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Evaluation Aims and Process 

The final evaluation of the Growing Forest Partnerships (GFP) was commissioned by the Catalytic 
Group (CG), administered by IIED and conducted during the first half of 2012 by Acacia Natural 
Resource Consultants Ltd. It covered the four-year period of GFP preparation and implementation 
from 2008 to 2012. The evaluation sought to:  

 assess the partnership results created or fostered by the GFP 

 assess the partnership processes through which these results were delivered 

 distil lessons from the partnerships for the proposed Forest Partnership Facility (FPF) 

 make recommendations on opportunities, constraints and recommendations for the FPF. 

The evaluation was based on literature review, consultations with implementing agencies and 
partner organisations, and visits to three GFP operating countries (Ghana, Guatemala and Liberia). 

The Genesis of the GFP Initiative 

During 2007 and 2008, the World Bank was facing increasing criticism regarding the administration 
of external partnerships within its forestry programme. Voices were being raised over ‘privileged 
partnerships’ that had developed with selected international conservation NGOs. There was also 
disquiet over the proliferation of Bank-administered Trust Funds supporting forest sector 
programmes, each with separate governance structures and demonstrating few linkages. 

In response to these criticisms, the Bank launched a global consultation to solicit ideas for the 
direction of any future forest alliance programme. IIED was requested to oversee this global 
consultation. The report of the consultative process represented an ambitious and radical call to 
action regarding the way in which global forest investments are made and, critically, how 
marginalised voices are included in decision-making processes relating to forests at all levels. It 
called for country-level, nationally-owned, participatory processes to explore the underlying causes 
of weak forest governance, and to recommend ways in which policies, laws and institutions can 
function more effectively.  

The report’s proposals were felt by some Bank staff to be too ambitious, while others felt that 
achieving the shift in approach that was called for by the consultation would take time, with 
national level and intergovernmental stakeholders adopting different ways of working. 
Consequently, it was decided that a more modest approach through the piloting of country-level 
initiatives in three to five countries would be appropriate. Given their involvement in the 
consultation process and solid reputations within the sector, IIED and IUCN were invited to explore 
how this more focused initiative might be developed. FAO was later also invited to participate. 
Discussions between the four organisations resulted in the design and implementation of the 
Growing Forest Partnership initiative.  

The GFP Initiative 

The Objective of GFP was that “Forest rights holders and stakeholders have access to increased 
levels of support in their efforts to secure livelihoods and maintain ecosystem services”. This 
objective was to be achieved through five result areas which facilitated the involvement of 
marginalised groups in decision-making processes; accessed additional financing for forest rights 
holders; bridged the gap between national and international level forest governance processes; and 
improved co-ordination of international agencies in-country.  

GFP activities started at the beginning of 2009 in Ghana, Guatemala and Mozambique. Liberia and 
Nepal joined as core countries in 2010 and GFP expanded further in late 2010 through lesson-
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learning exchanges in Burkina Faso, Laos and Peru. At the level of the five focal countries, teams of 
national actors co-ordinated the initiative, supported by one or more of the international partners. 
GFP adopted an ‘open-space’ approach, declining to place hard boundaries on the process and 
expected outcomes, and allowing country-led processes to develop and mature independently. 

At the international level, GFP supported a dialogue process around the theme of Investing in 
Locally Controlled Forestry (ILCF) through The Forests Dialogue secretariat, based at Yale University. 
Additional support was provided internationally to a partnership of three ‘Rights-Holders Groups’ 
(known collectively as the G3) who represented family forestry, community forestry and indigenous 
people’s interests. 

GFP was co-ordinated operationally by the Catalytic Group, composed of individuals drawn from 
the three implementing organisations and the World Bank, as funding agency. A second institution, 
the Reference Group, was established to provide strategic direction. 

Assessment of Partnership Results 

Given the open-ended and non-prescriptive nature of the GFP and the relatively short 
implementation period, it is inevitable that results differed significantly across the countries 
supported in terms of quality, impact and potential for sustainability. In each country, a 
participatory process was first undertaken to identify needs and priorities from lower level 
stakeholders and forest users. These ‘people’s diagnostics’ generally included an assessment of gaps 
in the support being provided to the forest sector through national and international agencies. In the 
design of the national GFP programmes, some countries (Guatemala, and to some degree Ghana and 
Liberia) then chose to pursue a ‘process-based approach’, by creating or strengthening institutional 
frameworks for dialogue between government and non-state actors, emphasising the inclusion of 
previously marginalised voices. Others adopted an ‘issue-based’ approach, supporting dialogue or 
policy research around specific themes such as recognising and regulating small-scale timber 
production (Liberia), forest tenure and benefit sharing (Ghana) or pro-poor forestry (Nepal), with a 
view to changing policies or laws. Other countries (Mozambique and Guatemala) undertook field-
based activities to test or demonstrate specific approaches, in order to inform policy. Some 
countries (Liberia and Guatemala) argued that a core GFP focus should be capacity development, 
given that an absence of capacity within government and among forest stakeholders would make 
informed and equitable partnerships impossible. 

The bottom-up and flexible nature of the country processes meant that defining clear indicators 
and assessing the impact of GFP-supported activities within and between countries was 
immensely challenging. This problem was exacerbated by the fact that consensus on the GFP Theory 
of Change among implementing partners evolved over time, and the guidance provided to 
participating countries was therefore not consistent. A lessons learned process that could potentially 
capture some of the diversity and complexity of the country-level experiences is under 
development, but has come too late in the project cycle to have a decisive impact 

At country level, the main success of the initiative was in engaging new - and in many cases 
marginalised - voices within forest dialogue processes, and in helping to achieve a consensus or 
shared vision going forward. GFP acted as a convenor, helping bring together divergent and often 
conflicting interests and provide space for voices that were hitherto not heard within national forest 
debates. This often resulted in direct impacts related to changes in national policy or legal processes. 
This included revisions to the Ghana Forest Policy, chainsaw regulations in Liberia, stalling proposed 
amendments to the Forest Act in Nepal (widely seen as a retrogressive step likely to curtail 
community rights) and a law in Guatemala providing financial incentives for afforestation and 
conservation (PINPEP). In some countries the multi-stakeholder processes were one-off attempts to 
convene a wide variety of interests (such as the ‘peoples diagnostics’ in Ghana, Mozambique or 
Nepal), while in other cases, there was a more deliberate attempt to build and strengthen more 
enduring structures (such as the Alianza in Guatemala and forest forums in Ghana and Liberia) from 
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which future dialogues can be built, and impacts realised.  GFP has been less successful in linking 
dialogues at the national level with international processes supported by GFP and others, although 
country team members from all of the countries (except Liberia) participated in at least one of the 
dialogues on Investing in Locally Controlled Forestry.  

At international level, GFP supported a process of dialogue around the theme of ILCF through The 
Forests Dialogue secretariat. This process facilitated 11 workshops in nine countries and engaged 
with several hundred people from a wide variety of backgrounds, contexts and interest groups. The 
depth of discussion meant that a broad initial idea was translated into a detailed concept and 
subjected to an unusually high level of scrutiny, reflection and review. The outputs of the ILCF 
process are currently being summarised in an ILCF Investment Guide and in a TFD review of the 11 
dialogues, which promise to be extremely useful products. A major effort to raise awareness about 
ILCF was made at a range of meetings including the World Forestry Congress in Buenos Aires, annual 
COFO meetings, the commonwealth Forestry Conference in Edinburgh, and most recently at Rio+20 
where a special pocket book on ILCF was produced and where lead organisers of the G3 spoke at a 
range of events. The proposal to ‘invest in locally controlled forestry’ was voted as the 4th most 
relevant Rio+20 forest proposal by around 10,000 voters. 

Additional support was provided at international level to the partnership of three “rights-holders 
groups” (the ‘G3’) who represent farm forestry, community forestry and indigenous people’s 
interests. GFP facilitated the development of a shared vision and common ground between the 
three groups, and helped them to communicate their message at international forums and through 
other media. The G3 represents an important collective voice of local forest stakeholders, and has 
managed to create and raise its profile during the three years of support provided by GFP. However, 
without sustained support, the future of the alliance is uncertain, although at the Rio+20 meeting 
the G3 finalised a fundraising proposal that has been submitted to the Programme for the 
Endorsement of Forest Certification (PEFC) and to the FAO 

Assessment of Partnership Processes 

GFP was steered and co-ordinated by a small and effective group of implementing agencies, the 
Catalytic Group, which proved appropriate for the initiative’s scale, budget and duration. The 
Reference Group, on the other hand, appears to have been created with insufficient thought given 
to composition, role, relation to the CG or evolution, particularly when it became apparent that the 
GFP was not to be the truly global initiative originally conceived.  

Inflexible funding arrangements, together with burdensome financial, administrative and 
reporting requirements, generated significant work for both funding and implementing partners, 
and created unnecessary pressures on country teams to spend funds towards the end of each 
financial year. While this was to some degree contradictory to the bottom-up and locally-led nature 
of the initiative, it does not appear to have hampered significantly the ability of implementing 
agencies to achieve outcomes and results. 

The division of labour in supporting the country teams between the three implementing partners 
(and in particular FAO and IUCN) was difficult to discern despite the additional costs incurred. At 
international level the respective roles were much clearer, however, with IIED taking the lead on 
communication, M&E and quality assurance, and IUCN responsible for delivering the G3 and ILCF 
components. 

GFP deliberately provided minimum steerage to national level processes, in the expectation of 
locally adapted and country-led processes emerging. This delivered a great diversity and richness of 
experiences across the five countries. However, in the absence of a clear concept of the identity, 
theory of change or outer limits of GFP in its early stages, it proved hard to monitor progress or 
impacts. Impact monitoring was largely dropped in 2010 and the focus was shifted to activity 
monitoring. While this provides a useful narrative across the life of the initiative, the lack of a 
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systematic review of impacts, experiences or lessons learned has meant that the richness and 
diversity of experiences, lessons and outcomes have yet to be adequately reviewed and analysed.  

GFP’s communication work was innovative, generally of high quality and represented an 
important aspect of the programme. At the international level, it communicated important aspects 
of the programme through a diversity of media as well as building capacity through a highly 
innovative journalist training programme. Communication experiences at national level were 
meanwhile somewhat mixed, due to limited skills and demand for communication within in-country 
teams. 

As a result of the lessons and learning generated by GFP, all members of the Catalytic Group have 
supported the development of specific programmatic responses to the GFP outcomes. With a 
combined budget of US$ 100 million (of which half – supported by Climate Investment Fund’s Forest 
Investment Programme – has been approved), this represents a major achievement and a lasting 
legacy of the GFP initiative.  

Assessment of Relevance 

The aims and objectives of GFP are as relevant today as they were when the initiative was 
launched in 2009. The continuing prominence of REDD+ across many countries in the South, coupled 
with the increasing complexity and proliferation of different bilateral and multi-lateral initiatives, 
requires active engagement from representatives from forest-dependent communities if potential 
benefits are to be captured and negative impacts avoided. Increased interest in public partnerships, 
social enterprises and alternative models of private sector engagement is also beginning to take root 
in forest-rich countries such as Brazil, DR Congo and Indonesia, and opportunities for engagement in 
these processes is rising steadily. The flexibility accorded by GFP to national teams meant that in 
countries such as Guatemala, individual country teams were able to tailor programmatic responses 
to these emerging country-level opportunities, as well as provide opportunities for community 
voices to engage with and shape policy outcomes.  

Assessment of Effectiveness 

At the national level, effectiveness of GFP interventions varied considerably. In some countries, 
GFP support was highly effective in leveraging additional financing, modifying and improving policy 
processes, strengthening governance arrangements and building local capacity to engage. In other 
countries, however, the process was less even, with progress achieved in convening multi-
stakeholder platforms and identifying common themes, but less in achieving real policy or legal 
reforms. At the international level, GFP succeeded in identifying and clarifying a core concept 
around which future activities can be built and resources marshalled (ILCF), as well as launching an 
‘alliance of alliances’ that has the potential to develop as an important voice in future discussions 
around forest rights and access. Identifying the degree of effectiveness is hampered by the lack of 
clarity (and differing local interpretations) over the exact nature, outcomes and end points of the 
GFP initiative, and whether these were to be defined in terms of processes (coalitions, alliances, 
platforms, policy changes, access to financing) or more tangible results such as sustainably managed 
forests and improved livelihoods.  

Assessment of Efficiency 

While generating additional transaction costs in terms decision-making, planning and 
implementation, the four-way partnership of World Bank, IUCN, FAO and IIED resulted in 
significant downstream benefits, in terms of changing priorities and actions of CG members, not 
least the plans to support the DGM of the FIP and the FFF that evolved from the NFP Facility. 
Efficiency of implementation was undermined by two key considerations. Firstly, the administrative 
and financial management arrangements under the Development Grant Facility of the World Bank 
resulted in increased transaction costs and reduced efficiency at country level. This was due to the 
continuous cycle of budget (and workplan) reviews and subsequent revision, the need to develop 
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annual agreements and sub-agreements, and a lack of continuity between annual budget periods, 
which limited multi-year planning. However, efficiency was also reduced by the complex systems 
established by the initiative at national level, with up to three different sets of funding and the 
separate reporting requirements and procedures that this created. In one case (Guatemala), this 
resulted in country teams being required to produce reports (in different formats and for different 
funding periods) for six different users at the country level and internationally.  

Assessment of Sustainability 

At the country level, GFP initiated a wealth of local and national level processes. Some of these 
were time-bound, with a clearly defined goal of feeding into a specific process, such as a policy or 
legal formulation process. Other activities, however, were developed with a longer view in mind, 
such as the development of coalitions or platforms from which further processes could be launched. 
This included the G3 at the international level, and in-country developments such as the Alianza in 
Guatemala and forest forums in Ghana and Liberia. Without the injection of additional funds and 
technical support, the long-term sustainability of these structures seems uncertain.  

There are signs that in some of these cases, plans have been made for a transition from GFP to 
other forms of support. In the case of the Alianza, significant discussions within the coalition 
indicate a willingness and commitment to continue to engage in external processes with or without 
external funding. In other cases (such as the forest forums in Ghana and Liberia) the future without 
GFP or NFP appears uncertain, but it is likely that future sources of funding can be found from which 
sustained assistance can be provided – possibly through the proposed FFF currently being 
developed. 

At the international level, the ILCF is already finding its way into emerging programme level 
activities supported by the World Bank and FAO. IUCN has identified ILCF as a core strategy of its 
global forest programme during the next inter-sessional period. As indicated in the evaluation 
recommendations, it will be important to communicate the ILCF concept beyond the organisations 
directly involved in its development, if a wider impact and sustainability is to be assured.  

Recommendations 

Clarifying and communicating the theory of change at an early stage. The overall theory of change 
and anticipated outcomes of GFP were nebulous and interpreted differently across the partnership. 
In order to capitalise upon the experiences of GFP in the future, it will be necessary to refine the GFP 
concept, link ILCF with country level experiences and communicate this coherently in future 
initiatives of this kind. 

Defining the added value of international partnerships. In future initiatives of this kind it will be 
critical to communicate clearly the added value of international partnerships and the roles and 
contributions of each partner, as well as streamlining support in ways that minimise administrative 
responsibilities for national and international implementers.  

Assessing and attributing impact. When undertaking future initiatives of this kind, expertise should 
be made available to country teams to clarify a coherent set of expected outcomes, to develop the 
theory of change and to establish systems necessary with which to track achievements against goals. 
Furthermore, systems are needed to capture impacts across and between participating country 
processes, so that the overall impact of the programme can be ascertained. 

Undertaking a systematic review of lessons learned across the GFP initiative. GFP has generated a 
wealth of results, which vary markedly from country to country. However, in the absence of an 
established M&E system, it is not possible to define what these are at present. As such, it is 
recommended that a systematic process of identifying key experiences and lessons learned from the 
GFP process is undertaken. This may require additional funding from the World Bank.  
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Learning and disseminating lessons between countries. Other than through regional exchange-visits 
organised by GFP, opportunities for country-to-country learning and exchange within GFP were 
limited, despite the potential benefits that such a process could have engendered. In future 
initiatives of this kind, a process should be established to foster the sharing of experiences and 
lessons between country teams. This could take the form of cross-visits or regional / global meetings 
where common themes are explored and compared. 

Supporting partnerships mobilising around the ILCF Concept. The ILCF is an exciting and innovative 
concept that brings together many different themes around a unifying framework. As such further 
support should be provided across various initiatives supported by the GFP partners in the future.  

Applying flexibility to anchoring and convening national level processes. Experience of GFP (as well 
as the National Forest Program Facility) have pointed to the real benefits that anchoring such 
processes within government forest agencies can bring. However, GFP experiences also highlight 
some of the risks, including a perceived domination by government and a lack of balance from other 
potential participants such as civil society and the private sector. Given the variation in context 
between countries, a flexible approach to anchoring is recommended that takes account of local 
conditions and perceptions. 

Communicating the outcomes of the ILCF process. Now that the Forests Dialogue outputs are being 
prepared and published, it will be necessary to develop a coherent communication strategy to 
disseminate the valuable results of the ILCF process beyond those organisations directly involved in 
implementation.  

Thinking through representation in programme governance mechanisms. Future governance 
arrangements for international forestry programmes should take account of the GFP experiences 
and those of other programmes (such as FIP, FCPF, UN-REDD and others), as well as the role and 
mandate of decision-making at different levels; how southern interests can be solicited and 
included; and how the role of implementing agencies and partners can be fostered without any 
potential for conflict of interest.  

Linking national and international processes. In the process of designing and establishing the Forest 
and Farm Facility (FFF) and Dedicated Grant Mechanism (DGM), it will be important to consider how 
- from an early stage - national and international processes can be linked and mutually reinforcing, 
perhaps by introducing requirements that any international support must demonstrate downward 
linkages to emerging country level processes.  
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1.1 Aims and objectives of evaluation 

This evaluation of the Growing Forests Partnerships (GFP) initiative was conducted intermittently 
during the first half of 2012. It was commissioned by the Catalytic Group (CG) of the GFP and was 
administered by IIED. It was conducted by Tom Blomley of Acacia Natural Resource Consultants Ltd. 
(UK) and covered the four-year period of GFP preparation and implementation, from July 2008 to 
June 2012. 

The evaluation was designed to serve two main purposes: First, it was expected to provide an 
overview and assessment of progress, achievements, and outputs (with specific regard to the 
creation and fostering of national and international partnerships). Second, it was expected to 
identify and extract key lessons for the design of future initiatives of this kind. It was therefore both 
backward-looking (assessing performance) and forward-looking (deriving lessons for the future). The 
ToRs for the evaluation (reinforced by subsequent discussions between the consultant and CG 
members) indicated that one of the underlying rationales of the final evaluation was to extract 
learning and lessons that could be usefully incorporated into future programming initiatives being 
developed by the CG members. This is reflected in the objectives of the evaluation, as presented in 
the Terms of Reference (ToR): 

a) To assess GFP’s success in catalysing new partnerships and supporting/strengthening existing 
ones through which forest rights holders have access to increased levels of support in their 
efforts to secure livelihoods and maintain ecosystem services. 

b) To distil lessons regarding the key factors that have led to success (or failure) of these 
partnerships, in order to inform best practice in the follow-on Forest Partnerships Facility.  

The ToR define four specific tasks for the evaluation, namely: 

 to assess the partnership results created or fostered by GFP 

 to assess the partnership processes through which these results were delivered by GFP 

 to distil lessons from the above partnerships that will be of use in the operationalisation of the 
proposed Forest Partnership Facility 

 based upon the above, to make recommendations, with a particular focus on opportunities, 
constraints and recommendations for the Forest Partnerships Facility (FPF). 

1.2 Evaluation methodology and approach  

The evaluation employed a range of approaches for addressing the four defined tasks: 

1 Literature review: The programme produced an extensive range of publications, which were 
reviewed in detail. They include:  

 core programme documents (framework document, monitoring plan, progress reports, 
meeting reports) 

 strategic and planning documents (that define and clarify the overall approach of the 
programme, its anticipated impacts and theory of change) 

 communication documents 

 broader literature on forest partnerships and lessons learned to date beyond GFP 

 the findings, conclusions and recommendations of the mid term review of the GFP, as well 
as the management response provided by implementing agencies 
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2 Interviews with Catalytic Group and Reference Group members. Visits were made by the 
consultant to Edinburgh, Rome, Gland and Washington, DC to meet key staff within IIED, FAO, 
IUCN and the World Bank involved with overseeing or implementing GFP. Telephone or Skype 
interviews were also held with members of the RG. 

3 Country visits: Country visits to Guatemala, Liberia and Ghana provided the opportunity for:  

 interviews with community networks and coalitions of community interests 

 consultations with community members, where feasible within the time available 

 interviews with stakeholders from government, private sector and civil society involved in 
advocacy and voice activities within the forest sector, and directly involved with GFP 

 visits to other (non-GFP) initiatives supporting partnerships and voice. 

4 Interviews with members of the ‘Three Rights-Holder Group’ (G3) and the convenors of The 
Forests Dialogue. This included representatives of the International Family Forest Alliance and 
the Global Alliance of Community Forestry, as well as staff from Yale University 

5 Interviews with resource persons / subject matter specialists within the forest sector. In 
particular, persons involved in similar processes or country contexts were consulted, but who 
were not directly involved in the implementation of GFP 

6 Interviews with persons consulted during the global consultation undertaken prior to the 
development of the GFP. This included staff at IIED and the World Bank.  

7 Presentation of draft report findings, conclusions and recommendations. The findings and 
recommendations of the draft report were presented to Catalytic Group members in London in 
early July 2012, and the draft report circulated to CG members and country teams. Comments 
were received back from all CG members and field teams, and these were incorporated, where 
possible, into the final report, presented below.  

Annex 1 provides the TOR for the assignment, Annex 2 lists persons consulted, met or interviewed, 
Annex 3 summarises documents reviewed and Annexes 4.1-4.3 present key findings and conclusions 
from the three country visits in the form of short trip reports.  
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2.1 Origin and development of GFP 

The origins of the GFP can be traced to developments within the World Bank between 2007 and 
2008. At this time, criticisms were being levelled (both internally and externally) regarding privileged 
partnerships’ that had developed between the Bank and selected international conservation NGOs 
with a presence in the Washington, DC area. This included the Forest Alliance Programme of the 
Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF) which was seen by some staff as too removed from Bank country 
programmes and failing to add significant value to the Bank’s forest programme overall. Other staff 
were expressing increasing disquiet over the proliferation of Bank-administered Trust Funds 
supporting forest sector programmes, such as the multi-donor Program for Forests (PROFOR), the 
Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) and Forest Law Enforcement and Governance (FLEG) 
Initiative, each of which had separate governance structures and few linkages across and between 
them. A proposal was mooted within the Bank for an initiative that would merge these Trust Funds 
into a common framework under a unified management structure (variously called the Global Forest 
Partnership or Global Forest Alliance), with a view to reducing transaction costs, improving co-
ordination and fostering closer alignment to World Bank goals and operations1.2 For a variety of 
reasons this ambitious proposal met with resistance, not only within the World Bank, but also from 
donors supporting individual Trust Fund instruments, who feared a dilution of focus and effort. 
Additional resistance was met from conservation NGOs who felt that an important source of funding 
might be placed at risk as a result of World Bank programme reforms.  

In response to these criticisms, the World Bank proposed a global consultation to solicit views and 
feedback on the Global Forest Partnership, and the most suitable direction for any future forest 
alliance programme. There was at the same time a need to validate the emerging consensus on the 
importance of developing multi-level partnerships at national and international levels. 

IIED was approached by the Bank in 2007 to lead the global consultation and this was financed 
through the Development Grant Facility (DGF), which operates independently of technical or 
operational staff and reports directly to the World Bank Board. The Bank’s expectations, as defined 
in the terms of its grant to IIED, were that IIED would ‘initiate and steer a process of articulating and 
discussing the Global Forest Partnership’s objectives and approach with representative stakeholders. 
In doing so, explore and strengthen GFP’s global strategy and targets, and inform the design of – and 
decisions on – GFP’s eventual activities, governance and management structure’3. IIED went to 
significant lengths to ensure wide coverage and vigour. This included:  

 multiple consultation channels (including in-country teams and an Indigenous Peoples team, 
web-based interactive survey, interviews, international meetings, and links with key journals) 

 consultation documents and inputs elicited in English, French, Spanish, Portuguese, Russian and 
Chinese, resulting in over 600 responses 

 a feedback process to all those consulted half way through with initial findings to elicit their 
further reaction 

 the grouping and analysis of findings by country, by stakeholder group and by survey question 

                                                           
1
 World Bank, 2007. Global Forest Partnership. A partnership proposal in the conservation and sustainable use 

of the world’s forests 
2
 World Bank. 2007. Global Forest Alliance Proposal for a Comprehensive Partnership Approach to 

Conservation and Sustainable Use of the World’s Forests 
3
 IIED. 2008. Towards a Global Forest Partnership: Consultation, assessment and recommendations. 

International Institute for Environment and Development, London, UK 
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An ‘Exploratory Committee’ was formed to oversee support the consultation process, and was 
chaired (in a personal capacity – as with other committee members) by a representative from IUCN. 
The committee was charged with quality assurance as well as providing input to the World Bank on 
the process for taking the findings and recommendations of the consultation forward. The 
consultation took place during 2007 and 2008 and resulted in the publication of a synthesis report4.  

The report represented an ambitious and radical call to action regarding how global forest 
investments are made and critically, how marginalised voices can be included in decision-making 
processes relating to forests at all levels. It called for country-level, nationally-owned, participatory 
processes that would explore the underlying causes of weak forest governance and recommend 
ways in which policies, laws and institutions can function more effectively. 

At the time IIED was preparing the report, developments at the Bali UNFCC COP meeting raised the 
possibility of a huge increase in funding to the forest sector through support to REDD. Coming as 
they did towards the conclusion of the global consultation, these developments could have 
significantly distorted the findings and outcomes of the whole process. In actual fact, the spectre of 
huge inflows of REDD financing to weak and under-resourced governments reinforced the urgency 
and importance of the recommendations presented in the consultation document. If huge volumes 
of financing to REDD were to be directed at developing countries, it was even more important that 
hitherto marginalised voices were given the opportunity to engage in decisions relating to how and 
where these funds would be used, and that REDD did not threaten prevailing forest access or tenure 
regimes. 

