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In international forestry programmes and in forest policy and practice in countries throughout the world there is increasing recognition and support of multistakeholder approaches and partnerships (MSPs) that include not only government agencies,  but also communities, local/provincial government and the private sector in forest management. 

What is meant by a ‘stakeholder’? -  a stakeholder can be individuals, groups (local communities,  local associations, households), organisations (local, national or international nongovernmental organisations) or agencies (government line agencies, regulatory agencies) and the private sector (business people, domestic/national,  joint venture, small to large enterprises). who play a role or have an interest in the outcomes of a particular situation or initiative.  

Multistakeholder approaches can include state (government), private sector, NGOS and other members of civil society.   It is a process which aims to bring together all major stakeholders in a new form of communication, decision finding (identifying what are the decisions that need to be made), in some situations decision-making, on a particular issue.   It can, for example, include all of the stakeholders in a value chain – the producers, suppliers, transport, processors, and buyers. 

Multistakeholder partnerships (MSP) are voluntary and collaborative relationship, both state and non-state, in which all participants agree to work together to achieve a common purpose or undertake a specific task (UN 2003). Successful partnerships have sufficient mutual respect and trust between partners and sufficient overlap of goals to enable them to work together. 

Multistakeholder approaches and MSPs are becoming widely adopted especially in the context of international development.  In today’s’ globalized world multistakeholder approaches which include involvement, and in some cases more formal partnerships,  of the public sector,  business people and the private sector, nongovernmental organizations (including members of international organizations),  and civil society representatives are being adopted as the best way to address the often conflicting concerns of the various stakeholders,

Multistakeholder approaches are a response to the concern that the approaches of the past, which usually did not include different sectors or interests – would fail to meet the challenges of today – ‘business as usual, government as usual, …. are not giving us the progress needed to achieve sustainable development. Let’s see if we can’t work together to find better paths forward'’ (Hohnen 2001)
Multistakeholder approaches and multistakeholder partnerships (MSPs) are becoming increasingly important in forest management.

What is the objective of forest management?  What do we wish our forests to provide us? Today’s increasing recognition and support of multistakeholder approaches in forestry  reflects what is occurring throughout the world as we attempt to meet demands of economic growth placed on forests and environmental services. 

In the past, forestry primarily focused on harvesting of primary wood on a sustainable basis.  Today’s  forest managers’ are expected to not only produce timber,  but to  sustainably manage forests for conservation, production, and services (including recreation) as well as provide economic benefits to rural communities (especially in developing countries) that will result in poverty reduction.

The role of forests as well as other natural resources in poverty alleviation has been receiving increasing attention. The adoption of the International Development Target of halving global poverty by the year 2015 has refocused or changed the mandates of multilateral and bilateral agencies and international centres. Poverty alleviation as the primary objective of development has gently pushed people centred concerns into the mainstream - even in natural resource management.  

National forestry agencies are now being asked to identify and expand their contribution to national poverty alleviation efforts and include poverty reduction as a primary objective in forestry sector strategies.
  This requires a new perspective on forests and their use, in which success is measured not only by the amount of forest products harvested, export figures or revenue generated, but also by the contribution of forests in alleviating poverty.  And it requires more attention to identifying the overall contribution of forests to the livelihoods of the poor and of the goods and services they provide, and developing strategies for maintaining or enhancing this contribution.

