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pbstract Communities can be good stewards of forest lands as well i

of forest products and environmental services, For many years mog tafi provldgrs
countries followed colonial policies claiming ownership and contro] ezefl(’Plng
as national assets. In the early 1970s, sectoral strategies promoted(:) s
governments and donors started to stimulate a dj XERY

: ialogue where co iti

pave statutory qghts over lgnd and forests. Commugnity-based fozgu;l:n?ggﬁ
is now expanding, underpinned by a very different body of law, policy, and
regulation. Many developing countries now recognize this form of management
as an economic engine, providing multiple economic, social and environmental
benefits. What has'contributed to this policy shift and endorsement of collective
rights? What has made many community forestry enterprises (CFE) successful?
What are the expectations regarding the potential of CFE to contribute to the
delivery of sustainable development goals? What is the intersection of CFEs with
commercial value chains for forest resources and environmental services? This
chapter explores answers to these questions, and discusses the challenges currently
faced by CFEs, and the options governments and donors have to help them succeed.

Keywords Community-based forest management - Community forestry
enterprises - Community governance - Locally controlled forests -
Tenure security

13.1 Introduction

: i levant
i al development continues to be as re
sts and forestry 1n rur aent ¢ .
The: role O:f fOJ:,' late 1970s. The WB strategy aimed 'at. moving a\.way tfroglalat:;
3 llt was fmcus on forestry as an economic sector, recognizing forestry’s poten
exclusive fo ;
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contribute to development in a much broader.sense, Particularly
Development strategies recognized the multifunctional role gy fore,
have in generating goods and services at different geographica and te
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recognized the importance of forests to food production anq food
fact that the most affected and vulnerable of all stakeholderg to
inefficient forest policies were the local, in the majority poor, Communje, . ° 2
areas. In response to this growing awareness, a new paradigm began to Sin theg,
would increase the share of forest benefits accruing to local coInmunitieZIn i e
farmers. This shift has sought to put into place a more equitable Tura] devarlld Stg)
process in forest landscapes, generating good§ and services for the nation ¢ OPmep,
Many challenges of the 70s not only continue to be valid thege days -b
have sharpened, particularly those affecting the rural poor; In 2014, an’ e:t. Many
1.3 billion people depended on forests for some of their livelihoodg (FAO 9 Aeq
Many forest landscapes inhabited by communities in the developing world co_Olfi).
geographically with areas afflicted by high and extreme poverty (Sun derﬁnlncxde
2005, 2007) and in 2008 an estimated 1.2 billion forest-dependen; PeOplei:, .
living in extreme poverty (World Bank 2008a, b). This correlation has coﬂﬁnuedm
increase, as rural populations grow with a continued dependency on wood producto
for their needs, including wood for fuel and house building materials, 5
Forest landscapes are inhabited by many local communities and are propi.
nently governed through community-based tenure systems. This form of tenure
is estimated broadly to involve approximately 3 billion people globally, Mmainly iy
developing countries (Alden Wily 2018). Tenure security in these areas is uncertaip
characterized by limited legal recognition and weak support for community.baseé
tenure rights. In the last three decades, however, several factors have converged to
prompt a shift in the legal ownership and control of forest lands, favouring loca]
communities under community-based tenure arrangements. These shifts in tenure
paradigms have resulted in significant changes to legal frameworks and the area
of land formally held by peoples and local communities under collective tenure
(Alden Wily 2018). As a result, the land area held by Indigenous Peoples and Local
Communities (IPLC) under statutory laws was estimated at 18% of the world’s
land in 2015 (RRI 2015). The comparable figure for forest lands held by local
communities under statutory laws is less about 16% of the world’s forests |
2014). .
Although this positive trend in tenure recognition is expected
issues of competing interests, lack of political will for reforms, limited
capacity, and/or lack of coordination across Land and other mini
consolidation of effective protection of tenure rights held by loc
(Segura Warnholtz et al. 2017). At the same time, global demand
commodities and natural resources has prompted governments
to large-scale industrial concessions, including in places wher
communities maintain customary claims (Roth 2013),
land across the rural, forested landscapes of many
significant progress, gaps remain both in the extent a
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and the benefits they provide to different segments of society. Man
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. offective implementation. The combination of unfinish

eif O pressures risks undermining progress tOWardsshed
um

» {hes® nvironmental objectiv
( and € jectives that hay i
“e, ave motiv.
. ; e, ated
governments, development partners and conservatio
& N Organiza-

tinue 10 be highly relevant in this emergi .
donslggn ont aMONg local stakeholders in foresrtgigfdxs):radlgm to promote rural
deve ceeds 8 diffgrent a.pproach of how governments a:ge;.evicl); this paradigm
reract and negotiat® with local communities and their organiZathe'?t partners

anities need to be recognized as the key players i thlt?ns is needed.
ort brought to them must respond to their ]ocalncoeg. {ural space,
and iraditional forms of government. Communities undertaking fo:e b
will also require assistance to ensure fair access to markets. In the c::y afc ;wmes
Jacking commercial potential, alternatives can be found to compensate c: oS3
for their efforts to conserve biodiversity and other environmental servrircl:I:su n’lrtllﬁs
chapter explores many issues and challenges associated with the social diménsioﬁ

of community-based forestry around the globe.

