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About the Canadian Environmental Network     www.cen-rce.org 
 
The Canadian Environmental Network (RCEN) is Canada’s largest environmental network with 
approximately 800 member organizations affiliated through one of the RCEN’s eleven regional 
networks. Since 1977, the RCEN has been supporting and strengthening the participation of 
environmental non-governmental organizations (ENGOs) in their consultations with Environment 
Canada and other federal departments. Since then, the RCEN has strived to broaden its scope 
and today we also provide general clearinghouse and networking services; and advise federal 
departments on the breadth of the Canadian and International ENGO perspective, ranging from 
regional parity, to policy guidance.  

 
About the RCEN International Program www.cen-rce.org/international 
 
The Canadian Environmental Network International Program (RCEN-IP) is a network of Canadian 
ENGOs that do international work. For nearly 15 years, the RCEN-IP has provided a forum to 
work together on policy issues as well as national and international environmental issues. 
Member groups of the RCEN-IP also work with Southern NGOs on policies and practices that 
achieve results toward protecting the Earth and promoting ecologically sound ways of life.  

 
About the Innovation Fund Project 
 
The RCEN-IP, in cooperation with four of its member groups, carried out four ecological 
governance projects in Bolivia, Cameroon, Honduras and Nigeria. The goal of these projects was 
to enhance and promote the role of ENGOs in developing countries in affecting change toward 
environmental sustainability by strengthening capacity to reach ecological governance.  
 
To reach this goal, the RCEN-IP developed a toolkit including a series of questions that enables 
partners to assess environmental governance. The kit created some uniformity among the four 
Northern ENGO member groups regarding the theory and possible applications of ecological 
governance. Using the toolkit, the RCEN-IP member groups worked with their southern partners 
to develop capacity around ecological governance. Together, they also created and 
contextualized a list of multilateral environmental agreements and other relevant agreements.   
 
All four RCEN-IP member groups completed overseas workshops in 2006 and 2007. Ecological 
governance activities were also completed in Canada including presentations at the third World 
Urban Forum in Vancouver, CIDA’s 2006 International Cooperation Days, and the 2006 and 2007 
RCEN Annual Conferences on the Environment. In addition, the RCEN-IP hosted a Human 
Security and the Environment workshop in Ottawa which explored the relationship between 
human security/well-being and environmental change through an ecological governance lens. 
 
Together, the Northern and Southern groups developed a set of recommendations in the form of 
personalized toolkits / questionnaire and case studies on ecological governance, including gender 
analyses and best practices. This booklet contains the results of those collaborations. 
 
The eight Northern and Southern groups that contributed to this booklet are: Nature Canada 
(Canada) and Armonía (Bolivia); Foresterie sans frontières (Canada) and Centre international 
d’études forestières et environnementales (Cameroon); Falls Brook Centre (Canada) and the 
Centre for Prevention, Treatment and Rehabilitation of Torture Victims (Honduras); and One Sky 
(Canada) and the NGO Coalition for the Environment (Nigeria). 
 
For more information on the RCEN-IP Innovation Fund Project on Ecological Governance, go to: 
www.cen-rce.org/international   
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About Ecological Governance 
 
Ecological governance is best described as “embedding the environment in all levels of decision-
making and action from the personal to the global. It means a new paradigm that treats ‘the 
environment’ not as an add-on or afterthought, but as all-encompassing and all-pervasive.”1 
 
There is no concretely defined framework for ecological governance to be carried out within, as 
the concept will evolve as it moves between cultures, regions and generations. Rather, it is better 
viewed as a process of embedding ecological consciousness in all that we do, at all levels of 
decision-making. This requires a shift in ecological understanding not only for governments, but 
also on the business, community and individual levels.  
 
The major objective of ecological governance is the development of long-term ecological 
sustainability, which rests upon the following key concepts2: 
 
1. Prevention and Precaution: To maintain ecosystem integrity, prevention of harm is better than 
subsequent compensation or remediation. A precautionary approach is the best hedge against an 
uncertain future. 
 
2. Ecosystem-based management: Ecosystem-based management adapts economic, political 
and social processes to fit within the ecosystem, instead of the reverse. Rather than managing an 
environmental service as an adjunct to human needs, ecosystem integrity sets the context for 
management decisions. 
 
3. Matching authority to jurisdiction: Ecological governance recognizes that local people and 
institutions are best situated to monitor environmental feedback and respond with tailored 
solutions. However, local powers must also be “nested” within higher level institutions that hold 
them accountable, coordinate with other local institutions, and participate in broader collective 
actions. 
 
4. Adaptive management: Plans and policies should be continually modified to respond to 
ecological, economic and social feedback through an ongoing process of informed “trial and 
error.” Decisions that are provisional and reversible can create and apply critical knowledge to 
refine decision making in an uncertain world. 
 
Within this objective of developing sustainability, ecological governance explores the question of 
how to build circular, self-sustaining systems by which dependence on distant ecosystems (as 
well as local ones) may be reduced. This concept of creating circular resource systems is an 
imitation of natural cycles in which resources and materials remain within a closed system and 
are simply transformed. It serves as an alternative to the traditional, linear economic system that 
tends to distribute wealth unequally by transporting resources and their revenue far from the initial 
extraction site. 
 
One process that may be used in building ecological sustainability is “backcasting”, by which a 
community determines its conception of an “ideal” future, or what it would like to see in one 
generation’s time (20-50 years later), and then works backwards from this future to the present in 
logical steps, thereby building a “path” that can be followed to attaining this goal. A major factor in 
building ecological governance is the recognition of the fact that socio-economic shifts must be 
accompanied by shifts in cultural norms in order to be sustainable. Therefore, community 
awareness-raising and participation is an important part of governing ecologically.   
 

                                                 
1 Michael M’Gonigle, POLIS Project on Ecological Governance at the University of Victoria 
2 At A Watershed: Ecological Governance and Sustainable Water Management in Canada” by O. Brandes, Urban Water 
Demand Management Program, POLIS Project 
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ECOLOGICAL GOVERNANCE TOOLKIT 
 
HOW TO BUILD ECOLOGICAL GOVERNANCE: STEP BY STEP  
Assessing the role of NGOs and civil society organi zations in a plan for sustainability 

 
Step 1:  Identify, in a participatory manner, all present st akeholders, social (political and 
economic) systems and ecosystems 

·  Identify businesses, civil society, communities 
·  Who uses resources? How are resources used? 
 

Step 2:  Adopt a projection for the region  
·  Identify the ecosystems or environmental issue in question  
·  What are the actions actually occurring within that ecosystem and what have the effects 

been on the ecosystem or environmental issue in question? 
·  Apply existing use patterns of stakeholders, social systems and ecosystems to a 10-20 

year projection, creating a “business as usual” baseline  
·  Identify and consider the current state of implementation of state laws and MEAs and 

their stated goals in developing this projection 
 
Step 3:  Establish a desired future condition  

·  deriving from step one and two, create a desired future pattern of stakeholders and social 
systems and ecosystems for a point 10 years into the future. 

 
Step 4:  Analyze how that future condition can work   

·  Consider the projected needs of the region (considering local context), if we take all 
conservation measures into account. 

·  Would the existing laws and MEAs be part of that desired future? What role would they 
play? Can they be used to build a common political platform? 

 
Step 5:  Review the supply/demand dynamics and options for r esources  

·  Identify all current sources of the resource and determine if there are any sources that 
are being overused or degraded. Determine alternatives to these resources. 

·  Do MEAs contribute to, strengthen or entrench negative supply/demand dynamics? 
·  Do they promote positive alternatives to these negative dynamics? 

 
Step 6:  Backcasting  

·  Create various paths to follow by designing incremental policies and programs that can 
get the community from “there” (the desired future projection) to “here”. Working 
backwards, determine what steps need to be taken in order to attain that future (details 
are important).  

·  Determine if and how MEAs and national laws/policies need to be changed to attain the 
desired future. Are new MEAs needed? Do existing ones need to be implemented more 
effectively, reformed or repealed? 

 
Step 7:   Write, Talk, Walk, Promote  

·  Conclusions must reach the general public and particularly key decision-makers with civil 
society, if they are to be successfully implemented. 

·  Conclusions must reach the foreign relations and international environmental 
departments of national governments, in addition to the UNEP and specific body or 
secretariat responsible for the implementation of each specific agreement.  
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Example of a Personalized Toolkit 
Application of the Toolkit in Cross River State, Nigeria (One Sky, NGOCE) 
 
Following an introductory workshop held in Calabar, two focus group discussions were conducted 
with five stakeholder groups (communities, civil society, government, private sector, and 
academia) to apply the toolkit and evaluate its usefulness. Specific outreach was conducted 
targeting the Ministry of Women’s Affairs staff to ensure inclusion of gender analysis in 
application of the toolkit as well as specific outreach to ensure women’s participation in all 
workshops.  
 
A day-long focus group discussion for civil society (academics and NGOs / CBOs), government 
and the private sector was held in Calabar on February 6th, 2007. The objectives of the workshop 
were: to briefly review concepts of ecological governance; to apply the toolkit to Cross River 
State; to provide feedback on the toolkit. There were forty participants at the workshop, including 
Deputy-level representation from six State ministries.  
 
A second focus group discussion was held in the forest community of Okiro in the Obudu Local 
Government Area on February 15th with over twenty participants. The purpose of the workshop 
was to have community members input into the utility of the concept of ecological governance, 
and to provide input and feedback on the toolkit – this would also provide valuable information for 
the case study, in comparing community reactions as compared to civil society and government.  
Both focus group discussions were well-attended and there was enthusiastic participation; over 
sixty people attended the two discussions. The field office manager for One Sky’s Cross River 
Environment (CRE) Project organized and facilitated the focus group discussions. Discussions 
were recorded for the focus group workshops, including information and perspectives from all five 
stakeholder groups for each step.  
 
Step 1:  Identify, in a participatory manner, all present stakeholders, social systems and 
ecosystems related to the resource.  
 
The CRS environment is poorly managed due to unsustainable forest management practices. 
Presently it is noted that 70% of the original rain forest is gone, not denying the fact that it still 
remains one of the more ecological diverse areas with some of the most significant endangered 
primate species on the planet. Despite the threat, unsustainable activities are carried out in the 
forest, which is continuously increasing the rate of depletion. These activities are influenced by 
social and cultural norms practiced in our various “communities”. Norms are embedded in the 
land tenure system, farming patterns and traditional practices. Traditional practices include the 
practice of sacred groves, initiations carried out in forest areas and traditional festivals and 
ceremonies – for example, yam festivals and giving of yam titles which encourage people to own 
more lands to harvest more yams, and is a status symbol. Gender differences and biases are 
apparent in traditional governance structures, occupational background, and cultural restrictions 
and taboos. 
 
The available environmental resources are used by everybody – rural dwellers, government, 
international agencies and the private sector. Patterns of usage are influenced by personal 
values, perceptions, traditions, culture, knowledge, population and policies locally, nationally and 
internationally.   
 
As a result of the social and cultural practices of the people, some actions and activities that are 
carried out in the environment are very harmful including: the desire to acquire more farmland as 
a result of the desired status, a poor land tenure system, lack of respect for policies, 
indiscriminate bush burning, logging, fishing with chemicals, poaching, shifting cultivation, lack of 
intergenerational knowledge transfer, ignorance, gender discrimination and greed. 
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These behaviours and actions also influence the existing structure, which does not consider the 
voice of the less privileged or community people. The structure does not recognize the input of 
community nor recognize them as primary stakeholders; decision-making processes are not 
participatory and the existing forest law in the state is outdated – it has not been revised to suit 
changing situations. (The state forestry law was reviewed in 2006, but has not resulted in new 
legislation at the date of publication. Input from community members and ENGOs into the forest 
law review was facilitated by a USAID-funded project and the CIDA-funded Cross River 
Environment Project). Presently the governance structure in the state is designed to have the 
Forestry Commission to manage and control the activities carried out in the forest. As well, the 
State formed Forest Management Committees (FMCs) to address the concerns at the community 
level. However, the existence of these structures does not guarantee the effectiveness of 
governance - they are characterized by having selected people involved in decision making, 
gender discrimination, lack of accountability, lack of awareness, and high levels of corruption.  
 
Some participants voiced their belief that the governance structure in some communities is more 
effective compared to what is happening at the state level. Communities have by-laws, which 
have sometimes been a very effective tool in managing their community forest. However, they 
cautioned that unless communities are well-informed in legal procedures, they are often 
influenced by high level government officials to log their forests unsustainably. Some 
communities have different groups who are responsible for ensuring sustainable harvesting, and 
they ensure sanctions are implemented. The most popular governance structure in the 
community comprises of the council of chiefs and elders that act as custodian of the community 
history and laws; they also ensure that everyone in the community observes the laws. The youth 
group and age grade council act as the watchmen of the community. They watch out for 
defaulters and ensure that sanctions are enforced. The women’s group acts as adviser. While 
communities are not completely practicing a zero corruption system – with occasional cases of 
mismanagement of funds – overall they are managing themselves effectively. 
 
Step 2: Adopt a projection for the region. Apply existing use patterns of stakeholders, social 
systems and ecosystems to a 10-20 year projection, creating a “business as usual” baseline.  
 
Given the above situation, the future of Cross River State using a 10-20 year projection with 
“business as usual” will lead to so many vices. There will be an increase in population, which is 
projected at about 3.5% growth rate using the present population trend in Nigeria. The forest will 
deplete at 15-20% annual deforestation rate – using the current rate of deforestation in CRS. 
Consequently, there will be an increased mortality rate, high cost of living, severe and increasing 
poverty, inadequate housing, poor health facility, loss of value system and unemployment.  
 