The consultation report, although generally well received within the Bank, was felt by some staff to 
be too ambitious and unrealistic. Others within the Bank felt that achieving a shift in approach that 
was called for by the consultation would take time, with national level and intergovernmental 
stakeholders adopting different ways of working. As such, a more incremental approach was 
needed. Rather than launching a large and ambitious initiative, the Bank initiated discussions in late 
2008 with the Exploratory Committee on a more modest approach that would pilot grounded, 
country-level initiatives in three to five countries. Given their involvement in the consultation 
process and solid reputation within the forest sector, IIED and IUCN were invited to explore how this 
more focused initiative might be developed. FAO was later invited by the Bank to participate in these 
discussions, in large part due to the presence of the National Forest Programme (NFP) Facility5, 
which was working on related issues in almost 70 countries. Given the shift in approach from a 
global programme to something rather more modest in scope, (as well as changing perceptions of 
the goal of the initiative following the global consultation exercise), IIED proposed renaming the 
initiative ‘Growing Forest Partnerships’ as a way of maintaining a consistent acronym.  

In early 2009, it was agreed that the GFP initiative would be funded through the DGF to the tune of 
US$ 15 million over a period of 3 years. For the DGF, generally accustomed to funding programmes 
of around US$ 5-7 million, this constituted one of its largest grants. In terms of their goals, GFP and 
DGF represented a good match, given that the DGF was established to: 

 encourage innovation through provision of seed money and support for cutting edge approaches 

 catalyse partnerships through convening and building coalitions, and raising funds 

                                                           
4
 Ibid 

 
5
 The NFP Facility is not formally part of the FAO, but is a multi-donor initiative, managed by FAO and overseen 

by an independent steering committee 
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 broaden Bank services and increase the effectiveness of country programs and projects6. 

One of the key requirements for DGF funding eligibility is that projects should “provide significant 
leverage for generating financial support from other donors”7. Implicit within this is that funding 
support is for three year periods with no possibility of follow-on. As discussed later in this 
evaluation, leverage of future funding opportunities both within and outside the World Bank has 
been one of the strongest achievements of the GFP process to date. 

As part of the overall grant, US$ 640,000 was allocated by the DGF to support a parallel, global 
initiative based around strengthening ‘rights-holder’ groups and facilitating a dialogue through The 
Forests Dialogue (TFD) around the theme of Investing in Locally Controlled Forestry (ILCF). IUCN was 
requested to co-ordinate this component. 

  

                                                           
6
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/PROJECTS/EXTFININSTRUMENTS/EXTTRUSTFUNDSANDGRANT

S/EXTDGF/0,,menuPK:64161791~pagePK:64161828~piPK:64161823~theSitePK:458461,00.html 

7
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/PROJECTS/EXTFININSTRUMENTS/EXTTRUSTFUNDSANDGRANT

S/EXTDGF/0,,contentMDK:20571902~menuPK:64161795~pagePK:64161825~piPK:64161011~theSitePK:45846
1,00.html 
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2.2 Aims and objectives 

The Objective and Results of the GFP, as set out in the Framework Document (2010) were as follows:  

Objective:  

Forest rights holders and stakeholders have access to increased levels of support in their efforts to 
secure livelihoods and maintain ecosystem services.  

Results:  

 Forest stakeholders create shared visions, actions and outcomes to strengthen partnerships 
among themselves and with other sectors.  

 Marginalised groups are actively involved in forest decision-making processes and governance 
improvements.  

 Forest rights holders, managers and users succeed in accessing financing and support 
opportunities based on their own locally-, regionally- or nationally-defined priorities.  

 Local, country level and regional processes bridge the gap to international initiatives and 
become effective in shaping international contributions to forest issues at the country level and 
internationally.  

 International institutions provide better support to participatory national efforts through 
improved synergies among international initiatives in-country  

These outcomes differ markedly from those defined in a revised results framework as later 
negotiated-between the three implementing bodies and the DGF. In this document four overall 
objectives are defined, with ten associated outcomes. The GFP mid-term review explored the origins 
and consequences of this apparent dichotomy in some detail, and it will not constitute a major 
aspect of this report other than to note that grant-holders reported back to the DGF on the original 
results framework, but maintained the simplified framework above for internal and external 
communications. Apart from perhaps generating additional work for all parties, this appears not to 
have had major negative consequences for any of the implementing organisations or the 
programme as a whole. 

2.3 Core activities  

GFP activities started at the beginning of 2009 in Ghana, Guatemala and Mozambique, following the 
development of a criteria-based selection process spearheaded by IIED. Following requests from 
Liberia and Nepal, these two countries were added in in 2010 and GFP further expanded in late 2010 
through lesson-learning exchanges in Burkina Faso, Laos and Peru. At the country level, teams of 
national-level actors co-ordinated the initiative, supported by one or more of the international 
partners.  

At the international level, GFP supported an international dialogue process around the theme of 
Investing in Locally Controlled Forestry (ILCF) through The Forests Dialogue, which has its secretariat 
at Yale University, USA. The original name and concept for ILCF was developed by IIED and promoted 
strongly to CG members early on in the initiative. Additional support was provided at the 
international level to three Rights-Holders Groups (known collectively as the G3) representing family 
forestry, community forestry and indigenous peoples interests.  

GFP was co-ordinated on a day-to-day basis by the Catalytic Group, composed of individuals drawn 
from the three implementing organisations and the World Bank, as funder. A second institution, the 
Reference Group, was established to provide overall guidance and strategic direction. 
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2.4 Theory of change 

A GFP theory of change model was developed by IIED (see Box 1) although only after the programme 
had already been introduced to the first three countries during the course of 2010. 

In essence, the GFP theory of change made the following argument: 

1. Indigenous peoples, local communities and smallholders dependent on forests are rarely 
included in decision-making processes regarding forests over which they have an established 
interest  

2. GFP would strengthen these interest groups to form partnerships and coalitions in ways that 
would allow them to identify and prioritise key issues in the forest sector where they have an 
interest 

3. GFP would strengthen communication between these interest groups and other stakeholders 
(donors, civil society, government and private sector) that would allow for greater co-ordination 
on forest issues, and ensure that local interests would be equitably represented during decision-
making processes 

4. The outcome of this would be more sustainable and equitable forest management. 

 
In February 2012, after the programme was more or less complete, IIED drafted a more detailed 
document8, which to some degree sought to capture and articulate the theory of change to the GFP 
inputs and outputs that had been achieved at both national and international levels. 

2.4 Implementation arrangements 

Implementation arrangements for GFP were complex as a result of the three-way partnership at 
international level. GFP was co-ordinated by the Catalytic Group (composed of implementing 
partners and the World Bank) and the Reference Group (made up of external experts with an 
established interest in the aims and objectives of the initiative). At the national level, it was initially 
agreed that implementation would be co-ordinated by FAO and IUCN, due to their in-country 

                                                           

8 IIED. GFP Theory of Change. (draft 14.02.2012) 
 

Box 1: GFP Theory of Change 

GFP will support those most affected by decisions taken concerning forests, particularly local communities, 
indigenous peoples and smallholders, and ensure that they can participate effectively in partnerships with 
other forest and non-forest actors. It will enable processes of identification and prioritisation of key issues 
in the forest sector in geographical or thematic areas to be carried out by all forest stakeholders, ensuring 
inclusion of those that tend to be marginalised. In addition, by creating spaces in which donors, 
governments, civil society actors, the private sector and forest dependent peoples can interact, it will 
improve the quality and quantity of communication between these actors and will deliver greater co-
ordination on forest initiatives.  

Through this, and by providing support to the identification of and support for key partnerships and the 
active participation of marginalised groups in a decision making role in those, it will lead to an 
improvement in the quality and quantity of support given to forest initiatives. This increased or better-
targeted support will deliver initiatives on forests that have a demonstrable effect on securing forest 
management that is more equitable and that is sustainable.  

Source: GFP. 2010. Theory of Change and Indicators for GFP at international level 
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presence and established institutional frameworks (in the case of the FAO’s NFP Facility). IIED 
started to catalyse activities in Mozambique and it was then decided that this might be seen as a 
conflict of interests given IIED’s role in the consultations leading to GFP. Consequently, it was 
decided that IIED should concentrate on co-ordinating cross-cutting processes such as 
communication, M&E, quality assurance and lesson-learning. After a short period, responsibility for 
co-ordination in Mozambique shifted to FAO. FAO also took lead co-ordination responsibilities in 
Guatemala and Liberia, while IUCN led in Ghana and Nepal. An additional, but important role played 
by IIED was to provide guidance (and tools, such as the “peoples diagnostics”) for getting started at 
the country level. 

Implementation arrangements were further complicated by the fact that in a number of the 
countries, all three of the implementing partners had responsibilities for financing some GFP 
activities. For example, in Guatemala and Liberia, FAO and IUCN supported the implementation of 
the national workplan, while IIED provided support to monitoring and evaluation as well as 
communication. In both Liberia and Guatemala, core activities were defined in an overall national 
workplan, with agreement on which of the three organisations would be responsible for 
implementing specific tasks. In other countries (such as Nepal) the allocation of responsibilities 
appears to have been more ad hoc, with national teams negotiating multiple budgets and 
contractual arrangements under the same overall programme. Given the specific rules and 
regulations of the DGF, each of the three implementing organisations were required to develop, 
negotiate and agree annual budgets and grant agreements with the Bank on a yearly basis. This 
necessitated the negotiation of up to three agreements per country between each of the financing 
partners and the national implementing agency.  

2.5 Budget 

According to information received from DGF staff, a total of US$ 10.3 million was disbursed across 
the three-year life of the GFP initiative. The breakdown by year and organisation is presented in 
Table 1. 

 Table 1: Approved funds by year and implementing organisation 

 2009 2010 2011 Totals (US$) 

IUCN 1,680,000 1,428,667 1,238,838 4,347,505 

FAO 860,000 1,184,552 1,030,853 3,075,405 

IIED 1,260,000 886,781 730,309 2,877,090 

 3,800,000 3,500,000 3,000,000 10,300,000 

 
IIED was given a no-cost contract extension to June 30, 2012 to cover the finalisation and closure of 
the initiative and IUCN was given a similar extension for activities in Liberia that were delayed by the 
elections between September and November 2011.  

2.6 Governance structure 

A dual governance structure was conceived for the GFP. The implementing agencies plus the World 
Bank constituted the CG, which discussed and agreed on day-to-day aspects of the programme. 
Selected individuals with no direct link to the programme formed the RG, which provided oversight 
and independent inputs into the approach and process being developed.  

The Terms of Reference for the CG and RG are presented in Table 2. It is not immediately apparent 
when reviewing the ToR which institution had overall responsibility for taking decisions, and which 
one was expected to advise the other. This limitation is discussed further in Section 4. 

Table 2: Institutional roles in GFP as defined in Framework Document 
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 Catalytic Group Reference Group 

Objectives 

 Catalyse the start-up.  

 

 Help steer the development of the partnership 
concept through periodic review of progress  

 Champion the concept.  
 

 Ensure that GFP principles are reflected and 
adhered to in the work programme and its 
implementation.  

 Facilitate the initial phase.  
 

 Monitor and review governance arrangements of 
GFP  

 Ensure that GFP principles 
are applied and adhered to.  

 Facilitate learning from country, regional and 
international level partnerships: successes, 
challenges, complications  

 Learn from country level 
partnerships 

 

Tasks 

 Prepare an initial work plan   Be informed by in-country, regional and 
international work and lessons learned from 
previous and current initiatives and thus sharpen 
the objectives of the GFP so that the initiative adds 
value  

 Initiate in-country 
discussions.  

 Affirm or modify the initial GFP vision and 
principles 

 Facilitate in-country work 
activities  

 Provide feedback and communication into 
international processes, directly or via the 
Partnership Support Team,  

 Explore means to improve 
country-level collaboration 
among international 
agencies  

 With the catalytic group, develop a management 
decision-making mechanism targeted at 
programming and budgetary allocations. Inherent 
in this mechanism is to review and advise on 
implementation of the initiative. 

 Engage with international 
initiatives on country and 
thematic issues  

 Review GFP implementation against GFP vision, 
objectives, and results.  

 Support initial roll out of 
partnership actions 

 Review and feedback into the GFP workplan  

 Communicate plans, 
programmes, activities and 
outputs. 

 Help distil lessons of local, regional and 
international partnerships that could be shared 
more broadly  

 Initiate a monitoring and 
reporting effort. 

 Outreach to national and international level 

 Support the Reference 
Group and respond to its 
advice 

 Prioritise specific influence on the way that large 
institutions spend money and take decisions 

 

There was an expectation that the GFP would evolve into a larger initiative, involving more partner 
organisations, covering a greater number of countries and with a lifespan of ten to fifteen years. In 
line with this, it was expected that the RG would develop into a stronger decision-making body. 
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Meanwhile with its expected role of ‘catalysing start-up’, the profile of the CG was expected to 
diminish correspondingly.  

2.6 Reviews and evaluations  

The Quality Assurance Group (QAG) within the World Bank undertook a review of GFP in May 2009 
and provided a rather negative assessment (4 = moderately unsatisfactory, on a sliding scale of 1-6, 
with 6 being the most negative). Particular concerns raised were the over-ambitious nature of the 
objectives for a three year project, weaknesses in the proposed results chain (theory of change), 
unclear roles and responsibilities among implementing organisations and limited linkages to national 
or regional World Bank staff or processes. Further concerns were raised about the limited evidence 
of progress in implementing activities in the field. A robust management response was provided by 
World Bank staff and members of the three implementing organisations. It was unfortunate that the 
review was undertaken rather early in the GFP process, when much of the preparatory work was 
being conducted and international partnerships negotiated. Furthermore the members of the team 
conducting the review appear to have misunderstood the initiative’s objective and rationale (and in 
particular the open-ended, process-led nature of GFP). Despite the apparent shortcomings of the 
review, a number of documents (not least, the Framework Document) produced in early 2010 tried 
to address a number of the concerns it had raised, for example by reframing the goal and outputs, 
clarifying the roles of different partners and communicating the theory of change to national level. 

A mid-term review (MTR) was then undertaken towards the end of 2010 and its report was 
produced in January 2011. The MTR’s findings, conclusions and recommendations were strongly 
contested by some CG members (although interestingly, less so by the World Bank). Concerns were 
raised that the reviewers had failed to understand the true nature of GFP – that it was an evolving, 
unfolding process, rather than a specific project with milestones, deliverables and a distinct ‘brand’. 
Reflecting the disagreements between the review team and the implementing partners, a 
management response was developed and appended to the final MTR report. Despite the 
protracted process of negotiating this addendum and agreeing on a final version of the MTR 
document, there was no systematic mechanism for reviewing and acting upon the 16 
recommendations that were made. While a number of the recommendations appear to have been 
acted on during the remaining programme period, it is unclear to what degree this would have 
happened anyway, rather than as a result of deliberate actions implemented in response to the MTR 
recommendations.  
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3.1 In-country partnerships 

3.1.1 Ghana 

GFP began three years of operations in Ghana in early 2009. Given IUCN’s strong country presence 
and good links with government, private sector and civil society, it was confirmed as the Ghana 
international lead organisation. GFP was formally launched at an initial workshop in February 2009, 
together with a parallel initiative implemented by FAO called the Non Legally Binding Instrument 
(NLBI) project. The NLBI project has its origins in the United Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF) 
process and seeks to institutionalise improved forest management and governance practices within 
national systems of government. At the GFP launch meeting, general consensus was reached 
regarding the relevance and timing of GFP, given that Ghana had recently signed a Voluntary 
Partnership Agreement with the European Union, there was a growing interest in REDD+ and 
increasing donor financing for the forest sector through basket funding arrangements. However, 
during this early stage a number of workshop participants expressed scepticism regarding the 
initiative, due to perceived similarities to other on-going or planned initiatives, the lack of clarity 
regarding aims and objectives, and the relatively limited budget. 

Following the launch meeting, a 12-person task force (called the GFP Team) was convened by IUCN 
with representation from government, FAO, private sector, civil society, community interests 
(through local CBOs), NLBI and other projects and NGOs working on forest governance (such as 
Tropenbos). Building upon guidance developed by IIED, this group planned and executed three 
regional ‘people’s diagnostics’ forums across the country, followed by a national validation 
workshop in Accra. Efforts were made at these four meetings to ensure broad-based participation 
from groups not normally consulted in such processes (such as small-scale enterprises, charcoal 
producers and traders, chainsaw operators and local community representatives). 

From these meetings, seven common themes emerged: including ownership and access to forest 
resources, benefit sharing, weak forest governance and capacity gaps across the forest sector. 
Clearly these problems are neither new nor easily addressed in the Ghana context. However, what 
set the GFP consultation apart was that the issues were derived from a bottom-up planning and 
identification process, rather than being produced by a small group of Accra-based forestry 
professionals.  

The GFP Team then defined a number of knowledge gaps that could be filled by targeted study and 
policy research. Seven in-depth studies were subsequently conducted (in some cases by members of 
the GFP Team itself) covering issues such as land and forest tenure, an assessment of the 
contribution of forestry to the national economy and a mapping of forest reform processes and their 
effectiveness. Where capacity gaps had been identified (most notably within the ‘forest forums’ 
established with support from the NFP Facility), specific training was provided in the fields of 
advocacy and policy, REDD+ and proposal writing.  

The outcomes of the consultations and accompanying policy research were presented in the form of 
short GFP Policy Briefs, outlining key problems and proposed solutions. Through a communication 
process (supported by a local journalist) many of the messages contained in these briefs were 
communicated through radio, TV and the print media. Two presentations were made to the team 
within Ministry of Lands and Natural Resources responsible for the formulation of new forest policy. 
There are strong indications that key issues flagged by the GFP process were taken account of within 
the draft policy document. 

Persons consulted within the Forestry Commission and representing non-state actors were positive 
about the GFP initiative and pointed to features that set it apart. Most notably, they appreciated the 
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open-ended nature of the programme that allowed issues and concerns to bubble up from below, 
without framing them within a narrow band of allowable outcomes. Others pointed to the fact that 
efforts had been made to consult with persons not normally engaged in such processes (most 
notably traders and forest users, some of whom operated informally or even illegally). Others 
commented on the independent nature of the GFP process, which when hosted by IUCN was seen as 
non-partisan and balanced. This contrasted with other initiatives that some felt were too closely 
aligned with governmental interests. 

It is unlikely that new partnerships were created as a result of GFP activities in Ghana. Partnerships 
require a longer period of development if they are to develop and grow, particularly in an 
environment which until a few years was characterised by mistrust and conflict between 
government, civil society and private sector interests. GFP, together with a number of other 
initiatives implemented over the past five years, nevertheless succeeded in bringing new 
stakeholders to the table and supporting their capacity to engage.  

In terms of policy impact, the findings and outcomes of the GFP process were fed into the national 
process for reviewing the Forest Policy, which is now awaiting approval by the Minister. This new 
draft policy reflects many of the priority themes addressed by the GFP initiative and other similar 
processes, namely forest law enforcement and governance, REDD+ and strategies with which to 
clarify and rationalise tree tenure and ownership. It is not possible to attribute GFP’s activities to 
these specific changes, although their contribution seems to be beyond doubt.  

A more detailed overview and analysis of the Ghana activities can be found in Annex 4.1, based on a 
field visit carried out as part of this review.  

3.1.2 Mozambique 

GFP activities in Mozambique began in October 2008, following a scoping visit by IIED. Different 
stakeholders were consulted, including in-country representatives of FAO, IUCN, government 
agencies and civil society groups. Support was expressed from across these groups for the GFP 
process. The initial visit was followed up with a more detailed scoping study, which IIED contracted 
to Centro Terra Viva (CTV), a national NGO with whom it had worked as part of a parallel project, the 
Forest Governance Learning Group. This study included consultations in the north, central and 
southern parts of the country. A national stakeholders meeting was held in mid-2009 with broad 
representation (both by sector and location) from across government, development partners and 
civil society. At this meeting, it was decided that CTV should be the convenor and implementing 
agency for the GFP process in Mozambique. Throughout the consultative planning process, 
considerable interest was expressed for work that would take place at provincial and district levels. 
Five key issues were identified with national application and relevance: 

 community forest rights and community involvement in forest management 

 lessons from community based natural resource management (particularly small and medium 
forest enterprises)  

 development of socially and economically viable ‘alternative livelihoods’ which could be 
developed around sites of high conservation interest  

 the production of biofuels and resulting threats to food security and forest land cover 

 climate change, and potential opportunities for compensating local communities in their effort 
to protect forests 

The GFP process was overseen by a national catalytic group (GRUCANA) chaired by Department of 
Forestry (within the Ministry of Agriculture) and including representatives from the World Bank, 
IUCN, FAO and Mozambican civil society and the private sector.  



 

Growing Forest Partnerships. Final Evaluation Report Page 23 

With support from the Norwegian Embassy in Maputo, a ‘South-South Partnership’ was initiated in 
2009 following the diagnostic work conducted by GRUCANA. Support was provided to the 
Mozambican national REDD process in collaboration with Indufor, the University of Eduardo 
Mondlane, IIED and a partnership with the Sustainable Amazon Foundation in Brazil (which in turn 
was facilitating a national dialogue process on REDD+ readiness). An important objective of this 
support was to inform and advise the development of the REDD Readiness Proposal for the Forest 
Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF). The South-South Partnership also supported a consultative 
process to discuss REDD options with stakeholders and interest groups at the provincial levels 
(Niassa, Nampula, Zambézia, Tete and Gaza). REDD+ pilot options are currently being tested in the 
two GFP pilot sites across the country (the forest reserves of Moribane-Maronga-Zomba in Manica 
Province and Mecuburi in Nampula Province) using the international experience of REDD payment 
mechanisms developed in the Brazilian Bolsa Floresta programme.  

In early 2010, following extensive discussion (and some disagreements) within the CG, lead 
responsibility for supporting the in-country process was transferred from IIED to FAO. Although FAO 
was interested in transferring the co-ordination role of GFP to the Department of Forestry (which 
already had co-ordination responsibility for the NFP Facility, as was the case in Guatemala and 
Liberia), it was agreed that CTV should continue in its role as in-country convenor and FAO therefore 
signed an agreement with CTV in July 2010. IUCN had no involvement in funding or supporting 
activities in Mozambique. 

A number of individual initiatives were supported during 2010 and 2011, of which a sample are 
listed below. In most cases, activities were implemented by service providers identified through a 
tender process overseen by CTV and FAO.  

 The Faculty of Agronomy and Forest Engineering at the Eduardo Mondlane University was 
engaged to undertake a study of policy options for transforming the charcoal sector in 
Mozambique. It was also engaged to promote and develop best practices for conservation and 
sustainable forest management by the communities of Mecuburi and Moribane. Finally, it was 
engaged to undertake a study on alternative, low-carbon options for land and forest use  

 Forum Natureza em Perigo was engaged to produce a documentary on forests and 
communities portraying the day-to-day management of forests by the forest-adjacent 
communities of Moribane and Mecuburi in Manica and Nampula Provinces  

 Associação Zambézia Online was contracted to create a database of key documents, initiatives 
and stakeholders related to lands and forests in Mozambique  

 Fundação MICAIA was engaged to create a basis for the effective participation of community 
institutions in conservation and sustainable development in Sussundenga District, Manica 
Province. The activities focused on developing the capacity of the community to effectively 
participate in conservation and sustainable use of resources; improving community awareness 
and education programmes; mobilising communities to carry out the rehabilitation of the 
Moribane Forest Reserve; and legalising Community Conservation areas. The site chosen for this 
activity and indeed the main partner MICAIA became one of the agreed REDD+ pilot sites within 
the South-South REDD process described above. 

 Forum Terra was engaged to support forest management and sustainable development 
activities in Mecuburi district, Nampula province. The activities were focused on capacity 
building for forest-edge communities in order to participate in their own sustainable 
development, through the sustainable use of natural resources. Furthermore, communities were 
delimited and organized into natural resource management committees. Communities in 
Mecuburi, (one of the GFP pilot sites) established partnerships with IKURO, a company 
dedicated to selling agricultural inputs, that enabled them to acquire inputs on credit. They also 
formed partnerships with the organisation OLIPA for training on beekeeping 
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 GFP provided support to a number of conferences and workshops – including the Southern 
Regional Conference on Community Based Natural Resource Management, the 4th National 
Conference on Community Management and the National Forum on Forest Consultations. These 
meetings generated important outcomes of relevance to the reformulation of the national forest 
policy 

Overall, GFP supported a range of initiatives in Mozambique that included pilot activities at field 
level designed to inform national decision making, a series of thematic and policy-related studies, 
consultations around REDD+ readiness and a number of conferences and workshops. Underlying all 
this work was a common theme of strengthening of rights over forest resources and the creation of 
new partnerships between different actors. An important output from GFP was increased 
recognition by government of the legitimacy of community voices in forest management, fostered 
by GRUCANA. GRUCANA, as a platform, has now been discontinued following the completion of GFP, 
and it is not clear how this process of informed dialogue will continue into the future, other than 
through ad-hoc contacts. It is not possible to assess the combined impact of these processes due to 
the divergent range of issues addressed, coupled with a lack of clear impact monitoring. 

3.1.3 Liberia 

GFP activities in Liberia were launched in February 2010 at a large multi-stakeholder workshop and 
covered a two year period. The GFP process was managed by a contact person (focal point) within 
the Forest Development Authority, who also acted as the focal point for the National Forest 
Programme Facility. Recently, the Non Legally Binding Instrument (NLBI) project was also added to 
his portfolio.  

At the initial stakeholder meeting, attended by over 70 participants from various forest sector 
stakeholder organisations, ten priority issues in the forestry sector were identified, together with 
suggested measures to address them. A GFP Task Force was formed during the workshop and 
comprised around 12 members drawn from government, CSOs, research institutions (universities 
and colleges), IUCN, local NGOs, the UN Mission in Liberia, chainsaw operators and community 
representatives.  

