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South-west Forests & Landscape Grouping (SWFLG) 
 

The need for serious attention to be given to the forests and forested landscapes of the south-
west highlands of Ethiopia has been recognised by the partners in this project and in 2012 they 
formed a grouping to further develop their on-going work. At present the grouping has one other 
on-going project in this area besides the WCC-PFM Project:  
 

REDD+ Participatory Forest Management in South-West Ethiopia (REPAFMA-SW 

Ethiopia) led by Ethio-Wetlands and Natural Resources Association in association with 

the Development Fund of Norway with funding from NORAD. 
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Acronyms  
 
ARDCO  Agricultural Rural Development Coordination Office  

BoARD  Bureau of Agricultural and Rural Development 

DA    Development Agent 

FMA        Forest Management Association (at wereda level) 

FMG    Forest Management Group (at got level) 

GPS    Global Positioning System 

Got    Roughly equivalent to small village groups 

Kebele    Lowest administrative unit in Ethiopia, made up of several Gots 

NTFP   Non Timber Forest Product 

PFM  Participatory Forest Management   

PLC     Private Limited Company 

PM&E    Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation 

SNNPRS  Southern Nations, Nationalities and Peoples Regional State 

SWOT   Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats Analysis 

TOR    Terms of Reference 

WCC    Wild coffee conservation  

Wereda  Roughly equivalent to a district, made up of several Kebeles 
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1. Introduction to the Guide  
 
1.1 Background to the guide and how it fits with the national PFM Guidelines. 
 
These PFM Guidelines draws on 12 years of practical experiences of establishing Participatory 
Forest Management (PFM) within the Wild Coffee Conservation by PFM (WCC-PFM) and the 
Non Timber Forest Products ï Participatory Forest Management (NTFP-PFM) Research and 
Development Project in the natural montane forests of South West Ethiopia. It contains an 
overview of the;  
 
ü Why? - The rationale and principles of PFM,  
ü What? ï Overview of PFM steps and activities,  
ü Annexes ï Related to forms, formats and detailed guidance for PFM. 

 
The national PFM guidelines explicitly state that they are only a general guide and that 
experimentation and adaptation is expected in PFM implementation. These PFM guidelines 
reflect the results of such experimentation but are still harmonized in terms of concepts and 
principles with the national PFM Guidelines, and follow similar, comparable process steps as can 
be seen in the table that follows. In these guidelines there is further experimentation in order to 
explore how PFM can support and achieve the conservation of wild Arabica coffee. While 
understanding of the role of PFM for the maintenance of forest and hence the conservation of 
forest biodiversity is well recognized in the national PFM guideline, attention is given here in the 
WCC-PFM project to ensure the conservation of wild Arabica coffee through detailed 
management plans developed with full participation of the community.  

 
PFM Phases 

National 

Guidelines 

PFM steps National 

Guidelines 

PFM steps NTFP-PFM Guidelines 

Phase 1. 

Mobilization 

1. Getting started 1. Getting started 

2. Familiarization of PFM 

processes 

Phase 2.  

PFM planning 

process 

3. Forest resource 

assessment and 

management planning. 

2. Boundary negotiation and demarcation 

3. Facilitating forest management 

planning  

4. Organizing and 

legalizing CBOs 

4. Organizing Community Based 

Institutions and internal regulations 

5. PFM agreement development, signing 

and awareness raising 

Phase 3. 

Implementation 

phase 

5. Capacity building and 

skills development 

6. Forest management implementation 

and enterprise development 

6.    Participatory 

monitoring and evaluation 

7.   Monitoring, evaluation and 

responsiveness.  
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1.2 Who is the Guide intended for and how should it be used?  
 
This guide is intended primarily for those facilitating a PFM process; for example it is ideal for 
Government or NGO PFM facilitators.  The guide could also be useful for researchers, academic 
institutions or policy makers who would like a better insight into the establishment and 
implementation of PFM.  The guide provides a concise description of each of the key steps and 
associated activities, with supporting Annexes for those that require further information on 
formats, forms and procedures related to each step.  
 
