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1 INTRODUCTION

The study 'Nature and impact of German bilateral development cooperation in the forest sector'
explores scope, organisation, impacts and policy trends of forest related bilateral German
development cooperationinthe context of overall international development assistance and with a
particular comparative perspective on the case study countries Cameroon, Democratic Republic of
the Congo, and Indonesia. The selected case study countries (CSC) are particularly relevant with
regard to forest related German development cooperation because they host some of the largest
remainingtropical forest areas and biodiversity hotspots, and are furthermore in the focus of global
environmentand development discourses and policies concerning climate change mitigation as well
as biodiversity and forest protection.

The main objectives of the study are:

e todescribethe German forestrelated bilateral development assistancein the context of overall
German development assistance and global development funding with a particular focus on the
three case study countries,

e to explore the scope and influence of German bilateral forest fundingin the three case study
countries Cameroon, DR Congo, and Indonesia,

e toidentify strategies, approaches, and instruments applied in forest related bilateral German
development cooperation and to understand related expectations on impacts,

e  to critically reflect upon the impacts of different approaches and instruments by exploring
selected projects of forest related German development cooperation,

e toassessimpactsand effectiveness of forest related bilateral German development cooperation
particularly regarding the objectives of a) the protection of natural forests and native
biodiversity, b) the improvement of local livelihoods, and c) the protection and strengthening of
the rights of indigenous peoples and other forest dependent communities.

To address these complex and heterogeneous research questions, different interrelated research
approaches have been followed, which are based on various data sources and research approaches.
The findings are presented in different reports referring to the overall context of bilateral forest
related German development cooperation and a comparison of the three case study countries, as
well as to the particular circumstances of forest problematics, policies and development cooperation
in the different countries.

Thisreportfocuses onthe analysis of forest related bilateral German Development Assistance in the
context of overall German and international development assistance, and particularly with regard to
the comparison of the case study countries Cameroon, DR Congo, and Indonesia. The data analysed
and displayedin this report predominantly referto official dataon ODA provided by the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) as well as data from the various funding and
implementing organisations of forest related programs and projects in the case study countries.

In Chapter 2.1 the German forest related bilateral development assistance and development policies
are analysedinthe context of total German development assistance as well as with regard to overall
international development assistance with a particular focus on the sectors Forest and General
Environmental Protection. The analysis is predominantly based on data provided by the OECD and
the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ), and covers the
period from 2002 to 2012.

In Chapter 2.2 German forestrelated development assistance and development projects in the case
study countries Cameroon, DR Congo, and Indonesia are analysed in the context of the overall
development assistance for the case study countries. The analysis covers the period from 2002 to
about 2020 and is based on data referring to disbursements, commitments, and project information
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which have been accessible in April 2014. The data have been predominantly derived from OEDC
statistics and the Creditor Reporting System (CRS) of the Development Assistance Committee (DAC)
as well as the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI), the German Federal Ministry for
Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ), the Federal Ministry for the Environment and
Nature Conservation (BMUB), the Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ),
and the Kreditanstalt fiir Wiederaufbau (KfW), supplemented by information on forest related
German development projects from websites of the Deutsche Klimafinanzierung (DKF) and the REDD
desk.

Chapter 2.3 provides a synopsis of the major findings from the analysis of the data in the Chapters
2.1 and 2.2 with a focus on the comparison of the three case study countries.

The study is mainly based on the review and analysis of publicly available data on Official
Development Assistance (ODA) and development projects as well as related documents, studies and
literature. The study furthermore refers to information, opinions, and assessments provided by
relevant persons in government agencies, development organisations, nongovernmental
organisations (NGOs),academicinstitutions and different stakeholder groups in Germany and in the
case study countries which have been gathered in interviews, discussions and queries. Last but not
least, the analyses and assessments in some parts are supported by first-hand experiences of
selected projects on site.

