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A.	Interview	Protocol	–	CIDT/CFPR	Consortium	partners		

	
	
Name	and	Position:		 Aurelien	Mbzibain,	Dawn		,	Lee	Smith	
	
Organization:			 CIDT	
	
Date	of	Interview:		 Tues	30	Sept	
	
	
1. Brief	 history	 of	 your	 organisation	 and	 its	 role.	 Your	 own	 role	 and	 history	 with	 the	

organisation.	
	
For	the	CAR	it	seems	best	just	to	set	up	long	distance	interviews,	as	it	seems	a	visit	will	be	
difficult.	
	
Aurelian:	The	project	was	developed	in	2012-13,	SAFG	was	mid	way	through,	and	we	started	
to	 think	about	 the	challenges	we	were	observing	with	 implementing	SAFG,	especially	with	
regard	to	the	role	of	indigenous	communities	within	CAR	and	Cameroon.	It	also	seemed	to	
us	that	there	was	a	lack	of	momentum	in	countries	that	had	signed	VPAs.	Civil	society	had	
been	 involved	 very	 much	 in	 signing	 the	 VPAs,	 but	 after	 signing	 there	 was	 a	 drop	 in	
momentum.	
	
For	us	there	were	two	key	 issues.	No	clear	engagement	of	 indigenous	peoples,	and	lack	of	
momentum	of	 civil	 society	 engaging	 in	 VPA	 processes.	We	 then	 had	 a	 series	 of	meetings	
with	CS	partners	to	look	at	how	to	improve	that	meeting.	In	March	2012	we	meet	during	the	
reflect	week	in	Brussels	and	starting	to	think	about	developing	the	new	proposal,	took	until	
Dec	 2013.	 At	 the	 time	 I	was	 involved	 in	 the	 EU	 as	 a	 facilitator.	 So	when	 the	 project	was	
approved	at	the	end	of	2013	I	got	involved	in	the	new	project	as	a	project	manager.		
	
Lee.	Dealing	with	the	finances.		
Dawn.	 I	 am	 the	 project	 administrator	 from	 the	 CIDT	 side,	 and	 deals	 with	 partners	 and	
putting	together	financial	information	for	the	EU.		
	
Michelle.	Can	you	talk	about	the	involvement	of	FERN	and	the	FPP		
	
Aurelien.	For	us	 it	was	strategic.	The	Forest	People’s	Programme	with	their	focus	on	rights	
issues,	 and	 FERN	 with	 the	 advocacy	 and	 engagement	 with	 the	 EU	 on	 forest	 governance	
issues.	For	us	they	had	the	right	kind	of	experience	and	the	fact	they	had	ongoing	projects	in	
CAR	 and	 Cameroon	 at	 the	 time	 too.	 They	 had	 been	 regularly	 involved	 in	 the	 forest	
governance	training	we	organise	in	the	UK	too,	so	it	made	sense	to	involve	them.	To	get	the	
funding	we	needed	a	strong	consortium.	FERN	has	also	committed	funding	to	the	project.		
	
	
2. What	have	been	the	key	phases	and	elements	of	the	CRFP	project	and	your	relationship	

with	local	partners	and	other	CRFP	stakeholders	over	the	life	of	the	project?	
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What	did	each	of	the	partners	bring	to	the	partnership?		

	
Different	phases	of	the	project.	
Aurelian.	We	got	the	funding	approved	in	Dec	2013,	so	the	first	quarter	of	the	project	was	
basically	reviewing	the	project	logframe	with	the	partners.	We	had	a	series	of	meetings	with	
them	to	review	the	project	activities.	There	was	a	crisis	going	on	in	the	CAR	then	that	was	
full	blown,	so	started	 to	 look	at	what	activities	partners	could	carry	out	 in	Bangui,	 since	 it	
was	not	possible	to	start	field	activities.		
	
We	also	had	 to	 look	at	what	activities	different	partners	would	do,	and	 their	 roles	–	what	
they	would	lead	on	etc.	We	also	had	to	sort	out	the	contracts,	had	meetings	in	Cameroon	to	
look	at	financial	reporting	to	the	EU,	project	planning,	and	launch	events.	
	
