnership agreements 

concluded with countries. 

N. of partnership agreements extended 

Developing 

partnerships 

between 

Facility and 

eligible 

countries 

1.4 Monitoring 

implementation 

Actual achievement of the partnerships 

against their stated objectives. 

Genuine interest of Governments in Facility 

support. 

2.1 Publishing calls for 

Facility stakeholder grant 

proposals  

N., nature and outreach of actual calls 

for proposals made in partner 

countries; 

Stakeholder awareness of grant 

availability in target country (e.g. 

questionnaire). 

Supporting 

stakeholders 

in partner 

countries 

2.2 Evaluating 

applications  

N., quality, and relevance of 

applications received 

Facility Progress 

Reports 

Reasonable degree of trust between Governments 

and nfp stakeholders; 

Genuine interest of stakeholders in Facility support; 

Facility is adequately funded. 
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Facility Intervention Logic Objectively Verifiable Indicators 
Sources of 

Verification 
Assumptions 

2.3 Concluding 

stakeholder grant 

contracts 

Proportion of contracts involving poor 

forest dependent people, forest 

communities, representatives of forest 

industry and trade, and stakeholders 

from outside the forestry sector. 

 

2.4 Monitoring and 

evaluating grant 

implementation 

N. of contracts satisfactorily 

implemented 

N. of contracts monitored and 

assessed by external evaluators. 

  

Information Services 

3.1 Establishing a Web 

based NFP information 

platform (= nfp Digest & 

Nfps for All) 

 

N. and extent of NFP related Web sites 

and pages,  

interoperability with sites of other NFP 

related information providers; 

N. and efficiency of search tools and 

information cataloguing procedures; 

N., nature, and quality of Web tools 

made available for nfp communities. 

3.2 Establishing an nfp 

database (= nfp update) 

Structure, content, size and currency 

of the database, availability of 

maintenance and updating procedures, 

accessibility and user-friendliness; 

Use made of the database by nfp 

stakeholders in DCs and elsewhere. 

Web based 

information 

services 

3.3 Sharing knowledge 

resulting from other 

activities of the Facility 

Published outputs from communities of 

practice and Facility support to 

countries: on the Web and 

disseminated electronically (e-mail  

distribution lists), and use made of 

these outputs. 

Facility Progress 

Reports  

Test searches; 

Database 

statistics, web 

server statistics, 

web user 

questionnaire; 

User lists (country 

administrator). 

Availability and willingness to participate of actors, 

on the knowledge supply side; 

 

Interest of NFP stakeholders in participating, on the 

knowledge demand side; 

 

Facility is adequately funded. 
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Facility Intervention Logic Objectively Verifiable Indicators 
Sources of 

Verification 
Assumptions 

4.2 Developing 

communities of practice 

(CoP) (= may emerge 

from the regional lessons 

learnt seminars) 

N. of new communities of practice 

around specific NFP related themes 

and issues; N. of members in these and 

geographic coverage. 

Facility progress 

reports  

Membership lists, 

activity reports of 

CoPs.  

4.1 National and regional 

lessons learnt / exchange 

of experiences seminars / 

workshops  

N., themes, location, participation and 

targeted public of the workshops 

supported by Facility  

Facility progress 

reports  

Workshop 

proceedings. 

Dynamic 

methods of 

information 

and 

knowledge 

sharing 

4.3 Disseminating 

information beyond the 

reach of electronic media. 

Published outputs from communities of 

practice and Facility support to 

countries disseminated under hard 

copy documents (N., size, languages, 

frequency). 

Facility progress 

reports 

Publication and 

distribution lists; 

feed back from 

reader. 

Impact 

monitoring 

and 

synthesizing 

lessons 

learnt  

5.1 Monitoring country 

support impact, Analysing 

information with regard to 

common trends, lessons 

learned, and measurable 

impact indicators. 

Information provided to broader 

audience, including FAO Status of 

Forests report, UNFF meetings, etc.  

Facility progress 

reports  

Publications 
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AANNNNEEXX  66::  AADDDDIITTIIOONNAALL  TTEECCHHNNIICCAALL  IINNFFOORRMMAATTIIOONN  AABBOOUUTT  TTHHEE  NNFFPPFF  

 

Financing of the NFPF 

 

Flux of donors’ financing from 2002 to 2010 

 

Sources of Funding 

(in US$) 
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Total 

Austria     35,000 146,000 67,000 51,000  299,000 

Czech Republic      121,000 122,000   243,000 

Finland 566,000 121,000  258,000 374,000 403,000 467,000 668,000  2,857,000 

France 143,000 161,000 201,000 178,000 192,000 206,000  70,000  1,151,000 

Germany      142,000 129,000 271,000  542,000 

Ireland    178,000 131,000     309,000 

Netherlands 535,000 736,000    68,000    1,339,000 

Sweden 351,000 756,000 901,000 1,185,000 999,000 909,000 394,000 780,000 750,000 7,025,000 

UK   933,000 960,000 857,000  739,000 819,000 802,000 5,110,000 

Norway 168,000  171,000 233,000 87,000 350,000  20,000  1,029,000 

Switzerland      128,000 145,000 137,000  410,000 

USA   300,000 180,000 100,000 100,000 172,000 150,000  1,002,000 

WB (DGF)        860,000 1,184,000 2,044,000 

E Commission   1,366,000 1,350,000  1,383,000 1,590,000 1,497,000  7,186,000 

Total 1,763,000 1,774,000 3,872,000 4,522,000 2,775,000 3,956,000 3,825,000 5,323,000 2,736,000 30,546,000 

Source: NFPF team (June, September, 2010) a revision of data is suggested, comparing with information presented in the 2009 Annual Report and the 2010 