Step 3: Establish a desired future condition. Create a desired future pattern of stakeholders and 
social systems and ecosystems for a point 10 years into the future and Step 4:   Analyze how that 
future condition can work. Consider the projected needs of the region, if we take all conservation 
measures into account.  
 
If conservation measures are taken and if people are willing to own and protect the ecosystem, 
the state of the ecosystem will stabilize. In order for this to occur, there is a need for new social 
and cultural norms and the preservation of traditional social and cultural norms that are 
environmentally friendly – for example, the practice of sacred groves, respect for traditional 
institutions and intergenerational knowledge transfer.   
 
Participants envisioned that everybody, including the international community, will still be able to 
use the environmental resources. To sustain the ‘ideal vision’ for Cross River State, participants 
stated that attitudes must change, decision-making must be participatory, and the behaviour of 
resource users must change.   
 

·  Some of the specific things that need to be done to bring about the needed changes 
include: Resource users need to respect and maintain the community forest boundaries.   
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·  The forest law should be implemented and adhered to.  
·  Resource users need to utilize improved harvesting methods and farming practices.   
·  Land tenure system must be reformed so that community members and other resource 

users have incentives to invest in sustainable resource use.  
·  Structures should be put in place to check population growth by introducing accessible 

birth control measures.    
·  Resource mapping and land use planning should be carried out within forest 

communities, with the support and involvement of government.  
·  The government should set up information centres about the environment.  
·  The existing Forestry Commission and Forest Management Committees should be 

strengthened by building capacity of staff and members so that they can carry out their 
responsibilities effectively.  

·  Communities need to be empowered in the right direction so that they too can carry out 
their roles. 

 
In addition to all the external things to be done there is need to address internal values of 
individuals including increasing values of sustainability. This may be achieved by reintroducing 
the traditional intergenerational knowledge transfer where values and knowledge on conservation 
are influenced and strengthened. There is a need to shift values so there is more willingness to 
accept available information about the ecosystem; this may happen through aggressive 
awareness creation activities.  
 
As well as focusing on changes at the individual level, governance structures need to change to 
be more democratic. The government MUST adopt a bottom-up approach where all the 
stakeholders are given equal opportunity to participate in decision-making processes that affect 
them through a participatory approach to forest management. Decision-making processes 
involving communities at all levels from community to the federal levels should be encouraged.  
 
Step 5: Review the supply/demand dynamics and options for resource use that is leading to 
ecosystem degradation.  
 
Timber and some NTFPs like afang and bush meat are critically overused because their demand 
is higher than supply. The high demand for this product is greatly influenced by the cultural values 
placed on them, e.g. bush meat, is believed to have a special taste and cooking with it is a status 
symbol. Also, people believe that afang not harvested from the forest is tasteless. This makes it 
challenging to provide alternative sources. Poverty also influences supply patterns by making 
people vulnerable, hence forcing people to continue harvesting these products in an 
unsustainable way. However it is believed that provision of alternatives and increased awareness 
on environmental issues will go a long way to reduce the rate of harvesting these products. Some 
possible alternatives are regeneration, domestication of NTFPs – grass cutters, snails, 
mushrooms, beekeeping, skills acquisition, micro credit scheme, sustainable livelihood, education 
on sustainable harvesting, and developing other livelihood options for forest resource use. 
 
Step 6: Backcasting - create various paths to follow by designing incremental policies and 
programs that can get the community from “there” (the desired future projection) to “here” (now).  
 
Participants identified a shift in individual values through aggressive awareness creation through 
workshops and seminars, organized discussion forums, value re-orientation programmes and the 
introduction of environmental education in schools’ curricula.  
 
At the individual level, skills need to be provided for domestication of animals and there is a need 
to build capacity to control child bearing (address population pressures). Workshops and training 
could be organized on how to appreciate and show respect for environmental laws, and 
individuals sensitized to seek environmental knowledge. Other strategies could include creation 
of one-on-one awareness learning opportunities, leadership by example, mentoring and changes 
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in the land tenure system. Participatory management approaches would also help change 
individual behaviours and values by involving resource users in managing their environment. 
As well, participants identified a ‘path’ to bring about changes in culture and worldview including 
applying international conventions and protocols towards the use of environment, domestication 
of conventions and protocols and review existing laws.  
 
To have a complete turn around, the following changes should happen in the formal governance 
system:  

·  Change in our non-participatory approach to decision making; 
·  Resource users should be accountable and accept responsibility; 
·  Existing institutions saddled with the responsibility of achieving our desired future need to 

be strengthened; 
·  New policies that will address the identified gaps should be formulated; and 
·  Systems should be created so that international buyers can and should buy products 

from sustainably managed forests.  
 
If all the steps mentioned above are considered, our indicators will include:  

·  Increased positive changes in actions and behaviours;  
·  Increased enforcement of sanctions for violators of environmental laws; 
·  Increased desire to practice environmental sustainability through behaviour and actions; 
·  Reduced degradation of ecosystems;  
·  Increased use of alternatives to over-used resources; 
·  Reduced demand for endangered species; and 
·  Reduced supply of endangered species (numbers harvested / shot and sold).  

 
Step 7: Write, Talk, Walk, Promote 
 
As an entry point to promoting ecological governance, workshop participants identified a variety 
of methods including empowering communities to develop their strong ecological governance 
systems. Ideas for step 7 included one-on-one awareness creation, advocacy, rallies and 
workshops, policy advocacy, capacity building for government, presentation of bills through the 
House of Assembly, issuing communiqués, one-on-one story telling, Information Education and 
Communication (IEC) materials and role-plays. Community-specific methods included village 
square meetings, radio jingles, workshop seminars, talk shop and age grade meetings. The need 
for capacity building and funding were also identified. 
 
Civil society and government participants in the full-day workshop stated their recognition of the 
value of working toward ecological governance, but also realized the challenges in implementing 
step 7 of the toolkit. They committed to starting an ‘ecological governance club’ to continue 
moving forward and exchanging ideas. A further idea, which emerged from government 
participants was to create a position paper to present to the new government (elections in Cross 
River happened in May 2007) in order to keep moving forward on the ecological governance 
results achieved by the outgoing government.  
 
Conclusions:   
 
Looking at ecological governance in a country like Nigeria is insightful. It is better to approach 
ecological governance with an open mind otherwise it appears as if it is an impossible task. 
Embracing it with an open mind will reveal that the process of working toward ecological 
governance has already begun; this will increase and it is hoped that gradually it will be practiced 
in our organizations and communities and gradually it will be widely acceptable and applied. The 
toolkit brought to the fore individual commitments and contributions that facilitate change. 
Managing our natural resources using ecological governance framework includes ‘working from 
within’ – the Ecological Governance Toolkit recognized the connections between individual and 
collective contributions in creating change and provided strategies for moving forward. 
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Case Study 1: CEHPRODEC and Foro Agricola Legal Ini tiatives  
 
Foro Agricola, a network of small, medium producers and agricultural cooperatives and 
organizations, is working on developing a food security policy that will guarantee the safety and 
biodiversity of Honduran food production while at the same time protecting natural resources and 
community health. The Foro Agricola is at a point in time where they need to develop solid 
workplans that will give long-term viability to the national food security plan. In the workshop the 
facilitator suggested that the ecological governance toolkit would be a good place to start that 
process and get their members visualizing 10-50 years into the future.  
 
A prime example of best practices is the current project on developing a Law on Food Security 
and Sovereignty by Foro Agricola. They are working with a team of lawyers and the network to 
protect the national food market from collapsing and thus fighting for the well-being of Honduras 
producers and consumers. The law includes clauses on land tenure rights, policies against 
liberation of GMOs into the environment, demand for proper labeling on GMO products to protect 
consumer rights, protection of native varieties, etc. The development of this law has been 
participatory throughout and has involved a series of consulting, evaluating and follow-up 
workshops with Foro Agricola members and other interested groups. This network is functioning 
at the level where their next step is to find advocacy entry points and lobby for the Law on Food 
Security and Sovereignty to be passed. Currently, their pressing need is to get their target 
communities active in developing sustainability using the idea of ‘civic environmentalism’ 
discussed earlier. This is set under the premise that the communities they work with cannot wait 
for the law on food security to be passed in order to start making the changes they need to 
demonstrate that a healthy environment, enhanced quality of life, and a vibrant economy not only 
can coexist, but must coexist to remain viable over time. The changes have to be taking place for 
government to feel pressured and respond to its citizen’s demands.  
 
Advocacy entry points could be identified by studying the laws, policies, and/or international 
agreements that pertain to the situation at hand. There are various tools, methodologies, and 
professionals3 already available in Honduras to guide civil society groups through advocacy, 
social auditing and monitoring type processes to help groups advocate for policy change and put 
pressure on governments to respond to its citizens needs. The process of political change needs 
to commence with improvements of information flow to influence cultural change that can lead to 
positive ecological practices.  
 
It was noted that international pressure can provide leverage for implementing and enforcing local 
environmental standards. 
 
Another interesting aspect analyzed thoroughly in the workshop and elaborated upon in 
interviews is that of effective language use. When introducing a new concept it is essential to use 
wording that audiences can easily comprehend and identify with. The term ecological governance 
is best translated as Gobernabilidad Ecológica as opposed to Gobernación Ecológica.  The latter 
is understood more as a high level governmental order dealing with policy implementation, 
whereas the former expresses the capacity of a social system to articulate interests, follow 
through on obligations, and resolve differences in a democratic, lawful, and respectful manner4. 
As the analysis progressed it was said that in Honduras the goal of gobernabilidad ecológica 
would be to lead towards gobernación ecológica which essentially is true.  However, it is relevant 
to ask the question here: Had attendance at the workshop been all government representatives 
as opposed to civil society organizations, would the government’s perspective have been that 

                                                 
3 Manual on Transparency and Social Audits by FOSDEH – Foro Social de Deuda Externa y Desarrollo de Honduras 
www.fosdeh.net; WOLA – Washington Office in Latin America, Advocacy Methodology; Advocacy Methodology specialist 
Sociologist Sergio Bahr. 
4 Definitions taken from the Law on Territorial Order, Article 3, page 8, Decree 180-2003. 
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gobernación ecológica would lead to gobernabilidad ecológica? Would they seek policy to 
influence societal behaviour and norms?   
 
One important aspect to note from the above analysis is that the organizations present at the 
workshop all identified with ecological governance to mean ‘the capacity of a social system to 
articulate interests, follow through on obligations, and resolve differences in a democratic, lawful, 
and respectful manner’. This highlights the fact that much work would need to be done around 
law and international policy education.  In the case of CEPRODEC/ Foro Agricola it is not until 
now that they have taken a serious legal focus to their work and the challenge that lies before 
them is to get this information back to their people. Encouraging is the fact that the draft of the 
Law on Food Security and Sovereignty is completed and is now going through a revision process, 
and a advocacy plan of action is being developed. This is the moment for ecological governance 
to be thinking of a paradigm shift, using the toolkit as their methodology. Falls Brook Centre is 
dedicated to continue working with CEPRODEC/ Foro Agricola beyond the framework of this 
RCEN-IP project. 
 
In addition to the food security law CEHPRODEC has also just published a civil society index 
report for Honduras aided by CIVICUS: World Alliance for Citizen Participation. One of the main 
issues highlighted in the CIVICUS study is that civil society organizations lack organizational 
capacity and networking is not a stronghold of their work, thus weakening the impact of their 
intervention.5 This situation sets the stage for further ecological governance work and research. 
 
A weakness found on the subject is the initial resistance groups present to learning and 
incorporating new ideas into already existing programs. They are concerned with new 
methodologies because they know how long it takes stakeholders to adopt new practices. 
However, participants with decision-making capacity recognized that the toolkit can be used as a 
whole or in parts. Introducing the concept of ecological governance can be done incrementally 
with groups, perhaps starting with coordinators as a ‘train the trainer’ program.   
 
Emphasis was made to participants that the objective of ecological governance is not to replace 
an existing program but instead a methodology to help proceed with program activities.  �
 
Ecological Governance Best Practices  
 
Setting the Stage for Ecological Governance – the case study of the Honduran environmental 
movement 
 
‘Erguidos como pinos’ (Upright like pines) is a book published in December 2006 which concisely 
recounts the history of the construction of Honduras’ environmental consciousness and 
movement. It tells the arduous and often fatal stories of environmental activists and the 
challenges communities face to defend the ecosystems, their homes. It is made evident through 
testimonies that the justice system of Honduras in many cases has defended private companies 
such as Energisa and the Mount Babilonia Hydroelectric project in the protected area of Agalta 
Sierra National Park (decree 87-87), and state departments such as COHDEFOR6 who have 
unlawfully exploited and degraded ecosystems despite strong opposition by civil society groups 
thus threatening the health and quality of life of nearby communities. Additionally, by siding with 
the private company owners or guilty government entities Honduras is violating the rights of its 
citizens and international environmental agreements, specifically the Declaration of the Rio Earth 
Summit, Millennium Earth Summit, and the Summit of the Americas. Sadly, in Honduras many 

                                                 
5 CIVICUS: Civil Society Index for Honduras 2007, pg.31. 
6 Honduran Corporation for Forestry Development 
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environmental conflicts are thwarted with violence or resolved by eliminating key activists and 
numerous crimes are protected by systemized impunity7. 
 
The need for environmental organizations and civil society groups at local and national levels to 
have a common platform is clearly expressed and is a definite step in the direction of achieving 
ecological governance. It is understood that environmental organizations and activists face 
different scenarios, but in essence the spirit is the same: defense and protection of valuable 
natural resources that sustain the lives and wellbeing of present and future generations. 
 
Local and regional environmental movements face several challenges. The most common 
challenge is that of building capacity, awareness, and sustainability of base communities and 
groups in order to advocate public policy reform and implementation of sound environmental 
practices, and work towards eradicating impunity of environmental crimes. It is vital for the 
environmental movement in Honduras to have a common platform or set of common goals so 
that their efforts may be consolidated and networks fortified and supported so that they may 
competently, and collectively, tackle complex situations. 
 