It is necessary to emphasize serious limitations of this study. It basically depends on and therefore is
significantly restricted by the availability and accuracy of the data analysed, the willingness and
ability of interview partners to provide information, as well as the selection of informants which was
neither comprehensive nor representative. The assessment of instruments and approaches of forest
related development cooperation is predominantly explorative and suffers from considerable
limitations regarding the quality of available data, depth of analysis, and generalizability. Extensive
field research onalarger number of projects would have been desirable, but was beyond the scope
of this study. While short field visits and some on site experiences have been used to verify and
exemplify certain findings, field research does not provide the basis forthe analyses and assessments
which predominantly depend on published information and interviews.
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2 GERMAN FOREST RELATED BILATERAL DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION IN THE GLOBAL
CONTEXT AND IN THE CASE STUDY COUNTRIES

2.1 German development cooperation and forest funding in the global context
2.1.1 Goals, principles, and strategies of forest related German development cooperation

Goals and strategies of German development cooperation in the forest sector are embedded in
overall principles and objectives of German development cooperation. On its website, the German
Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) outlines these principles and
goals.! Referringtoa sense of responsibility, fundamental human val ues of justice and solidarity, as
well as obligations of the strong and wealthy to help the weak and serve the public good, German
development cooperation is regarded as one of the most important instruments of the German
governmenttoactivelyengage "...in combating poverty, securing food, establishing peace, freedom,
democracy and human rights, shaping globalisation in a socially equitable manner, and preserving
the environment and natural resources." These goals are to be achieved in close cooperation with
the international community. For this engagement, German development policy is committed to an
international policy framework and agreements which were established with the active involvement
of Germany, in particularthe Millennium Development Goals, the Monterrey Consensus on securing
funding, the Johannesburg Action Plan promoting sustainability, the EU's ODA Plan with its financing
obligations, as well as the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and the Accra Agenda for Action
seeking to increase the effectiveness of development cooperation.?

In this context, German development cooperation in the forest sector on the BMZ website is
specified underthe majorissue Conserving the Environment and Natural Resources, alongside with
Water, Soils, Biodiversity, Disaster Risk Management and Biosafety, and is highlighted as a key tool
regarding poverty reduction.’ Concerned about globaltrends of forest destruction and the particular
endangerment of tropical forests, the main causes of forest destruction are identified as poverty,
population growth, inappropriate forestry practices, forest clearance for pasture, arable land and
high-profit monocultures, as well as mining and road construction. Claiming that industrialized
countries have for the most part succeeded in halting the destruction of their forests, economic
development is conceived of as one of the main conditions for enabling countries to protect their
forests.”

The goals, priorities, and principles of German development cooperation in the Forest Sector are
further specified in the 2002 BMZ Strategy on Forests and Sustainable Development.’ In this
document the causes of forest destruction are determined remarkably different from the website,
pointing to weak governmental structures, missing political determination, insufficient participation
of civil society, insecure land and use rights, land use conflicts, legal and illegal logging, mining and
infrastructure projects, export oriented extension of agricultural areas and plantations, market
deficiencies as well as global economic relations and financial flows as crucial causes of forest
destruction.® This sector concept is supposed to serve as decision guidance for the identification,
examination, planning, implementation, supervision and eval uation of forest relevant development
projects, aswell as for the development of forest relevant policies on the national and international
level. It is conceived of as authoritative guideline and instruction for action for public agencies of

! see BMZ 2014 Principles, accessed April 2014.

2 See BMZ 2014 International Goals, accessed April2014. Fora review of the international forest policy framework see e.g.
McDermott et al. 2007, 2010.

® see BMZ 2014 Protecting the Environment, accessed April 2014.

* See BMZ 2014 Endangered Forests, accessed April 2014.

® BMZ 2002, 'Sektorkonzept Wald und nachhaltige Entwicklung', BMZ Konzepte 121.

®See BMZ 2002: 9f.
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German development cooperation (including forest relevant projects from other sectors of German
development cooperation) and as guidance for NGOs and the private sector.’

Accordingto thisdocument, the primary goal of development cooperation in the forest sector is to
assist governmental, civil society and private actors in partner countries - and particularly poor and
indigenous people - to protectand use forests sustainablywith the aim to permanently preserve the
capacity of forests to maintain the global ecological balance and to contribute to poverty reduction
and sustainable development. All projects in the forest sector supported by Germany are supposed
to serve the overall goal of forest conservation and to be consistent with the requirements of
sustainable forest management. With regard to the overarching development policy objectives,
projectsinthe forestsectorhave to be aligned with the basicneeds of rural populations and have to
make a concrete contribution to poverty reduction. To make progress on protecting forests is
conceived of as imperative in order to achieve the Millennium Development Goals by 2015,
especially the goal of cutting poverty by half, why forest protection is regarded as an important
element of German development policy.®