This document provides guidance; it is not a list of prescriptions. Experimentation with this guide 
is not only permitted but actively encouraged. Adaptation to different specificities or changing 
social, economic, ecological or policy conditions is essential.  Although the principles of PFM stay 
fairly constant, the need to devolve control of forest resources and to balance responsibilities with 
benefits in order to make forest management attractive is likely to require site specific adaptions. 
For example in this project the objectives of government for the forest include the need to focus 
on wild coffee in-situ conservation and this need is reflected in the PFM management plans and 
agreements.  In line with the principles of PFM, where the responsibilities for communities are 
increased, either through extra work or increased opportunity cost, the benefits also have to be 
increased to ensure that the incentives balance is still favourable in making forest management 
attractive.  
 
Moreover, this guideline serves as a roadmap to engage different stakeholders in the process of 
planning and implementation such biodiversity conservation through applicable participatory 
instruments. 

 
1.3. Evolution of the Participatory Forest Management approach  

 
It has been increasingly evident in the last few decades that regulatory forest policies and 
programmes have been impossible to implement in developing countries over large swathes of 
forest because of a lack of human and material resources. Thus what was called ñsocial forestryò, 
and later ñparticipatory forestryò emerged to cover a range of different approaches that engage 
communities in what had previously been state controlled forests. Participatory Forest 
Management covers a broad spectrum of degrees of engagement of communities in forest 
management, including joint forest management which is a partnership kind of management 
between communities and government, and also community forestry which is usually a fuller 
devolution of forest control to communities.  
 
In Ethiopia PFM pilots began in the second half of the 1990s and since then the approach has 
evolved and become adapted to different areas of the country. Mirroring the international 
evolution of the approach, in many places initially the approach in Ethiopia focussed more on 
participatory forest conservation combined with alternative livelihood approaches designed to 
take the pressure off the forest. However, with the realisation that increasing the value of the 
forest was the best way to reduce pressure on it, PFM has evolved in Ethiopia to focus on 
sustainable forest management, which involves a combination of responsibilities for forest health, 
biodiversity and productivity and increasing returns from forest utilization.   
 
PFM, devolved forest management has now been enshrined in Federal and Regional policies 
and regulations. The Federal Forest Proclamation ˉ 542/2007 Article Article 9(3) states that, 
óForest development, conservation and utilization plans shall be formulated to allow the 
participation of local communities in the development and conservation and also in the sharing of 
benefits from the development of state forestsô. Within some regional forestry proclamations and 
regulations the provisions for PFM have been elaborated and strengthened, notably in Oromia 
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and SNNPRS.  With legislative, government and strong donor support for PFM expansion in 
Ethiopia at this time, opportunities abound to enhance the PFM approach, streamline it, explore 
different uses and scale it up to cover as much of the natural forest as possible so that the forest, 
forest dependent people and the government can all be winners in the future ï working in 
partnership for sustainable forest management. 
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2. Why? The rationale and 

principles of Participatory Forest 

Management  
 

PFM recognises people living around forests as economic decision makers, where their forest 
protection efforts are directly correlated with the value they feel for the forest. If the value of 
agriculture increases through strengthened tenure and support for agricultural productivity, whilst 
forests remain óopen accessô with most use criminalized, it would be a rational decision to convert 
forest to agriculture, as has been the case in Ethiopia, especially in the last few decades. 

 In the WCC-PFM project area, there has also been pressure for conversion from natural forest to 
coffee forest. Farmers have cleared out the lower and middle storeys of the natural forest and 
intensively planted coffee seedlings in individually assigned plots. The plots - although not titled -
do however have some recognition by government with farmers paying tax on them. Both the 
coffee forest and the remaining natural forest are covered by the PFM agreement in the version 
of PFM that is being applied in the project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Figure 1. Increasing secure tenure for agriculture and support for agricultural productivity versus 
insecure tenure and criminalization of most forest use has intensified the pressure on the natural 
forest. 
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PFM achieves its results through some fundamental principles and building blocks.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The PFM incentives equation 

 
These principles, A and B are inextricably linked in PFM. User rights (B) without formal local 
control (A) can lead to over-exploitation; local control without enhanced user rights will lead to 
disillusionment. But formal local control plus enhanced user rights leads to increased incentives 
for sustainable forest management by communities.  
 
Another key principle in PFM is trust ï trust by communities that their local control and user rights 
will be respected and supported by the government and, on the other hand, trust by government 
that with more user rights, communities will not over exploit the forest.  
 
PFM is effectively devolving forest management from government to communities, through a 
mutually agreed contractual agreement - a PFM agreement. The PFM agreement between 
government and communities stipulates that communities gain control and more user rights over 
their forests, but only on condition that they donôt convert the forest to agriculture and must not 
degrade the forests in the long term through destructive use. However, the forest will evolve in 
structure and composition in response to forest management by the community in response to 
market forces. 