 
Case Study 2: COHAPAZ in Tegucigalpa / Comayagüela,  Honduras 
“Think Globally, Act Locally” 
 
COHAPAZ – Comité hondureño de Acción por la Paz / Honduran 
Committee for Peace Action is a grass-roots women's organization 
committed to supporting low-income families living in marginalized 
communities to improve their standard of living.  Their projects help 
promote education and action regarding the environment, food 
security, disaster-preparedness, conflict resolution, skills-sharing, 
childbirth and parenting, community organization and literacy.  They 
have been organized for nearly 24 years and were instrumental in 
leading the restoration work following Hurricane Mitch in 1998.  They 
have a network of about 300 active members in 17 marginalized 
communities, who meet monthly in smaller groups.   
 
Currently, COHAPAZ  is working with Falls Brook Centre, Canada, and CPTRT, Honduras on the 
CIDA funded project “Carbon-Neutral Technologies: Kitchen Gardens, Rainwater Harvesting and 
Sustainable Livelihoods” which is designed to tackle the most pressing issues identified by 
residents of the marginalized communities surrounding Tegucigalpa / Comayagüela.  This project 
demonstrates that Kitchen Gardens, Rainwater Harvesting and agro-based value-added 
processing not only provide locally appropriate means to improve livelihoods and well-being; but 
they are carbon neutral technologies that respect development needs in a progressive, 
ecologically consistent manner.   
 
In relation to the discussion on contradicting office practices and organization philosophies 
(section 3.4), COHAPAZ offers a viable and cost effective solution to the problem. It has become 
common practice among their members that when attending a workshop participants bring their 
own cup, plate, and utensils. COHAPAZ has explained to their members that by the small action 
of bring their own plates they are contributing and practicing natural resource management and 
helping the sustainability of their communities and the organization by 1) not adding to the 
amount of waste produced, and 2) less possibility of plastic waste to pollute the natural 
environment and obstruct waterways; 3) practicing reducing, reusing and recycling; 4) saving the 
organization money that may be used for more productive purposes instead of ‘throwing money 
away’ on disposable plates; and 5) they are being leaders by practicing what they preach. As far 
as the food served at workshops, COHAPAZ always makes an effort to provide food that is locally 

                                                 
7 Vargas, Eric, Mery Agurcia, “Erguidos como pinos”, Comité de Familiares de Detenidos-Desaparecidos en Honduras 
(COFADEH) 
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made to promote the movement of circular economic systems. Also, a major factor in building 
ecological governance is the recognition of the fact that socio-economic shifts must be 
accompanied by shifts in cultural norms in order to be sustainable.  
 
COHAPAZ makes an interesting case to study as they are working to make positive ecological 
changes from the bottom up. The four coordinators are well informed through participation and 
links to other civil society groups and networks, bringing information back to the communities. 
They are promoting what Honduras would call Gobernabilidad Ecológica which sees the 
collective societal change starting with individuals adopting new attitudes and behaviours. In a 
country such as Honduras where 42% of the population is 15 years old or younger and 52.5% is 
between the ages of 15-59, and poverty is directly linked to the environmental degradation, low 
levels of employment, high illiteracy rates, and migration to already overpopulated urban centers8, 
working with the masses, as is the mission of COHAPAZ, it becomes clear that this type of 
information diffusion should be supported and is vital to the development of the nation’s well-
being. 
 
 

                                                 
8 GEO Report page 15,18, 21 
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Appendix I- International Environmental Conventions  Signed and Ratified by Honduras  
 
1 Convention of the Central American Commission for Environment and Development (CCAD) 
2 Constituent (Constitutional) Convention for the Protection of the Environment  
3 Central American Convention on Climate Change  
4 Tuxtla Gutiérrez II Convention 
5 Vienna Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer 
6 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change UNFCCC  
7 Convention on Wetlands of International Importance 
8 Convention on Biological Diversity  
9 Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES)  
10 Regional Convention on Climate Change  
11 United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification and Drought  
12 Brasilia Convention on the Transborder Movement of Dangerous Wastes and their Elimination  
13 London Convention on the Dumping of Wastes at Sea  
14 Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants  
15 Agreement for the Protection and Development of the Marine Environment in the Greater 
Caribbean region  
16 Convention for the Conservation of Biodiversity and Protection of Wilderness Areas in Central 
America  
17 Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage   
18 Inter-American Convention for the Protection and Conservation of Sea Turtles  
19 International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships  
20 Convention Establishing the Association of Caribbean States   
21 Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, and Stockpiling of 
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction 
22 Convention Concerning Indigenous and Tribal Peoples in Independent Countries  
23 Regional Convention for the Management and Conservation of Natural Forest Ecosystems 
and the Development of Forest Plantations (Central American Convention on Forests)  
24 CONCAUSA/CONJUNTA Declaration Central America/ United States of America.  
25 Trifinio Plan, Treaty between the Republics of Guatemala, Honduras, and El Salvador for the 
solution of the Trifinio Plan 
26 Guadalajara Declaration 
27 Uruguay Declaration or the Presidential Meeting of Uruguay  
28 Joint Declaration between the Presidents of Honduras and Chile  
29 Rome Declaration on Relations between the Rio group and the European Economic 
Community  
30 International Treaty on Tropical Wood  
31 Convention on Financing between the European Community and the Central American 
Commission on Environment and Development (CCAD) 
32 Lima Convention, signed by the Government of the Republic of Honduras and the Latin 
American Organization of Energy (OLADE)  
33 Resolution of Central American Presidents within the Framework of the XIX Summit Meeting, 
relating to the Mesoamerican Biological Corridor    
34 Regional Project for the Establishment of a Program for the Consolidation of the 
Mesoamerican Biological Corridor (CBM)  
35 World Conference on Sustainable Development (CMDS) Rio+10  
36 World Summit on Renewable Energy  
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37 Constitutional Act of the Committee for Action on the Protection of the Sea and of Fresh Water  
38 Agreement on the International Dolphin Conservation Program  
39 Regional Agreement on the Boarder-crossing Movement of Dangerous Waste   
40 Central America Alliance for Sustainable Development (ALIDES)  
41 Complementary Convention of the Basic Convention of Scientific and Technical Cooperation 
between the Governments of Spain and Honduras on the Conservation of Nature, Forest 
Development and of Derived Industries  
42 Convention for the Permanent Establishment under the Auspices of the FAO, of a Latin 
American Forest Institute for Research and Training  
43 Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer   
44 Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change  
45 Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety  
46 Complementary Protocol to the Inter-American Convention for the Protection and 
Conservation of Sea Turtles 
47 Protocol to the Constituent Convention of the Central American Commission for Environment 
and Development (CCAD)  
48 Caribbean Convention and Protocol on Co-operation in Combating Oil Spills  
 

Appendix II- ‘Green Plans’ Innovative environmental  management strategy taken from Resource 
Renewal   Institute (RRI) State of States Report 

 

 Ten Defining Characteristics of Green Plans  
 
1. Long-term. All green plans represent a society’s ongoing commitment to the goal of sustainable 
development, as defined in the Brundtland Report of 1987. 
2. Comprehensive. Green plans are management solutions that address the full array of priority issues, 
across media (e.g., air, water, land) and their impacts on the environment, economy, and society as a 
whole. 
3. Dynamic. Green plans are capable of adapting to evolving problems, ideas, goals, and information 
without radical changes to their structure and function. 
4. Cooperative. To develop a green plan, all facets of the community, all types of businesses, and all 
branches of government participate in a process of developing trust, identifying common values, and 
working toward a shared vision of the future. 
5. Integrated. Green planning enables a fusion of economic, environmental, and societal needs by 
accounting for the many complex interrelationships that together determine quality of life. This process is 
made possible through systems analysis, a discipline that dissects complicated problems into basic 
elements and subsystems that form the basis for successful solutions. 
6. Informed. Policy decisions are guided by a reliable information base that aggregates environmental, 
economic, and societal conditions in order to accurately depict significant trends (past, present, and future) 
and devise a responsive set of new programs. 
7. Flexible. In exchange for a commitment to realizing targeted environmental goals and objectives, green 
plans provide participants with more freedom in developing the necessary technical and/or institutional 
improvements. The longterm nature of this arrangement creates a more stable and predictable regulatory 
environment that benefits all parties. 
8. Strategic. Like business plans for companies, green plans apply a strategic management approach, with 
a continuous process of setting goals, developing timelines, and monitoring and reporting on results. 
9. Results-Oriented. Green plans demand the level of focused and resolute initiative necessary for the 
deliberate pursuit of sustainable development. 
10. Investment-intensive. To be effectively implemented, green plans require adequate funding from both 
government and industry, recognizing that the stakes of a sustainable future could not be higher and that 
success mandates a substantial long-term investment. 



 

 16 

 
 
 
 

   
 

One Sky  

Ecological Governance  
 

Case Studies: 
 
CROSS RIVER STATE, NIGERIA 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AUTHORS:  
Patricia Eyamba and Kristin Patten, One Sky 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

August 2007  



 

 17 

 
 
Ecological Governance Best Practices (case studies)  
 
Examples of best practices were identified by participants in the ecological governance 
workshops. One Sky staff selected two case studies that would illustrate different approaches, 
scope and issues. Two case studies illustrating ‘best practices’ of ecological governance in Cross 
River State were developed by One Sky Nigerian and Canadian staff through interviews and 
review of existing project documents. In each case study, an analysis of each best practice 
examined the success of the project, its illustration of ecological governance and an analysis of 
the activity’s success using the integral theory all-quadrant lens.    
 
Case Study 1: Refuse Management in Calabar, Cross R iver State (CRS) 
 
Implementing organization: Cross River State government 
 
Goals and objectives of the project: clean-up the urban environment of Calabar, in order to 
promote healthy living, boost environmental health and encourage tourism in the State.  
 
Stakeholders: CRS government, citizens of Calabar (capital city of CRS) 
 
Background: Cross River State, Nigeria is one of the more ecological diverse areas of Nigeria. 
With some of the most significant endangered primate 
species on the planet, preserving Cross River’s 
biodiversity is of critical environmental concern. 
Inspired by its potentials, the state government under 
the leadership of Governor Donald Duke from 1998 – 
2007 pioneered ecotourism initiatives in the State. The 
1990’s in CRS was characterized by heavy 
exploitation of the environment, primarily through 
forestry activities. Many forestry companies and 
individuals (including Forestry Commission staff) were 
given virtual free reign, with the resulting high pace 
destruction of forest ecosystems and accompanying 
declines in human well-being – and the emergence of 
an indigenous environmental movement fighting with 
some forest communities for protection of the 
environment. At the same time, the British Department 
for International Development (DFID) poured 
substantial resources into forestry governance by developing the capacity of the Forestry 
Commission, civil society and communities, including capacity development of Forest 
Management Committees in many forest communities.  
 
With the election of Governor Duke in 1998, a significant shift took place symbolized with the 
shutting down of WEMPCO, a notorious Chinese forestry company in 2004 and implementation 
of several high profile ecotourism projects. Duke’s government began to shift away from fast-
paced resource extraction and place an emphasis on environmental protection, with the belief 
that ecotourism offers an economically viable way to protect the ecosystem and achieve 
development goals. The focal programmes that emerged were the development of ecotourism 
and maintaining a clean environment.  
 
Project description: Within the context of this larger development strategy, Duke’s government 
implemented an intensive refuse management program. The state had the need of keeping its 
environment clean in recognition of the fact that cleanliness will promote healthy leaving, boost 
environmental health and encourage tourists to visit the state. It is in this regard that the “KEEP 
CALABAR GREEN AND CLEAN” programme emerged. 

A Calabar street sign helps remind the population 
to ‘keep Calabar clean’.  
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Initiating ecotourism activities was not such a huge challenge because people were aware of the 
perceived benefits of ecotourism but getting people to keep their environment clean was a 
Herculean task because people asked “what benefit will this have for me?” and “will this put 
money into our pockets?” Changing people’s perceptions and attitudes did not come easily.  
 
First the state Ministry of Environment and Forestry Commission were charged with the 
responsibility of carrying out an aggressive awareness programme on the need to have a clean 
environment. Awareness was also raised on the implications of a dirty environment on the image 
of the state and tourism, and the need to promote personal hygiene. As a follow-up to this, the 
state government provided handy street-level iron refuse baskets at the end of every street and 
bigger incinerators at strategic locations. Orientation was given to the public via the media on 
proper utilization of these facilities. The next step was the enactment of laws and sanctions 
against defaulters; the public was made aware of the consequences of going contrary to the law 
and finally “watch dogs” were kept at strategic places to monitor defaulters.  
 
Today the story has changed. The people of Cross River State are conscious of the benefits of a 
clean environment, and there is a tremendous amount of pride in Calabar, especially as 
compared to the urban conditions in neighbouring states. People no longer have to be persuaded 
to dump their refuse at the right spots but willingly comply; the motivations and resulting 
behaviour are now ‘part of the people’. Passing urine by the roadside is no longer as rampant as 
it was in the past especially at public places.  
 
Analysis – demonstration of ecological governance: An analysis of the decision-making and 
motivations of Duke’s government provide an interesting exploration into the concept of 
ecological governance. On one hand, the overarching motivations of the government are primarily 
economic; ecotourism is seen as a viable economic alternative to resource exploitation. In this 
scenario, the government makes decisions that protect the environment IF the environment 
‘delivers’ in terms of economic returns. The caveat, of course, is that the ecotourism does not 
deliver economic results, then the administration may be convinced to return to unsustainable 
resource extraction to meet economic goals. This can be seen most clearly in the actual 
execution of Governor Duke’s most high profile ‘ecotourism’ projects, which have ironically 
resulted in some substantial environmental degradation – soil erosion, disruption of watersheds 
and deforestation. Therefore, the environment can be seen as important, but not paramount in 
the refuse management project.   
 