Annual plan. 
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Flux of expenses from 2002 to 2009 

 

EXPENDITURES 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Total 

Country Support 397,167  905,078  1,332,615  1,710,869  2,298,456  3,048,000  2,607,584  3,470,000  15,769,769  

Knowledge Management & 

Information Services 
47,388  109,973  140,270  213,793  306,424  321,000  242,500  386,000  1,767,348  

Programme Delivery 231,311  707,432  884,479  1,040,820  656,543  941,000  1,300,000  1,292,000   7,053,585  

TOTAL DIRECT COST 675,866  1,722,483  2,357,364   2,965,482  3,261,423  4,310,000  4,150,084  5,148,000  24,590,702  

Indirect Support Cost   48,452  114,230  149,840  189,617  192,424  238,000  171,200  270,000  1,373,763  

TOTAL 724,318  1,836,713  2,507,204  3,155,099  3,453,847  4,548,000  4,321,284  5,418,000  25,964,465  

Source: NFPF Team and NFPF Reports 
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Donor’s Commitment from 2002 to 2009, in-kind support and commitments for 2010 to 2012 

 

2002 - 2009 Sources of Funding 

(in US$) Cash In Kind 
% 2010 2011 

Through 

Mid 2012 

Austria 300,000  1% 100,000 100,000  

Czech republic 243,000  1%    

FAO  3,900,000 0%    

Finland 2,897,000  11% 400,000 400,000  

France 1,151,000 330,000 4% 100,000 100,000  

Germany 523,000 450,000 2% 130,000 130,000  

Ireland 310,000  1%    

Japan  220,000 0%    

Netherlands 801,000  3%    

Sweden 6,277,000  24% 750,000 750,000 375,000 

United Kingdom 4,304,000  17% 820,000   

Norway 1,157,000  4%    

Switzerland 412,000  2% 130,000 130,000  

USA 1,086,000  4% 150,000 150,000  

World Bank, DGF (GFP) 860,000  3% 1,185,000 1,200,000  

European Commission 5,690,000  22% 4,900,000   

Total 26,011,000 4,900,000 100% 8,665,000 2,960,000 375,000 

Source: NFPF Annual Report, 2009 

 

Summary budget 2010 - NFPF - Committed Funds 

 

Sources of Funding (in US$) 2010 Budget (US$) 

Funds remaining from 2009 2,030,000 

Austria  

Czech Republic  

European Commission 4,900,000 

Finland  

France  

Germany  

Ireland  

Netherlands  

Norway  

Sweden 750,000 

Switzerland  

United Kingdom 820,000 

United States of America  

World Bank, DGF (GFP) 1,185,000 

TOTAL FUNDING 9,685,000 
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Composition of the NFPF Steering Committee 

Partner Countries Donors* Multilateral IO Others 

1 from Africa 1 from EC FAO International Forest Research 

1 from Asia 1 from UK World Bank Private Sector 

1 from Latin America   Foundations 

   NGOs 

 

NFPF Staff Composition 

Name Function Dedication Duty 

Station 

Jerker Thunberg Manager   Full time FAO HQ 

Johan Lejeune Senior Operations Officer  & coach Equatorial Guinea Full time FAO HQ 

Jhony Zapata Coordinator Latin America & coach ACICAFOC, CCAD, 

El Salvador*, Guatemala*, Honduras*, Liberia*, 

Nicaragua* 

Full time FAO HQ 

Sophie Grouwels Growing Forest Partnership Coordinator Full time FAO HQ 

Marguerite 

France-Lanord 

Information, Communication Officer  & coach Indonesia, 

Laos, Burkina Faso 

Full time FAO HQ 

Xiaojie Fan  Coach Bhutan, Cambodia*, China*, Nepal, Pakistan*, 

Thailand*, Viet Nam* 

Full time Thailand 

Atse Yapi Coach Benin*, Côte d’Ivoire*, Ghana, Guinée Bissau, 

Nigeria*, Sénégal* 

Full time Ghana 

Michael 

Chihambakwe  

Coach Angola*, Lesotho*, Malawi*, Mozambique, 

Namibia*, South Africa*, Tanzania 

Full time South Africa 

Ignacio Bustos Consultant, Coach Colombia, Ecuador, Peru Part time Colombia 

François 

Wencélius 

Consultant, Coach Mali*, Morocco, Niger, Tunisia* Part time France 

Wulf Killmann Consultant, Coach Bolivia Part time Bolivia 

Manuel Paveri  Consultant, Coach Brazil Part time Chile 

Luca Paolini Information Systems Officer (FORIS), Information 

Services Team  

Full time FAO HQ 

Marco Perri Information Systems Officer (Website), Information 

Services Team 

Full time FAO HQ 

Laura Schweitzer Consultant, Growing Forest Partnership Full time FAO HQ 

Daniela Mercuri Budget Assistant Full time FAO HQ 

Ulrika Häggmark Programme Assistant, English and French Speaking 

Countries  

Full time FAO HQ 

Zoraya Gonzales Programme Assistant, Spanish Speaking Countries  Full time FAO HQ 

Michael Martin Overall strategy and planning (SC member) Part time FAO HQ 

Eva Muller Overall strategy and planning Part time FAO HQ 

Ewald 

Rametsteiner 

nfp and forest policy Part time FAO HQ 

Irina Buttoud nfp and forest policy Part time FAO HQ 
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Name Function Dedication Duty 