We	started	the	project	activities	after	this.	We	also	started	with	university	funding,	as	had	
not	yet	received	the	initial	advance	from	the	EU.	Had	4	coordination	meetings	last	year,	and	
have	had	3	this	year.	
	
We	also	commissioned	the	baseline	study,	which	has	taken	ages	to	get	done.	We	have	tried	
to	keep	track	in	terms	of	where	we	are	going,	monitoring.		
	
	
3. Did	the	project	have	a	clear	logical	framework	prior	to	the	start	up	of	the	project?			

How	was	the	log	frame	used	in	the	design	and	planning	of	project	activities?	Was	it	
clearly	connected	to	key	project	activities?		

	
Michelle:	How	was	the	logframe	developed?	
	
A:	Even	though	we	took	the	lead	in	terms	of	facilitating	contributions	from	different	
partners,	it	was	also	the	case	that	there	were	opportunities	for	each	partner	to	contribute	
based	on	their	experiences.	Also	the	national	partners.	CEDP	in	Cameroon	–	they	have	
experience	of	human	rights	and	networking	in	Cameroon.	Also	MEFP	and	?.		
	
	
	
4. To	what	extent,	 in	your	view,	have	CRFP	been	partners	included	in	the	final	design	of	

the	CRFP	project	and	in	the	design	of	each	year’s	activity	plans?	How	has	this	affected	
the	quality	of	project	activities?		

	
A:	Haven’t	had	to	modify	the	design,	but	have	had	to	modify	the	timing	of	activities	on	the	
ground.	We	haven’t	had	to	take	out	activities.	During	the	crisis	at	the	end	of	2013,	the	key	
staff	in	the	partners	actually	fled	to	Cameroon,	so	we	were	able	to	meet	them	there.	We	
then	agreed	to	defer	activities	related	to	the	sensitisation	of	people	in	indigenous	
communities,	for	the	first	8	months	of	the	project.	
	
The	universities	in	Bangui	were	still	open	though,	so	we	could	work	on	the	curriculum	issues	
with	the	partners.	The	second	thing	was	that	the	new	transitional	govt	in	place	decided	to	
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revise	the	country’s	constitution,	so	there	was	an	opportunity	to	influence	this	process,	
rather	than	just	focus	on	the	VPA.	So	we	took	these	strategic	decisions	at	the	time	
depending	on	the	events.	The	VPA	process	itself	was	suspended	because	of	the	crisis.	So	we	
also	lobbied	the	EU	Commission	not	to	abandon	the	VPA	process	in	the	CAR	altogether	–	this	
was	done	by	FERN	in	Brussels.		
	
By	March	2014	there	started	to	be	some	calm	in	CAR,	so	they	returned	to	the	country	at	that	
time.	They	were	able	to	start	working	then.		
	
On	the	constitution,	we	held	a	series	of	meetings	with	the	national	partners	as	to	how	to	
influence	this	process.	We	decided	it	was	important	to	consult	with	the	indigenous	
communities,	and	to	hold	meetings	with	the	platforms	at	national	level	to	decide	on	what	
were	the	most	important	considerations.	We	had	meetings	with	parliamentarians,	religious	
leaders,	civil	society…	From	all	these	consultations	5	key	issues	came	out.	One	of	these	was	
the	recognition	of	the	rights	of	indigenous	peoples.	
	
The	second	key	issue	was	about	transparency	in	the	management	of	the	country’s	key	
natural	resources,	not	just	forestry.	There	was	also	an	issue	around	tenure.	These	five	issues	
were	written	up,	we	had	dinners	with	parliamentarians,	we	were	looking	for	buy	in	for	these	
five	issues.	We	were	also	asked	to	provide	draft	articles	for	the	constitutions,	which	were	
provided	to	the	national	council	responsible.	These	considerations	were	included	in	the	draft	
constitution.		
	
