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[bookmark: _Toc14200127]Background and rationale
Social protection is increasingly being adopted as a strategy for reducing poverty and food insecurity and reducing vulnerability to shocks in developing countries. The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) indicate the commitment of the international community to end poverty and hunger by 2030.  Countries are called to expand coverage of nationally appropriate social protection systems to achieve substantial coverage of the poor and the vulnerable by 2030 (SDG 1.3). 
Most of the food insecure and poor people with the greatest need for social protection live in rural areas and depend on natural resources for their livelihoods. The challenges of ecological degradation and climate change are especially relevant to forest-dependent communities (FDCs) and forest-dependent households (FDHs). FDCs and FDHs are usually located in remote and disconnected rural areas characterized by low levels of market development and poor access to public goods and social services. Forest-dependent households routinely experience market failure and exposure to various risks and shocks. A wide range of environmental, economic, health-related, demographic, social, and political factors are key sources of vulnerability for these communities and households. Although FDCs are exposed to various risks and vulnerabilities and are therefore significantly in need of social protection, coverage by formal government-backed social protection interventions is limited.  The vulnerability of FDCs can be alleviated directly through social protection instruments. Forest producer organizations or associations can also be important providers of social protection, potentially combining forest conservation and poverty reduction goals. The similar risk-reduction impacts of forestry and social protection policies support the rationale for building linkages and exploiting synergies to leverage complementarity in objectives and coverage.
Since the implementation of the new five strategic objectives, social protection has become an important area of focus at the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) of the UN. Since 2014, FAO has explored the topic of social protection for forest-dependent communities through a global literature review and several country case studies in Burkina Faso, China, Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda. The culmination of these efforts is a framework on strengthening coherence between forestry and social protection being developed by FAO in cooperation with UNU-MERIT.
[bookmark: _Toc14200128]Objectives of the meeting
FAO convened an expert meeting to discuss the strengthening of coherence between forestry and social protection and the expansion of social protection coverage for forest-dependent communities (FDCs). The meeting was held from 5th to 6th June 2019 at FAO headquarters in Rome, Italy.  The expert meeting was convened by the Forest Governance and Economics team within the Forestry Department of FAO.
A total of thirty experts, including sixteen external experts, in forestry and social protection attended the meeting. They comprised government officials, country-based practitioners in social protection and forestry, and representatives of international agencies, international research institutes, non-governmental organisations and universities (list of participants is in Annex 2).  The expert meeting sought to discuss and obtain technical comments and inputs to the draft guiding framework for strengthening coherence between forestry and social protection for FDCs. The specific objectives of the meeting were to:
1. Validate information provided in the draft guiding framework
2. Provide additional examples of social protection or forestry tools implemented in forest dependent communities
3. Address any issues or gaps in the draft guiding framework
 
FAO is developing this framework in cooperation with the United Nations University-MERIT with the objectives of: 
i) Providing rationale for coherence between forestry and social protection; 
ii) Identifying  approaches for expanding the coverage of social protection for FDCs; and 
iii) Identifying options for improving coherence between forestry and social protection.
The expert meeting began with an opening session that introduced the topic. This was followed by four sessions that were facilitated by selected moderators. In each session, a presentation of the summary of each chapter was given by the lead author of the draft framework. The facilitators discussed their reflections and posed several questions for the group discussions that had been jointly formulated by the authors of the framework and the invited experts. Participants then separated into groups to discuss the questions and other issues and reported their feedback in a plenary session.  The sixth and final session included presentations on FAO’s ideas on promoting social protection for inclusive and sustainable forest value chains and three related cases from around the world.
[bookmark: _Toc14200129]2.1	Opening Remarks
The meeting began on the 5th of June at 9.00am (CEST) with an introductory session chaired by Thais Juvenal (FAO), the team leader of the Forest Governance and Economics Team of the Forestry Department.  She welcomed participants and proposed a round of introductions. The authors of the guiding framework were also present to receive feedback and contribute to the discussions.  
After the round of introductions, the two-day meeting was officially opened with a speech by the Deputy Director of the Forestry Policy and Resources Division, Ewald Rametsteiner (FAO). In his speech, the Deputy Director emphasized the role of social protection in reducing poverty and improving general well-being. As one of the five strategic programmes of FAO, social protection is a high priority for FAO and substantive work in social protection is currently being undertaken, particularly in the areas of rural development and natural resources. He underscored the strong overlap between forestry, social protection and rural development. Emphasis was placed on the need for increased awareness in the forestry sector for programmes to not only have forestry goals but also human development goals. He believed the meeting would help contribute to the achievement of SDG 1.3 (increasing social protection coverage) and also contribute to the fulfilment of the broader SDGs of eradicating poverty and hunger, given the grim statistic that a child dies every three seconds due to undernourishment. In his view, the meeting was important and timely.
[bookmark: _Toc14200130]2.2	Presentations
Natalia WinderRossi (FAO): The first presentation was made by the Senior Adviser/Social Protection Team leader of the Strategic Programmes –Reducing Rural Poverty (SP3), Natalia WinderRossi. She gave an overview of FAO’s work on social protection and the particular focus on rural development. She discussed the importance of social protection across all 5 pillars of FAO’s work and highlighted the role of social protection both as a means to provide humanitarian assistance in fragile contexts and its role in providing the poor a transition from subsistence to value chain markets and sustainable, climate-resilient livelihoods. Taking an inclusive transformation approach to social protection, FAO understands the necessity of ensuring access to services and important resources to the poorest and most vulnerable. FAO also recognizes that a thriving agricultural sector needs to contribute to the eradication of hunger, provide liquidity for its workers and unlock the economic potential of the poor.  She also discussed how social protection could enhance sustainable practices within the forestry sector which has very specific risks, thereby building resilience in the sector. She stated that social “protection” approach of FAO has three main components: expanding social protection coverage in scale and adequacy (following SDG 1.3), economic inclusion through long-term progressive social protection programmes that aim to development economic capabilities, and resilience building.  She also spoke about FAO’s work on linking forestry with social protection, and stated that although FDCs are over-represented in poor populations in the world, they are also potential agents of change in the forestry sector and that reducing poverty in FDCs is critical to achieving sustainable forestry. FAO, therefore, is interested in understanding how multi-sectoral interventions could harness the potential of FDCs in forestry management, while simultaneously reducing their poverty levels. The theory of change currently proposed by the FAO recognizes the trade-offs between poverty and forestry management. The key to unlocking the potential of multi-sectoral interventions, however, is to gain a clearer understanding of the trade-offs and how to mitigate or avoid the negatives that may arise from multi-objective interventions and most importantly, how interventions can translate from community development to household well-being in FDCs. This, she believes is the reason for the need to build coherence between forestry and social protection. 
Qiang Ma (FAO): The second presentation was made by the lead technical forestry officer (FAO) on social protection and forestry and FAO’s focal point on the framework, Qiang Ma. The presentation delved into FAO’s work on the relationship between forestry and social protection. She described the evolution of FAO’s work on this topic as having three phases since 2014. The first phase was exploratory and focused on the conceptualization of social protection in relation to forestry. The second phase focused on the different ways of expanding coverage of social protection to forest dependent communities.  The third and current phase synthesizes previous work and proposes a guiding framework on how coherence can be strengthened between forestry and social protection. FAO has employed several approaches to expanding knowledge in this area: country and regional workshops, global literature reviews, side events at conferences and production of policy briefs. After presenting the key messages from each phase of the work on forestry and social protection, she went on to articulate the objectives of the meeting which were to:
· Validate information provided in the draft guiding framework
· Provide additional examples of social protection or forestry tools implemented in forest dependent communities
· Address any issues or gaps in the draft guiding framework
Nyasha Tirivayi (UNU-MERIT): The third presentation was made by the lead author of the draft framework and Research Specialist from UNU-MERIT. She introduced the draft guiding framework. Her presentation highlighted the background and motivation of the draft guiding framework, the objectives of the framework and the expected users of the report.  
[bookmark: _Toc11396784][bookmark: _Toc14200131]2.3	Plenary Session:  Reflections of participants
Nyasha Tirivayi’s presentation was followed by a plenary discussion of issues which emerged from the first group of presentations. 
The main reflections that emerged during the plenary can be classified under the following themes:
Definition and vulnerabilities of FDCs
· Focus on rural areas:  Participants argued that although forests are mostly found in rural settings, the entire forest value chain spans both rural and urban settings. Concentrated urban demand could in fact be an important driver of rural employment and income in FDCs. Therefore, an exclusive focus on rural dwellers might miss out on other equally important urban perspectives. Another participant pointed out that economic inclusion spans across rural and urban environments, hence it is important to look beyond rural locations and instead, consider the value chain of forest products in their entirety. 
· Urban and Peri-urban forested areas: Participants observed that the current definition of FDCs in the draft framework did not distinguish between rural and urban forested areas. They suggested a revision of the definition that includes this distinction.
· Former FDCs: One participant suggested the inclusion of former FDCs, whose forests have been destroyed, as part of the definition of FDCs as they face similar vulnerabilities. Communities in Somalia were mentioned as an example. 
· Specific vulnerabilities of FDCs: Participants pointed out that the vulnerabilities of FDCs presented in the draft framework were not unique to FDCs. FDCs are likely to fall along a continuum of forest dependence. Vulnerabilities are likely to also differ depending on the level of the community’s dependence on forests. One participant suggested that FDCs are likely to face environmental vulnerabilities and intergenerational inequity from depletion of forests. 
· Multi-dimensionality of poverty: A participant underlined how monetary welfare and its indicators do not sufficiently capture the vulnerabilities faced by FDCs. The participant emphasised the need for using multi-dimensional poverty measures which also include non-monetary poverty dimensions, since FDCs do not only experience food insecurity, but also typically lack access to resources and social services.
Defining the role of traditional and formal social protection
· Role of traditional social protection: A participant observed that the report made an implicit assumption that traditional forms of social protection in FDCs had collapsed and as such could not be built upon, and rather must be replaced.  The authors were cautioned to not dismiss the role traditional forms of social protection could play in FDCs. The authors were encouraged to assess how traditional social protection can complement new and existing public structures. Natalia WinderRossi (FAO) responded and stated that there is evidence that shows that, in some contexts, access to cash transfers improved participation in traditional forms of social protection. This evidence is an important starting point in understanding how to strengthen and support traditional social protection. Another participant suggested an assessment of the contexts where traditional social protection would no longer serve the needs of the FDCs and would need to be replaced by formal social protection. 
· Social insurance for forest value chain workers: On the topic of FAO’s planned work to advocate for the extension of social insurance to forest value chain workers, a participant suggested that the framework go beyond examining employees/workers, since in some small forest enterprises or family based businesses, the employer also doubles as the employee. A singular focus on employees could miss these types of vulnerable entrepreneurs and potentially exclude them from crucial social protection measures. 
· Focus on all social protection types, not just social assistance: There was a suggestion that the framework considers other types of social protection, besides social assistance, and their role in poverty eradication in FDCs. Focus should also be on all four elements of social protection: protective, preventive, promotive and transformative.