How to address the multiple objectives? Multistakeholder approaches to address the multiple objectives of today’s forest management
These multiple and often perceived as conflicting objectives have made the task of forest management increasingly complex. While we can probably all agree that the multiple objectives are valid, that forests should provide a range of products and services (including biodiversity) - there continues to be disagreement over how much forest is to be managed for which objective. Adding to the complexity is the growing sentiment that tropical forests are a global resource whose conservation is of international concern. Forest managers find themselves needing to respond to the concerns of not only local and national stakeholders, but also distant international interests. 
This expansion of management objectives is reflected in changes in forest policies and programmes– national policies and programmes are attempting to include conservation, production and poverty alleviation/rural development objectives and also be in agreement with international conventions. National forestry agencies, which are responsible for implementing the forest programmes, are commonly undergoing decentralisation, restructuring and downsizing (see below).  The result is that forestry agencies are expected to effectively address the multiple objectives of current forest programmes with inadequate resources - to do ‘more with less.’  
However, while the objective of forest management may be becoming more complex, the criteria for measuring success or failure, has for the most part remained forest cover – with decline in forest area  [deforestation] as a indicator of failure.
 This ‘forest centric’ emphasis on forest area serves to limit the flexibility of forest policy and forestry initiatives and hinders the development of criteria to evaluate meaningful progress in meeting multiple objectives.  It also encourages the area under forest to be the criteria by which new approaches and initiatives are evaluated or measured - e.g., a community forestry initiative is evaluated as a success if the condition of the forest has improved and a failure if it has not.   Forest agencies are not able to respond to requests from stakkeholders for information on meeting objectives such as poverty reduction or environmental services.  

Decentralisation, administrative functions being relocated away from the central location, is now as noted above a major trend that is occurring in governments throughout the world. In forestry, while the state continues to remain the ultimate caretaker of forest resources, the responsibility for the actual management is shifting in many countries from the central to provincial/local governments.  This change is the result of major trends in public administration that go far beyond the forestry sector
.  

Yet the shift of responsibility to local government does not mean a shift in resources for implementation, nor that local government has the capacity (or interest) to assume the tasks and responsibilities.  Nor does decentralization mean that there has been a shift in power – for power is to have the capacity to affect the outcome of decision-making processes and have a genuine role in decision-making (Fisher 2000). Even the process of (and decisions concerning) decentralization itself has often been top-down in design and implementation, rather than the result of a participatory process that includes local government agencies, local government units and communities.  Central government has given responsibility, but often the local government units (the recipients) have not received the training or resources to effectively assume the responsibilities – and final authority (approval must be given, signatures obtained) may rest not at the local level, but at the central/ national office. The early optimism in many countries that decentralization would be a positive step in the local management of resources is fading, as the realities of implementation become more apparent.  

Decentralization – trend to multistakeholder approaches. One of the trends is that faced with inadequate financial and human resources and the demand to ‘do more with less’, governments are turning to other stakeholders to assist them.   The increase in community forestry is in some countries a response of government to turn to  local communities to assist them in protecting the ‘state-owned’ forests With the decentralisation and downsizing of forest agencies, the underlying assumption was that communities would assume the greater portion of the management chores (under the agreed upon management plans) of forests, especially of degraded forests. 

Community forestry as a multistakeholder approach,  often placed under community based management areas that were perceived or classified as ‘degraded’ and not of commercial interest. While communities are given degraded areas to manage (under rules and regulations and benefit sharing arrangement developed elsewhere) there has not be a shift in who should make the important decisions (the state), especially for resources that can provide major (real) income and benefits
So it is not surprising that often communities are hesitant about assuming responsibilities (and providing resources) without some guarantee of benefits (as they define benefits) for doing so.  And these benefits are usually not open for discussion. Benefit sharing arrangements are usually externally determined, without villagers being asked if ‘ they in fact want to harvest their timber, and how they would like the proceeds ‘ distributed. ( Sundar and Jeffery 1999). It is not unusual to hear complaints that people do not want to participate in forest management. 

This raises the question: what conditions have to be in place for communities to be interested and involved in sustainable forest management? The situation in Nepal, where community forestry is often cited as a success, can be used as an example.  Community forestry has been implemented in the hills region with over five hundred thousand  ha of degraded forests handed over to forest user groups by 2000,  affecting some 800 000 rural households (4 million people).  The emphasis of community forestry policy in Nepal has been on the protection of community forests and allowing access for primarily subsistence purposes. Community forestry in Nepal is based on forest user groups with each group allocated a specific area to manage. The state benefits in having a degraded area ‘regreened’ while the user group members receive legal access to forest products.   

