
Protocols	
	

A.	Interview	Protocol	–	CIDT/CFPR	Consortium	partners		
	

	
Name	and	Position:		 Indra	Van	Gisbergen	
	
Organization:			 Forest	Peoples	Programme	
	
	
Date	of	Interview:		 2	October	2015	
	
	
1. Brief	history	of	your	organisation	and	its	role.	Your	own	role	and	history	with	the	

organisation.	
	
FPP	UK	has	been	involved	with	CIDT	for	a	very	long	time	and	they	have	been	teaching	at	
CIDT	workshops	for	a	long	time	and	I	myself	also	lecture	on	CIDT	courses.	
	
FERN	does	EU	lobbying	work	to	improve	forest	governance	–	tropical	and	EU	forest	and	
we	also	monitor	EU	policies.	There	is	a	program	that	supports	civil	society	to	participate	
in	VPA.	These	agreements	are	convention	between	EU	and	timber	producing	countries	
after	lots	of	lobbying	by	NGOs	on	this.	We	were	pushing	for	action	plan,	we	got	it	and	
one	of	the	pillars	is	the	EUTR.	A	mixture	of	measures	on	supply	and	demand	side	One	of	
the	 pillars	 of	 the	 measure	 is	 the	 VPA.	 These	 agreements	 are	 done	 through	 a	
participatory	process	meaning	that	civil	 society	got	a	seat	at	 the	table	once	they	have	
that	 it	 has	 be	 a	 valid	 seat	 at	 the	 table.	 Participate	 in	 an	 informed	 way,	 push	 their	
demands	in	terms	of	rights,	transparency	etc	at	that	table.	We	have	been	supporting	CS	
to	 play	 their	 role	 and	 make	 sure	 their	 demands	 are	 going	 back	 to	 European	 policy	
makers.	 Support	 in	 VPA	 process	 and	 others	 that	 can	 improve	 forest	 governance.	
Officially	 recognized	 that	 civil	 society	 is	 on	board,	 they	 are	 listened	 to	 and	 consulted.	
FPP	works	in	both	CFPR	project	countries.	I	work	on	Cameroon	–	in	both	countries	are	in	
process	of	 implementation.	CIDT	has	been	 training	 these	people	 from	these	countries	
for	some	time	and	has	been	organizing	meetings	on	this	in	the	region.	First	time	that	we	
entered	a	joint	project.	My	colleague	was	involved	in	developing	the	project	design	–	he	
is	on	sabbatical.	
	
Richard	Wainright	 is	 on	 leave	 -	 has	 a	 history	 together	 and	 first	 time	we	 are	working	
together.	
	
We	regard	FPP	as	an	ally	–	working	through	networks	is	very	beneficial,	Need	a	strong	
civil	 society	 that	 is	 well	 organized.	 Need	 not	 just	 one	 person	 with	 smart	 ideas.	 This	
person	 needs	 a	 platform	 behind	 him.	 Usually	 people	 from	 the	 provinces	 or	



departments,	 ideally	 being	 in	 touch	 with	 communities.	 We	 work	 with	 platforms	 and	
nationally	based	organized.	
	
We	are	very	familiar	with	the	partners	identified	by	CIDT	in	CAR	and	Cameroon.	CIED	in	
CAR,	FERN	was	the	first	partner	of	CIEDD	ever!	About	six	years	ago	this	happened.	They	
participated	in	the	training	and	got	in	touch	with	different	NGOs.	CED	-	we	know	them	
quite	well.	FODER	has	been	around	for	less	time	but	they	emerged	from	CED	–	Rodrigue	
(FODER’s	director)	has		a	background	with	CED.	We	worked	with	them	in	the	past	and	
this	 is	 the	 second	 year	 that	we	have	 a	 relationship	with	 them	–	 on	 another	 grant	 on	
linking	FLEGT	with	REDD.	
	