PFM has been introduced into Ethiopia over the last two decades by a number of actors including 
Farm Africa, GTZ and SoS Sahel. However, understanding how to apply the principles in the 
Ethiopian situation is an on-going learning process.  As more evidence emerges of PFM success 
these misunderstandings and doubts will be reduced and trust in PFM between communities and 
government will gradually be built. It is a major challenge to reorient mind-sets that have been 
deeply set by decades of a regulatory approach to forestry and deeply ingrained beliefs that the 
only way to save the forest is to stop people from using it ï delink people from forests. In contrast 
PFM strengthens the link, a massive paradigm shift. It shows that the forests will survive when 
people can get benefits from them and so are encouraged to use them sustainably. Hence 
adding value to forests is critical for their survival. Some common misconceptions are listed in 
Table 1 ï with PFM principles explained to help correct these misunderstandings. When 
introducing PFM if some of these misunderstandings or fears arise, explain the principles in the 
table that follow in response. 
 

B. PRODUCTIVE AND 

PROFITABLE 

FORESTRY 

Legal user rights, 

forest products 

marketing and 

active forest 

management ς 

helping the forest 

improve 

productivity and 

ΨǇŀȅ ƛǘǎ ǿŀȅΩ 

C. COMMUNITY DRIVEN FOREST 

MANAGEMENT 

Community members are themselves 

motivated not to convert forest to 

agriculture and manage the forest on a 

sustainable basis ς which results in 

slowing down, halting or reversing forest 

conversion and in the development of 

more vibrant forests generating a 

sustained supply of important forest 

products and services. 

+ = 

A. FOREST TENURE 

SECURITY 

Legal control of a 

carefully negotiated 

and clearly 

demarcated forest ς 

ŜƴŘƛƴƎ ΨƻǇŜƴ ŀŎŎŜǎǎΩ 

and providing tenure 

security. 
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Table 1. Common misunderstandings and actual PFM principles 

Common PFM 
misunderstandings  

Actual PFM principles 

 
PFM is about forest 
preservation. 

Forest management or forestry is the practice of human manipulation 
of forests to improve productivity and health, to provide a sustained 
off take of valuable products and services. Although of course forest 
management can have many beneficial ecological outcomes, PFM is 
fundamentally an economic enterprise not an ecological approach. It 
is primarily about making the forest pay its way, so that forest 
managers, in the case of PFM, communities, get sufficient returns for 
their management investment and for the opportunity cost of 
maintaining forest rather than converting to other land uses like 
agriculture.  
 
PFM will ensure that forest is maintained but that the forest will 
evolve as it is managed. Maintaining specific biodiversity within PFM 
forests will have to be based on the community wish to do this, which 
should have an economic incentive ï finding a premium market for 
ówild productsô or another rationale ï such as becoming a 
government requirement for handing over forest control. 
 

 

PFM is a project  

 

PFM is fundamentally a government and policy backed programme 
of devolution of control of forest resources from government to 
communities. In PFM the driving incentives are forest-based, not 
project-based. It is the responsibility of the community to derive 
benefits from the forest. This is very important to try to reduce the 
risk of communities misunderstanding PFM and instead fishing for 
project/government support for development initiatives. Sometimes 
projects have assisted government in implementing a PFM 
programme and in the past alternative livelihood projects were much 
more part of the mix, but this often draws attention away from the 
forest.  
 
The focus in PFM is must be firmly on forest management for long 
term benefits. The projects will end in a number of years, but the 
PFM programme will continue. 
 

 
PFM focuses on 
teaching communities 
to change behaviour 

In PFM, incentives are the key to changing the behaviour of local 
communities towards their forests ï so the focus is on incentives, 
then the communities in response change their own behaviour. 
Community members are not ordered to, told or taught to conserve 
the forest. Rather they are respected as rational decision makers.  
 
It is incentives such as secure tenure and user rights in PFM, as well 
as market opportunities that provide the motivation for communities 
to invest in sustainable forest management, not awareness raising on 
the benefits of protecting the forest. Empowerment through devolved 
power to community plays significant role to behave rationally and 
responsibly. 
 