Risks to forests and their safety net function
· Forests as a safety net: A participant advised the team to include the role of forests as a safety net in the contextual discussions in chapter one.
· Illegality of obtaining forest products in some contexts and accessibility of forest resources: Though forests could serve as a safety net, in some contexts, obtaining forest products is illegal.  A participant raised the issue of trade-offs between forestry and poverty eradication goals and how they can be better addressed in the report.  How can social protection address the needs of, for example, households that engage in illegal charcoal production? Tanzania was presented as an example where communities are hindered from accessing forest products. 
· The danger of increasing privatization of forests: A participant called on the authors to reflect on the effect of increased privatization of forests on their safety net function (as a public good) for FDCs. 

Role of Forest Producer Organizations (FPOs)
· The role of FPOs: Participants raised the issue of FPOs and their role in social protection and argued that FPOs can be viewed as an innovative service provider in the absence of formal social protection services. They should, however, not replace formal social protection. FPOs are also different from informal/traditional community institutions, and this distinction should be made in the framework.
· Spectrum of formality: The spectrum of formality of FPOs was brought to the fore. A participant observed that in some contexts, FPOs are highly organized and formalized while in other contexts, FPOs could be informal. The discussion of the role of FPOs, therefore, needs to be cognizant of such contextual differences. Such differences also highlight the need for building the capacities of FPOs in order to strengthen service provision. 

Scope and clarity of the framework
· Conceptual clarity: The need for conceptual clarity in the report was emphasized. A participant observed that the concept of coherence was not very clear in the draft framework. 
· Nature and intent of the framework: Participants recognized that the framework was ambitious in its intent. Given that geographical contexts differ, a participant suggested that it might be prudent to have different frameworks for different contexts instead of having a global guiding framework. This conversation took place within a broader discussion on the nature and role of this document. Overall, participants agreed that this document should steer away from prescriptive recommendations applicable at a local level, and rather be considered a framework for action. 
· Use of recent references: The authors were encouraged to obtain more recent references/literature sources for defining certain concepts such as FDCs since the old definition does not entirely reflect the contemporary realities of FDCs. For example, forests are increasingly found in urban and peri-urban settings. Authors were also encouraged to update the definition and classification of social protection instruments. 
· The role of gender: Participants recommended that special attention be given to the role of gender in the forestry sector, given the prevailing gender gaps in the sector. 
· Geographic scope of report and lessons of experience: A participant suggested the broadening of the geographic scope of the draft framework to include evidence and lessons from other regions of the world The case studies from which to draw lessons could usefully also include other regions of the world such as the forest margins on the tundra/taiga in developed countries.