My	role	has	been	on	 this	project	 since	 the	beginning.	Part	of	 salary	 is	covered	by	 this	
project.	 I	 support	 the	 platforms	 –	 the	 communities	 and	 forest	 platform.	 The	 ECFP	
(dropped	the	EU	bit)	to	promote	forest	governance	and	rights	and	coordinated	by	CED,	I	
provide	feedback	on	strategies	and	facilitate	strategic	workshops.	We	are	participating	
in	a	 review	of	 the	FLEGT	action	plan,	and	 that	 is	now	on-going.	Looking	at	what	went	
well,	 what	 went	 wrong.	 The	 idea	 is	 that	 the	 EU	 Reviews	 their	 policy	 and	 want	 EU	
member	states	to	adopt	this	plan.	The	platform	came	up	with	a	statement,	shared	with	
the	 evaluators	 and	 now	 position	 clearly	 under	 the	 FLEGT	 Action	 plan.	 We	 facilitate	
workshops	 and	 translate	 demands	 to	 policymakers	 in	 Europe	 and	 do	 lobbying	 with	
VPAs.	VPA	means	that	timber	is	accompanied	by	a	FLEGT	license	and	so	that	it	can	enter	
the	 EU.	 No	 country	 in	 the	 world	 has	 managed	 to	 this.	 We	 are	 speaking	 about	
governance,	 which	 touches	 on	 issues	 of	 sensitivity,	 transparency,	 rights	 ,	 and	
corporation.	 It	 is	 not	 surprising	 because	 we	 touch	 on	 very	 delicate	 issues.	 After	 VPA	
negotiation	people	are	very	excited	and	that	space	is	open,	and	now	we	see	that	space	
closing	down.	Other	actors	are	coming	in	such	as	China.	
	
	
It	is	hard	to	attribute	change	directly	to	one	pot	of	money,	it	is	a	confluence	of	actions,	
and	pushing	different	buttons	that	make	change	happens.	CED	is	coordinating	the	CNS	
the	 official	 Cameroonian	 organization	 to	 coordinate	 response	 on	 VPA.	 FODER	 is	 an	
accepted	member	 of	 the	 CNS.	 	 This	 one	 way	 that	 they	 are	 involved.	 Before	 the	 CFP	
community	 forest	platform	there	was	a	 lot	of	conflict	between	FODER	and	CED,	 there	
was	a	person	there	...there	was	a	vacuum	and	a	leadership	problem	and	there	were	two	
camps	 in	 the	 platform	 and	 for	 a	 year	 it	 was	 difficult	 to	 work	 in	 Cameroon.	 The	 EU	
complained	that	 it	was	hard	to	see	who	is	working	on	VPA	so	get	yourself	together.	 It	
got	clearer	when	Moise	and	Patrick	were	hired	for	and	got	paid	by	this	project	do	to	the	
coordination	of	this	work.	Then	we	were	able	to	continue.	This	project	got	the	platform	
organized,	 got	 things	 moving	 and	 we	 were	 able	 to	 move	 on.	 Meetings	 were	 more	
systematic.	We	agree	on	this	or	that,	we	can	do	this	or	that.	They	developed	a	3	year	
strategy	 so	 that	 the	 framework	 	 -	 2014	 to	 2018	 around	 the	 work	 –	 advocacy	 ,	
communications,	involvement	of	communities	what	they	are	doing,	an	annual	plan	(for	
2014)	 but	 not	 for	 2015.	Not	 everything	 is	 rosy	 but	 here	 has	 been	 progress.	We	 have	
gotten	over	the	impasse.	



	
	Aurelian	 is	 super	 involved	 with	 the	 universities	 and	 gave	 more	 attention	 to	 the	
collaboration	 with	 the	 universities	 and	 we	 were	 more	 involved	 in	 the	 work	 of	 the	
platform,	it	was	logical.			
	
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?	
	
What	did	each	of	the	partners	bring	to	the	partnership?		

In	 this	project	we	work	on	two	strands	–	CIDT	 is	good	at	capacity	building	and	 liaising	
with	universities.	Our	core	business	is	supporting	CS	to	do	their	advocacy	work,	we	are	
an	advocacy	organization.	We	share	tools	and	info	on	this	and	communication	is	part	of	
advocacy	strategy	so	focus	was	supporting	CS	with	advocacy	and	communications.	The	
communications	 officer	 was	 the	 budget	 holder.	 Communications	 here	 in	 Europe	 in	
terms	of	producing	films	and	supporting	the	project	on	the	ground.		
	