As institutional and legal framework for this purpose, a body of international forest law developed
since the early 1990s is supposedto be the basis of German development cooperation in the forest
sector, namely the Statement of Forest Principles adopted at the UN Conference on Environment
and Developmentin 1992, the Intergovernmental Panel on Forests (IPF) established in 1995 and the
Intergovernmental Forum on Forests (IFF) following in 1997, the United Nations Forum on Forests
(UNFF) created in 2000, the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) adopted in 1993 and the 2002
Working Programme for Forest Biological diversity, the Kyoto Protocol to the Convention on Climate
Change adopted in 1997, and the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD)
adopted in 1994.°

The people who are dependent on forests asan ecosystem are identified as the primary target group
of German development cooperation in the forest sector, and the securing of livelihoods of local
people, the improvement of the coverage of basicneeds, as well as structural improvements in rural
areas are recorded as mostimportant tasks for projects in forest related development cooperation. *°
To facilitate these efforts, frame conditions have also to be addressed, and intermediate actors from
government agencies, civil society and the private sector may become primary partners and target
groups of German development cooperation. Furthermore, policy consultancy ininternational donor
fora and networking in international expert groups and organizations has become an important
aspect of German development cooperation in the forest sector.*

Besides references to the international forest regime and environmental regulations as well as
human rights legislation,™ the sector concept outlines principles and safeguards to which German
development cooperation in the forest sector is committed, specifically regarding the information
and participation of all relevant groups,”® land and use rights of forest dependent and indigenous
people,** benefit sharing and the improvement of livelihoods, gender issues and the participation of
women, as well as standards regarding forest conservation and sustainable forest use *°. These social
and ecological safeguards are conceived of as minimum requirements for programs and projects of
German development cooperation. They are supposed to be operationalized successively in the

7 BMZ 2002: 7.

¥ See BMZ 2002: 5, 12.

°See BMZ 2014 International Policy on Forests, accessed April 2014, and BMZ 2002: 10f.

Y see also concept and strategy papers on rural development and poverty reduction BMZ 2001, 2011a, 2012, 2013.
' See BMZ 2002: 5-11, 18f.

25ee also BMZ 2011b, 'Menschenrechte in der deutschen Entwicklungspolitik', BMZ-Strategiepapier 4.

¥ See also BMZ 1999, 'Ubersektorales Konzept Partizipative Entwicklungszusammenarbeit', BMZ Konzepte 102.
" See also BMZ 1996 and BMZ 2006.

> See BMZ 1997 and BMZ 2008.
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partnercountriesandto be systematically integrated into the bilateral planning and implementation
of development programs, including predetermined breaking points.*®

In the context of the international forest regime, National Forest Programs (NFPs) have become a
crucial instrument with regard to the protection and sustainable use of forests, and likewise
constitutes a basic element of German development cooperation in the forest sector. They are
supposedto be the product of a broadly based process of cooperation between governments, civil
society and the private sectorand "should safeguard the economic, legal and political conditions that
make sustainable forest conservation and management possible, whilst taking account of local,
regional, national and global requirements.""’

Apart fromthisinstrument of National Forest Programs, the sector concept determines six fields of
action most relevantforforestrelated German development cooperation labelled Forest Protection
and Afforestation, Consistent Policy Frames, lllegal Logging, Certification, Financing Strategies, and
the International Forest Regime.® The priority areas of development cooperation in the forest sector
referred to onthe BMZ website in 2014 partly capture these fields of action, particularly with regard
to the issues of Combatting Illegal Logging, Forestry Certification, and the Improvement of Policy
Frames. However, the priority areas recorded on the BMZ website seem to indicate shifting focuses
compared to the sectorconcept, eventhoughinline withit. Additional issues include an emphasis on
forest protection by way of utilizing forests, a new focus on the definition of rights to forest access,
management and use, as well as the promotion of regional initiatives and research activities as
priority areas of German development cooperation in the forest sector.*’

2.1.2 German development assistance in the global context

In the following chapters, bilateral German development assistance and forest funding is
contextualised with regard to global Official Development Assistance (ODA).”® Furthermore, forest
related German funding in the three case study countries Cameroon, Democratic Republic of the
Congo and Indonesia is analysed over the period from 2002 to 2012 predominantly in terms of
structure, amounts, and purposes of development assistance, with an outlook regarding
commitments for programs planned until about 2020. Primary data sources on which this analysis is
based are OECD Aid Statistics and the Creditor Reporting System (CRS) of the Development
Assistance Committee (DAC)*', data from the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI), the
German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ), the Federal Ministry
for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB), the Deutsche
Gesellschaft fir Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) and the KfW Development Bank, as well as
federal budget plans of the German Bundestag®’.

®See BMZ 2002: 12-15.