tenure reforms
an rights, rural
many of these

e I'Ole

13.2 Trends in Forest Tenure

have occurred in the last 60 years.

tinue to be in the hands of government, formal, customary and
s of land tenure prevail in most developing countries.
ch as 65% of the world’s total land area
less than 15% is formally

Significant changes in land and forest ownership

While most forest con

modified customary system
Estimates range widely, but perhaps as mu
is managed under some form of these systems, while

recognized by governments (RRI 2015).
y categories of land but are difficult to

Customary rights can extend across man
f legal recognition, and lack of access
2018). As evidence of

assess properly due to poor reporting, lack 0

to reporting systems by indigenous and rural peOPI:s p ringlocal

shanositi f rtin community-bas tenure and empoWerlia P2e
positive outcomes of SUpPO g tod that this shiftin

communities as forest stewards continues t0 increase, 1118 exp

tenure will continue to €X and in many developing countr_ies. :
pms involve an estimated 2 billion people across Africa,

Customary tenure syste ific regions, Over

Asia, and Lati i 1den Wil 2012). Within spectiit “Fe
and Latin America (Alde o }{and ik stomary - qtitutions, an e

of Africa’s rural populations ac 2 s made up of
: ’ area—some 740 million hectares- 18 .
quarter of the continent’s land e O gelands (Blomley 2013). Approxlmatel)’

communal property, such as fore _ ds of indigenous peoples
40% of Amazonian forests fall within customary lan OF o forest area un P

: i ated 34% ©
. e 2-014)' Across the A% regl(z)f:;:-; int of insight into the possible extent ot;
: g ?re:du-t}; > systems . using ondlhe exten::d
» unity-based tenure indigenous
under customary ownershi
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Itz
community) concludes that they have rights to and/or de facto Manage gye, 25
the world’s land surface (Garnett et al. 201 8)-. . % of

In practical reality, government’s reach.m developing countrieg i8 ofteq
paper and most world forest landscapes continue to be governed through form alon
informal customary systems, whereby many smallholders across forest ang Ao or
tural lands hold their territories within community-based tenure regimeg ( A;'r’lcul.
2007; Robinson et al. 2017). In many developing countries statutory recognitifzwz.il
now becoming an accepted element of property relations where commung] la?l és
are formally recognized as a lawful class of property. There can be c0nsiderabls
confusion on the ground where customary systems are the de facto reality, but whe :
there is an overlay of rules, regulations and intermittent engagement by Centra] ar::i
local government that continue to claim public ownership and fail to Tecognize o
support customary actors in their forest management and conservation decisions ang
actions.

Around 521 million hectares of forest land is estimated to be legally Owned
recognized, or designated for use by Indigenous Peoples and Local Communitie;
(IPLC) as of 2017 (RRI 2018), predominantly in Latin America, followed by Asia
and Africa. In the 41 most forested countries of the world, two-thirds of the shift
in community tenure between 2013-2017 was related to increases in community
ownership, with over 90% of this progress taking place in developing countries, Of
the global forest estate, governments have legally designated rights over 80 million
hectares (2.2%) to IPLC. In contrast, 1911 million hectares (65%) continue to be
formally administrated by governments, and approximately 140 million hectares
(5.1%) privately owned by individuals and firms.

International processes have also played an important role in promoting recog-
nition of customary rights. The International Labour Organization, Indigenous and
Tribal Peoples Convention (ILO No. 169 adopted in 1989), followed by the United
Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues (UNPFII) established in 2000;
and culminating with the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples (UNDRIP) of 2007 have been key milestones and guides for advocacy.
The global fight against poverty and for equity in the Millennium Development
Goals of 2000, and their inclusion in the current 17 goals of the Sustainable
Development Agenda of 2015, have contributed to the recognition of customary
systems. Tenure security is increasingly recognized as a basic human right. The
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) have provided a sound framework to better
understand and address the role of forest lands and their tenure in targets for
poverty reduction, food security, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, gender
equality, forest sustainability, and combating climate change. i PN

A .2(.)18 study found that 73 of 100 countries surveyed had adopted legislation
permitting the formal recognition of community-based land rights (Alden Wily
2018). Several governments now recognize ancestral or traditional comm
1:11r1nag]1 formal registration; and others hat e

ormalizing existing rights (Alden Wily et a
E‘;ﬁ?iﬂtl:‘z tlziese advancc?s.point the way for ﬁﬂimgh : aa
ards new provisions for communities to
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i
] it . s’ and 1and uses aclzrozs t}?ei forest and agricultural landscapes wil
P place OO customary lands e d by IPLC. These may include conces

; ,conﬁ“ue t;)arious fypes of comme'rmal investment (extractives, forest, agribusiness
ot fo e, &5 and stat'e-des1gnated protected areas for conservation. Histori,
i c sl and state interests have often expropriated community land and/ :
-y ¢0 Iestrict"'d resource use and to the present continue generating competi 3
| s&"“elys on lands and resources. Without high standards respecting egsﬁ:g
’]Pfessur:tates will further displace 'rights-holders, undermining a key foundation fog

u};oods, development and environmental protection. .

