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CASES DESCRIPTION



CASES DESCRIPTION - LIST OF ACRONYMS USED 

Amazon Basin 

AACRDSU Associação Agroextrativista das Comunidades da RDS do Uatumã 
ACORENA Asociación de Conservación de Recursos Naturales
ACBT Acuerdo para la Conservación de Bosques Tropicales
ACR Área de Conservación Regional
ACR-ANPCH Área de Conservación Regional Alto Nanay-Pintuyacu-Chambira
ACR-CTT Área de Conservación Regional Comunal Tamshiyacu Tahuayo
ADAR Asociación para el Desarrollo Amazónico Rural
AECI Agencia Española de Cooperación Internacional
AIDER Asociación para la Investigación y el Desarrollo Integral 
AMAVE Asociación de Mujeres Artesanas de Veinte de Enero
AMPPAECM Associação dos Moradores e Produtores do Projeto de Assentamento Agro-extrativista Chico Mendes
ASPD Associação Seringueira Porto Dias
BNDES Banco Nacional de Desenvolvimento
BTC Belgian Development Cooperation
CE Comunidad Europea 
CEDIA Centro para el Desarrollo del Indígena Amazónico
CEUC Centro Estadual de Unidades de Conservação
CGB Comité de Gestión de Bosque
COMAPA Comité de Manejo de Palmeras
COOMFLONA Cooperativa Mista FLONA Tapajós Verde
COOPERFLORESTA Cooperativa dos Produtores Florestais Comunitários
CTA Centro dos Trabalhadores da Amazônia
DBH Diameter at breast height 
DPZ Deutsches Primatenzentrum
FAS Fundação Amazonas Sustentável
FEA Floresta Estadual do Antimari
FLONA Floresta Nacional 
FMP Forest management plan 
FONDAM Fondo de las Américas 
FSC Forest Stewardship Council 
Fundamazonia Fundación Amazonia Viva 
FUNTAC Fundação de Tecnologia do Estado do Acre
GOREL Gobierno Regional de Loreto
IBAMA Instituto Brasileiro do Meio Ambiente e Recursos Naturais Renováveis
IDB Inter American Development Bank
IDESAM Instituto de Desenvolvimento Sustentável do Amazonas
IIAP Instituto de Investigaciones de la Amazonía Peruana
INCRA Instituto Nacional de Colonização e Reforma Agrária
ITTO International Tropical Timber Organization
IUCN International Union for the Conservation of Nature
KfW Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau (Reconstruction Credit Institute)
MINAM Ministerio del Ambiente  (Peru)
MISD Mamirauá Institute for Sustainable Development
MCT Ministério de Ciência e Tecnologia
NCI Naturaleza y Cultura Internacional - now Naturaleza y Cultura Peruana
NCP Naturaleza y Cultura Peruana
NTFP Non-timber forest product 
OEP Organización Económica Productiva
PAE Projetos de Assentamento Agro-Extrativista
PBF Programa Bolsa-Floresta 
PFSI Peru Forest Sector Initiative
PROCREL Programa de Conservación, Gestión y Uso Sostenible de la Diversidad Biológica de Loreto
PROFONAMPE Fondo de Promoción de las Áreas Naturales Protegidas del Perú
ProNaturaleza Fundación Pro Naturaleza 
RCF Rainforest Conservation Fund



RDS Reserva de Desenvolvimento Sustentável
RIL Reduced impact logging 
RNPS Reserva Nacional Pacaya Samiria
SEATER Secretaria Executiva de Assistência Técnica (now: SETER-GP: Secretaria Executiva de. Assistência 

Técnica e Garantia da Produção e Garantia da Produção) 
SEFE Secretaria de Floresta do Acre (now Secretaria de Estado de Desenvolvimento Florestal, da Indústria, 

do Comércio e dos Serviços Sustentáveis) 
SERNANP Servicio Nacional de Áreas Naturales Protegidas
SICREL Sistema de Conservación Regional de Loreto
SINANPE Sistema Nacional de Áreas Naturales Protegidas
SNV Netherlands Development Organization
TNC The Nature Conservancy 
UGB-CRM Unidad de Gestión de Bosques de la Cuenca del Río Momón
USAID United States Agency for International Development
USFS United States Forest Service
WCS Wildlife Conservation Society
WWF World Wide Fund for Nature

 
Southeast Asia 

AAC Annual allowable cut 
CCB Climate, Community and Biodiversity
CCF Certified Community Forestry
CDM Clean Development Mechanism
CENRO Community Environment and Natural Resources Offices
DANIDA Danish International Development Agency
DENR Department of Environment and Natural Resources
ERA Extended Rotation Length 
FA Forestry Administration 
FIP Forest Investment Program 
FMP Forest management plan 
FMU Forest management unit 
FOMACOP Forest Management and Conservation Programme
FSC Forest Stewardship Council 
HCVF High Conservation Value Forest 
ICC Indigenous Cultural Community
IFM Improved Forest Management
IPRA Indigenous Peoples Rights Act
ITTO International Tropical Timber Organization
KBT PT Kemakmuran Berkah Timber
KPKKT Kumpulan Pengurusan Kayu Kayan Terengganu Sdn. Bhd.
LPtHP Low Productivity to High Productivity Forest
LtPF Logged to Protected Forest 
MAFF Ministry of Agriculture Forestry and Fisheries  (Cambodia)
MFMA Model Forest Management Area - Sarawak
MoF Ministry of Forestry  (Indonesia)
MTCS Malaysian Timber Certification Scheme
NPV Net present value 
NTFP Non-timber forest product 
PEFS Programme for the Endorsement of Forest Certification
PFA Production Forest Area 
PSP Permanent sample plot 
RIL Reduced impact logging 
SFE State Forest Enterprise 
SJM PT Suka Jaya Makmur 
SMS Malaysian Selective Management System
SUDECOR Surigao Development Corporation
SUFORD Sustainable Forestry for Rural Development project



TLA Timber License Agreement 
TNC The Nature Conservancy 
TPTI Indonesian Selective Cutting and Planting
TPTII Intensive Indonesia Selective Cutting and Planting
TPTJ Indonesian Selective Cutting and Line Planting
VCS Verified Carbon Standard 
VFA Village forestry associations
WWF World Wide Fund for Nature

 
Congo Basin 

AFF Annual Forestry Fee 
APICA Association pour la Promotion des Initiatives Communautaires Africaines 
BAEV Bureau d’Appui à l’Environnement Villageois
CAMECO Cameroun Ecologie 
CEB Compagnie Equatoriale des Bois
CPAET Provisional Convention of management, exploitation and Processing
FCFA Central African Franc 
FGF Forest Governance Facility 
FMP Forest management plan 
FRM Forest Resource Management
FSC Forest Stewardship Council 
HCVF High Conservation Value Forest 
MINFOF Ministère des Forêts et de la Faune  (Cameroon)
NTFP Non-timber forest product 
OLB Origine et Légalité des Bois 
ONF Office National des Forêts 
PAPPFG Project for Managing Small Gabonese Forest Licenses
SMP Simple Management Plan 
SNV Netherlands Development Organization
SODEFOR Société de Développement Forestier
TEW Thanry Wood Environment 
WWF World Wide Fund for Nature

 



Database of selected MFM initiatives in the Amazon Basin 

Case Ama-1
Country BRAZIL
1 - Name of the initiative Tapajos National Forest - Ambé Project
2a – Location Floresta Nacional do Tapajós, Municipality of Belterra, Pará State  
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 2°40’ - 4°10’ and 54°30’ - 55°00’ 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2005 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 544,927 ha Tapajos National Forest (FLONA Tapajós) 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

32,587 ha (management area of the Ambé project)   

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Medium-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Evergreen humid forest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary + logged-over forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

Federal Government 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and 
who has rights to use the forest? 

Local community, resident in the Tapajos National Forest. 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Community cooperative (COOMFLONA - Cooperativa Mista FLONA Tapajós Verde). 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Financial support from KfW through the ProManejo project. 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

2005 - 2007 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? To benefit the traditional community residents of the Tapajos National Forest through 
low impact, community forest management that provides for the sustainable utilization 
of timber and non-timber forest products. 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production: seeds of andiroba (Carapa guianensis) and oil from copaiba 
(Copaifera spp.) and piquiá (Caryocar sp.). The NWFP productions are carried out by 
different communities, not included in the Ambé project. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Participatory elaboration of the management plan (community members and 
representatives, forest administration - IBAMA, and accompanying NGOs) for the 
multiple-use of the forest resources.  The strategy was to gradually increase the annual 
harvesting area (100 ha in the first year, 300 ha in the second, and the third 500 ha), 
commercializing the timber in logs in the first operation, but in the short term to 
outsource services for timber processing and also to install a sawmill for local processing 
by the cooperative. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total 
stock do these constitute in volume terms? 

Around 50 timber species are considered commercial, mainly: Maçaranduba (Manilkara 
huberi), muiracatiara (Astronium leincontei), tauari (Couratari guianensis), jarana 
(Holopyxidium jarana), jatoba (Hymenaea courbaril), guariuba (Clarisia racemosa) and 
cedroarana (Cedrelinga catenaeformis). 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques 
are used? 

Reduced impact logging (RIL) 

14d - How is production regulated in 
technical and institutional terms? 

Cutting cycle of 30 years for timber management. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Yes. The harvesting intensity is around 15 m3/ha. The annual harvested areas have 
increased over the years: 2006 = 100 ha, 2007= 300 ha, 2008 = 500 ha, 2009= 750 ha. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Cooperative COMFLONA gathering 21 community associations, and counting with 40 to 
50 workers in the forest. 

15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

− Income generation 
− Development of technical and managerial capacities for forest management, especially 

for young residents 
− Local benefits provided by the social fund created by the cooperative 
− Recognition of the importance of forest management as an alternative use providing 

income 
− Greater environmental awareness among residents about the value of the standing 

forest and the need to conserve it 



16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

− Empowering of residents of the National Forest for forest management 
− Strengthening of management services for COOMFLONA 
− Ensuring the presence of permanent technical support to the project 
− Training of on administrative, financial and commercial aspects 
− Development of a business plan for the Ambé Project, pleading with six other 

productive groups existing in the FLONA (oils, leather, meliponiculture, marquetry, 
handcrafted furniture and small-scale management 

− Participation in fairs to seek markets for forest products 
− Establishing business relationship with a timber company from Santarém for the 

commercialization of timber 
− Socio-economic study commissioned by ProManejo on the socio-economic 

sustainability of the Ambé Project 
16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

− Employment 
− Allocation of 15% of net income for a social fund 
− Selling of timber on a auction sale basis 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes, they are making benefits. In 2008 the benefit was R$ 83/m3 (US$ 42/m3) and the 
selling price R$ 190/m3 (US$ 96/m3). 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

The main constraints are commercial: difficulty to sale all the timber gathering 50 species 
while buyers in the region of Santarém are interested in only few species for exportation: 
maçaranduba, jatoba, ipê (Tabebuia sp.), cumaru (Dipteryx odorata). 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− Delays to start the project due to requisites demanded by the donor agency 
− High initial costs of harvesting operations 
− Delays in administrative approval of legal permits 
− Internal difficulties (between community members and management staff of the 

cooperative) 
− Lack of forest harvesting equipment 
− Lack of knowledge and experience with cooperative administration 
− Market access 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

-- 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

KfW through the PROMANEJO project + COOMFLONA. 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Infrastructure development + Timber harvesting equipment + Technical assistance  + 
Capacity building/Training + Salaries. 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) Ferreira Neto, P.S. (organizador). 2008. Projeto Ambé, manejando a floresta e colhendo 
conhecimentos. Projeto Piloto de Manejo Florestal Madeireiro Comunitário na Flona do 
Tapajós. MMA - Projeto de Apoio ao Manejo Florestal Sustentável – PROMANEJO. 
Santarém, Pará. 85 p. 
Cruz Hildemberg et al. 2011. Relação Empresa Comunidade no contexto do manejo 
florestal comunitario e familiar, uma contribuição do projeto Floresta em Pé. Ibama, 
Belém, Pará. 318 pp. 
Website of Projeto Ambé: http://verdeflona.com/projeto_amb_.html 

21 - Contact(s) Sergio Pimentel Vieira, COOMFLONA's President. Email: coomflona@hotmail.com. Site: 
www.verdeflona.com 
COOMFLONA address: Rodovia Santarém/Cuiabá – KM 83 – Belterra/PA. 
Esc. Operacional: Avenida Magalhães Barata, 2283 – Esperança Santarém/PA. 
Phone: (93) 3523 9475 and  91236101 (Commercial Director)— Email: 
coomflona@hotmail.com 

Comments:  The Ambé Project benefits the residents of the FLONA Tapajós, approximately 7.500 people distributed in 29 communities. 
 

Case Ama-2
Country BRAZIL 
1 - Name of the initiative PAE Chico Mendes - Seringal Cachoeira
2a – Location Municipality of Xapuri, Acre State 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 62°52’05’’ W –  10°53’11’’ S 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1989  (with 89 families). The first pilot experiences with timber harvesting began in 1998. 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 24,898 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

2400 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Small-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative Evergreen humid forest 



located 
7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary, selectively logged forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

Federal Government - INCRA (Instituto Nacional de Colonização e Reforma Agrária).  
The form of allocation of legal and economic property rights over land and forest 
resources in the PAEs (Projetos de Assentamento Agro-Extrativista) occurs by granting use 
rights. 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and 
who has rights to use the forest? 

Community members and its representative associations. 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Community association (AMPPAECM - Associação dos Moradores e Produtores do Projeto 
de Assentamento Agro-extrativista Chico Mendes). 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

CTA (Centro dos Trabalhadores da Amazônia) with funds from IDB (Inter-American 
Development Bank), Government of Acre State through FUNTAC, SEFE and SEATER), 
Federal Government through ProManejo project (part of the PPG-7 Programme) and 
BNDES, and WWF with funds from Moore Foundation. 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

Limited to some support from the Government of Acre State, CTA and NGOs.  

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? One main objective is to diversify and expand income generation of community forest 
producers and improve the local infrastructure, thus increasing the life quality in rural 
areas and enhancing the value of the standing forest. The management plan aims also at 
increasingly seek the multiple use of the forest.  
In its origin, the driving force behind the initiative to experiment with timber 
management practices was to demonstrate and convince rubber tappers in other 
communities that forest management was not just a production system and a viable 
alternative to generate income and reduce deforestation. They also wanted that forest 
management be understood as a new system that could ensure better economic and 
social conditions in the Reserve and thus help to ensure the extractive-based livelihood 
and way of life of rubber-tapers. 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? NTFP production (Brazil nuts from castanha - Bertholletia excelsa, latex from seringa or 
rubber trees - Hevea brasiliensis, and oil from copaiba (Copaifera spp.) + Timber.  

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Management plan prepared in 2000 with the participation of the community.  
Forest management as an activity was incorporated into the traditional system of forest 
use. Timber is extracted in the individual placements ("colocações" or production units) as 
part of a production system that included other forest and non-forest products (mainly 
rubber and Brazil nuts).  
Currently only nine families participate in the community forest initiative in 900 ha. Each 
participant manages a total area of 100 ha with a cutting cycle of 10 years, totaling 900 ha 
under management/member (10 ha/year). 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total 
stock do these constitute in volume terms? 

Most common forest tree species: assacú (Hura creptans), amarelão (Apuleia moralis),  
castanha do Brasil (Bertholletia excelsa), mata-matá (Eschweflera odora), and tauari 
(Couratari macrosperma). 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques 
are used? 

RIL 

14d - How is production regulated in 
technical and institutional terms? 

Cutting cycle of 25 years with a harvesting intensity of up to 10 m³/ha. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Yes 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

FSC 

15 - Forest certification In 2002 by the Smartwood Program for 9400 ha.  PAE Cachoeira was the first community-
based forest management certified by the FSC in Brazil. 

16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

− Technical training for forest management (also used for other activities) 
− Employment generation for local families (some trainees were later hired to work with 

other communities) 
− Local infrastructure 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

The average family's annual income is about R$ 6000 (around USD 3040) from forest 
management activities based mainly on the extraction of latex, Brazil nut collection and 
copaiba oil extraction. The production is sold to cooperatives in Xapuri which market it in 
Acre and other regions of Brazil. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

The economic benefits are accrued on an individual basis. Ten percent of the income is 
shared with the association. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes, considering the revenues from selling latex and Brazil nuts. In the case of timber, an 
analysis carried out in 2008 found out that the operation was not profitable based on 
data from harvesting in 2006 and 1007 (Medina and Pokorny 2008).  

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and  



institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 
17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− Lack of technological and financial means to add value to forest products  
− Difficult accessibility to productive areas 
− Lack of technical assistance 
− Delays in approval of operational plans 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) Plano de Manejo Florestal Sustentável PAE Chico Mendes. EKOAR – Empresa de Assessoria e 
Consultoria Ambiental da Amazônia Ltda. Xapuri, Acre. Novembro 2008. 63 p. 
Medina G. e B. Pokorny. 2008. Avaliação Financeira do Manejo Florestal Comunitário. Report 
submitted to IBAMA/ProManejo. Belém, Pará. 218 p. 
Franco C.A. e L.T. Esteves. 2008. Impactos econômicos e ambientais do manejo florestal comunitário 
no Acre: duas experiências, resultados distintos. XLVI Congresso da Sociedade Brasileira de 
Economia, Administração e Sociologia Rural (SOBER). Rio Branco, Acre.  25 p. 
Plano de Manejo da Reserva Extrativista Chico Mendes. Instituto Brasileiro de Meio Ambiente e dos 
Recursos Naturais Renováveis – Diretoria de Desenvolvimento Sócio Ambiental – DISAM, 
Superintendência do IBAMA no Estado do Acre. Xapuri, Acre. Dezembro 2006. 90 p. 
Smartwood Program – IMAFLORA. 2003. Resumo Público de Certificação de Assoc. Moradores e 
Produtores do Projeto Agroestrativista Chico Mendes - AMPPAECM 
IMAFLORA. 2007. Relatório SLIMF de Auditoria Anual 2008 do Manejo Florestal da: AMPPAECM - 
Associação dos Moradores e Produtores do Projeto de Assentamento Agro-extrativistas Chico 
Mendes em Xapuri /AC. 
Stone-Joivicich et al. 2007. Acompanhamento para o Manejo Florestal Comunitário no Projeto 
Cachoeira, Acre, Amazonia, Brasil. CIFOR – IMAZON.  

21 - Contact(s)  
Comments:  In this agro-extrativist project around 85 families are dedicated to timber extraction, the collection of Brazil nuts and  tapping 
of latex from rubber trees - sold to a local company (Natex Industry) to produce latex condoms. The association also has a small lodge 
built in 2007 by the State Government.   
The project in Cachoeira represents an innovative attempt to support communities of rubber tappers to develop a forest-based 
production alternative. It is also a pilot project representing the state government program to promote sustainable forest management. 

 
Case Ama-3

Country BRAZIL
1 - Name of the initiative PAE Porto Dias
2a – Location Municipality of Acrelandia, Acre State 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 9°53’ - 10°03’ and 66°46’ - 66°58’  
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1996 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 22,145 ha (Area of the PAE - Projeto de Assentamento Agroextrativista ) 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

2854 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Medium-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Evergreen humid forest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary and logged-over forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

Federal Govenrment - INCRA.  
The form of allocation of legal and economic property rights over land and forest 
resources in PAEs occurs by granting use rights. 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and 
who has rights to use the forest? 

Community members and its representative associations 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Community association (ASPD - Associação Seringueira Porto Dias - ASPD) 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

CTA + State Government (SEFE) + ITTO 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? (a) To reduce deforestation from agroextractivist families expanding cropland and 



pastures; (b) to expand and diversify income generation for community forest producers 
and improve local infrastructure, thus increasing the quality of life in rural areas and 
valuing standing forests; (c) to strengthen the social organization and the work on 
environmental education, (d) to reduce the rural exodus through the construction of 
good forest governance ("florestania") and produce raw material of certified origin, and 
(e) to discourage illegal logging occurring in adjacent, unregulated areas. 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production (Brazil nuts from Bertholletia excelsa, latex from rubber trees, 
Hevea brasiliensis, forest seeds and copaiba (Copaifera spp.) oil. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Approval of first forest management plan for 10 placements in 1998. 
Each family annually manages an area of 10 ha and the area under management is 
divided into 25 annual coupes ensuring a cutting cycle of 25 years. The maximum 
harvesting intensity is 10 m3, but in practice just 6.5 m3/ha (usually 15 trees per plot of 10 
ha) in average are extracted. The selection of trees for cutting obeys to the rule that for 
each felled tree with more than 60 cm with diameter at breast height (DBH), there must 
be three other trees of the same species in the annual coupe area. The ten families 
participating in the initiative are expected to produce 650 m3 of sawn timber.  
COOPERFLORESTA (Cooperativa dos Produtores Florestais Comunitários) is responsible for 
log skidding and transport to a local saw mill. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total 
stock do these constitute in volume terms? 

18 different timber species are extracted with a total volume of 650 m3/year. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques 
are used? 

 

14d - How is production regulated in 
technical and institutional terms? 

 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

 

15 - Forest certification In 2002 by FSC for timber production, and in 2003 for copaiba oil. In 2004 it became the 
first case of community forest management in Brazil to receive the FSC certification for 
NTFP. 
Certification of 2854,7 ha from 9 producers, corresponding to 900 m3 of certified 
timber/year (10 m3/ha/year/producer = 100 m3/year/producer), and 240 liters per year of 
copaíba oil (60 copaíba trees mapped producing in average 4 lt per tree) 
(SmartWood/Imaflora 2007). 

16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

The community has a small sawmill and a "school-carpentry" for the production of small 
decorative objects, utilities, furniture and furniture components, in part using certified 
forest residues (branches, logs and scrap wood). 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

All members benefit directly from the results of the MFC as a result of a rule which 
provides for the division of the final result of the sale of the certified timber among 
everyone involved, even if not everyone had exploited their placements that year. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

The initiative fails to pay the labor in the current standards and does not offer a return to 
families selling their timber. In practice, the initiatives continue operating because they 
don't have to cover the costs of technical assistance and monitoring and the fixed costs 
paid by the machines (Medina and Pokorny 2006). 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− Lack of direct experience with commercial timber harvesting, processing and 
commercialization 

− Some degree of conflict: time spent in timber harvesting activities reduced the time to 
work on rubber tapping or collecting Brazil nuts  

− Lack of technical information about NTFPs 
− Lack of knowledge about the behavior of prices and demand, hence rendering 

impossible to build a defined strategy for product extraction and supply 
− Lack of information on market dynamics  
− Poor infrastructure and machinery for the processing and value-adding of NTFP 
− Asymmetry of information producer x consumer 
− Unfair competition from deforestation products or illegal extraction 
− Lack of a defined marketing strategy for the products in the markets locally, nationally 



and internationally  
− Lack of incentive to perform activities, which discouraged managers to proceed with 

their activities, among others 
18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) Imperador A.M., L.H.O. Wadt e S. Crestana. 2009. Community Forest Certification of Non-Timber 
Forest Products – According to the perspective of two certified communities in the Brazilian Amazon. 
Paper presented at the XIII World Forestry Congress Buenos Aires, Argentina, 18 – 23 October 2009. 
11 p. 
Medina G. e B. Pokorny. 2008. Avaliação Financeira do Manejo Florestal Comunitário. Report 
submitted to IBAMA/ProManejo. Belém, Pará. 218 p. 
Franco C.A. e L.T. Esteves. 2008. Impactos econômicos e ambientais do manejo florestal comunitário 
no Acre: duas experiências, resultados distintos. XLVI Congresso da Sociedade Brasileira de 
Economia, Administração e Sociologia Rural (SOBER). Rio Branco, Acre.  25 p. 
SmartWood / Imaflora. 2007. Relatório SLIMF de Avaliação de Re-Certificação do Manejo Florestal 
Associação Seringueira Porto Dias em Acrelândia/AC. 32 p. 
CTA. 2006. Lições aprendidas a partir das experiências de manejo florestal comunitário de uso 
múltiplo. Centro de Trabalhadores da Amazônia. 48 p. 
Idrigo, I.G. 2005.  Certificação do manejo florestal comunitário na Amazônia:  quem adere e por quê? 
Estudo de caso de duas experiências no Estado do Acre.  Dissertação apresentada ao Programa de 
Pós-Graduação em Ciência Ambiental da Universidade de São Paulo. 124 p. 