Aurelian	 is	a	good	coordinator	and	good	 listener	and	brought	 the	group	together.	We	
appreciated	his	coordination	skills.	 It	would	have	been	better	 if	we	managed	to	plan	a	
regular	 coordination	meeting	 in	Cameroon.	Develop	a	program	 that	 is	 not	only	 about	
saying	what	everyone	has	done	–	set	a	program	focus	not	only	on	what	everyone	has	
done	but	make	 it	more	strategic	and	focused.	We	are	so	bogged	down	so	the	general	
aim	and	goal	gets	a	bit	lost.	Also	brainstorm	how	we	could	improve	this.	
	
We	did	our	plans	long	distance.	We	used	the	logframe.	For	the	annual	plan	we	use	the	
lograme	and	fill	in	the	boxes.	The	log	frame	is	not	enough	of	a	living	document.	For	me	
what	 is	most	 important	 is	 about	 talking	 through	 and	 developing	 plans	 together.	 Also	
need	 to	 look	 at	 some	 progress	 updates	 on	what	 has	 this	 really	 been	 changing.	What	
change	 has	 the	 project	 provoked.	 I	 can	 speak	 for	myself	 but	 do	 the	 other	 platforms	
know…	a	stronger	platform,	issue	of	conversion	time	on	the	table	,	fight	for	civil	society	
space	and	contributing	to	the	FLEGT	review	are	important	changes	but	cannot	tell	this	
for	FPP	and	others.	 For	FODER	and	CED	hopefully	 they	are	 saying	 the	 same.	Also	one	
thing	 we	 have	 done	 is	 produced	 a	 number	 of	 videos,	 for	 ex	 the	 ‘Story	 of	 FLEGT’	
translated	into	several	languages.	We	would	have	loved	to	get	feedback	from	partners	
on	how	 they	used	 it.	 I	 have	 a	more	natural	 relationship	with	CED	 than	with	 FODER.	 I	
have	the	 impression	that	Christiane	(FODER	contact)	 is	very	busy,	we	are	supposed	to	
work	on	communications	with	her.	Richard	and	I	went	to	Cameroon	once	to	really	talk	
about	 communications.	 Since	 then	 communications	 have	 been	 difficult	 she	 is	
overloaded	and	doing	something	else	and	then	I	am	not	aware	of	what	else	she	is	doing	
so	 it	makes	communication	difficult.	We	could	have	gotten	more	out	of	 it.	 I	know	she	
has	 been	 in	 charge	 of	 the	 film	 in	 different	 languages	 but	 I	 don’t	 know	 what	 exactly	
happened	with	it	afterwards.	What	is	the	feedback	from	this?	
	



Maybe	the	mid	term	will	help...but	maybe	they	think	that	FERN	is	not	doing	enough	but	
we	ask	them	what	do	you	need?	We	think	it	is	frustration	on	their	part,	we	have	a	whole	
communication	team	here	and	we	ask	them	what	their	needs	are	and	its’	not	clear	they	
don’t	tell	us.	We	work	with	someone	else	on	another	project...we	communicate	better	
..if	there	are	frustrations…what	is	it?	Maybe	we	she	doesn’t	know	what	we	have	to	offer	
and	we	include	in	mails	but	we	don’t	know	if	the	message	arrived	and	how	it	is	received.	
During	visits	time	to	share	is	very	limited	so	there	is	no	brainstorming	and	what	could	be	
done	 remains	 a	 bit	 difficult.	 FODER	 is	 pretty	 good	 in	 communications	 and	 they	 get	
support	from	cartoonists	etc	so	some	technical	support		
	
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?		
	