[bookmark: _Toc14200132]Chapter 1- What do we know about forest dependent communities, their vulnerabilities, poverty and access to social protection?
Session two was chaired by Charles Lwanga-Ntale (Poverty and Social Protection analyst).  Nyasha Tirivayi gave a presentation of a summary of Chapter 1 which defines FDCs and examines their vulnerabilities, poverty, and access to social protection. The chair discussed his reflections on the chapter and posed several questions for guiding the breakaway group discussions (see Annex 3). His questions required the groups to discuss how vulnerabilities differ between FDCs and non-FDCs, barriers that prevent poverty eradication among FDCs, whether poverty is difficult to address among FDCs, and how poverty among former FDCs can be mitigated. Participants then divided into four groups for parallel discussions guided by questions formulated by the session chair and the authors (list of questions in Annex 3). After the group discussions, each group presented their feedback.
[bookmark: _Toc14200133]3.1	Outputs of group discussions on Chapter 1
The first group focused on Questions 2 and 4. The group discussed non-monetary poverty measures for FDCs. Participants agreed that measuring the poverty of FDCs using monetary indicators is not ideal, and non-monetary poverty measures were more appropriate. The use of proxies based on households’ characteristics is more suitable (e.g. asset ownership). However, nutrition and food intake might not be the best indicators since the diversity of food stuffs in forests results in less nutritional deprivation for FDHs. However, the use of non-monetary indicators of welfare for FDCs has to reflect the country context in question. Many countries normally have a range of data sources including household and living standard surveys, national censuses and smaller surveys that are sector specific. FDCs are not normally covered by such data collection exercises.  In China there is a need for FDC-specific measures in large-scale surveys in addition to traditional monetary poverty indicators. This would include percentage of income that comes from forestry and percentage of income that comes from land cultivation. 
The group also discussed the vulnerabilities of FDCs. Some participants voiced the opinion that vulnerabilities that FDCs face are very similar to non-FDCs that live in rural areas. Though there are strong similarities, FDCs face the additional burden of rapid resource depletion with its attendant inter-generational impact, along with isolation and population dispersion.  Isolation, in particular, adds to the fifth political dimension of vulnerability:  FDCs are invisible (except maybe in Latin America) where they are isolated from markets and social services and unable to voice their concerns. In Kenya, motivated FDCs in isolated regions created community schools but because it was done by volunteers, they could only teach to Grade 2. Appropriate indicators that can capture isolation based on political participation and political representation should be included. They could also measure how far the households’ residences are from the main road. Housing is also an important vulnerability to address for isolated groups. With regards to prioritization of vulnerabilities, one participant raised the point that indigenous lands can sometimes be made public goods by the Government, with the community losing tenure rights and facing an uncertain and protracted process of compensation. 
The second group discussed the alternative measures of poverty for FDCs. A participant observed that people face different vulnerabilities along the life cycle. Therefore, measures of poverty should reflect the different life cycles. The 3R’s approach – Rights, Representation and Resources (access and control) – was proposed as a possible framework within which to conceptualise the poverty of FDCs. Participatory approaches were recommended as a way to obtain data on poverty indicators. 
The specific vulnerabilities that are faced by FDCs were also discussed. In the discussions, three main vulnerabilities were agreed upon: environmental vulnerabilities, economic vulnerabilities and representation issues (lack of political, economic and social representation due to isolation).
The group also discussed additional examples of forestry programmes designed to solve forest degradation and social exclusion. It was recommended to not only focus on case studies from developing countries but to also review more developed countries such as Canada and the Nordic countries, which have had success in addressing the vulnerabilities of FDCs. They may have useful lessons which could be drawn upon by developing countries. Other recommended countries included Romania and Guatemala. 
The third group discussed the conceptualisation and measurement of poverty as applicable to FDCs and the identification of FDCs by their forest dependence. Several participants brought evidence from their home countries which indicated that their governments were active in identifying these communities and targeting them with assistance. Other participants sought to understand how to operationalise the continuum of development needs of FDCs and other rural poor. Creating a new index of forest dependence in conjunction with information on the state of the forest was suggested, along with using participatory methods to conceptualise the deprivation of communities. In the context of the discussion on universalism emphasised by some panellists, a discussion on the applicability of targeting in a universal system led to underlining the need for social and political inclusion before universalism can become effective. Concerns about the resilience of traditional social protection mechanisms to covariate shocks were also raised; with protection being a critical element of social protection, understanding this is critical for ensuring livelihoods are not decimated by recurrent, widespread crises. Another participant raised concerns about the tendency for traditional social protection mechanisms to overlook certain community members, particularly women and young people. A key component of social protection is regularity and accountability in delivery and targeting, something which may be opaque under traditional mechanisms. One participant asked the group to consider groups beyond formal FPOs as critical elements of the social and economic structure of FDCs. A brief discussion on the dichotomy between privatised forests and their role as a public good yielded the example of China’s segregation of forest land into commercial and social areas with differing regulatory frameworks as an example of effectively managing this divergence. 
The fourth group discussed the unique and varied vulnerabilities of FDCs, definitions of forest dependency and non-monetary measures for FDC. The group identified the following unique vulnerabilities of FDCs:  i) the conflict between the public good nature of forests and privatization; ii) lack of compensation for displaced FDCs; iii) forest legislation may favour indigenous communities over vulnerable non-indigenous FDCs. In Peru, not all vulnerable FDCs qualify as indigenous. The group agreed that there is variation in needs and vulnerabilities of FDCs. This is sometimes influenced by their location. For example, in Brazil communities at the periphery of the Amazon forest face deforestation as they reside in an agricultural frontier, unlike communities (hunters and gatherers) residing in the Amazon forest. In addition, communities at the periphery of the Amazon forest face external threats to forest resources and their usage rights are not well defined. Participants suggested the use of indicators that can classify FDCs by degree of forest dependency. For example, households that use charcoal are deemed less dependent than households that use firewood. Participants also agreed that an accurate definition of FDCs and their livelihoods would improve the targeting of social protection programmes. Social protection programmes usually target beneficiaries based on residential location which excludes mobile FDCs such as hunters, gatherers and pastoralists. Fishermen at coastlines may also be forest dependent as they utilize mangroves for several purposes e.g. building their fishing traps, processing fish, fencing, housing and cooking fuel. Concerns were raised about the use of non-monetary poverty indicators when measuring poverty among FDCs. Participants argued that monetary poverty indicators could not accurately measure the poverty of those more dependent on forests, participate in the cash economy. There was a suggestion to use depletion of forest cover as an indicator of poverty for FDCs.
After the parallel sessions, the moderator summarized the key outputs of the session as follows:
1. The political economy of social protection for FDCs is not trivial and as such should not be ignored
2. Multi-dimensional measures of poverty for FDCs may provide better insights than monetary poverty measures. 
3. The differences in the types of FDCs need to be highlighted and the implications of these differences on the design of social protection programmes also need to be elaborated upon in the report. 
4. There are usually power asymmetries among the different actors in the forestry sector. This is crucial and must be discussed when looking at social protection for FDCs. 
5. Forests are a public good but social protection programmes have individual benefits. It might be useful to address the seeming frictions this might create in FDCs. 
[bookmark: _Toc14200134]Chapter 2- Expanding social protection coverage for Forest Dependent Communities
The second session was chaired by a social protection advisor from the World Bank, Guisseppe Zampaglione. Nyasha Tirivayi gave a presentation of a summary of Chapter 2 which explores options for expanding social protection coverage to FDCs. Before the presentation, the chair discussed his reflections on the chapter. He urged the participants to consider the social protection approach for expanding coverage to FDCs. He opined that globally, there is a move towards progressive universalism of social protection and away from categorization of social protection by vulnerable groups.  He recommended that the framework clearly state that the building blocks for expanding social protection coverage among FDCs are public social protection policies, programmes and systems. The chair proposed a dual approach of combining the universalistic approach with additional social protection instruments which specifically address the vulnerabilities of FDCs. Two issues were also raised on the role of FPOs which, the moderator believed, were important to consider. First, informal social protection provided by some FPOs cannot address covariate shocks. Second, the poorest of the poor usually are not able to participate in such voluntary networks. It will, therefore, be important to consider informal social protection only as a complement to formal social protection—a recurring theme in the day’s discussion. The chair also posed several questions for guiding the breakaway group discussions (see Annex 3).