21 - Contact(s)  
Comments: Around 105 families reside in the Reserve. The association currently has a total of 22 associated families, of which 13 are 
participating in forest management activities. 
The main economic activities are based on subsistence farming and livestock, and plant extractive activities (mainly latex from rubber 
trees and Brazil nuts).  
The system adopted in PAE Porto Dias PAE sought to adapt the forest management techniques to the extractive production system, where 
the production unit is the placement allocated to rubber tapping and the residents are their own managers.  

 
Case Ama-4

Country BRAZIL
1 - Name of the initiative Antimari State Forest
2a – Location Municipalities of Bujari and Sena Madureira, Acre State 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 09⁰13’to 09⁰31’ and 68⁰01’to 68⁰23’ 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1988 - creation of the Antimari State Forest (FEA - Floresta Estadual do Antimari); official 

declaration in 1997. First commercial harvesting of timber in 2004. 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 83,807 ha is the current area of the Antimari State Forest. 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

66,345 ha is the total area under certification, of which 53,456 ha is classified as  forest 
production area. 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Implementation of forest management plan still occurs at a small-scale.  
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Evergreen tropical rain and moist forest, with typologies with high abundance of 
bamboos or palms. 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary, selectively logged forest and small areas with secondary vegetation. 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State Government of Acre 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and 
who has rights to use the forest? 

The extraction of forest resources, as well as other operational services are tendered to 
private companies which in turn are monitored by the technical staff of the State 
Government. 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Direct administration by the State Government through the State Secretary of Forests 
(SEF - Secretaria de Florestas do Acre) and the Technological Foundation of the State of 
Acre - FUNTAC (Fundação de Tecnologia do Estado do Acre). 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

State Government through FUNTAC and SEF + ITTO. 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? The basic objective is the sustainable multiple use of forest resources and the scientific 
research, with emphasis on methods conducive to sustainable use. 



13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP: collection of Brazil nuts (Bertholletia excelsa) and latex from rubber trees 
(Hevea brasiliensis). 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Forest management plan (known as Manejo Florestal de Uso Múltiplo da Florestal 
Estadual do Antimary) FMP reformulated in 1995 by the Acre State agency INA (Instituto 
Natureza Amazônica). 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total 
stock do these constitute in volume terms? 

Main commercial timber species: cumaru ferro (Dipetryx odorata), sumaúma (Ceiba 
pentandra), cumaru cetim (Apuleia leiocarpa) and cedro (Cedrela spp.), jatobá 
(Hymenaea courbaril) and fava pé de arara (Parkia gigantocarpa). 
Among non-timber forest species:  castanha-do-Pará (Bertholletia excelsa), andiroba 
(Carapa guianensis), cumaru (Dipteryx odorata) and piquiá (Caryocar sp.) for their fruits 
and seeds; and copaíba (Copaifera spp.), seringueira (Hevea brasiliensis) and amapá doce 
(Brosimum parinarioides) for their exudates, latex, oils and resins. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques 
are used? 

RIL 

14d - How is production regulated in 
technical and institutional terms? 

The term harvest cycle (rather cutting cycle) is adopted in the forest management plan. 
During the harvest cycle for timber (set to 25 years) selected mature trees are harvested 
in the annual coupe, while the harvest cycle for non-timber products (defined according 
to species and periodicity of production) can be collected throughout the forest 
management area. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Yes. A system of permanent sampling plots has been installed and is subject to periodic 
measurements.  

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

FUNTAC and SEF 

15 - Forest certification In 2005 by FSC 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

The first timber harvesting operation under the bidding model was held in 2004. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

FUNTAC carries out a research program for prospecting the use and value-adding of a 
number of NTFP from FEA.   

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

The State Government has incentivized public-private partnerships as a mechanism to 
attract investments in infrastructure and technical studies. 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) Estado do Acre - Secretaria da Floresta. 1995. Plano de Manejo Florestal de Uso Múltiplo 
da Floresta Estadual do Antimary - FEA. Resumo Público.  Junho 2005. 50 p. 
SmartWood Program - Imaflora. 2005. Resumo Público de Certificação de FLORESTA 
ESTADUAL DO ANTIMARY Sob gestão da Fundação de Tecnologia do Estado do Acre – 
FUNTAC e Secretaria de Florestas do Acre - SEF. 41 p. 
Braz E.M., E.O. Figueiredo, L.A. Ferreira, L.C. de Oliveira, Z.A.G.P. da  Gama e  Silva, J.M. 
Alves de Souza. Manejo dos produtos florestais não madeireiros da Floresta Estadual do 
Antimary: a busca de um modelo. Embrapa CPAF-AC, Rio Branco, Acre. 25p. 
FUNTAC website: http://www.funtac.ac.gov.br/index.php/fea 

21 - Contact(s) André Gomes da Silva (andre.gomes@ac.gov.br), Technical Manager 
Comments:  In 2007 around 37 families totaling 186 people were living in the Antimari State Forest (FEA). Extractivism based on the 
collection of Brazil nuts or castanha (Bertholletia excelsa) and rubber latex or borracha (Hevea brasiliensis) provide the main income 
sources for this population. Extractivism activities in general are important for resident families as a source of food, production of working 
tools, medicines, building materials and for making household utensils.  
Four community organizations operate at FEA: Associação Seringueiros da Floresta Estadual do Antimari, Associação Agroextrativista 
Canary, Associação Novo Horizonte and Cooperativa Agroextrativista dos Produtores do Antimari. 



 
Case Ama-5

Country BRAZIL
1 - Name of the initiative RDS Uatumã
2a – Location Municipalities of São Sebastião do Uatumã and Itapiranga, Amazonas State (around 330 

km northeast of Manaus). 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 59º 10` - 58º 4` S and 2º 27` - 2º 4` W 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2004 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 424,430 ha is the total area of the Uatumã Sustainable Development Reserve (RDS or 

Reserva de Desenvolvimento Sustentável do Uatumã). 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Pilot-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Evergreen humid forest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary forest and selectively logged-over forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? State Government of Amazonas 
8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and 
who has rights to use the forest? 

Communities residing in the Reserve 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

The community association AACRDSU (Associação Agroextrativista das Comunidades da 
RDS do Uatumã) is responsible for the management plans. The State Secretary of 
Environment and Sustainable Development (SDS) of the Amazonas State through the 
State Center of Conservation Units (CEUC) also participates in and support the 
implementation of the management plans.  

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

State Government through SDS and IDESAM (Instituto de Desenvolvimento Sustentável do 
Amazonas), WWF-Brasil, and FAS (Fundação Amazonas Sustentável) / PBF (Programa 
Bolsa-Floresta). 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? The Integrated Management of Forest Resources for the Sustainable Development of the 
RDS Uatumã proposes the regularization and zoning of the extractive activity traditionally 
practiced in the region, ensuring the use of more than 30 timber and non-timber products 
historically produced in the Uatumã basin.  
The Management Master Plan also seeks through the redemption of traditional 
knowledge, the application of new silvicultural knowledge and the strengthening of 
community management, to increase income generation from multiple-use forestry 
production, with diversification in the commercialization of forest products and access to 
different markets. It thus proposes a new model of forest management for the Protected 
Areas System of the State. 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production:  titica vine (Heteropsis off. spruceana), fruits, exudates) + 
Cultural tourism + Traditional extractive activities (hunting, fishing). 
Currently the production that is possible to carry out in the Reserve is community timber 
harvesting (only for planks), the management of vines following the regulations for the 
species, and the production of fruits and trunk exudates. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Based on the zoning of the Reserve, IDESAM prepared 17 small-scale forest management 
plans (but only six are currently in operation) in different communities with areas of up to 
500 ha. In these management areas multiple-use censuses were conducted inventorying 
all timber or non-timber trees with dbh greater than or equal to 30 cm, and all non-tree 
individuals, as palms and vines, as a way to broaden product options and reduce the 
pressure for some species. 
A plan for the development of community tourism was also elaborated. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total 
stock do these constitute in volume terms? 

Important non-timber forest species for the resident population include the vines cipó 
titica (Heteropsis off. spruceana) and cipó ambé (Phylodendron sp.), palms tucumã 
(Astrocaryum tucuma) and palha de babaçu (Attalea martiana) and the resin-tree breu 
(Protium sp.). 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques 
are used? 

Logging is carried out using traditional, non-mechanized techniques.  

14d - How is production regulated in 
technical and institutional terms? 

The timber management plans set up a harvesting limit of 25m³ /ha inventoried.  
Local rules (defined in participative community workshops with the involvement of 
government agencies, research institutions and consultants) were set up for the multiple 
use of different forest products such as wood, branches and leaves, fruits and seeds, 
vines, trunk exudates, orchids and bromeliads, bark and roots. The general rule is that 
harvesting of NTFP does not require licensing in a conservation area, where internal rules 



established for organizing and maintaining the sustainability of production is enough. But 
there are cases outside this rule, as in the case of some non-timber products with very 
restrictive rules as the case of orchids and bromeliads. Other resources possess normative 
regulations as with the vine (cipó) titica and rosewood (Aniba rosaedora), and there 
others that have been little discussed or have not yet been applied to conservation areas, 
such as the management of branches and leaves without having to cut down the tree, or 
the use of waste wood as slabs, barks, twigs and leaves from fallen trees originating from 
small-scale forestry. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

IDESAM  

15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

The main uses of timber are for building houses, furniture, bridges, boats, fences, corrals, 
among others. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

IDESAM is developing projects to generate income, provide training and support the  
commercialization of forest products, including handicrafts with small wooden objects 
and natural fibers. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− Low prices for extractive products 
− Lack of technical knowledge about the management of the forest resources and the 

market dynamics 
− Institutional fragility 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) Barni, P.E. 2007. Panorama dos produtos florestais não-madeireiros(PFNM) em quatro 
unidades de conservação próximas a Manaus utilizando dados do RADAM Brasil e outras 
fontes. Monografia para obtenção do grau de Engenheiro Florestal. Universidade Federal 
do Amazonas, Faculdade de Ciências Agrárias - Departamento de Ciências Florestais, 
Manaus, Amazonas. 85 p. 
IDESAM. 2010. Boas Práticas Extrativistas da RDS do Uatumã, Idesam - Instituto de 
Conservação de Desenvolvimento Sustentável do Amazonas, em colaboração com   
AACRDSU - Associação Agroextrativista das Comunidades da Reserva de Desenvolvimento 
Sustentável do Uatumã . Manaus, Amazonas. 52 p. 
IDESAM website: http://www.idesam.org.br/programas/unidades/uatuma_manejo.php 

21 - Contact(s) Carlos Gabriel Koury, Executive Secretary of IDESAM (carlosgabriel@idesam.org.br) 
IDESAM website: www.idesam.org.br 

Comments: The Reserve is inhabited by 256 families, grouped in 20 communities. Their livelihoods depend on agro-extractive activities, 
particularly the production of cassava flour, artisanal fishing and the extraction of native plants such as cupuaçu, bacaba, acai, Brazil-nut, 
several varieties of breu, andiroba copaiba, babassu, tucumã, vines and fibers, among others. 

 
Case Ama-6

Country BRAZIL
1 - Name of the initiative RDS Mamirauã
2a – Location Municipalities of Alvarães, Uarini, Maraã, Fonte Boa and Jutaí, Amazonas State 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 03°09’35”S - 64°47’37”W + 01°50’05”S - 65°42’19”W + 02°32’50”S - 67°22’08”W 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1996 - creation of the RDS 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 1,124,000 ha is the total area of the RDS Mamirauã.  The focal area, a 260,000 ha zone, is 

given priority for the implementation of the management plan.  The area for forest use 



comprises 97,400 ha. 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

In 2005, 24 associations were involved in community forest management. The average 
total area of these management plans was 4291 ha, with 1780 ha corresponding to the 
average area of actual management (Pires 2005). 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Pilot-scale experiences 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Evergreen tropical rainforest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary forest with very reduced areas slightly intervened for timber exploitation. 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State Government of Amazonas 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and 
who has rights to use the forest? 

Resident communities in the RDS 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Community associations in the Reserve. The Mamirauá Institute for Sustainable 
Development (MISD) plays an important role as an institution of support, training and 
participatory research. 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

ProManejo project (as part of the PPG7 Program) + MCT (Federal Ministry of Science and 
Technology) + DfID 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? 1) Establish a model of participatory sustainable forest management that is suitable to 
the ecological, cultural and socioeconomic conditions of the Reserve 
2) Promote the conservation of the floodplain forests of Mamirauá 
3) Improving the income generated through the sale of timber from the forest 
management plan 
4) Contribute to the community organization and environmental awareness of the 
Mamirauá community 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production + Ecotourism 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

The studies carried out in preparation of the forest management plan had an ample 
community participation. The scientific results were discussed with the local population, 
the government agencies and NGOs active in the area, proposing a new model of 
integrated natural resource management (Pires 2005). 
Pioneer experience of timber management in forest flooded by white water or varzea 
forest within a protected area. Based on research results, MISD and INPA's Max Planck 
Project succeeded in getting the approval of an official norm exclusively for forest 
management in these areas. The norm brought standards specific to this environment, 
establishing diameters by species, cutting cycles and intensity cuts. 
Timber cutting starts in the rising water period (from January to April), then the logs  
remain in the forest until the lowering of the water level (that generally occurs in July), 
when the logs congregated in rafts can be removed from the forest through the rivers. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total 
stock do these constitute in volume terms? 

The four most exploited species are: assacu (Hura crepitans), mulateiro (Calycophyllum 
spruceamum), macacaricuia (Couroupita guianensis) and parrot inamuí (Ocotea 
cymbarum), representig 85% of the total extracted volume, and assacu (Hura crepitans), 
that it is the most extracted species, represents 70% of the total volume (Pires 2005). 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques 
are used? 

The flooding of the forest is used to pull logs using trunks of other species as floats when 
necessary 

14d - How is production regulated in 
technical and institutional terms? 

Cutting cycle of 25 years for timber management 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Yes 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

MISD 

15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

− Increase in family income 
− Price increases in timber sales as a result of the community organization 
− Reduction in the trade of illegal timber 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

There is some processing of timber using chainsaws to produce planks. There is an 
important research program on NTFP with the purpose of use diversification and value 
aggregation. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 

The legal framework limits small-scale community forest management to 500 ha.  The 
Mamirauã  experience, representing the conditions for management in protected areas 



and if not explain why not? that are composed of várzea forests, was used to formulate a proposal to re-elaborate 
the legislation for this scale of forest management. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− Illegal extraction of natural resources and the difficulty to impose penalties for 
infringement of community norms 

− compatibility of the many economic activities executed along the year, like fishing and 
agriculture that are determined by the cycle of waters (i.e., the difficulty in dividing the 
time between the various activities required by forest management, and an extensive 
calendar of subsistence activities that are indispensable to the families) 

− difficulties in licensing forest management, since legislation and normalization follows 
the standards of terra firme forests 

− problems relating to licensing - excessive requirements of documentation and the long 
and unpredictable processes of analysis 
(Source: Pires 2005) 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) Pires A. 2005. Community Timber Enterprises in the Mamirauá Sustainable Development 
Reserve, Brazil. Rights and Resources Initiative (IRR). 27 p.  
Stone-Jovicich S., P. Amaral, P. Cronkleton, H. Fonseca, A. Pires. 2007. Acompanhamento 
para Manejo Florestal Comunitário na Reserva de Desenvolvimento Sustentável 
Mamirauá, Amazonas, Brasil. CIFOR. Bogor, Indonesia. 45 p. 
Helder L. Queiroz. 2005. A reserva de desenvolvimento sustentável Mamirauá. 
Instituto Mamirauá website: http://www.mamiraua.org.br 

21 - Contact(s)  
Comments: In the RDS focal area there were in 2001 a total of 21 settlements (communities and smaller groupings) with a total of 1 585 
inhabitants. The economy of these residents and users is based in combinations of agriculture (mainly cassava) and extractive activities 
(mainly fishing, hunting and the extraction of timber and NTFP. 

 
Case Ama-7

Country PERU
1 - Name of the initiative ACR Alto Nanay-Pintuyacu-Chambira
2a – Location Districts of Mazán and Alto Nanay in the Maynas province and Tigre district in the Loreto 

province, department of Loreto 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 492 264 E to 629 790 E and 9 573 767 N to 9 719 192 N 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2011 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 954,635 ha, the total extension of the Regional Conservation Area - Área de Conservación 

Regional Alto Nanay-Pintuyacu-Chambira (ACR-ANPCH)  
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

Same as above 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Both small-scale and industrial-scale (management plans for timber and NTFP (chambira, 
irapay). 

6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Tropical moist forest and its transition to tropical premontane wet forest. 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary and selectively logged over forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

Regional government (the Reserve is part of the Loreto's Regional Conservation System 
(SICREL) 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent for the ACR. In the case of timber management plans, 10 and 5 years in the 
case of NTFP in the buffer zone of the ACR. 

9 - Who has access to the forest land and 
who has rights to use the forest? 

Management committees (for irapay, chambira and yarina) have use rights granted by the 
ACR’s head office. For fisheries activities, it is the association of artisanal fishermen (APA) 
that grants access to organized residents. 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Head of the ACR-ANPCH1 which is part of PROCREL – GOREL. 

                                                            
1 The Management Committee of the Regional Conservation Area is composed of representatives from public, private and civil society organizations, and 
is responsible for approving plans and budgets, for overseeing contracts and agreements, etc.., and in general for providing support to the ACR’s head 
office and the operational management committees made up of the organized local population. 
 



11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

PROCREL - GOREL + Moore Foundation + IIAP (Instituto de Investigaciones de la Amazonía 
Peruana) + NCI (Naturaleza y Cultura Internacional - now Naturaleza y Cultura Peruana) + 
USAID-funded Perú Bosques project and USFS-PFSI + Pro Naturaleza. 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

This is a long-term commitment of the Regional Government given the important role of 
the conservation area as water supplier to the city capital of Iquitos and for other 
environmental services.   

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? The conservation of the natural resources and fragile ecosystems of white sand forests, 
black water floodplain forests and upland forests in the upper watershed of the Nanay, 
Pintuyacu y Chambira rivers, guaranteeing the supply of environmental services and the 
sustainable use of the flora and wildlife resources by local populations applying 
sustainable practices; and the promotion of local and regional development. 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber (roundwood for construction) + NTFP production (palm leaves from irapay 
(Lepidocaryum tenue) + fibers from chambira (Astrocaryum chambira) and seeds from 
yarina (Phytelephas macrocarpa) to elaborate handicrafts + medicinal plants to prepare 
therapeutic products) + Artisanal and commercial fisheries + Ecosystem conservation 
(white sand forests or "varillales"). 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

There are several management plans aiming at the sustainable use of the natural 
resources and the development of production value chains: 1) for round wood in five 
communities; 2) for two NTFP: Irapay and Chambira in three communities; and 3) for 
fisheries in communities of the upper watershed of the Nanay river. These plans have 
been participative under coordination of PROCREL – GOREL and with support from the 
international cooperation.   

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total 
stock do these constitute in volume terms? 

In the case of the timber management plans, mainly hardwoods: azúcar huayo 
(Hymenaea sp.), chontaquiro (Diplotropis martiusii), estoraque (Myroxylon balsamum); 
and among the softwoods: cumala (Iryanthera spp., Virola spp.) and marupá (Simarouba 
amara). 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques 
are used? 

Reduced-impact logging 

14d - How is production regulated in 
technical and institutional terms? 

Community agreements 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Community agreements determine extraction quotas and follow an adaptive 
management approach. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Local committees established for management, control and surveillance. In addition, 
PROCREL watershed extension agents (promoters).  

15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

− Management of (timber and non-timber) forest resources with a focus on productive 
conservation and product add-value 

− Strengthening of the local management committee (Comité de Gestión del ACRANPCH), 
the natural resources management committees, and the control and surveillance 
community committee 

− Securing fish production and other wildlife resources for food security 
− Conservation of water resources as suppliers of drinking water for the city of Iquitos 
− Protection of headwaters 
− Conservation of fragile and unique ecosystems 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

− Production and export of handcrafts using fibers of chambira 
− Production of irapay leaves (for thatched roofs) 
− Production of handcrafts – bio-jewels with yarina seeds 
− Initially hardwoods are being commercialized to a export firm 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

It depends of the production, considering internal agreements for communal harvesting. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes, it is expected that the management groups become self-sustained over time. 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

− Formalizing the use of natural resources is very bureaucratic 
− Lack of flexibility for the use of forest resources by communities 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− Financial constraints for operations and investments 
− Overlapping functions 
− Legislation does not conform to reality 
− Corruption of authorities and officials 
− Failure in the value chain of natural resources 
− Poor culture of conservation and management 
− Lack of government investment 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

The keep the ACR operating approximately S/. 600,000 or USD 230,770 are needed, not 
considering the financial support from the international cooperation. 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

GOREL + cooperation partner (NCI, Perú Bosques, ProNaturaleza, among others). 



18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

− Timber harvesting equipment 
− Technical assistance 
− Training to technical staff, natural resources management groups, and other key actors 
− Implementation of the natural resources management plans 
− Local development (community needs such as productive, social and infrastructure, 

health  improvement and housing and education projects 
19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

A proposal has been elaborated (“Mecanismo de compensación por pago de servicios del 
recurso hídrico en la cuenca del Nanay”). 

20 - Source(s) Álvarez, J; Shany, N. 2012. Una experiencia de gestión participativa de la biodiversidad 
con comunidades amazónicas. In Rev.peru.biol. 19(2): 223-232. Facultad de Ciencias 
Biológicas UNMSM. 
PROCREL website: www.procrel.gob.pe 
Management documents and plans (directly from the head offices of the ACR ANPCH) 

21 - Contact(s) Eng. Juan Roberto Falcón Cometivos, Head of the ACR Alto Nanay-Pintuyacu-Chambira; 
PROCREL – GOREL (Jfalcon@procrel.gob.pe), Cel. 973834896. 
José Antonio Soplín Ríos, President of the ACR-ANPCH management committee.  