7 BMZ 2014 The German Contribution, accessed April 2014, see also BMZ 2002: 11.

'8 BMZz 2002: 19-21.

¥ See BMZ 2014 The German Contribution, accessed April 2014.

2 ODAincludes grants or|oans to countries and territories on the list of 'developing countries' determined by the
Development Assistance Committee (DAC List of ODA Recipients) and to multilateralagencieswhichare:(a) undertaken by
the official sector; (b) with promotion ofeconomic development and welfare as the main objective; (c) at concessional
financial terms (if a loan, havinga grant element of at least 25 per cent). In addition to financial flows, technical co-
operationisincluded inaid. Grants, loans and credits for military purposes are excluded. Transfer payments to private
individuals (e.g. pensions, re parations orinsurance payouts) areingeneralnot counted. (See OECD DACGlossary, accessed
October 2014.)

21 This committee of the OECD dealing with development co-operation issues currently consists of the 29 members
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy,
Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, The Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, the United Statesand the European Union. The World Bank, IMF and UNDP
participate as observers. (See OECD Development Assistance Committee, accessed October 2014)

22 See Deutscher Bu ndestag 2011, 2012, 2013.
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According to OECD statistics, overall net ODA®® of All Donor Countries in 2012 was calculated at
about 151 billion USD. About 127 billion USD or 84.1% of this amount was attributed to DAC
countries. For the same time Total Flows related to development assistance, which include Other
Official Flows (OOF)** and Private Flows” in addition to ODA, were calculated at about 474 billion
USD. Total Net Private Grantsinthe context of developmentassistance accounted for some 30 billion
USD for 2012 in OECD statistics. (See Figure 2-1)
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Figure 2-1: All Donors, DAC Countries & German ODA, and Total Net Private Grants

In 2012 Germany contributed with some 13 billion USD which constituted about 8.6% of the total net
ODA of all donors, or 10.2% of the DAC countries share in ODA. On average over the 2002-2012
period the share was 8.7% and 10.1% respectively. Total Flows estimates for Germany accounted for
35 billion USD in 2012. (See Figure 2-2)

German ODA and Total Flows 2002-2012 German ODA in % of All Donors and DAC countries
(billion USD) ODA 2002-2012
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Figure 2-2: German Total Flows and German ODA in % of All Donors and DAC countries ODA

2 |fnot specified otherwise, data refer to disbursed net ODA in million USD. Net ODAis the amount donors actually spend
ina givenyear (grossODA) less repayments ofthe principalon loans made in prior years (but notinterest) as well as
offsetting entries for forgiven debt and recoveriesmade ongrants. (OECD 2014 Aid Statistics, accessed November 2014)
** Other Official Flows (OOF)are transactions by the official sector with countries on the DAC List of ODA Recipients which
do not meetthe conditions for eligibility as Official Development Assistance, either because theyare not primarilyaimed at
development, or because they have a grant element of less than 25 per cent.

* Private Flows consist of flows at market terms financed out of private sector resources (i.e. changesin holdings of private
long-termassets held by residents of the reporting country) and private grants (i.e. grants by NGOs and other private
bodies, net of subsidies received from the official sector). (See OECD 2014 DAC Glossary, accessed April 2014)
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German Private Grants for development assistance, which are not included in the ODA and are
predominantly provided by NGOs, in 2012 accounted for 1.4 billion USD. On average over the period
2002-2012, German Private Grants amounted to about 12.8% of official German ODA. For the same
period the respective figure for all donor countries was 15.5%. While the amount of Private Grants
provided by All Donors has increased considerably since 2006, Private Grants from Germany have
rather decreased since 2005 while total German ODA has increased. (See Figure 2-3)

German ODA and Net Private Grants in billion USD German Private Grantsin % of ODA compared to All
2002-2012 Donors Private Grants 2002-2012
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Figure 2-3: German ODA and Net Private Grants in billion USD and % of All Donors Private Grants
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Figure 2-4: ODA of major donors in billion USD and % of GNI
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Since 2002, Germany consistently ranked amongthe five DAC countries contributing the highest ODA
amounts, even though still clearly below the German development policies target of 0.7% of Gross
National Income (GNI) and only ranking 12" among 27 DAC countries in terms of ODA in % of GNI in
2012.°° On average German ODA in percent of GNI has not increased since 2006 after a pronounced
setback in the period from 1997 to 2004 and a sharp rise from 0.28% in 2004 to 0.36% of GNI in
2005.”7 (See Figure 2-4)