At the same time, the refuse management program provides an interesting example of how if the 
environment is embedded at ‘deeper’ or more fundamental levels, the resulting decisions work 
from this place – a trickle down effect. For example, the Duke government set the refuse 
management program clearly within the larger goal of protecting the environment. This was a key 
part of their public messaging, and addressing underlying values and motivations of individuals – 
the question of “how does this benefit me?” Waste management is a key environmental issue 
across urban Nigeria, and Calabar does stand out as a model community in successfully 
implementing this program.  
 
The refuse management program was implemented through a top-down approach. However, the 
program managed to successfully influence individual decision-making. So, while the program 
can’t necessarily be seen as a shift from centre to community in its approach, there is the 
potential that it may lead to grassroots demands for ongoing government attention to this 
important environmental problem with future administrations.  
 
Analysis – four quadrant approach: The success of the refuse management program can be seen 
as ‘co-arising’ in all four quadrants of the integral theory model – despite the initial top down 
approach:  
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Collective exterior (systems): the government put into place waste baskets, trash collection, 
sanctions and fines and other ‘systems’ measures.  
Individual exterior (behaviours, actions): individuals began to use waste baskets and to stop 
urinating in public places.  
 
Individual interior (values, intentions): the government’s messaging specifically addressed values; 
the program was perhaps most successful in creating a pride and attachment to Calabar as 
‘clean and green’ – there are indications from discussions with individuals of a shift in values 
toward prioritizing a clean, healthy environment.  
 
Collective interior (culture, worldview): this was a significant obstacle at the beginning of the 
program, with such views as “germs no dey kill Africa man” (germs don’t kill Africans). At the end, 
similar to the individual interior, there are indications in a shift in worldview of Calabar citizens as 
a collective, into pride and belief in the benefits of a ‘clean and green’ city.  
 
It will be interesting to see in Calabar’s future whether there are ripple out effects of the refuse 
management program. Has there been enough of a shift within individual and collectives to 
sustain an ongoing commitment to refuse management? Will the government’s messaging 
regarding environmental protection, and links between environment and health result in public 
commitment and movement toward ecological governance in other areas outside of waste 
management? This is perhaps a lot to expect of one urban environmental program; however, in 
the context of Nigeria, this is a significant program in terms of it’s relatively high profile, the 
environmental messaging and resulting indications of ‘interior’ shifts in values and worldviews.  
 
Summary of best practices of ecological governance identified in this case study: 
 
·  The project explicitly addressed the interior individual / collective quadrants, helping to bring 

about behavioural changes and commitment to ‘keeping Calabar clean and green’.  
·  The project used an effective combination of ‘systems’ measures to ensure that individuals 

could change their behaviours.  
·  The government set their activities clearly within the larger goal of protecting the 

environment. 
·  The issue and activities addressed a very visible urban environmental problem – successes 

are concrete, visible and relevant.  
 
 
Case study 2: Community Forest Management in Okiro and Abontakon Communities 
 
Implementing organization: Living Earth Nigeria Foundation with Abontakon and Okiro 
communities 
 
Goals and objectives: participatory activities 
designed to support communities to manage their 
natural resources sustainably 
 
Stakeholders: forest users in Abontakon and Okiro 
communities, Forest Commission 
 
Background: In the mid to late nineties, in response 
to high demands for timber by both domestic and 
international markets, logging companies were 
increasingly making inroads into Cross River forests. 
Many forest communities were welcoming high 
levels of forestry activities on their traditional lands. 
Villagers often did not recognize the value of the 
forest for their traditional subsistence activities, and 

A poster produced by Abontakon showing some of the 
environmental problems and impacts on the community.  
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were giving away their forest resources at extremely 
low prices. As well, in many cases development 
programs promised by many of the logging companies 
never materialized. Okiro and Abontakon are two such 
forest communities in Cross River State. Both 
communities experienced high levels of forestry 
activities on their traditional lands, combined with 
conversion of deforested land to plantation agriculture. 
Other interwoven social and environmental issues 
included fishing with chemicals, high rates of poverty, 
increases in teenage pregnancy, indiscriminate bush 
burning and unsustainable farming systems.  
However, these two communities are unique in the 
intensive participatory community-forest activities that 
were implemented from 1998 – present.  
 
Project description: The first intervention in the two communities was through a European Union 
(EU) funded program that supported a local environmental NGO, Living Earth Nigeria Foundation 
(LENF) to carry out participatory forest management activities. A Rapid Rural Appraisal (RRA) 
was carried out in eight communities, with five finally chosen for project activities. LENF worked 
from the foundational belief that ‘people who are closest to the problems know them best, 
including the potential solutions.”9 With that, participatory learning activities were carried out to 
help communities identify and analyze environmental issues and patterns of resource use, and 
develop solutions collectively. Transect walks, field visits to other communities, community 
meetings, focus group discussions and environmental education activities were carried out by 
LENF and two community facilitators who acted as a liaison between the communities and LENF.  
 
From these activities, various activities were developed, including the formation of community-
based organizations (CBOs), school conservation 
clubs, radio and theatre programs, and a micro-
credit scheme. As well, community forestry was 
identified as a primary program of activities that 
would enable communities to manage their natural 
resources sustainably. This extensive program 
included boundary demarcation, mapping of the 
forest area, creation of forestry by-laws and capacity 
development for village institutions (Forest 
Management Committee). As well, community 
members agreed to ban commercial logging 
activities for ten years, in order to allow enough time 
for community forestry activities to succeed.  
 
Social and cultural issues were very much tied into community actions. For example, Okiro 
prohibited drinking alcohol in the community because they believe it leads to poor health and 
increases poverty, which invariably affects their environment. As well, the community established 
a self-help medical centre through income generated from the management of their non-timber 
forest products.  
 
With the end of the EU program, LENF received further support to continue its community work 
with Abontakon and Okiro through the Cross River Environment Program in 2003, funded by the 
Canadian International Development Agency. One Sky was the Canadian Executing Agency 
(CEA) for the project. Primary activities included:  

                                                 
9 Living Earth Nigeria Foundation. Our Future in Our Hands:  Living Earth Nigeria Foundation Community Forest Project 
in CRS. Cross River State: LENF, 2000.  

Deforestation was occurring at a rapid rate 
in the 1990s in Cross River State, Nigeria.  

An NTFP nursery in Abontakon 
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·  Provision of a community-based portable sawmill to Abontakon: this was provided so 
that the community could receive the benefits of harvesting the timber areas set aside for 
logging in the community forest plan. The sawmill was also many times more efficient 
than logging with chainsaws, allowing for increased value from the timber resources and 
reduced wood waste.  

·  Support and training for village CBOs to manage the micro-credit schemes.  
·  Ongoing community action planning to review and monitor community forest activities. 
·  Provision of training in key forestry areas (ex. development of nurseries for NTFPs).  
·  Further support for environmental education activities (theatre, conservation clubs). 
·  Facilitation to involve Okiro and Abontakon in a review of the State Forest Law, feeding 

community recommendations back to government through a collaborative ENGO-led 
process. Involved the Forest Commission in project activities, in order to address State-
level decisions that impacted the communities and to create State support for 
community-forestry projects.   

 
Analysis – demonstration of ecological governance: The activities carried out in Abontakon and 
Okiro communities closely mirror the intent and approach of ecological governance10: 
 
Philosophically views the environment as paramount for human existence. The participatory 
activities and awareness activities carried out by LENF were designed to re-sensitize the 
community to the value of their natural resources. For example, one Conservation Club member 
stated that “I used to think that the forest is just trees, and without much use. But there is much 
more to the forest than just trees.”11 As well, the dedication by the community to extensive 
changes in practices and behaviours at community and individual levels seems to support the 
idea that community members did, by and large, view the environment as paramount rather than 
an add-on. This is perhaps not that surprising, given the direct connection – practical and ‘felt’ – 
that most of the community members have with their natural resources as farmers, fishers and 
harvesters.   
 
Inquires into the dynamics of the system that produce unsustainability. The participatory learning 
and action activities aimed to help communities identify and analyze environmental problems, and 
the current use of their natural resources at the beginning of the project.  
 
A shift from centre to territory / community through a variety of methods including regulatory 
reform, land tenure, community institutions and flow of benefits to community.  
In Cross River State, traditional practices are perhaps more embedded in community than many 
western countries. For example, in both communities land tenure was largely community 
controlled and village by-laws played a primary role in the management of natural resources as 
compared to State-level laws or regulation; so some of the key governance elements or pre-
conditions for ecological governance were in place. LENF helped shift toward more sustainable 
practices – new by-laws and sanctions were created to sustainably manage natural resources. A 
key addition in the shift from centre to community added by LENF was capacity development of 
village institutions to sustainably manage resources – the Forest Management Committee was 
provided with training and became more embedded in the wider community rather than simply 
with the chief. Other institutions included community-based organizations, a micro-credit group 
and conservation clubs which all played key roles in shifting values and behaviours. The second 
key addition by LENF was explicitly addressing benefit sharing, by setting up institutions and 
practices to help ensure that the benefits of the community’s natural resources would flow to 
more community members – examples include a detailed benefit scheme designed around the 
implementation of the community-based sawmill and a community health centre built with the 
profits from NTFP harvesting. For example, a community member interviewed stated that “We 

                                                 
10 Hochachka, Gail. Ecological Governance powerpoint presentation. Unpublished, presented at the CEN-IP Ecological 
Governance Workshop, May 2007.   
11 Living Earth Nigeria Foundation, IBID.  
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don’t want others to come in to harvest the wood – we want to process it in Abontakon and sell it. 
The money will be used to develop the community.”12  
 
The work done in Abontakon and Okiro represents almost a decade-long effort by LENF and the 
two communities. There are obvious challenges and set-backs, and the on-going commitment to 
sustainable resource management is not assured, particularly given the depth of community-level 
development challenges (“you cannot expect us to stay in poverty forever”) and external 
pressures to exploit resources (“it is difficult to stop people from destroying the forest”). However, 
there are some solid indications that the foundational premise of ecological governance – ‘the 
environment as paramount’ is alive and tangible in both communities:  

·  In monitoring and evaluation activities by One Sky in 2004 there was clearly a dedication 
to sustainable community management of natural resources through time and resources 
committed, as well as statements by many community members supporting the goal of 
sustainable forest management.  

·  In 2005, one of the chiefs in Abontakon was found logging illegally. After repeated 
warnings to stop contravening community by-laws, members of the FMC arrested the 
chief and escorted him to Calabar – the arrest of a traditional leader in this manner is a 
significant demonstration of commitment to community by-laws designed to support 
sustainable natural resource management.  

·  A day-long workshop on ecological governance in Okiro community in February 2007 – 
almost a decade after the first community visit by LENF in 1998 – revealed that Okiro 
community members viewed themselves as already carrying out ecological governance. 
They saw their commitment to ecological governance as largely arising from their own 
commitment and actions, without a lot of government or external support. They 
expressed their continued desire to be a self-sufficient community, managing resources 
in a sustainable way. As well, the community had maintained by-laws and sanctions in 
support of their forest management plan.  

 
Gender analysis: In Okiro and Abontakon, women and men have different gender-based roles 
and responsibilities in their own lives, families, households and communities. They have different 
knowledge of, access to, and control over natural resources, and different opportunities to 
participate in decisions regarding natural resource use. As well, men and women in the 
communities often had different ideas about where to prioritize development efforts. Different 
resource uses included the cultivation of land by women generally for food crops while men 
generally grow cash crops. Hunting and timber extraction is usually ‘man’s business’ while NTFP 
collection is done primarily by women. Women are also primarily responsible for collection of fuel-
wood and water – the availability and quality of which is often dependent on healthy forested 
watersheds.  
 
Men and women can also have different rights in terms of land tenure. For example, in Okiro 
community, women have no rights to use / develop any forested land unless mediated through a 
husband, brother or father. Security of land tenure can act as an incentive to invest in 
conservation practices; therefore, this issue needs to be addressed or half the equation will be 
missing in attempts to ensure ecological governance.  
 
Despite the many ways women both affect and are affected by forest resources, they are often 
excluded (sometimes even excluding themselves) from decision-making about how these 
resources are used and managed. Women generally have less control over natural resource-use 
decisions at the ‘formal’ level – for example, involvement in village councils or FMCs – than men. 
Because women are often marginalized from conservation processes they are often unaware of 
legislation, rules and regulations and do not understand why they have been introduced. This can 
affect compliance with regulations – or regulations can be formulated which don’t achieve their 
goal of sustainable resource-use because women’s knowledge is not considered in creating the 
regulations.   

                                                 
12 Patten, Kristin. Performance Evaluation Report: LENF. Unpublished: August, 2004.   



 

 23 

 
LENF and the community facilitators took some solid steps toward addressing gender 
differences, examining different patterns of resource use and introducing mechanisms to ensure 
that women’s voices were heard. For example, LENF would specifically reach out to the village 
women’s group to ensure their participation in activities, and in some cases introduced a quota 
system for training and meetings (requiring that a certain percentage of women attended). As 
well, LENF staff would sometimes meet separately with women to ensure that their views and 
voices were heard. However, there are obviously substantial challenges. For example, in a 
monitoring and evaluation trip to Abontakon, it was obvious that women that had been involved in 
LENF activities had a high degree of knowledge about community forestry, and had been actively 
participating in training activities. Yet this did not translate into women’s involvement in key 
decision-making bodies in the village; it was unclear what avenues and to what extent women 
were able to influence resource decisions.  
 