Comments: Eight indigenous communities and six peasant communities are settled in the buffer zone of the ACR-ANPCH, with a total 
population of almost 3000 people, mainly dedicated to agriculture, timber extraction, elaboration of thatch roofs using palm leaves, 
hunting and fishing. 
 

Case Ama-8
Country PERU
1 - Name of the initiative ACR Comunal Tamshiyacu Tahuayo 
2a – Location Districts of Fernando Lores (province Maynas), Yavarí (province Mariscal Castilla), 

Sapuena and Yaquerana (province Requena), in the department of Loreto. 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 9 444 073 to 9 528 176 N and 680 075 to 768 162 E 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2009 (but since 1991 established as Communal Reserve)  
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 420,080 ha (area of the Regional Conservation Area - Área de Conservación Regional  

Comunal Tamshiyacu Tahuayo (ACR-CTT). 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

220,400 ha (just the direct use zone category) 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Annual interventions are carried out on a small- to medium scale. 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Floodplain forests, forests on medium-high plateau (terraces) and hill forests (main type). 
Local associations are present in the plateau (poor white sand forests locally known as 
“varillales altos”) and in the low plateau and floodplains (“aguajales” or Mauritia groves). 
According to the Holdridge classification, the life zones present are tropical moist and 
tropical wet forests, the transitional forest to tropical wet forest and the tropical wet 
premontane forest.   

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary, slightly altered forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? ACR-CTT is part of SICREL 
8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and 
who has rights to use the forest? 

ACR-CTT’s head office grants use rights to the organized or settled groups or 
management committees in the communities located in the buffer zone. 
There are rights acquired by the enterprise Gran Tierra Energy Inc., subsidiary in Perú. 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Head of the ACR Tamshiyacu Tahuayo, belonging to PROCREL. For the implementation of 
the management plans, the management committee of the ACR-CTT and the communal 
enterprise Mi Esperanza are the responsible parties. 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Moore Foundation through the Regional Government of Loreto (GOREL) + IIAP + NCI. 
Other support has been received from: Rainforest Conservation Fund (Proyecto Aguaje), 
WCS (Wildlife Conservation Society), RCF (Rainforest Conservation Fund), Fundamazonia, 
DPZ (Deutsches Primatenzentrum), IUCN and ADAR (Asociación para el Desarrollo 
Amazónico Rural). 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

Budgeted until 2014. Good prospects for short- to medium term cooperation support for 
initiatives of productive conservation in the Reserve. 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? To conserve the upland and floodplain forests of the Tahuayo and Tamshiyacu rivers and 
the Blanco creek, guaranteeing the sustainable use of flora and fauna resources by the 
local population; and to promote the local development of Loreto in general. 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? NTFP production: fruits of the palm aguaje (Mauritia flexuosa); leaves of the palm irapay 
(Lepidocaryum tenue); handcrafts with fibers from the palm chambira (Astrocaryum 
chambira); fruits of camu camu (Myrciaria dubia) + Bushmeat from huangana (white 
lipped pecari, Tayassu pecari), sajino (collared pecari, Tayassu tajacu), venado colorado 
(Mazama americana), majaz (Cuniculus paca) and añuje (Dasyprocta fuliginosa) + 



Fisheries resources + Agroforestry + Ecotourism/recreation + Water supply (protection of 
headwaters) + Resources with potential for research + Carbon sequestration. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Management plans for aguaje, chambira, camu camu, fisheries, wildlife (pecarís, Tayassu 
pecari and T. tajacu).  
Management plans prepared by technical teams of PROCREL with participation of the 
management groups or committee. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total 
stock do these constitute in volume terms? 

− Palms: aguaje, chonta (Euterpe precatoria), irapay, chambira 
− Wildlife: huangana (white lipped pecari, Tayassu pecari) , sajino (collared pecari, 

Tayassu tajacu), venado colorado (Mazama americana), majaz (Cuniculus paca), añuje 
(Dasyprocta fuliginosa) 

− Camu camu 
− Fish species: zúngaro (Pseudoplatystoma spp.), paco (Piaractus brachypomum), 

gamitana (Colossoma macropomum), paiche (Arapaima gigas),  arahuana 
(Osteoglossum bicirrosum),  boquichico (Semaprochilodus sp.),   acarahuazú 
(Astronotus ocellatus),  carachama (Ancistrus sp.) 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques 
are used? 

− Climbing techniques for collecting aguaje fruits 
− Irapay: extraction quotas, zoning and reforestation 
− Management of water bodies, use of adequate meshes, parents release (arahuana), 

zoning 
− Wildlife management: extraction quotas 
− Communal vigilance (sectoral surveillance) 

14d - How is production regulated in 
technical and institutional terms? 

Community agreements for hunting quotas, bans, ammunition limits, species not allowed 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Monitoring plan of (key) conservation objects and human activities within the ACR, and 
communal surveillance groups. 

15 - Forest certification No. An attempt to certify peccary skins was developed by the communities with WCS 
support. 

16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Organizational strengthening of management groups, groups for control and surveillance, 
management committee, and committee of artisans. 
Development of capacities in themes such as sustainable management and use, making 
crafts and export; conservation of headwaters and water bodies, vegetation maintenance 
and protection of communal territories. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Production of handcrafts using fibers of the palm chambira and seeds of yarina; export of 
chambira baskets. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

The economic benefits are distributed according to the production achieved by each 
craftsman or committee member. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Corruption of authorities; overlapping functions, slow administrative procedures, 
overlapping hydrocarbon concessions with protected natural areas and community 
territories. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− Technological knowledge to develop products 
− Lack of knowledge about market trends 
− Lack of electricity 
− Financial constraints 
− Illegal extraction of natural resources  

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

Estimated between USD 400,000 and 700,000 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

Through GOREL, NCI (now NCP) and WCS 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

− Salaries 
− Technical assistance + training to personnel and key actors 
− Local development 
− Implementation of management plans and initiatives 
− Operation of control and surveillance personnel 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

There is interest in initiating the REDD+ process in the ACR-CTT 

20 - Source(s) 
 

− Gobierno Regional de Loreto. Programa de Conservación, Gestión y Uso Sostenible de la 
Diversidad Biológica de Loreto. 2011. Plan Maestro del Área de Conservación Regional Comunal 
Tamshiyacu Tahuayo 2011-2015. Iquitos, Perú. 135 p. 

− Flores, G. 2010. Gestión comunal para la conservación productiva en la zona de amortiguamiento 



del ACR Comunal Tamshiyacu Tahuayo. Iquitos, Perú. 15 p. 
− Video http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v4QZXCTSpx4  
− Exposición de motivos para la creación del ACR TT. 

http://spij.minjus.gob.pe/graficos/Peru/2009/mayo/16/EXP-DS-010-2009-MINAM.pdf  
− La importancia del manejo comunal para la conservación de la fauna silvestre en las ANP del 

nororiente peruano. http://sisbib.unmsm.edu.pe/bvrevistas/biologia/v07_n2/impor_manejo.htm  
− Manejo comunitario de recursos naturales como un proceso no-lineal: un estudio de caso de la 

llanura de inundación de la amazonía peruana. http://www.siforestal.org.pe/descargas/284.pdf  
− Penn, J; Van Sledright, M; Bertiz, G; Guerra, E. 2008. Los aguajales y sus condiciones en el río 

Tahuayo: Aportes para el Plan Maestro del Área de Conservación Regional Comunal Tamshiyacu-
Tahuayo (ACRCTT). Iquitos, Perú. 20 p. http://ibcperu.org/doc/isis/13160.pdf  

− Línea base Tamshiyacu. 
− https://www.google.com.pe/search?q=nci+tanshiyacu&rlz=1C5CHFA_enPE505PE505&oq=nci+tan

shiyacu&aqs=chrome.0.57.4546&sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8  
− CARE Perú-Unión Europea. 1999. Sistematización de experiencias de un programa de extensión 

agroforestal en la cuenca Tamshiyacu-Tahuayo. Iquitos, Perú. 23 p. 
− http://www.bvcooperacion.pe/biblioteca/bitstream/123456789/3498/5/BVCI0002419_1.pdf  
− Reporte Anual 2006. Proyecto: Conservación de la Vida Silvestre en la Amazonia Peruana de 

Loreto (Convenio WCS – DICE). 
http://s3.amazonaws.com/WCSResources/file_20110823_035320_per_rpt_ReporteAnual2006Ma
nejoFaunaSilvestreReservaComunalTamshiyacuTahuayo_20080116_gepsS.pdf  

− Cogestión de ANP y su contribución al desarrollo: la experiencia del IIAP. 
http://www.iiap.org.pe/Upload/Conferencia/CONF94.pdf  

− Video Aprovechamiento sostenible en Tamshiyacu Tahuayo. 
http://nellyvarelag.blogspot.com/2011/09/aprovechamiento-sostenible-en.html  

− Parks Watch. 2004. Evaluación socioambiental de la zona del Yavarí-Yavarí Mirín y Tamshiyacu-
Tahuayo. 99 p http://www.parkswatch.org/spec_reports/yavari_spa.pdf  

− Los aguajales y sus condiciones en el Río Tahuayo: Aportes para el Plan Maestro del Área de 
Conservación Regional Comunal Tamshiyacu-Tahuayo (ACRCTT). 
http://www.ibcperu.org/doc/isis/13160.pdf  

− Certificación de pieles de pecaríes: estrategia para la conservación y manejo de fauna silvestre en 
la Amazonía peruana. http://malcolmallison.lamula.pe/2012/01/06/certificacion-de-pieles-de-
pecaries-estrategia-para-la-conservacion-y-manejo-de-fauna-silvestre-en-la-amazonia-
peruana/malcolmallison  

− Una experiencia de gestión participativa de la biodiversidad con comunidades amazónicas. 
http://scholar.google.com.pe/scholar?start=20&q=manejo+forestal+tahuayo+tamshiyacu&hl=es&
as_sdt=0&as_vis=1  

− Manejo comunal de fauna silvestre en la Reserva Comunal Tamshiyacu-Tahuayo, Perú: avances y 
limitaciones. 
http://s3.amazonaws.com/WCSResources/file_20110823_035142_per_pub_ManejoComunalFaun
aSilvestreReservaComunalTamshiyacuTahuayo_20060215_zvalverde&rbodmer&ppuertas_pGaMv
U.pdf  

− Penn, J; Van Sledright, M; Bertiz, G; Guerra, E. 2008. Los aguajales y sus condiciones en el río 
Tahuayo: Aportes para el Plan Maestro del Área de Conservación Regional Comunal Tamshiyacu-
Tahuayo (ACRCTT). Iquitos, Perú. 20 p. 

− Una metodología participativa utilizada en los planes de manejo de fauna silvestre, nororiente 
peruano. 
https://www.google.com.pe/search?q=comunidades+rurales+certificadas+de+El+Chino%2C+Buen
a+Vista%2C+San+Pedro+y+Daiamnte-
7+de+Julio&rlz=1C5CHFA_enPE505PE505&oq=comunidades+rurales+certificadas+de+El+Chino%2
C+Buena+Vista%2C+San+Pedro+y+Daiamnte-
7+de+Julio&aqs=chrome.0.57.856&sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-
8#q=manejo+forestal+tahuayo+tamshiyacu&hl=es&tbo=d&rlz=1C5CHFA_enPE505PE505&ei=ETw
DUYeaDKqB0QHE4YDAAQ&start=20&sa=N&bav=on.2,or.r_gc.r_pw.r_cp.r_qf.&fp=2db9533e74c28
7b4&biw=1152&bih=588   

− Propuesta de implementación de PSA para el establecimiento de corredor biológico en el 
nororiente del Perú. http://www.wrsaopaulo.com/arquivos/Silvia%20-
%20Agencia%20na%20Web/Congresso/VII%20Congresso%20Latino%20Americano%20-
%20Sess%E3o%20de%20P%F4steres/pdfs/40%20Bertha%20Alvarado.pdf   

− Manejo y aprovechamiento de la yarina Phytelephas macrocarpa. 
http://cdam.minam.gob.pe:8080/bitstream/123456789/672/2/CDAM0000488-4.pdf  

− Plan Maestro 2011-2015 del ACR Comunal Tamshiyacu Tahuayo. 
http://spij.minjus.gob.pe/graficos/Peru/2009/mayo/16/EXP-DS-010-2009-MINAM.pdf 

21 - Contact(s) Carlos Arana Pérez, Head of ACR-CTT, Iquitos, Loreto (carana@procrel.gob.pe; mobile 
phone: +51 965318128 and 945603643). 
Migdonio Huanuiri Arirama, President of the ACR-CTT’s management committee. 

Comments: In the zones of influence of the ACR there are 18 communities settled with a population of over 4,000 people mainly 
dedicated to fishing, extraction of NTFP, hunting and production of handcrafts. 
 



Case Ama-9
Country PERU
1 - Name of the initiative Matsés indigenous community
2a – Location Yaquerana district, province of Requena, department of Loreto 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 9 320 000 to 9 435 000 N and 650 000 to 740 000 E 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2007 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 512,735 ha (total area of the community) 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

3,000 ha for the management of yarina or tagua (Phytelephas macrocarpa) 
20,000 ha for the ecotourism management plan 
5,000 ha for the communal program for wildlife management 
500 ha for the fisheries management plan in water corps ("cochas") 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Annual interventions are small- to medium scale  
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Tropical moist forest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary, slightly disturbed forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

Matsés community 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and 
who has rights to use the forest? 

The community possesses all rights to the land. Its use has to follow the existing legal 
framework. 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

The community is responsible for decisions within the legal framework of communal 
statute; the agreements are made in assembly and the head of the community and the 
heads of the community annexes are responsible for implementing them. 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Financial support provided by the European Commission and international NGO: Blue 
Moon Foundation, World Land Trust, Nouvelle Planete, Fondo de las Américas.  
Technical support and advice from CEDIA (Centro para el Desarrollo del Indígena 
Amazónico).  

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

At the moment there is no funding for any initiative in the community. CEDIA and the 
Matsés community are attentive to calls for grant funds to submit projects that can 
provide continuity to the initiative. 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Rural development, support to livelihoods and improved welfare (income generation, 
food security, source of products for domestic use, risk protection, provision of 
environmental services, etc.). 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? NTFP production: yarina (Phytelephas macrocarpa) fruits + Ecotourism   + Restoration of 
fish species + Restoration of hunting wildlife species + Biodiversity conservation. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

− Management plan for yarina: identified by the community, prepared by a forest 
consultant with the objective of sustainably commercial harvest of the first 12 yarina 
groves ("yarinales") in 80 ha. 

− Management plan for ecotourism: participatory elaboration, coordinated by CEDIA's 
technical team with the collaboration of members of the Matsés community with the 
objective of boosting the local economy through the ecotourism activity, empowering 
the community youth group "Caniabo", and the participatory management of wildlife 
and fish stocks in reserved zones in the headwaters of the Gálvez and Yaquerana rivers. 

− Community program for adaptive fisheries management: participative elaboration, 
coordinated by CEDIA's technical team with the collaboration of members of the 
Matsés community, aimed at restoring the productivity of communal water bodies, 
establishing inter-communal norms for fishery management and establish fish farms. 

− Communal program for wildlife management: participative elaboration, coordinated by 
CEDIA's technical team with the collaboration of members of the Matsés community, 
designed to retrieve and manage wildlife for consumption in six of the most populous 
community annexes. Based on agreements for traditional use and incorporates new 
technologies in a total of 66 hunting zones. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total 
stock do these constitute in volume terms? 

Yarina palms and hunting wildlife - peccaries: huangana or white lipped pecari (Tayassu 
pecari) and sajino or collared pecari (Tayassu tajacu). 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques 
are used? 

Collection of yarina ripe fruits directly from the ground. 

14d - How is production regulated in 
technical and institutional terms? 

For yarina, production is regulated by demand; the provision of fruits for now exceeds the 
demand which is very low because of the remoteness of the community in relation to the 
market. 
The offer for tourism and scientific tourism is still ample and demand is still low; the 
community is working on improving the transportation to the area. 
Monitoring of communal agreements between annexes is the tool to regulate fishing and 



hunting consumption. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Management of yarina groves involves cleaning of crowns, felling of male yarina palms, 
cutting of trees and shrubs, and identification of high productivity individuals. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

The community through its local monitoring committees, which monitor compliance of 
communal arrangements. 

15 - Forest certification No    
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

− Regulating forest utilization 
− Cash flow from management groups helps solve needs of community members 
− Improvement of community nutrition, oriented to food sovereignty 
− Biodiversity conservation 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Several natural resources have good management potential, but energy and 
transportation services are absent in the medium term by the remoteness of the 
community. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Members of the management units that execute the plans (tagua and ecotourism) enjoy 
job security with all benefits. At the end of each period, the benefits of the activity are 
distributed collectively to all community members or through the installation of 
communal services of collective benefit. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

The costs must be covered by each activity, but in remote communities the resources for 
implementation of initiatives are scarce.  

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

The governing bodies that approve and authorize management operations do not have 
terms of reference for most NTFP. In the case of aquatic species, the governing body has 
no professional logistic and economic capacities for training, approval of management 
plans, formalizing management groups and granting operation licenses. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Low availability of skilled personal, and logistical and financial resources of the governing 
bodies to promote and serve communities needs for management. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

Approx. USD 700,000 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

European Union, Nuevo Planeta (Switzerland), FONDAM (Fondo de las Américas) 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

− Technical assistance 
− Capacity development activities 
− Training and internships 
− Local development 
− Organizational strengthening for management 
− Constructions and equipment 
− Salaries 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

REDD + is an additional option to contribute to improve incomes for the community. 

20 - Source(s) 
 
 
 
 

− Calixto, L; Trevejo, L; Torres, W. 2009.  Programa comunal de manejo adaptativo pesquero de la 
Comunidad Nativa Matsés. Proyecto Participación de las comunidades nativas en la conservación y 
gestión sostenible de los bosques tropicales de la amazonía peruana. Iquitos, Perú. 117 p. 

− Calixto, L; Trevejo, L; Torres, W. 2009.  Programa comunal de manejo de fauna silvestre de la 
Comunidad Nativa Matsés. Proyecto Participación de las comunidades nativas en la conservación y 
gestión sostenible de los bosques tropicales de la amazonía peruana. Iquitos, Perú. 98 p. 

− Calixto, L; Trevejo, L. 2009. Plan de manejo con fines de ecoturismo en la Comunidad Nativa 
Matsés. Proyecto Participación de las comunidades nativas en la conservación y gestión sostenible 
de los bosques tropicales de la amazonía peruana. Iquitos, Perú. 39 p. 

− Comunidad Nativa Matsés-CEDIA. 2009. Plan de manejo de yarina a baja escala de la Comunidad 
Nativa Matsés.Proyecto Participación de las comunidades nativas en la conservación y gestión 
sostenible de los bosques tropicales de la amazonía peruana. Iquitos, Perú. 39 p. 

21 - Contact(s) Lelis Rivera Chávez, CEDIA's Executive Director ( lerivera@cedia.org.pe) 
David Rivera González, Coordinator of the Ecotourism Project (darigo@cedia.org.pe) 

Comments: The Matsés have the largest indigenous territory in the country. It is heavily involved in the management of the National 
Reserve Matsés (420,000 ha) established in 2009 by the initiative of the Matsés community. The community has conflicts with Pacific 
Stratus oil company, whose concession overlaps the territory of the community and the National Reserve Matsés. 
 

Case Ama-10
Country PERU
1 - Name of the initiative Community Veinte de Enero
2a – Location Nauta district, province of Loreto, in the department of Loreto 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 4°39'23.45" and  73°49'27.30" 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1992 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area The community of Veinte de Enero is located in the northeastern sector of the National 



Reserve - Reserva Nacional Pacaya Samiria (RNPS) that extends over 2.08 million 
hectares. The community doesn’t have official limits. 

5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

799 ha en three sectors with Mauritia groves (“aguajales”) 
445 ha under management of yarina ((Phytelephas macrocarpa) 
Area for tourism activities, “Yanayacu-Pucate-Cocha “El Dorado”  

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Tropical moist forest in low flooded terraces, hydromorphic forest, and dense and mixed 
Mauritia groves. 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary forest disturbed by selective timber harvesting. 
Mauritia groves recovered and in productive. 

8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

RNPS is part of the National System of Natural Protected Areas (SINANPE), administered 
by the National Service of Natural Protected Areas (SERNANP) of the Ministry of 
Environment (MINAM). 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and 
who has rights to use the forest? 

RNPS’s head office extends rights grants use rights to the management groups: 
COMAPA (Comité de Manejo de Palmeras), ACORENA (Asociación de Conservación de 
Recursos Naturales), and AMAVE (Asociación de Mujeres Artesanas de Veinte de Enero).  
Pluspetrol company has also acquired rights for Lote 8. 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

RNPS’s head office and management groups. 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

The ONG ProNaturaleza accompanies and provides technical advice to the initiative since 
its inception, managing different funding through different donors: Ford Foundation, 
WWF, TNC, AECI (Spain), European Commission, USAID, ACBT, PROFONANPE, among 
others. 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

Desde el año 2009 el apoyo de la iniciativa por parte de ProNaturaleza, ha venido 
disminuyendo basado en indicadores de manejo y económicos que permiten avizorar la 
sostenibilidad de la iniciativa a corto plazo, con el proyecto se estima el apoyo hasta el 
2014. 
Since 2009 ProNaturaleza’s support to the initiative has been declining based on 
economic and management indicators that allow envisioning the sustainability of the 
initiative in the short term. The project is expected to be supported up to 2014. 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? − Rural development/support to livelihoods and improving welfare (income generation, 
food security, source of products for domestic consumption, protection against risks, 
supply of environmental services, etc. 

− Environmental conservation and protection 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? NTFP production: aguaje (Mauritia flexuosa) and yarina (Phytelephas macrocarpa) + 

Ecotourism 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

The management plan (2005-2009) was developed by professionals from ProNaturaleza 
in order to "promote the management of populations of aguaje (Mauritia flexuosa) to 
ensure the conservation of the species and its use as food source and as an income 
generation alternative for community families involved. The second management plan, 
for the period 2012-2016, has been recently approved. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total 
stock do these constitute in volume terms? 

Within the area under management there are plant associations of different forest strata 
being among them: Euterpe  precatoria (huasai), Attalea  butyracea (shapaja),  
Astrocaryum  murumuru (huicungo), and Socratea exorrhiza (casha pona). Other tree 
species include: Hura crepitans (catahua), Ficus sp. (renaco), Copaifera  sp. (copaiba) and 
Spondias  mombin (ubos).       

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques 
are used? 

The primary rule has been to use scaling techniques to avoid cutting the palms.   

14d - How is production regulated in 
technical and institutional terms? 

Yield is regulated according to the specifications in the management plan. This indicates 
that the intensity of use is mainly defined by the capacity of utilization of COMAPA.  
Each family involved in the management groups has harvesting rights for 58 bags per 
month  (approx. 2,900 kg) of aguaje fruits.  

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

In 20 years the production of aguaje has gone from 1,000 kg to 5,000 kg per month 
thanks to the use of the uploaders. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

In coordination with the PSNR’s head office, a community surveillance system has been 
implemented that has helped control illegal extraction of natural resources in the area. 