[bookmark: _Toc11396787][bookmark: _Toc14200135]4.1	Plenary Session: Chapter 2
A summary of Chapter two was presented after which there was a plenary discussion.  The importance of “cash-plus” programmes was emphasized. Participants argued that the expansion of social protection coverage should mainly be carried out through formal/government-owned social protection, with FPOs and traditional social protection playing a complementary role. A critical observation of the terminologies used in the report was also made. Authors were cautioned to be mindful of terminologies that present FDCs as passive actors in the provision of social protection programmes. The term “beneficiaries” can be replaced by “participants”. A long discussion ensued on the potential range of conditionality-based programmes possible or currently operational and their relative merits. Notably, participants called for an increase in responsibility among participants in social protection systems. Another participant highlighted that while responsibility was important, not all the blame or responsibility for negative effects can be ascribed to poor communities; much environmental degradation and calamity can be ascribed to large corporations. 
A bone of contention on the notion of “hybrid schemes” was raised by participants, and the nature and purview of any given scheme. The term “hybrid schemes” is currently used to describe social protection or forestry programmes with multiple objectives in the draft framework. Participants were concerned that the term is confusing and vague, and recommended the formulation of another term. Examples were raised such as “cross-sectoral policies”. Participants raised the issue of smaller-budget environmental programmes having social impact objectives foisted upon them, which usually exceeds their budget capacity and meet neither environmental nor social aims nor objectives. 
After the plenary, participates formed three groups for parallel discussions guided by questions formulated by the session chair and the authors (list of questions in Annex 3). After the parallel discussions, each group presented their feedback.
[bookmark: _Toc14200136]4.2	Outputs of group discussions on Chapter 2
In the first group, the approaches for expanding social protection coverage were discussed. It was suggested that FDCs be identified at the national level as a vulnerable group. However, other participants raised the issue of inclusion errors using this approach.  It was, therefore, agreed that at the community level, a second level of targeting can be used to validate the identification of FDCs. 
It was also suggested that perhaps, social protection programmes should be universal but forestry programmes should have poverty alleviation objectives when designed to complement universal social protection programmes. The case study of China offers an example: China has a universal social protection programme. However, there are also social forestry programmes in FDCs which complement the social protection programmes. The group mentioned that in considering the case of China as a potential approach, we must be cognizant of context and regional heterogeneity in the development of social protection systems. In China, FDCs are well identified and social protection is well developed. This is, however, is not the case in most parts of sub-Saharan Africa where social protection is not very well developed. Social assistance programmes are more prevalent and FDCs are mostly excluded. Another suggestion made was the need for inter-sectoral policies and planning for both forestry and social protection. With this, targeting could be used as a progressive way to achieve gradual universalism by first targeting the most vulnerable population. 
The second discussion in the group centred on the role FPOs could or should play in providing social protection in FDCs.  It was emphasized that although the government is the principal actor responsible for social protection coverage,  FPOs could support national social protection programmes by serving as conduits  to FDCs and aiding the  design and implementation of formal programmes e.g. formal social protection programme outreach to FDCs, registration of vulnerable households, identification of beneficiaries and monitoring and evaluation of social protection. FPOs that provide social insurance for their members could also be formalized, regulated and integrated into the national social protection system. They could serve as a starting point for providing social insurance to informal workers in the forestry sector. It was suggested to include in the report whether certain pre-conditions need to be in place for FPOs to be able to complement formal social protection programmes and what these pre-conditions should be. The group also suggested that consideration be given to the role of non-FPO community based institutions in expanding social protection coverage to FDCs. 
The second group focused on the nature of equality and equity and of the utility of transfers to different groups on the development/vulnerability continuum. The role of FDCs was discussed extensively and experiences from various countries brought into the mix. The consensus of the group was that identifying and codifying the existence and vulnerability of FDCs was essential, and that FPOs have a role in this identification process. But that subsequently, in order to formalise the existence of FDCs and to ensure that their claim to their human right to social protection is judiciable and accountable, they must be included in the national social register. The group also discussed the shortcomings of relying on FPOs for expanding social protection coverage to FDCs. Under the social contract approach to social protection, reliance on FPOs for the determination of social protection consist and eligibility and delivery is arbitrary and potentially exclusionary. The meeting’s aim is to ensure coherence at a national level and an inter-sectoral level, and giving sight to other departments of consequences in other realms of policies (for example, the social effects of logging permits and the forestry and environmental consequences of poverty). By putting the onus of social protection on FPOs we divert away from the central purpose of coherence. There needs to be broader oversight which lends itself to government-level actions. Moreover, discussions on illegal or informal work are rendered moot with continued discussions on informality. Social exclusion and exclusion from formal, accountable and judiciable social protection systems contributes to and is a form of poverty. Continued reliance on informal or traditional social protection mechanisms may undermine efforts to include FDCs in a formal (or national) social contract-based approach.  FPOs are also not necessarily agents for democratic change and may perpetuate exclusionary tendencies. FPOs and traditional social protection have a role to play, but in order to be equitable and efficient in a national framework; there is need for data and analysis at national level. 
In the third group, participants chose to focus on Question 2 and 3. The group discussed whether FDCs should be identified as a key vulnerable group by social protection programmes. There was concern that in some contexts, FDCs overlap with other groups such as fishermen and pastoralists so singling FDHs out might not be beneficial. In addition, some groups work illegally (.e.g. illegal mining or panhandling) making it difficult to target them. However, in Kenya, there are distinct and legal groups, identified by Kenya’s forest service, that work the land, so they would benefit from this approach. Participants were concerned that forestry programmes with social protection elements can produce fragmentation and conflict among groups. The group suggested that it is more efficient to search for common ground during targeting where the State targets rural/peri-urban areas and has additional components for vulnerable groups like FDHs.
The group also discussed the role of FPOs in social protection systems. Participants argued that in most countries, FPOs are the sole provider of social protection as public programmes do not exist. FPOs can act as a “middle-man” between beneficiaries and the State. As grassroots organisations, FPOs should be empowered to give greater political voice and representation to FDCs. Some FPOs in Vietnam and Guatemala have large memberships, enhancing their platform and ability to effect political change. The reliance of FPOs should be tempered by concerns of elite capture where state actors co-opt local organisations for the benefit of commercial private interests such as in Vietnam. One participant noted that local village/ward councils (local community grassroots organisations) are usually not involved in producing forest products, and yet they politically represent their communities including the needs of FDHs. Their potential role in helping expand social protection coverage should be included in the framework.
The chair concluded the session by presenting some main takeaways from the session. This included:
1. There is a need to adopt a gradual approach to universalistic social protection beginning from the poorest of the poor. 
2. It was agreed that there should be complementarity between social protection and forestry sectors and multi-sectoral projects are increasingly needed to achieve the SDGs. There, however, shouldn’t be a fixation on what name could best describe these complementary programmes.  
3. FPOs can support public social protection programmes through advocacy, aiding the design and implementation and M&E. However, the role of FPOs should be contextual. It is also good to always keep in mind the limitation of FPOs. 