 
PFM undermines 
traditional customary 
rights & practices 

PFM builds upon and strengthens customary practices that are good 
for the forest. It often provides an opportunity to review traditional 
approaches to forest management, build upon their strengths and 
tackle their weaknesses. The foundation of PFM principles build on  
the premises for indigenous knowledge and institutional practices. 



11 

 

Common PFM 
misunderstandings  

Actual PFM principles 

 
PFM encourages 
forest destruction. 

Evidence has shown that PFM is one of the most cost effective ways 
to curb forest destruction. The biggest threat to natural forests by far 
in Ethiopia is conversion to agriculture, not forest use. A clause in the 
PFM agreements stipulates that communities will lose their new 
forest rights if forest is converted to agriculture and if use is 
destructive of the forest or specific biodiversity. Government staff can 
monitor PFM implementation at any time.  
 
PFM offers an alternative to the unworkable and ineffective bans on 
forest use By making the forest valuable PFM incentivises 
communities to maintain the forest with controlled and sustainable 
use. For critics of PFM, it might be good to ask; what proven 
workable alternatives are there to it?  The studies and field 
experiences reports from pilot PFM and so far handed over forest 
sites have demonstrated that forest and biodiversity has been  
improved. 
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3. How? PFM facilitation skills  
One of the most important incentives in PFM, but much more subtle than devolved control and 
user rights, is empowering communities to be in the driving seat. If communities feel they are 
been instructed or directed to manage the forest rather than self-determining their forest 
management, PFM will not work in the long run. So facilitated community self-determination 
is a key principle of how the PFM steps have to be conducted.  

Many natural resource specialists who are now tasked with facilitating the development of PFM 
were trained in natural sciences, how to advise and instruct. Yet facilitation of PFM demands 
skills in communication, listening, responsiveness, and process. This often requires a whole 
reorientation of attitude, behaviour, skills and methods.  

In order of priority in PFM facilitation (also see Figure 3) are:     

1) the need for the appropriate attitude and behaviour,  

2) the need for appropriate skills, and  

3) the need to be acquainted with all the methods/PFM steps and to know how to select and 
adapt the methods depending on the PFM purpose and context. 

PFM facilitators should be careful not to dominate, rather they should listen carefully. The 
facilitators should have to avoid double missions doing control and facilitation at the same time.  
Most importantly, they must be open-minded, and should not enter a meeting with rigid 
preconceptions about what the result of a discussion or exercise will be ï or try to influence the 
outcome and in doing so undermine ownership among community members. Ownership is the 
key to self-motivation. For example a fully owned but imperfect forest management plan, is much 
better than a technically perfect plan that is not owned by communities. The PFM facilitator 
should focus on applying the appropriate process and methods, and should not seek to influence 
the content and outcomes (unless the outcomes go beyond what is legally allowed, are outside 
the PFM agreement or towards outcomes that it is felt would have major negative impacts on the 
community). Community members should be encouraged to be in the driving seat of PFM 
decision making and action, PFM facilitators should be in the back seat.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Attitude, skills and methods in PFM facilitation 

1. Attitude and behaviour 

Open minded, respect, humility  

3. The methods/PFM steps 

Participatory and inclusive  

2. Skills. Listening, facilitation, responsiveness  
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4. What  is different with our steps?  

Although the general process steps in different PFM initiatives have evolved to be similar, there 

are some important innovations that have emerged based on trial and error in the NTFPïPFM 

and WCC-PFM Project experiences and which have been applied to the steps in this PFM guide. 

¶ Fast track to the PFM Agreement, focus on details afterwards. Although it might 

seem illogical and inefficient not to have all the details related to forest management planning or 

required for forest product marketing, in the management planning steps prior to the PFM 

agreement, communities want formal control of the forest fast. They want this to ward off threats, 

end open access and build trust with the government; only then can they fully concentrate on 

practical forest management. So in the PFM steps that follow, the steps up to the PFM 

agreement have been streamlined, some details on practical forest management and use have 

been postponed to later steps. 

¶ Separating out external monitoring requirements from what is relevant for 

community members in the PFM establishment process. A major part of streamlining PFM 

steps and procedures is ensuring that the activities are designed in a way to be as relevant as 

possible for the main forest managers - community members. It is important not to get different 

functions mixed up, alienate communities or make the approach too complex.  