Five core issues were identified through the GFP Task Force, and based on inputs from the national 
workshop. Communications was added, (and responsibility for supporting this was given to IIED), as 
well as multi-stakeholder dialogue (supported by IUCN). These priority areas were then incorporated 
in a workplan and budget developed for GFP partners and became the key objectives of the GFP 
operations in Liberia for the following two years. Three core themes or goals emerged as follows:  

 to ensure that chain-sawing is properly regulated and controlled to align the activity with 
sustainability and legality principles 

 to raise awareness amongst forest-dependent communities on the quantity, economic value, 
appropriate harvesting techniques and efficient marketing of commercially viable non-timber 
forest products (NTFPs).  

 to identify priority capacity-building needs within the forestry sector, facilitate the formulation 
of a comprehensive strategic plan to address the identified needs and coordinate the necessary 
support for plan implementation; 

Following budget and workplan approval from the two main facilitating agencies (IUCN and FAO) 
and agreement among the two organisations regarding division of labour, service providers were 
identified by the GFP Task Force through an open tender process to deliver the three prioritised 
objectives and activity packages.  

1. Chainsaw regulations: Although this component of the GFP Workplan was originally framed as 
an effort to “regulate and control” chain-sawing to ensure sustainable management practices, 
this tells only part of the story. Until around 2007, chain-sawing was viewed as a ‘necessary evil’ 
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by government and the association representing chainsaw operator interests (the Liberia 
Chainsaw and Timber Union) was not recognised as a legal or legitimate entity. Lobbying by the 
Union in 2008 and strong pressure during the start-up activities of GFP meant that a dialogue 
between this group and government was opened up. Members of the Union see the process of 
developing regulations as serving many purposes, not least the recognition by the state of the 
validity and contribution of chainsaw operations to local livelihoods and low-impact forest 
harvesting. The change in relationships catalysed by GFP has had important benefits for Union 
members and forests alike, and has opened the way for further engagement by the Union in 
other important processes, such as the Voluntary Partnership Agreement (VPA) negotiation 
process. Of the three objectives pursued by the GFP Task Force, this one appears to have been 
delivered most impact and appears to be sustainable, in that newly agreed regulations are in the 
process of being applied nationally as part of the Liberian legal framework. Furthermore, it fits 
closest with GFP’s principles.  

2. Non-timber forest products: NTFPs were identified as a priority focus for GFP as they provide 
important supplementary incomes for poor, forest-dependent households across the forested 
regions of Liberia. The consultants organised a national workshop in Monrovia at which major 
stakeholders in the sector identified key challenges relating to collection, harvesting, processing 
and marketing of NTFPs. This was followed by seven county level workshops and a further seven 
at district level (within the same 7 counties). These were largely designed to build awareness 
and acceptance of the initiative, and to identify resource persons and inventory areas for further 
survey. Inventories were conducted and resource persons trained in NTFP harvesting and 
collection methods. Simple training guidelines were produced for eight highly harvested species. 
Proposals were generated for the inclusion of NTFP training within curriculums of Liberian 
Forestry Training Institutions. The NTFP package has produced some interesting and useful 
results, not least helping to raise the profile of NTFPs and their contribution to the rural 
economy. It is unclear, however, how many of the activities will go forward post-GFP. The 
Director of Forestry expressed concerns that the initiative had raised interest in NTFPs across the 
7 counties supported, but that lack of funding constrained any implementation of the resulting 
proposals. On a more positive note, the proposals for curriculum development were discussed 
with the College of Agriculture and Forestry and core elements of the NTFP package have 
already been integrated within the two year diploma curriculum. 

3. Capacity development strategic plan: A strong case was also made by the GFP team that 
‘capacity’ (priority 1), while not being a core aspect of the GFP Theory of Change, is in fact an 
essential prerequisite for effective engagement in policy and decision-making processes. A 
national consultant recruited to develop a capacity development plan carried out a stakeholder 
analysis and facilitated a number of workshops at national and regional levels to assess capacity 
gaps. A strategic plan was prepared and has been approved by the FDA. Clearly the development 
of a strategic plan represents the first important step in improving capacity and skills across the 
Liberian forest sector. However, it is less clear what follows from this point. Members of the GFP 
Task Force have attempted to communicate key aspects of the plan to donors active in Liberia 
(such as USAID), but those approached have already committed their financial resources to 
other priority areas (which at least do not conflict with those identified in the strategic plan). 

A more detailed assessment of the activities, outputs and performance of GFP-supported activities in 
Liberia can be found in Annex 4.2, which describes the outputs of a three-day country visit 
conducted as part of this evaluation. 

3.1.4 Nepal 

GFP activities began in Nepal following the TFD Country Dialogue, which took place in Kathmandu in 
September 2009 and included the participation of the Global Alliance of Community Forestry (GACF), 
the Federation of Community Forestry Users, Nepal (FECOFUN) and Forest Action. Following this 
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meeting and subsequent requests from these three organisations, negotiations were launched with 
IUCN and FAO regarding the possibility of framing GFP in Nepal around the theme of policy 
dialogues. The agreed goal of the Nepal GFP process was “Catalyzing Forest Sector Restructuring in 
Nepal through Multi-Stakeholder Dialogues in Nepal", with the following objectives: 

 consolidate multi-stakeholder forums for informed debate on forest policy process  

 institutionalise a common platform for critical dialogue on contemporary policy agenda in 
forestry sector  

 bring forest policy decisions into public debate where every policy agenda is scrutinised through 
broader public policy perspectives. 

A small group of forest-based civil society organisations was constituted to steer and guide the GFP 
process comprising Forest Action, FECOFUN, the Nepal Foresters' Association (NFA), GACF and 
ASMITA Nepal.  

The 2009 discussions and agreement on objectives resulted in two grant agreements being signed 
between Forest Action and IUCN (July-Dec 2010 for US$ 60,000; Jan-Dec 2011 for US$ 60,000) to 
support forest policy analysis, discussion, dialogue and communication of key emerging issues. FAO 
provided additional support for cross country exchange visit and additional dialogues with two 
grants totalling US$ 34,000 from February 2011 to March 2012, which included the costs of an 
international exchange with Laos. IIED provided support to communications and M&E totalling US$ 
53,000 between December 2010 and March 2012.  

2010 activities were focused around dialogues at local, sub-national and national level to identify 
issues for national level policy dialogues. Meetings were held at local, district, regional and national 
level. At the local level dialogues, efforts were made to ensure broad based participation from 
different ethnic groups, genders, castes and forest management units. At the district and regional 
dialogues, stakeholder representation was drawn from different sectors (such as national and local 
government, NGOs, academic institutions, donor-funded projects and the private sector).  

In 2011 national policy dialogue was conceptualized under the banner of Ban Chautari, a 
deliberative and participatory process for identifying, debating and communicating policy 
constraints. Using a multi-stakeholder platform, proposals for addressing these constraints are 
developed. These proposals are then packaged and presented in an advocacy process to government 
as a means to leverage policy change. A total of nine Ban Chautari processes were facilitated under 
GFP, with over 450 participants drawn from civil society, government and research sectors covering 
policy issues such as protected area governance and management, scientific forest management and 
timber, making forestry pro-poor through forest enterprise, forest management in Chure region, and 
state-community contestation over Forest Act amendment.  

During the period of support from GFP, the Ban Chautari process appears to have been a lively and 
innovative platform for getting cross-sectoral discussion and debate, and was recognised by 
government in its role of fostering dialogue around critical forest issues. However, following the end 
of support to the GFP process in Nepal, the future of these dialogues looks questionable, as funding 
and institutionalisation remain unanswered questions9. This is despite additional support provided 
to a further 6 Ban Chautari meetings in 2012, funded by the Rights and Resources Initiative.  

As a result of the GFP processes, three discussion papers, four booklets, a policy brief, two special 
issues of a Nepali bulletin (Hamro Ban Sampada) and one special edition of the Journal of Forests 
and Livelihoods were published by Forest Action and other partners on some of the key emerging 
themes. Communication was integrated into the process – with a set of 15 newspaper articles, 9 TV 
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 Ramesh Prasad Bhushal. Ban Chautari: an essential forum for dialogue faces an uncertain future. GFP Update. 
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programmes and about two dozen radio programmes. In March 2012, a summative report was 
prepared that drew on many of the discussions and dialogues, and which argued strongly against the 
proposed Forest Act amendment process, particularly with regard to specific proposals to redefine 
community rights and reassert central government control in the management of community 
forests. Interestingly, little mention is made in this report of the many consultations and dialogues, 
funded by GFP, which contributed to several of the specific recommendations made. Consequently it 
is difficult to see how or where the GFP process and outcomes contributed directly to this final 
report. 

The proposed Forest Act amendment was subjected to a great deal of popular protest from a range 
of stakeholders - not least FECOFUN, whose members constitute an important political constituency 
in Nepal. As a result of this popular opposition (and no doubt supported by the detailed technical 
review undertaken by Forest Action and supported by GFP), the government agreed to postpone the 
implementation of the revisions to the Act, pending a broader consultation process.  

A workshop was conducted by IIED to support the process of M&E (together with communication). 
However, there were few concrete outcomes from this workshop other than a commitment by 
Forest Action to provide reporting against outputs defined in the national GFP work plan. No specific 
monitoring plan, baseline or indicators were developed. In contrast, the Nepal team did prepare a 
communication strategy in 2011 that defined a range of key messages, target audience and specific 
outputs, such as radio, TV and other media releases, booklets and policy briefs.  

In summary, GFP in Nepal supported a clearly defined process of consultation, diagnostic studies on 
key policy issues, policy dialogues, communication of the outcomes in the form of policy briefs, 
discussion papers, booklets, and media to inform and influence the policy process for example the 
Forest Act amendment. The Ban Chautari model was an innovative approach to soliciting broad-
based inputs from a range of stakeholders, but seems unlikely to continue in any form as a self-
sustaining platform for further civil society engagement in national-level processes.  

3.1.5 Guatemala 

GFP activities in Guatemala began in June 2009. An initial stakeholder workshop followed by 
discussions with the implementing partners resulted in the identification of three priority areas. A 
fourth pillar was later added, following a request from the National Forest Agency (INAB) to support 
capacity development within the national administration. The four agreed pillars were as follows: 

1. Governance and participation in forest management 
2. Information, training and capacity development  
3. Financial mechanisms for sustainable forest management 
4. Strengthening of public forest administration and services 

The first three pillars were considered preconditions for increased engagement of marginalised 
forest dependent households in the forest sector. INAB argued that the fourth pillar, while not 
directly identified through a consultative process, was also an essential prerequisite for meeting the 
needs of forest dependent communities. 

One of the most significant outcomes of the GFP Guatemala process was the support provided to 
the creation of the National Alliance of Community Forestry Organisations (known as the Alianza). 
The Alianza is now composed of 11 membership organisations from across Guatemala who in turn 
represent over 400 local organisations involved in community forestry and small scale forest 
enterprise. Within three years, the Alianza has become recognised as the primary national level 
organisation speaking on behalf of diverse local interests within the forest sector. The Alianza was 
invited by the national congress to represent the voice of community-level forest owners and 
managers in the process of negotiating a national law providing financial incentives for the 
production of sawlogs and rehabilitation/conservation of forests. Despite some concerns over long-
term funding, the Alianza is now a powerful force in the forest sector and has secured access to a 
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wide range of platforms from which to influence and inform future policy processes, while retaining 
a close link and legitimacy to its broad membership base. 

In addition to this key output, GFP provided support across a wide range of areas in accordance with 
the four agreed pillars, including: 

 Support to Regional Forest Roundtables. These multi-stakeholder platforms seek to promote 
sustainable forest management and foster communication between different interest groups 
involved in forest management at regional level  

 The production of a series of thematic studies characterising the Guatemalan forest sector and 
addressing constraints within the forest sector. The study reports were used to guide the 
development of the national forest policy 

 The development and implementation of a national forest financing strategy. This resulted in 
the establishment of a forest financing intelligence unit within INAB, and the development of a 
number of financial products and services targeted at small-scale forest producers and 
processors 

 The development of a national forest industry strategy. This was followed up by two pilots in 
Cobán and Petén regions, where community-level producers have been assisted with marketing 
and enterprise support 

 Training and capacity-building to around 1,200 persons from within civil society and 
government on a range of topics such as governance, participation, communication, business 
management and technical aspects of forest production and processing 

 Support to the development of national forest management standards that can be used to 
promote legality in the forest sector, and to strengthen positive environmental and social 
impacts 

 Support to the development of the REDD Readiness Proposal, in particular fostering the 
participation of representatives from indigenous peoples and community forestry organisations  

 Strengthened co-operation between government departments involved in forest management 
through the signing of a Memorandum of Understanding by the Ministers and agency heads in 
the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources, the Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and 
Food, INAB and the National Council of Protected Areas. 

The relatively modest financial contribution of GFP in Guatemala10 produced an impressive array of 
results and impacts relating to governance, participation, capacity, financing, economic development 
and reforms within INAB. Activities were carefully identified to maximise the opportunity for 
leveraging both impact and sustainability. While the impact of many of these activities on the core 
themes of GFP is beyond doubt, there are concerns that their overall coherence and integration 
within a clearly defined framework and theory of change has yet to be clarified.  

A more detailed assessment of the activities, outputs and performance of GFP-supported activities in 
Guatemala can be found in Annex 4.3 of this report. 

3.2 International Partnerships 

3.2.1 The G3 Rights Holder Group 

In parallel to the thematic process described above, GFP facilitated the development of a 
partnership between three global alliance organisations working in the field of locally controlled 
forests. These three organisations, representing both northern and southern interests, were the 
International Alliance for Indigenous and Tribal Peoples of Tropical Forests, the Global Alliance for 
                                                           
10

 Although the total contribution from GFP was modest, it is important to point out that Guatemala received 
the largest budget of any of the GFP countries. 
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Community Forests and the International Family Forest Alliance. These three ‘Rights-Holder’ groups 
were collectively labelled the G3. They are briefly described below:  

 The Global Alliance of Community Forests (GACF), established in 2004, is a loose network of 
community-based organisations that seeks to create a common ground to meet the necessities, 
interest and experience of the stakeholders representing forest communities from different 
parts of the worlds for securing their rights to forests at the international and regional levels11.  

 The International Alliance of Indigenous and Tribal Peoples of the Tropical Forests (IAITPTF), 
founded in 1992, is a worldwide network of organisations campaigning for the rights of 
indigenous and tribal peoples living in tropical forest regions (Africa, the Asia-Pacific and the 
Americas). Its objectives include promotion of the recognition of the rights and territories of 
indigenous and tribal peoples; promotion of the constituency’s participation in decision- and 
policy-making; establishment of effective networks between indigenous peoples at regional and 
international levels; exchange of information and experiences to empower Alliance members to 
advocate for the rights of indigenous and tribal peoples, enabling them to impact upon 
processes falling within the complex UN system, and the policies and decision-making of 
developmental agencies and multi-lateral development banks; and promotion of worldwide 
solidarity between indigenous and tribal peoples12. 

 The International Family Forestry Association (IFFA), launched in 2002, seeks to promote the 
development of family forestry and advocate supportive policies, through provision of 
recommendations to international forest policy processes and of a forum for exchange of 
experience, ideas and information13. 

The initial impetus for the G3 initiative began in 2009, when the three interest groups were 
identified to participate in the three ‘field dialogues14’ focusing on indigenous peoples, family 
forestry and community forestry. A meeting was subsequently organised by FAO in Rome at which 
they confirmed their shared interests and willingness to work together under a common umbrella. 
Support was then provided by IIED to the G3 group to develop communication materials and a 
website. One of the group members (IFFA) was supported to review its own experiences of the 
development of a federation-based membership constituency, which was of obvious interest to the 
other two organisations. GFP also supported members of the G3 to attend key international events 
and forums such as COP meetings and UNFF events, at which they profiled their three-way 
partnership. At meetings such as these (for example the Programme for the Endorsement of Forest 
Certification General Assembly in Rio de Janeiro in November 2010), members of the G3 were able 
to hold planning meetings to further discuss their partnership. G3 members also met in Graz, Austria 
in October 2011 following the IFFA annual meeting. 

The support provided to the G3 has been important and highly beneficial to all three of the Rights 
Holders. GFP has helped the three organisations come together and agree a common vision for 
moving forward together, as well as providing them with concrete entry points at international 
events to profile their work and organisations. Their strong participation in the ILCF process has 
provided a common rallying point around which their external communications have coalesced. This 
has met with considerable interest from international organisations and institutional donors 
(including a broad constituency within the CG). As discussed below, the G3 initiative (as well as the 
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 http://www.gacfonline.com/ 
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 http://www.international-alliance.org/about_whoweare_eng.html 
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 http://www.familyforestry.net/ 
14

 Field dialogues provided an opportunity to explore specific themes grounded within the context of a 
particular country and with the participation of local actors 
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ILCF) has had a direct and tangible impact on the programming of the Forest Investment Program 
(FIP) and the NFP Facility. 

However, it is important to stress that while GFP provided important initial impetus towards the 
global G3 partnership, substantial additional external support will be required (both in terms of 
funding and facilitation) to ensure that the partnership can grow and develop. The G3 is far from 
being on a sustainable trajectory, and some of the members are themselves suffering from internal 
resource constraints and governance challenges, which undermine their ability to look beyond 
immediate challenges. Core funding is now needed to support one person within one of the three 
organisations to act as a G3 secretariat, and to fund joint participation in future international events. 
Efforts have recently been initiated in this regard, at the Rio+20 meeting, at which G3 members 
developed a joint proposal for submission to the planned Forest Farm Facility.  

Perhaps of greater concern is the apparent disconnect between the international process facilitated 
under the ILCF and G3 processes and the country-level processes on going in Ghana, Liberia, 
Mozambique, Guatemala and Nepal. This is perhaps because the international component was 
introduced only during the first year of implementation and was not an explicit part of the original 
GFP design.  

The total financial support provided by the GFP to the G3 process (with IAITPTF, IFFA, GACF as main 
recipients) came to a total of US$ 345,372. Additional non-financial support was provided from IIED 
towards communications. 

3.2.2 Investing in Locally Controlled Forestry 

Investing in Locally Controlled Forestry (ILCF) was a phrase and concept originally coined by IIED, and 
proposed at a CG meeting held in Washington DC in January 2009. According to the GFP Framework 
Document, the Investing in Locally Controlled Forestry (ILCF) component was designed to ensure 
that “investment streams address the concerns of forest dependent people and contribute to the 
positive role of indigenous peoples, local communities and forest smallholders in the control and 
management of forests”. 

The Forests Dialogue (TFD), housed within School of Forestry and Environmental Studies at Yale 
University, was selected by the CG to run and manage the ILCF process, given its track record in 
undertaking similar global dialogues and its strong links to IIED, IUCN and the World Bank15. TFD 
have developed a model for dialogue processes comprising the three phases of engage (developing 
an understanding of key issues); explore (identify opportunities, perspectives and field-level 
validation) and change (promote interest in adopting and institutionalising outputs). 

An initial meeting held in 2009 in Belgium was followed by three ‘field dialogues’, which explored 
the concept of ILCF around the three sub-themes of indigenous peoples (held in Panama), Family 
Forestry (held in Macedonia), and community forestry (in Nepal). As well as exploring these three 
sub-themes, the field dialogues brought in stakeholders from the hosting countries with a view to 
broadening the audience and ensuring local linkages and relevance.  

This was followed by an ‘investment dialogue’, held in London in 2010, with the aim of presenting 
and characterising different forms of investment in locally controlled forests as well as identifying 
pre-conditions, obstacles and opportunities to these investments. Follow-on dialogues were then 
held with in-country partners and interest groups in Kenya, Burkina Faso and Indonesia. In total, 11 
meetings were convened in nine countries.  

For each dialogue meeting, a background paper was prepared and a summary of proceedings was 
produced by co-chairs. An ILCF Investment Support Guide is currently under development that 
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outlines key outputs from the dialogue, as well as a TFD review of the whole process and an ILCF 
pocketbook, which was launched at the recent Rio+20 meeting 

The majority of participants in the process who were consulted during this review expressed both 
interest and enthusiasm for the ILCF concept, indicating that it has the potential to integrate social, 
economic, institutional and governance considerations under a common framework. The ILCF 
dialogue process helped to build relationships between stakeholders from the private sector, NGOs 
and local level rights holders, identified the obstacles and opportunities for investment in locally 
controlled forests and increased the visibility and potential of ILCF internationally.  

The number of meetings focusing on ILCF meant that the topic was subjected to an unusually high 
level of scrutiny, reflection and review. Initial concepts were adapted, modified and improved as the 
process evolved. The core outputs of the ILCF process are now being summarised in the Investment 
Guide, which is of a high quality and promises to be an extremely useful product.  

What is perhaps less clear is how the third TFD phase of change will be effected with regards to the 
ILCF concept in the future. One participant in the dialogue process expressed concern that the 
meetings were little more than an expensive talking shop, with few tangible outputs on the ground. 
This is probably too harsh a verdict. Already there are signs that through a process of diffusion, the 
ILCF concepts are being given increased profile and exposure. One example of this is a recent World 
Bank-sponsored investment forum on mobilising private investment in in trees and landscape 
restoration in Africa, held in Nairobi in 2011, at which the ILCF concept was promoted16. Other 
examples include a GFP side event at the 2010 FAO Committee on Forestry (COFO) meeting, the 
World Forest Congress and the recent Rio+20 meeting, where ILCF was promoted strongly. Arguably, 
ILCF has provided GFP with a unifying theme that has helped shape the evolution of thinking within 
both the Forest Investment Programme and the Forest Farm Facility. However, it is somewhat 
unclear how the spirit and concept of ILCF will be carried forward following the publication of the 
ILCF investment guide. This is discussed more in section 4.9.3, below 

The total costs of the ILCF (including TFD costs, field dialogues and an international facilitator came 
to US$ 1,000,781. 

3.3 Linkages between partnerships at national and international levels  

GFP has been able to broker a series of partnerships within the five pilot countries from the national 
level downwards. Additional partnerships have been brokered internationally through the formation 
and activities of the G3 Rights Holder Group. Unfortunately, these two processes appear to have 
occurred separately with little linkage between them, other than participants have included team 
members from Guatemala, Mozambique, Ghana and Nepal (where one of the dialogues was held). 
In some cases, it appears that there were deliberate moves to select locations for The Forests 
Dialogue process in countries where there was no on-going GFP initiatives, as a means to further 
expand the scope and reach of GFP overall. When consulted, a number of G3 representatives 
expressed little knowledge about the country-level GFP processes, and in some cases surprise that 
less effort had been made to create deliberate linkages. One example comes from the IFFA, which 
has made strong moves over the past 18 months to work together with the Swedish Forest Agency 
in building North-South partnerships (twinning arrangements) with emerging associations in Africa 
and Asia, sourcing funds from SIDA and MFA-Finland. In Guatemala, the Alianza represents farm 
forestry interests across Guatemala and a partnership with IFFA would have been an obvious choice 
in terms of linking the different elements of the GFP. Moves by the GACF to develop contacts and 
partnerships with emerging national forums and associations related to community forestry could 
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easily have been facilitated in Ghana and Liberia, both of which have a growing number of 
community forestry groups and representative bodies. It was only in Nepal where there seems to 
have been a direct link – by virtue of FECOFUN being linked to both the in-country GFP process and 
to the GACF. 

3.4 Overall Assessment of partnership results 

The primary goal of this evaluation was to “assess GFP’s success in catalysing new partnerships and 
supporting/strengthening existing ones.” This review concludes that the emphasis on partnership 
within the initiative (and indeed within the evaluation) may be misleading. Within the two to three 
years that GFP has been operating at national level, very few real and enduring partnerships have 
been created (other than the Alianza in Guatemala), although a number of partnership processes 
have been strengthened - such as forest forums in Ghana and Liberia. In most cases, country-level 
activities focused on the identification of issues, themes or priorities through a multi-stakeholder 
process or dialogue in which a broad cross-section of interest groups (including those traditionally 
excluded from such processes) were included. It might be more accurate to state that GFP acted as a 
convenor, helping bring together divergent and often conflicting interests and provide space for 
voices that were hitherto not heard within national forest debates. At the international level new 
partnerships have been created and fostered. This includes the important partnership results 
generated between the international organisations involved in this programme (and the clear 
evidence of change that this partnership has created within individual organisations), and between 
the three rights-holder groups.  

An overall assessment of the in-country and international partnerships is provided below, based 
around the first three of GFP’s five result areas (which are those most focused on partnerships). 

 The creation of shared visions, actions and outcomes among themselves and with other 
sectors. This was a recurring and central theme of many of the activities implemented across the 
five countries and within the international element of GFP. In Ghana and Mozambique ‘people’s 
diagnostics’ were deployed to identify and prioritise key issues of concern within the forest 
sector such as governance, benefit sharing and participation. Similar results were obtained in 
Nepal through the Ban Chautari process. In Liberia, work with the Union of Chainsaw and Timber 
Operators resulted in convergence in thinking between government and forest around the 
regulation of small-scale forest harvesting. In Guatemala the interests of over 400 community-
based organisations were marshalled through the Alianza on a range of issues relating to climate 
change, indigenous rights, small scale enterprises and forest incentives. Finally, the G3 has 
emerged as a combination of interests from different interest groups relating to forest 
management, namely indigenous people, community forestry and farm forestry. 

 Increased involvement of marginalised groups in forest decision-making processes and 
governance improvements. As the logical corollary of Result 1 above, most countries within GFP 
successfully sought to capitalise upon the development of shared visions to influence specific 
policy or legal processes. This included revisions to the forest policy in Ghana, chainsaw 
regulations in Liberia, PINPEP in Guatemala and stalling revisions to the Forest Act in Nepal. 
Where platforms were supported, it is likely that this increased involvement will continue 
beyond the life of GFP, while in other countries this is less clear. For example, a representative of 
small-scale forest enterprises in Ghana felt that GFP had helped “open the door” to discussions 
with government, but was fearful that this door may snap shut once the mediating role of the 
initiative disappears. Similar concerns were raised in Nepal.  