We	did	our	plans	long	distance.	We	used	the	logframe.	For	the	annual	plan	we	use	the	
lograme	and	fill	in	the	boxes.	The	log	frame	is	not	enough	of	a	living	document.	For	me	
what	 is	most	 important	 is	 about	 talking	 through	 and	 developing	 plans	 together.	 Also	
need	 to	 look	 at	 some	 progress	 updates	 on	what	 has	 this	 really	 been	 changing.	What	
change	 has	 the	 project	 provoked.	 I	 can	 speak	 for	myself	 but	 do	 the	 other	 platforms	
know…	a	stronger	platform,	issue	of	conversion	time	on	the	table	,	fight	for	civil	society	
space	and	contributing	to	the	FLEGT	review	are	important	changes	but	cannot	tell	this	
for	FPP	and	others.	 For	FODER	and	CED	hopefully	 they	are	 saying	 the	 same.	Also	one	
thing	 we	 have	 done	 is	 produced	 a	 number	 of	 videos,	 for	 ex	 the	 ‘Story	 of	 FLEGT’	
translated	into	several	languages.	We	would	have	loved	to	get	feedback	from	partners	
on	how	 they	used	 it.	 I	 have	 a	more	natural	 relationship	with	CED	 than	with	 FODER.	 I	
have	the	 impression	that	Christiane	(FODER	contact)	 is	very	busy,	we	are	supposed	to	
work	on	communications	with	her.	Richard	and	I	went	to	Cameroon	once	to	really	talk	
about	 communications.	 Since	 then	 communications	 have	 been	 difficult	 she	 is	
overloaded	and	doing	something	else	and	then	I	am	not	aware	of	what	else	she	is	doing	
so	 it	makes	communication	difficult.	We	could	have	gotten	more	out	of	 it.	 I	know	she	
has	 been	 in	 charge	 of	 the	 film	 in	 different	 languages	 but	 I	 don’t	 know	 what	 exactly	
happened	with	it	afterwards.	What	is	the	feedback	from	this?	
	

	
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?		

	
	
	
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?	

	
	
	
	
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?		
	
Conversion	timber		-	yes	it	is	a	threat	but	we	have	managed	to	bring	the	conversion	
time	to	the	table.	If	you	clear	the	land	where	will	the	timber	go?	The	concessions	are	
given	in	a	dodgy	way.	The	EU	first	said	 it	was	not	our	problem	but	finally	both	the	
governments	and	the	EU	recognize	that	this	is	a	problem	they	have	to	deal	with.	It	
was	 not	 foreseen	 in	 the	 VPA.	 We	 have	 managed	 it	 to	 bring	 to	 the	 heart	 of	 the	
discussions.	A	working	group	has	been	set	up	on	conversion	timber.	The	Cameroon	
gov’t	doesn’t	want	it	to	be	called	conversion	timber.	We	have	not	won	the	war	but	
the	raising	of	concern	in	the	region,	it	is	thanks	to	civil	society	ringing	the	bell	and	we	
have	raised	the	alarm	to	countries	negotiating	VPAs	now	to	raise	the	issue	because	
this	is	happening	in	many	countries	but	it	is	in	the	public	domain	–	today	everyone	
understand	 the	 link	between	 the	VPA	and	conversion	 timber.	The	 future	of	VPA	–	
that	is	exactly	what	we	are	discussing	in	the	FLEGT	evaluation.	There	is	VPA	fatigue	
but	lets	not	drop	it.	Let	push	for	full	transparency	and	give	conversion	timber	a	full	
hearing	and	then	work	root	causes	like	the	role	of	China.	What	is	the	EU	going	to	do	
with	China.	We	all	know	it	is	now	time	to	invest	in	good	independent	monitoring	–	in	
Cameroon	there	is	no	independent	monitoring	now.	This	work	is	done	by	NGOs	and	
there	 is	 huge	 tension	 between	 NGO	 and	 government	 and	 now	 need	 to	 invest	 in	
independent	monitoring.	Need	to	understand	in	other	countries	like	China	and	how	
the	changed	 time	goes	back	 to	 the	EU.	Recognize	problem	with	FLEGT	action	plan	
need	a	forward-looking	action	plan	–	China,	conversion	timber.	If	we	miss	this	then	it	
will	be	back	to	square	Zero!	