For example in PFM management planning processes, notably the forest resource assessment, 

often has different functions for different actors (government and communities). The communities 

see the management planning process partly as a necessary pre-requisite to get the PFM 

agreement, but also do see value in the process in terms of having an opportunity to come 

together to practically discuss and strategize. However government foresters often tend to see 

the management planning process and forest resource assessment as a way of developing a 

scientifically rigorous monitoring baseline of forest conditions, as part of a control function. By 

combining these two functions into this step, it can make the whole step too cumbersome ï 

serious impeding progress and scaling up of PFM. It also alienates communities from what 

should be their forest management planning process and often the result does not even satisfy 

the demands for a scientific baseline line required by the government.  

Instead, in the steps that have evolved in this guide, the community function for management 

planning is kept within the management planning step but activities are limited to only what is 

practically relevant for them and meets the minimum requirement to attain the PFM agreement. 

The external control and monitoring requirements of government has been largely removed from 

community management planning step and is now placed within the cross cutting monitoring and 

evaluation step.  

¶ PFM at Got level. It has been found that community members in the South West feel that 

it is at the Got level where there is the strongest bond between people and the forest, and that 

the most appropriate unit for forest management is at the Got level. However, depending on the 

context, more than one Got could jointly form a management unit especially where forest size is 

very small and extend to more than one Got. 
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¶ Forest Management Association at Wereda level combined with Forest Product 

Marketing Organisation. There is no perfect organisation for PFM in Ethiopia. Through a very 

thorough and democratic process, community members in partnership with the government 

officers selected Forest Management Associations (FMA) at wereda level to be the appropriate 

institution for PFM based forest management. The FMA is linked to the Got level branch Forest 

Management Groups (FMG) who are the signatories of the PFM agreement and ultimately 

responsible for forest management. Cooperatives at multi-kebele level were selected to provide a 

marketing function. Because of the two separate organisations, MoUs and joint action plans are 

prepared between both. Previously PLCs have also been established and have worked well in 

increasing returns for forest products, notably honey. However, there are some difficulties in 

maintaining a strong link between the PLCs and the Forest Management Groups. Even though 

these guidelines reflect the institutional choices selected by the communities and government, 

these are not prescribed choices.  It is recommended that an institutional selection process be 

followed in all PFM exercises to ensure community ownership. 

¶ Management plan or community based organization first? A key dilemma 

experienced during experimenting with PFM steps, is whether the management plans or the 

community based organizational formation should come first. If the organization is formed first, 

then it is clear that the organization can develop the management plan. However without a 

management plan which helps outline the ójob descriptionô for forest management, how can the 

right people be selected for the forest management organisation? The conclusion to this 

conundrum is that it is a bit of a ñchicken and eggò story, with no absolutely right way of doing it. 

There are pluses and minuses associated with both aproaches. However, in the sequence in this 

guideline, the management planning comes before organization establishment. Temporary 

community facilitators (identified in Step 1) guide the process of management planning formation 

and then are dissolved once the organization is formed.  This solves the problem of who should 

be responsible for facilitating the management plan development. This sequence was developed 

so that the functions of forest management are understood by the community and the best 

people with the most suitable skills are identified. 

¶ Silviculture and enterprise development links and challenges. Late in the PFM 

process developed by the NTFP-PFM Project, as we entered the Forest Management and 

Enterprise development step, emphasis has been on put on Forest Management as the centre of 

PFM. This involves the facilitation of the development by communities of efficient and effective 

ways to increase natural forest productivity and ensure that productivity is linked to important 

uses for home consumption and demand in the market, linking supply to demand. Adding value 

to the forest through enterprise development and wise manipulation of the forest to increase 

productivity are key ways of helping ensuring the economics of forest retention are favourable, 

and that PFM is attractive. However, in SNNPRS there are, at present, numerous challenges to 

increasing the value of the forest, including continued heavy restrictions on the use of forest 

under PFM (often with few additional user rights compared to non-PFM forest) as well as gaps in 

knowledge and confidence within the government on the rationale, principles and practice of 

silviculture in natural forests. These challenges are now the new front line in PFM development in 

Ethiopia. For PFM to be attractive and self-sustaining in the long run, and for illegal uncontrolled 

and destructive use of natural forest to be effectively tackled, productive and sustainable forest 

management in PFM, linked to community based enterprises, must be fully legalised, supported 

and monitored by the government.  
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¶ Wild coffee and biodiversity maintenance. Since the main goal of the WCC-PFM 

project is to contribute to the conservation of coffee biodiversity through the application of 

simplified PFM procedures, a key element in the PFM process is to ensure this is 

achieved in a sustainable way without taking ownership away from the communities.  