 Increased access of forest stakeholders to finance and support opportunities. Results at the 
national level have been mixed in this regard. In Ghana, many stakeholders indicated that 
additional funding was not a priority (with so much existing financing). In Mozambique, GFP was 
able to leverage additional funding to support a South-South Partnership around REDD 
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financing. The only country to achieve significant results in this regard was Guatemala, where 
processes were establish through which to lobby government on the release of internal 
financing to support small-holder afforestation. Even after these funds were allocated by law, 
the members of the Alianza have been active in holding government accountable to its 
commitments, when delays emerged in releasing funds. Further financial support was secured in 
Guatemala for small and medium forest enterprises through the recently established Forest 
Financing Intelligence Unit. It is perhaps at the international level where GFP was most 
successful in leveraging additional funds – through the FIP/Dedicated Grant Mechanism (DGM) 
and the FFF processes. The approved budget for the DGM is US$ 50 million and the same 
amount has been budgeted (although not yet secured) through the FFF. 

 Bridging of gaps - or creation of synergies - between national and international initiatives. 
Support provided to GFP participants and journalists provided opportunities for national 
stakeholders to engage with international processes such as UNFF, WFC and COPs. Furthermore, 
three countries outside the immediate focus of GFP (Burkina Faso, Peru and Laos) were 
supported to visit and learn from emerging lessons within the five GFP pilot countries. Efforts 
were made in Guatemala, Mozambique and Ghana to link the multi-stakeholder consultative 
processes (diagnostics) with consultation on the development of national REDD readiness 
strategies. Furthermore, GFP supported knowledge exchange activities between GFP and non-
GFP countries, as discussed in the next chapter. However, as discussed earlier in this chapter, 
there was a limited link between the discussions and outputs of the international and national 
elements of the GFP support. Furthermore, there were limited opportunities for fostering 
learning between participating country teams around commonly identified thematic areas, such 
as the theory of change and objectives of GFP, coalitions and alliances, or other cross-cutting 
areas of relevance.  

 International institutions working together to provide greater support for participatory efforts 
in-country. There was strong synergy between GFP and complementary programmes supported 
by GFP implementing agencies, such as the NFP Facility (Liberia and Guatemala) and the Non-
Binding Legal Instrument initiative (Ghana and Liberia), both of which are being promoted by 
FAO. Furthermore, there was good collaboration between FAO and IIED on the Forest Connect 
initiative in Ghana, Mozambique, Nepal and Guatemala, through which IUCN and World Bank 
have also been actively involved through PROFOR. As mentioned above, three countries were 
able to use the diagnostic and consultative processes above to link international initiatives such 
as the FCPF to local stakeholders. However, there was limited impact in providing overall co-
ordination of international institutions working in-country, as in many cases, these were already 
being co-ordinated under sector-wide approaches or basket funding arrangements (such as the 
Ghana Natural Resource and Environmental Governance sector budget support process and the 
Nepal Forests and Livelihoods Programme). 
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4.1 Institutional Governance Arrangements 

As described in 2.1, early ideas for the GFP envisaged a modest set of activities that with time would 
evolve into a truly global initiative with a number of implementing organisations working together 
across Asia, Africa and Latin America. In line with these ambitious plans, a two-tier governance 
structure was conceived by IIED (which had responsibility for establishing the GFP governance 
structure), which would include both internal and external stakeholders. It became apparent, 
however, that the GFP was unlikely to expand into a global programme and, as such, it was left with 
a somewhat top-heavy governance arrangement. The situation was further complicated by the fact 
that the TORs for the two governance groups did not clearly spell out where and how decisions were 
to be taken regarding approval of work-plans, budgets and key strategic decisions relating to the 
direction and focus of the initiative. This is discussed in more detail below. 

4.1.1 The Catalytic Group 

The Catalytic Group (CG) was composed of the three implementing partners (IIED, IUCN and FAO) 
and the GFP Task Team Leader from the World Bank. Membership was drawn from those individuals 
within each implementing partner with direct responsibility for the programme. It was therefore a 
hands-on body composed of people with an intimate knowledge of the challenges and realities of 
implementation. By all accounts, the first year of operation of the CG was a difficult one, as the three 
implementing organisations began the tricky task of negotiating roles, responsibilities (at both 
international and national levels) and budgets. Strong personalities and divergent views on the 
vision and future of the GFP appear to have added to this potent mix. With time, however, these 
disagreements appear to have faded and the CG emerged as a highly effective body, capable of 
taking decisions. This was accompanied by an increased recognition by members of the combined 
value of the overall partnership and the strengths of the participating organisations – something that 
has reaped dividends as all CG members began to develop new programming initiatives. With the 
benefit of hindsight, a number of CG members point out that friction and disagreements in the early 
years were probably inevitable, as three strong organisations used to working alone began to face 
the realities of partnership, compromise and joint decision-making. 

4.1.2 The Reference Group 

The Reference Group (RG) was formed in 2009. Membership was derived from people with interests 
or a professional background in forestry and forest governance, complemented by the participation 
of some of the country co-ordinators (such as the co-ordinator for Guatemala). With regard to the 
appointment of resource persons outside of GFP - an attempt was made to recruit members from 
the South. Some members were selected based on their proven participation in related governance 
mechanisms (such as the PROFOR Management Board and the NFP Facility Steering Committee). 
Others were selected because of their links to civil society and grassroots interests (such as the 
representative from the National Alliance of Community Forest Associations of Kenya). One 
representative of the RG who comes from the South felt it was important to clarify from an early 
point in the process that she was not in a position to ‘represent’ any interest or stakeholder group, 
as she had been invited from above and not elected from below. As such, her participation was 
individual and not interest-based. 

As presented in Table 2, the Terms of Reference for the RG were deliberately left broadly defined, in 
the expectation that its responsibilities would expand with time as activities were progressively 
absorbed from the CG. The RG’s TORs stated that it was meant to “help steer the partnership”, but 
stopped short of giving the RG a full and final decision-making mandate. However, the RG had the 
mandate to “approve” annual work-plans and budget allocations (in terms of proportions but not 
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absolute figures). Rather confusingly, the TORs required the RG, together “with the Catalytic Group, 
[to] develop a management decision-making mechanism”.  

Not surprisingly, this lack of clarity resulted in a good deal of frustration and uncertainty. A number 
of members of the RG consulted during this evaluation expressed support for the aims and 
objectives of the GFP, but felt that insufficient guidance had been provided as to their role and - 
rather than assuming responsibilities from the CG - in fact the opposite occurred. This is unfortunate 
when one considers that one of the implicit aims of the RG was to include Southern voices in a 
decision-making process. One key member indicated that the RG became “ornamental” and had 
little or no mandate regarding the programme as a whole. This view was echoed by one member of 
the CG, who suggested that proposals tabled to the RG were largely “pre-cooked” for endorsement. 
Other RG members felt that a surprisingly large amount of time had been dedicated to trying to 
understand their role and that, in retrospect, a clearer mandate was needed from the start. Finally, 
members felt that communication from the programme to them regarding the end and future 
direction of the programme was lacking. As such, more than one member was not sure if the RG was 
still operational or if its life had come to an end. 

In summary, the GFP initiative appears to have been steered and co-ordinated by a small and 
relatively effective group of implementing agencies via the Catalytic Group, which was probably 
appropriate for an initiative of the size, budget and duration. With time, institutional and personal 
differences appear to have been resolved and it became a responsive and effective decision-making 
body and a de facto steering committee. The Reference Group, on the other hand, appears to have 
been created without significant thought given to its composition, role, relation to the CG or its 
evolution, particularly when it became apparent that the GFP was not to be the global initiative 
originally conceived. Having a steering committee almost entirely composed of implementing 
partners (with the exception of the donor) is clearly far from ideal. However, in hindsight, it played 
an important role in steering project activities and bringing together four organisations who were 
un-used to working together but had complementary skills and competences.  

4.1.3 Rules of the game 

The aims of the Dedicated Grant Facility (DGF) are to “encourage innovation”, “catalyse 
partnerships”, and “build coalitions” – all of which fell squarely within the domain of the GFP. 
However, the accompanying ‘rules of the game’ from DGF do not match these ambitious goals. Key 
amongst these is the requirement for budgets to be negotiated from year to year with no carry over 
permitted. There was heavy pressure to spend in the first year of the initiative, as future allocations 
were judged on expenditures. This inevitably creates distortions in field level work, where the 
emphasis shifts from open-ended, innovative and process-led approaches to budget-driven work 
with increasing demands to spend as the year-end approaches. Many of these demands appear to 
have been transferred down to the country teams, who found themselves with a conflicting 
mandate to build local level partnerships (something which does not cost a great deal other than 
time and patience) and to spend (which can in some cases undermine long-term partnership 
processes).  

A further challenge associated with the DGF relates to multi-year processes. Developing partnerships 
and coalitions is clearly not a task that can be accomplished within the space of one year and multi-
year budgeting is required. However, uncertainty over future funding levels and availability from one 
year to the next appears to have created additional tensions within the partnership. An initial budget 
figure of US$ 15 million was reduced to US$ 10.3 million in subsequent negotiations in large part due 
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to competing commitments within the DGF and concerns expressed in the first year that funds were 
not being used in line with projected spending levels17.  

The three international partners were each required to develop individual, annual grant agreements 
with the DGF, resulting in a total of none separate grant agreements over the three year life of the 
project. This arrangement had the potential to create vertical lines of accountability between 
individual organisations and the DGF, rather than “catalysing partnerships” between implementing 
agencies. In the case of the GFP, however, this appears not to have been the case, thanks to the 
investment of significant effort to co-ordinate and harmonise the programme through the medium 
of the CG. 

Satisfying the reporting requirements of the GFP appears to have been an extremely time-
consuming task and the sheer number of progress reports generated by this initiative over the three 
years of its implementation is overwhelming. The burden of reporting was in part driven by the 
specific requirements of the DGF, as discussed above, but in other ways appears to have been self-
inflicted. For example, due to the fact that each of the partners had activities in each of the countries 
(backed up by individual agreements), country teams were producing three separate reports for the 
three international partners. Furthermore, progress reports produced by each of the partners to the 
DGF represented a “double” report not only against the key milestones and deliverables defined in 
the Framework Document, but also against the original project development objective (PDO) 
indicators in the World Bank project design document. During the 6 month programme period of 
2009 and the 12 months of 2010, IIED prepared a programme-wide report, which provided a user-
friendly summary of findings. Unfortunately, this appears to have not been continued during 2011 
and 2012. 

Overall, the cumbersome and bureaucratic nature of the funding arrangements under the DGF, and 
the financial, administrative and reporting arrangements, had the combined effect of generating 
additional work for both funding and implementing partners, as well as creating unnecessary 
pressures on country teams to spend funds towards the end of each financial year. While this was to 
some degree contradictory to the bottom-up and locally-led nature of the initiative, it does not 
appear to have significantly impacted upon the ability of implementing agencies to achieve 
outcomes and results. 

4.2 Institutional work plans and activities 

Due to the multi-level and multi-partner nature of the GFP initiative, work-planning was necessarily 
a complex task. Initially, each of the three partners developed global work plans, which reflected 
their planned work at the international and national levels. Inputs were received from national GFP 
teams which were then consolidated by each of three implementing organisations. These separate 
workplans were then tabled for discussion at CG meetings, and the three plans harmonised by filling 
any missing gaps, agreeing who would support which specific activities and removing any potential 
areas of overlap. These plans and budgets were then presented individually to the DGF on an annual 
basis for approval. At the country level, budgets and work-plans developed were deemed too high 
and were cut. As already raised in the discussions on country-level support, this had repercussions 
for the national teams, who were told to go back to the drawing board and re-cast their annual 
budgets.  

                                                           
17

 Discussions with DGF staff suggest that the initial “agreement” for US$ 15 million was never formalised and 
was only aspirational. DGF operates on the basis of one-year negotiated budget agreements, extendable for a 
maximum of three years. As such it is not possible for it to give guaranteed commitments over three years.   
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Nevertheless, given the rather cumbersome financing and reporting rules of the DGF, and the fact 
that each of the three organisations had established funding arrangements at both international and 
national levels, this arrangement was probably the most rational and efficient solution available.  

4.3 Division of labour between implementing partners 

The Framework Document defined the roles of the partners in the CG based on their “reason for 
involvement” and “role in implementation”. These roles are summarised in Table 3. 

Table 3: Roles of international implementing partners, as defined in GFP Framework Document 

IUCN FAO IIED 

Delivery of GFP in specific 
countries  

 

Delivery of GFP in 
specific countries  

 

Support to developing 
governance arrangements and a 
monitoring and evaluation 
system  

Development of a GFP Business 
Plan  

 

Support to developing a 
governance structure 

Communications (web design and 
management, presentation at 
international meetings, etc.)  

Lead the design and 
implementation of international 
process on investment in locally 
controlled forestry  

 Synthetic analysis of lesson learnt 
and GFP specific knowledge 
management & dissemination  

  Quality assurance with respect to 
the implementation of activities 
and initiatives that is consistent 
with the vision, objectives and 
principles  

 

Two areas are defined for more than one partner – namely the delivery of GFP in specific countries 
(FAO and IUCN) and supporting a governance structure (IIED and FAO). It would appear that from 
Table 3, IUCN and IIED had the most clearly defined roles, while FAO’s role was the least unclear of 
all three. What actually transpired on the ground, was somewhat different, as described below.  

At the international level, the division of labour appears to have been well clarified. IIED (after 
withdrawing from the country-level lead role in Mozambique) focused on cross-cutting, supportive 
roles such as communication, M&E and quality assurance. IUCN was the lead agency in supporting 
the international ILCF and G3 processes. It also took the lead on the development of a GFP Business 
Plan (essentially a strategic plan for taking the GFP concept forward following the completion of DGF 
funds), although this was evolved into providing support to the development of the FFF, and 
subsequently the DGM of the FIP.  

At national level, however, the division of labour became less clear, particularly between IUCN and 
FAO. FAO provided valuable links to the NFP Facility in many countries – most notably Liberia and 
Guatemala. IUCN on the other hand, provided an important neutral platform from which activities 
could be built in Ghana. The GFP Framework Document talked of in-country “initiators” and in-
country “leads”, which was adhered to in the first three countries supported, but its meaning 
became increasingly unclear with the addition of Liberia and Nepal. In these cases, both IUCN and 
FAO provided financial support to similar areas, without a clear rationale for why one organisation 
provided added value over the other. While this may in part have been driven by an understandable 
need to leave an organisational footprint within partner countries, experiences from Ghana show 
that an organisation can have considerable influence on a programme, without the need to transfer 
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funds. In Ghana, the NFP Coach for West Africa was provided as an in-kind contribution to the GFP 
process and FAO-sourced GFP funds were not allocated to Ghana. Despite this, the NFP Coach 
played an important role in advising the country team over its three-year life.  

In summary, while the international partnership could have perhaps been better managed, the 
benefits realised clearly outweighed any problems that may have arisen. However, it will be 
extremely important in future collaborative ventures of this kind (such as the FFF) to demonstrate 
more explicitly the added value of three or more international organisations working together in this 
way, as well as thinking more clearly how roles such as financing and technical support might be 
separated and streamlined.  

4.4 In-country processes  

GFP partners deliberately adopted an open-ended approach that did not prescribe or foster a 
specific direction or set of activities at national level. An approach to kick-starting in-country 
activities, developed initially by IIED, was presented to in-country teams during the early phases, 
which corresponded to the three main steps outlined in the GFP Framework Document: 

 Step 1: Country Dialogue – including peoples diagnostics, identifying entry points, “Low 
hanging fruits”, undertaking analytical work 

 Step 2: Building and facilitating national partnerships and partnership processes 

 Step 3: Building capacity 

It became apparent to CG members that there was some degree of confusion within planning teams 
regarding the exact nature, goals and outputs of GFP (something that this evaluation has verified). 
As a result, IIED developed the GFP Theory of Change. This was presented to country teams through 
the medium of national workshops, that also addressed monitoring and evaluation and 
communication aspects of the initiative. Although this clarifying initiative came rather late for the 
three pilot countries, in many cases a clearer concept of national priorities and processes had 
already begun to crystallise through the in-country diagnostics. Given the open-ended and bottom 
up nature of the GFP process at country level, it is unsurprising that the trajectory of each of the five 
countries was very different. Some countries opted a linear approach, that started with the 
identification of priorities through multi-stakeholder platforms or dialogues and then through 
deeper analysis, communication and advocacy sought to gain traction in national policy processes or 
governance reforms (Nepal and Ghana). Other countries opted not to identify specific priorities, but 
instead to invest in the development of coalitions, alliances or platforms, onto which future policy 
dialogues could be built (Guatemala and to some degree Ghana and Liberia). Mozambique adopted 
a different model again – one of identifying issues and then establishing field level pilot activities 
with which to test different approaches and partnerships. Meanwhile, and in parallel to these 
developments, the international component of the GFP initiative developed what started out as a 
rather vague concept, and was translated into the well-defined concept of ILCF, which to some 
degree provided the very framework around which GFP could be built.  

The strategy of “letting a thousand flowers bloom” generated some useful and interesting results. 
However, it is worthwhile asking, with the benefit of hindsight, whether different or indeed better 
results would have been obtained with more guidance and direction from the beginning. In an ideal 
world, the country level work should have been built upon the ILCF concept, as it neatly combines 
the concepts of securing local rights, leveraging additional investment and placing local forest 
managers in the centre of decision-making in a single and coherent framework. Furthermore, had 
the GFP been a longer-term investment, a second phase might be envisaged where the in-country 
experiences and lessons could be combined with the outputs of the ILCF process into a single 
conceptual model for future investments. As neither of these is possible, it falls to the successors of 
GFP - the Forest and Farm Facility and the Dedicated Grant Mechanism - to carry these lessons 
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forward. In hindsight then, the approach adopted appears to have been sensible. However, in the 
absence of an effective M&E process with GFP (see below), it is doubtful whether the diversity of 
experiences, lessons and outcomes have been adequately reviewed, analysed, articulated and 
communicated. 

4.5 Monitoring and evaluation systems and the theory of change 

The Framework Document makes an explicit link between the GFP theory of change and the 
establishment of a robust system of impact monitoring. As such, the theory of change document 
developed by IIED in 2010 was accompanied by a set of milestones, corresponding to each of the five 
expected results. The 2010 Framework Document defined three key stages in the development of 
national-level M&E systems, supported by IIED: 

 Identification of a limited number of key indicators at each level, (input, output, outcome and 
impact) 

 Recording of baseline information 

 Regular reporting on indicators 

During 2010, IIED convened meetings across all five countries with the objective of developing 
communication strategies and M&E plans. As discussed in 4.8.2 below, communication strategies 
were developed which were subsequently refined through an iterative process of review and input 
from IIED staff in London. However, the development of in-country M&E strategies met with less 
success and was largely abandoned, apart from an attempt to link M&E to the implementation of 
the communication strategies. The focus shifted to developing a harmonised reporting process, with 
a view to creating a single reporting format that would reflect all GFP supported rather than 
separate reports in separate formats sent to each of the partners. This was well received by country 
teams as it significantly reduced their reporting workload and represented a positive development. 
Furthermore IIED produced a review of lessons learned during the period 2009-10 which sought to 
document and communicate lessons learned, as well as impacts achieved.  

Supporting in-country impact monitoring of the GFP programme proved to be an immensely 
challenging task for a number of reasons, but particularly due to the process-driven and open-ended 
nature of the initiative. As discussed above, the programme provided country teams with a broad 
sense of its overall objectives and left them to experiment, innovate and develop new models and 
approaches. The outcome was profoundly different from country to country, in both the quality and 
volume of results. Developing a unified system capable of aggregating common indicators from 
different country contexts was a task very unlikely to succeed, without forcing a more rigid reporting 
framework in a top-down manner which, by its very nature, would have undermined the philosophy 
of the approach. Furthermore, at the time of undertaking the M&E training, many countries were 
still at the stage of needs assessment and the outcome areas (both in terms of the process and 
results) were unknown. Generating indicators in such an environment was clearly an impossible 
challenge.  

A theory of change was developed by IIED early in the project and discussed with country teams 
during the M&E and communication workshops. In February 2012, after the programme was more 
or less complete, IIED drafted a more elaborate document, which to some degree sought to ‘retrofit’ 
the overall theory of change to the broader set of GFP inputs at both national and international 
levels. This provides a helpful retrospective view of how outcomes at both national and international 
levels unfolded and attempts to bring it under a common framework, but is of limited use to country 
teams who have now largely completed their tasks at national level.  

Different interpretations of GFP’s underlying rationale or goals were expressed by different 
members of the CG and country teams. Some felt that the underlying aim of GFP was to establish 
processes and structures that would provide space for better decision-making, while others argued 
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that GFP was more about changing polices and decisions, and the processes were simply a means to 
achieve this. Others indicated that GFP was more about bringing together and linking divergent 
processes related to forest governance that take place at a national level.  

In conclusion, impact monitoring has proven immensely challenging within and across the five 
different focal countries. This has been a result of the high variability of outcomes between 
countries (making cross-country comparisons very difficult), an evolving theory of change and a 
decision by IIED to refocus attention on ensuring reporting of activities and outputs, rather than 
assessing impacts.  

4.6 Knowledge exchange activities  

Three international knowledge exchange activities took place between 2010 and 2011, facilitated by 
IIED and FAO. These were as follows:  

 Latin America: Exchange between Guatemala and Peru, from November 2-5, 2010 in the Petén 
region of Guatemala. The exchange involved 16 Guatemalan representatives of community 
forestry groups and 12 Peruvians representing indigenous peoples and local communities. It 
explored how community forestry groups can support equitable forest governance policies and 
develop profitable activities while minimising environmental impacts. 

 West Africa: Exchange between Burkina Faso, Ghana and Liberia, from December 9-11, 2010 in 
Accra, Ghana. The exchange involved 21 participants representing government, civil society and 
the private sector (12 Ghanaians, 6 Liberians and 3 Burkinabes) and focused on REDD+ Readiness 
processes in West African countries. Due to a mix-up in communication, participants in Liberia 
were selected without reference to GFP and as such none of the national GFP Task Force 
members (or those associated with the initiative) attended. Furthermore, three Burkinabes 
could not attend due to passport problems.  

 South East Asia: Exchange between Laos and Nepal, from March 20-25, 2011 in Kathmandu, 
Nepal. The exchange involved 16 Laotian including village leaders and staff of civil society 
organisations and 10 Nepalis representing governments, community-based organisations and 
forest enterprises. It focused on civic action and community rights to forest resources.  

The choice of countries with which to exchange (Peru, Burkina Faso and Laos) mainly reflected their 
inclusion in the eight pilot countries of the World Bank’s Forest Investment Programme (Ghana 
being the only one that was within both GFP and FIP). As such, the exchange visits had an implicit 
objective of profiling some of the experiences of the GFP, with a view to discussing how similar 
initiatives could be supported in FIP pilot countries. 

Informal feedback from participants of these exchange visits indicates that they were productive and 
useful events for those concerned, and were well facilitated and planned. However, in general, the 
added value of these visits was largely on the visitors, and less so for the visited, as much of the 
discussion centred on profiling local experiences and lessons (such as community forestry in Nepal or 
farmers alliances in Guatemala). It is not possible to state whether the visits had broader impacts on 
processes in the FIP countries beyond the individuals concerned, but this seems unlikely apart from 
local ‘ripple effects’. For each exchange visit a “Synthesis Report” was produced, authored by 
members of the exchange team.  

By facilitating a process of feedback and participatory evaluation, IIED was able to capture a number 
of the lessons learned and outcomes of the international exchanges in a draft publication called 
Learning through sharing: The power of exchange visits and how to make them work. Of particular 
value in this booklet (which is still in draft form) is a summary of practical tips for the facilitation of 
exchange visits of this kind, including advice on language, participation, field visits, keeping clear and 
simple objectives, facilitation and logistics.  
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In addition to country-to-country exchange visits, GFP was very active in promoting and 
communicating some of the outcomes of the GFP process in international forums. One example of 
this was the FAO’s twentieth session of the Committee on Forestry (COFO) held in October 2010 in 
Rome, at which GFP organised a side event Making Forest Partnerships Work: GFP in Action. 

One of the implicit aims of the GFP was to foster a process of innovation and experimentation at 
country level. Through the journalist programme and emphasis on communication, it was able to 
communicate some of these innovations through media such as Forest Voices and the GFP 
Newsletter. Furthermore GFP helped the four institutions in the CG to learn and exchange 
experiences as they emerged from the national and international processes. What was less clear 
however, is the degree to which learning and exchange took place across the five countries 
supported. There were no attempts to convene specific meetings between implementing teams to 
review and share the emerging experiences around national level processes. The end result is that 
while significant learning took place at the international level (primarily among the international 
organisations involved in the CG), learning beyond individual country teams was limited. Fostering 
exchange might have been logistically challenging and costly, had GFP grown to include 10-15 
countries as originally planned, but with only five focal countries this does appear to have been a 
missed opportunity. One example of this is the work that GFP (and collaborating projects such as 
NFP Facility) have done in building national coalitions. In Guatemala, the Alianza has managed 
relatively effectively to provide a legitimate and representative voice for its members. In Ghana and 
Liberia, GFP (jointly with the NFP Facility), has been supporting national and regional level forest 
forums (Ghana) and County forest forums (Liberia). Given government’s strong role in establishing 
these platforms, questions remain regarding the degree to which the voice of these forums really 
represents marginalised interests, or whether they are more of an “extended arm of government” 
(as one FDA staff member implied in Liberia). Clearly, there is much that could have been learned 
between exchanges around issues such as these, which are focussed in nature, but of universal 
relevance.  

4.8 Communication  

Communication was an important aspect of the GFP and fell under the overall responsibility of IIED. 
Communication work can be broadly classified into two domains – international and national. These 
are discussed below.  

4.8.1 Communication work at international level 

An interesting aspect of the GFP initiative was that communication, which so often is considered as 
an afterthought, was included as an important component in the programme’s design. IIED hired a 
Director of Communications around the same time that GFP was being conceived and she was an 
important contributor to the design process, ensuring that communication was mainstreamed at an 
early stage. A phased communications strategy was envisaged that emphasised moving from 
“consultation and engagement”, to “influence” and finally to “sharing information and ideas”.  

A range of communication media became active from the time of the programme launch. This 
included the internet-based Canopy of Friends, a website, GFP newsletters, Forest Voices and a 
number of information flyers. Canopy of Friends was launched in the first year of implementation as 
a means of sustaining the momentum and interest gained during the global consultation that 
preceded the GFP project. It used a video-based format to interview people in partner countries and 
representatives at international forest events (such as World Forest Day at the Poznan COP and FAO-
led World Forestry Congress and IUCN World Conservation Congress)). It was organised around nine 
themes and is available on the GFP Website and YouTube. Quarterly newsletters (starting in October 
2009) also provided a summary of progress, events and plans. 