Station 

Olman Serrano Financing Part time FAO HQ 

Marco Boscolo  Financing - Institution Part time FAO HQ 

Rao Matta Financing Part time FAO HQ 

Fernando Salinas  Coach Cape Verde, Guinea, Sierra Leone*, Togo* Part time Ghana 

Fred Kafeero  Participation, conflict management & coach Kenya*, 

Uganda*, Zambia 

Part time FAO HQ 

J. Claude 

Nguinguiri 

Coach Congo*, Congo DR Part time Gabon 

Michel Laverdière  Coach Burundi, Ethiopia, Rwanda, Sudan Part time Ethiopia 

Rene Czudek  Coach Zimbabwe Part time Zimbabwe 

Aru Mathias  Coach Palau, SPC*, Vanuatu Part time Samoa  

Arvydas Lebedys  Coach Armenia, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan* Part time FAO HQ 

Dominique Reeb  Coach Mongolia Part time Mongolia 

Patrick Durst  Coach Philippines Part time Thailand 

Jorge Meza  Coach Chile, Paraguay* Part time Paraguay 

Qiang Ma  Coach Yemen Part time FAO HQ 

Claus Eckelmann  Coach Belize*, CANARI, Cuba, Dominican Rep, Guyana, 

Jamaica, Surinam* 

Part time Dominican 

Rep 
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Flow chart describing the process for the signature of PA 
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Flow chart describing the process for the Identification and Implementation of LoAs 
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Relationship delivery costs and the signatures of new partnerships (number of partner 

countries and % delivery costs) 
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Average overhead cost borne by the NFPF on a yearly basis calculated as % of the global 

commitment for country support activities and the number of partner countries. 

 
 

Delivery Costs 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Country Support 

(US$) 

397 

167 

905 

078 

1 332 

615 

1 710 

869 

2 298 

456 

3 048 

000 

2 607 

584 

3 470 

000 

Delivery Costs 

(US$) 

231 

311 

707 

432 
884 479 

1 040 

820 
656 543 941 000 

1 300 

000 

1 292 

000 

Delivery Costs 

(%) 
34% 41% 38% 35% 20% 22% 31% 25% 

No. Partner 

Countries 
8 30 38 46 46 55 61 74 

No. Active LoAs 8 9 56 61 74 94 64 73 

Average No. LoAs 

per country per 

Year 

1.00 0.30 1.47 1.33 1.61 1.71 1.05 0.99 

Average delivery 

cost per country 

(US$/year) 

28 914 23 581 23 276 22 626 14 273 17 109 21 311 17 459 
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Characterization of NFPF partners (ecological, social, governance) 

 

 

 

Characterization of the Facility Partners based on Forest Cover and 

Deforestation Rate for geographical region (FAO-FRA, 2005) 

 Characterization of the Facility Partners based on Human 

Development Index for geographical region (UNDP, 2007) 
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Characterization of the NFPF Partners based on estimated level of 

governance (World Bank, 2008) 

 Characterization of the NFPF Partners based on estimated level of 

government effectiveness (World Bank, 2008) 
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Number of LoAs and budget allocated from 2002 to May 2010 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Average size of LoAs (in US$) 

 
 

Stakeholder Composition the MNSC 

 
Source: NFPF, 2009 
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Internal evaluation of NFPF impact on nfp processes at country level 

 
Source: NFPF, unpublished data 

 

 

Typology of ROs implementing NFPF LoAs at global level and per region 
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Activities and themes covered by the NFPF LoAs system 
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Relationship between NFPF and Forestry Departments 
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Forest Projects financed by the EU and EU Member States 

Regions N. of 

Projects 

Contributio

n from EU 

MS US$ 

N. of 

Active 

Projects 

Contribution 

from EU MS 

US$ Projects 

Actives 

% ongoing 

investmen

ts 

Africa 15 $26 199 269  13 $24 786 139  95% 

Asia, Central Asia, SE Asia & 

Pacific 

4 $9 305 017  2 $5 378 917  58% 

ENPI 4 $3 392 932  3 $2 886 940  85% 

Latin America & Caribbean 16 $14 634 456  8 $11 215 073  77% 

Global 8 $105 919 

514  

5 $105 609 741  100% 

Interregional 10 $22 937 530  5 $19 425 682  85% 

Total 57 $182 388 

718  

36 $169 302 492  93% 

NFPF - Interregional 1 $32 747 435 1 $32 747 435  

 

Forest Projects financed by the EU and EU Member States 

Donors Contributions N. of 

Projects 

Contribution from 

Member State US$ 

 

Multilateral Funds* 5 $107 029 414  

Belgium 2 $5 378 755  

Czech Rep 2 $927 679  

Denmark  1 $627 000  

European Union  4 $28 153 606  

Finland  6 $6 202 213  

France  1 $313 624  

Germany  4 $7 938 223  

Italy  6 $10 009 646  

Netherlands  1 $548 183  

Norway  4 $3 435 008  

Spain  15 $7 165 537  

Sweden  1 $505 992  

Switzerland 3 $3 921 998  

UK  2 $231 840  

Total 57 $182 388 718  

NFPF - Multilateral Fund 1 $32 747 435 

*The Multilateral Funds includes:  

1. Contribution to the Global Forest 

Resources Assessment 

Programme (GCP /GLO/218/MUL); 

2. Support in policies programme 

(FMPP/GLO/003/MUL);  

3. Strengthening Forest Resources 

Management (GCP 

/GLO/194/MUL);  

4. Sustainable Mountain Development 

(GCP /GLO/204/MUL) and v) 

Support to Nicaragua Recovery 

(OSRO/NIC/701/MUL). 

 

The distinction between global and 

interregional projects varies, generally 

interregional projects are those that 

interest a limited number of countries in 

different continents, e.g. the NFPF is 

classified as an interregional 

programme 
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Nfp and NFPF occurrence in final COFO reports (1997-2009) 
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AANNNNEEXX  77::  CCAASSEE  SSTTUUDDIIEESS  

 

Case studies are based on the description of the field visits to the countries mentioned below and 

presented in alphabetical order per region. 