This has meant that on one hand the communities have been asked to include and accept 

provisions related to wild coffee conservation on their byelaws, management plans and 

PFM agreements (notably agreeing not to convert natural forest that contains in-situ wild 

coffee into coffee forest). On the other hand this has been done in a very sensitive way, 

not imposed by the project, but being presented as part of a ódealô with government for the 

communities to gain control over the forest and more legal user rights.  The project has 

also sought to help in-situ wild coffee ópay its wayô by seeking out premium markets for 

this product.  

Beyond the basic principles of balancing protection, development and utilisation, 

communities have been in the driving seat in determining their own management 

practices.  This high degree of ownership over forest management decision making is 

seen as key in creating óbuy inô of the decision to maintain wild coffee in-situ.  Maintaining 

the wild coffee generates a higher financial opportunity cost than converting the forest to 

coffee forest, although the premiums for wild coffee are helping offset this. With higher 

conservation burdens more care needs to be taken in the provision of associated 

benefits, both tangible in terms of seeking higher financial returns from ówild coffeeô but 

also in ensuring that óownershipô of forest management is with the communities and not 

imposed on them.  
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5. The PFM steps. 
The overall PFM steps and sequence that emerged in the NTFP-PFM and WCC-PFM projects 

are shown below. Note that participatory Monitoring and Evaluation and responsiveness is a 

cross cutting step and that awareness raising, capacity building and conflict management 

activities are integrated throughout all the steps.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Getting 

started 

2. Boundary 

negotiation and 

demarcation 

3. Facilitating forest 

management 

planning  

4. Organizing 

community based 

institutions  

6. Forest 

management 

implementation 

and enterprise 

development 
5. PFM 

agreement 

discussion &  

signing and 

awareness 

raising  

 

7. Monitoring, 

evaluation and 

responsiveness 

 

Continuous 

awareness raising, 

capacity development 

and conflicts 

management 



17 

 

Step 1. Getting started 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.1 Wereda PFM awareness raising, training and Kebele site identification.  

ü PFM awareness raising and training for Wereda level government staff on PFM principles, 

facilitation skills and steps and levelling expectations. Guidance handouts/posters on 

PFM provided.  

ü Identifying potential PFM Kebele sites with sufficient forest cover and legitimate 

customary claims by the communities over their forest. This is done using any relevant 

information that is available, e.g. local knowledge, forest cover statistics and conducting a 

participatory forest extent mapping exercise. This identification can be done as part of the 

training or a follow on task set in the training. 

1.2 Kebele PFM awareness raising, request letter, training and site selection.  

ü PFM awareness raising and training for Kebele level government staff and Development 

Agents on PFM principles, facilitation skills and steps and levelling expectations. 

Guidance handouts/posters on PFM provided.  

ü Format for a request letter requesting to take part in PFM is provided. If the kebele 

community want to join PFM, the kebele administration submit the request letter. 

ü As part of the training a participatory mapping exercise may be conducted, to 

identify/verify suitable Gots that have sufficient natural forest and where Got level 

communities have legitimate and clear customary claims to forest areas. It also serves as 

a basis for boundary negotiation. 

ü As part of the orientation, criteria are provided to the Development Agents for the 

selection of suitable Gots for PFM and for the selection of 2-3 Got level community 

facilitators from each Got in the Kebele. Also a task is set to select the community level 

facilitators. 

Key outputs and outcomes 

V Government and community made 
aware of PFM and trained on 
rationale, principles, facilitation skills 
and key steps and activities. 

V PFM request letter submitted by 
Kebele admin. 

V Kebele and Got level sites identified. 

V Community PFM facilitation team 

established.  

 

Timing guide: Roughly 60 
days per Wereda with 12 kebeles.  
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Step 2. Boundary negotiation and demarcation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.1 Training on map reading, GPS and GIS training.  
 
ü The map reading and GPS training can be provided for Wereda level experts, 
Development Agents and selected community facilitators and should be conducted in a practical 
learning by doing way, immediately prior to doing the actual demarcation work( see 2.4). The GIS 
training should be provided to the Wereda level experts only. They can provide guidance and 
technical backstopping to the team during the demarcation process. 
 

Resources for Step 1. Getting Started. 