15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Temporary jobs have been created for members of the management groups (men, 
women and youth), who have also benefited with equipment, training and technical 
assistance for the implementation of management activities. 
Scaling techniques have shortened the distance for walking up to the Mauritia groves 
from over 4 to 5 hours to just 15 to 30 minutes. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 

The community is on the way to install a small plant for oil extraction from aguaje fruits. 
On the other hand, efforts have failed to maintain commercial agreements with buying 



and/or marketing? companies. 
16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

The economic benefits are distributed according to the production achieved by each 
member of the management groups. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Currently revenues cover costs and generate economic profit. 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

The existing frameworks are supportive, because they establish the implementation of 
management plans as a tool for participatory management of natural resources and the 
generation of economic benefits to the people that implement them, thus contributing to 
the conservation of the species under management. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

The main problems relate to marketing: compliance with required quantities and 
deadlines, and market prices that discourage resource management. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

Unable to estimate the amount of funding, but there have been 17 projects contributing 
with funds. 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

Mainly ACBT, PROFONANPE, TNC, Ford Foundation, WWF, AECI, European Commission 
and USAID 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

− Salaries 
− Capacity development activities 
− Technical assistance 
− Harvesting equipment  
− Construction of infrastructure 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

This is a potential initiative for the application of these mechanisms, since the Mauritia 
groves (“aguajales“) are considered one of the most important forest ecosystems in the 
Peruvian Amazon providing environmental services such as carbon sequestration. 

20 - Source(s) 
 
 
 

− Gómez, J., Toro, D. 2012. Manejo forestal comunitario en Veinte de Enero, Loreto. Informe de 
sistematización de la experiencia de aprovechamiento sostenible del aguaje en la comunidad 20 
de Enero, Loreto, Perú. ProNaturaleza. Lima. 78 p. (pronto en www.inf.gob.pe)  

− Plan de manejo forestal de Mauritia flexuosa “aguaje” en la Comunidad Veinte de Enero cuenca 
Yanayacu Pucate RNPS 2012-2016 

− Gonzáles, E; Noriega, R; Llanos, D; Paredes, J. 2007. Plan de manejo forestal de Mauritia flexuosa 
“aguaje” en la Comunidad Veinte de Enero cuenca Yanayacu Pucate RNPS 2005-2009. 
ProNaturaleza, USAID y The Nature Conservancy. 59 p. 

http://redpeia.minam.gob.pe/admin/files/item/4d88df0ab34f4_Plan_de_manejo_forestal_del_ag
uaje_en_la_cuenca_Yanayacu.pdf  

− Reserva Nacional Pacaya Samiria. 2009. Plan Maestro de la Reserva Nacional Pacaya Samiria 2009-
2013. Iquitos, Perú. 132 p. 
http://www.sernanp.gob.pe/sernanp/archivos/biblioteca/publicaciones/RN_Pacaya/Plan%20Mae
stro%202009-2014%20RN%20Pacaya%20Samiria%20ver%20pub.pdf  

21 - Contact(s) Jorge Luis Gómez Noriega, Director del Programa Regional de Loreto de ProNaturaleza 
Iquitos – Loreto – Perú, jgomez@pronaturaleza.org 

Comments: In the PSNR area inhabit about one hundred thousand people distributed over 208 viallages, 25% of them located within the 
Reserve and the remaining 75% in the buffer zone, thus reflecting a significant human pressure on the resources of the protected area. 
 

Case Ama-11
Country PERU
1 - Name of the initiative Río Momón Basin 
2a – Location Punchana district, province of Maynas, department of Loreto 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 9 596 699.515 to 9 631 339.641 N and 648 423.837 to 699 491.816 E 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2007 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 144,100 ha (Río Momón basin) 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

5000 ha (10 "local forests"of 500 ha each) 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Annual interventions are from demonstration/pilot-scale to small-scale. 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Tropical moist forest in low hills 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Logged-over forest + Secondary forest + Mosaic of fragmented forest with areas 
dedicated to subsistence agriculture and livestock production. 

8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? Local communities (35 villages) have land tenure rights. 
8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

The local forest management committee of Río Momón basin (CGB-CRM - Comité de 
Gestión de Bosque de la Cuenca del Río Momón) administers the rights for forest use 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

General Assembly of CGB members 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Technical and financial assistance from IIAP through the Focal Bosque project in 
consortium with CARE, CEDIA, ProNaturaleza and SNV. 

11b - For how long will external support Currently there is no external support for the Río Momón basin 



continue? 
12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation through timber harvesting operations, and rural development, 

support to livelihoods and improved welfare (income generation, food security, source of 
products for domestic use, risk protection, provision of environmental services, etc.). 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber production (4,000 m3(r)/year) + Charcoal (12,500 m3/year or some 37,000 
bags/yr) + NTFP production: irapay (Lepidocaryum tenue) (125,000 thatchs/year) + 
Ecotourism (7 ecotouristic lodges) 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Management plans for the local forests were prepared with the technical assistance of 
the Focal Bosque project in order to sustainably manage the resources of the Momón 
Basin for the benefit of the populations organized in local forest committees. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Timber: cumala (Iryanthera spp., Virola spp.), 90%;  tornillo (Cedrelinga catenaeformis), 
marupá (Simarouba amara), moena (Ocotea spp., Aniba spp.) and lupuna (Chorisia 
integrifolia) 
NTFP: irapay leaves  
Charcoa: capirona (Calicophyllum spruceanum), rifarillo (Miconia sp.), copal blanco 
(Protium spp.), espintana (Oxandra xylopioides, pichirina (Vismia augusta), shimbillo 
(Inga spp.), machimango (Eschweilera spp.). 
Wildlife: bush meat - majaz (Cuniculus paca), huangana (Tayassu pecari), sajino (Tayassu 
tajacu) and carachupa (Dasypus spp. ) 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Timber harvesting: RIL techniques, manual skidding to creeks and river  transport. 
Irapay: Leave cutting, confection of thatched roofs, transport and commercialization 
Wildlife: hunting with shotgun. 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Following guidelines in the operational plans  

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

No silvicultural treatments are applied 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

The Río Momón CGB  basin is in charge. 

15 - Forest certification No. 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Any 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

− Local forests were assigned to the Committee, but with no funding 
− The new forestry law does not consider local forests 
− Illegal logging continues 
− Prohibition of chainsaw milling  

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− Lack of financial and technical support 
− Low capacity for association 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

-- 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

-- 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

− Technical assistance 
− Capacity development activities 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

No  

20 - Source(s) 
 

Reátegui, E. Y Valencia, W. 2008. Plan de negocio del Comité de Gestión de Bosque de la 
Cuenca del Río Momón, CGBCRM. IIAP, Proyecto Focal Bosques. Iquitos. 88 p. 
http://es.scribd.com/doc/16553556/18-Plan-de-Negocios-Madera-Rio-Momon  

21 - Contact(s) Víctor Guerra Ramírez, President, Comité de Gestión de Bosque de la cuenca del río 
Momón, CGBCRM - Iquitos, Perú. 

Comments: CGB-CRM is the first of such areas in the Loreto region to be administered by a Forest Management Committee (CGB. 
 

Case Ama-12
Country PERU



1 - Name of the initiative Community Junín Pablo
2a – Location Masisea district, province of Coronel Portillo,  department of Ucayali 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 580351 E and 9016354 N 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2003 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 2550 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

2084 ha (approx 100 ha/yr) 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Small-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Evergreen humid forest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Logged-over forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

Junin Pablo Indigenous Community 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent  
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Local community 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Junin Pablo Indigenous Community 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Yes 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

2013 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation for a timber-based operation + Rural development/support for 
subsistence livelihoods and income generation (income, food security, source of products 
for household use, risk protection, provision of environmental services, etc.). 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production (palm leaves of bijao - Calathea lutea). 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

The Forest Management Plan was prepared in 2003 with support from the ONG AIDER 
(Asociación para la Investigación y el Desarrollo Integral) In 2004 the same organization 
supported the development of a community-based management plan for "bijao". 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Cachimbo (Cariniana spp.) -3.2%, cumala (Iryanthera spp., Compsoneura sp.) - 3.6%, 
marupa (Simarouba amara) - 2.2%, moena (Ocotea spp., Aniba spp.) - 1.6%,  Palta moena 
(Lauraceae) = 4.3%. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Low-impact technology: tree felling and bark sectioning with chainsaw, and production of 
slats with a 18 hp engine driven disc table. Use of portable sawmill to produce tables. 
Transport of wooden pieces from the forest with a cart pulled by a monocultor. 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

According to the forest management plan. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

The minimum harvestable diameter for the species as indicated in the FMP is observed. 
Seed trees from all harvested tree species are maintained. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

The local monitoring committee (Comité de Vigilancia) is in charge of continuous 
overseeing of forest activities to attend the guidelines set in the FMP. This is 
complemented with informative meetings.    

15 - Forest certification In 2005 under the regency of AIDER. 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

The main economic benefit stands from the revenues generated by the sale of processed 
timber and the bijao leaves. In social terms, the community benefits by improving their 
quality of life, while also maintaining the natural resources that provide forest products 
and services. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

AIDER supports capacity building activities for community members in harvesting 
techniques and timber processing, in business management and also facilitates business 
contacts with potential customers. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Revenues generated from timber sales are distributed to members of the ' interest 
groups'  (individual community producers), also allocating 10% to the community which 
uses it to buy fuel for public lighting. Collection and sale of bijao leaves are performed by 
family groups and earnings are distributed within each group led by a parent. Ten 
percent of the utilities from all productive activities go to the community. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

With the revenues it is expected to cover production costs and also generate a profit. 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

No, due to the (a) cumbersome procedures for the approval of the FMP and the 
authorization for using the forest resources; and b) little knowledge about the regulatory 
framework, both from community members as well as from the same officials of the 
forest authority. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− Illegal loggers encouraging the activity by providing financial support to community 
groups 

− Transportation of bijao leaves to the community 
− Distrust between community and authorities 



− Insufficient training for productive activities and business management 
− Difficulties posed by employees of the regional forestry administration who impede 

the normal realization of the activities 
18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

Currently USD 32 000. In the past USD 200 000. 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

Currently AIDER (Fondo Graco). In the past: AIDER, Fondo de las Américas, Dutch 
Embassy. 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Salaries + Timber harvesting equipment + Technical assistance + Processing equipment + 
Capacity building/training. 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

Yes, particularly for groups of communities. AIDER is currently implementing a project of 
this nature with indigenous communities in the region of Madre de Dios.  

20 - Source(s)  
21 - Contact(s) Juan Carlos Torres, AIDER - Pucallpa, torcat63@homail.com, 981629204. 
 

Case Ama-13
Country PERU
1 - Name of the initiative Community Pueblo Nuevo del Caco
2a – Location Iparía district, province  of Coronel Portillo, department of Ucayali 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) N 8967523  –  E 0590026 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2003 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 6400 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

2500 ha (125 ha/year) 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Medium-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Tropical moist forest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Logged-over forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

Native community 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Community Pueblo Nuevo del Caco 
 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Steering committee of the community advised by AIDER, the economic productive 
organization (OEP, Organización Económica Productiva), and local  stakeholders. 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

AIDER has supported and continues supporting this initiative through funding from 
strategic allies (ITTO, FONDAM, BTC, CE). 

11b - For how long will the external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation through timber harvesting operations, and rural development, 
support to livelihoods and improved welfare (income generation, food security, source of 
products for domestic use, risk protection, provision of environmental services, etc.). 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber production + NTFP for handcrafts and fruits of camu camu (Myrciaria dubia) + 
Carbon  storage and sequestering + Fisheries. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

The general FMP was prepared in 2003 with support from AIDER. In 2012 specific 
management plans for species used for handcrafts was prepared as well as a 
reforestation plan. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Cachimbo (Cariniana spp.), cumala (Iryanthera spp., Compsoneura sp.), marupa  
(Simarouba amara),  moena negra (Ocotea spp., Aniba spp.), quillobordón 
(Aspidosperman sp.), shihuahuaco (Dipteryx sp.). 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Directional felling, use of portable sawmill for the production of boards, shingles and 
laths. Harvesting techniques for palm species aguaje and ungurahui, and for camu camu.  

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

According to the forest management plan and the annual operating plan, respecting the 
minimum diameter, maintaining the required percentage of seed trees and the 
authorized annual cutting area, and taking advantage of selected trees for harvesting. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Yes 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

There is a monitoring team that provides oversight of forestry activities in accordance 
with the guidelines set out in the management plan and the annual operating plan. 
This is complemented by communal briefings, where the villagers through their 
communal "police" report on aspects concerning the communal forest areas. 

15 - Forest certification Since 2005 by GFA Consulting Group using the FSC standards under the regency of AIDER. 

16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 

The main economic benefit relates to the revenue generated by the sale of processed 
wood. In social terms, the community benefits to improve their quality of life as well as 



initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

organizationally. In environmental terms, seed trees are maintained, and the course of 
streams and conservation areas are respected. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Forests were certified to better meet product quality under FSC. OEPs have been 
implemented with equipment to recover wood to obtain more forest products as well as 
transport boats to carry wood to Pucallpa. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Revenues generated from timber sales are distributed among members of the 
"stakeholder groups" or members of the OEP.  
The use and sale of camu camu is carried out some community people that have water 
mobility (large canoes and boats) and profits are distributed within each group. 
Ten percent of the profits from timber sales go to community funds and are used to 
perform administrative tasks. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Revenues are expected to cover costs and generate profits. 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

− Cumbersome procedures for the approval of the annual operational plans and the 
authorization for the use of forest resources 

− Lack of knowledge on the regulatory framework, both from community members and 
officials of the forest authority 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− illegal loggers in the community that recruit community members to encourage 
business, financing community members of the interest groups within the community 

− Problems in timber transport, low transport volume 
− Differences between the community and the OEP and stakeholders 
− Insufficient training for productive activities of new partners for business and 

administrative management 
18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

ITTO + FONDAM + European Community 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

− Salaries  
− Timber harvesting equipment 
− Technical assistance 
− Processing equipment 
− Capacity development activities 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

Yes, especially for community groups. AIDER is currently implementing the project 
"Enhancement of environmental services in managed forests of seven native 
communities in the Ucayali region," funded by ITTO and a duration of one year. 

20 - Source(s) www.aider.org.pe  
21 - Contact(s) Pío Santiago Puertas, Coordinador Regional Ucayali - AIDER 

Pucallpa-Ucayali, Perú  -  piosantiagopuertas@yahoo.es   - Cellular 961611355 
Comments: Some studies have been completed in the native community related to the exploration and environmental impact of oil 
industry by the company CEPSA.  Community people prefer the casual work in the company because it is better paid than wood business. 
CEPSA has began oil drilling in the area, whereas 6 ha of community forests will be used as camps for specialized personnel. 
The native community is holding hearings and engaging in conversations with CEPSA to enter into negotiations for the use of communal 
land in this second stage. The presence of illegal fishing in Caco creek kills fish through the use of toxic products (Tiodan) and hurting the 
community. 

 
Case Ama-14

Country BOLIVIA
1 - Name of the initiative SAGUSA Pando Forest Concession
2a – Location Municipality of Bella Flor, province of Nicolás Suárez, department of Pando 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) Coordenadas UTM: P1: X: 641900; Y: 8804950;  P2: X: 603850; Y: 8777650; P3: X: 596000; 

Y: 8790350; P4: X: 633050; Y: 8817450 
3a - Initiation and termination dates  
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 56,113 ha  
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

56,113 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Ongoing 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Tropical premontane rainforest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary and selectively logged forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State forest concession 

8b - How long is the tenure period? 40 years, renewable 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Private company SAGUSA Pando SRL  



10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Private company SAGUSA Pando SRL 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

No 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? The integral use of the forest, including timber and secondary products, is one of the 
objectives of the concession. 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NWFP production: Brazil nuts or castaña (Bertholletia excelsa), latex from 
rubber trees and fruit from the palm palmito (Phytelephas macrocarpa). 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Bertholletia excelsa (castaña), Couratari macrosperma (bitumbo colorado), Hymenaea 
parvifolia (paquiocillo), Hymenaea courbaril (paquio), Hevea brasiliensis(siringa), 
Brosimum utile (quecho), Terminalia amazonica (verdolago), Cariniana micrantha 
(yesquero), Apuleia leiocarpa (almendrillo chico), Parkia pendula (toco colorado), Dialium 
guianense (tamarindo), Dipteryx odorata (almendrillo grande). 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

RIL 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

The current potential harvest volume ranges around 30 m3/ha to 21 species. The cutting 
cycle is 20 years; the annual coupe is approximately 3,229 ha. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

 

15 - Forest certification No (it was certified in 2003 by FSC but lost it in recent years). 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− Reduced technical team 
− Lack of monitoring and quality control of timber management practices as well as 

Brazil nuts harvesting 
− Deficiencies in road planning, construction and maintenance 
− Occupation of unauthorized squatters in part of the concession 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) Smartwood. 2008. Manejo Forestal - Auditoría Anual 2007. Informe para: Sagusa Pando 
S.R.L. en Pando, Bolivia. 20 p. 
Vasquez C., G. 2010. Regeneración natural de cinco especies forestales con diferentes 
intensidades de aprovechamiento en la Concesión SAGUSA del departamento Pando. 
Tesis para optar el grado de Licenciado en Ingeniería Agroforestal. Universidad 
Amazónica de Pando, Programa de Ingeniería Agroforestal. Cobija, Bolivia. 75 p. 
Superintendencia Forestal. sf. Altas de Derechos Forestales. Tomo 1: Concesiones 
forestales en tierras fiscales. Superintendencia Forestal y SIRENARE, Santa Cruz, Bolivia. 

21 - Contact(s) Lincoln Quevedo and Rolyn Medina 
Comments: The collection of latex and the harvesting of palmito declined in the past decade as a result of difficulties in the market. 



Currently, as a result of new expectations for the marketing of this product, there are signs that this activity will be reactivated again. 

 
Case Ama-15

Country BOLIVIA
1 - Name of the initiative Tahuamanú company and communities of Puerto Oro and Nuevo Belén
2a – Location Municipality of Bolpebra, department of Pando 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude)  
3a - Initiation and termination dates  
3b - Stage of the initiative  
4 - Total area  
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention  
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

 

7 - What condition is the forest in?  
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

Community of Puerto Oro 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Local community 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Private company Tahuamanu S.A. 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Technical and financial support from Fundación José Manuel Pando and the USAID-
funded BOLFOR II Project. 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective?  
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs?  
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Cuta y mara macho 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

In the case of castaña, traditional uses and customs of the community are respected 
In the case of timber harvesting, being a new activity that is making inroads in the 
community, another organizational structure is in place with regulations for timber 
management. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

 

15 - Forest certification  
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

The community makes a fair distribution of sales to members in relation to the work 
done, and recognizes the value added to timber through an additional payment to the 
salary. Moreover, Puerto Oro has a social fund for health, the school and the “telecentre” 
operation (government education system through the Internet), and the purchase of 
machinery. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Support from the BOLFOR II project for the business relationship and the first processing 
of the timber providing technical assistance to improve production and product value-
added. 
Installation of an industrial plant for processing Brazil nuts with a loan from the Inter-
American Investment Corporation (IPC). 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

The José Manuel Pando Foundation, with support from the International Finance 
Corporation IFC, has organized bidding processes in order to generate better trading 
opportunities to the community as well as others. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Community income covers cost of production only 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

 

17b - What are the main factors that − Week organizational capacity of the community (e.g., members don’t know the 



constrain or limit the initiative? standards for legal timber harvesting) 
− There are weaknesses in the areas of negotiation, human resource management and 

marketing. 
− High degree of mistrust between the company and community  
− Emerging community experience on harvesting operations 
− Invasion of the land by ‘barraqueros’ (owners of barracas or rubber-forest estates) 

who illegally remove the nuts 
− Difficulties to access credits from financial institutions  

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s)  
21 - Contact(s) FJMP - Fundación José Manuel Pando, Marco Antonio Albornoz 
Comments:  The two pillars of the economy of forest extraction in Pando are Brazil nuts and timber, which are complementary since 
logging takes place in the dry season and the collection of Brazil nuts occurs in the wet season. The paths and road system are the same 
and are used for both products.  
The role of the Pando Foundation is to support the relationship between the community and the company and to strengthen the 
community organizational and productive capacities. 
 

 



Database of selected MFM initiatives in Southeast Asia2 

Case SEA-1
Country CAMBODIA
1 -Name of the initiative Bos Thom and other communities
2a -Location Siem Reap Province 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude)  
3a - Initiation and termination dates Since 1998.  Pole harvesting commenced in 2003 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing management operations 
4 - Total area 20,000 ha - Area of all the community forests (CF) in Siem Reap where pole harvesting is 

practiced. It includes the communities Tbeng Lech, Boueng Mealea, Phnom Day and Sleng 
Spean. 

5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

In Siem Reap province a total of 40 community forestry sites are established comprised of 
70 villages which are now protecting and managing over 20,000 hectares of forest land. 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Small- to medium-scale 
6 -In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Tropical evergreen 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Highly degraded + Regenerating (following heavy logging in the past, poles growing from 
stumps are extracted from forests during regeneration for timber harvesting). 

8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

Community forestry agreements have been signed beginning from 2007.  Taxes per pole 
were 200 riel (USD 0.05) in 2002, receiving 800-1000 riel (USD 0.20 to 0.25) per pole sold.  
Taxes were eliminated thereafter. Pole harvesting stopped in 2010.  From having to submit 
a letter to the forest authority to harvest poles the situation changed to preparing forest 
management plans for harvesting poles every year without application to the authority in 
Phnom Penh. 

8b - How long is the tenure period? 15 years and can be renewed. 
9 -Who has access to the forest land and 
who has rights to use the forest? 

Community can access NTFPs freely but timber and poles have to be requested to CF 
management committee. 

10 -Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Forestry Administration (FA) provides support to participatory forest inventory and forest 
management planning. 

11a -External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Technical support. There is some continuing small financial support from DANIDA for 
villages in the area. 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

"Participatory natural resource management in the Tonle Sap region" between January 
1995 and April 2005 (FAO), New Zealand Aid funded project ‘Community Forestry in North-
Western Cambodia’ from May 2006-April 2008.  DANIDA 2008-2012 in only some villages in 
the area. 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Rural development/support for subsistence livelihoods and income generation (income, 
food security, source of products for household use, risk protection, provision of 
environmental services, etc.) + Income generation for a timber-based operation + 
Environmental conservation/protection. 

13 -What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber (poles) + NTFP (fruits) + Fuelwood and/or charcoal production + Soil and water 
conservation + Biodiversity conservation 

14a –Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Community forestry committee with technical support from FAO, 5 years management plan 
for sustainable production of poles. The CF site has to have a management plan that has 
been approved by the FA.  All decisions regarding harvesting are to be based on the 
inventory contained in this. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total 
stock do these constitute in volume terms? 

24+ species, mainly: Eugenia jambolana, Nephelium xerospermum, Diospyros bejaudii, 
Memecylon acuminatum, Grewia paniculata, Melodoum fructicosum, Garcinia 
schomburghiana, Aporosa sp., Vatica cinerea, among others.  