An innovative aspect of the communication work was the Journalist Familiarisation Programme, 
which in effect formed a sub-component of the GFP communication strategy, co-ordinated by IIED. 
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In 2009, journalists from Guatemala, Ghana and Mozambique were provided with travel and training 
assistance (as well as a modest honorarium) to produce articles for use by GFP at international 
levels. Furthermore, journalists from within all participating countries were invited to attend the 
World Forestry Congress. They were given wide-ranging support including daily briefings on key 
events on a day-by-day basis, training by an ex-BBC reporter, media accreditation and access to 
media room facilities and briefings.  

Many of the materials produced for international dissemination by GFP (Forest Voices and the 
Newsletter) were obtained from national journalists in the five countries who were contracted by 
IIED to produce written submissions around topical themes emerging from national processes. The 
impact of this can be seen from the transition in authorship of articles from those predominantly 
written by CG members to those predominantly written by in-country journalists. IIED maintains a 
roster/mailing list of journalists from around the world, onto which the GFP-journalists have now 
been included, and to whom regular information and press releases are emailed covering forestry, 
climate change, urban development, biodiversity, lands, water and agricultural matters.  

Other outputs from the international element of the communication work included the publication 
of a film and video guide providing advice on how video as a medium can be used to communicate 
effectively from the grassroots to national levels and beyond. 

GFP supported the G3 partners to communicate collectively through the medium of a website and a 
number of policy briefs, which has been helpful in raising their profile internationally.  

4.8.2 Communication work in-country 

Communication processes were supported across the five GFP-focal countries under the overall 
guidance of IIED. To this end, country teams were supported to develop communication strategies 
and then provided with targeted support for implementation. Country-level communication work 
was more uneven than that pursued at the international level and was confronted with a number of 
constraints. Not least was the limited capacity and demand for communication among country 
teams, comprised largely of technicians, often lacking communication skills. Some teams outsourced 
communication efforts (Ghana and Guatemala) to communication specialists and this had an 
improvement on the quality and quantity of outputs.  

There seems to have been a challenge in integrating the work of journalists engaged to feed 
international demands with the work of national GFP teams, and as such, important synergies were 
missed. Within some countries (such as Guatemala and to some degree Ghana) there appears to 
have been an impression that the journalist engaged by IIED was there to supply stories upwards to 
the GFP newsletters, and not to service the needs of local teams. This was perhaps because 
contracts were drawn between IIED and the individual concerned and most of the outputs were 
used at the international level. Finally, during the early stages of developing the country programme, 
those persons supporting this process at IIED appear not to have had specific communications 
experience and the initial communication strategies appear to have been rather weak and varied 
significantly in terms of quality across different countries. This tendency was reinforced by a marked 
lack of communication expertise among in-country task force members. Other communication areas 
such as regular updates to the website also appear to have waned during 2010. This apparent gap 
was rectified with the recruitment by IIED of a communications officer to support GFP in early 2011, 
reaping important dividends - such as coaching in-country teams in the development of their 
communication strategies and providing editorial support to in-country journalists. Now that GFP 
has ended and it has produced a number of important outputs (such as the learning from country 
programmes and ILCF processes), it is less clear how these outputs will continue to be promoted and 
disseminated. 

Notwithstanding the weaknesses described above, the communication work supported by IIED 
appears to have been of high quality and represented an important aspect of the programme as a 
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whole. It was strongly appreciated by all other members of the CG. FAO in particular expressed a 
willingness to maintain links with the communication staff at IIED as a means to transfer lessons and 
best practice. Another important comparative advantage of IIED, when viewed against the other 
international organisations associated with GFP, was its ability to deliver rapid and responsive 
communications. This was mainly due to IIED’s smaller size and the fact that it is less constrained by 
political sensitivities than the other partner organisations, hence able to communicate certain 
important messages that other organisations could not.  

4.9 Future plans to grow and expand the GFP initiative 

The rationale for World Bank/DGF support to the GFP initiative was that it would provide seed 
money, to launch and establish the process, with the expectation that the initiative would eventually 
secure institutional and financial independence. With this in mind, perhaps one of the most exciting 
aspects of the GFP relates less to what happened during the implementation of the programme, but 
what comes after its completion. In 2010, IIED undertook a scoping study to identify options for 
funding (both existing and potential future options) for a ‘Rights Holder Fund’18. This comprehensive 
report outlined a number of key principles for how such a fund might operate, and was used to 
trigger early discussions within the CG on potential future sources of support to international and 
national level partnerships.  

As a result of the lessons and learning generated by GFP, two of the four CG members (the World 
Bank and FAO) have taken pro-active steps to support the development of programmatic responses 
to the outcomes of the programme. Furthermore, and as a direct result of supported provided by 
GFP, there are additional signs that some aspects of the programme’s international component 
(notably, support to the G3 process) are continuing to grow and expand in new and innovate ways, 
without further GCP support. These are discussed briefly below.  

4.9.1 The Forest and Farm Facility 

The National Forest Programme Facility was established in 2002 to support the implementation of 
National Forest Programmes (NFPs). NFPs were identified, at that time, as an important means 
through which the forest sector could be viewed and managed in a more integrated and holistic 
manner, in ways that addressed local needs and national priorities and responded to internationally 
agreed principles of country leadership, stakeholder participation and cross-sectoral collaboration. 
The NFP Facility has been managed by a secretariat at FAO Headquarters in Rome. Funding to date 
has exceeded US$ 45 million from 16 different donor agencies. The Facility supports over 80 
countries across Africa, Asia and Latin America. At country level it has provided about 900 small 
grants to civil society organisations, educational and research organisations, and central forestry 
agencies. 

In 2011 and 2012, the NFP Facility conducted a retrospective review of lessons learned from a 
decade of implementation and with a view to improving future implementation of NFPs when the 
second phase of the Facility came to an end in 2012. The review identified five overarching lessons 
(see Box 2).  
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In parallel to the NFP review, the inclusion of a GFP component within on-going NFPs in countries 
such as Liberia and Guatemala began to point to a number of additional lessons, based on the 
weaknesses of the NFP approach. First among these was the identified limitation of NFPs’ grant-
making systems, which had in some cases resulted in a series of individual initiatives, interesting in 
their own right, but with limited collective or broader impact. The addition of GFP funding in 
Guatemala, for example, allowed the country team to be more strategic in nature, by providing 
support to emerging initiatives (such as the Alianza, whose time had clearly come), rather than 
waiting for proposals to appear from well established organisations (as they would have had to 
under the existing NFP Facility). Meanwhile one of the strengths of the NFP Facility is its perceived 
legitimacy among host governments. In fact, a requirement for support is that the Facility must be 
embedded within national government forest agencies. However, this is not without risks, as critical 
voices may be excluded from participating by governmental gatekeepers. GFP’s explicit intention to 
support marginalised voices from outside government provided new opportunities for the NFP 
Facility to explore how such problems of exclusion could be addressed.  

Given the above learnings that GFP brought to certain NFPs, extensive discussions and consultations 
were held during 2010 and 2011 by the CG members that resulted in a proposal for a new 
instrument – the Forest and Farm Facility. The proposed mission of the FFF is to “promote 
sustainable forest and farm management by supporting regional, national and international 
organisations and platforms for effective engagement in policies and investments that meet the 
needs of local people.”19 The document appears to build strongly on the experiences of GFP, 
defining key outcomes such as: 

 Local forest and farm organisations of smallholder, women, community and indigenous people’s 
groups are strengthened and cooperate in networks, alliances, federations, enterprises or other 
organisational forms 

 Local forest and farm organisations have access to financing mechanisms, collaborate with 
private sector, and gain investments 

 Local forest and farm organisations are actively engaging and contributing to local, sub-national 
and national policy development related to forest and farm management.  

Discussions have been on-going regarding the potential future role of IIED and IUCN within the day-
to-day functioning of the Forest Farm Facility. The FFF Programme Document indicates that the 
Facility Management Team will work “in co-operation with” FAO, IIED, IUCN and World Bank, with 
the structure and composition of the management team to “evolve over time and with the decision 
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Box 2: Lessons learned from NFP Implementation  

1. A comprehensive governance framework for forest related activities is essential for progress 
towards SFM 

2. While many NFP Processes have been effective in developing policies and action plans, more 
emphasis is needed on implementation and monitoring 

3. To be country-owned and country-led, NFPs need sufficient capacity and authority 

4. Involving stakeholders is critical for the legitimacy and effectiveness of a NFP 

5. To be effective, NFPs demand a broad, inter-sectoral approach 

Source: NFPs in Practice. Ways to improve the implementation of National Forest Programmes. NFP 
Facility. 
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of the Steering Committee”. However, it is unclear what actual role any of the other GFP partners 
may have in more concrete terms.  

Three options present themselves: a presence at the national (field) level, a presence within the FFF 
secretariat, or a presence within the governance structure (steering committee). An internal working 
document prepared to assist IIED20 in considering the options for its involvement in the FFF 
presented a range of options, but argued against a national level presence (due to capacity 
constraints and cost implications), but was in favour of some kind of presence either within the 
secretariat (in Rome) or within the governance structure, as this option gave an opportunity to 
provide more upstream influence. This would appear to be a sensible approach from IIED and IUCN’s 
perspective, although further development of these ideas are on hold, pending a clearer picture of 
funding availability from interested donors. 

Discussions with potential bilateral donors to the new FFF point to the fact that with increasing 
demands to demonstrate value for money, if international partners are to be included at either field 
or secretariat levels, it will be absolutely crucial to demonstrate their added value and comparative 
advantage. As discussed earlier in this document, so far this argument appears not to have been 
made clearly enough within the context of GFP. 

4.9.2 The Dedicated Grant Mechanism of the FIP 

The Forest Investment Program (FIP) is one of the three programs under the Strategic Climate Fund 
(SCF), a multi-donor Trust Fund established in 2009, itself one of the two funds under the Climate 
Investment Funds (CIF) designed to provide fast-track climate financing. The FIP finances public and 
private sector investments that reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and 
improve sustainable forest management and enhancement of carbon stocks, while providing 
benefits of biodiversity conservation, poverty reduction and improved rural livelihoods. It supports 
developing countries’ efforts to address the underlying causes of deforestation and forest 
degradation and to overcome barriers that have hindered past efforts to do so. 

Driven in large part by experiences gained from the implementation of the GFP process (and the fact 
that the same individuals within the Bank were involved in overseeing GFP and supporting the 
design of the FIP), an explicit aim of the FIP is to strengthen the active participation of indigenous 
people and local communities (IPLCs). Section 10 of the FIP Design Document21 states that “the full, 
effective and continuous participation of Indigenous Peoples and local communities in the design 
and implementation of FIP investment strategies is necessary. This participation will be highly 
dependent on strengthening the capacity of these groups to play an informed and active role in 
national REDD processes in general and FIP processes in particular, as well as on recognising and 
supporting their tenure rights, forest stewardship roles, and traditional forest management 
systems.” To facilitate such participation and capacity-building it states that “a dedicated grant 
mechanism (DGM) should be established under the FIP to provide grants to indigenous peoples and 
local communities in country or regional pilots to support their participation in the development of 
the FIP investment strategies, programs and projects”. It is perhaps worthwhile repeating at this 
point that the DGM was created as a direct consequence of support provided under the World Bank 
DGF. While the DGF does have an explicit aim of providing “seed money” by leveraging additional 
investment, most initiatives supported under the DGF do not succeed in this. 

The DGM was designed in a participatory manner. An initial meeting was held at the Ninth Session of 
the UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues (April 23, 2010) regarding the purpose of the grant 
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mechanism, the design process and the prospects for implementation. Regional meetings were then 
held in Africa (Accra), Asia (Vientiane) and Latin America (Quito) and Oceania (Sydney) during 2011 
and 2012 by the CIF Administrative Unit and (importantly) supported by IUCN under the GFP banner. 
Two summative global meetings were subsequently held in Bangkok and Washington, DC in April 
and May 2011. 

At a meeting of the FIP Sub-committee in Washington, DC held in October 2011, proposals were 
tabled and approved for the functioning of the proposed DGM22. Proposals adopted included: 

 Component 1: Community capacity-building and sub-projects in FIP pilot countries (US$ 45 
million). This component accounts for the majority of proposed funding and takes place within 
participating FIP countries. Beneficiary organisations will be identified and funds allocated 
through a transparent and inclusive process. Additional support will be available for technical 
support and capacity development. 

 Component 2: Global knowledge sharing and networking on REDD+ (US$ 5 million). The 
objective of this component is to organise and facilitate knowledge and experience exchanges 
between local communities and Indigenous Peoples on REDD+ issues between FIP pilot countries 
and non-FIP developing countries. This will be done by building on the lessons and experiences 
emerging from the eight country pilots. Such support will enable convergence of ideas and 
initiatives from other REDD+ programs, including FCPF and UNREDD, and help in bringing the 
voice of IPLCs to Climate Change and REDD+ policy forums.  

An important part of Component 2 (from the perspective of GFP, at least) is a sub-component on 
“building and strengthening networks and alliances”: This will cover: (a) support to strengthen 
vertical integration of partnerships and alliances of local and sub-national organisations of 
indigenous peoples and forest communities and facilitate their representation in national and sub-
national forums on forestry and biodiversity, climate change and REDD+; (b) support to strengthen 
horizontal (regional and international) alliances of forest based communities and indigenous peoples 
and for their direct participation in international processes on climate change and REDD. 

The implementation modalities for the DGM are yet to be finalised, although it looks likely that an 
external service provider will be selected to manage Component 2. This could potentially be the FFF 
management team based in Rome, the G3, or an organisation such as IUCN both of whom would 
further reinforce links back to the GFP. At the national level, the most likely outcome is for the 
process to be managed by an in-country service provider such as an NGO or grant management body 
with a demonstrated track record in similar assignments. 

Beyond FIP, the GFP has had (and continues to have) an important and significant impact on the way 
in which the World Bank implements its overall forest strategy, and in particular its engagement with 
indigenous peoples and local communities. This can be seen in parallel, WB-managed initiatives such 
as the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, which has a strong emphasis on indigenous peoples within 
the context of REDD+.  

4.9.3 ILCF and the G3 

A strong case has been made by members of the CG that the core principles of ILCF have been 
absorbed and adopted by the two processes described above, namely the FIP DGM and NFP Facility. 
While the FFF Programme Document makes no direct mention of the ILCF concept, it specifies that 
one of its five expected outcomes will be “Local forest and farm organisations have access to 
financing mechanisms, collaborate with private sector, and gain investments”. The ILCF Investment 
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Support Guide, produced through the TFD process makes clear that while the potential benefits of 
ILCF are high (social, economic and environmental outcomes), it requires careful facilitation and 
support from an independent third party (with skills in business planning, feasibility assessment, gap 
analysis, negotiation, due diligence, risk analysis and mitigation, dispute resolution and impact 
monitoring). It is not particularly clear if or how such specialist services could be identified and 
delivered in a strategic and pro-active manner, particularly given that the concept of ILCF is a new 
one in many if not all of the countries currently being supported under the NFP Facility, and it is 
unlikely to arise in a bottom-up process.  

It is interesting to note that according to a draft document shared with this evaluation, IUCN’s Forest 
and Climate Change Programme is proposing that Locally Controlled Forests should form one of its 
three priorities for the forthcoming inter-sessional period (the other two being Forest Landscape 
Restoration and REDD+). This shows a clear commitment to take forward the ILCF concept within 
IUCN and its wide membership. For this to happen effectively, however, a major investment in 
communication will be needed as many members are likely to express deep concerns about 
embracing partnerships with investors and private sector operators23. IIED has also adopted locally 
controlled forests as a core strategic aim within its overall programme strategy. 

IIED plans to support the publication of the final version of the ILCF Investment Support Guide, as 
well as the TFD review of the overall process.  IIED and other CG members have a wide and 
comprehensive list of individuals and institutions with whom such publications are shared and this 
will undoubtedly be important for wider dissemination of the ILCF message. What is less clear, 
however, is how this message will be communicated in a more deliberate and pro-active manner 
(beyond the publication and dissemination of a guide) and who will take responsibility for doing so, 
now that the GFP process has come to an end.  

The G3 alliance has evolved and matured with the guidance and support of GFP. It has been able to 
identify common ground, agree a shared rationale for collaboration and communicate collectively at 
a number of global platforms. All members felt that while further development of the alliance is 
important, this is unlikely to materialise without direct support and facilitation. Each of the three 
alliances is already occupied with its own development activities and has limited capacity to engage, 
beyond addressing immediate concerns and needs.  

One of the members of the G3, the IFFA, has been active over the past 18 months in expanding its 
activities in the South. In May 2012, IFFA representatives met with stakeholders in Kenya to help 
launch the National Committee of Farm Forest Smallholder Producers Associations. Further moves 
to establish similar ‘sister’ organisations are underway in Ethiopia, Vietnam, Nepal, Nicaragua and 
Tanzania, with funding from MFA Finland (and SIDA in Kenya). This serves as another example of 
how GFP has catalysed downstream activity and investments, and helped reposition one of the G3 
members to expand its roots beyond Europe and North America.  

4.10 Overall assessment of partnership processes 

GFP was steered and co-ordinated by a small and relatively effective group of implementing 
agencies – the Catalytic Group, which was probably appropriate for an initiative of its size, budget 
and duration. The Reference Group, on the other hand, appears to have been created without 
significant thought given to composition, role, relation to the CG or evolution, particularly when it 
became apparent that the GFP was not to be the global initiative it was originally conceived to be.  

The rather cumbersome and bureaucratic nature of the funding arrangements under the DGF, and 
the financial, administrative and reporting arrangements developed by the implementing partners 
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had the combined effect of generating additional work for both funding and implementing partners, 
as well as creating unnecessary pressures on country teams to spend funds towards the end of each 
financial year. While this was to some degree been contradictory to the bottom-up and locally-led 
nature of the initiative, it does not appear to have significantly impacted upon the ability of 
implementing agencies to achieve outcomes and results. 

The division of labour between the three implementing partners (and in particular FAO and IUCN) 
was hard to discern, with regard to support provided to country teams, despite the additional costs 
of multiple partnership arrangements. At the international level, there was a more rational division 
of labour, with IIED taking the lead on aspects such as communication, M&E and quality assurance, 
while IUCN had responsibility for delivering the G3 and ILCF components. With time, the rather 
prickly relationship between the three implementing agencies (IUCN, FAO and IIED) has matured and 
developed, culminating in the joint development of the FFF document by all three organisations – 
which must be viewed as an important achievement in itself. 

GFP adopted a deliberate strategy of providing minimum steerage to national level processes, in the 
expectation of locally adapted and country-led processes emerging across different political, 
environmental and social contexts. This strategy bore fruit, with a great diversity and richness of 
experiences being engendered across the five countries. However, in the absence of a clear concept 
of the identity, theory of change or outer limits of GFP in its early stages, it proved hard to monitor 
the progress or impact of the initiative based on projected indicators or impacts. As a result, impact 
monitoring was largely dropped as a core pre-occupation in 2010, and a greater focus applied to 
activity monitoring. While this does provide a useful narrative across the initiative, the lack of a 
systematic review of impacts, experiences or lessons learned has meant that the richness and 
diversity of experiences, lessons and outcomes have yet to be adequately reviewed and analysed.  

The communication work supported by IIED appears to have been of high quality and represented 
an important aspect of the programme as a whole. It was strongly appreciated by all other members 
of the CG. At the international level, GFP was able to communicate important aspects of the 
programme through a diversity of media, as well as build capacity through the highly innovative 
journalist training programme. Experiences at the national level were somewhat mixed, due to 
limited skills and demand for communication within in-country teams.  

As a result of the lessons and learning generated by GFP, all Catalytic Group members have 
facilitated the development of programmatic responses to the outcomes of the programme. The 
most significant of these is the DGM of the FIP and the FFF, which with a combined budget of US$ 
100 million (of which half has been approved), represents a major achievement and a lasting legacy 
of the impact of the GFP initiative.  
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In this chapter, conclusions as well as an overall assessment of the evaluation are presented based 
on the foregoing discussion and findings. These conclusions are clustered generically under the 
standard evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability. 

5.1 Relevance 

Relevance is defined as “the extent to which the aid activity is suited to the priorities and policies of 
the target group or recipient”24. The aims and objectives of GFP are as relevant today as they were 
when the initiative was launched in 2009. The continuing prominence of REDD+ across many 
countries in the South, coupled with the increasing complexity and multiplication of different 
bilateral and multi-lateral initiatives, requires active engagement from representatives from forest-
dependent communities if potential benefits are to be captured and negative impacts avoided. As 
FLEGT / VPA processes continue to proliferate across West and Central Africa, South East Asia and 
central America, organised coalitions of representative voices are needed to balance interests from 
government and large private sector entities. Increased interest in public partnerships, social 
enterprises and alternative models of private sector engagement is also beginning to take root in 
forest-rich countries such as Brazil, DR Congo and Indonesia, and opportunities for engagement in 
these processes is rising steadily. The flexibility accorded by GFP to national teams meant that in 
countries such as Guatemala, individual country teams were able to tailor programmatic responses 
to these emerging country-level opportunities, as well as provide opportunities for community 
voices to engage with and shape policy outcomes.  

5.2 Effectiveness 

Effectiveness is defined as “a measure of the extent to which an aid activity attains its objectives”. At 
the national level, effectiveness of GFP interventions varied considerably. In some countries, GFP 
support was highly effective in leveraging additional financing, modifying and improving policy 
processes, strengthening governance arrangements and building local capacity to engage. In other 
countries, however, the process was less even, with progress achieved in convening multi-
stakeholder platforms and identifying common themes, but less in achieving real policy or legal 
reforms. At the international level, GFP succeeded in identifying and clarifying a core concept around 
which future activities can be built and resources marshalled (ILCF), as well as launching an ‘alliance 
of alliances’ that has the potential to develop as an important voice in future discussions around 
forest rights and access. Identifying the degree of effectiveness is hampered by the lack of clarity 
(and differing local interpretations) over the exact nature, outcomes and end points of the GFP 
initiative, and whether these were to be defined in terms of processes (coalitions, alliances, 
platforms, policy changes, access to financing) or more tangible results such as sustainably managed 
forests and improved livelihoods.  

5.3 Efficiency 

Efficiency measures the outputs - qualitative and quantitative - in relation to the inputs and asks 
whether development assistance used the least costly resources possible in order to achieve the 
desired results. In the context of GFP, it is important to consider that the fact that the GFP initiative 
was built on a four-way partnership of World Bank, IUCN, FAO and IIED and that this necessarily 
generated additional transaction costs in terms decision-making, planning and implementation. The 
partnership resulted in significant downstream benefits, in terms of changing priorities and actions 
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of CG members, not least the plans to support the DGM of the FIP and the FFF that evolved from the 
NFP Facility.  

Despite this disclaimer, the evaluation finds that efficiency of implementation was undermined by 
two key considerations. Firstly, the administrative and financial management arrangements under 
the Development Grant Facility of the World Bank resulted in increased transaction costs and 
reduced efficiency at country level. This was due to the continuous cycle of budget (and workplan) 
reviews and subsequent revision, the need to develop annual agreements and sub-agreements, and 
a lack of continuity between annual budget periods, which limited multi-year planning. However, 
efficiency was also reduced by the complex systems established by the initiative at national level, 
with up to three different sets of funding and the separate reporting requirements and procedures 
that this created. In one case (Guatemala), this resulted in country teams being required to produce 
reports (in different formats and for different funding periods) for six different users at the country 
level and internationally.  

5.4 Impact 

At national levels, GFP impacts varied in terms of range and depth. Perhaps the most widespread 
impact was the creation of platforms or processes from which marginalised forest voices could be 
heard and communicated. In most cases, this action resulted in direct impacts related to changes in 
national policy or legal processes. This included revisions to the Ghana Forest Policy, chainsaw 
regulations in Liberia, stalling proposed amendments to the Forest Act in Nepal (widely seen as a 
retrogressive step likely to curtail community rights), a law in Guatemala providing financial 
incentives for afforestation and conservation (PINPEP) and multi-institutional design of the national 
REDD+ strategy in Mozambique. In some countries the multi-stakeholder processes were one-off 
attempts to convene a wide variety of interests (such as the ‘peoples diagnostics’ in Ghana, 
Mozambique or Nepal), while in other cases, there was a more deliberate attempt to build and 
strengthen more enduring structures (such as the Alianza in Guatemala and forest forums in Ghana 
and Liberia) from which future dialogues can be built, and impacts realised. As a result, capacity 
development of these emerging structures was an additional but important impact generated by 
GFP.  

At the international level, GFP helped foster an alliance between three global voices representing 
differing but complementary interests. This has resulted in some modest but important impacts in 
terms of increased visibility and profile of these different interests at international events and 
processes involved in forest policy, governance and climate change. The ILCF process, now almost 
complete, has produced important results in terms of shaping and communicating an important 
message around local forest rights holders and forms of investment – private sector and donors. 
While neither of these two international processes have yet to deliver any strong or lasting impact, 
they have created the conditions for further impact, if the catalytic effects of GFP can be built upon 
by other organisations or processes. 

Perhaps the most significant result (and the one with greatest potential to deliver downstream 
impacts) are the two processes whose design was facilitated by CG members and which will be 
delivered through the FAO and World Bank structures. Although it is too early to predict the degree 
and range of impacts that these two programmes will have (and in one case, funding has yet to be 
secured), opportunities for a lasting GFP legacy appear strong.  

5.5 Sustainability 

At the country level, GFP initiated a wealth of local and national level processes. Some of these were 
time-bound, with a clearly defined goal of feeding into a specific process, such as a policy or legal 
formulation process. Other activities, however, were developed with a longer view in mind, such as 
the development of coalitions or platforms from which further processes could be launched. This 
included the G3 at the international level, and in-country developments such as the Alianza in 



 

Growing Forest Partnerships. Final Evaluation Report Page 51 

Guatemala and forest forums in Ghana and Liberia. Without the injection of additional funds and 
technical support, the long-term sustainability of these structures seems uncertain. However, there 
are signs that in some of these cases, plans have been made for a transition from GFP to other forms 
of support. In the case of the Alianza, significant discussions within the coalition indicate a 
willingness and commitment to continue to engage in external processes with or without external 
funding. In other cases (such as the forest forums in Ghana and Liberia) the future without GFP or 
NFP appears uncertain, but it is likely that future sources of funding can be found from which 
sustained assistance can be provided – possibly through the proposed FFF currently being 
developed. 