	
Internal	 communications	 which	 has	 an	 impact	 on	 our	 communication	 activities	
which	is	a	central	part	of	what	we	do	–	lobbying	and	advocacy.	
	
Political	context	–	main	problem	to	make	progress	 is	the	political	will	and	over	the	
last	year	the	challenge	has	been	not	only	to	do	what	we	already	do	but	also	to	make	
sure	that	local	voices	are	heard	at	the	national	level.		
	
Improve	the	synergies	at	national	platform	level	and	local	levels	but	the	road	map	to	
make	that	happen	–	flesh	out	what	that	means	with	FPP	is	something	to	be	done…it	
is	a	challenge.	



	
Same	 goes	 for	 the	 gender	 work	 group	 –	 we	 need	 something	 on	 gender	 but	 two	
women’s	organization	on	the	platform	–	 it	was	 raised	on	May.	 I	was	shocked	how	
the	platform	reacted	to	the	proposal	of	the	two	women	to	do	a	platform	on	gender	
(they	 laughed	 at	 them)	 so	 knowledge	 and	 capacity	 on	 gender…we	 support	 the	
people	who	want	to	work	on	this	and	now	there	has	been	a	working	group	on	the	
platform	The	working	group	 is	a	bit	 lost	on	how	to	streamline	gender	 through	the	
platform.	CIDT,	FERN	and	FODER	on	the	same	line	–	it	is	a	challenge	and	not	will	be	
changed	 in	 a	 short	 time.	 We	 also	 need	 to	 put	 the	 focus	 on	 gender	 more	 in	 our	
advocacy	work	–	reach	women	parliamentarians	…	a	national	plan	on	working	with	
parliamentarians	 has	 been	 developed.	 We	 could	 do	 something	 specifically	 on	
working	 with	 women	 parliamentarians.	 We	 could	 do	 more	 on	 putting	 women’s	
rights	more	at	the	forefront.	A	workshop	is	needed	to	train	the	members	on	what	is	
gender…everyone	was	laughing	etc.	To	organize	action	on	that	in	country	we	do	not	
have	budget	for	it.	CED	and	FODER	should	do	this	..they	have	the	money	so	why	are		
they	not	doing	it?	
	
Marie	Ange	did	this	 ...went	to	the	conference	 ...it	was	regional.	 It	could	be	part	of	
the	 strategy	 of	 the	 platform.	 CIDT	 could	 also	 strongly	 encourage	 tat	 the	 partners	
look	at	gender	issue…that	a	case	be	made	for	this.	The	gender	working	group	is	on	
track	now.	We	will	have	a	conversation	with	them	on	this	later	this	month	,	we	have	
a	meeting	on	October	19th	.	We	have	to	take	the	ownership	on	this...CIDT	has	some	
tools	 on	 gender	 and	 we	 can	 develop	 some	 communication	 tools	 around	 this.	 It	
seems	that	the	link	with	gender	has	not	been	made	clear…raising	the	question	it	self	
is	 setting	 the	 agenda...that	 is	why	we	discussed	 it	 at	 the	meeting	 at	 the	CFP.	 It	 is	
interesting	because	it	is	on-going.	FLEGT	has	done	nothing	to	help	women	in	VPA.	
	

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]	

	
	
	
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?			

Would	 be	 good	 to	 know	who	 else	 is	 funding	 CED	 and	 FODER	 and	 what	 they	 are	
doing	with	others.	They	are	the	two	big	organizations	and	we	don’t	give	the	others	a	
chance	to	emerge.	We	need	to	know	how	much	money	they	have	I	cant	tell	you	how	
much	money	they	have	and	how	many	projects	so	that	we	can	access	their	capacity	
a	particular	project	They	have	good	management	capacity	but	they	will	face	limits	to	
their	 capacity.	 We	 don’t	 want	 them	 to	 crash.	 WE	 have	 seen	 this	 and	 often	 with	
financial	management.	There	is	a	danger	and	Rodrigue	is	super	tired,	he	has	lot	on	
this	plate	and	not	a	lot	of	people	around.	There	are	limits.	How	as	a	partner	who	is	