Using a multiple objective approach we can ask: More forests – but is there less poverty? After over two decades in community forest management in Nepal, it appears that although there is a visible improvement in forest and tree resources in the mid-hills there is not a similar visible improvement in the livelihoods of the poor. So while a ‘forest centric’ success, community forestry appears to be not as ‘people-centric’ as hoped.  

We need to reconsider the approach to community involvement in forest management and give more attention to identifying the contribution of forests to household livelihoods and then developing strategies for maintaining or enhancing this contribution. Economic incentives are essential if long-term commitment is to be secured. Every effort should therefore be made to ensure a positive impact on the livelihoods of the community members.    A ‘win – win ‘ scenario  can be developed that provides stronger financial incentives for the community and also addresses the need for improved forest management – a ‘regreening’ of both the forests and the livelihoods of the communities. 

But what of other stakeholders? 

Multistakeholder forest management is not just about local communities, it is about a coalition of other interested parties or stakeholders as well. (ODA, 1996; see also Anderson et al., 1998).  .   All forest resources are ‘owned’ and the state is the principle owner or steward, however, there is a trend towards community management or private sector ownership. 

	Table 1. Official Forest Ownership in 24 of the Top 30 Countries with Forest Cover


2.8 billion hectares owned and administered by governments
131 million hectares ‘reserved' for communities
246 million hectares owned by indigenous and community groups
443 million hectares privately owned by individuals and firms. 

Percentages:  


If proportions can be applied to global forest estate [3.9 billion hectares] 
     77 percent of the world’s forest is owned and administered by governments, 
     at least 4 percent reserved for communities 
     at least 7 percent is owned and operated by local communities
     approximately 12 percent is owned by individuals/firms
(White and Martin 2002)




This multistakeholder approach is being used in addressing illegal logging. Addressing illegal logging is an important and specific entry point to work towards sustainable forest management and improved livelihoods, with a potential to create benefits for many stakeholders.   There is growing awareness that illegal logging is too big a problem to be solved by governments alone and that civil society and private sector support is required as well as an approach that broadens the engagement beyond the forest sector. In the European Union, the Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade (EU FLEGT) Action Plan, for example,  supports reforms in countries that enter that enter voluntary partnership agreements (VPAs) that establish a licensing system to ensure timber exported from signatory countries to the EU have been legally produced.  This is complemented by co-operation with the private sector to promote trade in forest products from legal and well managed sources. This multistakeholder partnership (MSP) has resulted in a noticeable shift by the private sector to trade in forest products that are certified as being from sustainably managed or for which there is a COC (chain of custody).  It is anticipated that this MSP and others related to illegal logging are a growing trend – increasingly market driven as buyers demand certified products. 
	Box 2:   Illegal logging – tripartite approaches (MSP) under FLEG

. 
In some countries: 80-90% of logging is illegal - Majority consumed domestically
· Failure of forest governance and law enforcement undermines sustainable economic growth, societal equity and conservation.  The costs associated with illegal logging/trade is estimated at 10-15 billion USD/yr 

· Regional FLEG meetings have made contributions in putting FLEG on the political agenda and in promoting action

· There has been a series of follow up initiatives by a variety of stakeholders with progress in a number of fields (e.g. customs collaboration, information on trade) and in national and local actions.


Payments for environmental services (PES) initiatives also utilize a multistakeholder approach. Sound natural resource management in uplands often provides environmental services and benefits for downstream users. The protection of forests in upland areas, for instance, often reduces soil erosion, landslides, sedimentation, and flooding, and provides a cleaner supply of water for low lands and beyond. Encouraging good stewardship of natural resources through innovative approaches, such as financial incentives, can promote good land management. The development of mechanisms to compensate sellers or natural resource stewards can serve as an incentive to conserving natural resources and in turn, safeguard their livelihoods.  Transfer payments mechanisms if effectively designed could ensure that those who benefit economically from or demand services (the buyers) provided by the sustainable use of natural resources actually pay for them and that these payments reach the natural resource managers (the sellers) who provide or supply these benefits.   