At the international level, the ILCF is already finding its way into emerging programme level activities 
supported by the World Bank and FAO. IUCN has identified ILCF as a core strategy of its global forest 
programme during the next inter-sessional period. As indicated in the evaluation recommendations, 
it will be important to communicate the ILCF concept beyond the organisations directly involved in 
its development, if a wider impact and sustainability is to be assured.  
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6.1 …on coalitions, federations, forums and platforms 

Although partnership was defined as the core theme of the GFP initiative, a more prominent aspect 
was the work done in creating platforms, forums and coalitions at national level, while strengthening 
federations at the international level. Inclusive dialogues facilitated in a number of countries tended 
to focus on identifying specific themes for further action (Nepal and Ghana and to some degree 
through the TFD process in countries such as Kenya, Burkina Faso and Indonesia). These were 
content-focused processes and there was no intention to create any kind of enduring structures 
around which future consultative processes could be built. In other cases, the focus was on 
establishing representative platforms that would allow dialogue to take place between stakeholders 
in government, civil society and private sector (district, regional and national forest forums in Ghana, 
county and National Forest Forums in Liberia and the Alianza in Guatemala). Lessons are emerging 
from these experiences about how representative national-level bodies can be developed, as well as 
how great care must be taken when establishing these forums to think through their role and 
mandate. Are they created to support government’s work, or are they there as checks and balances 
to government from the arena of civil society? Does having financial support from government 
create conflicts over identity and compromise the ability of these platforms to speak independently? 
How can national level bodies represent the interests of members at lower levels and maintain 
legitimate downward links, while maintaining national focus and engagement? Experiences from the 
Alianza in Guatemala provide important lessons on how a national level presence can be developed, 
without the creation of a top-heavy national secretariat (and the costs this incurs), risking a loss of 
legitimacy and potential competition with lower level organisations. 

Through the G3 process, individual members (particularly the IFFA) are making moves to support the 
emergence of national partner alliances in some countries (such as Kenya). Many lessons are 
beginning to emerge here, which in turn draw upon the experiences of Northern federations (such 
as the Swedish Family Forest Association, which has had decades of experience in addressing the 
very same challenges now emerging across the South).  

6.3 …on governance arrangements for international initiatives 

GFP experimented with a two-tier structure that was meant to evolve over time, giving more 
responsibility to an independent committee and a reduced role in decision-making for implementing 
partners. It soon became clear that GFP was not going to be a 10-15 year initiative covering 
countries across Africa, Latin America and Asia. As such, a mismatch soon developed between the 
top-heavy governance structure and the programme’s less ambitious evolution. This experience 
highlights the importance of crafting governance frameworks that are fit for purpose, clarifying the 
extent of decision-making authority and defining whether membership is based on ‘individual’, 
‘institutional’ or ‘interest’ considerations. If membership is based on an individual representing a 
particular interest group, it is important that that person is not appointed from above, but elected 
from below by the particular constituency or interest group being represented. 

The GFP experience also highlights the potential trade-offs in terms of effectiveness and 
transparency with regard to governance arrangements. The CG evolved into a highly effective body 
that became the de-facto decision making body for the GFP initiative. It went on to act as a ‘think-
tank’ for new initiatives such as the FFF and the DGM. Being composed of implementing partners 
however, this was clearly not a decision-making structure driven by Southern perspectives or 
interests. Despite this, the nature of the GFP did allow for significant local autonomy with regard to 
in-country processes. The Reference Group was an attempt to provide just this balance, but 
misunderstandings about the role of this institution and in some cases a lack of real understanding 
about the GFP concept and rationale, meant that the group was less effective than anticipated. 
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Finally, the GFP experience provides important lessons on partnerships between large international 
organisations, such as IUCN, FAO and to a lesser degree, IIED. After a somewhat rocky start, with the 
inevitable disagreements and occasional arguments, the relationship settled down to one of respect, 
mutual trust and collaboration in a way rarely seen between international organisations working at 
this level. The dividends produced from this relationship have been many – and not least, the joint 
development of the FFF as well as influencing the design and development of the global Forest 
Investment Program. The lesson from this is, quite simply, that partnerships take time and may 
appear frustrating in their early stages, but with time can generate new and exciting results, well 
beyond the reach the work of any single organisation working alone.   

6.4 ...on measuring impact 

GFP was not a project in the traditional sense, in that it did not have clearly defined outcomes or 
indicators, rather a broad framework within which experimentation and innovation was encouraged. 
Assessing baseline conditions, developing indicators and assessing (and attributing) impact under 
such conditions proved understandably challenging. The GFP initiative has shown that despite these 
challenges, some arrangements for capturing the impact and effect of the diverse set of activities 
supported must be identified or adapted, if the results of GFP are to be effectively communicated 
both within the implementing partners, but also externally. This may take the form of studies 
designed to extract lessons and experiences on cross-cutting themes of relevance across the 
initiative, or more analytical work designed to tease out impact and compare anticipated with actual 
theories of change.  

6.5 …on trade offs in open-ended, bottom-up processes 

The GFP demonstrated some of the trade-offs in building bottom-up, locally driven processes. On 
one hand, such an approach builds ownership, accommodates local circumstances and works on 
needs identified from below rather than dictated from above. Furthermore, this approach allowed 
convergence towards ILCF from many different starting points. On the other hand, it generates very 
different outcomes in terms of processes adopted, issues addressed as well as variability in both 
quality, impact and sustainability. Guidance is needed initially to frame the idea, and a fine line must 
be maintained between providing too much steerage and too little. A number of people who 
participated in GFP at national as well as international level argue that the country teams were 
provided with too little guidance, and as a result time was wasted initially building a consensus and 
common understanding on what GFP was and what it was meant to deliver. This is a debatable issue. 
What is clear, though, is that there must be a clear understanding among the international partners 
regarding what is expected and the theory of change, and this must be communicated consistently 
at the country level.  

6.6 …on programme management 

The GFP demonstrated the challenges of three international organisations working together in a 
partnership across different levels. The complexities of the Direct Grant Facility within the World 
Bank, coupled with each of the three organisations wishing to create a visible footprint at national 
level, resulted in complex and administratively challenging financial and administrative systems. In 
some cases, this created perverse incentives to spend funds before funding periods elapsed, while in 
other cases it increased workloads on country teams. Experience from Ghana indicates that it is 
possible to influence and add value to national-level processes, without the incentive of providing 
direct funding. The NFP Facility Coach for West Africa was an important source of advice and 
guidance for the team, even though no direct financial support to the country team was provided 
through FAO. The lesson to emerge from this is the importance of separating roles in order to 
rationalise management. Rather than three lines of international financing to individual (and 
relatively low cost) national processes, alternative models can be sought where funds are centralised 
through one partner, while the others fulfil a supportive or advisory role.  
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6.7 …on communication 

One of the strengths of the GFP initiative has been its attention to communication, through the 
development of in-country communication strategies, support to the G3 and international 
communication of the initiative and its key messages. GFP has highlighted the importance and 
benefits of mainstreaming communication as a cross-cutting strategy and including this within the 
design process, rather than considering communication as an ‘add-on’, to be addressed once 
activities have been completed. Furthermore, GFP has highlighted the need for providing adequate 
support from communication specialists across the life of such processes and allocating sufficient 
time and resources to mentor in-country teams.  

The programme has also demonstrated that it may be necessary to be clearer about the message 
being communicated. Some country teams appear to have felt that communication had the 
objective of profiling the GFP initiative (i.e. the partnership of the three organisations) as a brand, 
while others felt that communications should have served to disseminate the core messages that 
were developed as a result of the programme.  

6.8 …on convening multi-stakeholder processes 

At the country level, GFP processes were convened by national NGOs (Mozambique, Nepal), 
international inter-agency bodies (Ghana) and government agencies (Guatemala and Liberia). The 
NFP Facility has always anchored directly within the lead government forestry agency, which offers 
many advantages in terms of national ownership, legitimacy and opportunities for sustainability. 
Experiences from GFP point to some interesting lessons regarding the identity of the convening 
agency. Where NGOs convened, there tended to be a strong contribution and voice from civil 
society, but some challenges occurred when seeking to get strong government commitment, or 
traction on policy changes (for example, in Nepal, where government was not represented on the 
national steering group). In Mozambique, a national NGO acted as convenor (CTV), but were elected 
for this function through a national multi-stakeholder process, and as such their role was legitimized 
by government. When convened by government, action on moving forward with policy change was 
rapid (Liberia and the chainsaw regulations), although sometimes, questions arose over perceived 
domination from government and lack of voice from critical or representative interests. 
Interestingly, this appears to have been less of an issue in Guatemala, where the national forest 
agency (INAB) is viewed positively by the general public due to its progressive policies and strong 
record of public engagement and transparency. Furthermore, concerns over government-bias in 
some countries was to some degree mitigated by the establishment of core teams drawn from 
different sectors who advise national level GFP processes across all the pilot countries. In Ghana, 
IUCN is an institution with members from both government and civil society and is viewed as a 
neutral broker, representing interests of both government and civil society. As such, it represented a 
balanced entry point for supporting the development of inter-institutional and multi-stakeholder 
dialogue.  

6.9 …on the use of catalytic funds 

GFP has shown that relatively modest amounts of funding, when well targeted, can make a big 
difference in leveraging change, impact and sustainability. However, it has also highlighted some of 
the challenges of translating international partnership arrangements to the national level in ways 
that minimise transaction costs for administrative, contractual and financing arrangements. The 
lesson to emerge from this is that if the impacts of catalytic processes are to be maximised, they 
must be matched with administrative systems that are robust but relatively simple to operate.  
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Funding to the GFP has now come to an end and no further support is anticipated. As such, nine 
recommendations made below are targeted towards processes described in Section 4.9, namely 
those designed to grow and expand the GFP initiative that are currently being fostered by members 
of the CG.  

Clarifying and communicating the theory of change at an early stage: This review has pointed to 
the trade-offs to be made between bottom-up, open-ended national processes and providing clear 
boundaries and limits to what constitutes allowable activities. Despite the lack of an established link 
between the international ILCF process and the country-level support, there were signs of 
convergence between these two models, particularly in countries such as Guatemala, but also in 
Liberia (chainsaw regulations), Mozambique (REDD+ planning) and Nepal (avoiding policy failures in 
community forestry). Notwithstanding this, the overall theory of change and anticipated outcomes 
of GFP were still nebulous and interpreted differently across the partnership. If the experiences of 
GFP are to be capitalised on in the future, it will be necessary to work on refining the GFP concept, 
linking ILCF with country level experiences and communicating coherently.  

Defining the added value of international partnerships. GFP has showcased the strengths and 
highlighted the different skill-sets of three international organisations and the different skill-sets that 
they bring to the table. At the same time, it has highlighted some of the potential pitfalls that can 
result in high transaction costs for national level actors (such as multiple funding streams, 
contractual requirements and reporting responsibilities). In future initiatives of this kind it will be 
critical to communicate clearly the added value of international partnerships in terms of the role and 
contribution of each partner, as well as streamlining support in ways that minimise administrative 
responsibilities for national and international implementers. This might include the separation of 
financial from technical and advisory responsibilities, by creating a single flow of resources to 
country level, while allowing technical support to come from a range of sources  

Assessing and attributing impact. With development funds increasingly tied to the generation of 
verifiable impacts, monitoring and evaluation is likely to become an increased donor priority, 
particularly for catalytic processes like GFP, where establishing attribution is challenging. As such, it 
will be important to ensure that expertise is made available to country teams to clearly clarify a 
coherent set of outcomes, the theory of change and systems to track the achievement of goals. 
Furthermore, systems will be needed to capture impact across and between participating country 
processes, so that overall impact can be ascertained at an international, programmatic level.  

Undertaking a systematic review of lessons learned across the GFP initiative: GFP has generated a 
wealth of results, which vary markedly from country to country. However, in the absence of an 
established M&E system, it is not possible to define what these are at present. It is therefore 
recommended that a systematic process of identifying key experiences and lessons learned from the 
GFP process is undertaken. This should look across experiences at both the national and 
international level. Although funding may not be available to support this from within the existing 
budget of GFP, other sources such as PROFOR may offer suitable alternatives.  

Learning and disseminating lessons within and between countries: Opportunities for country-
country learning and exchange within GFP were limited, despite the potential benefits that such a 
process could engender. In future initiatives of this kind, a process should be established that fosters 
the sharing of experiences and lessons between country teams. This could take the form of cross-
visits or regional / global meetings where common themes are explored and compared. 

Applying flexibility to anchoring and convening national level processes. GFP (as well as the NFP 
Facility) have pointed to the very real benefits that anchoring such processes within government 
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forest agencies can bring. However, experiences gained also point to some of the risks, including 
perceived domination by government and a lack of balance from other potential participants such as 
civil society and private sector. Even in a country such as Guatemala, where the national forest 
agency (INAB) is viewed as a progressive and transparent institution, the decision to anchor GFP 
within government was not without negative impacts. Clearly much thought needs to be given to 
how multi-sectoral initiatives can be linked to government in ways that encourage broad 
participation and legitimacy. Given the variation in context across different parts of the South, a 
flexible approach to anchoring is recommended that takes account of local conditions and 
perceptions.  

Communicating the outcomes of the ILCF process. Now that the TFD outputs are being prepared 
and published and a number of processes and events are being used to promote the initiative (such 
as the Rio+20 meeting), it will be necessary to develop a coherent communication strategy so that 
the valuable results can be communicated beyond the confines of those organisations directly 
involved in its conception. This strategy should be developed jointly by the members of the G3, 
building upon lessons learned in communications gained during the implementation of the GFP.  

Supporting partnerships mobilising around the ILCF Concept. The ILCF is an exciting and innovative 
concept that brings together many different themes around a unifying framework. As such further 
support should be provided across various initiatives supported by the GFP partners in the future 
(such as the FIP DGM and the FFF) 

Improving ‘representation’ in programme governance mechanisms. Although experiences with the 
GFP governance arrangements (the CG and RG) were mixed, they point to some useful lessons with 
regard to the challenges of providing a voice from beyond the confines of implementing partners. If 
governance arrangements are to be constructed that go beyond the standard ‘steering committee’ 
approach where donors and implementers are jointly convened with hand-picked individuals from 
the South (attending on an individual basis), it will be necessary to clearly consider: the role and 
mandate of decision-making at different levels; how southern interests can be solicited and 
included; and the role of implementing agencies and partners within this process. Furthermore, it is 
recommended that a review of experiences with governance arrangements in different international 
processes (such as FIP, FCPF, UN-REDD and others) is conducted, to ensure that lessons learned 
elsewhere can be incorporated.  

Linking national and international processes. The GFP and its potential successors (the DGM and 
the FFF) all have national and international components. Experience from GFP has pointed to the 
risks of these two processes becoming de-linked. In the process of designing and establishing the FFF 
and DGM it will be important for the GFP CG partners and the World Bank respectively to consider 
how, from an early stage, national and international processes can be linked and mutually 
reinforcing, perhaps by introducing requirements that any international support must demonstrate 
downward linkages to emerging country level processes.  
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Objectives of the final evaluation 

 To assess GFP’s success in catalysing new partnerships and supporting/strengthening existing 
ones through which forest rights holders have access to increased levels of support in their 
efforts to secure livelihoods and maintain ecosystem services. 

  To distil lessons about the key factors that have led to success (or failure) of these partnerships 
in order to inform best practice in the follow-on Forest Partnerships Facility.  

Tasks for the final evaluation 

A: Assess the partnerships results created or fostered by GFP and to what extent they achieved:  

 shared visions, actions and outcomes among themselves and with other sectors;  

 more active involvement of marginalised groups in forest decision-making processes and 
governance improvements,  

 increased access of forest stakeholders to finance and support opportunities based on the rights 
holders’ locally, regionally- or national-defined priorities;  

 bridging of gaps - or creation of synergies - between national and international initiatives; and  

 international institutions working together to provide greater support for participatory national 
efforts in-country .  

Specifically the evaluation will assess: 

 The in-country partnerships created or fostered by GFP in Ghana, Guatemala, Liberia, 
Mozambique and Nepal  

 The international partnership on Investing in Locally Controlled Forestry involving the Three 
Rights Holders Group (the International Family Forest Alliance, the Global Alliance for 
Community Forestry and the International Alliance for Indigenous and Tribal People’s of the 
Tropical Forests – together known as the G3)  

B: Assess the partnership processes through which these results were delivered by GFP –particularly 
the work of the Catalytic Group (comprising FAO, IUCN, the World Bank and IIED) and the Reference 
Group, together with national and international partners (the G3). Specifically the evaluation will 
assess the timeliness, effectiveness, efficiency, adequacy and appropriateness of: 

 the established institutional governance arrangements;  

 the specific institutional workplans and activities;  

 the monitoring and evaluation systems and responsiveness of partners to suggested changes 
(including the mid-term review);  

 the in-country processes including issues of ownership, facilitation and capacity-building;  

 the knowledge exchange activities – including the exchange visits between Nepal and Laos; 
Guatemala and Peru; Liberia, Ghana and Burkina Faso; 

 the international ILCF process involving the G3; 

 the communication activities, including engagements with other international processes and 
events; 

 the plans to grow and expand the GFP initiative through the FPF proposal; 

C: Distil lessons from the above partnerships that will be of use in the operationalisation of the 
proposed Forest Partnership Facility that builds on the GFP initiative. Specifically the evaluation will: 
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 Identify lessons on strengthening and building effective partnerships: how best to catalyse and 
facilitate effective partnerships across a range of stakeholders interests; and what key factors 
should be taken into account. 

 Identify lessons on inclusion: how best to engage groups that are usually excluded and what key 
factors determine success/lack of success in this area. 

 Identify lessons on accountability: how best to ensure accountability of donors and decision 
makers towards emerging partnerships and key factors about how this can be achieved. 

 Identify lessons on sharing best practice and fostering innovation: the extent to which the 
initiative has been successful or not in identify, develop, encourage and/or implement best-
practice approaches and innovative processes. 

 Identify lessons on programme management: how best to structure organisational governance 
arrangements for facilitating and managing initiatives of this sort; including key factors 
concerning the composition and balance within key decision-making bodies. 

 Identify lessons on communications: how best to develop mechanisms for engaging with a wide 
range of stakeholders and for influencing policy-making processes; including the origin and 
ownership, format and timing of communication activities. 

 Identify lessons on contributing long-term impact: how best to ensure the sustainability of 
partnerships developed by such an initiative. 

D: Make recommendations based on the final evaluation. Based upon the assessment of the 
partnerships, process and lessons learned, make recommendations as appropriate, with a particular 
focus on: 

 Opportunities, constraints and recommendations for the Forest Partnerships Facility. 

Final evaluation methodologies 

 Undertake a thorough analysis of all the project documents and communication products. This 
will include the Mid Term Review, work plans agreed between the CG and in country teams, and 
all progress reports, diagnostic reports, analysis documents, minutes of RG and CG meetings and 
communications outputs; 

 Review annual reports submitted by the FAO, IUCN and IIED to the World Bank and the 
Reference group; and 

 Carry out visits to Guatemala, Mozambique, Ghana, Nepal and Liberia to meet with in-country 
teams and key stakeholders. 

 Meet with teams from each of the CG members in their offices in Rome, (FAO), Gland (IUCN), 
Washington DC, (World Bank) and London or Edinburgh (IIED). 

 Carry out interviews with Rights Holders Group members, The Forests Dialogue, Reference 
Group members, members of and other resource people, by telephone and/or email (this might 
include a sample of the experts consulted in the original 2007/8 GFP assessment). 

Expected outputs 

The final report will include: 

 A three page (max) executive summary;  

 A three page (max) outlining the key conclusions and recommendations for the CG and RG 
members and in country and international partners; and,  

 No more than 50 pages for the full report which will include a section that provides a clear 
description of the methodologies used to gather and analyse information; and 

 Annexes and references to be appended to the full report as appropriate. 
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Catalytic Group Members and Implementing Agencies 

Institution / 
Sector 

Name Position 

IUCN - Gland Chris Buss Forest Co-ordinator 
Stuart Maginnis Programme Co-ordinator 

FAO - Rome Jerker Thunberg NFP Facility Manager 
Sophie Grouwels GFP Coordinator for NFP Facility 
Marguerite France-
Lanord 

Communications Officer, NFP Facility 

Marco Boscolo Forestry Officer (Institutions) 
Jhony Zapata NFP Facility Coach for Latin America 
Eva Muller Chief, Forest Policy Service 

FAO - Bangkok Fan, Xiaojie National Forest Programme Co-ordinator 
IIED - London Steve Bass Head, Sustainable Markets Group 

Grazia Piras Researcher, Natural Resources Group and GFP 
coordinator 

Liz Carlile Director of Communications 
Lucile Robinson Communications Officer 

IIED – Edinburgh Duncan Macqueen Senior Researcher, Natural Resources Group and Forest 
Team Leader 

James Mayers Head, Natural Resources Group 
  

World Bank Peter Dewees Lead Forests Specialist, Agriculture and Rural 
Development Department 

Gerhard Dieterle Forestry Advisor  / FIP Focal Point  Agriculture and 
Rural Development 

Klas Sander Natural Resource Economist 
Mahmut Aydogmus Operations Officer, Global Partnership and Trust Fund 
Anju Sharma Operations Officer, Global Partnership and Trust Fund 
Warren Evans Senior Adviser, Sustainable Development 
Gregor Wolf Sector Leader, Sustainable Development, Latin America 

 

Reference Group Members 

Institution / Sector Name Position 
National Alliance of 
Community Forest 
Associations of Kenya 

Mwangi Kinyanjui Director 

Deutsche Gesellschaft für 
Internationale 
Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) 

Evy von Pfeil Head, REDD Programme for Early 
Movers (REM) 

CATIE, Costa Rica Ronnie de Camino Velozo  Sub-Director General 
Government of Ghana Emilia Arthur Deputy Minister, Western Region 
NFP / INAB, Guatemala Ogden Rodas Co-ordinator and national focal person 

for GFP 
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TFD / G3 Process 

Institution / Sector Name Position 
Canadian Federation of 
Woodlot Owners 

Peter deMarsh Chairperson 

Federation of Swedish 
Family Forest Owners 

Lennart Ackzell Senior Advisor International Affairs 

The Forests Dialogue Gary W. Dunning Executive Director 
Xiaoting Hou Programme Co-ordinator 

Global Alliance of 
Community Forestry 

Ghan Shyam Pandey  
 

Co-ordinator 

Trevaylor Consulting  Dominic Elson Independent Consultant (and facilitator 
to the ILCF process) 

 

Peers or observers to the GFP process 

Institution / Sector Name Position 
European Commission Julia Falconer VPA/FLEGT Co-ordinator, Sustainable 

Development of Natural Resources 
Directorate 

ERM Ltd, Oxford, UK Steve Cobb Director 
Global Witness, UK David Young Team Leader, Forest Sector Transparency 
 

Country teams 
 

Ghana 

Institution / Sector Name Position 
IUCN - Ghana Adeleke Adewale  Co-ordinator, GFP 
FAO Regional Office, Accra Atse Yapi NFP Facility Coach – W. Africa 
Forestry Commission Richard Gyimah Manager, Verification and Field Audit, 

Timber Validation Department 
David Kpelle National Co-ordinator, Non Legally 

Binding Instrument Project 
Oppon Sasu Head Donor Relations 
Alex Asare Manager, Collaborative Resource 

Management Unit, Kumasi 
Ghana Timber Association Alex Dadzie Vice President 
GFP Ghana Team Osofo Quarm Community Representative 
Forest Watch Ghana Kingsley Bekoe Ansah National Co-ordinator 
Tropenbos Samuel Nketiah Programme Co-ordinator 
Media Mary Ama Kudom-

Agyemang 
Freelance Journalist 

Government of Ghana Emelia Arthur Deputy Minister, Western Region 
 

Liberia 

Institution / Sector Name Position 
Forest Development 
Authority 

Edward Kamara Co-ordinator GFP / NFP Facility 

Liberia Chainsaw and 
Timber Dealers Union 

Arthur Karngbae Secretary General 
Osman Nyei Vice President and GFP Task Force 
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Member 
Alvin Kanneh Representative, River Gee County 
Samuel Sando Fahn Representative, Cape Mount County 
D. Amin Yellewaye Representative, Sinoe County 

Forest Cry - Liberia Dickson Chaodo Executive Director 
UN Mission in Liberia Kofi Ireland Civil Affairs Officer 
Forest Development 
Authority 

Jeremiah Karmu Manager, Statistics 
Myer Jargbah Manager, Strategic Planning  
John Mackey Secretariat 
Sampson S. Nyema Officer, FMCs 

Daily Observer Newspaper Yurfee Shakalee Journalist / Columnist 
Director William Woods Forest Training Institute 
Flora and Fauna 
International 

Nouhou Mdam Chief Technical Adviser, REDD 

FCMC – River County George Desuah Chairperson 
FCMC - Cape Mount 
County  

Lewis Jah Secretary 

CFDC Rivercess/CFF 
Rivercess Representative 

Bob Greene Chairperson 

Montserrado County 
Forest Forum 

Sylvester Snowe Chairperson 
Varney Kamara Chairperson 

Bong County Forest Forum Joseph Woah Secretary 
Bomi County Forest Forum Sando Folley Chairperson 
Margibi County Forest 
Forum 

Morris Gibson Chairperson 

 

Guatemala 

Institution / Sector Name Position 
FAO, Guatemala Maynor Estrada Assistant Country Representative 
IUCN Regional Office for 
Central America 

Mario Escobedo Regional Officer for Meso America and 
Climate Change 

NFP - INAB 
 

Ogden Rodas  GFP / NFP Co-ordinator 
Jorge Chapas GFP Focal Person 
Alvaro Samayoa Industrial forestry and small scale forest 

enterprise officer 
Ursula Parrilla GFP Officer (Forest Policies) 
Lis Lima Training Co-ordinator 
Paola de Leon Communication specialist (Consultant to 

IIED) 
INAB  Josue Morales Dardon Director General 

Ariel Pereira Co-ordinator, Forest Financing 
Intelligence Unit 

INAB – Region II Edgar Sierra Tarot Regional Representative 
INAB – Region VI Mynor Perez Regional Representative 
Institute of Agriculture, 
Natural Resources and 
Environment 

Juventino Galvez Director 

Alianza Nacional Julio Asig Representative 
FEDERAFOGUA / Alianza Juan Morales President of National Alianza 
Utz Che Aurelio Chavez Executive Board member of Alianza 
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Institution / Sector Name Position 
FUNDALUCHUA Israel Ruiz Representative 
Forest Roundtable - Region 
II 

Carlos Sandoval Regional Representative 

Forest Roundtable - Region 
Verapaces 

Claudio Lopez  Regional Representative 

Forest Roundtable - Region 
V 

Melvin Navarro Member 

Forest Roundtable - Region 
VI 

Orlando Salanic Member 
Heraldo Escobar President 

ASILCOM Pedro Gualim Representative 
Sergio Otund Coy Representative 

FEDECOVERA Hugo Oswaldo Choc Representative 
Rainforest Alliance Ricardo Avila Certification and Sustainable Forest 

Management specialist 
Central America Business 
Intelligence 

Paulo de Leon Consultant 

Journalist Antonio Ordoñez Freelance journalist (Consultant to IIED) 
Reforestando Peten S.A. Alex Avila President 

Carlos Cabranes Secretary 
Donald Grijalva Member 

 

Nepal 

Institution / Sector Name Position 
Forest Action, Nepal Dil Khatri GFP Co-ordinator 
 Naya Paudel Programme Officer 
 Amrit Adhikari Head of Administration and Finance 
  

Mozambique 

Institution / Sector Name Position 
Centro Terra Viva Alda Salomão  Director and co-ordinator of GFP 

Mozambique 
IIED Isilda Nhantumbo Senior Researcher, Forests & Climate 
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GFP core project documents 

 GFP. Catalytic Group. 2010. Growing Forest Partnerships Framework Document 

 GFP. 2011. Empowering Communities through Forest Partnerships. GFP Briefing Document  

 GFP. undated. Forest Partnerships at the Grassroots level 

 GFP. undated. Working for Forests and the People that Depend on them.  