From many conversations with ENGO and community leaders in Cross River State, a key ‘lesson 
learned’ regarding gender emerged, in that communities need to be ‘met where they’re at’. 
Western cultural values and practices cannot be assumed; social change agents need to 
understand and speak to the values and beliefs of the individuals and collectives that they are 
working with in order to be successful in gender equality efforts.  Traditional values and practices 
are not going to transform overnight; much trust and understanding needs to be built with 
community leaders to find an appropriate way of addressing, or even envisioning gender equality.  
 

 
Analysis – the four quadrant approach: LENF activities in Abontakon and Okiro addressed all four 
quadrants – ecological governance can be seen, then, as ‘co-arising’:  
 
Collective exterior (systems): there was extensive energy by the community put into creating 
systems to sustainably manage resources – village institutions, community by-laws, forest 
management plans, etc.  
 
Collective interior (culture, worldview): systems were embedded in shifts – or perhaps 
reconnections – to a culture or worldview that recognized the value of forest for the health and 
well-being of the community. This was reinforced through participatory learning activities, theatre, 
radio shows and conservation clubs.  
 
Individual exterior (behaviour, actions): changes in individual behaviour were evident, reinforced 
by community by-laws, but also through new information and training on sustainable resource 
management (ex. micro-credit activities, sustainable harvesting of NTFPs). For example, a 
community member interviewed in Abontakon observed that “before we harvested smallest trees. 

Clara from 
Abontakon has 
contributed greatly 
to LENF activities 
since 1998.  

 
 
 
 
Women in Cross 
River State harvest 
non-timber forest 
products, cultivate 
crops for food and 
collect fuel-wood.  
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Now we don’t do this anymore. The smaller ones are reserved.”13 This behavioural change was 
echoed by other interviewees, and other clear examples were given.  
 
Individual interior (values): some evidence of values supporting ecological governance showed 
up in individual interviews with community members – for example, one interviewee stated “You 
are supposed to know how to protect, how to use the environment within your area” as her 
reason for ten years of involvement in LENF / community activities (italics added). Interestingly, 
community members explicitly included attitudinal and behavioural changes in evidence of 
whether by-laws were working.  
 
Summary of best practices of ecological governance identified in this case study: 
 

·  Reinforced or facilitated shifts from centre to territory through a variety of methods 
including regulatory reform, land tenure, community institutions and flow of benefits to 
community.  

·  Used a variety of creative approaches to instill or reconnect to individual / community 
values of environment as paramount.  

·  Addressed all four quadrants in activities carried out.  
·  Made good attempts to analyze and address the role of women as resource-users and in 

decision-making bodies.  
·  Spent considerable time and effort in analyzing unsustainable resource-use before 

working with the community to design interventions (Step 2 of toolkit).  
·  Facilitated feedback from the community to key state bodies and policies, such as the 

Forestry Commission and the State Forest Law.  
·  Directly involved the community in envisioning a future of sustainable resource-use.  
·  Sustained a ten-year commitment to the two communities in assisting them to work 

toward ecological governance – ecological governance does not happen overnight!  

                                                 
13 Patten, Kristin. IBID.  
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Description of Armonía 

Armonía is a non-govermental organization (NGO) dedicated to the conservation of birds and 
their habitat in Bolivia. Founded in 1993, Armonía aims to identify and carry out priority 
conservation actions in order to avoid avian extinctions, and to do this through work that is 
founded on respect for cultural beliefs, honesty, transparency, openness, solidarity, democracy, 
and promotion of a better quality of life for Bolivians.  

BirdLife is a network of organizations that works to conserve birds around the world. Together this 
network, known as the BirdLife Partnership, forms the leading global authority on the status of 
birds, their habitats and the issues and problems affecting bird life. Armonía is a Birdlife 
International Partner, and as such, advocates for Bolivian bird conservation issues at the global 
level.   

Armonía achieves its conservation goals through a project based approach. In some instances, 
several complimentary projects are taking place under the umbrella of a single program. An 
example is the successful conservation program for the Blue Throated Macaw (Ara 
glaucogularis), where projects focusing on biological research and environmental education are 
running in parallel with the aim of ensuring the long term conservation of this species and its 
habitat.   

At present, Armonía has a portfolio of 14 programs and projects, enabling a total of 25 Bolivians 
to work for avian conservation. Armonía is active throughout Bolivia with the geographical scope 
of projects spanning from the Andean Polylepis forests of the La Paz department to the Blue-
throated Macaw of the Llanos de Moxos in the Beni department. 

Located in the city of Santa Cruz de la Sierra, the Armonía Bird Conservation Centre includes 
one of the most complete ornithology libraries in the country, as well as the biggest national 
database of bird records. 

 
Description of Armonías’ Project: Conservation of t he Blue Throated Macaw ( Ara 
glaucogularis). 
 
The Blue Throated Macaw (Ara glaucogularis) is a critically endangered species that is endemic 
to the department of Beni in northern Bolivia. The range of the Blue-throated macaw, which is 
estimated to be approximately 8,600 km2, has been characterized as seasonally inundated 
floodplain savanna interrupted by a mosaic structure of marshland and raised outcroppings of 
forest fragments. The dominant species in most of the forest fragments is the Motacú palm 
(Attalea phalerata), which provides both nutrition and nest sites to the Blue-throated macaw. It is 
estimated that less than 250 Blue throated Macaws exist in the wild. Potential threats to the 
species include: 

·  Illegal trafficking for the pet bird trade:  
The trade in Blue Throated Macaws is prohibited under CITES (Appendices I and II) and 
live export from Bolivia was banned in 1984. Although illegal trade in Blue Throated 
Macaws has reduced significantly, illegal trapping was, for many years, the greatest 
threat to the species. It is estimated that between 400 and 1200 birds were caught and 
exported between 1980 and the early 1990’s to be sold in the European Union and North 
America. 
 

·  Habitat reduction or disturbance:   
All known nest sites for the Blue Throated Macaw are situated on private cattle-ranches, 
where burning and clearing for pasture and tree-felling for fuel have reduced the number 
of suitable nest trees and inhibited palm regeneration. Nest-site competition from other 
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macaws, toucans and large woodpeckers could pose a significant limitation to the Blue 
Throated Macaw population.  

 
·  Anthropological factors:    

Macaw feathers are used in traditional dance costumes. At present basic data regarding 
the amount of feathers used and the species that they come from is lacking. Armonía is 
currently undertaking research on this theme. 

 
Since its foundation in 1993, Armonía has been working to conserve the Blue Throated Macaw. 
For the first ten years, the emphasis on the project was on undertaking ecological research to 
identify the size and location of the populations, establishing environmental education campaigns 
at the sites of greatest importance, develop strategies to curtail illegal trafficking activities and 
investigating the relationship between cattle farming practices and the Blue Throated Macaw 
populations. 

Because nearly all known nest sites are located on private cattle-ranches, considerable effort has 
been made to create and foster good working relationships with local land owners, ranch workers 
and the Federation of Cattle Ranchers of the Beni and Pando (FEGABENI). These good 
relationships, which have enabled access to the Blue Throated Macaw habitat for field research, 
are a key strength of the Blue Throated Macaw Program. 

Since 2002, Mauricio Herrera has coordinated the Blue Throated Macaw Program, which now 
has three major components. These are: 

1. Field Research based around population monitoring, surveying potential sites, and reviewing 
distributional limits and possible expansions.  

2. Raising awareness of the Blue Throated Macaw and conservation issues through education 
workshops held in both urban and rural areas of the Beni Department. 

3. Research and experimentation into factors that could increase the Blue Throated population. 
This includes considering the availability of suitable nesting sites and the competition over them.  

During the last year, an overall census for the species, covering 138 ranches, was completed. 
The results were very encouraging, with a new population of at least 100 individuals being found. 
In addition, more than 60 educational workshops were held in educational centers throughout the 
Beni department, as well as 138 informal presentations given to workers and landowners on each 
ranch visited during the census. In order to research the availability and competition surrounding 
nesting sites, 20 artificial nests have been installed and their use is being monitored. Finally, in 
order to investigate the effect of anthropological factors, a study is taking place to quantify the use 
of macaw feathers in traditional dance costumes. 

Since 1995, the LORO PARQUE FUNDACIÓN has been the principal donor to Armonía's Blue 
Throated Macaw Conservation Programme. 

 

Description of experience applying the toolkit  

Given that the Blue Throated Macaw Program was already in existence, the application of the 
Ecological Governance (EG) toolkit to the Program was discussed rather than being directly 
applied as a tool to guide the Program activities. The coordinator of the Blue Throated Macaw 
Program, Mauricio Herrera, reviewed the toolkit with particular consideration of:  

i) How closely the step by step approach presented in the EG toolkit matched the 
approach that had been taken in the Blue Throated Macaw Program  

ii) Are the expectations of the EG toolkit achievable in the context of the Beni region 
and / or Bolivia.  
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How closely the step by step approach presented in the EG toolkit matched the approach 
that had been taken in the Blue Throated Macaw Prog ram: 

In many aspects, the Armonía approach to building a sustainable Program, as demonstrated by 
the Blue Throated Macaw Program, was similar to the EG Toolkit approach to building Ecological 
Governance. The key similarities were: 

·  The desire to identify and include stakeholders  
·  The aim of establishing a desired condition for the future and working towards it 
·  Looking for alternative resources to replace those that are being over-used or degraded 
·  Adopting a flexible approach by creating various paths to follow  
·  Raising awareness of conservation issues within the region 

The major dissimilarity between the EG Toolkit and the activities of the Blue Fronted Macaw 
Program was the inclusion of Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs). With the exception 
of CITES, little consideration has been given to MEAs during the course of the Blue Fronted 
Macaw Program. The Program coordinator commented that it would be useful to have more 
knowledge of MEAs. However, given the limited resources of the Program, he found it hard to 
envisage how the build MEAs into the Program planning and activities. 

 

Are the expectations of the EG Toolkit achievable i n the context of the Beni Region and / 
or Bolivia? 

Given the general political instability in Bolivia, it is arguable whether it would be realistic to adopt 
a 10-20 year plan for any conservation project in the country. Similarly, the creation of a 
“business as usual baseline” is challenged by the reality that there is a high turn over of staff in 
government departments and frequent changes in government policy frameworks. In addition, a 
poor infrastructure, coupled with road blocks by political protesters, as well as the ever present 
risk of land slides or flooding can all make working in Bolivia challenging.  

Although considering a desired condition for 10 to 20 years in the future is a useful exercise, 
plans of taking the project / program / community from “here to there” need to retain flexibility to 
be realistic. In the context of Bolivia, a planning timeframe of 5 years may be more useful. Either 
way, it is definitely essential to create “various paths to follow” and to have a pragmatic, flexible 
and innovative approach to challenges that arise along the way.  
 

Other comments 

In the context of Bolivia, where there is a high level of poverty, conservation projects are more 
likely to be sustainable and accepted by local communities if they consider human needs and 
have a social component that moves beyond environmental education. In order to encourage 
people to work towards conservation objectives, there needs to be a clear personal gain for them. 
Examples include the provision of health care, dental treatment, the provision of school materials 
and tax-breaks for landowners.  

Conservation managers often need to think outside of the box in order to achieve results, and a 
step by step approach to Ecological Governance may be too prescriptive. Thus, it would perhaps 
be better to revise the document so that it provides more general guidelines. It is important that 
stakeholders are not just identified, but rather relationships with the most relevant stakeholders 
are developed and fostered over the long term.  
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Summary of MEA survey results (with other BirdLife Partners) 

List of the organizations interviewed 
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) 
Birdlife International (BL) 
Panama Audubon Society (PAS) 
Guyra Paraguay (GP) 
Asociación Armonía (AA) 
Nature Canada (NC) 

  
 
Question One  “Has the organization identified which multilatera l environmental 

agreements (MEAs) are relevant to the organization’ s work?”  
  
Eight of the ten interviewees, spanning four of the six organizations replied that yes, their 
organizations had identified which MEAs were relevant to their work. In the case of Guyra 
Paraguay, whilst the process of identifying all relevant MEAs has not been formally undertaken, 
the organization is aware of many MEAs and the interviewee was able to list and prioritize eight 
that were directly relevant to their work.  The only negative response to this question came from 
the Asociación Armonía. The director of this organization responded with the statement “Armonía 
has not identified any MEA that appears to be relevant to our conservation work”. 
 
 
Question Two    “Which MEAs have been identified?”*  
 
MEA # of individuals  # of organizations Organizati ons 
Aarhus Convention 3 3 RSPB, BL, PAS 
ACAP 1 1 PAS 
African Convention 1 1 RSPB 
Ashkhabad Convention  1 1 RSPB 
Bern Convention 3 2 RSPB, BL 
CBD 9 5 BL, GP, RSPB, NC, 

PAS 
CITES 3 2 RSPB, BL 
CMS 5 4 RSPB, GP, BL, NC 
Espoo Convention 1 1 RSPB 
Mercosur Instruments 1 1 GP 
Kyoto P – CDM 1 1 NC 
Kyoto P – JI 1 1 NC 
CCD (land degradation) 1 1 GP 
OSPAR Convention 2 1 RSPB 
Ramsar Convention 6 4 BL, RSPB, GP, PAS 
UNFCCC 7 4 NC, BL, RSPB, GP 
UNCCD 2 2 BL, RSPB 
WHC 2 2 RSPB, BL 
WHSRN 1 1 BL 

*See full names associated with MEA acronyms in appendix 
 
 
Question Three  “How are the identified MEAs relevant –to what goa ls and projects of the 

organization?”  
 