We	put	together	a	video	from	this	experience,	and	based	on	the	learning	from	this	organised	
in	Cameroon	earlier	this	year	a	lessons	learned	event	for	parliamentarians	and	CS	on	how	to	
influence	(and	facilitate)	these	types	of	processes.	What	we	realised	that	often	
parliamentarians	often	don’t	have	the	information	and	the	resources	to	develop	these	types	
of	recommendations,	so	we	provided	this,	as	well	as	used	lawyers	to	draft	text.	So	they	were	
more	receptive	that	this	wasn’t	just	a	group	of	activists,	but	a	process	to	bring	the	views	of	
the	grass	roots	directly	in	an	organised	and	constructive	way.	We	realised	that	this	
experience	was	relevant	to	other	countries	in	the	Congo	Basin.	It	helped	us	realise	that	this	
type	of	collaboration	was	possible	more	widely	and	influencing	different	types	of	reform	
processes	was	possible.	
	
Cameroon.	We	didn’t	change	any	activities	there.	What	we	did	in	terms	of	working	with	
indigenous	people’s	associations	is	that	at	the	time	our	partner	FPP	got	further,	larger	
funding	from	the	EU	that	was	focused	entirely	on	representation,	and	so	we	aligned	our	
project	with	this.	We	were	focusing	on	forest	governance	indicators.	FERN	also	received	
funding	from	the	EU	focused	on	REDD,	and	so	we	also	looked	at	how	we	could	work	with	
FERN	on	CRFP	in	a	complementary	way.	
			
Before	we	started	working	we	already	had	relationships	with	FODER.	They	were	working	on	
communications	materials	around	FLEGT	and	the	VPA,	and	were	organising	the	national	CS	
platform.	So	this	project	was	designed	to	continue	to	support	the	work	they	were	doing.	We	
also	had	initial	contracts	with	the	universities	in	Cameroon	working	on	the	curricula.	It	was	
also	our	first	time	to	work	with	CED,	our	second	partner	in	Cameroon.	A	lot	of	the	work	with	
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them	was	based	on	what	FODER	was	already	doing.	We	also	worked	on	capacity	building	of	
the	national	CS	platform,	looking	to	complement	the	work	of	the	SAFG	project.		
	
Lee:	One	of	the	other	things	about	FODER	is	that	they	have	a	good	reputation	with	the	EU	
office	in	Yaounde,	so	having	that	link	means	they	are	good	at	communicating	with	the	
commission	when	we	need	to	do	so.		
	
Also	although	the	activities	didn’t	change,	we	used	some	of	the	contingency	funds	in	the	
budget	to	help	the	NGOs	in	CAR	to	get	back	on	their	feet,	as	their	offices	were	ransacked.	
Need	new	computers,	and	other	equipment.	
	
M:	the	selection	of	CED?	
	
Aurelien:	They	were	recommended	to	us	by	FERN.	They	had	worked	on	issues	of	tenure	and	
rights	of	indigenous	people.	They	had	also	been	the	one	for	a	long	time	at	the	head	of	
coordinating	the	CS	platform	in	Cameroon,	so	it	was	strategic	for	us	to	involve	them.	
	
	
5. What	do	you	see	as	some	of	the	key	achievements	that	have	take	place	in	terms	of	the	

engagement	of	civil	society	and	indigenous	communities	awareness	and	understanding	
the	VPA/FLEGT	processes	in	Cameroon?	In	CAR?	How	has	the	CRFP	project	contributed	
to	these	achievements?	What	evidence/	information	do	you	have	on	these?	
	
What	do	you	 think	 is	most	 significant,	 important	and	why?	What	didn’t	happen	 that	
was	planned?	

	
Aurelien:	From	our	side	as	the	lead	and	coordinating	the	project,	the	first	achievement	that	
really	stands	out	 in	terms	of	the	work	 in	the	CAR	with	the	new	constitution,	stands	out	as	
the	 key	 achievement	 of	 the	 project.	 Not	 just	 that	 the	 concerns	 of	 the	 indigenous	
communities	were	included	in	the	new	constitution,	but	that	it	was	the	first	time	that	they	
had	ever	been	consulted	on	a	national	issue.	They	said	there	had	been	no	engagement	with	
them	earlier	on	any	issues	concerning	their	rights.	
	
After	the	constitution	was	adopted,	the	partners	organised	meetings	with	the	communities	
to	explain	how	their	rights	had	been	included.	
	