	Payments for Environmental Services (PES) - compensation for providing environmental services. These services can include clean and abundant water supplies from watersheds, biodiversity protection, and stocks of carbon that alleviate global warming and climate change. The actual payment that is transferred can take on many forms from actual cash to in-kind assistance, exemption from taxes, tenure security, skills training, and other types of compensation.




PES programs
 are still in an experimental phase with a diversity of approaches that reflects geographic and cultural variation, services provided, and the preferences of buyers. 

Given the Kyoto Protocol’s endeavour to address climate change, carbon sequestration has received a great deal of attention at the international level.  Agreements under the Kyoto Protocol are between countries where projects are to meet the requirements of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC).
 The Kyoto Protocol also created anticipation that developed countries would purchase carbon from developing countries.  However, the delay in the approval of the Kyoto Protocol and the Conference of Parties’ process of narrowing qualifications for certified emissions reduction units (CERs) hampered the development of a market for carbon.
 Outside the Americas, on-the-ground payments for carbon sequestration are limited and early projections of large amounts of funding for carbon sequestration in developing countries have yet to be realized. 

However, there are carbon sequestration projects with funding provided by the BioCarbon Fund
, a public/private initiative administered by the World Bank, which aims to deliver cost-effective emission reductions, while promoting biodiversity conservation and poverty alleviation.   Of the 11 projects in which CERS agreements have been signed, two are in Asia – China and the Philippines – and both focus on watershed management with afforestation/reforestation activities.  In the Pearl River Watershed Project in China, the project’s objective is to alleviate local poverty and reduce threats to local forests.   Under this project 4,000 ha will be afforested in the Guangxi Zhuangi Autonomous Region, which includes half of the Pearl River Basin. Three of the four species planted will be native with eucalyptus making up the bulk of the non-indigenous species.   The restoration of the forests along the middle and upper reaches of the Pearl River will help develop and demonstrate models for improved watershed management.  

The payments for carbon sequestration of the planted trees will provide income for local communities. The reforestation would not be economically feasible without the additional income from the carbon cash crop. The project will also test how afforestation activities can generate emission reductions in greenhouse gases that can be measured, monitored and certified. The project will also connect fragments of forest land adjacent to nature reserves, thereby providing corridors and habitats for wildlife, and increasing biodiversity conservation in the reserves. With additional income and the carbon sales from managing the reforested lands as multiple-use plantations, the project can provide benefits to local farmers and communities that range from direct income supplements to broader social benefits. This project works within the larger Guangxi Integrated Forestry Development and Conservation Project umbrella which uses an integrated approach to manage natural forests, watersheds and biodiversity at the landscape level.  This is a new initiative that can provide lessons learned to other countries in the region. 
The attention of many proponents of PES in developing countries is shifting from international markets such as those for carbon to programs that focus on national markets and link domestic/regional buyers of water services with watershed providers/sellers. The rising demand for electricity, growing recognition of the failure of current watershed management programs, on-going decentralization, and increasing focus on poverty reduction support the development of a new approach or paradigm for watershed management.    PES has the potential to be this new paradigm if it can be shown to result in effective watershed management and attract buyers.

While there is on-going discussion of the potential for designing and implementing PES programs that enable managers of watersheds to receive payments from national/local programs, for this potential to be realized there is a need to have a clear understanding of the services for which the payments will be made and a transfer mechanism that links payment to effective natural resource management. The key question is whether payments can be readily transferred from the buyers to the sellers/providers of environmental services.