¢ will need to be paid as to how reforms are conceived, what rights

~ nyture attention
eing ferred, and what development outcomes are expected. Where outside

make (economic or conservation-related) investments potentially
* ertin ary lands, effective Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) is
: , ential t0 avoid and reduce conflict and enable, where appropriate, the devel-
company partnerships or community-based approaches to

opment of community-
* onservation (Segura Warnholtz et al. 2017). Legal provisions should also guide

equitable sharing of benefits arising from forest and land uses (Kishor and Rosen-
1 2012). Benefit-sharing measures should be freely negotiated and clearly
'.umented (World Bank 2013).

The agricultural literature lends credence to the assertion that recognizing
property rights of communities and smallholders can be an effective measure to

ther agricultural growth, structural transformation, and poverty reduction (de
wry et al. 2018). These desirable outcomes, however, require that land reform
mplete; both providing access to secure property titles, and to opportunities

e assets productively and competitively (Warriner 1969). A similar finding
e for community forests: that the natural capital — forest assets —, and
ss that communities must have to markets (together with other rights in the
le of rights) are crucial for successful forest communities and their productive

terprises (Ostrom and Schlager 1992). Reforms that result in the transfer of
arily degraded lands and

nt decision-making
control of outsiders, can

efc.)

forests, or that limit the manageme
hardly contribute t0 reduce poverty Or conserve

~ Locally Controlléd Forest Management _
_and Conservation . , g

blgt):

current trends of recognition and devolution of tenure Figh_ts to IPI_.C had a
start in the early 1970s—or even earlier in some countries like Mexico. What

t well-known at that time by many governments Was the extent t0 \.;vhich
controlled forestry was already the backbone of forest industry in higher-
jes—e.g., USA and northern Europe —nor that this trend would grow.
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Small is indeed big, as some authors ha}ve often noteq ayers
Verdone 2018). Forests generating commercial pr_oducts in the Usa T 201,
their bulk by smallholder farmefs, as well as prlva'te individuals or c(e) OWneg ir;
that do not operate wood-processing plants (1:e. con§1dered non.industﬁalrl)orationS
Group 2017). As noted by these authors, non-industria] Private forestg (NIPR Ndufy,

up 59% of the total timberland in the USA and contribyte nearly 509 o USS)‘ Make
There are 7 million non-industrial forest owners, though only about 6y ber,

holdings larger than 40 ha (contributing 80% of the nop.-
productivity is impressive. A study by the US Forest Servi
forests contributed US$277/per acre more to GDP than
US$41) in 2009 (Forest2Market 2016).

Small private or family forestry business are a major supplier of o
forest products in Europe. In Finland, Sweden and Norway private OWnergh;
covers 60-70% of the land. Outgrower and government-incentivizeq schemeg a:D
also expanding in Asia, Latin America, and East Africa — where there hag 1one
been a tradition of tree farming adapted to market Opportunities. Foreg tenuri
reform in China has devolved vast government forest plantations areas to Collective
responsibility forests (managed by individuals within the collective unit) tha can

more efficiently supply the pulp, paper and wood industry than the state plantatippg
they replaced (Xie et al. 2016).

The potential benefits of giving communities a
management and conservation is better documente
communities to utilize tropical forests for desired
and their fewer tangible benefits (Garnett et al.
promoting community management also show in

industria] harvegy, - 1th
ce found thyg SU). The,

_ €Se pri
public landg (US$§T;a\tre
$

Crcia]

more prominent role i forest
d, including the ability of locg]

2018). Effective decentralization
creased local benefits in the form

designated as pristin

Local forest ente
and to gain efficien
prises. Some exp

Iprises continue to expan

d into new countries and sub-regions
CIes In some countries

that pioneered support for such enter-
: ansion stems from decentralization processes whereby forest
authority and responsibility has been decentralized to local governments (Hajjar and
Molnar 2016,), Ploneering experiences include Mexico, Central America, Bolivia
Nepal, Tanzania, Zambia, and the Philippines, Community-managed forests have
na, Indonesia, the Mekong region, Mali and Canada. Locél |
: 1Y Is also evolving as part of broader territorial managemen

Peoples in the tropics of Centra] Africa, Central America, Soutl
Southeast Asia (Larson and Dahal 2013); e.g. Indonesia's recert
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10) petus f :
zzg:inued challenges (Savitri 2016). — forestry despif,

134 The Role of Governments

: ts, while claimj i |
Nagonal gOV'?rnmen ) ming Ownershlp rights
repeatedly failed to manage and conserve thege i lands, aye