 

Region Country HDI Year PA OIMES 
Internal 

Evaluation 

Total 

No. of 

LoAs 

No. on-

going 

LoAs 

Total 

Value in 

US$ 

Congo Low 2003 29% poor 4 0 109 500 

Africa 
Ghana 

Mediu

m 
2003 n.a. very good 5 0 103 000 

Indonesi

a 

Mediu

m 
2003 42% medium 14 4 279 900 

Thailand 
Mediu

m 
2002 31% very good 2 1 102 500 Asia 

Vietnam 
Mediu

m 
2005 63% very good 7 3 200 800 

Ecuador High 2003 42% very good 10 1 291 700 
Latin 

America 
Paragua

y 

Mediu

m 
2003 34% very good 24 5 503 175 

 

INDONESIA 

Indonesia Forest Profile 

 

Once having one of the largest areas of tropical forest with great biodiversity, Indonesia has 

experienced a high rate of deforestation since large scale forest industries were established in the early 

1970s. Corrupt oversight practices by government institutions underlay non sustainable forestry 

practices and the creation of large areas of logged over forest, some of which has been converted to 

other uses such as oil palm and industrial pulp plantations. Significant areas of mostly low grade forest, 

but with some valuable species such as ramin, are underlain by peat soils which both store large 

quantities of carbon and are susceptible to fire, especially in dry periods. Local communities have often 

lost their traditional rights in the process of deforestation although a wave of illegal logging over the last 

decade has boosted incomes. Large scale transmigration in earlier decades, primarily from Java to 

Sumatra and Kalimantan, increased rural populations making the ethnic mix of rural communities in 

forest areas diverse. 

 

The result of large scale deforestation has led to large areas, particularly Sumatra, being cleared of 

forest and the logging industry has had to move eastwards, particularly to Papua. The plywood 

industry, once a world leader in terms of volume is in decline as a result of a shortage of large logs. 

Illegal logging appears to have been reduced as a result of a political focus on law enforcement activity 

and anticorruption activity, although the problem is still significant. Donors, having spent significant 

effort in the 1990s on forestry scaled down efforts in the last decade. However the expectation of 

REDD payments has led to renewal of activity in forestry under a climate change agenda and a glut of 

donor and concomitant project activity; concern over coordination of these efforts has been expressed. 

 

National Forest Programme Facility Activities 

 

FAO report Indonesia to have “a NFPF supported project, with a small ad-hoc steering committee”. 

This seems to be an optimistic statement for the following reasons: 
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i. The nfp process at a national level was dominated by GTZ for several years with mixed results; 

DFID supported a large multi stakeholder project providing grants to NGOs and developing civil 

society. The NFPF’s funds were small in comparison; 

 

ii. The Ministry of Forestry report the NFPF project to have closed some time ago; 

iii. The NFPF have supported a number of regional activities in various areas; the regional forestry 

departments have not been involved, although invited. 

 

All in all if a significant impact (i.e. observable) is desired it is difficult to see how continuing the current 

level and geographic spread of activities will be effective. However the concept of the Ministry of 

Forestry consulting with stakeholders appears to be internalised. 

 

The language used has changed in that there is now a National Forest Council working towards a 

National Level Forestry Plan. Due to the relatively small size of the NFP Facility input it is difficult to 

attribute this development to Facility involvement. It would be highly desirable if the NFPF Coach 

covering Indonesia knows the country well, and understands the Indonesian language. 

 

VIETNAM 

Vietnam Forest Profile 

 

Vietnam is one of the few developing countries to report a significant increase in forest area in recent 

years, primarily as a result of a large (5 million ha) reforestation scheme with high level political and 

some donor support. Vietnam, in part due to its socialist and communist background, is highly 

coordinated with top down target driven plans, and few national level NGOs. It has built up a significant 

furniture industry (4,000 companies) with international investment. Furniture is the fifth largest export by 

value. International investors have good Chain of Custody systems in place and use FSC labelled 

imported wood; however the majority of the industry imports from SE Asian sources with many sources 

being of uncertified legal status. 

 

National Forest Programme Facility Activities 

 

The coordinating mechanism of aid in Vietnam (The Forest Sector Support Partnership of the Ministry 

of Agriculture) allows an overview to be relatively easily obtained of donor activity. Adjacent to the 

FSSP offices are the offices of the Trust Fund for Forests, a multi donor fund supported by 

Netherlands, Switzerland, Finland and Sweden. GTZ Germany has provided technical assistance to 

the fund, but does not contribute financially. GTZ appears to be the largest donor to the forestry sector. 

The EC contributes “parallel” funding, which suggest a degree of autonomy and coordination.  

 

The nfp has provided around 9 grants (3 in 2010) to local “NGOs”; since Vietnam does not have a well 

developed civil society, independent of government, several of these NGOs appear to have been set 

up by ex Ministry staff. One appears to be a trade body for commercial processors. Grants have been 

between $15k and $60k. Whilst the funds have been appreciated and some data and studies 

undertaken, the nfp has a virtually non existent profile. The Head of International Cooperation at MARD  

(in post for 8 years) had not heard of it. Some people had heard that FAO had granted some money to 

an activity or two. 

 

The FSSP office has undertaken an evaluation “Vietnam National Forest Programme Process” in 2010 

(funded by the NFP Facility?). Unfortunately Vietnam has prepared a national strategy for 2006-2020 

and the evaluation refers to this, rather than reporting on the activities supported by the NFPF (other 

than the monitoring indicators). 
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The sustainability of funding for the selected NGOs must be in doubt; the impact of the interventions is 

difficult to tell but on the basis of the small scale funding, must be very limited.  