Orientation poster on PFM principles and steps and 

handouts on PFM principles and steps 

Annex 1. Guidance form for assessing and selecting 

suitable PFM Gots 

Annex 2. Format for PFM request letter 

Annex 3. Criteria and guidance for identifying and 

setting up the PFM community facilitation team 

Tips 

ü Make sure all are clear on the 

rational and key principles of PFM 

and that expectations are levelled 

before explaining steps. Ask 

participants in the training to recap 

on principles and key steps to 

ensure understanding. 

ü On selecting suitable sites use 

discretion, is the forest size large 

enough to be feasible? Is the forest 

too heavily contested? 

Key outputs and outcomes 

V Government and community facilitation team 
trained on key skills related to boundary 
negotiation and demarcation. 

V External boundaries between Gots and 

internal PFM forest / agriculture boundaries 

negotiated between all relevant parties. 

Boundary trees marked with paint and GPS 

readings taken. 

V Maps produced showing internal PFM forest 

and external Got boundaries. 

V Form signed by the representatives of 

neighbouring Gots to verify agreed boundary. 

V óMembersô of the PFM Got and customary 

users of the forest from outside referred to as 

óAssociate membersô are registered. 

 

Timing guide: Roughly 200 days per 
Wereda ï based on an estimate of 20 PFM 
Gots per Wereda 
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2.2 Training on conflict management and negotiation  
 
ü This training should be for Wereda level experts, Development Agents and community 
facilitators. It should include stakeholder mapping, basic negotiation and conflict management 
skills and a good understanding that the boundaries in PFM are a result of negotiation between 
stakeholders not imposed in a top down process. Again this training is best done directly before 
practical application ï below in 2.3. 
 
2.3 Participatory forest mapping - external got boundaries and internal forest 

boundaries. 
 
Participatory mapping exercise in Got identifying tentative Got boundary and the internal 
boundary between forest and agricultural land. Boundaries are negotiated between coffee forest 
and natural forest for two reasons.  Firstly, stopping conversion of natural forest to coffee forest is 
an obligation of communities in the PFM agreement. Secondly, because the forest types are 
managed differently; the coffee plots are managed by a mix of individual responsibility (individual 
plot owners) and collective responsibility. The natural forest is purely a collective responsibility. 
 
2.4 Got and forest boundary negotiation and demarcation.  
 
ü On the ground negotiation of the external Got boundary with neighbouring Got 
representatives and negotiating internal boundary between forest and agricultural land with 
concerned farmers. Also other important stakeholders ï e.g. clan leaders, highly dependent 
forest groups (even those with temporary presence in the forest) and all concerned government 
representatives should be involved. Only when the boundary is agreed through negotiation are 
boundary trees marked with paint where there are no natural boundaries and GPS coordinates 
entered. Flexibility is recommended in internal forest boundary negotiation, communities may 
have valid reasons for not including all forest under PFM, and forcing them to do so could be 
counterproductive. When GPS readings are taken, descriptions of the GPS points should be 
noted in the provided format (See Annex 5). Moreover, the connecting lines have to be 
described. In taking  GPS points, care has to be taken as it may include or exclude certain 
portions of an area on the map if it is long. If there is no agreement, the boundary should not be 
demarcated. Dispute settlement is a pre-requisite of boundary demarcation (See text box with 
tips that follows)   
 
2.5  Data input to develop maps. 
 
ü Inputting the coordinates from the GPS is done to develop the maps. Ideally this should 
be done at the Wereda level by Wereda level experts but it will depend where skills, computers 
and appropriate GIS software are available. Printed copies of the maps should be produced. 
 
2.5 Verification of maps through signing forms.  
 
ü Each map is verified by Got and neighbouring Got representatives by signing a prepared 
format that accompanies the map, acknowledging that they accept the boundaries. (See Annex 
6.) 
 
2.6 Registration of members and non-members.  
 
ü Once boundaries are agreed, registration of members of the Got and associate members 
should be conducted. This can often only be decided at this stage when it is clear where the Got 
boundaries are. This should be done on the provided format (See Annex 7). Associate members 
are people from other Gots with customary user rights in the forest ï this is important as often 
customary rights often do not fit into administrative and Got boundaries. 
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Resources for 

Step 2. 

Boundary 

Negotiation and 

Demarcation 

Training materials 

on GPS, GIS, 

stakeholder 

mapping, 

negotiation and 

conflict 

management 

Annex 4. 

Stakeholder 

mapping exercise 

guidance.  

Annex 5. 