) ] resour ' ihn
biodiversity they contain and the goods and sery Ces sustainably, Including the

1ces they provide to rural inhabitang

iled, to a large degree, to

te ecognizing their own limitations an
are willing to transfer or devolve forests to local communities for managemen:i

more awareness ralsing.and coordinated actions are needed to confront the rapid
forest deterioration and inbred poverty that challenge many forest landscapes.
Many governments, particularly during the colonial era, asserted legal ownership
| over forests and other lands that were traditionally held by IPLC - wishing to
control forest revenues, unaware of customary tenure systems, and/or viewing
| customary, collective management as backward or inefficient (Larson and Springer
2016). State legal control over forest landscapes often failed in replacing traditional
tenure systems with more effective institutions (Bromley and Cernea 1989). Instead,
state agencies allocated extensive forest lands to private interests for timber @Nor
agricultural production, creating widespread delflores(tiagon lftt)ld fo;;s;tociegradanon as
: : : Hecht and Cockburn ;
plalies i o conﬂlc‘t S zoqlilz of IPLC in the establishment of pro-
Insufficient attention to customary rig oo irnaklandseapes
tected areas has further contributed (0 d1.spla.cement oflgleq: et(l)nan(c)i ovema.ncep of
(Colchester 2003). Where IPLC have maintained attachments g

i Freudenberger 2013). While
ands, there is a resulting overlap of system§ ( :
'fmcestral : 'g:s : ;e 1:nost of Europe, tenure is relatively uncontested, this overlap
in some regions, €.8.

(Gilmour 2016).

argest statutory forest owner in most developing

- Governments continue totll)srt;lse lof o s are formally dministered by

/ o e firms (RRI2018).

s I\tgo::hi;gznl% are privately °wn§d byll?g m;a;:xgen 19595) and 2005,
rnments, : Mool about 3 .

i g ownership mcrease;ia:zfm of countries (¢.g. China, Colombia)

jvat
Although priva urred in a . < (RRI 2018). Central
most trmsfefsbha‘;%t‘:i(fg individuals or private corporz:iuoglsi 0(ns ovze(r) L )vast o
: marily ben ; : lopment Q€C1S
and primarily continue to drive deve ; i to take on and
governments “.‘c,r,e:firs‘:;s hether government agencies are equipped
; the question & ing challenges.
:;teed in overcoming the resulting ¢ forestry agencies have been expected 10 e

s dayeramen i 1 livelihoods -
- Since ﬂlelzaiﬁyd;sel opfng policies and programs (0 improve rura
a greater 10

:
i
3
g
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odel of command-and-control to collaborate.
m

and-
moving from a igin in the then lower-income coppyr.. et
itutions were of recent origin i Ountries apq - Vany
institut1 :

. es that were strongly timber- and Modgy;
on German and Amerlcanczi?gll was best. The new institutiong 1a$:38 ‘Cenlr?:,
It was assumf,d that statetr ¢ red budgets, and T o Tt i tra.ininex erience
were constrained by re;e olitical influence of forest agencies pyg bu 1 map,
developing counttl:::’:’r;venﬂe stream and territory, éncouraging state OWneer rectly
ggg’frr;?erztﬂl::ro?han building the capacity of citizens and communpitje a stexs::;(:
a"%?iﬁfﬁﬁiiﬁﬁl and poor perfon_nance of forestry agencies have still not chay

S . ntries during the last two decades, Hierarchicy) -
significantly in most cou itiedsfory Sliap Stuctype,
continue, with too-limited budgets apd capacities for p anning and Tegulagio,
of forest management, limited exgerlepce In economic planmng and Japq s
strategies, and consequently a rpargmal influence on broader rura] and agriculgyy,
sector policy (Larson and Pulhm'2012; Smy.Ie et al. 2016). Between 1990~2015,
for example, public expenditure in fores.try increased dramatically, while income
grew marginally, and employment remained constant at about 12,7 million jobs
(Whiteman et al. 2015). :

These limitations are exacerbated by the silo nature of governme
whereby coordination with other rural authorities is made impossible
centralized mandates. Overlapping policies and institutions foster co
nomic interests in land administration and territorial planning,
management and conservation, agriculture, transport, and develo
and extractives. Such inter-institutional conflict creates incentives
well. Creation of parallel power structures with overlapping forestry management
functions in rural forest landscapes, such as in India, fosters administrative conflicts
at the village level (Ahuja 2014). This also marginalizes local stakeholders,
including district and municipal governments, both in decision-making and access
to benefits. ' '

Restricting governance of forest lands and public protected areas to forestry,
environmental and conservation agencies have allowed deforestation and degrada-
tion pressures to build while missing clear opportunities to build on local peoples’

positive contributions. Tenure reform and recognition of customary rights consti-

tutes an important step toward better management of forests, as well to enhance the
livelihoods of local people. Witho

; ) ut commensurate reform of outdated regulations,
countries miss opportunities to adapt IPLC traditional resource knowledge for
blended systems that are more sustainable and cost effective (Pacheco et al. 2012).