Although a total of twenty MEAs were identified in question two, when asked how the identified 
MEAs are relevant to their organization, the majority of interviewees, chose to focus on only one 
or two.  The most frequently referenced being the UNFCCC and CBD. Representatives from both 
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Birdlife International and the RSPB highlighted the threat that Climate Change (CC) poses to their 
policy of site-based species conservation, whilst Mara Kerry, Director of Conservation at Nature 
Canada stated that in the case of NC “protected areas are a tool to help mitigate the impacts of 
CC, as well as an essential mechanism for species adaptation”.  
 
Guyra Paraguay was the only organization that mentioned attempts to combine the goals of 
different MEAs stating that “One of the biggest challenges for Guyra Paraguay is to find a way to 
link CC (mitigation) and CBD in the context of the treaties.” 
 
Only one interviewee had not found any MEAs to be relevant to their organization; the director of 
Asociación Armonía stated: “Presently in our species specific conservation priority programs, no 
MEA has been identified that we really believe could help the project. Probably this is because 
the conservation work is on the ground in the area of impact and not very related to the 
government at the larger national level.” 
 
 
Question Four  “What opportunities/threats do these MEAs pose for attaining the goals of 

the organization?” 
 

�  Converting MEAs to national legislation 
Converting MEAs into national legislation was mentioned by five of the ten interviewees, and in 
the majority of cases, this was seen as a major threat to the success of the MEA, with only one 
interviewee, namely John Fanshawe of Birdlife International, identifying this as both an 
opportunity, presumably in terms of increasing awareness and effectiveness, and a threat.  
 
The CBD was singled out by three of the ten interviewees as difficult to achieve due to the fact 
that it is not legally binding. For example, one of the responses from Nature Canada that sums up 
much of the opinions expressed in other questionnaires states that “the extent to which the CBD 
can help Nature Canada achieve its goals is largely dependent on the extent to which Canada 
chooses to make good on its commitments.” Conversely, the Kyoto Agreement was singled out 
as a good example of the increase in effectiveness when a MEA is legally binding.  
 
Whilst there was general agreement that MEAs would be more effective if they were legally 
binding, several interviewees expressed a view that having MEAs in place was a good starting 
point. For example, one of the responses from Nature Canada stressed that MEAs, and 
particularly the CBD can “carry moral suasion” and be “used to hold the governments feet in the 
fire in terms of nature conservation in Canada”, whereas Asociación Armonía replied that whilst 
MEAs are not widely respected in Bolivia, it is hoped that pressure from the international 
community will make Bolivia respect the CITES convention.  
 

�  A lack of capacity to implement MEAs 
Interviewees from both “northern” and “southern” countries identified lack of capacity to 
implement MEAs as a threat, though it is perceived as being a greater threat in the “southern” 
countries. John Fanshawe from Birdlife International considered that “Where as the UK might 
have ten or fifteen people working on the CBD, small countries like Palau, for example, will have 
only one person dealing with all of the MEAs as part of a wider portfolio of work.  This highlights a 
significant capacity issue.” This sentiment was echoed in the response from Guyra Paraguay 
“Paraguay signs [MEAs] that cannot be implemented and it lacks capacity to negotiate.”  
 

�  The focus of one MEA can be a threat to another.  
Three of the ten interviewees, felt that if the targets of one MEA were followed in isolation, this 
could pose a threat to the objectives of other MEAs. Consequently, achieving the objectives of 
several MEAs in an integrated fashion was seen as a major challenge for nature conservation 
organizations. The most commonly cited examples being the integration of the UNFCCC and 
biodiversity focused MEAs. Guyra Paraguay also highlighted that strategies for combating 
desertification can be detrimental to biodiversity.  
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Question Five   “How has the organization been involved with thes e MEAs (negotiations, 

adoption, implementation, advocacy, etc)?” 
 
Lobbying governments, attending international conventions and hosting “side meetings” at 
international conventions were the three main ways in which the organizations interviewed have 
been involved with their respective MEAs.  
 
There was a distinct difference in answers between organizations based in “northern” and 
“southern” countries; it was only the organizations from the North that cited regular attendance at 
international meetings and the strategic planning and hosting of “side events” as methods of 
involvement with MEAs. The lack of capacity and consequential lack of involvement of NGOs 
from developing countries in international meetings was recognized as a challenge by all of the 
northern organizations interviewed. For example, John Lanchberry from the RSPB stated that 
“The Climate Action Network tends to be dominated by “Northern” groups………There are few 
“home-grown” groups from developing countries.” Moves are being made to address the 
situation, and John Fanshawe of Birldlife International stated that “One key [positive] 
development has been the emergence of people from BirdLife Partners as NGO representatives 
on official government delegations”. In addition Nature Canada and Guyra Paraguay identified 
their work together to organize a successful side event at the Montreal UNFCCC COP-11 on 
Forest, Carbon and Biodiversity.   
 
 
Question Six  “What are the benefits of advocacy or implementati on work related to 

MEAs?”  
 
The recognized benefits can be summarized as: raising the profile of conservation related issues 
nationally and internationally, opportunities to earn funding, opportunities to work with 
governments to draft and/or implement national policies, increased depth of knowledge both 
within and outside of the organization. Only one organization did not recognize any benefits. This 
was Asociación Armonía who stated “We have not found the benefits to out weigh the effort 
needed to promote such MEAs, especially when they are not respected nationally.”  
 
 
Question Seven    “Are there obstacles to engaging effectively wit h relevant MEAs? 
 
The most commonly cited obstacle was a lack of financial capacity with which to carry out the 
work required to fulfill MEAs. Other obstacles mentioned were a lack of experience, difficulties in 
engaging with other NGOs or governments, incorporating MEAs into national legislation, and the 
complexity of some of the processes associated with MEAs, particularly the CBD. All of the three 
southern organizations mentioned a lack of political will or a lack of respect for MEAs at a national 
government level as a major obstacle. There was one very positive response from Dave 
Pritichard of the RSPB, who stated that “Over the 36 years that we’ve been involved with 
Ramsar, we’ve overcome most of the obstacles.”  
 
 
Question Eight   “From the perspective of the organization’s proje cts, in what ways do the 

MEAs promote the involvement of local stakeholders in decisions that 
affect the management of natural resources?” 

 
The majority of responses relayed a sentiment that by and large, MEAs are not particularly 
friendly to local stakeholders; the structure of MEAs making if difficult to take note of individual 
opinions and the economies of scale making it unrealistic to achieve significant local stakeholder 
participation, even with the best intentions.  An exception was the response by Joy Hyvarinen, 
from RSPB, who stated that “The CBD has really helped generate participatory processes at the 
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national level.  This is probably true at the local level as well.  It has offered local stakeholders 
opportunities to engage with governments and engage in implementation.” 
 
 
Question Nine  “In what ways do the MEAs promote or hinder long-t erm ecological 

sustainability (in practice)?” 
 
The responses to this question were varied. Some suggested that MEAs had promoted ecological 
sustainability by raising the profile of this issue, and in some instances, resulting in regular 
reporting for an MEA being undertaken by national government. Some of the potential reasons for 
MEAs hindering long-term ecological sustainability were that politicians / governments could use 
ratification of an MEA as a sign of achieving sustainability and not act beyond that, that MEAs can 
function too much at a global level and that different MEAs can conflict in their objectives. One 
interviewee noted that the CBD could promote long-term ecological sustainability if it were 
implemented effectively. 
 
 
Question Ten  “In what ways do the MEAs promote decision-making that has ecological 

considerations at its base?” 
 
The overriding theme that comes through in the responses given is that whilst MEAs can increase 
awareness of ecological issues, the ability of MEAs to promote decision making is severely 
impeded by the fact that most MEAs are not legally binding and there is little or no national 
legislation to support them. Joy Hyvarinen noted that “Decision making based on ecological 
considerations is basically what the CBD is about.  It is geared towards that.  It aims to promote 
that kind of decision making by, for example, requiring countries to have NBSAPs [National 
Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plans] and integrate biodiversity into decision making in other 
policy areas.”  
 
 
Question Eleven  “How could the organization improve its advocacy to  better align MEAs 

with ecological governance (ecology-based decision- making by local 
stakeholders for developing sustainably)? 

 
The responses given varied considerably, but recurring themes were that organizations could 
improve their advocacy by acting to increase the knowledge of ecological governance and MEAs 
within and outside of the organization, deepening the understanding of the link between 
ecological governance and structuring the work of NGOs such that there are implicit links 
between actions / projects and MEAs. Again several interviewees cited a lack of resources, and 
the weak political / legal strength of MEAs as an obstacle to improving their advocacy.  
 
 
Question Twelve    “In the organization’s experience, what are best  practices for ecological 

governance in advocacy work with MEAs?” 
 
A recurring theme in the responses to this question was that the need for information exchange 
and education to increase the profile and knowledge of MEAs among all strata of society. The 
smaller NGOs, namely Asociación Armonía, Guyra Paraguay and Panama Audubon Society, all 
stressed the need for increased public awareness of MEAs especially “keeping the public 
informed of what is happening with these conventions” and “demonstrating tangible benefits”. The 
sentiment of increasing public awareness was echoed by Mara Kerry from Nature Canada, who 
stated that “we need to communicate effectively what the links are between personal decision-
making and the environment and empower people to take action in positive ways.” In addition to 
information exchange, building and sustaining good relations and lasting trust with all 
stakeholders was identified as a best practice. This was also echoed by another interviewee who 
identified “working with BirdLife partners and drawing on their experiences” as a best practice. 
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Description of best practices and lessons learned i n working with MEAs to promote 
ecological governance 
 
What is the role of MEAs in working towards ecological governance? An important part of the 
cultural norms that govern resource use, management and protection are captured in multilateral 
environmental agreements. Because of their multilateral nature, MEAs are indicators of the 
consensus on an issue affecting a resource, an ecosystem or the global environment and of the 
actions that governments are prepared to commit to in order to address an issue. It should be 
noted, however, that the norms in MEAs seldom are stringent legal prescriptions and 
governments too often enter into MEAs without ensuring that capacity and ability exist to 
implement them, comply with them and enforce them. (UNEP Manual, 2006) 
 
In pursuing a plan for sustainability, the applicable MEAs may be an important aspect to take into 
account to understand the legal and policy context for the ecosystem, resources or environmental 
issues in question, at the domestic and international levels. The work of Armonía and Nature 
Canada, and that of many organizations in the BirdLife partnership, involves MEAs to different 
degrees, including working closely with the convention community (for example, to influence 
national delegations), supporting programs and actions for local outcomes (for example, Guyra 
Paraguay’s work on CBD) and seeking designations for Important Bird Areas (for example, as 
Ramsar sites).  Among many others, the MEA’s that are relevant to BirdLife Partners in the 
Americas include: 
 

·  The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 
·  The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) 
·  The Ramsar Convention for the Protection of Wetlands (Ramsar Convention) 
·  The United Nations Convention To Combat Desertification (UNCCD) 
·  The Bonn Convention on Migratory Species (CMS) 

 
BirdLife is producing a science policy framework on Climate Change and has developed detailed 
guides on some of these MEAs to assist Partners in engaging with related advocacy or 
implementation work. These documents include: 

·  Climate Change Science Policy Framework, September 2006 (Draft) 
·  A Guide to the Convention on Biological Diversity for the Birdlife International 

Partnership, July 2000 
·  Wetlands, including Ramsar Convention - Science-policy linking paper, Nov 2006 (Draft) 
·  A Guide to the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification for the Birdlife 

International Partnership (Draft) 
·  A guide on the Convention on Migratory Species (forthcoming in 2007) 

 
As mentioned before, Nature Canada and Armonía conducted a survey among BirdLife partners 
regarding their experience with ecological governance in working on MEAs. In addition, the 
BirdLife Americas Partners participated in a workshop on Ecological Governance and MEAs on 
June 28, 2007, at the Americas Partnership Meeting in Monterrey, Mexico. The key messages 
from the responses to the survey (also summarized in section 6 above) and the discussion points 
from the Americas Partnership Meeting are as follows. 

Lessons learned (messages from the survey): 

·  Partners are generally aware of which MEAs are relevant to their work (if any). 
·  UNFCCC, Ramsar and CBD most cited as relevant to the work of Partners: 

�  Threat that Climate Change (CC) poses to site-based species conservation 
�  IBA designation as Ramsar sites 
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�  Protected areas are a tool to help mitigate the impacts of CC, as well as an 
essential mechanism for species adaptation. 

·  Methods of involvement with MEAs: regular attendance at international meetings and 
strategic planning and hosting of “side events” (northern groups) 

·  Important resource challenges for both countries and Partners to effectively work on 
MEAs: 

�  Technical and Staff  
�  Lack of capacity and consequential lack of involvement of groups from 

developing countries in international meetings. 
·  Relationships between different MEAs offer opportunities for, and pose threats to, bird 

conservation. 
·  If the targets of one MEA are followed in isolation, this could pose a threat to the 

objectives of other MEAs.  
·  Achieving the objectives of several MEAs in an integrated fashion is a major challenge for 

nature conservation organizations.  
�  Examples: integration of the UNFCCC and CBD; strategies for combating 

desertification can be detrimental to biodiversity. 
·  MEAs would be more effective if they were legally binding (Kyoto excepted), but having 

MEAs in place is a good starting point. 
·  Benefits of working on MEAs:  

�  Raising the profile of conservation related issues nationally and internationally 
�  Funding opportunities 
�  Opportunities to work with governments to draft and/or implement national 

policies 
�  Increased depth of knowledge both within and outside of the organization 

·  MEAs are not particularly friendly to local stakeholders. 
·  MEAs may promote ecological sustainability by raising the profile of this issue and 

resulting in regular reporting by national governments, but 
·  MEAs have the potential to hinder long-term ecological sustainability if seen as mission 

accompli.  
·  CBD could promote long-term ecological sustainability if it were implemented effectively. 
·  MEAs can increase awareness of ecological issues, but they don’t promote ecology-

based decision making because they are not legally binding and there is little or no 
national legislation to support them. 