14c - What logging/extraction techniques 
are used? 

Hand cutting of poles from coppiced trees. 

14d - How is production regulated in 
technical and institutional terms? 

Harvesting confined to blocks with many coppice shoots, whereas 75% of poles are left. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Poles can be harvested for four rotations. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Villagers monitor themselves with support from FA. 

15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Income from poles and NTFPs + Watershed protection. 
 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 

Poles are sold with no further processing for fish trap manufacture and construction. 

                                                            
2 Based on the regional report prepared by Broadhead (2012). 



and/or marketing? 
16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

People harvesting get 300 riel (USD 0.074) per pole then taxes paid then rest goes to CF 
management committee for community development. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet 
running costs in the long-term? 

 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of 
MFM and if not explain why not? 

Supportive but Government interference including multiple lengthy approvals process is a 
constraint.  Although the forests are meant to be managed by community members in 
reality the communities are unable to take any action without approval from the central 
level.  FA staff does not believe that any community members are able to make their own 
decisions and so the entire process is directed by government staff.  The community 
management committee approve the harvesting. 
Under the Community Forestry Sub-decree (2003) it is necessary to obtain permission from 
the Ministry of Agriculture Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF) for all commercial harvesting from 
any CF site - in this case even though the sites have not been recognised at the national 
level. Commercial harvesting attracts royalties by law. The rate has to be decided on a case 
by case basis and the rate decided by MAFF was/is higher than the sale price of the poles.  
Royalties have been waived each year on application but there is no permanence. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Over-extraction associated with illegal logging is a problem; pole harvesting is a temporary 
stage in forest regeneration; the value of poles is low when spread across the whole 
community.   
The main difficulty is budget for preparing the management plan, the forest is degraded 
and villagers spend a long time protecting the forest. The tax is also a problem, having to 
prepare an official request if the community wants to be exempted.  There is considerable 
revenue, e.g. 10,000 poles per year in Tbeng Lech which if pole is 1000 riel and 200 tax 
income is around USD 2000. 

18a -Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

The total revenue generated by the sale of poles from all communities under the guidance 
of both projects over a period of 4 years is only USD 10,732 and this is from a donor 
expenditure of millions of dollars. 

18b - From what source was the 
investment derived? 

International donors 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Capacity building/training + Village development. 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential 
role for REDD+ or any other payment 
mechanisms in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) ISOE/ Community Forestry International (CFI) Cambodia report (unpublished). 
21 - Contact(s) Prak Marina, Deputy Director of Forestry Administration in Siem Reap 

(prakmarinafa@citylink.com.kh). 
 

Case SEA-2
Country LAO PDR
1 - Name of the initiative SUFORD/FOMACOP/Dong PhouXoy and Dong Sithouane production forests
2a–Location Khammouane Province (PhouXoy), Savannakhet Province (Sithouane) 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude)  
3a - Initiation and termination dates FOMACOP 1995-2000, SUFORD 2003-2008, SUFORD additional financing 2009-2011.3 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area The forest areas are part of a large and expanding World Bank supported forest 

management project at various levels of progress. 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

115,000 ha (PhouXoy) + 212,000 ha (Sithouane).  82,760 ha is FSC certified 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Lowland semi-evergreen + Mixed deciduous + Dry dipterocarp 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Secondary/logged over + Highly degraded + Regenerating 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and 
who has rights to use the forest? 

Village Forestry Associations 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Forest dependent/indigenous people + Rural community/Association 

11a - External support: What sources of Technical + Material + Political + Financial  

                                                            
3 FOMACOP is the Forest Management and Conservation Programme, and SUFORD is the Sustainable Forestry for Rural Development 
project. 



external support does the initiative receive? 
11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

World Bank support for SUFORD finishes 2013, but it seems that activities will then be 
supported by the World Bank FIP (Forest Investment Program).  

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Rural development/support for subsistence livelihoods and income generation (income, 
food security, source of products for household use, risk protection, provision of 
environmental services, etc.) + Income generation for a timber-based operation + 
Environmental conservation/protection. 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Timber harvesting is selective and designed to ensure natural forest structure is 
maintained. Harvesting costs little and requires little heavy or expensive equipment. 
Forest areas are managed on 10 to 15 year rotation and harvesting intensities are 
significantly lower than in longer rotation systems.  
Forest management planning and implementation is through collaboration between 
village forestry associations (VFAs), and the Provincial Forestry Office (District Forest 
Management Technical Unit and Provincial Officials (FMTU)). VFAs are responsible for the 
co-planning and conducting of forest management activities, including: participation on 
writing forest management/ operational plans, pre-harvest inventories, tree marking, skid 
trail and road clearing, and monitoring. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total 
stock do these constitute in volume terms? 

Pterocarpus indicus, Gmelina arborea, Mesua ferrea, Pterocarpus macrocarpus, Dialium 
spp., Afzelia spp., Nauclea diderrichii, Mangifera indica, Terminalia superba, among  
others.  

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques 
are used? 

RIL 

14d - How is production regulated in 
technical and institutional terms? 

Based on forest inventory and low impact low intensity harvesting on a 10-15 year cycle 
(25 m between selected trees and 30 m from stream and 10 seed trees left per ha). 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Yes, by strict adherence to annual allowable cut (AAC), RIL and enrichment planting. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

FSC  

15 - Forest certification FSC certified in 2006 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Shared benefits from timber sales, less environmental degradation than previous 
commercial logging. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Logs are sold at auction. Local value-added processing of NTFPs or log residues have been 
discussed, but yet materialized. Multiple forest products would be helpful to the 
communities, if processed. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Net profits (after deduction of royalties and taxes) are shared between different levels 
(central, provincial, district, village) with the village receiving 43%.  Ten percent of this 
went to pay for labour and the rest into a village fund. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Productivity/income from timber sales 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

FOMACOP USD 20.3 million (whole project), SUFORD (USD 16 million whole project), 
SUFORD AF (USD 20 million whole project). In the original phase of SUFORD (2004-2008), 
the project worked in eight Production Forest Areas (PFAs) in 4 provinces – Savannekhet, 
Khammouane, Saravan, and Champassack.  Two of these provinces – Savannekhet and 
Khammouane -- had previously received support through FOMACOP.  For the current 
additional financing (AF) phase, SUFORD has been expanded to cover five new provinces – 
Bolikhamxai, Vientiane, Sayaboury, Attepu, and Sekong – and 4 more PFAs. 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

World Bank loan and bilateral grant. 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential 
role for REDD+ or any other payment 
mechanisms in supporting the initiative? 

REDD+ is highly relevant in terms of potentially providing future funding to maintain 
financial inputs needed to keep operations running. 

20 - Source(s) ISOE. Mid-Term Review. Sustainable Forestry for Rural Development (SUFORD) Project. 
Additional Financing Phase (2009-2012), Lao P.D.R. and Future Possibilities for Finnish 
Support to the Forestry Sector in Lao PDR. Evaluation report, 2010. 
FSC 

Contact(s) Secondary sources and a contact person within the SUFORD Project 



 
Case SEA-3

Country INDONESIA
1 - Name of the initiative PT Diamond Raya
2a – Location Riau province 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 100 50 – 101 13 and 001 45 – 002 18 
3a - Initiation and termination dates FSC certified in 2001 but company has had concession rights since 1978. 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 90,956 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

90,956 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/Industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Mangrove + Swamp forest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary + Secondary/logged over (37,000 ha logged by 2010) 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State owned.  There are no customary ownership or use rights in the concession. 

8b - How long is the tenure period? 20 years (1998 to 2019).  Previous period was 1978-1998 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and 
who has rights to use the forest? 

Concession company 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Private company/industry 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

None 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

No external support 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation for a timber-based operation 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production + Soil and water conservation 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Prepared by the concession company with consultation with local people to satisfy FSC 
requirements, based on Indonesian Selective Cutting and Replanting System.  Forest 
planning is arranged once every 10 years with associated inventory.  The plans are 
submitted to the Ministry of Forestry (MoF) for approval.   
Rational and wise utilization of forest resources by developing/maintaining forest 
productivity is the commercial objective of Diamond Raya. Social objective is providing 
opportunity for local community to work in the company, to develop business 
opportunities for local companies, allowing accessing forest resource services, controlling 
negative environmental and social impacts, as well as increasing community participation 
in protecting forest resources.   
The environmental objective is ensuring protection of natural resources and biodiversity.  
Their overall objective is enhancement of multiple forest benefits by participative 
cooperation between government and local people, thereby achieving mutual benefit, as 
well as joint responsibility.  Since the company holds an SFM certificate they are 
authorised to develop and implement annual work plans including AAC.  Usually the 
Provincial Forestry Service decides the AAC.  The Forestry Service have to monitor 
production and conservation according to the Indonesian Selective Cutting and Planting 
(TPTI) system which is based on a 40 year cutting cycle of commercial species over 40cm 
dbh.  In Diamond Raya only 2-3 trees per hectare are harvested rather than all trees 
based on AAC. Replanting of log landings, etc. is done immediately to stop take-over by 
invasive species. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total 
stock do these constitute in volume terms? 

Gonystylus bancanus (ramin), Shorea spp., Callophyllum spp., Palaquium sp.; Durio 
carinatus, Tetramerista glabra, Dilenis excelsa,  Mezzetia parvifolia, Horsfieldia spp., 
Eugenia spp., Cratoxylum arborescens. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques 
are used? 

Manual labour and light rail system with minimal effect on soil and water. 

14d - How is production regulated in 
technical and institutional terms? 

AAC is based on inventory and monitoring is covered under FSC certification agreement. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Price premiums for certification are only 5% instead of expected 35% and hardly justify 
investment.  Productivity of the forest is being maintained using the TPTI system. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Company and FSC certified professionals monitor.  The company conducts forest 
monitoring patrols from permanent posts as there is a significant threat of encroachment. 

15 - Forest certification FSC in 2001 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Tiger and wildlife conservation, supporting local livelihoods through employment and 
unrestricted access to NTFPs, preservation of peat swamps. 



16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Local people are employed, which is apparently a significant cost to the company as they 
are not versed in forest management.  Local people also prefer not to work for the 
company as pay is not high.  Company also provides infrastructure development for local 
communities. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

They are supportive of MFM to some extent within the concession system but 
concessions were granted for 20 years even though the Indonesian Selective Cutting and 
Replanting System runs on a 35 year cycle and thus tenure did not encourage 
sustainability.  NGOs also railed against the whole idea of concessions on indigenous and 
community land. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

The price premium for certified timber is only 5 cents even though PT Diamond Raya is 
the only legal ramin producer in Indonesia because many high paying markers were 
accepting illegal timber.  Certification entails lots of costs including having to hire local 
people.  FSC audit revealed minor technical corrective actions concerning environmental 
and waste management and human resources. Enrichment planting insufficient and illegal 
logging and encroachment are a minor threat. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Labour + Salaries + Infrastructure development 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) ISOE 
21 - Contact(s) http://info.fsc.org/PublicCertificateDetails?id=a0240000005sSNaAAM 
Comments: The area is inaccessible and therefore protected from illegal logging. 
 

Case SEA-4
Country INDONESIA
1 - Name of the initiative Berau Forest Carbon Program
2a – Location Berau District, East Kalimantan 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 1˚ – 2˚ 33’’ N and 116˚ – 119˚ E 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2006 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area Nearly half the 1.6 million hectares of forest in Berau District are designated for 

management as timber concessions.  So far, eight of the district’s 13 timber concessions 
are working with TNC to improve their forest management by setting aside High 
Conservation Value Forests, adopting Reduced Impact Logging techniques, and tracking 
their timber. On a voluntary basis, one concessionaire has achieved Forest Stewardship 
Council certification and has witnessed significant price premiums for its products as a 
result. 

5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Lowland evergreen dipterocarp 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary + Secondary/logged-over + Highly degraded forest conditions 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State-owned 

8b - How long is the tenure period?  
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Different people in different areas – the project covers the whole district 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Private company /industry 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Technical 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

Until 2015 at the moment 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation for a timber-based operation 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production + Soil and water conservation + Biodiversity conservation + 



Carbon storage/sequestration 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

The goal in Berau is to develop a district-wide carbon accounting framework that 
captures emissions from a range of strategies and land types, which will dramatically 
reduce concerns about leakage. By 2015 the project aims to: 
1. Bring at least 800,000 hectares under effective management 
2. Avoid emissions of 10 million tons of carbon dioxide over five years 
3. Protect critical watersheds and areas of high biodiversity value 
4. Create improved economic outcomes and opportunities for communities living near 
forests 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Dipterocarp species 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

TNC 

15 - Forest certification No. Some concessions in the district have FSC certification. 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

The forests face multiple threats from legal and illegal logging, clearing for oil palm and 
timber plantations and coal mining. More than 75 % of all emissions associated from land 
use change are estimated to have come from forest degradation rather than from 
deforestation. However, as land use intensifies, this will change dramatically. Initial 
modelling by Winrock International predicted a 10-fold increase in forest loss in Berau 
over the course of a 10-year period. The forces that have led to clearing of forests 
throughout East Kalimantan are now focusing more and more on Berau, threatening its 
relatively high proportion of remaining good-quality forest. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) Various internet sources; for instance:  http://tfcakalimantan.org/profil-
lokasi/kabupaten-target/kab-berau/ 

21 - Contact(s)  
 

Case SEA-5
Country INDONESIA
1 - Name of the initiative Perum Perhutani
2a – Location Java (and Madura) 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 6°18'5"S   106°53'29"E  (reference only) 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1961 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 1,750,860 ha of production forest (2.4 million ha total area) 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

 



5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Tropical mixed deciduous 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Regenerating forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? State owned 
8b - How long is the tenure period?  
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

There is tight collaboration with local community organisations to have the access and 
right to use along the collaboration docs.  Communities are allowed to plant crops for 
first three years when plantation is established (Taungya or Tumbang Sari) and then they 
can plant species that can survive under the canopy. 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Government - State company 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Technical (20 years ago when project initiated; today from WWF and The Forest Trust). 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation for a timber-based operation (60%) and income generation for timber 
based and NTFPs (gum resin, ecotourism and others) based operation, managing the 
protected forest . 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production + Fuelwood + Soil and water conservation (700,000 ha 
protected forest) + Ecotourism/recreation + Landscape restoration/forest rehabilitation + 
Biodiversity conservation (under forest certification, natural forest is set aside 10%) + 
Protection of sites of special cultural, religious or archaeological importance + Social 
support of production sharing for local community organisation. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

20 years ago when project initiated.  Today from WWF and The Forest Trust. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Teak, mahagony, rose wood, Pine for resin production. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Technically, based in the inventory for 10 years period (guiding by government 
regulation), approved by central government and monitored by the local government. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Yes, it is being maintained 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Internal initiative and government.  Four forest management units have FSC certification 
(around 60% of the teak production area which is about half the total area). 

15 - Forest certification Yes, but it seems that the certificate was withdrawn in 2001  
http://www.forestry-gis.info/2011/12/perhutani-worlds-largest-teak-producer.html 

16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Good corporate image 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Forest certification + Tree improvement + Three processing factories making garden 
furniture and flooring decking + Several factories processing gum resin + Three large and 
several small Kacaput oil production + Spring water, honey concerns, silk eggs and 
cocoons. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Production sharing going to local community organisation (max 20 %). 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, they are supportive 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Social threat of very dense population surrounding the forest has lead to encroachment 
and illegal logging. Training needed to change enforcement mentality from policing to 
social approach because of clashes. Government is providing support. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Salaries + Infrastructure development + Processing equipment + Capacity 
building/training 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 

They are investigating REDD+ and CDM (Clean Development Mechanism) and 
organisations have asked Perhutani for collaboration.  In some areas they are accounting 



in supporting the initiative? for carbon and learning about possibility. 
20 - Source(s) DidikPurwanto 
21 - Contact(s) Didik Purwanto (dpurwan@yahoo.com) 
Comments: Government forest management and legality standards should be gained this year. 
 

Case SEA-6
Country INDONESIA
1 - Name of the initiative PT Erna Djuliawati
2a – Location Seruyan, SeruyanHulu, Central Kalimantan 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 111 54 30 E and 01 04 40 S 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1999 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 184,206 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

184,206 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Lowland dipterocarp 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary (27%) + Secondary/logged-over forest (56%) 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? State owned but concession holders are PT Erna Djuliawati/Lyman Group. 
8b - How long is the tenure period? Concession permit has been renewed for 10 years to 2018. 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Local communities have access to NWFPs. 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Private company/industry 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

None 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

-- 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation for a timber-based operation + Environmental conservation/ 
protection. 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production + Soil and water conservation + Biodiversity conservation + 
Protection of sites of special cultural, religious or archaeological importance 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Plan prepared by concession company in accordance with FSC criteria and follows the 
TPTI system with minimum cutting diameter of 60 cm and also the Indonesian Selective 
Cutting and Line Planting (TPTJ) system.  In 2010 they were in 20th year of 35 year cutting 
cycle. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Shorea spp. subg.Rubroshorea, Shorea spp. subg.Shorea, Alstonia angustiloba,  
Anisoptera spp.; Dialium platysepalum, Dipterocarpus spp., Sindora spp., Durio spp.,  
Dyera costulata, Shorea laevis, Shorea spp. subg. Anthoshorea,  Shorea spp., 
subg.Richetia, Dryobalanops spp. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

RIL. Chainsaw and dozer, tractors, wheel loaders and logging trucks. 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Based on AAC derived from inventory and scientific data. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

In keeping with the principles of SFM as defined through FSC certification, the 
commercial productivity of the forest should be maintained. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

FSC 

15 - Forest certification FSC in 2006 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Community access to roads and transportation and there are benefits usually derived 
from SFM in natural forest. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

FSC Certification. Veneer manufacture from small logs. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Local people are employed by the concession. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, they are supportive of MFM 

17b - What are the main factors that Waste management, public information dissemination, consultation and several other 



constrain or limit the initiative? minor social and environmental issues were picked up by FSC monitors. 
18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

Private investment 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

No indication 

20 - Source(s) FSC 
21 - Contact(s) Info from secondary sources 
 

Case SEA-7
Country INDONESIA
1 - Name of the initiative PT Narkata Rimba
2a – Location East Kalimantan 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 4°45′N 101°0′E and 4.750°N 101.000°E 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1989 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 41,540 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by 
theinitiative) 

41,540 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Lowland dipterocarp 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary (24%) + Secondary/logged-over (65%) forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State owned but concession holders are PT Narkata Rimba 

8b - How long is the tenure period?  
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Local communities 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Private company/industry 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

None 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Rural development/support... (Well- being of society) + Income generation for a timber-
based operation + Environmental conservation/protection + SFM 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Plan prepared by concession company in accordance with FSC criteria and follows the 
TPTI system with 45 year rotation.  Long term management plan covers 2009-2054. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Koompassia malaccensis, Shorea spp. subg. Richetia, Shorea bracteolata, Shorea laevis, 
Shorea ovata, Dryobalanops spp., Canarium spp.  

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Supposed to follow RIL, but need improvement in implementation. 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

In keeping with the principles of SFM as defined through FSC certification, the 
commercial productivity of the forest should be maintained. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

FSC 

15 - Forest certification FSC in 2011 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

No specific benefits included in report beyond those usually associated with SFM. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

FSC Certification although company does not yet have a policy to market its products. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Employment of local people 



16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, current policy and institutional frameworks are supportive of MFM. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− Indigenous tribe living in area are not adequately covered by company policy 
− System of forest protection is insufficiently developed 
− Sites of archaeological, historical, religious, cultural or ecological interest not identified 
− Health and safety measures and policies lacking 
− Road construction substandard 
− Rare, threatened and endangered species have not yet been identified 
− RIL is not adequately implemented 
− Lack of system for incorporating monitoring results into management plans 
− Lack of consultation 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (US$)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential 
rolefor REDD+ or any other payment 
mechanisms in supporting the initiative? 

No indication 

20 - Source(s) FSC 
21 - Contact(s) Secondary sources 
 

Case SEA-8
Country INDONESIA
1 - Name of the initiative PT Roda Mas Timber Kalimantan
2a – Location East Kalimantan 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 114 24 E 0 41 S 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1973 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 99,520 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

69,620 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Lowland dipterocarp 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary + Secondary/logged-over forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State owned but concession has license 

8b - How long is the tenure period? -- 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Local communities 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Private company/industry 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

None 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

-- 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Rural development/support... (Well- being of society) + Income generation for a timber-
based operation + Environmental conservation/protection + SFM. 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Plan prepared by the concessionaire following the FSC criteria. Management follows TPTI 
system using a 30 year rotation.   
Company vision is creation of benefits and optimal and sustainable use of the forest for 
the welfare of society through forest management in an efficient and professional way. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Alstonia spp., Shorea spp. subg. Anthoshorea, Dryobalanops spp., Dipterocarpus spp., 
Quercus spp., Eugenia spp., Calophyllum spp., Dillenia spp., Palaquium spp. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

-- 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

AAC calculated on basis of inventory. 



14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

In keeping with the principles of SFM as defined through FSC certification, the 
commercial productivity of the forest should be maintained. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

FSC 

15 - Forest certification FSC certified in 2012 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

No specific benefits included in report beyond those usually associated with SFM. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

FSC Certification 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Employment of local people 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, current policy and institutional frameworks are supportive of MFM. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

No obvious ones found 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

-- 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) FSC 
21 - Contact(s) Info from secondary sources 
 

Case SEA-9
Country INDONESIA
1 - Name of the initiative PT Sari Bumi Kusuma
2a – Location Katingan and Seruyan, Central Kalimantan 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 111 39 - 112 25 E and 00 36 - 01 10 S  
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1979 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 208,300 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

147,600 ha (Serutan Block only) 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Lowland dipterocarp 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary + Secondary/logged over forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State owned but concession has license 

8b - How long is the tenure period? 1998-2068 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Local communities 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Private company/industry 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

None 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

-- 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Rural development/support... + Income generation for a timber-based operation + 
Environmental conservation/protection + SFM 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production + Ecotourism (pilot) 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Management follows TPTJ system which includes enrichment planting in clear-felled 
strips on 35 year rotation.  Main management plan priority is: Optimization of natural 
forest resource for achievement of maximum sustainable social and economic benefits. 
Secondary priority: Sustainable production of logs for its industrial complex in Pontianak. 