EV§n when communities are mandated to regulate commercial logging, central
agencies often contj

: inue to prescribe complex and counterproductive, top-dowt
solutions. In India, f;

; 1 t
» OF Instance, communities prepare micro-plans for Joint Fores
Management (JFM) Lot 2

! areas, but these micro-plans must comply with competing
working plans of the state’s Forest Department. While under the JFM regime
g::) :g:i nsttatus. of JEM Comm'%ttees or groups and their autonomy fron} forest
lands is re] \ariog b'y State (Sarin et al, 2003), overall tenure insecurity i s

18 relatively high. The JFM regime itself is a product of incomplete refo

Nt agencies,
by strongly
mpeting eco-
environments]
pment of energy
for corruption as
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govemment-is§ued .1990 circular, an executive order it cifioh
o S0 e discreton of goverment Goveramentof ndia 2010,
gciﬂd ate- evel JFM resoluhoqs based on the 1990 circular lack the for f

st ued authority of forest departments over community clzvzl

etuatin® TR R W

ot % | ynderminin their incentives Zor participation or corrections (Upadhya

groups FI:)reSt department strictures also skew timber benefits away from JFI\Z
3)

(5" .4 a lion’s share to contractors or depart ;
Siien with 2 partments themselves (Murali

aches, often overlaid on regulations prescribed by forest
agencies, have.historically ignored lqcal tenure rights and establisheij
ity 4C0ESS and use in favour of conservation set-asides for which govern-
commonly have .11m.1ted fund.s for. consistent protection and management.
rast, good practice in countries with successful locally controlled forestry,
e gweden, applies 2 model of accountability combined with regulations
su " e better focus on desired outcomes, rather than prescribed inputs (Elson
%312)' Government investrpent in. resegrch and development, often in partnership
yith associations and the industrial private sector, and emphasis on training and
smallholder capacity, can have better positive results (Segura Warnholtz 2014).
Decentralization of forestry and conservation related responsibilities to regional
and local elected officials and forest tenure holders is, of course, not without
challenges (Segura Warnholtz 2017). There is often a lag in clarifying authorities
petween central and local government levels, persisting, outmoded regulations,
and a lag in organizational and technical capacity-building for both district or
municipal governments and community organizations. Where these issues are
addressed more systematically, assessing local capacities, financial needs, inter-
the results can be impressive.

sectoral coordination, and management scales,
On a positive note, the last two decades have seen a growing trend to empower

local stakeholders in their role of tenure holders and managers of forest lands.
Several factors are converging to prompt a shift in the legal ownership and ol
of forest lands back to IPLC under community-based tenure arrangements. One
.factor has been the mobilization of social justice movements for the recognition of
Customary land rights, movements that have been particularly prominent in Latin
America (Gongalves and Telles do Valle 2014; Yashar 1998). Another factor has

en the experience and broader awareness, as noted above, of negative forest and
p:ve“y Outcomes under state control, and concern to ensure that local people can
tgh: ei:;ate hv.elihOOds benefits from land and forest resources. A third factor has been
sysmnclzeasmg knowledge and understanding of collective tenure and govem?lzlcle
commoy As brought to prominence by Elinor Ostrom’s work on governance (; be
~ locg] in:-ltsi (O-Strom 1990), lands and resources ar® often governed effective ythy
g i tutions for collective action. Finally, another positive trend has been the

2 lnte A L :

- of cl‘llil;tl:nal and regional initiatives for sustainable wood supply and for mitigation
te change by forest carbon sequestration. These pressure governments to
l scale agriculture. The

gf gal logging and trade and deforestation from 1arBe"#0% flows
ff.est climate initiative also generates new public and private finance

)
003)-
ot a(1:'0211561'\1atiorl appro
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2 o f:rn?:lrtss s community'friendly layg
: i ve )

pOHCle'sl attf:sgr;ir:(e)n%s are moving in the difection of transfersip &
corﬁ:; gfgforest resources to local cgmmuniues, the ﬁn.al OUtcomes Wil be?d}he
X nd management rights continue to be constrained by limiteg @ imije
if use au1ation. In moving forward, governments need Smarter, Ure o,
over'Fegs that empower local forestry stakeholders and ®ncourage the, 0 et
il?cl:“ct;;nsequences of their own decisions (Larson and Pulh.in 2012; HCqUe;Tnage
2018; Porter-Bolland et al. 2012; Saymour gt ‘al. 2014?). It i time for this ; tem:tﬁ il
model of rural development, already providing a d1ver§1ty of en"ironmem Ve
socio-economic benefits, to expand at scale and more quickly,

g

a ang

13.5 Community Governance and the Forest Commopg

A substantial proportion of forest areas is governed through commy
tenure systems whereby the total land area of the community is held collectively,
often with rights derived from governance through custom and Customary intig,.
tions (Agrawal 2007; Robinson et al. 2017). For success, these institutions peeq
to operate and evolve in an environment of collective action that is inclusve,
transparent and accountable. Governments and development partners have often
poorly understood, ignored, or undermined the role of these institutions, missing
opportunities to strengthen social capital, particularly when formal tenure security
remains precarious.