[bookmark: _Toc14200137]Chapter 3- Why do we need coherence between forestry and social protection?
The third and final session for the first day was chaired by the social protection specialist from the International Labour Organisation (ILO), James Canonge. Nyasha Tirivayi presented a summary of chapter 3, which advocates for building coherence between social protection and forestry and discusses supporting evidence. Before the presentation, the chair discussed his reflections on the chapter which centred on three issues: i) the chapter should discuss the aspect of compensatory coherence, where social protection instruments are used to compensate for the negative social welfare and income effects of forestry programmes e.g. Conversion of Cropland to Forests Programme in China compensates farmers with food and cash transfers for stopping cultivation on sloping land; ii) The chapter needs to discuss the role of social insurance among FDCs. An example is how pension funds can potentially be used to invest in environmental or forest management initiatives; iii) the chapter should discuss the gaps in the evidence reviewed. 
[bookmark: _Toc14200138]5.1	Plenary Session: Chapter 3
After the presentation, the floor was opened to the group for their reflections. Instead of the usual arrangement where participants divided into groups for break-away discussions, the chair decided on a larger plenary discussion relating to Chapter 3 in the interests of keeping time (list of questions in Annex 3). The main comments from the discussion were:
· Compensatory coherence: Promoting the use of social protection instruments in compensating for negative welfare effects of forestry programmes is one way of building coherence. This approach was described by one participant as “low hanging fruit”. 
· Limited effectiveness of forestry programmes with social protection elements:  One participant expressed doubt that forestry programmes with social protection elements are effective and noted that evidence of the impacts of such programmes on poverty is limited e.g. no tangible evidence from the several environmental conditional cash transfers, or pro poor payment for environmental services implemented in Latin America. In addition, forestry programmes usually lack funds for pursuing social impact objectives, unlike social protection programmes which are usually well funded in that regard. The participant surmised that social protection programmes with forest conservation elements are likely to be more effective than forestry programmes with social protection elements.
· Different target populations for forestry and social protection programmes: A participant made the argument that sometimes target populations for forestry programmes are different from the target population of social protection programmes. Sometimes, the poor may not be agents of deforestation, and therefore it might be impossible for certain social protection programmes to have an effective environmental objective. They suggested that focusing on aligned programmes in such a situation might be more beneficial. 
· Stagnant forestry reforms: It was also mentioned that reforms in forestry tend to be stagnant and do not change much over time. Social protection programmes with forestry objectives may therefore be a better alternative in the short run to provide needed evidence to push for forestry reforms. 
· Coherence necessary but not sufficient: A participant strongly opined that coherence between social protection and forestry might be necessary but will not be sufficient to provide the socio-economic and political freedoms for FDCs. He further argued that from a political economy perspective FDCs, due to their characteristic of social and political isolation, may not merit the political attention needed to build coherence. It might, therefore, be difficult to prioritise FDCs for interventions. He called for a more ambitious approach to poverty eradication in FDCs through the creation of purposively designed forestry programmes with the main objective of eventual poverty eradication through development while also offering cushioning via social protection approaches. 
· Livelihoods: The vulnerabilities of the FDCs can be described using the sustainable livelihoods framework. There was a proposal to have one main objective of sustained livelihoods for both forestry and social protection programmes, not dual objectives. 
· Dichotomy between forestry and agriculture needs of FDCs. One participant argued that there can be conflict between agricultural actors/systems and those representing the forestry industry. How does one balance agricultural needs and forestry ambitions? There are farmers that plant trees on their land so we should be open-minded about the dichotomies between FDCs and agriculturalists. Many people opt for agricultural because of better access to markets and more immediate term benefits.
· Promoting access to high value forest products to alleviate poverty: A participant brought to the fore that, FDCs are usually encouraged to utilize non-timber forest products, which sometimes further entrench their poverty. FDCs commonly are not allowed access to timber, which has the highest value. One participant gave an example of how in Kenya, under the Private Forestry Programme, FDCs are encouraged to harvest timber, which can help them graduate from poverty. 
· Goals of social protection: One participant argued that increasing the coverage of social protection is enshrined in the SDGs. Social protection is meant to have a long-term view and it is important to see its objectives from that kind of lens. There was a discussion over what we should focus on as policy-makers: forests or the FDHs themselves. A point was made the focus has to be on the people themselves and their prosperity levels (not just poverty alleviation).
· Example of coherence: Examples from Kenya and China were given to support joint programmes (Kenya) and using economic development to fuel social development through re-investment of commercialized forests in the development of communities (Grain for Green programme, China)