 

ECUADOR 

Ecuador Forest Profile 

 

Despite its small area, Ecuador is the eighth most biodiverse country on Earth. Ecuador also has the 

distinction of having the highest deforestation rate and worst environmental record in South America. 

Oil exploration (causing significant environmental degradation), logging, and road building have had a 

disastrous impact on Ecuador's primary Amazon rainforests, which now cover less than 15% of the 

country's land mass. 

 

Logging and land conversion to oil palm plantations and shrimp farms in Western Ecuador (coastal and 

low Andean) areas are responsible for the loss of 99 % of the country's rainforest in the Chocó 

bioregion. 

 

Forest lands in Ecuador amount to 10.5 - 11.5 million ha and of these 3.5 - 4 million ha are in protected 

areas. Another 3.5 million are to be found on land collectively owned by Shuar and Awá indigenous 

communities. These communities are claiming another 1.5 million ha as ancestral lands. The 

remainder of the forest land is mostly owned in small land holdings with an average of 35 ha each. 

Forest-based industry owns only about 30,000 ha. There are no large concessions of state-owned land 

in Ecuador. 

 

Governance standards are not robust underpinned by unreliable information concerning forest cover 

and forest products’ market; conflicts on the use of forest lands are increasing together with 

environmental degradation. Improvements in adding value to timber and its end products are desirable 

and combating of illegal logging is needed. Technical assistance in forest management and better 

policies for the promotion of reforestation are other priorities, with particular attention to local 

communities and forest dependant people. 

 

Constant changes in the organisational set-up of governmental institutions in charge of the sector have 

not helped. 

 

Recently, forest conservation has become a pillar of the climate change agenda of the present 

Government and two national actions have been started. 

 

The Socio Bosque (Forest Partners Program) is the central component of a national REDD proposal. 

The program consists of direct annual monetary incentives given by the Government to landowners 

who voluntarily decide to protect their native forest. The government aims at protecting 4 million ha of 

native forest, and improve the livelihoods of 1 million of the poorest people in rural areas. In the last two 

years, the project has signed around 600 agreements on a 20-years basis, of these 50 in collective 

properties for a total area of 0.5 million ha. The economic incentives provided vary between US$ 4 and 

20 per year, reflecting ecosystem type function and land-tenure, with higher values for tropical native 

forests in individual properties. In return land owners are obliged to maintain a control over illegal 

intrusion to their lands. The investment requested to date is around US$ 8 million and technical and 

economic support of GTZ of around US$ 10 million is committed to the project to ensure the monitoring 

of forests. Ecuador is also a partner country of UN-REDD and it is keeping social and environmental 

co-benefits a key priority in its REDD+ readiness preparations. 
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With the ITT-Yasuní proposal, the Ecuadorian government is offering to not allow extraction of the 

Ecuador’s largest undeveloped oil reserves (the Ishpingo-Tambococha-Tiputini-ITT oil block), ensuring 

the preservation of the central part of Yasuní National Park, home to the Huaorani and other 

indigenous peoples living in voluntary isolation, if the world community can create a compensation trust 

to fund Ecuador’s sustainable development. Six UN agencies, with a US$ 4 million contribution 

financed by the Spanish Fund for the MDG, are carrying out activities to promote the conservation of 

ITT-Yasuní at national and local level
19

. 

 

National Forest Programme Facility Activities 

 

In 2003, NFPF invited Ecuadorian CFA to be one of its first partners, in relationship with its 

commitment to promote nfp presented in Puembo Workshop
20

. The first PA concluded in November 

2008 and the official launch of the second one was held in May 2009.  

 

During the first partnership phase, the nfp process facilitated activities at national and local level, 

financing 10 grants costing a total of US$ 291,070. 

 

The CFA benefited from two of those grants. The first one to initiate the cycle of NFPF activities at 

country level, the second one, five years later, to systematize results and impacts achieved. 

 

This review found that the actors recognized the importance of the role of a platform of dialogue, known 

as Diálogo Forestal, and the identification and sharing of a National Forest Strategy (2004). 

 

The other 8 grants were awarded in three different rounds of proposals, respectively in 2004, 2005 and 

2007. Geographically, the grants covered either national or field projects; the latter concentrated in the 

Northern regions. The private sector and NGOs were typically those contracted, rather than Research 

Institutions and CBOs. 

 

The first two grants financed the participatory formulation of the National Agro-forestry Proposal (for the 

corresponding Strategy, that unfortunately couldn’t find room in the national plan of reforestation); and 

a pilot process for Formulation and organization of a local plan for forestry restoration by Andean 

indigenous communities, with an interesting option for further implementation. 

 

The three LoAs financed with the second call for proposals (2005) were projects implemented at local 

level. In Esmeralda, the grants were complementary to a GTZ program on SFM and forest governance. 

One of them had as objective the Conservation and SFM of the forests of the North of Esmeralda 

Province, the other one was used to prepare A training system for awareness in the importance of 

forest lands. The third one was carried out in a mountainous region nearby the capital to promote an 

example of decentralization of forest control activities to the municipalities.  

 

The success of the three grants (in terms of was accomplishment of activities and results obtained) has 

been directly proportional to the experience of the executing ROs, showing that, when local 

governments and CBOs are strongly involved, support and monitoring activities are needed by the CFA 

and NFPF team. 

 

                                            
19

 More details concerning the fund are presented in the Forest Mapping Exercise. 
20

 The Puembo process originated from a workshop held in Ecuador, called by the Ministry for Environment of 
Ecuador and supported by [the] Netherlands and Germany, on Implementation of International Forest-Related 
Agreements through National Forest Programmes in Latin America. The nine Latin American countries that 
participated – Brazil, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Paraguay 
and Peru – formulated a commitment to joint action to support NFP processes. 
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The third round of proposals was launched in 2007 and three ROs benefited of it, plus the CFA. The 

focus of this call for proposals was about the elaboration of thematic forest policies at national level. 