 
Best practices: 
 

·  Information exchange and education to increase the profile and knowledge of MEAs 
among all strata of society 

·  Building and sustaining good relations and lasting trust with all stakeholders  
·  Working with BirdLife partners and drawing on their experiences 
·  Strong scientific analysis and data have an important role to play (IUCN Red list index as 

an indicator for the Millennium Development Goals) 
 

Gender analysis 

Twelve women and 28 men participated in project activities.  Women and men participated in 
almost equal numbers in all of the components of this project, except during the Americas 
Partnership Meeting workshop, where there were more male than female participants, although 
an equal number of men and women (3 of each gender) actively participated in the discussion. 
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Appendix I: List of MEAs Discussed in the Survey 

 

Aarhus Convention - Shorthand for the UNECE Convention on Access to Information, Public 
Participation in Decision-making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters. Adopted in 
Aarhus, Denmark, in 1998, and entered into force in 2001. 

ACAP - Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels. One of the agreements 
under the Convention on Migratory Species of Wild Animals (CMS). Adopted in 2001, and 
entered into force in 2004. 

African Convention - The African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural 
Resources was adopted in 1968 and entered into force on 16 June 1969. 

Ashkhabad Convention - Framework Convention on the Preservation of the Environment for 
Sustainable Development of Central Asia. 

Bern Convention  - Shorthand for the Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and 
Natural Habitats. Adopted in 1979, and entered into force in 1982. 

CBD - Convention on Biological Diversity. Adopted in 1992, and entered into force in 1993. One 
of the Rio Conventions 

CCD - Convention to Combat Desertification in Countries Experiencing Serious Drought and/or 
Desertification Particularly in Africa 

CITES - Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora. 
Adopted in 1973, and entered into force in 1975. 

Clean Development Mechanism (CDM)  - One of the three market-based mechanisms under the 
Kyoto Protocol to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), whereby 
developed countries may finance greenhouse gas emissions-avoiding projects in developing 
countries, and receive credits for doing so which they may apply towards meeting mandatory 
limits on their own emissions (UNFCCC). 

CMS - Convention on Migratory Species of Wild Animals. Also called the Bonn Convention. 
Adopted in 1979, and entered into force in 1983. 

Espoo Convention  - Convention on Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary 
Context. Also called the 'Transboundary EIA Convention'. The Espoo Convention was adopted in 
1991 and entered into force on 10 September 1997. 

Kyoto Protocol  - Protocol to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). 
Provides for binding emission reductions for Annex I Parties to the UNFCCC. Adopted in 1997, 
and entered into force in 2005. 

Joint Implementation (JI)  - A mechanism to implement the Kyoto Protocol through which a 
developed country can receive emissions-reduction units when it helps to finance projects that 
reduce net greenhouse gas emissions in another developed country (UNFCCC). 

MERCOSUR - The Southern Common Market (MERCOSUR) was created by Argentina, Brazil, 
Paraguay and Uruguay in March 1991. The MERCOSUR Environmental Framework Agreement 
was adopted in 2001. 

OSPAR Convention  - The 1992 OSPAR Convention is the current instrument guiding 
international cooperation on the protection of the marine environment of the North-East Atlantic. It 
combined and up-dated the 1972 Oslo Convention on dumping waste at sea and the 1974 Paris 
Convention on land-based sources of marine pollution. 

Ramsar  - Shorthand for the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance 
Especially as Waterfowl Habitat. Adopted in 1971, and entered into force in 1975. 
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UNCCD - UN Convention to Combat Desertification in Countries Experiencing Serious Drought 
and/or Desertification, especially in Africa. Adopted in 1994, and entered into force in 1996. Often 
referred to as one of the Rio Conventions, as impetus for the Convention was gathered at the 
1992 UN Conference on Environment and Development, held in Rio, Brazil (see Rio Conference). 

UNFCCC - UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. Adopted in 1992, and entered into 
force in 1994. One of the Rio Conventions. 

WHC - World Heritage Convention. Shorthand for the Convention Concerning the Protection of 
the World Cultural and Natural Heritage. Adopted in 1972 under the aegis of UNESCO, and 
entered into force in 1975. 

WHSRN - The Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network (pronounced "whissern") is a 
conservation strategy launched in 1985. The Network aligns with the simple strategy that we must 
protect key habitats throughout the Americas in order to sustain healthy populations of 
shorebirds. 
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Méthode d’analyse 
 
La méthode d’analyse proposée pour cette étude de cas fut celle des contraintes aux pratiques 
de bonne gouvernance, appelé « goulots d’étranglements ». Une telle analyse tiendrait compte :  

- de la genèse et définition (textes et institutionnalisation) 
- du processus d’acquisition et de Gestion (système de mise en œuvre et de coordination) 
- du rôle des principaux acteurs impliqués et des enjeux (marge de liberté, 

responsabilisation, performance et éthique) 
  
 
Genèse et définition de la foresterie communautaire  (textes et institutionnalisation) 

 
L’historique de la forêt communautaire est aussi vieux que ce qui est à son origine. Elle est 
pratiquée en Asie, Amérique latine où elle est aussi appelée foresterie sociale. Bien avant 
l’époque coloniale, il y avait des groupes/communautés organisés autour de la gestion des 
ressources naturelles. Mais ce n’est qu’en 1994 que la loi forestière et son décret d’application de 
1995 ont fixé/mis en œuvre des mesures d’accompagnement en matière de gestion durable et de 
développement rural. 
 
La foresterie communautaire est une systématisation de la participation active des communautés 
locales à la gestion des ressources naturelles ; elle est adaptée aux communautés locales qui 
peuvent être des exploitants forestiers. Ses objectifs sont de gérer durablement les ressources 
naturelles et  de lutter contre la pauvreté.  
 

 
Processus d’acquisition et de gestion des foresteri e communautaire et briefing sur les 
procédures et outils spécifiques (système de mise e n œuvre et de coordination) 
 

Les phases du processus d’acquisition et de gestion des forêts communautaires sont : 
 

1. Sensibilisation, information, éducation et formation (SIEF); 
2. Création et notice de fonctionnement d’une institution de gestion forestière (IGF); 
3. Délimitation et réservation de la forêt communautaire; 
4. Constitution, suivi du dossier de demande et attribution de la foresterie communautaire.;  
5. Élaboration et validation du PSG/ convention de gestion; 
6. Exploitation rationnelle des ressources forestières et transformation du bois; 
7. Commercialisation, planification des investissements et mise en œuvre de 

développement communautaire. 
 

Tout au long du processus, les communautés doivent comprendre le bien fondé, les difficultés et 
les enjeux liés à l’acquisition et à la gestion d’une forêt communautaire. Ils ont pour cela besoin 
d’informations sur les éléments de la législation en vigueur et les rouages/procédures 
administratifs. Les populations doivent également être formées sur les aspects aussi variés que 
l’agroforesterie, la régénération forestière, la transformation des produits ligneux et non ligneux, 
les outils et techniques d’exploitation forestière, la gestion administrative, financière et comptable.  
Elles doivent créer un organe de gestion pour être crédible vis-à-vis de la loi et de l’administration 
forestière ; réunir tous les documents exigés pour la réglementation, les déposer au service local 
du MINFOF et suivre régulièrement les dossiers, ….  Les communautés ont besoin d’être formée 
à la défense de leurs intérêts parce qu’il y a des délais et aussi parce que tout le long du 
processus interviennent divers problèmes de corruption. Les principaux acteurs impliqués dans le 
processus veulent leur « part » avant de faire évoluer le dossier. 
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Principaux intervenants dans le processus de forest erie communautaire 
 
Chaque acteur intervient avec un intérêt précis, parfois conflictuel. Ils n’ont pas toujours la même 
vision de la foresterie communautaire. Ce sont tous ces acteurs qui engendrent les conflits dans 
le processus de foresterie communautaire. 
 

·  Les communautés locales. Les communautés locales ont une maîtrise historique du site 
et sont les principales bénéficiaires de toutes les opérations rentables dont les 
ressources sont tirées du site. Ce sont elles qui initient le projet de foresterie 
communautaire, identifient le site, défendent leurs intérêts, surveillent et protègent la 
forêt, etc. 

 
·  Les communautés voisines. Elles interviennent dans la délimitation, l’identification du site 

et la surveillance de la forêt. 
 

·  Les élites locales extérieures. Elles sont souvent source de conflits parce qu’elles 
utilisent leur puissance pour influencer les autres dans le processus ; et parfois 
s’accaparer de la forêt communautaire pour leur propre compte aux fins de devenir 
encore plus riches. 

 
·  Les autorités traditionnelles (Chefs de village, notables, etc.). Elles ont le même niveau 

d’implication que les autres membres de la communauté. Ils sont garants de la 
tradition/coutume ; personnes ressources et représentants de la communauté. Si ce sont 
des gens qui ne sont pas impartiaux, cela peut créer des conflits. 

 
·  Le MINFOF. C’est l’administration technique principale dans le processus de foresterie 

communautaire ; elle définit le cadre légal et les directives réglementaires en foresterie 
communautaire. 

 
·  Les autres administrations techniques  (MINADER, MINEPIA, MINDAF, etc.) Ils 

interviennent à différents niveaux, chacune selon ses compétences. 
 

·  MINATS (Préfets, Sous-préfets, gouverneurs). Ce sont les facilitateurs du processus ; 
représentent le gouvernement au niveau local. 

 
·  Communes rurales et urbaines. Ce sont des facilitateurs ; mais souvent ils sont à l’origine 

des conflits : la redevance forestière versée à la mairie n’est pas utilisée pour les projets 
communautaires. Les maires qui imposent des taxes aux communautés qui sont pourtant 
exempts de taxe dans ce processus. 

 
·  Les opérateurs économiques. Ils interviennent généralement dans l’exploitation des 

ressources.  
 

·  Les ONG et divers projets d’appui financés par les bailleurs de fonds d’organisations 
internationales. Ils jouent le rôle de facilitateurs du processus et surtout d’assistance 
technique ou organisationnel aux communautés. Ils peuvent être source de conflits 
quand ils veulent se substituer à la communauté ou lorsqu’ils deviennent  impartiaux. 

 
·  Les bailleurs de fonds. Ils apportent l’assistance financière et technique. Mais parfois, ils 

influencent négativement le processus en imposant leur point de vue ou des personnes 
dans les projets. 

 
 



 

 40 

Aperçu des goulots d’étranglement (GE) en  forester ie communautaire 

 
Le diagnostic du processus et l’analyse des rôles et interactions entre les différents intervenants 
permettent de relever des goulots d’étranglements (gap) : 
  
Au niveau socio-économique : 
Exemple : Les ressources forestières et fauniques ont une valeur marchande de plus en plus 
croissante dans un contexte de précarité économique au niveau local et de loi de la plus value au 
niveau global. De ce fait, les différents intervenants manifestent de plus en plus vigoureusement 
les droits et convoitises.  
 
Au niveau écologique et environnemental : 
Exemple : La forêt est une ressource qui joue un rôle déterminant dans l’équilibre de 
l’écosystème et celui de la géomorphologie planétaire. Ce qui anime la promotion d’une logique 
de conservation (espèces et aires protégées, réserves, forêts classées, parcs écologiques, etc.) 
par de gros investissements techniques et financiers. Cette logique est parfois en contradiction 
avec l’usage des produits forestiers par les communautés locales qui possèdent un droit de 
propriété/d’usage. 
 
Au niveau socioculturel : 
La forêt est un lieu de culte sacré pour les communautés locales, en même temps qu’elle contient 
des ressources médicinales qu’elles utilisent pour la guérison traditionnelle de certaines 
maladies. Lorsque des personnes étrangères rentrent dans cette forêt, ceci est parfois 
considérée comme une violation et tout dépend des mécanismes employés par les différentes 
parties prenantes pour négocier leur position: Violence, trafic d’influence, convention/ 
arrangement à l’amiable, …   
 
Au niveau sociopolitique : 
Le gouvernement doit être à la page de la politique internationale pour être bien vu par le reste 
du monde. Mais, les conversions politiques qu’il adopte (démocratie, décentralisation, révisions 
ou amendements des lois, etc.) occasionnent parfois des latences, des incohérences, voire des 
contradictions dont certains intervenants profitent au détriment des autres. 
 
Au niveau sociodémographique : 
L’espace occupé par la forêt dont les politiques officielles recommandent la sauvegarde constitue 
une préoccupation pour les communautés locales au regard de l’augmentation de la population. 
Paradoxalement, l’exploitation de la forêt permet le développement communautaire et rehausse 
le niveau de vie des populations (baisse de la mortalité, alphabétisation, prise en charge 
sanitaire, infrastructures,…): elles sont prêtes à tout  pour faire valoir leur droit.  
 