Other priorities: Promote good relations with communities in and around the forest 
concession area by protecting traditional rights and contributing to the development, 
health and welfare of local communities.  Maximize employment of local community 
members to promote economic development. Conserve and protect conservation values 
and functions of the forest. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Alstonia spp., Shorea sp. subg. Shorea, Shorea spp. subg. Anthoshorea, Cratoxylum 
arborescens, Palaquium spp., Dipterocarpus spp., Dyera costulata, Durio spp., Hopea 
spp,; Dryobalanops spp., Koompassia malaccensis. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

RIL.  Ground based logging using crawler tractors. 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

AAC calculated on basis of inventory and growth estimates but FSC assessment suggested 
estimated growth rates were too high. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

In keeping with the principles of SFM as defined through FSC certification, the 
commercial productivity of the forest should be maintained. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

FSC 

15 - Forest certification FSC in 2005 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

No specific benefits included in report beyond those usually associated with SFM. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

FSC certification. Very little seems to be done and lesser known species are given little 
attention. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Employment of local people 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, current policy and institutional frameworks are supportive of MFM. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Increasing claims for compensation from local people as concession was granted without 
their inclusion during the previous regime.  Forest growth rate probably over-estimated.  
Costs associated with environmental, social and health and safety matters. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

No indication 

20 - Source(s) FSC 
21 - Contact(s) Info from secondary sources 
 

Case SEA-10
Country INDONESIA
1 - Name of the initiative PT Suka Jaya Makmur
2a – Location West Kalimantan 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 110 48 25 E 01 29 38 S 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2000 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 171,340 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

171,340 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Lowland dipterocarp 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary (25%) + Secondary/logged-over (69%) forests 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State owned but concession has license 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Management plan is from 2000-2054 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Local communities 

10 - Who is directly responsible for Private company/industry - SJM (PT Suka Jaya Makmur) 



management decisions? 
11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

None 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation for a timber-based operation + Environmental conservation/ 
protection + SFM 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Management follows the TPTI system on remaining virgin forest under 35 year rotation 
and the Intensive Indonesia Selective Cutting and Planting (TPTII) silvicultural system with 
30 year rotation on logged over forest.   
Management vision is 'Creating a robust forestry industry and producing high 
competitive products by implementing sustainable forest management'.   
Objectives are: 1) To implement sustainable forest management taking into account 
economics, social and environment aspects equally and operate an integrated wood 
industry sustainably that will benefit the shareholders, employees, local communities 
and government; and 2) to fulfil public demand of high quality and sustainably wood 
products through sustainable and environmental friendly processes. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Palaquium spp., Shorea spp. subg. Shorea, Dipterocarpus spp.,  Shorea laevis, Dyera 
costulata, Anisoptera spp., Cratoxylum arborescens, Octomeles sumatrana, Durio spp.,  
Calophyllum spp., Eugenia spp., Koompassia malaccensis, Eusideroxylon zwageri. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

RIL, although implementation needs improvement 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Based on AAC and management plan 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

In keeping with the principles of SFM as defined through FSC certification, the 
commercial productivity of the forest should be maintained. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

FSC 

15 - Forest certification FSC in 2011 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

No specific benefits included in report beyond those usually associated with SFM. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

SJM sells all of its log production to the SJM plywood and sawmill complex located in 
Ketapang. Downstream marketing of plywood and solid wood products from the 
Ketapang industry is controlled by the corporate group’s marketing division in Jakarta 
head office. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Employment of local people 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, they are supportive of MFM. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

No obvious ones found 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

No indication 

20 - Source(s) FSC 
21 - Contact(s) Info from secondary sources 
 

Case SEA-11
Country INDONESIA
1 - Name of the initiative PT Belayan River Timber
2a – Location East Kalimantan 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 115 35 E 00 35 N 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1978 



3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 97,500 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

97,500 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Lowland dipterocarp 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary + Secondary/logged-over forests 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State owned but concession has license 

8b - How long is the tenure period? 1996-2051 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Local communities 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Private company/industry 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation for a timber-based operation + SFM 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Management follows TPTI on 45 year rotation with 50 cm cutting limit.  
Vision: To survive the global competition by achieving certification of sustainable forest 
management no later than 2012. 
Mission: Implementing sustainable forest management focusing on high productivity and 
high profitability with considering of the well-being of the society and the environmental 
sustainability. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Dipterocarpus spp., Sindora spp., Agathis robusta, Anisoptera spp., Dryobalanops spp., 
Shorea spp. subg. Shorea, Shorea spp. subg. Anthoshorea, Shorea laevis. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

RIL 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

AAC based on inventory and PSP measurements. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

In keeping with the principles of SFM as defined through FSC certification, the 
commercial productivity of the forest should be maintained. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

FSC 

15 - Forest certification FSC 2012 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

No specific benefits included in report beyond those usually associated with SFM. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Employment of local people 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, they are 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Several major and minor corrective action requests made by FSC in relation to control of 
illegal logging, indigenous control of land, health and safety, etc. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

No indication 

20 - Source(s) FSC 
21 - Contact(s) Info from secondary sources 



 
Case SEA-12

Country INDONESIA
1 - Name of the initiative PT Kemakmuran Berkah Timber
2a – Location Long Pahangai Sub-District, West Kutai District, East Kalimantan 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 115°41’E- 115°52”E 00°28”S - 00° 59”S 
3a - Initiation and termination dates Ongoing 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 82,810 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

82,810 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Lowland dipterocarp 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary (46.5%) + Secondary/logged-over (51.7%) forests 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State owned but concession has license. 

8b - How long is the tenure period? 2007-2052 (45 years) 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Local communities 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Private company/industry - KBT (PT Kemakmuran Berkah Timber)  

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Support from TNC in participatory boundary demarcation. 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

External support has finished 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation for a timber-based operation + SFM as per FSC principles. 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFPs collection by communities, but it’s not being controlled/managed by the 

concession 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Primary objective is: Income from harvesting and sales of roundwood.   
The TPTI system is applied. The definition of TPTI according to the Decree of General-
Director for Forestry Production Management No. P.9/VI/BPHA/2009 dated August 21 
2009, is a silvicultural system that includes means of logging with certain diameter 
threshold (50 cm up within Limited Production Forest function) and continued with the 
development of logged-over forests.  
The whole area of PT KBT is categorized as Limited Production Forest function; therefore 
the diameter limit to be harvested is 50 cm up. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Shorea spp. subg. Shorea, Shorea acuminata, Shorea parvifolia, Shorea leprosula, Hopea 
spp., Eusideroxylon zwageri, Palaquium spp., Dryobalanops spp., Dipterocarpus spp., 
Artocarpus spp., Shorea laevis. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

RIL although standards of road construction need to be improved 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

AAC based on inventory and permanent sample plot (PSP) data and published literature. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

In keeping with the principles of SFM as defined through FSC certification, the 
commercial productivity of the forest should be maintained. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

FSC and concession managers 

15 - Forest certification FSC in 2012 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

The FMU has not yet supported local value added processing of forest resources.  Out of 
69 timber species, there are about 18 lesser known species. The FMU only utilizes 6 
species out of 51 known species and none of the lesser known species are utilized. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Local people are employed in concession management. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, current policy and institutional frameworks are supportive of MFM. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Encroachment into FMU but this is being dealt with.  No major constraints listed in FSC 
report although a few  non-conformances with FSC criteria to do with health and safety, 



waste management, forest management and the local economy, protection of rare and 
endangered species and representative ecosystems, soil and water protection and 
monitoring. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) FSC 
21 - Contact(s) Info from secondary sources 
 

Case SEA-13
Country MALAYSIA
1 - Name of the initiative Deramakot
2a – Location Sabah, Sandakan, FMU 19(a) 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 117 20 - 117 42 E and 05 19 - 05 20 N 
3a - Initiation and termination dates Deramakot is administered as a forest reserve since 1961 (international support between 

1988 and 1995). 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 55,139 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

55,139 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Tropical evergreen + Lowland semi-evergreen 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Secondary/logged over 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State of Sabah 

8b - How long is the tenure period?  
9 - Who has access to the forest land and 
who has rights to use the forest? 

 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Governments (local/regional/national) 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Financial 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

Deramakot has still not achieved financial sustainability but has eliminated environmental 
costs associated with uncontrolled logging. 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation for a timber-based operation + Environmental conservation/protection 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production + Fuelwood and/or charcoal production + Soil and water 

conservation + Ecotourism/Recreation + Landscape restoration/forest rehabilitation + 
Biodiversity conservation 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Socio-economic conditions were evaluated at state and forest sector level and 10-20 year 
strategic plan developed.  At the FMU level, medium-term forest management plan (5-10 
years) is developed together with annual work plans. Consideration is being given to other 
uses for the area in the future including expanding ecotourism. 
There is strict adherence to AAC and RIL. Forest is harvested on a 40 year cycle. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total 
stock do these constitute in volume terms? 

Shorea spp., subg. Shorea, Scaphium macropodum, Dryobalanops spp., Dipterocarpus spp. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques 
are used? 

RIL (Skyline, combination skyline/tractor, or tractor only, log fisher has replaced cable 
yarding). 

14d - How is production regulated in 
technical and institutional terms? 

AAC established on the basis of growth projections/simulations using data from 490 
sampling plots and taking into account the need to limit off-take to achieve target growing 
stock. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

By Sabah Forest Department and FSC 

15 - Forest certification FSC in 1997 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 

Timber, subsistence needs for local communities (clean water, medicinal plants, building 
materials and tools, and NTFPs), biodiversity conservation. 



initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 
16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Logs are sold at auction 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Marginal.  In 2002 Deramakot showed a profit for the first time due to higher log prices 
and improvements in infrastructure and management.  Situation was expected to improve 
due to good natural regeneration in 2002 and high log prices. At 2002 prices a harvesting 
intensity of 30 m3 /ha was necessary to break even and this is a challenge as 30% of trees 
marked for harvesting are hollow due to termite damage.  Sabah Forest Department has 
to provide financial support. 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, they are supportive 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

The legacy of past unsustainable logging (lack of commercial species, proliferation of 
bamboo and lianas).  Only 20% of the production forest is well stocked - having 16 trees 
>60 cm dbh per ha.  30% has fewer than 2/ha. Illegal logging (3,000 m3 in 2000 compared 
to AAC of 20,000 m3 (which was revised down to 15,000 m3 in 2001)) has been a problem 
and Deramakot is working with local communities to help eradicate it.  In the early stages, 
effecting a change in management mentality took a lot of effort and lots of training was 
necessary, amidst too much bureaucracy.  Changing the ways loggers operate was one of 
the greatest challenges. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

USD 1.33 million per year is spent on tending and management.  Not sure how much is 
made in timber sales to cover this.  In 2002 timber royalties were reduced in Sabah by USD 
2.65 million to encourage RIL. 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Labour + Salaries + Infrastructure development 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential 
role for REDD+ or any other payment 
mechanisms in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) ISOE 
FSC 

21.    Contact(s) Secondary sources 
Comments:  
 

Case SEA-14
Country MALAYSIA
1 - Name of the initiative Matang mangroves
2a - Location Perak province 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude)  
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1902 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 40,151 ha (82% managed productively) 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

40,151 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large-/Industrial scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Mangrove 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Secondary/logged over (natural forest was gradually converted to plantation) 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State owned (Forest Department, Peninsula Malaysia). Classified as productive forest 
reserve. 

8b - How long is the tenure period?  
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Government (Forestry Department - no participation) 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Financial  - Government provides funding for all management except extraction which is 
by private companies under license; income from royalties is nothing compared to 
money spent. 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 



12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation for a timber-based operation ((began for producing mangrove timber 
to power steam trains for transporting tin, then for cooking, then to charcoal). 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + Fisheries production (mud crabs, cockles, cage culture of sea bass.) + Fuelwood 
and/or charcoal production + Ecotourism/recreation 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

10 year working plans developed by FD to provide quality timber for production of 
charcoal, firewood and poles on a sustained basis.  Management practices include stand 
thinning, harvesting and enrichment planting.  Stands are clear felled on a 30 year 
rotation and enrichment planting is carried out 2 years after. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Rhizophora apiculata, Rhizophora mucronata. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Clear felling and extraction with wheel barrows pushed along a plank trail. 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Area is divided into 108 compartments harvested on 30 year rotation. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Yes 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Forest Department, Peninsula Malaysia 

15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Annual value from forestry and fisheries is estimated at RM 22 million and RM 130 
million (USD 7,235,300 and USD 42,754,000) respectively, conservation, forest provides 
coastal protection, ecotourism value. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Charcoal is made in kilns and sold mostly to Japan 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Private companies benefit from poles cut at 15 and 20 years used for piling and charcoal. 
 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Not at present  

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, they are supportive 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Financial constraints but government doesn't mind because traditional but such 
initiatives would not start in other areas. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

Government funding 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Replanting + Salaries + Harvesting + Infrastructure development 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

Could be a possibility of marketing carbon values but no effort at present 

20 - Source(s) Ong, J.E. Gong, W.K. (2001) Theencyclopedia of Malaysia Volume 6: The Seas. 
Archipelago Press, Malaysia. 

21 - Contact(s) Jin Eong Ong 
 

Case SEA-15
Country MALAYSIA
1 - Name of the initiative Model Forest Management Area - Sarawak
2a – Location Between Bintulu and Sibu, Sarawak 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 112°30' - 113°E and 2°05' - 2°45' 
3a - Initiation and termination dates  
3b - Stage of the initiative Finished 
4 - Total area 162,500 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Hill Mixed Dipterocarp Forest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary + Secondary/logged-over + Highly degraded forest conditions 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State owned 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent forest estate 



9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Local communities have access (6000 people) 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Government (Sarawak Forest Department) 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Technical + financial 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Rural development/support for subsistence livelihoods and income generation (income, 
food security, source of products for household use, risk protection, provision of 
environmental services, etc.) + Income generation for a timber-based operation + 
Environmental conservation/protection. 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production + Soil and water conservation + Biodiversity conservation 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Ten-Year Development Plan for the Model Forest Management Area - Sarawak (MFMA), 
1996 - 2006 developed by Forestry Department Sarawak and ITTO including consultation 
with 6000 local people inhabiting 49 longhouses in the MFMA.  Efforts are made to 
support local communities through road development, water piping, timber for long 
houses, etc. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Not mentioned but for enrichment planting the following were used: Sentang 
(Azadirachta excelsa), Kelampayan (Anthocephalus cadamba), Engkabang Jantong 
(Shorea macrophylla), Benuang (Octomeles sumatrana), Kapur (Dryobalanops sp.). 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Reduced-impact tractor Iogging, helicopter logging. 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Through inventories and system of clearances of concession plans by Sarawak Forest 
Department although control of operations was lacking prior to the ITTO project. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Yes, but implementation of SFM reduced annual harvest by 15-20 % due to expansion of 
protected forest areas and reduction in harvest to sustainable levels.  However, RIL and 
enrichment planting were aimed at increasing harvest further down the line and 
maintaining harvest levels in secondary forest closer to those from virgin forest. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Sarawak Forest Department 

15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Conservation of forest biodiversity and watershed functions, and benefits to local 
communities in terms of infrastructure and development support. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Local communities are encouraged to become engaged and provided with jobs and 
training. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes but AAC level set for Sarawak was greater than was being sustainably produced by 
the forest. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− Harvesting in Sarawak was continuing at too high a rate and stocks were declining, 
growth rates were not well known and forest growth monitoring was not strong 

− Control of forest management operations and supervision of logging was poor, and 
there was a lack of enrichment planting 

− Logging and skid trails were causing large losses in stock and regeneration was lacking 
in some areas and needed to be remedied 

− There are human capacity limitations in relation to implementation of SFM and poor 
local participation 

− Constraints were assessed as lack of: (i) appropriate work-skills training, (ii) long-term 
tenure security, (iii) awareness of damage to the environment, (iv) knowledge of forest 
growth potentials, (v) job incentives and supervision for reduced impact operations, 
(vi) experience in raising and planting of indigenous trees 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

Phase III of the ITTO project (2004-2007) was USD 3.1 million. 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

ITTO and Government of Malaysia + in kind contribution from two timber companies. 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Technical assistance + Capacity building/training + Village development 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 

 



in supporting the initiative? 
20 - Source(s) ITTO Model Forest Management Area (MFMA) - Phase III Project document 
21 - Contact(s) Secondary sources 
 

Case SEA-16
Country MALAYSIA
1 - Name of the initiative Kumpulan Pengurusan Kayu Kayan Terengganu Sdn. Bhd. 
2a – Location South Terengganu, Terengganu 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 103 30 - 102 23 E and 03 53 - 05 51N 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1983 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 108,900 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

108,900 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Lowland Dipterocarp Forest + Hill Dipterocarp Forest to Lower Montane Forest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Secondary/logged-over forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

KPKKT Kumpulan Pengurusan Kayu Kayan Terengganu Sdn. Bhd.) has a contractual 
agreement with Dungun Timber Complex to manage and operate the concession. This is 
through agreements with the State Government of Terengganu. 

8b - How long is the tenure period? Until 2037 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Local communities 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Private company/industry 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

None 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation for a timber-based operation + SFM 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production + Biodiversity conservation 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Based on sustained yield management (Selective Management System) on 25-30 year 
rotation:  
1) To manage the forest, its biodiversity, functions and services as multifunctional 
resources, in such a way as to ensure that their values (be they economic, scientific, 
social, cultural, etc.) are safeguarded and continuously upgraded in a sustainable manner 
in perpetuity, both qualitatively and quantitatively; 
2) To develop and promote harvesting techniques which are environmental-friendly, 
economically-viable, technically-sound as well as socially-acceptable; 
3) To help uplift the economy and social status of Bumiputera community in the region 
through the creation of employment and business opportunities as well as good 
corporate neighbourliness; 
4) To foster better professional ethics and business goodwill with stakeholders, thereby 
leading to appropriate recognition by the relevant international and local certifying 
bodies of the SFM as subscribed and practiced by KPKKT. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Shorea spp. subg. Shorea, Dryobalanops spp., Dipterocarpus spp., Neobalanocarpus 
heimii. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

RIL, but needs to be improved 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

AAC is determined on basis of inventory and growth estimates from the region and the 
concession area. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

In keeping with the principles of SFM as defined through FSC certification, the 
commercial productivity of the forest should be maintained. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

FSC 

15 - Forest certification FSC in 2008 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

No specific benefits included in report beyond those usually associated with SFM. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

No obvious ones 



16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Employment of local people 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Malaysian Selective Management System (SMS) system may not be sustainable through 
excessive off-take and logging damage. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Logging contractors concerned about/unwilling to accept the additional costs of 
harvesting operations under FSC.  There is some indication that forest has been damaged 
in the past and second and third logging cycles may not be as productive as expected.  
KPKKT not meeting RIL, HCVF or ecological/conservation requirements. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

No indication 

20 - Source(s) FSC 
21 - Contact(s) Info from secondary sources 
 

Case SEA-17
Country MALAYSIA
1 - Name of the initiative Tama Abu and Suling-Selaan
2a – Location Baram, Sarawak 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 2⁰57' N to 3⁰29' N and 114⁰59' E to 114⁰21' E 
3a - Initiation and termination dates  
3b - Stage of the initiative Under re-certification to MTCS (Natural Forest) certification (PEFC) 
4 - Total area 100,650 ha (total gross area) 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

55,949 ha (under certification) 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Medium-scale (Pilot) 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Mixed Hill Dipterocarp + Kerangas + Montane Forest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary + Secondary/logged-over forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? State 
8b - How long is the tenure period? 20 years (1993 - 2013) 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Private company and native peoples 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Private company + Government (Forest Department, Sarawak Forestry Corporation) 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation for a timber-based operation + Environmental conservation/ 
protection 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + Ecotourism/Recreation + Soil and water conservation + Landscape 
restoration/forest rehabilitation + Biodiversity conservation + Protection of sites of 
special cultural, religious or archaeological importance 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

By private company, Forest Department, Sarawak Forestry Corporation and GTZ 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

60% Non- dipterocarp + 40% dipterocarp 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

RIL 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Monthly production limit 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

 



15 - Forest certification  
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Green premiun 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Insufficient data for assessment 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

Private company 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Labour + Salaries + Timber harvesting equipment + Infrastructure development + 
Technical assistance + Capacity building/Training, Village development 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) Sapuan Bin Ahmad (sapuan@sarawak.gov.my) 
21 - Contact(s) Sapuan Bin Ahmad (sapuan@sarawak.gov.my) 
 

Case SEA-18
Country PHILIPPINES
1 - Name of the initiative SUDECOR - Surigao Development Corporation
2a – Location Northeastern Mindanao 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 125 degrees 47 minutes to 126 09 East and 08 56 to 09 14 North 
3a - Initiation and termination dates Timber production since 1959.  SUDECOR project implementation 1996-2002 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 75,745 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

75,745 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/Industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Tropical evergreen (Dipterocarp) 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Secondary/logged over + Highly degraded + Regenerating forest conditions 
The dipterocarp production forests include the high volume logged-over area of about 
7,836 ha, medium-volume logged-over area consisting of 15,320 ha, and low-volume 
logged-over area comprising of 24,151 ha. 

8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? State owned.  There are no customary ownership or use rights in the concession. 
8b - How long is the tenure period? Until 2011 when TLA expired (and Philippines logging ban), SUDECOR was operating in 

seven municipalities of Surigao del Sur under a Timber License Agreement (TLA) with the 
Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) to undertake selective 
logging over a 75,426 ha for a period of 25 years.  The ACC is 81,42 m3/year. 

9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Private company/industry - SUDECOR 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

No 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

-- 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? The general objective of the current medium-term forest management plan is to 
sustainably manage the natural forests for production of high quality dipterocarp timber 
without jeopardizing the rights of Indigenous Cultural Communities (ICCs) and impairing 
the non-timber benefits from the forest. 
The sustainable management and use of non-timber forest resources inside the 
concession area is promoted amongst local communities. With SUDECOR providing the 



technical assistance together with the LGUs, the DENR, and DTI, local communities are 
encouraged to engage in livelihood projects on the utilization of non-timber forest 
resources). 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production + Soil and water conservation +Biodiversity conservation 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

10-year Model Medium Term Forest Management Plan (FMP) that the RP-GERMAN IRM 
Project prepared and approved by DENR for implementation by SUDECOR effective in 
1994.   
The general management objective is the sustainable production of sawn timber with 
high proportion of veneer logs, mainly from common hardwoods.  This is to be achieved 
by: a) increasing proportion of commercial species through planting of endemic and high-
value species such as mahogany; b) rehabilitation of degraded areas by initially planting 
fast-growing species as nurse trees before planting common hardwoods; c) selection 
system with the long-term goal of obtaining a basal area of 20 m2/ha for common 
hardwoods at the end of the cutting cycle maintaining uneven-aged, multi-storied 
structure without seriously affecting wildlife and floristic diversity; d) cutting cycle of 
more or less 35 years depending on the volume increment so that a single timber harvest 
does not exceed 80 m3/ha and the basal area is maintained at about 20 m2/ha; e) using 
60 cm diameter cutting limit; f) preservation of existing vegetation in productive brush 
lands within protected forests; g) rehabilitation of denuded lands abandoned by forest 
occupants by planting erosion control species; h) ISF/agroforestry in presently occupied 
areas; i) ANR using desirable lauan species and lesser-known species with potential 
commercial value in brush land areas within production forests which are on its 
advanced state of ecological succession; j) enrichment planting in newly logged-over 
areas and inadequately stocked areas; k) Timber Stand Improvement in newly logged-
over areas and on older residual stands cutting defective trees except for fruit-bearing 
indigenous trees and over mature trees preserved for wildlife conservation. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Dipterocarps.  
  