The themes included: i) The identification of credit mechanisms for SFM and reforestation; ii) A national 

strategy for the conservation of Andean ecosystems, and iii) The creation of an integrated 

documentation centre of Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Agriculture, National Centre for 

Agricultural Investigation and the Ecuadorian Agroforestry Network for keeping track of management of 

the natural resources . The planned results of the last two grants were partially attained. 

 

The national day-to-day focal point has been the pivotal person for the management of the call for 

proposals. The dissemination has been managed mainly through an email list (with 28 contacts), via 

the press and a website. In this respect, the environmental sector pointed out that insufficient 

awareness was created about the nfp process and greater involvement could have been achieved with 

the education and research sectors, local government and/or indigenous groups and small landowners 

to reinforce their involvement in decision and implementing processes. 

 

In 2008, the dialogue between the three main actors (environmental, private sector and indigenous 

representatives) stalled as a result of existing frictions between the environmental sector, FAO and 

international NGOs, coinciding also with the closure of various projects supporting SFM. 

 

The CFA hasn’t been able to mediate the conflict: the parties hardly sit together around a table and the 

national abilities to promote a participative and inter-sectoral approach are decreasing. The lack of 

continuity and sustainability of the dialogue is showed-up also by the difficulties of parties to feel part of 

the nfp process
21

. The actors are not very familiar with the driving principles of the nfp or their roles in 

support of NFPF activities. 

 

In February of 2009, the NFPF and Ecuador renewed their commitment to work together on the nfp 

process through the signing of a new PA. The objectives of the second Agreement were to clearly 

identify the contribution of the forestry sector to Ecuador’s development, to promote the active 

participation of key stakeholders in the nfp process, and to ensure consistency between the nfp 

process and strategies for poverty reduction. A key component of the new PA will be the 

implementation of a regular monitoring and evaluation of Ecuador's progress and accomplishments by 

a monitoring team. 

 

This call for proposals led to three new grants being awarded. The first one to identify the possible 

mechanisms for the creation of a satellite account for the forest sector and thus quantify the 

contribution of the sector to national economies, and the second one focused on a proposal for the 

establishment of incentives for sustainable forest management by small producers in the Amazon 

forests, as follow-up of a previous study concerning financing opportunities for small landowners.  

 

The first LoA concluded in August 2010, but its sustainability seems to be hindered by the absence of a 

business plan to define benchmarks and costs for the operation. The second LoA hasn’t been financed: 

the MoE would like directly to find out a specific solution for the incentives to SFM in line with the 

subvention scheme of Socio Bosque. 

                                            
21

 An ad hoc meeting was organized in coincidence of the Mission (see the list of people met in Annex 4) 
Participants were: the national forest director, the new national day-a-day focal point and the identified 
representatives of the Steering Committee: i) the representative of the private sector (with approximately one-
year of experience in the post); ii) the representative of the environmental NGOs (the person wasn’t previously 
in charge of the nfp process, but participated to various meetings in the behalf of the nfp, including the 
launching event of the second partnership and he was aware of the selection of the grants of the 2

nd
 

partnership) and iii) a ministerial counsellor for the indigenous sector of a newly created secretary to advocate 
for indigenous issues. 
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In Ecuador, the endogenous movements expected to be generated through the small grants were 

limited by a series of elements, between them: i) the repeated changes of authorities and institutional 

setting in the Ministry of Environment and the CFA strongly affected the nfp process and continuity in 

NFPF activities; ii) the long-distance policy support of the NFPF had difficulties to promote activities for 

the smoothing of conflicts between actors and reactivate the dialogue mechanisms. 

 

PARAGUAY 

Paraguay Forest Profile 

 

Paraguay has more than 18 M ha of tropical forests, Atlantic forests and the semi-dry forests of the 

Chaco are the most important forest ecosystems. 

 

Deforestation and biodiversity loss, with an alarming fall in forest fauna, are the main environmental 

problems faced by the country, together with the building of dams, sedimentation and other damage to 

rivers. 

 

Paraguay’s development model, which is based on agricultural exports managed by a restrict number 

of Paraguayan families and foreigners groups
22

, has led to random deforestation in order to use the 

land for agricultural purposes. 

 

In 1997, the percentage of woodland (tall trees) fell to 7%. In the oriental region land use change is 

banned until 2012, but the ban had a leakage effect in the Chaco region, where it’s estimated that 

around 200 000 ha are deforested each year. 

 

The arrival of foreign large-scale agricultural producers has resulted in the displacement of the most 

vulnerable peasants and strongly affected forest indigenous people ability to survive in reduced forest 

areas.  

 

Indigenous people are traditional forest-dwellers of the Atlantic forests and the Chaco, their rights were 

recognized by 1992 Constitution, but their access to basic services is still incipient and their rights to 

their ancestral lands poorly recognized
23

. Small peasants also occupy marginal forest lands that are 

converted for subsistence agriculture. 

 

Wood industry, a pillar of the national economy in the last century, is now strongly affected by the 

unsustainable exploitation of the Atlantic and other sub-humid forest ecosystems. The value of 

industrial round wood harvested in 2005 was only about USD$ 253 M, wood industries are working in 

the half of their capacities or importing raw material from neighbouring countries. The management and 

use of the Chaco forests is affected by poor infrastructure and the lack of knowledge about improved 

technologies for the use of native species. The use of illegal wood is common: lack of transparency and 

the burden of bureaucracy oblige small farmers, but not only, to sell their standing trees directly to the 

informal sector, instead of looking for a more sustainable management and greater incomes, selling 

trunks directly in the formal market. The promotion of reforestation either for protective or productive 

use is still incipient, with some good but still not numerous examples of consociation between forest 

trees and agriculture or pastures. 