 
Quelques manifestations ou conséquences de la mauva ise gouvernance dans le 
processus de Foresterie Communautaire  au Cameroun  

 
Sur le plan de l’Autorité / leadership :  
Le processus de FC exige des conditions d’équité et de collaboration entre tous les membres de 
la communauté. La structure élue par la communauté pour gérer les ressources de la FC est 
indépendante de l’autorité traditionnelle qui se sent défiée et bafouée. Ils boudent le processus.  
Des trafics d’influence entre les élites internes  et les élites externes du village lors des réunions 
de concertation perturbent l’avancée du processus. Les premiers qualifient souvent les seconds 
d’arrogants parce qu’ils vivent en ville, côtoient le gouvernement et croient pouvoir influencer 
toutes les opérations qu’ils ont trouvé en cours… 
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Sur le plan éthique : mauvaise gestion/absence de transparence : 
Après l’aboutissement de la procédure d’obtention de la FC, le comité de gestion entre en contact 
avec un sous-traitant/opérateur économique. Après une année d’exploitation, aucun indicateur 
pour vérifier les résultats de la planification opérationnelle prévue dans le plan simple de gestion. 
Les communautés jasent et s’agitent; elles accusent le gestionnaire de complicité avec 
l’exploitant.  Le comité de gestion évolue selon la procédure normale d’association des 
communautés à la gestion de la FC, mais lorsqu’elle est à la phase d’exploitation, il survient un 
flou total: rareté des réunions de concertation, exode rural et visites occasionnelles au village,… 
 
Conflits entre les membres/familles de la communauté : 
Des familles sont souvent acculées par le reste de la communauté parce qu’elles ont des terres 
importantes qu’elles refusent d’inclure dans la portion de la FC. Elles réclament des parts plus 
importantes des bénéfices de l’exploitation et l’assemblée refuse de céder. Lorsque qu’arrive la 
phase d’exploitation, de nombreux jeunes du village sont souvent recrutés comme tâcherons, 
mais certains membres de la communauté n’admettent pas le fait qu’aucune personne de leur 
famille n’ait été retenue. 
 
Conflits entre le comité de gestion et les tâcherons : 
Dans certains villages où la FC a succédé à une concession forestière  d’exploitation industrielle 
ou à une activité d’exploitation par vente de coupe, le comité de gestion a souvent une difficulté 
majeure et il s’en rend souvent compte lors des inventaires. Les tâcherons étaient habitués à une 
paie plus importante et se retrouvent-en deçà. La solution alternative pour certains est de piller 
les produits de la forêt pour les vendre à des particuliers. Les recrus du village font souvent 
prévaloir le fait que les techniciens du sous-traitant/opérateur économique sont mieux payés 
qu’eux. Ils revendiquent alors des primes et des dotations, ce qui provoque parfois des arrêts des 
activités d’exploitation.  
 
Conflits fonciers et territoriaux : 
Il existe des conflits fonciers ou territoriaux entre communautés dans plusieurs villages en milieu 
rural. Ce phénomène est d’une part lié à la mauvaise interprétation des populations de la notion 
de voisinage dans les activités forestières et d’autre part, à la confusion qui existe entre la 
délimitation territoriale historique des villages (que certaines populations se fixent parfois elles-
mêmes par souci de conquête) et la délimitation territoriale administrative. 
 
Jalousies des communautés voisines : 
Ce phénomène est très peu perceptible par les visiteurs, mais constitue une explication non 
négligeable dans l’analyse des conflits entre communautés riveraines. On a souvent observé les 
populations voisines se détester et se faire des intrigues sans fondement suscités par le fait que 
l’une des communautés bénéficient des avantages de la FC. 
 
Conflits entre communautés :  
Ces conflits sont généralement basés sur le doute et la suspicion que les populations mal ou 
sous informées manifestent à l’endroit des facilitateurs des ONG.  Les agents du projet sont 
souvent taxés de traîtres et de pilleurs intéressés par les ressources forestières. Certains conflits 
sont liés aux interventions d’ONG se faisant financer par des opérateurs économiques. L’objectif 
est de s’assurer ultérieurement l’exploitation des FC que ces ONG accompagnent, ce qui n’est 
pas entièrement erroné (certaines ONG perçoivent de certains opérateurs économiques des 
 parts par mètre cube de bois exploités dans les FC). 
 
D’autres conflits proviennent du non respect par les populations des accords passés entre le 
projet qui les appuient et le village. 
 
Conflits entre les communautés et l’administration technique et/ou publique : 
Certains cas de conflits verticaux en foresterie communautaire sont liés à l’intrusion de services 
publiques locaux (MINFOF, chef forestier, sous-préfet,…) et de la communauté rurale dans la 
gestion de la forêt communautaire du fait de la situation dans son domaine.  Cette intrusion est 



 

 42 

plus ou moins sournoise et subtile dans le cas où la communauté, en plus des revenus de sa FC 
doit bénéficier des Redevances Forestières Annuelles (RFA). La FC est souvent le prétexte, 
qu’utilisent les gestionnaires de RFA pour les détourner et négliger l’implémentation des projets 
de développement dans les villages qui les possèdent. 
 
Au terme de cette analyse, la discussion a été ouverte pour permettre  aux participants de 
proposer des recommandations.  
 
 
Principales recommandations pour améliorer la gouve rnance en matière de foresterie 
communautaire  
 

1. Près de 10 ans après la publication du manuel des normes et procédures d’attribution et 
de gestion des forêts communautaires, il serait temps d’envisager une révision en 
profondeur, prenant en compte les propositions des différents intervenants visant à 
simplifier les procédures, à normaliser les relations entre les acteurs, et à instaurer une 
gestion transparente au sein des communautés bénéficiaires de forêts communautaires. 

 
2. Compte tenu des nombreux problèmes structurels, organisationnels, institutionnels et 

surtout logistique relevés au cours des 10 années de mise en œuvre des textes 
réglementaires de la foresterie communautaire, il faudrait que les ONG, projets et 
bailleurs de fonds ciblent mieux leur appui au niveau technique et des investissements 
pour rendre les gestionnaires de FC autonomes et éviter au mieux les partenariats avec 
les opérateurs privés qui ont peu de souci pour l’application des plans simple de gestion 
visant la durabilité des ressources. 

 
3. Impliquer d’avantage les scientifiques et universitaires dans le processus, notamment 

lors de la révision qui est envisagée dans les prochains mois car, il est clair que si ceux-
ci avaient été associés à la définition du cadre conceptuel de cette décentralisation et 
qu’ils avaient procédé à des tests grandeur nature du processus, certains goulots 
d’étranglement observés aujourd’hui auraient pu être évités. 

 
4. Compte tenu des moyens financiers limités des communautés rurales il serait plus 

réaliste pour les pouvoirs publics et les structures de financement (banques) de mettre 
en place des mécanismes d’accès aux fonds d’investissement. 

 
5. Concernant les manifestations liées au jeu de pouvoir entre les acteurs pour la gestion 

des revenus issus des forêts communautaires, notamment la collusion entre élites et 
agents de l’administration, il serait opportun de mettre en avant le concept de la 
médiation dans la foresterie communautaire au Cameroun. Un bureau de médiateurs 
officiels intègres pourrait restaurer l’équité. 

 
6. On note actuellement l’absence d’une véritable culture d’entreprise au sein des comités 

de gestion des entités constituées dans les communautés responsables de gérer les 
forêts communautaires. Les organismes d’appui organisationnel doivent renforcer les 
capacités des communautés en ce qui a trait à l’entrepreneuriat. Il serait temps qu’une 
forêt communautaire devienne une véritable petite ou moyenne entreprise avec un plan 
d’affaires et un plan de développement à long terme. 

 
7. Recommandations visant particulièrement l’administration en charge d’assister 

gratuitement les communautés au sens de la loi : 
1) Renforcer l’éthique et la morale chez les agents publics (lutte contre la 

corruption) par le mise sur pied d’un cadre normatif de sanctions) ; 
2) Améliorer les salaires des agents publics, ce qui pourrait freiner la corruption. En 

contre partie ceux-ci devront s’engager à fournir l’assistance gratuite prévue par 
la loi. 
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3) Prévoir des lignes spécifiques pour l’assistance aux communautés dans les 
budgets  de fonctionnement des différentes administrations impliquées dans le 
processus d’attribution  des FC et d’appui technique pour l’évaluation des 
ressources, l’élaboration et la mise en œuvre des plans simples de gestion ainsi 
que l’investissement des revenus dans les opérations de développement. 

4) Déconcentrer la sous direction centralisée du ministère en charge des forêts 
communautaires vers les services extérieurs (Postes forestiers/Délégations 
départementales) proches des populations et leur donner les compétences 
nécessaires à l’étude des dossiers d’attribution des forêts communautaires. 

 
 
Quelques exemples de bonnes pratiques de la gouvern ance écologique à promouvoir 
dans le secteur de la foresterie communautaire au C ameroun 
 
��� �  Révision du plan de zonage du territoire forestier prévoyant plus d’espace à la foresterie 

communautaire pour satisfaire les besoins à l’horizon 2027  
 
Le zonage du territoire forestier camerounais conçu en 1995 demeure  à l’avantage des 
puissants groupes qui contrôlent l’exploitation des unités forestières d’aménagement. L’espace 
agroforestière réservée à l’activité de foresterie communautaire n’est pas viable à très long terme 
et il faudrait anticiper dès à présent en faisant en sorte que l’administration forestière en vienne à 
réviser ce zonage si on désire pérenniser la foresterie communautaire et maintenir la participation 
des communautés rurales à la gestion des ressources forestière. La meilleur pratique de 
gouvernance consisterait à  mener une campagne de sensibilisation les pouvoirs publiques sur le 
bien fondé de la révision du zonage. Ce processus se ferait à travers une large consultation de 
toutes les parties prenantes. 
 
��� �  Révision profonde du manuel des normes et procédures d’attribution et de gestion des forêts 

communautaire 
 
Les multiples étapes à franchir dans la procédure, les lourdeurs administratives et la multiplicité 
des intervenants et les agents administratifs impliqués dans le processus d’attribution constituent 
des contraintes majeures pour les communautés qui désirent acquérir les forêts communautaires. 
Les étapes imposées par le manuel des procédures qui découle du décret d’application de la loi 
forestière, allonge la durée et crée des coûts associés que  les populations, déjà à très faibles 
ressources financière peuvent trouver. Ceci les amène à développer l’idée selon laquelle les FC 
sont inaccessibles et réservées uniquement aux communautés qui bénéficient du soutien d’un 
organisme au développement ou d’une élite riche.  
 
L’information relative à la procédure bien que disponible n’est pas toujours accessible aux 
communautés pour plusieurs raisons. Du côté de l’administration, les organisations d’appui aux 
communautés soutiennent que l’information n’est pas disponible faute d’implication et de 
mesures efficaces pour mettre le manuel des procédure à la disposition du public et mener la 
sensibilisation, l’information, l’éducation et la formation des populations villageoises sur 
l’importance de la foresterie communautaire et comment elles obtenir. Les représentants de 
l'administration en charge des Forêts, agissant au nom de l'État, se plaignent du manque de 
moyens financiers et logistiques pour réaliser des campagnes de sensibilisation dans les villages. 
L’administration en charge des forêts a pour principale mission l’élaboration, la  mise en œuvre et 
l’évaluation de la politique du Gouvernement en matière de forêt14. Ce peu d’intérêt pour les FC 
trouverait une explication dans le fait que les forêts de production présentent un bien meilleur 
attrait pour les agents du Ministère des forêts comparées aux FC car les premières sont des 
sources de revenus supplémentaires.  
 

                                                 
14 Décret n° 2005/495/PR du 31 décembre 2005 modifian t et complétant certaines dispositions du décret n° 2005/099PR 

du 6 avril 2005 portant organisation du ministère des forêts et de la faune au Cameroun. 
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La meilleure pratique de gouvernance pour pallier à toutes ces contraintes consiste à réviser le 
manuel des procédures à travers un cadre de concertation ou un groupe de travail composé des 
différents acteurs impliqués dans la foresterie communautaire.  
 
��� �  Développement des mécanismes  de microfinancement de la foresterie communautaire 
 
La dépendance aux financements externes des communautés pour la mise en place et la gestion 
des FC est un problème  qui relève tout aussi bien de la gouvernance écologique, nous pensons 
que la société civile  doit dans un premier temps soulever et insister sur ce  problème qui se pose 
aussi dans les autres secteurs d’activités des organisations paysannes. Ensuite il faudrait lancer 
un plaidoyer pour que le gouvernement manifeste une volonté politique d’influencer le 
développement et le renforcement des institutions de microfinancement et aussi sensibiliser ces 
institutions sur la rentabilité des activités telles que les forêts communautaires. 
 
��� �  Programmes gouvernementaux de soutien aux ONG d’appui à la foresterie communautaire 
 
La faiblesse des capacités techniques et managériales des communautés est aussi une 
contrainte majeure à la gouvernance des forêts communautaires gérées par celles-ci. Vu que 
l’assistance technique gratuite des agents de l’administration forestière prévue par la loi ne 
fonctionne pas, il revient aux ONG de jouer ce rôle. Pour y parvenir, il est temps que le Ministère 
des forêts en charge des questions de la foresterie communautaire puisse mettre sur pied des 
programmes gouvernementaux de subvention destinés a ux ONG qui encadrent les 
communautés sur le terrain. 
 
��� �  Coopératives forestières communautaires 
 
Les barrières à l’accès au marché du bois provenant des forêts communautaire doivent être 
levées. Une solution efficace consisterait au regroupement des communautés gestionnaires de 
forêts en coopératives. Ce type de structure présente plusieurs avantages dont entre autres :  
 

(i) répondre aux exigences du marché en  qualité et de quantité des produits forestiers. 
Cet outil permettrait aux membres de s’intégrer comme acteurs important dans la 
filière bois.  

 
(ii) Ces coopératives dotées de bonnes pratiques de gouvernance permettraient de 

créer un circuit de commercialisation des produits par le biais de partenariats national 
et international, surtout en ce moment où la certification forestière permet d’obtenir 
sur le marché international une plus grande  valeur ajoutée aux produits forestiers 
issus de forêts gérés durablement.  

 
(iii) Ces coopératives de forêts communautaires sont aussi un puissant outil d’échanges 

de connaissances et d’informations. Les liens de partenariat à travers la coopérative 
leur permettront d’apprendre, d’évoluer et d’échanger ensemble, surtout sur les 
moyens de résoudre les problèmes relatifs à l’expérience de chacune des 
communautés et ainsi développer des stratégies de réussite.  

 
(iv) La coopérative forestière communautaire est aussi la structure pour l’achat de 

machinerie en commun vu l’énorme investissement à débloquer. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