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

RIL including cable yarding in difficult terrain, ground skidding in flat areas and directional 
felling and other standard measures. 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

The yield shall be regulated through area and volume control.  Timber harvesting is 
allowed only within the annual cutting area and the annual allowable cut. The annual 
allowable cut (AAC in m3/ha/yr) is computed using the GEHRHARDT formula. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

The ideal growing stock for dipterocarp is 147 m3/ha which is 68 % more than the 
average volume of dipterocarp in residual forests. This translates into a before and after 
logging volumes of 194 m3/ha and 100 m3/ha, respectively assuming a 2 m3/ha/y annual 
volume increment.  These figures are at least 13 % more than the actual timber stock in 
natural virgin forests in CARAGA Region 13 and residual forests within the concession. 
Brush lands, open and cultivated lands within the concession will be rehabilitated.   

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

A multi-level monitoring and evaluation system is based on indicators of SFM. Check and 
validation processes are conducted at higher levels of the resource management system.  
The bulk of the monitoring work rests on the shoulders of the Forest Manager (e.g. 
SUDECOR, PA Manager) and the field office (CENRO) of the DENR.  The PENRO, REDO 
(DENR CO), local stakeholders and concerned groups provide additional check and 
validation in the monitoring system. 

15 - Forest certification  
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Many people are employed in timber extraction including local people – most of whom 
are not in fact from the area.  There is also employment in wood processing, charcoal 
production from wood waste which is donated to families working for the company, 
forest guards to protect the area from illegal loggers and slash and burn farmers.   
The company maintains roads and bridges in nearby towns, which is vital to the survival 
of the municipalities. These roads link people with markets and are partly responsible for 
the gradual economic growth of surrounding towns.  
SUDECOR also pays estate taxes for the use of land for buildings and facilities, porterage 
fees for pier use log towing.  
Commercial activities of the company and salaries and wages also support local 
communities and the company contributes to the income of Local Government Units 
(LGU).  
Aside from taxes and fees, the province, municipality and the barangays receive a share 
of the national wealth generated by logging operations.   
The Local Government Code provides that the LGUs shall have a 40 % share of gross 
collection of national wealth tax derived by the national government from logging within 
their respective jurisdiction.  Out of this share, the province receives 20 %, the 
municipality 45 % and the barangay 35 %.   



SUDECOR donated materials (gravel, sand, cement and wood) to projects of the different 
barangays and shared used company equipment and operators time and fuel/oil.  
There has been competition among host municipalities and their barangays for 
assistance from SUDECOR. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

The estimated financial NPVs of SUDECOR without and with the project to implement the 
SFM Plan, before and after the 35% tax on net income are all positive. This shows that 
even after tax, the firm’s operations without and with the project will be financially 
feasible.  However, the NPVs without the project are higher than those with the project.  
This is because of the higher costs with the project due to additional activities.  
Consequently, the incremental NPVs without and with tax are negative, implying that 
from the financial perspective, the firm is actually better off without the project.  
Economic NPVs are higher with the project due to realisation of social and environmental 
values. 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

No.  Currently there is a logging ban and these have been enforced intermittently in the 
past in reaction to natural disasters perceived to be a consequence of logging.  
The policy climate towards a community-based forest management scenario is matched 
by the fact that the remaining production arrangements under the TLA system face 
expiration in the next 15 years.    
There has been a transformation of the mode of engagement permitted by the state for 
access to forest lands from corporate-based to community-based.  Even operators under 
the corporate mode will have to articulate a socially acceptable agenda 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Some tribal members are believed to have taken up arms to evict SUDECOR from their 
ancestral home. The harassment caused the company to seek help from the military to 
secure the safety of its workers, concession guards and equipment. Local residents 
believe that the armed groups are mere extortion groups with no legitimate agenda.  
There was low regard for SUDECOR and DENR among local communities despite the 
positive things they have done and unless the negative perception is changed it is very 
unlikely that a cooperative working relationship between communities and SUDECOR and 
DENR on the other, in the planning and implementation of sustainable management 
system could be forged.   
The policy environment favours a shift from a corporate-based to community-based 
forest resource management.   This put strong pressure on timber concessions especially 
those besieged by conflicting claims such as SUDECOR to adopt the new paradigm of 
community based forest management as a strategy of ensuring their sustainability.   

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) ITTO final report ‘Integration of Forest Management Units (FMU) into Sustainable 
Development Units (SDU) Through Collaborative Forest Management in Surigao del Sur, 
The Philippines” 

21 - Contact(s) Ricardo Umali (RicUmali<rmumali@sustec.org) 
Comments:  Among the lessons learned in the 5-year ITTO Project PD 35/96 Rev.2(F) “Conservation and Maintenance of Biological 
Diversity in Tropical Forests Primarily Managed Primarily for Timber Production, Surigao del Sur, Philippines” completed in 2002 are that: 
a) its outputs, foremost of which is a SFM plan for a 72,000-hectare Forest Management Unit (FMU) that incorporates biodiversity and 
other environmental conservation prescriptions, is an integral component of a broader sustainable development system; b) actual 
operationalization of sustainable development on the ground requires the identification and establishment of “sustainable development 
units” or SDUs which should normally be a well-defined set of contiguous watersheds and ecosystems from the mountains to the coastal 
areas and the intervening areas in between; c) that sustainable forest development requires the unity, consensus, cooperation and 
convergence of multi-stakeholders and multi-interests, and for continuity, any plan that will be developed towards sustainable forestry 
must be owned by the stakeholders and its implementation must be their responsibility; and, d) the forest management system must not 
only sustain the productivity and protective/other values of the forest resources but also help eradicate widespread poverty in the 
uplands.    
 

Case SEA-19



Country PHILIPPINES
1 - Name of the initiative Ifugao muyongs
2a–Location Ifugao province 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 120° 57' 0"  and 17° 19' 60" 
3a - Initiation and termination dates Traditional practice 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 12,252 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

Individual parcels of 0.5-3.0 ha each 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Small- to medium-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Mixed deciduous tropical forest, including some pine 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Secondary/logged over + Mosaic 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? Household owners 
8b - How long is the tenure period? 50 years then permanent after 1997 IPRA (Indigenous Peoples Rights Act) 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Collection of dead trees/branches for fuel is open access in return for muyong' cleaning', 
trees are owned by muyong owning household and permission may be given for felling in 
return for planting two trees and cleaning a large area of the muyong. 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Forest dependent/indigenous people 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

None 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

No external support 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Rural development/support for subsistence livelihoods and income generation (income, 
food security, source of products for household use, risk protection, provision of 
environmental services, etc.) + Income generation for a timber-based operation + 
Environmental conservation/protection. 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? NTFP production + Fuelwood and/or charcoal production + Soil and water conservation + 
Landscape restoration/forest rehabilitation + Protection of sites of special cultural, 
religious or archaeological importance. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

There are no management plans but they have rules and regulations governing forest 
practices.  Areas are managed for production of multiple goods and services.  By 
traditional regulation families are allowed to cut 5 trees to produce a house but then 
can't have another 5 trees.  Availability is also based on how many trees there are 
available. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Shorea contorta, Shorea guiso, Parashorea malaanonan, Alstonia scolaris plus planted 
trees such as Gmelina arborea, Pterocarpus indicus, Swietenia macrophylla and Samanea 
saman.  In total, 171 fuelwood species, 112 construction wood species, etc. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Sometimes chainsaws and hand saws for milling. 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

 

15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Timber, fuelwood and NTFPs, dry season water flow (perceived), erosion control, abode 
of ancestral spirits. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

They appear to be quite supportive.  They are not allowed to commercialise production. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Some muyongs are being converted to agriculture and residential for economic reasons.  
Government regulations constrain - e.g. having to get formal title to the area and 
applying to cut trees. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate Difficult to assess 



value invested in the initiative (USD)?  
18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

Difficult to assess 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Labour 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

 

20 - Source(s) ISOE 
21 - Contact(s) Ernesto Cadaweng (ecadaweng@yahoo.com) 
Comments: Government legalised traditional forest management system for production. 
 

Case SEA-20
Country PHILIPPINES
1 - Name of the initiative Batangan Forest
2a – Location Municipalities of Sagada, Besao and Tadian, Mountain 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 9° 43' 0" N and 123° 7' 0" E 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1996 to present 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area  
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

43,618 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Small- to medium-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Tropical evergreen coniferous (Pinus kesiya) 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary + Secondary/logged-over + Regenerating forest conditions 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? Indigenous communities 
8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Local communities 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Forest dependent/indigenous people 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Technical + Material (Policy issuance) 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

-- 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Recognition of Indigenous Peoples Rights over the resource 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production + Fuelwood + Soil and water conservation + 

Ecotourism/recreation + Landscape restoration/forest rehabilitation 
Biodiversity conservation + Protection of sites of special cultural, religious or 
archaeological importance + Carbon storage/sequestration. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Indigenous communities are the managing entity and management plans area prepared 
through a coordinative effort among local and national government offices. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Pinus kesiya (60%) 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Individual gathering 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Local Ordinances and Customary laws 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Local consumption 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Effectiveness of recognition order issued by National government dependent on 
sustainability and success. 

15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Source of local wood needs for housing, heating and cooking 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Furniture making and souvenir items 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Labor and access to timber needs of family, clan and community members. 



16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Addition to other sources 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, current policy and institutional frameworks are supportive of MFM as evidenced by 
this initiative.   

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Expanding owners as population increases 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

Regular government appropriation 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Village development 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

Yes 

20 - Source(s)  
21 - Contact(s) In Search of Excellence (FAO RAP publication) 
 

Case SEA-21
Country PAPUA NEW GUINEA
1 - Name of the initiative Foundation for People and Community Development - FPCD 
2a - Location Madang - 6 clan projects (sites scattered in the six districts) 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) Awane (Long: E 145 39’ 24.9’’  Lat: S 05 27’ 26.2’’), Urinite (Long: E 145 32’ 42.5’’  Lat: S 

04 43’43.4’’), Dawen (Long: E 145 32’ 41.6’’ Lat: S 04 43’ 44.3’’), Yate (Long: E 145 20’ 
50.8’’ Lat: S 05 45’ 21.8’’), Gniat (Long: E 144 35’15.1” Lat: S 04 30’57.2”). 

3a - Initiation and termination dates 2007 (FSC certification) 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 10,810 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

10,810 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Small- to medium-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Evergreen + Lowland tropical rainforest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary forest + Secondary/logged over forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? Local clans 
8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land andwho 
has rights to use the forest? 

Local clans 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Forest dependent/indigenous people 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Technical + Financial 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation for a timber-based operation 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production + Fuelwood and/or charcoal production 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

The clans together with FPCD collect sample information about the potential value held 
by their forests. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Kwila (Instia bijuga) and Taun (Pometia pinata). 35 and 25 per cent respectively (average 
from 6 clans' forests - stock in terms of volume 89875 m3 and 64196 m3). 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Portable sawmills and manpower 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

FSC 

15 - Forest certification FPCD was awarded a FSC Group Certificate in June 2007, and through its Certified 
Community Forestry (CCF) Program six clans in Madang Province – Gniat, Namokanam 
(Urinite), Dalomes (Dawen), Awane, Yate and Ugalingu – are managing their forests 
under the Group Certificate (Fig. 1). Other clans, such as the Tingari near Brahman, are 
also being assisted under the CCF Program to join the certificate. 



16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

− Extraction of timber and non-timber forest products for consumption, medicines, 
structural materials and “customs work” (ceremonies, etc.) 

− Dependence on forests for other ecosystems services, such as water and soil 
conservation 

− Clearance of forests as part of their shifting agriculture and cash cropping 
− Harvesting of timber in line with management plans certified against the FSC forest 

management standard 
− Limited controls placed on forest access and use through customary institutions 
− Controls placed on forests through land-use planning facilitated by FPCD 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

FSC in 2007 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− Low income and temptation to make a quick buck from logging companies for whole 
sale logging rather than SFM 

− Distance from markets 
− Lack of local (clan) capacity 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Timber harvesting equipment + Processing equipment 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

One potential option that could provide additional financial incentives for community 
based forest management in PNG is REDD+. Under REDD+, communities could receive 
financial rewards for maintaining or enhancing the carbon stocks of their forests. REDD+ 
does not deny clans the right to harvest their forests; rather, it would require that the 
community-based forestry operations maintain higher carbon stocks than the most likely 
alternative scenario (e.g. logging by companies or clearance under agricultural leases). 
REDD+ must be approached cautiously, however. The development of REDD+ activities 
requires long-term investment and the outcomes in terms of financial payments are not 
assured. Communities could quickly become disappointed with the inability of REDD+ to 
generate easy financial returns. 

20 - Source(s) Yati Bun of FPDC 
21 - Contact(s) YatiBun (yabun@datec.net.pg) 
 

Case SEA-22
Country VIET NAM
1 - Name of the initiative Loc Bac State Operating Company
2a - Location Lam Dong province, Bao Lam district 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 110 20’40” – 11039’30” N, 107027’54” – 107046’30” E 
3a - Initiation and termination dates  
3b - Stage of the initiative  
4 - Total area 34,851 ha in total 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

34,851, but only 4704 ha has been harvested. 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Small- to medium-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Broadleaf and conifer (1- Lowland semi-evergreen forest; 2- Submontane evergreen 
forest; 3- Closed tropical semi-deciduous forest (termed to differentiate from lowland 
semi-evergreen forest); 4-  Shrubs; 5- Bambusa procera forest; 6- Bambusa procera 
forest mixed with shrubs and scattered trees; 7- Plantation forest; and 8- Shifting 
agriculture and habitation areas). 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Secondary/logged over 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? State ownership. Managed by Loc Bac State Operating Company. 
8b - How long is the tenure period? Loc Bac SOC received land-use certificate from Lam Dong Provincial People's Committee. 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

Private company/industry (State Operating Company) + National government 



11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Financial - Govt provides funding for all management except extraction which is by 
private companies under license and income from royalties is nothing compared to 
money spent. 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Income generation for a timber-based operation (began for producing mangrove timber 
to power steam trains for transporting tin, then for cooking, then to charcoal). 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + Fisheries production (mud crabs, cockles, cage culture of sea bass) + Fuelwood 
and/or charcoal production + Ecotourism/recreation (bird watching, walkways used also 
for education) + Soil and water conservation. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

10 year working plans developed by FD to provide quality timber for production of 
charcoal, firewood and poles on a sustained basis.  Management practices include stand 
thinning, harvesting and enrichment planting.  Stands are clear felled on a 30 year 
rotation and enrichment planting is carried out 2 years after. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Shorea guisio, Dysoxylum sp., Michelia sp., Dipterocarpus sp., Quercus sp., Hopea pierei, 
Syzygium sp. and Endospermum sp., as well as several other commercial tree species. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

RIL 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Yes 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

 

15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

There are 1,126 households contracted with Loc Bac SOC for forest protection and 
management over the area of 19,927 ha of forestland.  Not clear if this included the 
harvested area. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, they are supportive 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− Pressure to convert the area to a protected forest 
− Local involvement in forest protection and management. Although villagers sign forest 

protection and management contracts with the forest owner (Loc Bac SOC), the 
contract is not strong enough in terms of ownership to encourage local people to 
protect the forest  

− Llack of human resource (on average there is one staff member per 1 000 ha)  
− Infrastructure development (once new roads are opened or hydropower plants 

constructed, the access leads to deforestation and forest degradation) 
18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

Government funding 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

− Labour (replanting) 
− Salaries 
− Timber harvesting equipment (harvesting done under license by private sector).  
− Royalties doubled in past few years and catching up with losses but price is very low.  

Selling for about 1 Ringgit/kg, but companies cutting are making good money and even 
though doubled royalties, companies didn't complain) 

− Infrastructure development 
19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

A Rainforest Alliance/SNV study used a field visit, interviews and basic carbon modelling 
to assess the potential for changes in management practices to be catalysed through the 
implementation of an Improved Forest Management (IFM) carbon project following the 
Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) and Climate, Community and Biodiversity (CCB) Standard. 
Four sub-types of improved forest management project were investigated: Logged to 
Protected Forest (LtPF), Extended Rotation Length (ERA), Low Productivity to High 
Productivity Forest (LPtHP) and RIL.  



All project types were found to face barriers to implementation that could be used to 
demonstrate additionality. Current harvesting practices were already low impact and 
similar to RIL, thus there would not be significant improvements that could be made to 
reduce emissions. An analysis of LPtHP forests scenario was not possible due to a lack of 
information on the state of the low productivity forests. LtPF was found to be the project 
type with the highest potential, as all the emissions associated with the harvest could be 
avoided.  
Extending rotation length would generate around half the emissions reductions as 
complete protection, but would cost a similar amount to implement due to the fixed 
costs of planning and implementing a project. A financial feasibility study was also 
conducted by comparing potential revenues generated from carbon credit sales to the 
costs associated with planning, implementing, monitoring and verifying the project. 
Under the default assumptions, the project was found to make a loss over 35 years 
(revenues from credit sales did not cover costs), however, when more favourable 
assumptions were made with regard to the volume of emissions reductions made and 
carbon price achieved, the NPV of the project is positive. These values do not include lost 
revenues associated with reduced harvesting. The values also do not capture the positive 
biodiversity and community benefits that could accrue.  However, leakage could negate 
much of the benefit from converting to logging and no way to really control this. 

20 - Source(s) Rainforest Alliance, SNV, IKEA (2011)The Feasibility of Carbon Financing for Improved 
Forest Management at Loc Bac State Operating Company, Lam Dong Province, Vietnam. 
Adam Gibbon, Vanessa Evans, Langlang Tata Buana, Nguyen TheChien, Lai Tung Quan, 
Nguyen Trung Thong and Richard McNally. 

21 - Contact(s)  
Comments: As of 2010, the total forest area under SOC’s management is 3.21 million ha and total forestland of Vietnam is 13.39 million ha 
according to report no 960/BC-BNN-PC on “Summary and evaluation on land utilization and management of agricultural forestry 
enterprises, special use/protection forest management board and agricultural cooperatives” dated 13/4/2011 and Forest Protection 
Department – MARD, 2010 respectively. 
 

Case SEA-23
Country VIET NAM
1 - Name of the initiative DakTo Forestry Company
2a–Location Dak To and Tu Mo Rong districts 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 107°43’50”–107°52’20” S 
3a - Initiation and termination dates In 1986.  Dak To Industry and services State Forest Enterprises (SFE) was established in 

1986 on the basis of the merger between Tan Canh timber processing facility and Dak To 
harvesting SFE. Dak To Forestry Company, a state-owned enterprise was established in 
2003 on the basis of merger of three SFEs. 

3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 42,090 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

14,040 in DacTo SFE of which only 6663 is production forest and of this 2725 is well 
stocked 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Evergreen broadleaf 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary + Secondary/logged over forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? SFE (Government owned) 
8b - How long is the tenure period?  
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

 

10 - Who is directly responsible for 
management decisions? 

SFE 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Technical + Financial 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

Two years more from date of report 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Rural development/support for subsistence livelihoods and income generation (income, 
food security, source of products for household use, risk protection, provision of 
environmental services, etc.) + Income generation for a timber-based operation + 
Environmental conservation/protection. 

13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Timber + NTFP production (rattan, bamboo) + Soil and water conservation + Biodiversity 
conservation + Local use 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Plan prepared by DakTo SOE on basis of numerous assessments.  Management objectives 
are centred on SFM including making optimal, continuous. 



14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Report does not specify, but Hopea odorata, Hopea ferrera, Michelia braianensis and 
Michelia mediocris are used for enrichment planting. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Based on AAC not including areas out of bounds for logging or with restrictions due to 
forest protection role.  Also limited number of trees per hectare and minimum distance 
between trees and must leave mother trees.  Distribution of AAC over years depends on 
quota.  Result is 1.2m3/ha/yr. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Enrichment planting is being undertaken and AAC adhered to. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Commune authorities and company 

15 - Forest certification No, just FSC controlled wood certificate 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Employment + Erosion protection + Biodiversity conservation + Income 

Encroachment is happening everywhere but very few in Dak To because they have 
education group to tell local people. The company has forest protection contracts with 
local people and for planting and road maintenance. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Very small processing unit. They use timber auction to sell and value of timber increased 
19 %. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Production and business operations were largely dependent on the state budget, the 
SFE’s total working capital was derived from the budget allocated to project 661. This 
cannot ensure to achieve the sustainability of its operations since the project 661 shall 
conclude in two years’ time.  A big question concerns how can the SFE mobilize the fund 
and finance its operation once project 661 has terminated. 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Government regulations are supportive but not to international standard, so have to 
apply more strict regulations (RIL, harvesting design). 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

− The efficacy of forest protection and management, forest fire management and 
technical extension services is still limited due to insufficient personnel which are 
difficult to fulfil the assigned tasks in a huge forest area   

− Forest fire and associated management expenditures constitute a major expense/risk 
− Illegal logging and encroachment 
− Hilly/mountainous terrain means area available for timber harvesting is limited 
− Forest is over mature and there's lots of dead wood 
− Difficulties were encountered in changing the ideas of staff to apply new technology 

and standards rather than traditional methods of tree extractions and to also consider 
environmental and social and study techniques 

− Financial constraints, e.g. for road construction, equipment etc 
− Uncertain future after project termination (finance issue) 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

The total annual budget allocated to the SFE for its operations ranged from 659 - 883 
million VND (USD 31,290 - 41,925), of which a large proportion of budget was disbursed 
for forest protection and management contracts and current operational cost 
(accounting for 50% of the total allocated budget), whereas only a small portion of the 
budget was disbursed for tending operations of protection forest.   

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

State budget (project 661) 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Labour (tending of plantations, forest protection and management - including forest fire 
management) + Infrastructure development + Capacity building/training. 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

They are interested in REDD+ but so far no REDD activities.  They look for High 
Conservation Value Forests (HCVFs) they try to protect and REDD may help with 
establishing non timber production zones or limited timber production zones and in 
timber production zone there RIL. 

20 - Source(s) Hung Tran Van 
21 - Contact(s) Hung Tran Van (hung.tran@giz.de) 
Comments: DakTo has FSC controlled wood certificate, and will go for forest management certification next year (2013). 

 
 
 



Database of selected MFM initiatives in the Congo Basin4 

Case Con-1
Country CAMEROON
1 - Name of the initiative TRC5 - UFA 00 004
2a – Location Yabassi-Ndikiniméki-Nkodjock, provinces of Nkam, Mbam and Inoubou (Coast line and 

Center). 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 4°45’N - 10°40’E 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2004 (signing of 3 yr interim agreement – signing of final agreement in 2007) for 15 

years, renewable once. 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 94,917 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

92,846 ha (corresponding to the production and the protection sectors). 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/Industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Dense humid evergreen rainforest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Production (primary forest, regenerating secondary forest temporarily flooded swamp) = 
77,296 ha; Protection (primary forest) = 15,550 ha; Conservation (primary forest, 
temporarily flooded swamps) = 2,022 ha. 

8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? State, area given in concession. 
8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent  
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Forest concessionaire. Local population may exert their customary rights on forest 
resources but these products cannot be traded. 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Private foreign company  

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Financial and technical support by WWF to reach FSC certificate. 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

For two years 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Sustainable forest management 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Sustainable timber production (FSC certified), identification of High Conservation Value 

Forests (HCVF) inside the concession, tolerance of NTFP gathering by the local 
population, anti-poaching campaigns are organized but not very efficient, agroforestry 
areas are designed in the concession without any possibility to expand. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Tieme Wanders, FORM International B.V. Approved 2007, revised 2009. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Ayous (Triplochiton scleroxylon), Azobe (Lophira alata) and Tali (Erythrophleum 
suaveolens, E. ivorense) make up around 20% of the stock of commercial timber species. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Industrial techniques (heavy equipment). 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Based on the FM Plan. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

No, TRC went bankrupted in 2012. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

The logging company, the forestry administration and the FSC auditors. 