[bookmark: _Toc14200139]Chapter 4- Avenues for building coherence between forestry and social protection
The session was chaired by Mafa Chipeta (former Director of Policy Assistance, FAO).  The second day started with a recap of the previous day’s discussions conducted by Davina Osei.  Some reflections and clarifications were provided after the recap. 
The recap highlighted the following issues:
· Definition of FPOs:  Participants suggested that the framework use a generic term that encompasses community forest associations (who are not FPOs) and community governance institutions
· Role of FPOs: Consensus that FPOs should be integrated into the national social protection system. Suggestion that FPOs have a complementary role in expanding social protection coverage, and the principal mandate belongs to the government. FPOs should aid the design and implementation of government social protection programmes. FPOs that provide social protection should be regulated.
· Role of traditional social protection: participants suggested that the framework should discuss how formal social protection can build upon traditional social protection and how formal social protection may not crowd out traditional social protection. 
· Universalism and equity: Although there is now a shift towards universalism in social protection, targeted social assistance remains vital in some contexts as it fulfils the principle of equity.
· Hybrid schemes:  Suggestion by participants to rename these schemes. One participant suggested the term “multi-sectoral” interventions/schemes

[bookmark: _Toc14200140]6.1	Plenary Session: Chapter 4
After the recap, Nyasha Tirivayi presented a summary on Chapter 4, which proposes avenues for building coherence between the social protection and forestry sectors. An open plenary session followed where participants made comments. 
Key reflections on chapter 4 were:
· Financing coherence between social protection and forestry at administrative level: Participants suggested that donors be encouraged to earmark funds for coherent programmes and climate change funds could also be considered.
· Granular vs general tone of framework: There was also a proposition for chapter 4 to provide step-by-step proposals on how to practically achieve coherence in a granular manner by examining aspects such as payment systems, identification systems and harmonized questionnaires in targeting. This suggestion was however countered by other participants who felt the draft framework should remain a framework with some level of generalisation. 
· Harmonization: Due to proliferation of social protection providers in some contexts, harmonization is vital. One observation was that in remote areas, forestry-based interventions could often be the dominant opportunities for development and social protection – the sector should therefore not shy away from playing a lead role.
· Multiple registries: Although unified singular registries are useful for administrative coherence, it is also possible to have different registries that can be matched with each other especially in cases where beneficiaries of coherent programmes are different.
[bookmark: _Toc14200141]6.2	Break-Away Session: Chapter 4
After the plenary discussion, participants formed three groups and discussed a questions on chapter 4 which they selected from a long list prepared by the chair for guiding the breakaway group discussions (see Annex 3). 
The first group discussed ways for building coherence at the policy level. They recognized the need for a multi-objective policy framework which acknowledges the danger of trade-offs between different objectives and seeks to address them right at the policy level. They advised that bottom-up approaches to forest conservation should be pursued by recognizing the role of FDCs as custodians and actors in the forestry sector. The group emphasized that some communities have certain social institutions that aid in conservation of forests and help communities create sustainable livelihoods. Such social institutions could complement formal governance structures of forests in FDCs to achieve better outcomes. A participant observed that sometimes policy decentralization without proper inter-linkages at different sub-national levels hampers the implementation of these policies. Strong linkages across all levels of policy decentralization should, therefore, be sought. 
The group also discussed the building of coherence at the programme level.  They suggested the development of multi-sectoral working groups to aid in co-ordination across sectors. Evidence should also be gathered of positive impacts of current coherent programmes to feed into policy making for achieving coherence on a larger scale. They also suggested that coherent social protection programmes should include indexed- forest insurance as a social protection instrument for resilience building in FDCs.  They also identified the re-investment of local taxes into FDCs as a potential avenue for financing coherent programmes.  

The second group discussed the implementation of coherence. Participants from various perspectives discussed the pitfalls and opportunities involved in coherence. In particular, participants expressed concern about the ‘direction’ of coherence. There was a degree of uncertainty about the notion of coherence as discussed in both the plenary sessions and the chapters. Nesting social aims with environmental programmes in the name of coherence presented cause for concern; environmental programmes often have inadequate budget allocations to achieve their environmental aims without the additional burden of achieving social impact. Moreover, nesting environmental aims within social programmes may result in the overriding of competing aims and may lack the requisite monitoring and evaluation expertise to assess outcomes. The notion of coherence was therefore re-examined in light of country experience. The silo structure of allocating resources to overlapping geographic areas results in inefficiencies; it was suggested that attention should be paid to determining the nature of the mechanism before deciding what flows through it. Stating objectives within a multi-sectoral spirit from the beginning and benefiting from administrative and practical coherence yet retaining a consistent budget would allow the two departments to pull in the same direction, rather than competing aims which are not considered in the design of the programme which then leads to monitoring and evaluation efforts assessing the damage apposite programmes have done to one another. Assorted country experience was brought to the table of where similar programmes have been designed successfully.  Coordination as well as coherence are required to ensure the multi-sectoral programmes are implemented well. 
The third group discussed building coherence at different levels. At the policy level, participants observed that organization is critical for the representation of FDCs and their specific needs. FDCs should form organisations, then they should have their capacities supported. Participants also identified good leadership (champions) and governance as important for success. It is important to promote the formation of groups and organisations that congregate around addressing their vulnerabilities. Guidelines for stakeholder engagement are important and are key tools/frameworks in programme implementation. For example, in the Tanzanian programme, the Tanzanian Social Action Fund (TASAF), they use the new Environmental Social Framework. This explicit set of rules determine who needs assistance and in what way. Participants identified three important aspects for building coherence at programme level: 
1. In order to offer effective programmes in a crowded development space, the Government should lead coordination. Geographical mapping of current and future activities (who is doing what and why) is an important step. 
2. It is important to know the needs and priorities of FDCs and the synergies that can be created from linking the social protection and forestry sectors.
3. There should be a clear sense of roles and responsibilities of different Government entities (cross-sectoral) to ensure complementarities are used, that people know who is in charge of what and reduce of duplication of activities. It is critical to have one umbrella organisation that will coordinate most activities.
The group also argued that livelihood promotion is important as it enables forest dependent households to move out of programmes in a relevant time frame and reduces the sense of entitlement. There should be a gradual increase in skills, asset-building, and graduation from assistance to establishment of forest/farm enterprises.
[bookmark: _Toc14200142]6.3	Final plenary session for the draft framework sessions
After the group presentations, participants discussed the framework of principles in chapter 4 and made comments on other sections of the report.  
Comments on chapter 4:
· Principle of equity: Community forest associations should be empowered to promote social equity. Alternatively, traditional governance institutions can be effective, although they are usually not democratic and representative as they are typically led by the elderly. Elites also manage community forest associations. Women and youth are also usually excluded from accessing resources. 
· Principle of capacity building:  Agricultural and forestry extension services remain crucial for building capacities at FDC level. 
· Framing of other principles: Empowerment was seen as a better alternative to inclusive growth. 
· Principle of gender equality: Gender equality, sensitivity and empowerment should be part of framework of principles.

General reflections on the draft framework
· Strengthen motivation for building coherence: Why should forestry address poverty alleviation and think of social protection? The framework should provide a stronger motivation and justification. The framework can outline some of the incentives for building coherence. For instance, what are the incentives for forestry programmes to incorporate social protection elements, a pursuit that might not be politically rewarding? 
· When to begin coherence: Coherence should begin at the planning stage, but at this stage there is often distrust among actors. Trust increases as actors adapt and interact.
· Government as principal actor:  Governments are the principal actors, and this should be emphasized in the framework.
· Prioritization of recommendations: A participant also suggested that recommendations provided in the report should be prioritized to reflect the most feasible recommendations that are likely to have the highest impact=. 
· Terminology: The authors were advised to be cautious of the terminologies used to describe the different actors in coherent programmes. For example, the terms “participants” and “partners” can be used instead of “beneficiaries” and “benefactors”. 
· Social protection coverage among FDCs:  This section should be removed from chapter one. 
Name of the document: The group arrived at the consensus that the draft report should not be seen as an operational guide. Participants suggested that a “framework for action” better represented the objectives and content of the document. 
· Participants made the following suggestions for the way forward:
1. Summary report of meeting: A summary report of the meeting should be written and circulated among meeting participants. This report can help guide the revision of the framework. 
2. Reference group: The revised version of the Framework of Action should be circulated among a select-group from the participants. FAO could appoint a reference group composed of meeting participants and internal FAO staff to for this purpose.
3. Policy brief:  A policy brief should be produced. This brief should highlight the problems, analysis, and summarize the implications, options and conclusions from the framework.
4. [bookmark: _GoBack]Country level applications: Actionable steps to try out the proposed coherent programmes and/or the approaches in expanding social protection coverage for FDCs, to integrate social protection in forestry in select countries were also proposed. Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda and China were named as countries for pilot coherent programmes and/or expanding social protection coverage. 
5. Follow up meeting/workshop: In 2021, FAO could convene another meeting to review the country pilots for “building coherence”. 