concerned	and	cares	about	 that	we	are	concerned.	Do	both	organizations	have	an	
annual	plan	 saying	 this	 is	what	we	are	going	 to	do	 this	 year	with	 such	and	 such	a	
partner	with	this	money	it	would	be	useful	to	have	this.	WE	can	as	them	to	organize	
a	 partners	 meeting,	 we	 organize	 all	 partner,	 put	 our	 cards	 on	 the	 table,	 and	
successes	challenges	and	needs	and	these	are	themes	we	want	to	discuss	with	you.	
WE	could	think	of	a	forum	like	this.	All	the	organizations	working	on	advocacy.	We	
have	Cameroon	INGO	meetings	–	we	discuss	advocacy	issues	and	who	is	doing	what.	
No	time	to	go	into	details	of	who	is	funding	what	where	and	for	how	long.	We	can	
share	these	meeting	minutes	with	 local	partners.	But	with	certain	partners	specific	
organizations	that	organize	a	partners	meeting	once	a	year.	FERN	is	not	a	capacity	
building	 organization	 but	 an	 advocacy	 organization…we	 do	 capacity	 building	 but	
Well	grounded	 is	really	about	capacity	building…they	did	an	assessment	of	FODER,	
they	 were	 not	 fully	 satisfied…no	 formal	 relationship…they	 know	 each	 other	 very	
well…a	 suggestion	 that	 if	 we	 want	 to	 work	 in	 a	 sustainable	 way.	 Include	 Well	
Grounded…	
	
We	also	need	to	talk	about	our	political	goals,	for	example	in	conversion	timber	it	is	
an	issue	have	not	sit	together	and	understand	our	overall	goals	and	need	to	talk	 it	
through	to	come	to	agreement.	
	
Also	wanted	to	underline	had	been	expected	more	to	be	involved	in	the	work	done	
with	universities.	Before	the	project	though	we	would	be	asked	to	give	our	views	on	
the	curriculum	and	to	teach	more...I	am	not	sure	what	is	the	political	message	that	is	
integrated	in	the	modules	that	are	developed.	Because	Christiane	it	would	be	good	
to	come	to	Cameroon…it	was	not	feasible	from	a	practical	standpoint.	For	example	
FODER	sends	us	things	when	it	is	all	finished.	She	looks	at	FERN	as	a	donor…we	are	
not	 trying	 to	 inspect,	 we	 want	 to	 talk	 it	 through.	 We	 cannot	 stick	 our	 nose	 in	
everything	 but	we	 could	 have	 been	more	 useful…there	 is	 room	 for	more	 bridges.	
Use	us	more!!	As	we	are	used	 in	 the	UK	when	we	organize	 trainings	 for	CIDT,	 this	
also	contributes	 to	keeping	 the	project	 together...it	might	have	been	the	same	 for	
FPP.	 It	 would	 be	 useful	 because	 FPP	 doesn’t	 work	 directly	 with	 communities	 but	
FODER	 does.	 We	 have	 first	 hand	 information	 on	 the	 EU.	 It	 is	 one-way	
communication,	have	you	done	this?	They	can	turn	it	around.	
	
What	is	their	TOC	and	do	they	respect	their	TOC	when	they	say	yes	to	certain	things.	
Can	Well	Grounded	play	this	role?		

	
	
9. Thinking	 to	 the	 remainder	of	 the	project’s	 implementation	and	beyond	what	are	

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

I	went	 three	 times	 a	 year	 to	Cameroon.	 I	will	 be	 in	October,	 along	with	Aurelian	 and	
have	meeting	with	the	platform	together.	The	problem	is	that	we	failed	to	participate	in	



all	coordination	meetings	–	we	were	not	able	to	be	there	at	the	same	time	always.	Also	
the	 same	 for	 FPP.	 An	 annual	 coordination	 in	 country	 for	 example	 would	 have	 been	
better	–CIDT	should	have	stipulated	an	annual	coordination	meeting	at	the	same	time	
every	year.	
	
	
	 	



	