The options are multiple. Collective forest lands may be managed as commons
and/or allocated to individual households. Many community lands combine both
common, collective property with secured, individual landholdings (Alden Wily
2018; Fitzpatrick 2003; RRI 2015). In fact, many smallholders across forest and
agricultural landscapes hold their lands within community-based tenure systems
because of the significant economic and social advantages derived from participat-

ing in a collective (de Janvry et al. 2018). Existing customary institutions may need
new structures or

: capacities to better serve the interests of marginalized groups of
dgal with new pressures and challenges. Structures such as community assemblies
with representation of all members of the community can enable inclusive and
effective, democratic decision making, '

Communityi

A nstitutions must also have the autonomy to make locally appropriaté
decisions aboyt allocation and mg :

nagement of lands and resources, productive s
glfa:ﬁg;?;n;;:lis o SanCtion§, and benefit-sharing, With broader involvement
Negative impact’s (‘)’rcla‘llly1 appropriate decision making can avoid elite captur :nin

efining resourog e : nerable groups, as well as to engage all resource l;efo G
time, Inclusion of wo gen}ent rules and monitoring systems that are susta}n i
Or sound rule-makinmen (;n governance and decision-making processes is ¢! p
benefits, Socig) nonnsgmez,re Social inclusiveness and enabling wider develop™

olten underrepresent women in the governance systems

nity-baseg
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| worte n’s groups have come together and - ;
E:er ime. Sometimes government law or p:lti?:l))/lynigsﬁsed it
Jome o' membc?rshlp In community institutions, A gr 85 have strengthened
chows @ Strong link between gender equity, parti(;ularlg 2 v ?Ody of literature
their pOWer to shape household decision making on fg,o:;loncllen s'land e
jnvestment (Meinzen-Dick et al. 2017). However, the Weal,q?esllcatflon’ and famil,y
enure rights over thqse of men have multiple causes and im lic(z)it'rural e
often strong gender biases against women’s land holding and l;))articlionz L
over-emphasis on commercial forest activities at the cost of women’f ?1s: Toand o
propert)" resources, many of which are significant for household and comnrlr::llion
well-bc?lng but invisible or poorly understood by other stakeholders (FAO 201 lt)y
Land rlghts emgpwer women to participate more actively in community institutions'
generating positive returns for them and their families (FAO 2012; IDLO 2013"
Ingram et al. 2015). ’

Strox.lger community governance helps address the wider social and political
dimensions of poverty. Joint decision-making on natural resource governance also
strengthens grassroots democracy (RECOFTC 2013), and builds social cohesion
needed for resilience in the face of patural and human-induced disturbances
(Gilmour 2016). For both governance and livelihoods benefits to reach the poor
or those at risk of marginalization, community institutions and decision-making
processes must be set up by governments and donors to represent and respect their
interests (Blomley 2013; RECOFTC 2013). iy

Research networks such as the International Association for the Study of the
Commons and the International Forestry Resources and Institutions network have

documented the knowledge and practices used by customary tenure systems and
their effectiveness Over time. Effective collective action can enable communities
to protect local interests in their engagement with outsiders, even in tl}e face of
higher land values and increased land and resource demands (Byamughisha 2013;

Deininger et al. 2011; FAO 2016). Sound consultation processes fqr investments on
or affecting community lands (Anaya 2013; Feiring 2013) and dispute resolution
processes for tenure conflicts and capacity to access legal coqgsel and courts

i 13; FAO 2016) are also facilitated when communities have strong,

- ocial cohesion. l -. \‘ v s
internal, § d/or plans for land governance with the flexibility

Community-deﬁned rules an . i
d rules for land and resource management are associated with

ally adapte
g oty *EE local livelihoods (Persha et al. 2011).

ositive outcomes for the forest and for rsha
5 ies also choose to develop holistic land or territorial governance

Many communi g ot
Jans, such as the life plans developed by many. indigenous communities in South
o vision of the community for the stewardship

America. These plans articulate the
and use of their lands, territories, and resources in accordance with community

values. Participation by all members of the community in the definition of local uses
and rules foster better outcomes. Community land governance rules or plans also
and enforcement of agreed uses, both within the

provide grounding for monitoring .
ommunity and in relation to outsiders. Maps and spatial plans often form a central
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part of governance plans, enabling V{sqgllzatlon of the geographicy e
resources, uses, and management activities. '-“lbution of
As communities move forward in the establishmen
governance systems, new challenges will be faced, p
outsiders to protect their rights and negotiate with p
and development partners can and should play a
confront these challenges. Their facilitatic?n will
recognition of community institutions, the'ur gover
Other actions can include the documentation of t
for sustainable use, tools for negotiation with oy
arrangements, and standards and tools for monitoring the status
and sanctions for violation of rules (World Bank 2019).

t and emp, e
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13.6 Community Forestry Enterprises — New Players
in the Rural Landscape?