Latin America was the first region to pilot and document cases of environmental service transfer payment mechanisms, especially for watershed management.  For example, in Costa Rica, private owners of forest land (sellers) are providing watershed services for a hydroelectric facility, Energia Global (the buyer). The company is dependent on two sub-watersheds for its water supply is interested in decreased reservoir sedimentation and increased water flow during the dry season.  The company, the government, and a local NGO (covering some administrative expenses) are paying the sellers who are providing watershed services. Energia Global pays $18 USD/hectare to the national governmental fund, which in turn, contributes an additional $30 USD/hectare (primarily from fuel tax revenue) to the total PES program. The government then makes cash payments via the local NGO from the fund to land owners in the watershed who agree to engage in land management activities to ensure the provision of environmental services. The local NGO oversees the conservation activities – enrols smallholders, provides technical assistance, develops management plans, monitors, and manages the legal and financial aspects of the project (Perot-Maitre and Davis, 2001).  Could such an approach be implemented in Viet Nam?  Other countries in Asia?

Positive First steps.  The shift to multiple objectives and multistakeholder approaches are still in the process of being developed.  However, what already has been shown is that multistakeholder approaches and partnerships have a real role in addressing the multiple objectives of a changing a world.  Different stakeholders contribute different perspectives, skills, and interests - and in partnership can identify potential solutions and develop agreements that can have a positive impact both on the rural poor and on the environment – a ‘win-win’ result. 

In summary, forest management is becoming increasingly more complex with multiple and at time conflicting management goals.   How to develop new approaches that can enable us to respond to these complex demands is our challenge.  It requires us to look beyond the forests to local concerns and needs and create an environment that will enable multistakeholders - communities, local governments, and the private sector- to be effective managers of forest resources for current and future generations. 

“Let’s ….work together to find better paths forward' (Hohnen 2001). To be successful we will have to invest resources in new approaches, be willing to experiment and learn from our successes and failures, and facilitate new multistakeholder partnerships that include national and local governments, civil society – especially communities, and the private sector.  This will mean taking on new roles and actively working to build trust and a shared vision of the future. 
. 
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� The preparation of the Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) requires national forestry agencies to identify the current and potential contribution of forest resources to poverty alleviation. 


� In the Millennium Development Goals(MDGs)  one of the indicators used for the Ensure Environmental Sustainability Goal is the proportion of land area covered by forest.





� While it varies from country to country, the administrative changes include: structural adjustment programmes that require cuts to central government spending; efforts to make government more responsive to specific local or regional conditions; a stronger role for civil society and various public organizations in influencing the public policy agenda; and more vocal policy commentary by a public with increasing access to information (Tyler, 1995; Tyler, 1999).








� The UNFCCC standards include adequate documentation on the present state of the environment, analysis of environmental and/or socio-economic impacts, and a description of additional assessment of impacts considered significant.





� Interest in an international trade in carbon emerged from the Kyoto Protocol.  Of the articles in the Kyoto Protocol, Article 12 defines the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), the mechanism relevant to developing countries. It is a project-based mechanism between Annex 1 (industrial countries that agreed under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change to take the lead in reducing greenhouse gas emissions) and non-Annex 1 countries, whereby projects are implemented in the latter country.  The market instrument used is the Certified Emissions Reduction unit derived from CDM projects and issued by the CDM registry. Developing countries can sequester carbon and then trade CER units with developed countries.  With the advent of the Marrakech Accord (COP 7), land use and land use change and forestry (LULUCF) is acknowledged as a vehicle for carbon sequestration but is limited to reforestation (vegetation introduced onto non-forested land as of  31 December 1989) and afforestation (vegetation introduced on non-forested land 50 years ago). The Marrakech Accord sets a limit of CERs from afforestry and reforestation activities to 1% of base year emissions for Annex 1 countries – thereby limiting the portion of an Annex 1 country’s emission allowed to be bought and sold on an international [rather than domestic]  carbon trading market.  See  report by S.J.Scherr, A.White, and A. Khare  2004.





�  The BioCarbon Fund of the World Bank proposes to achieve environmental and social benefits through projects that sequester and conserve carbon in forests, agriculture and other ecosystems. Established as a public-private initiative, with a minimum contribution provisionally set at $2.5 million, the target size of the Fund is $100 million.  The  current fund currently totals only $53.8 million but is undergoing second tranche. 
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