 IIED. 2010. Growing Forest Partnership (GFP). Summary of lessons learned 2009-10 

 GFP. 2010. Theory of Change and Indicators for GFP at international level 

 Environment and Development Group. 2010. Growing Forest Partnerships. Mid Term 
Review.  

GFP Progress Reports 

 IIED. 2010. GFP Final Report on Activities: January – December 2010.  

 IIED. 2010. GFP Interim Report on Activities: 1 January – 30 June 2010 

 IIED. 2010. GFP. Interim Report on Activities: 1 July – 31 December 2010 

 IIED. 2011. GFP. Interim Report on Activities: 1 May– 30 August 2011 

 IIED. 2011. GFP Interim Report on Activities: 1 January – 30 April 2011 

 FAO, 2009. Progress Report for 2009. 

 FAO. 2011. Progress Report for July 1st – December 31st 2010 

 FAO. 2011. Progress Report for January 1st 2011 – 30th April 2011 

 FAO. 2011. Progress Report for May 1st 2011 – August 30th, 2011 

 FAO. 2012. Progress Report for reporting period January 1st 2010 – December 31st 2011.  

 IUCN. 2009. GFP Interim Report to July 2009.  

 IUCN. 2010. IUCN Implementation Report for 2009. Growing Forest Partnerships 

 IUCN. 2010. IUCN Implementation Report. Growing Forest Partnerships. Mid‐year technical 
report. 1st January to 30th June, 2010 

 IUCN, 2011. IUCN Implementation Report. Growing Forest Partnerships. 1st January to 30th 
April 2011 

 IUCN, 2011. IUCN Implementation Report. Growing Forest Partnerships. 1st May to 31st 
August 2011 

 IUCN 2011. IUCN Implementation Report. Growing Forest Partnerships. Six month interim 
activity report. 1st July to 31st December, 2010 

 IUCN 2011. IUCN Implementation Report. Growing Forest Partnerships. 2010 Grant Period 
report 

 GFP. 2009. GFP Six Monthly Report: July - December 2009. IUCN, FAO and IIED 

GFP Global Consultation 

 IIED, 2007. Rooting a Global Forest Partnership in stakeholder capabilities and needs. 
Consultation Document. International Institute for Environment and Development, London, 
UK 

 IIED. 2008. Towards a global forest partnership: Consultation, assessment and 
recommendations. International Institute for Environment and Development, London, UK 

G3, ILCF and TFD Documentation 
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4.1 Ghana 

The Ghana field visit took place from June 6-9, 2012 and was conducted by Tom Blomley. During 
three days in Accra, a series of meetings were held with participants in the GFP process. These 
included IUCN (the lead agency), governmental representatives from the Forestry Commission, 
collaborating projects and agencies, as well as stakeholders representing diverse interests such as 
civil society, the media, private sector and local communities. Due to time and financial constraints it 
was not possible to travel outside Accra, so resource persons based elsewhere were contacted by 
phone.  

Activities and outputs 

The initial steps for starting the GFP process in Ghana began in February 2009, when a stakeholder 
workshop was convened by IUCN and FAO. The workshop was initially designed to provide an 
opportunity to assess the viability and utility of the GFP initiative, but the agenda was expanded to 
launch a second initiative, the Non-Legally Binding Instrument (NLBI) project, which was being 
promoted by FAO and was felt to be compatible. There was general consensus at the meeting that 
the GFP approach was both appropriate and timely in Ghana, given that the Ghana – EU Voluntary 
Partnership Agreement (VPA) had just been signed, there was a growing interest in REDD+ and 
increasing donor financing for the forest sector through basket funding arrangements. However, 
during this early stage a number of participants expressed scepticism regarding the initiative, due to 
the perceived similarity of the project to other on-going or planned initiatives, the lack of clarity 
regarding aims and objectives, and the relatively limited budget.  

The initial stakeholder workshop agreed that a consultative process would be needed to identify the 
key priorities and challenges facing the forest sector in Ghana and that, to be effective, this process 
should be as broad as possible and seek to engage with those stakeholder groups who traditionally 
had not been engaged in policy-related processes. Furthermore, it was agreed that Forest Watch 
Ghana (FWG), a coalition of national NGOs and CBOs, with a significant track record in forest policy 
and governance-related analysis, should be engaged to facilitate the process of consultation. A GFP 
Team was also formed to oversee and guide the planning and implementation activities, comprising 
representatives from local communities, government, private sector, civil society, National Forest 
Forum, NLBI Co-ordinator, FAO and IUCN. 

The GFP Team oversaw three regional consultative exercises covering the three forest zones of 
Ghana. Meetings were held in Takoradi (forested zone), Kumasi (transition zone) and Tamale 
(savanna). The meetings’ findings were then carried forward to a national validation meeting in 
Accra in June 2009, where seven national priorities were identified and agreed25. These were:  

 Decline in forest cover and loss of benefits from forest resources to local stakeholders 

 Ownership and access to forest and wildlife resources 

 Alternative livelihoods – the need to develop forest-linked livelihoods that are socially, 
economically and environmentally sustainable 

 Benefit sharing  

 Participatory governance mechanisms and processes in the forest sector 

 Research and technology 
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 GFP Peoples’ Diagnostics. Validation Workshop-Accra -29
th

 June 2009. Unpublished report 
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 Capacity-building of stakeholder platforms and alliances, and for information generation and 
learning on forest issues 

Specific interventions were identified to address these priorities, which in turn were clustered into 
three distinct categories by the GFP Team:  

 Knowledge interventions: filling gaps in knowledge and bringing stakeholders together to 
discuss critical governance and institutional themes  

 Capacity-building interventions: helping stakeholders to address self-identified capacity needs.  

 Project interventions: originally conceived as site-based measures on the ground where 
activities could be piloted. This was later dropped due to funding limitations and the idea that 
GFP was meant to be catalytic in nature, rather than delivering specific activities in the field. It 
was later translated to provision of support for individual stakeholders or groups of stakeholders 
to either influence existing initiatives (such as the Natural Resources and Environmental 
Governance Sector Budget Support (NREG), NFP Facility or VPA) or to undertake projects that 
would advance the agreed governance vision by engaging members of the stakeholder groups 
involved. 

 
Following this, a number of reports were commissioned by the GFP Team, some of which were 
contextual while others addressed specific areas identified during the diagnostic process: 
 

 A Desk Study of Existing Forest Sector Initiatives in Ghana 

 Mapping Of Key Forest Governance Reform In Ghana And The Role Of Growing Forest 
Partnership 

 Mapping of Key Forest Governance Reform Initiatives by Non-Governmental Organisations And 
the Role of Growing Forest Partnerships 

 Land Tenure In Ghana: Making A Case For Incorporation Of Customary Law In Land 
Administration And Areas Of Intervention 

 GDP Assessment in Forestry and Wildlife Sectors: Analysis of Sector Contributions 

 Study into Opportunities for a Paradigm Shift in Policy and Business Processes Impacting the 
Growth and Development of Small and Medium Enterprises in the Forest and Wildlife Sectors. 

Some of these outputs were subsequently condensed and presented as four short policy briefs, 
which were widely distributed to decision-makers and policy-makers within Ghana: 

 Governmental Forest Governance Reforms in Ghana – a way forward 

 The impact of development assistance in the forest sector 

 Customary Law and Land Tenure in Ghana 

 Forest Governance Reforms in Ghana: A way forward for non-governmental entities. 

The assessment of the contribution of forestry to national development was done jointly with the 
NLBI initiative, and a short booklet was produced by NLBI summarising the key findings26. Two 
presentations were made to the team within Ministry of Lands and Natural Resources responsible 
for the formulation of new forest policy, with support from GFP. While the forest policy has yet to be 
approved, there are strong indications that many of the key issues that arose from the GFP process 
have been taken account of within the draft document.  

Capacity-building support was provided from GFP to Regional and National Forest Forums in the 
fields of REDD+ awareness, advocacy skills and proposal writing for raising additional funds. Those 
trained were then supported to carry out district level training exercises with district forest forums.  

                                                           
26

 NLBI Project. 2011. Enhancing the visibility of the contribution of the forest sector in national development. 
Forestry Commission and FAO.  
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The project collaborated closely with two other initiatives (both of which had direct FAO 
involvement), namely the NLBI project and the NFP Facility. NFP Facility began operations in 2005 
and provided the bulk of its support to the establishment and development of ten regional forest 
forums and a national forest forum. This was meant to complement earlier work done by a number 
of partners (DFID, Forest Watch Ghana and Care International included) to establish district forest 
forums. A number of opportunities were identified to co-finance specific activities by the GFP, NFP 
and NLBI projects. This included participating in joint meetings, co-financing specific publications and 
even covering the costs of the NLBI co-ordinator for 6 months from GFP when funds from the NLBI 
project had ended. The Forest Commission (through its Head of Donor Relations) played an 
important role in ensuring close collaboration between these three projects. Despite this, it is 
interesting to note that the three initiatives had separate steering committees (often comprising the 
same individuals) and that GFP opted to create a new process (‘people’s diagnostics’) rather than 
build on the emerging district, regional and national forest forum structure during the initial phase 
of identifying national priorities. This decision appears to have been driven by disagreements within 
the GFP Team regarding the composition, representation and accountability of these forums, which 
were established with support from the Forest Commission and National Forest Facility, and were 
perceived by some as being aligned with government interests. 

Communications  

Communications was a strong cross-cutting theme in the Ghana programme. An initial workshop 
was conducted in 2010, with the participation of IIED, to develop draft proposals for a 
communication strategy. One of its key outputs was the development of five communication 
objectives27: 

 To strengthen broader understanding and knowledge of the key issues amongst a wider group of 
forest sector stakeholders 

 To feed into existing processes to strengthen the Government of Ghana’s current review process 
for forest policy and legislation 

 To engage with and get the commitment of policy-makers, in particular technical staff 

 To convince policy-makers (technical staff and politicians) to accept the vision 

 To share information with a wide range of stakeholders, involving the media 

A local journalist, Ama Kudom-Agyemang, was engaged by IIED to support the communication 
process. She was provided with a 12-month contract and given a target of producing four outputs 
per month that would be suitable for publication locally or internationally. She was also supported 
by Ghana GFP to attend the COP 15 meeting in Copenhagen and was invited to attend the World 
Forest Congress in Buenos Aires, but due to visa complications, she and a local colleague were 
unable to do so. A number of specific communication activities were implemented. These included: 

 A series of presentations and slots on Ghana TV (including the popular breakfast show and 
morning show) 

 Radio broadcasts (such as the Ghana Today programme on Ghana Broadcasting Corporation, as 
well as a number of presentations on local FM stations) 

 Production of documentary on GFP’s efforts to slow the decline in forest cover and loss of forest 
resources 

 Newspaper articles in the national press. A number of feature articles were produced for the 
Ghana Times and National Agenda (both national newspapers) 

The overall quality and volume of communication outputs in Ghana was high and clearly contributed 
strongly to the success of the GFP by ensuring that its messages reached a wider number of 

                                                           
27

 GFP Ghana. 2011. Communication Strategy 



 

Growing Forest Partnerships. Final Evaluation Report Page 71 

stakeholders. The contracted journalist expressed some concerns over the slight differences in 
demands from IIED London (who were focused on generating material to promote GFP as an 
initiative to an international audience) and the GFP team locally, who were less interested in GFP as 
a ‘brand’ and more interested in the specific themes or priorities being addressed.  

Impact and sustainability 
 
It is not possible to assess the specific impact of the GFP initiative. This, in part, is due to the lack of 
clear impact monitoring, but mostly due to the fact that GFP worked extremely closely with a 
number of other initiatives, such as NLBI and the NFP Facility. It was also preceded by further 
initiative, implemented by IUCN (and supported by IIED through the Forest Governance Learning 
Group) that sought to establish a deliberative process for dialogue and discussion within the VPA 
process. Each of these four initiatives aimed to create multi-stakeholder processes with the inclusion 
of hitherto marginalised voices. Together, they had a significant impact in terms of reframing the 
relations between government (Forestry Commission) and non-state actors around forestry issues. 
Up until the mid 2000s, this discourse had been largely characterised by conflict, mistrust and lack of 
communication. Civil society was viewed by government as anti-government, while government was 
generally viewed by civil society as top-down and universally corrupt. 

In terms of policy impact, the findings and outcomes of the GFP process were fed into the national 
process for reviewing the Forest Policy, which has since been forwarded for approval by the 
Minister. The new policy reflects many of the priority themes addressed by the GFP initiative and 
other similar processes, namely forest law enforcement and governance, REDD+ and strategies with 
which to clarify and rationalise tree tenure and ownership.  

The activities implemented by GFP were one-off consultative and policy-influencing processes and 
had a limited life span. In line with the catalytic nature of GFP, it was not the intention to create 
lasting structures or processes, but to bring about the conditions for such processes to occur and to 
open new lines of communication and dialogue. In a sense, the processes pursued by GFP (and other 
accompanying initiatives) helped to create a precedent or standard that future consultative 
processes will be expected to attain. It will be difficult for government to embark on a policy process 
in future without wide-scale consultation embracing a range of interest groups. However, with 
regard to private sector interests, it seems that there is still much work to be done. A private sector 
representative consulted during this review praised the work of GFP in opening up space for 
dialogue between government and the private sector on a broad range of issues (beyond the 
relatively narrow range of timber trade addressed in the VPA), but feared that in future, without the 
presence of GFP, it was less clear how this dialogue would be maintained, particularly for smaller 
enterprises (such as charcoal, firewood, and NTFP traders). 

Added value of GFP in Ghana 

As mentioned, the various catalytic initiatives being implemented in Ghana - NFP, NLBI, GFP and 
previous initiatives such as FGLG and IUCN support to VPA – were all very closely related. Two clear 
factors nevertheless set the GFP apart from the others: 

 the process of identification of priority issues under GFP was more inclusive and participatory 
than for other processes, which tended to be determined within the framework of a narrow 
group of individuals or experts with little consultation. A number of people consulted also 
commented that GFP was more open-ended and less restricted in scope that other processes 
(such as NLBI which has clearly defined goals) 

 in its convening role, IUCN - as an intergovernmental body with civil society and governmental 
membership - was not clouded by the strong association with government that faced the NFP 
Facility. This meant that a more balanced approach could be taken and that GFP was seen less as 
a ‘government programme’ 
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 the strong focus on communication via a range of printed, digital and other media (something 
that was lacking in other processes) 

Management and finances  

IUCN was the lead agency in Ghana and as such, all GFP-Ghana funds passed through this channel. 
The funds disbursed between February 2009 and April 2012 totalled US$ 495,767, as presented in 
Table 4. 

Table 4: Funds disbursed to GFP Ghana by year and by institution 

 IUCN IIED FAO Totals (US$) 

2009 97,000 0 0 97,000 

2010 180,900 0 0 180,900 

2011 181.867 36,000 0 217,867 

 459,767 36,000 0 495,767 

 

As shown, the bulk of funding was provided through IUCN to the IUCN Ghana Project Office, 
supplemented in 2011 by a small disbursement from IIED on communications. The initiative was 
overseen by a co-ordinator within the IUCN Ghana office who assigned 25-50% of his time, while 
providing support to other projects within Ghana. FAO did not give direct financial assistance, but 
provided support through an in-kind contribution from the Regional NFP Coach based in Accra, who 
collaborated closely with GFP and fostered close linkages to other FAO-supported initiatives. 
Financial support provided through FAO to the NFP provided additional and important support 
towards achieving GFP goals.  

The rigid and bureaucratic requirements that were attached to GFP funding through the Dedicated 
Grant Mechanism had negative impacts on the smooth running of the programme: 

 Firstly, the team went through annual budgeting exercises based on perceived need, but without 
a clear indication of overall budget availability. This budget was invariably cut following 
negotiations with the World Bank, and instructions were then passed down to reduce budget 
figures.  

 There was pressure to spend towards the end of each year, as funds could not be carried 
forward. This was an unnecessary distraction, particularly in the first year when activities were 
being started up and spending levels were still low. 

 Disbursement of funds was often delayed, particularly at the beginning of each financial year. 
This was because new grant agreements had to be negotiated each year between the World 
Bank and IUCN (as well as other partners), and these had then to be translated into ‘internal 
agreements’ within IUCN. This process was itself complex due to IUCN’s regional structure, with 
a finance office in Yaoundé and a regional office in Ouagadougou.  
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4.2 Liberia 

The Liberia field visit took place from June 10-13, 2012. During the three working days in Monrovia, 
meetings were held with participants in the GFP process. These included the Forest Development 
Agency (FDA), the lead agency, members of the GFP Task Force, collaborating projects and agencies, 
and stakeholders representing diverse interests such as civil society, the media, chainsaw operators 
and local communities. The visit coincided with a meeting convened by FDA on “Sanctions Lifting, 6th 
National Conference – Establishing a roadmap for the forest sector” at which agreed milestones for 
the forest sector were discussed between the international community and the government. A 
number of forest stakeholders from across Liberia were met on the side lines of this meeting. 

Activities and outputs 

GFP activities in Liberia were launched in February 2010 at a large multi-stakeholder workshop. The 
process started one year later in Liberia than in the first round of countries and this limited the total 
period of support to around two years in total. The GFP process was managed by a contact person 
(focal point) within the Forest Development Authority, who also acted as the focal point for the 
National Forest Programme Facility. Recently, the Non Legally Binding Instrument (NLBI) project has 
also been added to his portfolio. 

Over 70 participants from various forest sector stakeholders attended the initial meeting, which 
resulted in the formation of a GFP Task Force and the identification of ten priority issues and gaps in 
the forestry sector, along with suggested measures to address them. Given the links between the 
GFP and the NFP Facility, it was determined that the GFP Task Force should constitute a sub-
committee of the NFP Multi-Stakeholder Steering Committee (which oversees the NFP Facility 
process). The GFP Task Force, in contrast to the NFP Multi Stakeholder Steering Committee is a 
relatively small entity with around 12 members drawn from government, CSOs, research institutions 
(universities and colleges), IUCN, local NGOs, the UN Mission in Liberia, chainsaw operators and 
community representatives. 

Due to budget and time constraints, the GFP Task Force narrowed its selection of priority areas 
down from ten to five core issues. These were then incorporated into the workplan and budget 
developed for GFP partners and became the key objectives of GFP in Liberia for the next two years. 
The three agreed priorities were: 

1. To ensure that chain-sawing is properly regulated and controlled to align the activity with 
sustainability and legality principles 

2. To raise awareness amongst forest-dependent communities on the quantity, economic value, 
appropriate harvesting techniques and efficient marketing of commercially viable non-timber 
forest products (NTFPs) 

3. To identify priority capacity-building needs within the Forestry sector, facilitate the formulation 
of a comprehensive strategic plan to address the identified needs and coordinate the necessary 
support for plan implementation 

The two additional remaining priority objectives were addressed separately as described below: 

 To disseminate relevant information concerning decisions about forests and forest-related 
activities to local communities through the established County Forest Forums. This was 
addressed through support provided from IIED towards communications. 

 To design and develop a multi-stakeholder consultation process at Clan and District levels to link 
up with the County Forest Forums in order to deepen forest related multi-stakeholder dialogue 
processes. This was addressed through support provided from FAO through the NFP Facility 

Interestingly, the two objectives ultimately left out appear to be those closest aligned with the 
overall goals and intentions of the GFP initiative. The de-selection appears to have been driven by 
concerns over the cost, which - particularly for the second item - would have been prohibitive (given 
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that there are over 110 districts in the country), and the fact that NFP Facility was already involved in 
supporting similar processes.  

Following budget and workplan approval from the two main facilitating agencies (IUCN and FAO) 
and agreement regarding division of labour between them, service providers were identified by the 
GFP Task Force through an open tender process and these were approved by the National Multi-
stakeholder Steering Committee. The organisations selected to undertake the three assignments 
were:  

1. Rural Integrated Center for Community Empowerment (RICCE): review of chainsaw regulations 
2. Forest Cry Liberia: NTFP Inventory and Development 
3. Forest Resource and Environmental Management Consultants of Liberia (FREMCOL): capacity 

needs assessment 

Chainsaw regulation process 

Although the Liberia government’s National Forest Management Strategy makes explicit reference 
to the fact that the forest sector must contribute to reducing poverty and increasing food security, 
chainsaw operators have historically been viewed with suspicion and operated within a legal grey 
zone. GFP engaged RICCE to undertake a comprehensive consultation and review process with a 
view to facilitating the development of regulations to govern chainsaw operations in Liberia in a 
socially just and environmentally sustainable manner. RICCE (working with two other NGOs and a 
media company) delivered the following outputs under their service contract: 

 A desk study outlining the current situation with regards to chain sawing in Liberia, and outlining 
potential policy options  

 A multi-stakeholder consultation process at local and national levels to get input on the options 
paper from stakeholders on a range of areas including legality, efficiency, benefit-sharing, 
taxation and alternative livelihoods 

 A modest communication campaign to raise awareness of the process 

 A first draft of the legal regulations (developed with a legal specialist) 

 The final draft of the regulations submitted for approval 

Although the original objective for this component of the GFP Workplan was framed as a process 
designed to “regulate and control” chain-sawing in Liberia to ensure sustainable management 
practices, this tells only part of the story. Until around 2007, chain-sawing was viewed as a 
‘necessary evil’ by government, and as such the association representing chainsaw operator 
interests (the Liberia Chainsaw and Timber Union) was not recognised as a legal or legitimate entity. 
Lobbying by the Union in 2008 and strong pressure during GFP’s start-up meant that a dialogue 
between this group and government was opened up. As viewed by members of the Union, the 
process of developing regulations serves many purposes, not least the recognition by the state of 
the validity and contribution of chainsaw operations to local livelihoods as well as low-impact forest 
harvesting. This change in relationships has had many important benefits to both members and 
forests alike, but it has also opened the way for further engagement by the Union in other important 
processes, such as negotiations within the VPA negotiation process  

NTFP Inventory and Development 

NTFPs were  identified as a priority focal area for GFP as they provide important supplementary 
incomes for poor, forest-dependent households across the forested regions of Liberia. Revenues 
from NTFPs (unlike those for timber) tend to reach women and children, who are active in NTFP 
collection. Furthermore, government has been quick to regulate NTFP collection as traded volumes 
have increased, but this regulation has been a means to extract taxes and royalties, and no attention 
has been paid to the question of harvesting at sustainable levels. As part its work under this activity 
areas, Forest Cry Liberia produced the following outputs: 
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 A national workshop was held in Monrovia at which major stakeholders in the NTFP sector 
identified key challenges relating to collection, harvesting, processing and marketing of NTFPs  

 14 sub-national workshops were conducted across seven counties and in seven districts within 
each of the seven counties. These were largely designed to build awareness and acceptance of 
the initiative, as well as to identify resource persons and inventory areas for further survey 

 Inventories were conducted and resource persons trained in NTFP harvesting and collection 
methods 

 Simple training guidelines were produced for eight highly harvested NTFPs 

 Proposals were generated for the inclusion of NTFP training within the curricula of Liberian 
Forestry Training Institutions. 

Capacity Development 

A strong case was also made by the GFP team that “capacity” (priority 1), while not being a core 
aspect of the GFP Theory of Change, is in fact an essential prerequisite for effective engagement in 
policy and decision-making processes. Liberia is in a period of post-conflict recovery and capacity is 
seen as a major constraint to change across the forest sector. 

The national consultants selected for this assignment (FREMCOL) undertook the following tasks: 

 A stakeholder analysis to identify relevant forest sector stakeholders groups such as public 
sector institutions, private sector bodies, civil society/NGOs, local communities and Research 
institutions 

 A national workshop to consult the identified forest sector stakeholders and solicit their input 
into the identification of capacity-building needs. 

 Four regional level meetings to discuss findings and recommendations 

 Presentation of a “Draft Priority Capacity Needs Assessment Strategic Plan” to the NFP National 
Multi-Stakeholders Steering Committee (NMSC) for comments, through a one-day workshop; up 
to 15 NMSC members attended the meeting. 