 

                                            
22

 Mennonites, German and Japanese colonies, together with a more recent colonization of Brazilian investors are 
the driving forces of the agricultural sector in Paraguay. 

23
 Many indigenous tribes are living in Paraguay pertaining to 7 main linguistic groups. Between them the Ayoreo-
Totobiegosode, living in the dry forests of northern Paraguay, is the only uncontacted native tribe living in South 
America outside of the Amazon. No one knows just how many of the Ayoreo-Totobiegosode survive, but 
indigenous groups in the Chaco are gravely threatened by extensive land conversion.  
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Although the country is one of world’s bigger producers and sellers of hydroelectric energy, fuel wood 

is essential in Paraguay subsistence and productive life in rural areas and cities. The 59% of its 

population depends on fuel wood for cooking and heating and many agricultural transformation 

processes of the extensive, agricultural exportations depend on fuel wood (drying of soya, wheat and 

sesame and processing of yerba mate are some the most demanding ones). Reliable information on 

market of fuel wood is unavailable: most of the used material is for subsistence or it is not properly 

quantified as a valuable input in the productive processes. 

The State has dealt with the problem of the environment by creating various bodies equipped with 

specific competencies in this area. The institutional fragility of some of these entities can make it more 

complicated to conduct a coherent environmental policy. 

 

The CFA, created in 2008 from the scission of the Ministry of Agriculture, is one of those institutions 

that needs to build a new credibility face to the other sectors and the users. 

 

Other actions carried out recently were: the halt to deforestation in the oriental region and the ban for 

cutting palo santo and other endangered species have been the other response of the State to its 

environmental priorities, together with some interesting laws and decrees concerning forest cover in 

agriculture lands, but their enforcement is still incipient. 

 

Donors’ support to the environmental / forest sector has been treated mainly as a crosscutting issue in 

Paraguay. Activities have been carried out in terms of conservation of forest biomes and creation of 

protected areas by UNDP and limited number international and national NGOs. In the forest sector, the 

country received the support of bilateral cooperation by Japan and Germany (by the end of the 

nineties, beginning of the century).  

 

More recent cooperation activities have been carried out with IADB to evaluate the opportunity of 

financial mechanisms for financing the sector and promoting the productivity of wood sector. In the 

short term financing will include a GEF project related to the forest protection of Natural Park near a 

main dam, managed through the World Bank and the private institutions in charge of the dam. 

 

Paraguay is one of the 9 countries selected by UN-REDD as pilot case studies for the application of the 

readiness process. UN-REDD represent one of the recent efforts to promote a coordinating work 

between CFA and the Ministry of Environment. 

 

National Forest Programme Facility Activities 

 

In August 2003, the NFPF and Paraguay entered into a PA focused on supporting the effective 

implementation of the National Forest Action Plan and continuing the coordination and harmonization 

process initiated by the Mesa Forestal Nacional (National Forest Roundtable), promoted by GTZ and 

supported later by FAO.  

 

From 2003 to 2008, eleven LoAs were signed for implementation of activities.  

 

In 2009, following an assessment and evaluation conducted using the nfp-Matrix of the outputs and 

impacts of the first six years of work, the NFPF and Paraguay renewed their commitment to working 

together. A primary goal of the new Agreement is to work with communal organizations that depend on 

forestry activities in Paraguay. In addition, a key component of the new PA will be the regular 

monitoring and evaluation of Paraguay's progress and accomplishments by a monitoring team. 
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During various years, NFPF has been the main partner of the forest sector with FAO. In the last years 

FAO financing was diminishing and forest activities where financed on a regional scale. 

 

The NFPF has been instrumental in bringing together government and NSA stakeholders in the 

forestry. The small grants system has allowed the CFA to develop its ability to hire NSA service 

providers (NGOs, research institutions, private sector, etc.) through a selection process. These 

changes seem to have represented in many cases, a radical transformation in the way forest officers 

develop and run their administration. For many functionaries was new that NGOs were assisting them 

in the definition of their internal procedures about delicate functions like those of: 

 

i) Improvement of the National Forest Information System;  

ii) Identification of the opportunities of introducing the Clean Development Mechanism for the 

forest sector; 

iii) Improvement the existing system for the control of illegal timber in the control post, and;  

iv) Improvement of the curricula of the technical school. 

 

The impact of the consultancies realized by the ROs has been medium: some changes could be 

integrated, other are still in analysis, even if other contributions has been added. 

 

Generally speaking the performance of ROs was good but the ability and resources of the CFA or of 

the MNSC to monitor the grants and then ensure follow-up of the activities has been more limited. The 

studies requested were missing of a feasibility analysis or business plan that can proportionate the 

recommendations to the real capacities and budget of the CFA or the other stakeholders involved. This 

is an important element that should be requested in the elaboration of proposals, to ensure their future 

application, improving their impact and sustainability. 

 

The logic of selection of the LoAs is not always efficient: redundancy and replication was found out in 

some LoAs in terms of completion of activities already carried out. The Mesa Forestal Nacional has 

been financed twice: the catalytic role of the NFPF in the promotion of the forest policy has been clear, 

but the reinforcement of the achieved results (second grant with similar theme) was missing completely 

the importance of socializing the policy in the internal regions or to promote a positive debate with 

those actors that are unable to have a representativeness in the capital. 

 

The functionality of the MNSC is mainly limited to the promotion of the call for proposals and their 

selection. The representatives also take part of other platforms, related to wood market and in general 

nfp process and CFA decision process. The MNSC recognizes that their ability to reach the regions 

and CBOs has been reduced and very few activities are realized to test new extension methodologies 

or the promotion of TA and awareness programs. 