Also	in	CAR,	we	have	helped	to	organise	and	dynamise	the	national	CS	platform.	Due	to	the	
support	of	the	project,	this	platform	did	not	die.	It	kept	going	because	the	project	was	able	
to	 support	 the	 associative	 life	 of	 the	 platform,	 to	 bring	 people	 together	 to	 discuss	 forest	
governance	 issues,	to	write	position	papers,	and	to	 lobby	the	govt	on	key	 issues,	 including	
on	contracts	granted	to	private	companies	in	the	middle	of	the	crisis	without	due	process.	So	
the	platform	was	able	to	play	a	key	role	on	issues	around	transparency	and	governance.		
	
The	third	achievement	in	the	CAR	has	been	our	work	with	the	universities.	At	the	moment	
the	 new	 modules	 on	 forest	 governance	 that	 have	 been	 introduced	 in	 to	 the	 forestry	
curriculum,	 issues	 around	 forest	 governance,	 REDD,	 the	 FLEGT/	 VPA	 process.	 This	 should	
improve	the	quality	of	teaching	in	these	universities	for	years	to	come.	
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We	have	also	done	a	 series	of	 trainings	with	 the	CS	platform.	We	have	organised	 training	
around	 project	 design,	 around	 strategic	 planning,	 and	 we	 have	 facilitated	 many	 lessons	
learning	 events	 with	 the	 platform.	 Because	 of	 the	 crisis	 we	 realised	 there	 was	 a	 lot	 of	
mistrust	between	orgs,	so	we	were	facilitating	meetings	to	try	to	overcome	this.	The	same	
platform	is	also	involved	in	the	REDD	process,	so	our	capacity	building	has	also	helped	them	
continue	to	work	on	the	REDD	issues.	
	
For	 Cameroon,	 there	 have	 been	 many	 achievements.	 One	 of	 the	 key	 challenges	 of	 the	
project	 was	 to	 ensure	 that	 indigenous	 communities	 were	 represented	 within	 the	 VPA	
consultations.	So	through	the	project,	we	have	been	able	to	assist	the	committees	to	have	
two	 reps	 from	 indigenous	 communities.	With	 CED	 and	 FPP	we	 identified	 two	 people	 and	
then	we	were	able	to	lobby	the	ministry	to	have	these	people	given	a	seat	at	the	table.	The	
project	also	helps	with	their	preparation	for	the	meeting,	how	they	attend	them,	and	then	
how	 they	 give	 feedback	 to	 their	 communities.	 The	 project	 also	 supports	 the	 ongoing	
organisation	within	the	indigenous	communities.	
	
They	are	a	very	dispersed	groups	of	peoples	–	they	are	really	five	different	groups	of	people,	
so	 there	 is	 a	 challenge	 with	 building	 their	 viewpoints	 and	 feeding	 back	 to	 them.	 One	
mechanism	we	use	is	community	radio	to	disseminate	info	from	meetings.	We	also	dealing	
with	people	with	limited	education,	so	part	of	the	work	of	CIDT	has	been	to	develop	guides	
to	help	build	their	understanding	of	the	process	and	their	roles.		
	
FODER,	because	they	do	forest	monitoring,	are	able	to	go	back	to	these	communities,	and	
through	IFM	are	able	to	identify	cases	of	illegality,	and	people	can	explain	the	problems	they	
have	with	enforcing	legality,	and	FODE	R	can	document	this	ad	bring	to	the	attention	of	the	
Min	of	Environment,	where	companies	have	not	been	respecting	the	rights	of	communities,	
and	where	communities	have	not	been	represented	in	discussions	around	forest	permits.	In	
some	 cases,	 the	 Min	 has	 mandated	 the	 National	 Forest	 Brigade	 to	 go	 back	 to	 these	
communities	to	validate	the	claims.		
	
This	brings	us	back	to	another	challenge,	where	the	govt	looks	at	these	complaints,	the	Min	
does	not	 then	provide	 feedback	 to	 FODER	or	 to	 the	 communities	 as	 to	what	 actions	 they	
have	taken	with	the	companies,	if	anything.	This	is	a	challenge	we	are	looking	at	in	the	next	
proposal,	how	do	we	improve	enforcement	with	regards	to	the	info	obtained	through	IFM.		
	
M:	Is	there	a	mandated	system	for	feedback	for	IFM?		
	
A:	From	the	side	of	civil	 society,	FODER	does	do	6	 independent	 IFM	reports	a	year,	so	the	
Min	will	receive	these,	but	there	is	then	no	formal	arrangement	on	how	it	follows	up	these	
findings.	
	