[bookmark: _Toc14200143]Final Session (Focus on promoting social protection for inclusive forest value chains)
[bookmark: _Toc14200144]7.1	Promoting social protection for inclusive forest value chains
The final session was chaired by Marco Boscolo (FAO) and discussed emerging issues. Qiang Ma gave a presentation on FAO’s planned work in promoting social protection for inclusive and sustainable forest value chains (FVCs). The presentation focused on; the role of different actors in promoting social protection for informal workers in FVCs, how to empower informal workers in FVCs, how to enable the poorest of poor to participate in FVCs, how to better respond to policy changes such as logging bans and its impact on the demand for charcoal, the contribution of e-commerce to FVCs (case study of China), and how to integrate social protection in FVC development. This was followed by three other presentations on ILO’s work on social protection for informal workers (James Canonge, ILO), the Forest-farm facility (Anna Bolin, International Institute for Environment and Development) and e-commerce in China’s FVCs (Chen Xie & Sheng Zhang, Forest Economics Research and Development Centre China). 
[bookmark: _Toc14200145]7.2	Closing remarks
The two-day meeting concluded with a speech from Andrew Taber (FAO), Social Forestry Team Leader, who expressed FAO’s appreciation of the value and contributions of the expert meeting. Participants also expressed their commitment to further support the coherence agenda. Overall, participants showed great enthusiasm on the topic and a desire to push the agenda forward. 
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[bookmark: _Toc14200148]Annex 3: Guiding questions for group discussions
Chapter 1: “What do we know about forest dependent communities, their vulnerabilities, poverty and access to social protection?
Moderator:  Charles Lwanga-Ntale
Poverty and Social Protection Analyst, Uganda 

1. In what ways do the drivers of poverty and vulnerability among FDCs differ from those which drive poverty and vulnerability among non-FDCs? What are the unique or peculiar indicators of these drivers? Why is this important?

2. What barriers still prevent the eradication of poverty and mitigation of vulnerability for FDCs? Why is poverty among FDCs more difficult to address? What explains the very low coverage of SP among the communities?

3.  In what ways can a deepening of poverty and vulnerability be mitigated or reversed for communities that were previously forest-dependent (but have now seen their former forest resources destroyed)? 
4. How do vulnerabilities differ between FDCs and non-FDCs?

5. What barriers prevent poverty eradication among FDCs?

6. Why is poverty difficult to address among FDCs?

7. How can poverty among former FDCs be mitigated?

8. Can you suggest additional examples of poverty estimates of FDCs in additional countries?

9. Are there any alternative measures that you can suggest to estimate the poverty of FDCs given data limitations? Are typical welfare indicators applicable to FDCs? Do we need new measures of welfare, utility and deprivation, multidimensional poverty? 

10. What kind of data is required for these alternative poverty measures? Do you know of any data sources?

11. What other vulnerabilities do FDCs face? In what ways do they overlap and interact with other spheres of vulnerability for FDHs? 

12. Which vulnerabilities should be prioritized?

13. Any suggestions of data sources on poor access and limited rights of FDCs?

14. Can you suggest examples and approaches of social protection schemes designed for FDCs in developing countries?  (see Table 8) Are they offered stand-alone, or in conjunction with a network of other programmes?

15. What additional information can be included in the chapter? Provide sources.

16. Any recent trends or developments relevant to this chapter?


Chapter 2: “Expanding social protection coverage for Forest Dependent Communities”
Moderator: Giusseppe Zampaglione, Advisor, World Bank

1. Policy approach. Social protection policies are increasingly moving away from categorical approaches (disable, orphans, etc.) and are embracing broader approaches centred on poverty criteria for targeting purposes.  If poverty is systematically and structurally higher among FDCs, such broader approach will inevitably target them and relatively more than other communities.   However, Chapter 2 suggests that national social protection policies should have a specific and priority focus on FDCs.  

Wouldn’t the approach suggested in Chapter 2 be a substantial departure from the principals of equity and progressive universalism that inspire modern Social protection policies and safety nets systems?

2. Implementation systems. Chapter 2 discusses some of the building blocks of a Safety nets systems.  There is indeed increasing consensus among experts/practitioners that having a well-designed Safety nets system is the building block for any social protection policy. In non-contributory safety nets—cash transfers in particular - this would include, among others:

a. the registration of households (based on geographic targeting/poverty maps);
b. the selection of households (based on PMT/other criteria and on community validation);
c. the transfer of cash (by direct payment, mobile phone, banking system or other system);
d. the delivery of accompanying measures (Human development/productive measures);
e. the design and activation of grievance mechanisms
f. monitoring and evaluation activities.

All the above requires that a system of institutions, rules, competencies be in place. Wouldn’t the panel agree that the emphasis of the Guiding framework should be on these issues and more broadly in building a system that caters efficiently to poor households, including those living in FDCs?

3. Role of FPOs.  The Guiding Framework devotes significant attention on the positive role that FPOs could play in the design and implementation of a social protection policy in support of FDCs. 

While this approach is relevant, wouldn’t the panel agree that 
a. There are significant differences in the development of FPO between regions of the world (probably more advanced in LAC than in other regions), and that one model doesn’t fit for all?
b. That the role of informal social protection systems (“les tontines” in francophone Africa) should not be overemphasized, since: they usually not include the poorest; they can be affected by governance issues; they cannot replace a fully-fledged national social protection system, for which the international community has a role to play. 
c. FPOs should be part of the national social protection policy and strategy. Arguably as one of the actors of civil society participating to the implementation of a national/government led social protection policy, and not as a direct receiver of international aid?

4. Adaptive social protection (ASP).  Internationally, among both humanitarian and developmental agencies, there is increasing convergence towards the concept of Adaptive Social Protection. A concept that proposes a more structured, sequential, and consequential linkage between humanitarian relief in the aftermath of a crisis (be it climatic, natural, economic, health-related, or due to violence, war or exclusion) and more longer-term developmental objectives.  Technically, this concept materializes in the design of Adaptive Social Protection systems that can expand (and reduce) their coverage or their support (or both) at the onset of a crisis (or when the crisis is over).  At the centre of this design there is a Social registry which includes all poor and vulnerable households.  

Wouldn’t an approach based on the ASP concept and design be relevant to FDCs which are affected by chronic and/or transient poverty, depending on their structural situation and exposure to covariate risks?  


5. What are the other approaches that can be used to expand social protection coverage to FDCs?

6. Can you suggest examples of public social protection schemes that cover FDCs in developing countries? 
· What type of social protection scheme are they? 
· How were the FDCs targeted? What challenges were faced?

7. Can you suggest examples of forest producer organizations that support the implementation of public social protection schemes in developing countries? 
· How do they support public social protection schemes e.g. in design, implementation, M&E? 
· Which actors are involved?
· What evidence exists on their efficacy? In terms of poverty alleviation, social inclusion? 

8. Can you suggest additional examples of hybrid forestry programmes and hybrid social protection schemes? 


Chapter 3: “Why do we need coherence between forestry and social protection?”
Moderator: James Canonge, Technical Officer, ILO

For discussion in Session IV of the “Expert meeting to discuss the draft guiding framework for strengthening coherence between forestry and social protection for forest-dependent communities”

This chapter discusses the mostly positive impacts of social protection and forest programmes on forest-dependent communities (FDCs), as well as where programme objectives may intersect, or even conflict.  It provides evidence of reduced vulnerability and increased income generation, impacts not unique to FDCs, as a result of social protection benefits.  But it also gives examples of where social protection programmes have had positive impacts on forest management, and suggests with ample policy and programme coherence, social protection and forest programmes can help to achieve one another’s aims.