 

In this sense, in the Paraguayan context, elements like participation in and access to power (local 

participatory development, strengthening of the role of indigenous populations) are still in an embryonic 

phase. In any case the CFA, and mainly the day-to-day focal point has been able to potentate the value 

of the NFPF grants to maintain and reinforce the existing link with NSAs and promote some attitudinal 

changes in the relationship of the CFA with the public and other institutions.  
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DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF CONGO 

Forest Profile 

 

The Democratic Republic of Congo has a massive forest cover, i.e. 133 million ha (59% of the land 

area). Annual rate of deforestation is below 0.5% with a decreasing trend. DRC is characterized by an 

acute lack of infrastructure, poor governance in the forestry sector as well as low capacity in the public 

sector. Civil unrest encountered over the last few decades has hampered major progress in sustainable 

management of natural resources. Poverty and population growth rate (approximately 3.2 %) have 

contributed to deforestation. Fuel wood and land for shifting cultivation are two major factors of 

deforestation. 

 

Several initiatives have been successful in the forestry sector such as the Mampu agroforestry model, 

the review of logging concessions, the commitment towards the VPA and EU FLEGT Action Plan. 

 

National Forest Programme Facility Activities 

 

In August 2002, the Democratic Republic of Congo issued a new forestry code. In January 2003, a 

coordination unit was set up as a support to the elaboration of the National Forest Plan. Its 

implementation was also supported by a forestry and nature conservation national programme 

(PNFOCO). 

 

In 2003, 400.000 $US were channeled through the NFP Facility. 134,000 USD were used for the 

following activities: 

• A study trip to Cameroon with a special focus on community forestry; 

• A survey by local NGOs of forest utilization by communities and local forest 

management  

• A synthesis of above-mentioned surveys carried out by NGOs. 

• Launch of coordination activities and hardware support. 

 

Following the Facility support, the DRC Government has benefitted from a USD 1.000.000 grant from 

Belgium for developing community forestry (FORCOM) in Bas-Congo, Equateur and Katanga 

provinces since 2006. In this respect, the NFP Facility has been an efficient catalyst for promoting 

community forestry in DRC. 

 

A new programme (2010-2011) has been prepared with a special emphasis to result oriented 

management as well as an Outcome and Impact Monitoring and Evaluation System. These activities 

aim at contributing to forest governance improvement and poverty alleviation. They include the 

following: 

� Strengthening of stakeholder’s capacity involved in negotiation of social terms included in 

large-scale logging agreements. 

� Participation of local stakeholders in forest policy making. 

� Integration of climate change consequences into the National Forestry Programme. 

� Awareness raising towards a greater accountability and involvement of local populations in 

sustainable forest management. 

 

Despite facing some troubles in explaining fund management over the last two years, the Facility has 

proven a useful instrument in pioneering community forestry and specific forest policy issues in DRC. 
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GHANA 

Forest Profile 

 

Ghana has experienced severe deforestation over the last few decades. Land use alteration 

(agriculture, oil palm, etc.) has taken place at an alarming rate. The annual collection of firewood is 

exacerbated by a population growth around 3%. Today, Ghana has a total forest cover of 

approximately 4.9 million ha of which less than 10 % is primary rainforest. Forest loss in Ghana has 

resulted in more droughts, more bushfires and severe soil erosion. Until recently, weak governance 

and lack of local capacity have hampered the country in bringing solutions to most forestry issues. 

However, Ghana was the first country to enter into a VPA with the European Union, i.e. The FLEGT 

Action Plan is being implemented in Ghana.  

 

National Forest Programme Facility Activities 

 

Between 2003 and 2006, the NFP Facility helped to establish 10 Regional Forest Fora and a National 

Forest Forum. The NFP Facility in Ghana is involved with the following. The NFP Facility supports civil 

society participation in policy formulation and implementation. The partnership focuses on (i) 

developing and operational development of Forest Forums at the national and regional levels; (ii) 

removing blockages to effective Collaborative Forest Management; and (iii) promoting implementation 

of the Modified Taungya System to reforest degraded forest reserves. 

 

More recently (2009 and 2010), the Facility has undertaken the following: 

• Review of regional priorities for the forestry sector in Ghana in collaboration with 

the growing Forest Partnerships (GFP) spearheaded by IUCN in Accra. 

• Holding of 3 regional consultations and 1 national workshop on forest policies and 

measures within the Non Legally Binding Instrument (NLBI) in Ghana. 

• Organized calls for proposals to invite the participation of civil society organizations 

in the implementation of the work plan in 2010. 

• Hold Steering Committee meetings to review ToRs for calls for proposals and the 

vetting of the proposals to select the best recipient organizations. 

• Coordination, monitor and evaluate the work of the civil society organizations in 

contributing to the strengthening of the regional and national forest fora. 

• Review and update the national forest programme update.  

 

Achievements and impact to date can be summarized as follows: 

1. A constructive dialogue has now been established between stakeholders, i.e. Ghana timber 

extraction companies and environmental NGOs. 

2. The positive interaction between stakeholders from the forestry fora established the 10 

administrative regions of Ghana and the National Forestry Forum were recognized by the 

Environment and Natural Resource (ENR) Sector group. 

3. The Ministry of lands and Natural Resources has recognized the Regional and National 

Forestry Fora as integral part of the institutional setting of the forest sector of Ghana. Plans 

and negotiations are underway for institutionalising and sustainable funding these newly 

established forums. 

 

The NFP process has been undeniably improved in Ghana. The NFP Coach and stakeholders 

interviewed by the Review Team provided convincing evidence of the value delivered by the Facility, 

mainly through multi-stakeholder dialogue. 

 