Transferring forest rights to communities is a very important Step towards the
sustainable use and conservation of forest resourc

es, but as known, this element
alone is not enough. Community Forestry Enterprises (CFE) create incentives ang

reach their full potential, several key challenges
other private enterprise, the inherent commercial
managers to access markets successfully,
to manage forests sustainably,
the most common constraints

value of forest, the capacity of its
the technical capacities of right-holders
and their access to financial services are some of

that communities confront. Assistance to address

communities’ management of
Most of the forest estate with i

(82%) is still formally in the public domain. Approximately 1.2 billion ha of the 2.5

billion ha, are under production forestry (mainly in concessions to corporations).
A significant percentage of th ) ever

legally own at least 418 Mpg (15.2%), and another 70 Mha (2.5%) has been legally
designated for thejr use (RRI

: 2018). Locally controlled forest businesses, either
fonn.al or inform argely invisible as an economic player until recenﬂy'
despite their significance in numerous countries, ivi

The valu_e. qf the forest assets and the opportunities to improve productlvl;ﬁ
an coTnpéutwlty are key factors determining the viability of a CFEs. This ¥
etermine if and hoyw communities engage in commercial activities, develop highe®

al, have been |
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¢ pconcentfated investment and man Unitieg fin g is a

- agemen : e
dnber enterprises have evolved in areag Wher:; r:qtulremem& . m;f;tll:ns Worth
sh

4 where ttflzi;l:nzn%\;grg road Infrastructure ¢ reach PUAL high to start iy
with enOUE boviedc © COmMunities haye develo Akets, or Jocy) Markets
gith neighbours 10 Te&Ch economies of cqle, Secondped © SIS &5 Gooperapiyeg
geveloped 1n communities in Mexico and Cepyry Amg cration enterprise gy,
with finished wood pro.ducts, industrial grade resing bo:t?ca d“.’erSifying incomes
condirl}ents | fontt on-tm}ber forest products, fibre l;and' ed spring Water, foods or
piversification of en.terpns.es favours involvement of WO lcraf'ts’ and' f(-)reSt b,
and inc?me-gengratmg activities — increasing job oppo:[l G admlmstr.ation roles
in decis1on-;nakmg as lwell (Bray et al. 2003), s and the presence
Even when natural capital has ep i
also be faced with the decision to i:;s:t :)(;nﬁ;lte ric;ala ‘;3?;, s
operation, either to satisfy local comm Pasa s

unity needs and/or to en i i
. : gage with outside
markets. Commercial operations need more specialized technical, administrative

and mach?ting abili-tic..as wl}ich some communities have addressed by creating CFEs
as spe?lal}zed administrative units, which have a certain degree of governance and
financial independence, but which report to the main governing body of the right-
. holding community. Competing in a crowded marketplace, CFEs are presented
- with challenges like those of a private enterprise~ to perfect production, access
] appropriate markets, and remain competitive. The high transaction costs associated
with the small scale of operations, the limited access to financial capital, _and
the more complicated administration of common pool resources, where multiple
interests must be satisfied and few employees are highly skilled, puts an added

~ burden on many of these CFEs.
A comparative analysis of 286 Mes
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ts at multiple scales and reduces rigks
structure Jucer alliances, associations and federatiOnS. have be :;:: 2010).
The role 0_f Pfi’he issues Of small-scalfe a.nd access to learning about pi: Mgy,
of addr.essmg, olitical and economic mﬁuencc.e, .and attrac.tin g outsi N tey
increasing thexrdp recognition, and, for some, providing shared mfrastruc ] “ance’
market and br‘j‘ﬂess support (MacQueen et al. 2018). Smallholder gpg 3 ’°qlli'p.
ment angal:lli];l:jons are found at all levels. The Food and Agriculture Py i
forest or

e ith five global and regj M2ation

3 Forest Facility Wofks el ; Blonal aggogjyg
St 0 :icl:r?:ln i’amﬂ)’ Forestry alliance (iFFa), the Alianza Mesoameri;;t‘(m&
the Interna american Alliance of People and Forests (ampb), th "4 e

s/ Meso .
Pueblos’y ,f;ﬁ?:ﬁon for Sustainable Rural I')eveloprflem (aFa}), the Globy] :1 l?aslan
g)arlglgrrzmunity Forestry (GacF), the International Alliance of indj genous ang Tri%:

peoples of the Tropic'al F'orests'(iaiTpTF()i. N;Fl(;:;l:l ar;d SL:ib-nationa]' federatigns
exist in many countries including Canada, Finland, Sweden, Austria, Norway
Nepal, countries in Central A.menca and Me)flco. Govemmepts can and shoy]g play
a more active role in promoting and supporting these organizations, PaﬂiCUIarly n
regions where they are most needed, vyhere demapd for forest produf:t.s and markey
are growing and where small and medium enterprises haye a competitive advantage,