The	 third	 key	achievement	 is	 also	 the	work	we	are	doing	 in	Cameroon	around	 curriculum	
development.	We	 first	 of	 all	 carried	 out	 a	 national	 study	 to	 see	 how	well	 issues	 of	 forest	
governance	were	 included	 in	the	curricula.	Of	the	8	state	universities,	only	4	had	 issues	of	
forest	governance,	REDD	etc	integrated	in	the	curricula.	What	we	then	did	was	to	organise	a	
national	event	with	all	 those	 in	charge	of	curriculum	development	from	the	universities	as	
well	as	the	govt,	and	we	identified	3	issues	regarding	the	curricula.	
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First,	 those	that	have	 integrated	are	doing	so	 in	teaching	at	masters	 level.	Little	was	being	
done	at	undergrad	 level.	There	was	some	teaching	on	environmental	 issues,	but	 little	very	
specific	on	forest	governance	issues.	The	study	showed	that	a	lot	of	the	weaknesses	was	in	
terms	of	understanding	of	 issues	concerning	forest	 legislation.	Private	companies	said	that	
often	when	they	 recruited	people	 from	these	universities	often	 they	knew	 little	about	 the	
law	and	legal	frameworks.		
	
Universities	were	also	lacking	competent	people	to	do	the	teaching	in	the	universities.	A	lot	
of	the	teaching	is	actually	being	done	by	NGOs	rather.	So	what	has	been	an	achievement	of	
the	 project	 in	 this	 sense	 is	 to	 highlight	 these	 weaknesses	 and	 bring	 the	 Min	 of	 Higher	
Education	 to	acknowledge	 the	gaps.	Three	reference	programmes	are	being	developed	on	
forest	governance,	forest	legislation,	and	continued	professional	development	of	staff	within	
the	ministry.	
	
Even	 when	 the	 programmes	 are	 developed	 though,	 we	 will	 still	 have	 to	 go	 through	 the	
process	of	validating	the	programmes.		
	
6. And	what	have	been	some	of	the	key	challenges	that	remain	in	terms	of	engagement	

of	 civil	 society,	 indigenous	 and	 forest	 dependent	 communities	 in	 the	 VPA/FLEGT	
process	in	Cameroon?	CAR?		

	
	
	
7. Have	 there	 been	 challenges	 in	 the	 relationship	 with	 CFPR	 partners	 or	 with	 other	

stakeholders?	 How	 have	 these	 been	 dealt	 with?	 	 [ex.	 partnership	 and	management	
systems]	

	
Dawn:	The	challenges	for	me	have	been	when	I	get	all	the	paper	work	from	the	partners	–	is	
all	in	French,	which	I	cannot	read	easily,	and	then	just	making	sure	that	I	have	all	the	details	
needed.	
	
A:	One	big	challenge	we	had	this	year	is	the	audit.	This	year	we	had	a	difficult	year,	had	not	
such	 a	 good	 auditor,	 and	 had	 three	 different	 people	 in	 different	 weeks,	 who	 did	 not	
communicate	very	well	with	each	other.		
	
Dawn:	It	makes	a	big	difference	that	we	are	a	big	institution	so	we	are	able	to	advance	funds	
before	payments	are	made	by	the	EU.		
	
A:	 It	has	helped	also	the	system	of	 financial	management	we	have	put	 into	place	with	the	
partners.	We	have	asked	them	to	send	us	financial	reporting	when	they	have	made	75-80%	
of	their	expenditure,	so	that	we	can	then	make	the	next	payment.	The	only	delay	will	be	if	
we	need	further	clarification	on	documentation	from	them.	
	
	
8. Though	the	project	is	only	half	way	through	its	implementation	what	are	some	emerging	

lessons	that	you	have	learned	from	your	involvement	with	this	project?			
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9. Thinking	 to	 the	 remainder	of	 the	project’s	 implementation	and	beyond	what	are	 the	

key	 aspects	 of	 the	 project	 that	 should	 be	 reinforced	 or	 adjusted?	 What	 should	 be	
reconsidered	or	changed	in	the	project’s	design	or	implementation?	