1.  COHERENCE VERSUS ALIGNMENT: To what degree should programme alignment be sought through coherence efforts versus the avoidance of conflict?  

In its conclusion, this chapter says that “clear opportunities [exist] for building linkages,” but identifies challenges to coherence, citing the different objectives of social protection and forest policies that may require trade-offs in targeting choices, for example. “Cash transfers for the poorest and most vulnerable households prioritize equity while most forestry policies prioritize efficiency.”

Should coherence efforts aim to align (and compromise?) social protection and forest programme objectives?  Or rather, should they pursue the creation of coherent but purpose-built programmes with clear forest management or social protection objectives?


2. INCENTIVES AND RESPONSIBILITY: Are poor and vulnerable households within FDCs appropriate targets for programmes that aim to incentivize conservation activities?  

This chapter states that “emerging evidence shows that social protection instruments can both aid forest conservation goals and build resilience among FDCs.”  It suggests that poor and vulnerable FDHs are reasonably identified environmental stewards.  Meanwhile, many of the resilience benefits cited for FDCs of sustainably managed forests (e.g., source of income, climate buffer and increased biodiversity) are largely externalized; the bulk may in fact be enjoyed (and captured) by many non-poor, non-vulnerable in and outside of FDCs.  

Is it reasonable to condition the payment of social protection benefits to poor and vulnerable FDHs on the performance of conservation activities?  Among whom should behavioural change be sought to promote sustainable forests?  Do poor and vulnerable FDHs make for the most effective environmental stewards, or simply the most affordable ones (behavioural change sought at lowest cost)?

3.  COMPENSATORY COHERENCE:  Could coherence take the form of compensation whereby social protection instruments are used when designing/implementing forest conservation initiatives with negative welfare impacts?

The chapter notes a number of “unintended consequences” of social protection programmes, including negative impacts on forest resources as social protection beneficiaries become less poor.  It also cites negative impacts on livelihoods of some forest policies.  “Protected areas, afforestation and reforestation policies restrict the use of land … reducing incomes and food security.”

Could twinning unconditional cash transfer programmes with forest conservation initiatives through a compensation approach—thereby acknowledging the potential welfare impacts of a forest policy—foster a greater sense of equity but also promote buy-in and compliance among affected FDCs?  Or does this present sustainable forest management in an overly simplistic way, a zero-sum game in which what is good for forests is bad for livelihoods and vice versa?

4. CONTRIBUTORY SOCIAL PROTECTION: What role is there, if any, for contributory social protection in the Framework?

Scant mention is made of contributory social protection within the Framework with no real relevance identified for either the promotion of sustainable forest management or providing income security.  “By design, contributory schemes exclude the poorest and most vulnerable populations.”  Although not stated in the example, we might imagine contributory social protection mechanisms, like the mutual fund for women working in the shea butter industry in Burkina Faso, to serve as buffers against shocks as alternatives to coping mechanisms that would have negative impacts on forests.  Meanwhile, pension funds, even those in countries with limited coverage, often manage considerable investment portfolios, and yet pension funds asset allocations to such green investments remains low.

1. Access to state-organized social insurance programmes is no doubt limited by schemes poorly suited to lower, irregular incomes earned through informal economic activity.  What adaptations might be needed to increase participation in social insurance programmes (even among non-poor, non-vulnerable FDHs) in FDCs?

2. Internationally, pension funds manage some USD 28 trillion in assets.  What role could green impact investment portfolios of public and private occupational pension funds play in promoting sustainable forest management? 



5. What other justification is there for promoting coherence between social protection and forestry sectors?

6. In what other ways can social protection promote sustainable forestry? Any examples?


Chapter 4: “Avenues for building coherence between forestry and social protection?”
Moderator: Mafa Chipeta
Former Director of Policy Assistance Division, FAO

The organizers have highlighted as Focus topics (a) the framework of principles, and (b) coherence at policy, programmatic and administrative levels. It is proposed that the groups also look at how the ambition can go beyond mere coherence between forestry and social protection to a situation where forestry programmes are deliberately designed to contribute to social protection, apart from their other developmental and social intentions.

Beyond mere coherence?
1. Social protection is often carried out to enable FDC beneficiaries exercise their rights to one or other benefit or capacity to enjoy better livelihoods. How can interventions to make people become more economically productive (including though commercial forestry value-chain activities) also aid social protection ambitions?

2. What forestry policy and strategy features can increase the capacity of sector interventions to increase social protection and how can they be deliberately designed in rather than being a side-effect?

3. How can forestry interventions be so designed as to assist social protection that goes beyond survival and mild comfort? – even to the point of prosperity?

4. To enable FDC beneficiaries play a more interactive role with their benefactors, what “prior informed state” interventions are needed so they can place social protection in context of what could be their fuller developmental ambitions?

Framework of principles
5. What responsibilities can accompany FDC rights in social protection based on forestry?

Social equity: 
6. Given asymmetry in knowledge and power between the benefactors and FDC beneficiaries, how best can FDC players be enabled to participate most effectively in decision-making, in deciding the sharing of benefits and allowing the most energetic in society to be rewarded for effort?

Inclusive growth: 
7. What capacities in the community should be most supported to develop for inclusive growth to be more easily achievable and sustainable?

8. What community governance failings should be most actively discouraged?

9. How can room for the especially talented or otherwise able to make faster progress be protected?

Participatory approach: 
10. As above – “Given asymmetry in knowledge and power between the benefactors and FDC beneficiaries, how best can FDC players be enabled to participate most effectively in decision-making, in deciding the sharing of benefits?”

11. What forms of information and public briefing are most essential to support effective participation in conceptualising and managing interventions but also for practical action?

Capacity building: 
12. What forms of capacity strengthening are needed for the FDC beneficiaries and for the benefactor organisations for effective forest-based social protection?

Coherence at policy, programmatic and administrative levels

General:
13. What could be specifically forestry-related dimensions in securing the political will, policy frameworks, and institutional, human and financial capacities for ensuring its coherence with social protection?

14. How/through what channels can the concerns of relatively marginalized FDC people best influence the above?

Programmatic:
15. Many sectors are trying to be involved in social protection – which sectors should forestry-based social protection link up best with?

16. What implementation approaches /vehicles are the most promising for delivering social protection interventions based on forestry?

17. What information underpinnings are most important for coordination between benefactors and FDC beneficiaries and among programmes from diverse interveners?

18. How best are governments at central and lower levels best coordinated in forestry and how can they work better with non-governmental actors?

Financial:
19. Where the forest resources in a given FDC location are rich, how can revenues from industry be used beyond social protection for consumption to also support investment by/for the community in productive activities?

20. How can communities, especially in Africa be weaned from perpetual sense of entitlement to being “on pensions” from charitable external sources?

21. How can synergy be ensured among funding packages under many projects and programmes?
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