15 - Forest certification In 2008 by FSC. 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

The company paid forestry taxes (Annual Forestry Fee - AFF and felling taxes mainly) and 
implemented an extra payment scheme for local people, as a result of the FSC certificate. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Another production line was added in the company's factory in 2011, but it has not 
appeared as a profitable investment. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

The AFF was distributed according to Forestry Law while an extra payment scheme for 
local people was created and run by the company when it got their FSC certificate. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

No 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 

Not really. MFM is mentioned in the forestry regulations and in the Forest Management 
Plans (FMPs), but it does not bring additional gains to the company, and thus it's little 

                                                            
4 Based on the regional report prepared by Essoungou and Lescuyer (2010). 
5 TRC is a family company created in 1999 and governed by Cameroon law. It is part of the company REEF HOUT B.V., The Netherlands. 



and if not explain why not? implemented and almost never controlled by the administration. 
17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Access to lucrative markets 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

Over 100 million FCFA (approximately USD 222,222).  

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

Self-funding 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

− Obtaining the concession 
− Technical and financial investment in the studies and research on NTFPs and forests of 

high value of conservation 
− Compensation of officers of the anti-poaching brigade 
− Technical and financial support to MINFOF staff 
− Financial support to the establishment of the forest farmer committee 
− Financial support in the development of infrastructure (school, health centre) 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

Not for REDD, but the company was FSC certified 

20 - Source(s) http://www.trcbois.com/index.php 
21 - Contact(s) Arnaud TCHOKOMENI, forest management Officer, Tel: 00 237 33 40 42 88/00 237 94 18 

72 03. 
Comments: Due to the FSC certificate, the multiple-use is an objective of the management. 
 

Case Con-2
Country CAMEROON
1 - Name of the initiative ALPICAM6 - UFA 10 51
2a – Location Ndélélé, Kadey (East) 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 3°45 and 4° 10 N - 15° 00 and 14° 40 E 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1998 was the signing of a 3 year interim agreement, and 2000, signing of final agreement 

for 15 years, renewable once. 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 86,096 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

86,096 ha (for NTFP collection) 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Dense semi-deciduous moist forest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary forest + Regenerating secondary forest temporarily flooded swamp. 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? State, area given in concession. 
8b - How long is the tenure period? Permanent 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Forest concessionaire 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Private foreign company 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

None 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

-- 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Sustainable forest management 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Sustainable timber production for export (according to the FMP), identification of HVCF 

inside the concession, tolerance of NTFP gathering by the local population, anti-poaching 
campaigns are organized but not very efficient. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

ALPICAM-GRUCAM with assistance of ONF (Office National des Forêts) - International, 
ONFI -International.  Approved 2004. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Ayous (Triplochiton scleroxylon) contributes to 40% of the commercial timber species 
stock. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Industrial techniques (heavy equipment). 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Based on the forest management plan and the specification of the forest operator. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Yes 

                                                            
6 The ALPI Group SPA, founder of ALPICAM Group, is a privately held and family-owned business founded in Italy in 1918 by Pietro Alpi. 



14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Logging company and forestry administration. 

15 - Forest certification 2009 by OLB 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

The company pays forestry taxes (Annual Forestry Fee - AFF and felling taxes mainly) and 
implements the social requirements imposed by administrative specifications. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

No specific effort on processing in Cameroon. By contrast the Italy-based mother-
company has a strong marketing strategy. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

The AFF was distributed according to the Forestry Law. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes. The company expects to get a legality certificate in the coming months. 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Not really. MFM is mentioned in the forestry regulations and in the FMPs, but it does not 
bring additional gains to the company, and thus it's little implemented and almost never 
controlled by the administration. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Access to lucrative markets 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

Self-funding 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

− Obtaining the concession 
− Technical and financial investment in the studies and research on NTFPs and HCVF 
− Compensation of officers of the anti-poaching brigade 
− Technical and financial support to MINFOF staff 
− Financial support to the establishment of the forest farmer committee 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

No, but the company has started a reforestation initiative in 2011. 

20 - Source(s) http://www.alpiwood.com/en/ 
21 - Contact(s) Didier BASTIN, forest management Officer, Tel: 00 237 33 42 57 03/ 00 237 74 32 60 24. 

e-mail: didier.bastin@alpiwood.com 
Comments: Seeking for the FSC certificate, has improved the multiple use in the forest. 
 

Case Con-3
Country CAMEROON
1 - Name of the initiative COPAL - Coopérative des Planteurs de la Lékié (Community forest N°174)
2a – Location Sa'a, Lékié (Centre) 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 4°30’N - 11°30’E 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2008 (signature of agreement for 25 years) 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 4800 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

4800 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Small-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Transition zone forest – savannah 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Mosaic of primary/secondary forest – old and young fallows – cocoa plantations – fields. 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? Forest land remains State's ownership, but forest resources are owned by the community 

as long as it uses them according to the Simple Management Plan (SMP) requirements 
(validated by the Forestry Administration). 

8b - How long is the tenure period? 25 years 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Group of communities 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

The (official) cooperative in charge of management of the community forest. 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Financial and technical support from RIGC + SNV + Elites + Forest Governance Facility 
(FGF). 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

5 years 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Secure forest tenure and increase local livelihoods 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Production (formal and informal) of timber, production of tradable NTFP (Irvingia 

gabonensis and Ricinodendron heudelotii), according to the Community Forest’s SMP 



(validated by the forestry administration). 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Prepared from 2001 to 2008 by Cameroun Ecologie (CAMECO) and APICA. Approved 
2008. Main objectives are timber exploitation and NTFP harvesting and trade. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Ayous (Triplochiton scleroxylon), iroko (Chlorophora excelsa) and frake (Terminalia 
superba) make up around 50% of the tradable timber stock. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Chainsaws 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Based on SMP and customary regulations. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Not guaranteed as production depends on access to profitable markets. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

The local cooperative and the forestry administration. 

15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Irregular wages to local workers. Basically, financial gains are small when distributed 
among the communities’ members. No actual impact on collective infrastructure. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Only basic processing. The representatives of the cooperative strives to look for domestic 
markets, either in Yaounde or in northern regions of Cameroon. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

According to the SMP, but there are few financial benefits. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Not sure. Illegal logging is a tempting option for community forestry. 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, the standard to write a SMP promotes multiple use of forest resources, especially 
timber and NTFP.  

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

The requirement of a collective use or trade of forest resources. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

14.7 million FCFA (approximately USD 31 110). 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

International funds through national NGOs or projects. 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

− Purchase of equipment for forest operation 
− Financial support to MINFOF staff 
− Organization of seminars for marketing of NTFPs 
− Application for annual certificate for exploitation and consignment 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

Still not considered 

20 - Source(s) Hervé-Charles Ndume Engone, 2010. Analyse financière des impacts de l’exploitation du 
bois d’œuvre dans les économies villageoises du Sud-Cameroun. MSc thesis, ENGREF, 
Montpellier, France. 

21 - Contact(s) ABÉ Pierre, Director of the cooperative. Tel: 00 237 75981238 
Comments:  
 

Case Con-4
Country GABON
1 - Name of the initiative CEB-Precious Woods7 - Bambidie and Okondja forest concession
2a – Location Lastourville, Akeni, Okonja, Milolé, provinces of Mulundu, Sebe-bikolo and Lekoni-lekori 

(l’Ogooué lolo and Haut Ogooué). 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 12°30' and 14°5' latitude E/W;  0°1' and 1°15' longitude N/S 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 1967 Ogoué lolo and 1987 Haut ogoué, each for 25 years. 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 581,490 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

18,588 ha (this corresponds to the area created within the agroforestry series in the 
concession for practicing MFM). 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Medium-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Dense humid evergreen rainforest 

                                                            
7 CEB (Compagnie Equatoriale des Bois) is owned by Precious Woods, a Swiss group with forestry operations in Brazil and Central America and a trading 
arm in the Netherlands that is the largest distributor of FSC certified timber products in Europe. 



7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary forest 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? State, area given in concession for logging.  
8b - How long is the tenure period? 30 years 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Forest concessionaire 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Private foreign company: CEB, owned by Precious Woods. 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

WWF and TFT to facilitate access to FSC certification 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

Around 3-4 years 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Sustainable forest management 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Sustainable timber production (FSC certified), identification of HCVF inside the 

concession, support to NTFP gathering by the local population, anti-poaching campaigns 
are organized but not very efficient. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

Thanry Wood Environment (TEW). Approved 2000, revised 2004. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Okoume (Aucoumea klaineana), acajou (Khaya ivorensis), andoung (Monopetalanthus 
coriaceus). 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Industrial techniques (heavy equipment). 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Based on the forest management plan. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Yes 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Logging company + Forestry administration + Auditors. 

15 - Forest certification 2008 by FSC 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

FSC certification process urged the company to invest in village infrastructure around its 
concessions on the basis of 1000 FCFA/m3 (USD 0.21/m3). This money is managed by the 
BAEV together with village and elected authorities. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Substantial, especially after the company was FSC certified and bought by Precious 
Woods. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

An ad hoc scheme has been established on a voluntary basis by the company. It mainly 
funds house building in neighbouring villages. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Probably. One financial bottleneck appeared in 2012 when access to the Libreville port 
was difficult due to degraded road and saturated railway infrastructure. 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Forestry regulations support MFM. For instance, a 2009 decree prohibits the exploitation 
by logging companies of the five most appreciated NTFPs (Poga oteosa, Irvingia 
gabonensis, Tieghemetla africana, Baillonella toxisperma, Dacriodes buettnerii). 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Transportation difficulties (cf. 16d). 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

Over 1 billion FCFA (approximately USD 2'222,222) as total investment in the forest 
concession. 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

Precious Woods (Switzerland) 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

− Establishment of the BAEV (Bureau d’Appui à l’Environnement Villageois) to support 
villagers to properly manage benefits of timber sold by the company and also to assure 
a good relationship with the villagers 

− Salary paid to the forest engineer managing the BAEV 
− Acquisition of exploitation permits 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

It was recently considered, but the requirement of additionality is hard to meet when the 
concessions are already FSC-certified. 

20 - Source(s) Lucien Massoukou, 2007. La rétrocession des revenus de l’exploitation forestière aux 
populations locales gabonaises : efficacité, équités et pérennité. MSc thesis. « Foresterie 
Rurale et Tropicale », AgroParisTech-ENGREF, Montpellier. 

21 - Contact(s) BABOULIN Christine, Certification officer. Tel:  00 241 07816495 
Comments: Due to the FSC certificate, the multiple use is an objective of the management.  
The findings of the sociological study were used to set up a programme aimed at ensuring that local people also profit from logging. The 
company’s programme includes activities aimed at improving local people’s income (such as the development of a fish breeding site), 
setting apart one of the forest units for local people and financing processing of timber boards for the villagers. Villagers living near CEB 



concessions can also attend the company health centre, while children have access to a school where teachers are good and they receive 
free reading primers. CEB employs mainly people from the villages surrounding their concessions. The company has built a road to break 
up the isolation of a village in Sebe. CEB accommodation for its workers is better than those of other companies. Workers also have access 
to recreation facilities, considerably more than workers have in logging camps elsewhere in Gabon. CEB has taken several initiatives to 
stop bushmeat hunting. Workers who engage in such activities are penalized and the company plans to undertake a bushmeat awareness 
campaign. Source: Forests Monitor website: http://www.forestsmonitor.org/en/reports/540539/549958. 
 

Case Con-5
Country GABON
1 - Name of the initiative PI 4/99
2a – Location Kango, Komo (Estuary) 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 0°23’ N - 10°12’ E 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2004 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 20,800 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

20,800 ha. Multiple use is practiced by the population in all accessible zones. 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Medium-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Dense humid tropical forest - Dense forest (firm ground) = 22,883 ha; Degraded forest 
(firm ground) = 32.8 ha; temporarily flooded forest = 773 ha; permanently flooded 
swamp forest = 804.4 ha. 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Mostly primary forests 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? State, area given under a small-scale forest permit (CPAET - Provisional Convention of 

management, exploitation and Processing). 
8b - How long is the tenure period? 30 years 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Land remains State-owned, timber is used and managed by the logging company and 
customary uses of forest resources are recognized as long as they do not conflict with 
timber harvesting. 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Private national company 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

75% of financial support comes from the government for the design of the FMP. 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

4 years 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Sustainable forest production  
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Sustainable timber production (according to the FMP), identification of conservation 

areas inside the concession, tolerance of NTFP gathering by the local population, anti-
poaching campaigns are organized but not very efficient. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

PAPPFG - Project for Managing Small Gabonese Forest Licenses 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Okoume (Aucoumea klaineana), azobe and sapelli (Entandrophragma cylindricum) make 
up 45% of the total stock of tradable timber species. 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Heavy equipment 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

FMP was validated in 2012. Its implementation is controlled by the logging company and 
the forestry administration. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Probably as long as the FMP is enforced. 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

The logging company and the forestry administration. 

15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

A few jobs for the local population. The company is investing in local infrastructure 
according to the social investments designed in its FMP. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

Nothing special on processing, but the company is investigating Northern African 
markets. 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

In Gabon there is not an official enforced redistribution scheme of timber exploitation 
benefits with local stakeholders. However, the company is constrained to invest in social 
infrastructure, but this requirement is little controlled by the forestry administration. On 
the other hand, use of NTFP is practically free for local population. 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Probably 



17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Forestry regulations support MFM. For instance, a 2009 decree prohibits the exploitation 
by logging companies of the five most appreciated NTFPs (Poga oteosa, Irvingia 
gabonensis, Tieghemetla Africana, Baillonella toxisperma, Dacriodes buettnerii). 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Access to profitable markets. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

PAPPFG for the FMP design and self-funding by the company for exploitation, processing 
and trade. 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Acquisition of the exploitation permits. 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

No 

20 - Source(s) Contact details: Frank Chambrier, Manager. Tel: 00 241 07419948  
21 - Contact(s) Lescuyer G., Aouba R., Ndong Ondo P., Zogo Nguema A., 2009. Rapport socio-

économique de la Concession Forestière sous Aménagement Durable Bitoli-Chambrier. 
CIRAD & PAPPFG, Libreville, Gabon, 34 p. 

Comments:  There is no appropriate management in the forest; the concessionaire is interested only in harvesting timber. The forest is 
accessible to the local communities living around the concession.  
 

Case Con-6
Country D.R. CONGO
1 - Name of the initiative Forest Permit N°025/04
2a – Location Bumba, Mongala (Equateur) 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 22°50'31, 87'' E - 2°38'43, 55''N 
3a - Initiation and termination dates The management plan was being elaborated in 2010. 
3b - Stage of the initiative Provisional harvesting of timber  
4 - Total area 230,000 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

230,000 ha 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Dense humid tropical forest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Primary, slightly logged forest (first logging cycle). 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

Forest land remains the ownership of State, timber is owned and harvested by the 
logging company (on the basis of a presently elaborated FMP) and customary use of 
NTFP is granted to local people. 

8b - How long is the tenure period? 25 years 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Forest concessionaire for timber, local people for other forest resources. Land remains 
State-owned. 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Private foreign company 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

None 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Sustainable forest management 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Sustainable timber production (according to the FMP), identification of conservation 

areas inside the concession, tolerance of NTFP gathering by the local population, anti-
poaching campaigns are organized but not very efficient. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

The management plan is in the process of elaboration 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Sapelli (Entandrophragma cylindricum), iroko Chlorophora excelsa) , afromosia 
(Pericopsis elata). 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Heavy equipment for highly selective logging 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

It will be regulated according to a FMP and validated by the forestry administration. 
Today, harvesting is little controlled but restricted to a specific area until a FMP is 
designed (up to 3 years officially). 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Probably, but this perhaps would not be the case for a very small number of very 
valuable timber species (like afromosia). 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Logging company and forestry administration. 



15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

In 2010, the logging company had not designed social specifications and the main 
benefits went to the State through forestry taxes and to local population through 
employment. In 2013 the company is writing a “cahier des charges” (specifications) that 
would be validated by the forestry authorities and will formally be in charge of 
contributing to local collective infrastructure. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

The company proposes wood houses for national markets 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Cf 16.a 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, forestry regulations consider other uses than timber harvesting, that are usually 
integrated in the forest management plan, but little controlled in practice. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Transportation to international markets 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

No 

20 - Source(s)  
21 - Contact(s) ZOLA Emmanuel, Forest Officer. Tel: 00 243 818110706. E-mail: zola@siforco.com 
Comments: Multiple use is practiced in all the forest concession by the local communities living within the concession. Many villages are 
found in the concession and they are free to use the forest in a traditional manner. Consequently, without known it the concessioner is 
promoting MFM. The interest of both (communities and the concessionaire are managed on the perspective to obtain a FSC certificate. 
 

Case Con-7
Country D.R. CONGO
1 - Name of the initiative Forest concession N° 32/03 and 27/03
2a – Location Mai-ndombé, Inongo (Bandudu) 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 18°15 and 0°45 N - 18°30 and 1°45 E 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2003 (concession permit) for 25 years 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 199,900 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

199,900 ha - Multiple use is practiced in all the concession because 135,000 residents live 
within the forest concession. 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Large/industrial-scale 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Dense tropical moist semi-deciduous forest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Secondary/Logged-over forest = 14.5%; Agriculture and fallows = 16.4%; Humid dense 
forest = 14.5%; Semi-deciduous dense forest = 4.4%; and Swamps = 48.6%.                              

8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? 
 

State forest concession 

8b - How long is the tenure period? 25 years 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Forest concessionaire for timber, local people for other forest resources. Land remains 
State-owned. 

10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Private foreign company 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

None 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Sustainable forest management 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Sustainable timber production (according to the FMP), identification of conservation 

areas inside the concession, tolerance of NTFP gathering by the local population, anti-
poaching campaigns are organized but not very efficient. 

14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

The management plan prepared by FRM (Forest Resource Management). 



14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Afromosia (Pericopsis elata), wenge (Millettia laurentii), iroko (Chlorophora excelsa). 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Heavy equipment 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Although the Management Plan has not yet been approved by the forestry 
administration, the MFM are regulated according to the management plan. 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Yes, according to the FMP 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Logging company and forestry administration. 

15 - Forest certification Not yet 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

In 2010, the logging company had not designed social specifications and the main 
benefits went to State through forestry taxes and to local population through 
employment. In 2013 the company has written a “cahier des charges” (specifications) 
that is validated by the forestry authorities and is formally in charge of contributing to 
local collective infrastructure. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Cf 16.a 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes, forestry regulations consider other uses than timber harvesting, that are usually 
integrated in the forest management plan, but little controlled in practice. 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Transportation to international markets 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

Approximately 7 billion FCFA (Approximately USD 15,560). 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

Self-funding 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

− Tax area 
− Royalty payable to the land chief (customary) 
− Investments in human resources (managers, staff salaries, purchase of equipment) 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

Considered but still not implemented 

20 - Source(s)  
21 - Contact(s) Richard GARRIGUE, Forest management Officer. Tel:  00 241 819471836.  E-mail: 

richard.garrigue@gmail.com 
Comments: The MFM is been implemented because of the seeking of FSC certificate. 
 

Case Con-8
Country D.R. CONGO
1 - Name of the initiative MUBALA (Indigenous community association)
2a – Location Mai-ndombé, Inongo (Bandudu) 
2b - Coordinates (longitude and latitude) 18°15 and 0°45 (N) - 18°30 and 1°45 (E) 
3a - Initiation and termination dates 2009 
3b - Stage of the initiative Ongoing 
4 - Total area 396,523 ha 
5a - Area under MFM (Area affected by the 
initiative) 

Mubala (Pentaclethra macrophylla) seeds are collected at the foot of trees within the 
concession. It covers the complete area of the concession but actual practice is restricted 
to areas around villages. 

5b - Scale of the initiative /intervention Small-scale operation 
6 - In what kind of forest is the initiative 
located 

Dense tropical moist semi-deciduous forest 

7 - What condition is the forest in? Very good health 
8a – Tenure: Who owns the forest? Forest land is State-owned; timber is exploited by the logging company but the 

harvesting of mubala seeds has been sub-contracted by the logging company to the local 
Mubala association. 

8b - How long is the tenure period? 25 years (cf. FMP) 
9 - Who has access to the forest land and who 
has rights to use the forest? 

Mubala association is only in charge of collecting mubala seeds, as mentioned in the FMP 
of the concession. 



10 - Who is directly responsible for   
management decisions? 

Indigenous community of Batoa 

11a - External support: What sources of 
external support does the initiative receive? 

Technical and financial support from the logging company SODEFOR (Société de 
Développement Forestier). 

11b - For how long will external support 
continue? 

Basically 25 years (duration of the FMP). 

12 - What is the initiative's main objective? Increase local livelihoods 
13 - What are the initiative's main outputs? Collection of mubala seeds by the Association while the logging company harvests timber 

and tolerates collection of other NTFP for self-consumption purpose. 
14a – Management: How was the forest 
management plan prepared, by whom and 
what are the objectives? 

The concession is under the management of SODEFOR; the Mubala initiative is set up 
according to the forest management plan of SODEFOR. 

14b - What are the dominant commercial 
species and what proportion of the total stock 
do these constitute in volume terms? 

Mubala (Pentaclethra macrophylla) 

14c - What logging/ extraction techniques are 
used? 

Manual collection of seeds 

14d - How is production regulated in technical 
and institutional terms? 

Terms of the contact signed with SODEFOR 

14e - Is the commercial productivity of the 
forest being maintained? 

Yes 

14f - How and by whom is the initiative 
monitored? 

Logging company and forestry administration. 

15 - Forest certification No 
16a - Income and benefits: What actual or 
perceived benefits are associated with the 
initiative in economic, social and 
environmental terms? 

Benefits are distributed among the members of the involved communities. 

16b - What efforts are undertaken to add 
value to forest products through processing 
and/or marketing? 

 

16c - How are economic benefits shared 
amongst stakeholders? 

Cf. 16a 

16d - Are revenues expected to meet running 
costs in the long-term? 

Yes 

17a – Constraints: Are current policy and 
institutional frameworks supportive of MFM 
and if not explain why not? 

Yes 

17b - What are the main factors that 
constrain or limit the initiative? 

Make sure that the financial and technical support of the logging company is renewed. 

18a - Investment: What is the approximate 
value invested in the initiative (USD)?  

Not assessed 

18b - From what source was the investment 
derived? 

Logging company 

18c - With what were the main investments 
associated? 

Salary of labourers 

19 - REDD+ potential: Is there a potential role 
for REDD+ or any other payment mechanisms 
in supporting the initiative? 

No 

20 - Source(s)  
21 - Contact(s) Kapudu Diwa Mutimanwa, Coordinator of LINAPYCO (Ligue Nationale des Pygmées du 

Congo), Tel:  00 241 998668497. e-mail: linapyco@yahoo.fr 
 

 
 
 