Clearly the development of a strategic plan represents the first important step in improving capacity 
and skills across the Liberian forest sector. However, it is less clear what follows from this point. 
Members of the GFP Task Force attempted to communicate key aspects of the plan to donors active 
in Liberia (such as USAID), but in all cases to date, it was made clear that donors have their own 
identified areas of support (which do not necessarily conflict with those identified in the strategic 
plan) but are unable to go beyond these identified areas.  

GFP-Liberia had hoped to support a process of developing six training modules for capacity-building 
of local level forest stakeholders, namely the Community Forest Development Committees and the 
County Forest Forums. Six thematic areas were identified covering a range of important areas, but 
the activity never materialised as it was not possible to identify a suitably qualified consultant. 
However, a consultant was also engaged to assist the National Forest Forum in developing bylaws 
and a constitution, which is now awaiting approval and ratification.  

Communication 

A three-day workshop on communication, monitoring and evaluation was held in August 2010, 
facilitated by two staff from IIED. Over 50 participants were drawn from government and civil 
society. One of the outputs from the meeting was a draft communication plan, together with a plan 
for how this would be finalised. After some support from IIED London, the GFP Task Force produced 
a final communications plan which identified five specific activities. This included the production of 
five short drama pieces depicting GFP messages for radio, nine jingles (again for radio), radio and TV 
talk-shows, GFP brochures and flyers, press releases and, finally, the production of T-shirts and caps 
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with the GFP logo. A budget of US$ 20,000 was agreed to cover the costs of implementing the 
workplan and a contract was signed between FDA and IIED in December 2010.28 The FDA public 
relations department was enlisted to help with developing the drama pieces for radio and the public 
service announcements. Posters and flyers seen as part of this evaluation appear to be of limited 
use, given their rather crowded nature, small font sizes and multiple messages.  

Some challenges were faced in securing agreed outputs from printing presses and radio stations, 
who appear to have been paid upfront and were then unable to complete their assignments29. The 
programme appears to have been constrained in other ways, due to the relatively late start of the 
communication process, the limited skills of the GFP team in communications and competing 
pressures on other tasks (GFP and non-GFP related). Accordingly, the communication process 
appears to have met with only limited success.  

A local journalist was engaged to develop communication materials for use at international (and 
national) levels. In this case, IIED signed an agreement with FDA, who in turn, sub-contracted the 
local journalist. However, problems arose due to a number of reasons. Firstly, the outputs of the 
journalist were not deemed to be satisfactory by either FDA or IIED. Furthermore, funds transferred 
from IIED to FDA appear to be untraceable, despite repeated efforts to identify where the funds 
went. As a result, the final payment owed to the journalist remains unpaid.  No support was 
provided either from GFP Liberia or from IIED London to facilitate the attendance of the journalist at 
international forums, although contact with the IIED Journalist network continues and was reported 
to be highly appreciated.  

Impact and sustainability 

The activity package with highest impact and greatest chance of sustainability appears to have been 
the work on chainsaw regulations. A legal instrument was developed and approved which will be 
applied into the future. Furthermore, it responds to GFP’s central theme of creating space for 
decision-making by marginalised voices. 

The NTFP package produced some interesting and useful results, not least helping to raise the profile 
of NTFPs and their contribution to the rural economy. It is unclear, however, how many of the 
activities will go forward post-GFP. The Director of Forest Cry expressed concerns that the initiative 
had raised interests in NTFP across the ten counties supported, but that funding limitations 
constrained any further work. One of the tasks under the TORs for the NTFP assignment was the 
development of a funding proposal under the NFP Facility for micro-finance support to NTFP 
enterprises. However, with the current phase of the NFP Facility at an end, it is unclear whether this 
will ever come to fruition. Finally, it is unfortunate that many of the interesting outputs of the NTFP 
work were not packaged into a concise policy brief, outlining key lessons and policy messages (as 
was done in Ghana).  

On a more positive note, the proposals prepared for incorporating NTFP training within training 
curricula were discussed with the College of Agriculture and Forestry and the Forest Training 
Institute. Discussions with the Director of the Forest Training Institute indicate that core elements of 
the NTFP package have already been integrated within the two year diploma curriculum. 

With regard to the capacity development strategic plan, there is little evidence that this was 
successful in leveraging additional financing for building the capacity of stakeholders within the 
forest sector. Some GFP funds were applied to providing valuable training in chainsaw regulations, 
NTFP inventory and development as well as supporting County Forest Forums, but again it is unclear 
how this can be scaled-up.  

                                                           
28

 IIED Grant Agreement. GFP Liberia Communications Strategy. August 2011.  
29

 GFP Liberia. 2011. Technical Report For GFP Communication Strategy Grant Agreement 
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Added value of GFP in Liberia 

Members of the GFP Task Force were unable to provide any clear differentiation between the aims, 
outputs and process of the GFP initiative and the NFP Facility. They referred to the fact that both 
were anchored within FDA but governed by a multi-stakeholder committee, that both were funded 
by FAO and that both emphasised the identification of priorities through bottom-up, consultative 
methods. With regard to activities supported they pointed to the fact that the NFP Facility has been 
active in supporting the establishment of county forest forums and the National Forest Forum, as a 
means to establish multi-stakeholder dialogue between government and non-state actors involved 
in forest management – both of which could be viewed as “core” GFP activities. Task Force members 
made a strong case that a good deal of time and effort could have been saved if the two funding 
streams had been merged and managed jointly.  

Despite this, great efforts were made to ensure complementarity between GFP and the NFP Facility, 
with co-funding of some activities, deploying funds from one source to supplement efforts made by 
the other, and ensuring that the GFP Task Force formed a sub-committee of the NFP Facility Multi-
Stakeholder Committee.  

Management and financing  

US$ 460,885 was channelled to support GFP Liberia over the two-year programme period. Funds 
from IUCN and FAO were sent directly to local representatives of these two organisations and 
administered outside FDA. IUCN and FAO allocations were largely similar, while IIED funds were 
smaller and transferred directly to FDA for communication materials. The disbursements made by 
the three partners over the two-year period are presented below 

Table 5: Funds allocated to GFP Liberia by implementing partners30 

 IUCN IIED FAO Totals (US$) 

2010 165,830 0 118,000 285,840 

2011 52,634 28,400 92,000 175,045 

 218,464 28,400 210,000 460,885 

 

Service delivery contracts were developed in 2010 between FAO and IUCN and the local partners, 
and which were renewed to cover the period during 201131. Reporting of GFP activities was 
undertaken using the integrated reporting format developed by IIED during 2009 and as such was 
relatively streamlined. Some of the GFP Task Force members reported late disbursal of funds 
(particularly those for FAO), although it was not possible to verify this.  

  

  

                                                           
30

 Source: GFP Liberia reports 
31

 The IIED contract did not cover more than one year and so only one agreement was developed 
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4.3 Guatemala  

The Guatemala field visit took place from June 18-24, 2012 and was conducted by Tom Blomley. The 
one-week visit comprised a series of meeting with national level stakeholders from government, 
FAO and international and national NGOs. A significant portion of the time was spent outside 
Guatemala City, with three separate field visits to Coban, Tecpan and Peten providing the 
opportunity to meet with primary and secondary level organisations involved with GFP, as well as 
individual farmers in the field.  

Principal activities and outputs 

Activities in Guatemala began in June 2009. An initial stakeholder workshop followed by discussions 
with the implementing partners resulted in the identification of three core priority areas for action 
by GFP. A fourth pillar was added, following a request from the National Forest Agency (INAB) to 
support capacity within the national administration. The four agreed GFP pillars in Guatemala were 
as follows: 

 Governance and participation in forest management 

 Financial mechanisms for sustainable forest management 

 Information, training and capacity development  

 Strengthening of public forest administration and services. 

It was argued that the first three pillars would address the key preconditions for increased 
engagement of marginalised forest dependent households in the forest sector (improved skills, 
financial support and improved governance mechanisms). INAB argued that the fourth pillar, while 
not directly identified through a consultative process, but it was considered an essential prerequisite 
for meeting the needs of forest dependent communities.  

Five core principles of GFP Guatemala were then developed as follows: 

 Supporting national efforts, rather than creating new ones 

 Strengthening participation of all stakeholders within the forest sector 

 Focusing specific attention to marginalised forest stakeholders 

 Undertaking a comprehensive view of the forest sector 

 National ownership and leadership. 

National Alliance of Community Forestry Organisations (Alianza) 

Perhaps one of the most significant outcomes of the GFP Guatemala process was the support 
provided to the National Alliance of Community Forestry Organisations (known as the Alianza). The 
Alianza is composed of 11 ‘second-level’ organisations from across Guatemala, which in turn 
represent over 400 local organisations involved in community forestry and small-scale forest 
enterprises. Support was provided by GFP to begin an initial discussion and dialogue among four of 
the second-level organisations32, who had jointly recognised the need to collaborate as a means to 
influence national government policy processes. Following two initial meetings between these four, 
a further seven second-level organisations were identified with similar interests and representation 
from across Guatemala. In June 2009, GFP facilitated a national meeting of all 11 organisations, who 
agreed to work together in a loose alliance with the goal of influencing government policies and 
plans within the forest and climate change sectors. Of particular concern were two schemes that 

                                                           
32

 (Utz Che, FEDECOVERA, ACOFOP, Red Nacional de Comunidades Organizadas del PINPEP) 
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provided cash payments to farmers for tree planting, forest protection and natural regeneration. An 
executive board was created as a result of this national meeting, composed of executive members 
from the 11 member organisations. GFP supported the development of this national executive, 
provided targeted training and technical assistance to the Alianza, and provided resources to allow 
members to meet, discuss working modalities and organise targeted campaigns.  

Interestingly the Alianza did not choose to develop a national legal identity or a secretariat with 
permanent employees. This was mainly to avoid the establishment of an organisation that might 
compete with its own members for funding and which might, with time, create its own identity, 
divorced from the needs and interests of member organisations at lower levels. As such, the Alianza 
remains governed and staffed members from the 11 second-level organisations. When specific tasks 
are identified (such as engaging on a particular policy process), individuals are identified to 
participate on behalf of the alliance, based on their own specific skill-set and experience. This rather 
loose structure also ensures that national-level actions are driven by the priorities and interests of 
members from second level organisations.  

Within three years, the Alianza has become recognised as the primary national level organisation 
that can speak on behalf of diverse local interests within the forest sector. When parliament 
developed the legal instrument that governed the actions of the PINPEP33, the Alianza was invited to 
represent the voice of community-level forest owners and managers. There were also concerns from 
community groups that the expiry of funding for PINPEP from the Dutch government should see 
responsibility for financing transferred to the Guatemalan government. On November 17, 2010, at 
the Congress of the Republic of Guatemala, PINPEP was signed into law (Decree No. 51-2010) and 
the government formally took over the programme. This was largely as a result of lobbying and 
inputs from the Alianza, showing its increasing strategic importance in policy-level decision-making. 
The new law provides financial incentives to small holders for forest management and afforestation. 
Critically, it also recognises that many small-holder farmers do not have formal title over their land, 
and this requirement has been waived. The Alianza has been invited to represent local interests on 
the technical committee that oversees the implementation of the programme.  

The establishment and successful operation of the Alianza represents one of the most important 
achievements of the GFP programme in Guatemala. A clear vision has been established among 
members regarding operational procedures such as financial management and the provision of 
technical inputs across different priority activity areas. Some of the challenges facing the Alianza 
going forward appear to be: 

 Securing medium term financial support to further consolidate the partnership, in the absence 
of GFP. Without further support, the activities and impact of the alliance will be significantly 
reduced.  

 Helping second-level organisations address recurrent governance challenges within their own 
executive committees. These problems have impacted a number of the members, leading to a 
dissolution of the whole committees or individuals within those committees, which in turn 
massively reduces their capacity to engage on higher level Alianza-focused activities 

 Attention to gender. The very limited participation of women within the executive committees 
of the 11 member organisations means that the representation of the Alianza mirrors this 
tendency. Much work needs to be done to increase leadership by women, and ensure that the 
priorities of both men and women are reflected in the activities of the Alianza as a whole. 

                                                           
33

 Programa de Incentivos Forestales para Poseedores de Pequeñas Extensiones de Tierra de Vocación Forestal 
o Agroforestal – a government programme that provides cash inentives for farmers to plant trees, restore 
forest areas, protect watersheds or practice agroforestry 
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Regional Forest Roundtables 

In addition to support provided to the Alianza, GFP supported Regional Forest Roundtables (Mesas 
de Concertación Forestal Regional). These regional forums provide a platform for a diverse range of 
interests and actors involved within specific regions on forest management. Typically, a Regional 
Forest Roundtable may include up to 30 persons representing community level organisations, NGOs, 
government, the private sector and academic institutions. Membership is voluntary and self-
financed. Roundtables have the broad objective of supporting sustainable forest management and 
the integration of activities within the forest sector supported by different actors. Each roundtable is 
governed by an elected committee that represents the different interests of members. Roundtables 
have been involved in advocacy and lobbying (such as the PINPEP formulation process), promoting 
trade (through trade fairs and other events) as well as strengthening communication between 
different actors involved in forest management. GFP, together with NFP Facility, provided financial 
contribution to the Roundtables through training, supporting the participation of members in 
national and international initiatives, and supporting the costs of meetings and events such as trade 
fairs.  

While the Roundtables do appear to have helped foster increased communication between different 
players and GFP support delivered some increased capacity and exchanges for members, there still 
appears to be some lack of clarity over their identity and exact role. Agendas differ across the 
roundtables, while funding gaps appears to limit their effectiveness. GFP has supported efforts to 
develop a National Forest Roundtable, which derives its membership from the regional forums, 
although the future of this national forum is somewhat questionable following the ending of funding 
from NFP Facility and GFP.  

Forest Financing 

In 2008, the National Forest Financing Strategy was formulated and approved by the Board of 
Directors of INAB, (the Guatemalan forestry authority) in September 2009. Two consultants financed 
by GFP were engaged to support the introduction of this strategy within INAB. One of the 
consultants is now fully employed within the recently-established Forest Finance Intelligence Unit of 
INAB, while additional support was provided by an external consultant. A number of scoping and 
planning activities were conducted, including support to the development of financial service 
packages (such as loans, leasing and securing collateral) for small-scale forest enterprises. GFP 
supported an inventory of the financial products from the banking sector, microfinance institutions 
and cooperative currently being utilized by the forestry sector. Negotiations are on-going with a local 
finance institution - the Banrural - to provide pre-investment loan financing to participants in the 
PINPEP and PINFOR incentive schemes, which will help to remove a barrier for poorer farmers 
unable to pay for tree establishment costs, before receiving the first government payment. Further 
discussions are underway with the Ministry of Finance to develop a national forest fund, which could 
be use to finance incentive schemes such as PINPEP, PINFOR and other Payments for Environmental 
Service initiatives, as funding for these come from central government and are subject to delays and 
shortfalls due to broader challenges within the national budget and revenue system.  

Support to the review of the forest policy 

The Institute for Environment and Natural Resources was invited to produce a number of technical 
or thematic studies to provide a firm analytical basis for many of the activities being promoted by 
GFP. In particular, these reports were identified as important inputs to the process of developing the 
national forest policy. The studies produced were of two main types: characterisation studies that 
provided an overview of the sector and studies designed to generate specific recommendations. The 
primary studies conducted were: 

 A mapping of forest sector actors 

 Input to the National Forest Industries and Marketing Strategy  
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 Input to the development of a national woodfuel strategy 

 An evaluation of the economic impacts of the PINFOR program, including an estimate of the 
effects of PINFOR on the national economy 

 A feasibility study on the use of plant biomass for national power generation 

 An inventory of the financial products from the banking sector, microfinance institutions and 
cooperative currently being utilised by the forestry sector. 

 A review of the financial profiles of small forest enterprises, intended to serve as inputs for the 
design of new financial products 

The main findings of these reports were presented in a series of meetings hosted by government, to 
develop the new forest policy and to generate concrete actions and strategies. Satisfaction was 
expressed regarding the quality and relevance of these reports, although their application might 
have been increased if short summaries or policy briefs had been produced and disseminated, 
highlighting key findings, conclusions and specific policy recommendations.  

Training and capacity-building 

Training was another major element of the GFP activities in Guatemala. Approximately 1,200 
persons from both government and NGOs were trained on a variety of relevant subjects, covering 
‘soft’ issues such as communication, governance and extension, as well as more technical themes 
such as business development, technical aspects of forest management and production and so on. 
Approximately 70% of those trained were from civil society and community-level organisations, 
while the remaining 30% came from government institutions such as INAB. 

Support to forest enterprises 

GFP supported the development of a National Forest Industries and Marketing Strategy which 
outlined key priorities for supporting small and medium forest enterprises. Following the approval of 
the document, GFP (in conjunction with the FAO-supported Forest Connect project and the NFP 
Facility), provided technical advice to community groups involved in afforestation activities in the 
Petén and Cobán regions. Of particular value was the work done in helping communities assess their 
total forest stocks and to then link communities to potential timber buyers. Interesting experiences 
are beginning to emerge from Petén, where a group-owned private company (Chachaklum) has 
recently been registered and is beginning to negotiate deals with private timber buyers for 
harvesting of planted trees. Additional activities in this area include the organisation of trade fairs at 
which producers (community associations as well as larger producers), processers and buyers can 
interact and agree deals for the marketing of forest products. 

Support to national forest standards and certification 

GFP Guatemala provided technical and financial assistance to CONESFORGUA, a national NGO, to 
develop National Forest Management Standards. These voluntary standards were developed 
through a participatory process with broad stakeholder involvement and consultation. The core 
concept was that basic minimum standards could be applied to forest producers (of all sizes and 
scales) covering key aspects of legality as well as social and environmental impacts. GFP provided 
financial support to the standards national design process (funding 12 workshops across the country) 
as well as publication of guidelines and manuals. CONESFORORGUA has also been co-ordinating a 
GFP-funded lobbying campaign with a view to government modifying its tender procedures in order 
to require all government-purchased timber and wood to be certified under the new national 
standards. This agreement has yet to be confirmed, but CONSEFORGUA remains optimistic that such 
an approval is likely if funds can be secured for sufficient information and capacity-building across 
the country.  

Strengthening public forest administration 
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The national forest service (INAB) was supported technically and financially to update its planning 
framework and to design a plan of action for its functional and organizational restructuring. 
Furthermore, the National Council for Protected Areas (CONAP) and INAB were supported to 
develop an agenda for standards of forest administration. 

Communication  

The GFP Guatemala communication strategy indicates three specific goals:  

 To strengthen and improve collaboration between different actors of the forestry sector 

 To promote mechanisms to improve the visibility of the stakeholders of the GFP 

 To promote opportunities for dialogue and interaction with the media (radio and press) and 
various interest groups in the forest sector, particularly those considered members of the GFP. 

A communication specialist, jointly identified by GFP Guatemala and IIED, was engaged in March 
2011 under a 12-month contract with IIED support to deliver a number of concrete outputs as 
specified in the communication strategy. To date, the outputs of this process have been: 

 two newspaper articles produced and published 

 a video (“Forests and People”) produced and disseminated to schools and academic institutions 

 four newsletters produced covering NFP/GFP activities in Guatemala 

 four radio jingles produced and broadcast on national radio (covering information about the 
Alianza, the Regional Forest Roundtables, controlling forest fire and lobbying government for 
support to the PINFOR/PINPEP programmes) 

 a national photo-contest, the winners of which were invited to include their pictures in a 2012 
calendar 

 regular updating of the NFP website, providing bulletins of events and activities as well as the 
establishment of a Facebook page 

 a journalist breakfast briefing (which attracted only three participants due to poor timing and a 
perceived lack of newsworthy items) 

A journalist was engaged during the same period to produce articles for international publication. He 
produced a number of outputs which were published in the GFP newsletter, but found employment 
in 2012 and was unable to continue to complete his contract. There appears to have been a 
perception that the journalist was there to service the international agenda by providing materials 
profiling the positive contribution of the GFP initiative to an international audience. None of the 
articles produced by the journalist were published in Guatemala, despite the stated aims of 
producing newspaper articles within the national communication strategy. While GFP staff 
maintained a deliberate hands-off policy with regard to editorial policy on communication materials, 
the fact that GFP was firmly anchored within INAB may have limited the production of any material 
that could have been perceived as critical towards the host organisation.  

The communication support appears to have generated a number of useful outputs and helped 
transmit important messages through a range of media. However, its effectiveness in 2012 was 
reduced due to the failure of IIED to forward funds for the final two months of the programme, 
which resulted in FAO assuming responsibility for covering the costs of the communication specialist.  

Impact and sustainability 

The relatively modest contribution of GFP in Guatemala produced an impressive array of results and 
impacts. Activities were identified strategically to maximise the opportunity for leveraging both 
impact and sustainability. Despite some concerns over long-term funding, the Alianza is now a 
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powerful national force in the forest sector and has managed to secure access to a wide range of 
platforms from which to influence and inform future policy processes, while retaining a close link 
and legitimacy to its broad membership base. Through the actions of the Alianza, the government 
has passed a law that commits funding for a national forest incentive scheme likely to benefit 
farmers with no formal tenure over their land (PINPEP). A number of staff funded by GFP have been 
(or are being) absorbed within the INAB administration, while GFP facilitated the establishment of a 
new unit within INAB related to forest financing.  

GFP supported an extremely wide range of activities, including many not described here. Of these, 
the support to the Alianza and the Regional Forest Roundtables appears to have responded most 
closely to the GFP theory of change. Pilot activities in support of forest enterprises are 
demonstrating important early impacts in terms of creating local level financial benefits to 
producers. Other areas supported (such as forest financing, capacity development and forest 
certification), have provided an enabling environment to supporting the objectives of GFP, although 
their link to the core aims of GFP is somewhat indirect. A more coherent framing of the overall 
strategy and theory of change is needed to link the various activities supported in the future.   

Added value of GFP in Guatemala 

GFP Guatemala worked closely with the NFP Facility and many activities promoted by both initiatives 
were mutually reinforcing. GFP was viewed by many staff within the NFP co-ordinating unit as an 
initiative designed to provide cross-cutting support to the activities and objectives of the NFP 
Facility.  

Despite the similarities in terms of objectives, there does seem to have been a clear added value in 
GFP’s support when compared with that of the NFP Facility. GFP support was more strategic than 
the relatively fragmented nature of the NFP Facility, because GFP allowed for the allocation of 
funding streams to emerging organisations (such as the Alianza) without a process of selection and 
screening that would be expected under NFP Facility or other grant-making mechanisms. While this 
was clearly not without its risks, it did mean that organisations that might not normally receive 
funding were provided with opportunities to do so, and avoided the tendency to support only those 
with existing capacity and financing. Furthermore, open-ended and flexible support could be 
provided by GFP, whereas NFP Facility contracts defined clear deliverables up-front with little 
opportunity for modification over time. Finally, the NFP Facility tended to support organisations 
working at the local level, who would deliver tangible outputs (such as trees planted or nurseries 
established), while GFP tended to fund softer investments such as capacity development and 
national-level policy engagement. Given these differences, a number of people consulted felt that 
GFP activities were more strategic and had greater depth than the somewhat fragmented nature of 
support under NFP.  

Management, financing and reporting  

GFP activities were delivered by a team of staff working within the NFP co-ordination unit in INAB 
and the IUCN Guatemala office. A total of seven professional staff, engaged through FAO, supported 
the activities of both the NFP Facility and GFP. The funds provided by the three implementing 
partners over the three years of GFP activities in Guatemala totalled US$ 1,583,067 (Table 6). INAB 
made a contribution of US$ 281,000 to cover some of the salaries of staff involved in the initiative.  

Table 6: Funds allocated to GFP Guatemala by implementing partners
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 FAO  IIED IUCN Totals (US$) 
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 Source: NFP, Guatemala 
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2009 459,960.00 0 110,000.00 569,960.00 

2010 449,880.00 24,426.56 80,000.00 554,306.56 

2011 336,600.00 32,200.00 90,000.00 458,800.00 

 1,246,440.00 56,626.56 280,000.00 1,583,066.56 

 

Overall responsibility for delivering the GFP in Guatemala was vested with the NFP Co-ordination 
unit within the National Forest Agency (INAB). Funds for GFP activities have been received from all 
three of the GFP implementing partners. Funds from IIED were transferred directly to the NFP Co-
ordination Unit, funds from FAO passed through the FAO Representation in Guatemala City, while 
funds from IUCN are transferred to the IUCN Regional Office, which is located within INAB and 
administered from there. The annual plan and budget for GFP Guatemala was developed jointly by 
staff from IUCN and the NFP Co-ordination Unit, and the different parts of the budget were then 
forwarded to either Rome or Gland for approval and funding. Three separate agreements were 
developed to cover the financing and administration of GFP activities (one with each of the funding 
organisations). 

Reporting of overall outputs took place done in an integrated manner, using the common format 
generated by IIED during 2010. However, given that individual grant agreements had been made 
with each of the implementing partners, separate financial reports were required from Guatemala 
back to Rome, Gland and London, in addition to the more general report provided to all partners. 
This was further complicated by the requirement of the FAO Representation in Guatemala for their 
own report (using a national format developed for FAO-financed activities in Guatemala). Finally, 
GFP staff were required to send reports back to the management of INAB and the Ministry of 
Agriculture, in government formats. In total six different reports were required for the 
implementation of activities in Guatemala. Given the scale of funding provided, this generated an 
unnecessarily high transaction cost for staff within the NFP co-ordination unit.  

In 2009, The GFP Guatemala Catalytic Group prepared and approved a monitoring framework that 
linked the overall objectives and outputs of the initiative to a number of specific indicators. These 
indicators, which were targeted at the level of immediate objective and output, included items such 
as increased funding availability to organisations supported by GFP; the number of financial 
instruments developed by INAB; number of people and institutions trained by GFP, the number of 
organisations who developed partnerships with INAB and so on. Once this framework was 
developed, it appears not to have been systematically applied to track progress and monitor 
achievement of planned goals, although some of the indicators were adapted and used in reporting 
progress of GFP to the FAO Representation in Guatemala.  

 

 

 