Boundary 

demarcation 

description format 

to use with GPS 

during 

demarcation.  

Annex 6. 

Boundary 

demarcation 

agreement form. 

Annex 7. 

Registration form 

for members and 

associate 

members. 

Tips 

ü It might seem unusual in a PFM process, that not only the 
forest is demarcated but also the Got level boundaries. Because Got 
boundaries are often not known on the ground, it is impossible to 
decide which forest belongs to which Got without demarcating the 
boundaries of Gots. Here, it refers to delineating Got forest boundary. 

ü Because PFM is about devolving government administered 
forest to communities, it has to be based on Government 
administrative units when it comes to demarcation. However it is 
recognised that there are customary claims that do not neatly 
correspond with administrative units as well as transient lifestyles of 
some forest dependent people. The associate member procedure is 
designed to help secure customary rights for people resident outside 
the Got or those with transient lifestyles. However at times, 
communities will have to negotiate between themselves how to 
ensure important customary claims are maintained and managed 
under PFM. Flexibility would be required in process facilitation to 
allow this, but it must always be stressed that PFM is designed to be 
inclusive and not undermine customary forest management, or the 
livelihoods of forest dependent sections of the community. 

ü Many steps in PFM can be dramatically streamlined ï 
however boundary negotiation and demarcation cannot be rushed. 
Spending a few days identifying and engaging all the relevant 
stakeholders in negotiation can avoid months of work trying to 
manage a fully blown conflict. Overall, this is by far the most time 
consuming of all the steps but also the step that can generate the 
most conflicts if sufficient care and attention to detail is not taken.  In 
case boundaries share with other woredas, Zone or regions, there 
should be consultation and representations during the process.  

ü When it comes to a boundary dispute there are a series of 
conflict management steps that can be applied.  First it would be 
important to find out if any suitable customary conflict management 
methods are acceptable to both parties. In conventional conflict 
management the preference is neutral facilitated negotiation, where 
often compromise ï give and take - is the most effective way of 
reaching agreement. The second preference where negotiation fails 
would be mediation, where a respected person, maybe an elder helps 
to bring both sides in the dispute towards an agreement, working as 
an intermediary and trust builder. Less favourable and last resort 
methods would include arbitration, where a respected outsider 
considers both sides of the argument and decides the outcome. The 
last resort would be the legal equivalent of arbitration ï adjudication. 
This would involve the judiciary and courts. However if there is a 
serious dispute about a boundary it is sometimes best to leave it for 
local stakeholders to sort out, maybe with the help of elders, rather 
than PFM facilitators investing too much time on it. They have enough 
to do elsewhere! 



21 

 

Step 3. Facilitating forest management planning  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.1 Training on sustainable forest management steps and management planning. 

ü This training for the government staff and community facilitators covers the principles and 
practice of sustainable forest management, as well as on how to facilitate all the activities within 
the management planning process that follows. 

3.2 Participatory forest resource mapping.  
 
ü Based on a printed map which is an output of Step 2, a hand drawn map is enlarged on a 
flip chart and presented in a got meeting. As well as the orientation provided,  the map itself is a 
basis from which to start discussing forest condition and management options. Key features in 
the forest and forest types are identified by community members. Routes for the forest 
observation walk are identified on the map. Routes must go through all key forest types and not 
be restricted to paths. See Annex 8, sub step 1.  
 
3.3 Rapid forest assessment / forest observation walk. 
 
ü The forest observation walk is the opportunity to get out into the forest to discuss forest 
condition and practical management options and tips. A guide is provided to help structure this 
discussion in the forest (See Annex 8, sub step 2 for guidance on how to do this step and Annex 
9. for the actual checklist of questions). Participants observe the forest type then stop at an 
observation point and discuss the checklist of questions on forest observation form. GPS 
coordinates of forest observation points can be entered in addition as points of reference for 
subsequent follow up. A simple forest density calculation method is used and it might be 
interesting for monitoring purposes to compare forest density in the future. However note that for 

Key outputs and outcomes 

V Government and community members 

trained on the basic principles and practice of 

sustainable forest management. 

V Rapid forest resources 

assessment/observation conducted and form 

filled 

V Include wild coffee & biodiversity assessment 

and analysis    

V Forest product analysis done. 

V Forest management analysis done. 

V Three year forest management framework 

with general key activities decided for each 

year  

 

Timing guide: Roughly 125 days in a 
Wereda with 20 Gots. 
 

 
