	
A:	For	the	CAR,	for	example,	because	the	work	around	information	and	sensitisation	did	not	
start	at	the	beginning	of	the	project,	for	us	the	work	with	communities	has	not	gone	as	we	
expected	it	to	be…	and	now	the	crisis	has	started	again.	So	we	think	if	the	situation	becomes	
calm	again,	we	should	focus	on	involving	these	communities	in	the	reform	processes	going	
on	in	the	country	as	much	as	possible.	
	
In	Cameroon	there	is	provision	for	indigenous	communities,	but	in	the	CAR	there	is	no	
provision	for	them.	So	we	need	the	govt	to	make	more	provision	for	their	representation	in	
forest	governance	issues.	We	also	want	to	get	the	curricula	modules	validated	through	the	
university	system	so	that	they	can	teach	the	subjects.	We	will	have	to	then	provide	support	
to	lecturers	too,	so	they	can	be	effective.	
	
The	civil	society	platform	is	now	also	functioning	in	the	CAR,	so	we	need	to	continue	to	
support	its	ability	to	monitor	the	forest	sector	given	the	crisis	situation	(and	the	likelihood	of	
their	being	greater	abuses).	So	we	are	providing	support	for	training,	and	with	GPS,	cameras	
etc,	so	they	can	do	forest	monitoring	in	the	field.		
	
For	Cameroon,	something	else	is	happening	there	around	VPA.	The	govt	seems	to	be	
changing	priority	away	from	the	VPA.	The	govt	is	allocating	large	areas	of	forest	lands	for	
agricultural	cultivation	and	for	mining,	and	so	companies	are	clearing	forest	land,	
threatening	the	rights	of	communities	amore	and	more,	so	a	priority	for	us	is	in	trying	to	
project	their	rights,	even	if	it	means	engaging	in	legal	cases.	And	we	will	continue	to	support	
the	forest	communities	and	their	representatives	to	bring	these	issues	to	the	national	level	
committee.		
	
FERN	and	ECD	are	continuing	to	work	on	forest	conversion	issues	and	FPP	are	working	on	
the	land	clearance	for	agriculture	issues.	A	lot	of	their	staff	are	lawyers.	We	are	working	with	
the	EU	and	the	government,	but	are	also	actually	working	on	bringing	actual	cases	through	
the	local	courts.	The	communities	don’t	know	what	is	required	to	bring	a	legal	case	when	a	
company	comes	in	and	starts	destroying	crops	and	clearing	land,	so	are	trying	to	educate	
them.	These	permits	are	being	granted	in	the	same	communities	in	which	we	are	working.	
	
We	have	a	clear	case	in	Cameroon	that	ECD	can	also	talk	about.	Because	some	of	these	
things	do	change	everyday.	Before	we	all	know,	a	company	has	been	given	a	contract	to	
work	in	the	area	of	a	specific	community.	So	FPP	is	working	with	them	on	this,	since	these	
are	clear	cases	of	illegality	(activity	1.9	in	logframe	around	providing	legal	support	to	
communities).	This	carries	on	with	the	work	the	CS	platform	is	playing,	because	govt	does	
not	like	these	issues	to	be	brought	to	those	meetings.	So	there	are	tensions	in	these	
meetings,	so	we	think	it	is	key	that	we	don’t	lose	focus	on	these	issues,	and	we	help	ensure	
that	the	rights	of	communities	are	not	neglected.		
	



	 8	

I	have	also	already	talked	about	IFM,	will	continue	this	for	the	next	9	months.		
	
We	are	also	beginning	to	think	about	a	new	funding	proposal	that	will	focus	a	lot	on	IFM.	
The	EC	will	issue	a	call	for	proposals	soon.	There	is	a	key	challenge	related	to	enforcement	in	
both	countries.	It	will	continue	to	be	a	focus	of	our	project	over	the	next	9	months.	
	
We	will	also	have	ongoing	learning	exercises	with	our	partners	and	the	CS	platforms.	Next	
year	we	will	have	a	forum	meeting	in	Cameroon,	a	reflection	meeting	in	Brussels,	and	a	
sharing	of	experiences	around	forest	monitoring,	and	an	overall	lessons	learning	event,	in	
collaboration	with	lobbying	of	parliamentarians.		