Another lesson from Mexico is that it is impossible to predict success of
community forestry over the short term. Communities will change and adapt, ang
those predicted to be the most successful may fail to sustain enterprises, while
those facing challenges may find creative solutions to organizational or operatiopg]
constraints and reach a long-term success (Segura Warnholtz 2014). Developing a
mature enterprise model compatible with community governance takes time and
trial and error. This lesson is mirrored in the experience of communities in Central
America who are members of the Mesoamerican Forest Communities Alliance -
another set of communities developing community forestry models over more than
20 years (Stoian et al. 2018). YW T L0 el i S

In a significant number of cases, commercial forest and non-timber operations
will not be a viable option for local communities, either because the value of their
natural capital is too low or because of structural constraints to access markets (g
limi.ted access to forests, distance to consumer markets, limited access financial
capital). Many forest areas that fall into these categories are precisely those that
possess high biodiversity value, and which provide important ecosystem Services,
including water and carbon retention, These values from forest ecosystems &
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137 Conclusions

As forest communities benefit from the increasing recognition of rights to own
forest lands and their self determination to manage resources, a new paradigm is
emerging on how governments and development organizations perceive them and
provide the support required to undertake challenging endeavours. Recognizing the
potential of locally controlled forestry to improve development outcomes has been
animportant first step. Outsiders, governments, donors and practitioners must strive
tounderstand how these emerging players operate and the constraints and challenges
they must overcome to achieve sustainable environmental and economic outcomes.
The recognition and support of customary institutions and their forms for govemnlilts
forest resources as commons, and the challenges that small, medlum amli( :glr:?:will
forestry enterprises face to access and successfully compete_tlin sth;:;:; el
continue to be key factors to address. For those commulr(l)l eal oative livelitood
activities are not viable, governments will neefi to dthe II;lai ol environmental
options and schemes to compensate their contribution$ 0

and conservation values. : cknow st
- The last 60 years have seen an increasing @ : nition of the for

locally con organizations ership
y controlled forestry org whether statutory OWD enure SyStems:

he potential of

tenure and rights of millions of IPLC, custom

iti : to
~ Of management and use, or recognition of m{) 7 mallfracion of the ex}f,':m
- Although such formal recognition continues t0 5 sysiems regions where
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such as Latin America, have had an importap,
Asia, which still lag in recognition,
dence regarding the multiple benefits of ¢ R

tronger evi !
SO sartici larly where local autonomy and community owﬂersﬁg’ 1?"2
n

LS ing (Chhatre and Agrawal 2008),
to formfl'1 particip ang:nIZtgizza:;ogi\Sersity conservation, contl‘ilsaltilc)):::limen
benefits lnglul‘iiﬁo‘(’)zrs protection of water flow and quality in a world of i, c:ea(:PP
and local live o ct,ion of social and civil conflict where rights are TeCognizeq in
water scarcity, I ties for gender equity and income improvements, anq - and
secure, oppoét;': dicinals, herbaceuticals, seasonings, fuel, fodder, and f°°d8tisfsf to
forest-derl‘fs“'in trend, difficult to predict even as of a few years ago, is the emerge :
¢ Prl:m:mmgunity of second and third level producer organizations, Thege incluse
of aric :ociations and federations of smallholders and forest Communitjeg, Whic;
foreztt:S at different geographical scales. They work with small producers With 5
ogf;centric approach, which facilitates benefits and reduces risks of at differep
Scales. Their support to CFEs include political cover and advocacy at 5 scale
often needed by development partners anq governments to address needs of local
communities, particularly when scattered in remote areas. Th§y can also support
producers to advocate with governments f)r car.l tee an effectlve- interphase wity
the private sector, as well as provide capacity bullc?lng' and financial assistance, A
more is learned about the key role that these organizations can play — as legitimate
intermediaries and partners — to develop a more effective CFE sector, governments
should provide more recognition and better support and capacity building.
Governments in their role as owners or regulators of commercial, environmenta]
and conservation activities in forest landscapes have often not been effective in
fulfilling their mandates. This has repeatedly resulted in forest degradation and an
increased poverty and marginalization of forest dwellers. Regulatory frameworks
in many countries continue to be derived from a model of state forest management
and control. Rather than being smart regulations, tailored to varied local conditions,
governments have created unnecessary barriers to the competitiveness of commu-
nity and small-scale enterprises. They have also missed important lessons learned
on smart, bottom-up regulations developed for private and public forests by some
high-income countries dealing with similar scenarios (e.g. Scandinavia, USA).
The role of governments will continue to by highly relevant in forest landscapes.
;‘:er:l(li:ll:hﬁgure Tecognition and devolution of rights to local communitiesmeedt:o
e Newawa)’ from vesting management and control authonty.over forests i
- INeW paradigms are needed by public institutions to recognize and respon

tol iti i i
.uocal conditions and needs, I moving forward, forest and conservation agencies
WIL need to regulate and des;
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