The share of multilateral ODA of All Donors has been rather constant over the period from 2002 to
2012 with an average of 23.3% while multilateral funding for Germany accounted on average for
37.0% of total German ODA (ranging between 26% and 49% for this period). *® (See Figure 2-5)

Bilateral -and Multilateral German ODA 2002-2012 Multilateral ODAin % of Total ODA for All Donors
(billion USD) and Germany 2002-2012
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Figure 2-5: Bilateral and multilateral ODA from Germany and All Donors

Multilateral German ODA in 2012 constituted about 33.7% of the total German ODA. 55.8% of
multilateral ODA was allocated for EU institutions while the World Bank Group received 18.1%, UN
Agencies 7.7%, Regional Development Banks 7.2%, the Global Environment Facility (GEF) 3.5%, and
diverse otheragenciesincluding the Montreal Protocol received 7.7% of multilateral German ODA in
2012. (See Figure 2-5)

The major part of German ODA is provided by the BMZ, accounting for about 60.6% in 2012. Other
ministries together contributed with another 3.8% of which the biggest shares came from the BMUB

%% See BMZ 2014 Geber im Vergleich 2012, accessed April 2014.

7 See BMZ 2014 Entwicklung der deutschen ODA-Quote 1971-2012, accessed April 2014).

8 Formore detailed informationonthe development of bi- and multilateral German ODA see BMZ 2014 Entwicklung der bi-
und multilateralen Netto-ODA 2007-2012, accessed April 2014.
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(1.3%) and the Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF) (1.1%). Other important sources
of German ODA in 2012 were the Federal Foreign Office (AA) (9.3%), the Federal States (7.2%), funds
from the Federal Property (Bundesvermégen) (6.6%), KfW funds raised from capital markets (7.3%)
and the German Investment and Development Company (DEG) (3.6%), as well as a share of 12.8%
credited as German ODA from the EU budget.”

In terms of Type of Aid the major share of bilateral German ODA in 2012 was assigned for Project
Type Interventions amounting to 58.4% of total bilateral ODA. Scholarships and Student Costs in the
donorcountry accounted for 12%, Bilateral Core Support for NGOs and Pooled Programmes for 7.8%,
Experts and Other Technical Assistance for 7.1%, Debt Relief for 6.3%, Administrative Costs not
included elsewherefor5.7%, OtherIn-donor Expenditures for 1.9%, and unspecified Budget Support
for recipients accounted for another 0.8% of bilateral German ODA.*

Regarding sector distribution of German ODA to All Developing Countries, in 2012 about 42.7% of
Germanys All Sectors ODA which accounted for some 10.2 billion USD was assigned to the sector
Social Infrastructure & Services (DAC code 100), 18.7% to the sector Economic Infrastructure &
Services (DAC code 200), 5.5% to the Production Sector (DAC code 300, including the sub-sector
Forestry 312), 12.6% to the Multi- or Cross-Cutting Sector (DAC code 400, including the sub-sector
General Environmental Protection 410), 1.8% for Commodity Aid & General Programme Assistance
(DAC code 500), 8.3% for Action Relating to Debt (DAC code 600), and 3.9% for Humanitarian Aid
(DAC code 700). Another 4.8% was allocated for Administrative Costs of Donors, about 0.7% for
Refugees in Donor Countries, and some 0.8% was categorised as unspecified or unallocated. (See
Figure 2-6) '

German sectoral funding 2002-2012 (billion USD)
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Figure 2-6: Assignment of Sectoral German ODA

The five major recipients of German ODA in 2012 have been DR Congo (4.6%), Afghanistan (4.0%),
China (3.3%), India (1.3%) and Kenya (1.2%), who together received about 2 billion USD or 14.4% of
the bilateral ODA of Germany. In 2011 the five majorrecipients have been Afghanistan (3.8%), India

» See BMZ 2014 Mittelherkunft der bi- und multilateralen ODA 2011-2012, accessed October 2014, for more detailed
information. Due to repayments and reve nues which are accounted as negative share inthe BMZ table, the positive shares
of the different providers add up to more than 100%.

*® BasedonDACdata provided by OECD QWIDS, accessed October 2014. For definitions of the different Types of Aid which
are distinguishedinthe OECD statistics on ODA since 2010 see the list available at OECD DAC Statistics: Classification by
type of aid, accessed October 2014.

31 See also BMZ 2014 Bilaterale Netto-ODA nach Férderbereichen 2012, accessed August 2014, for sector differentiation of
net ODA in % of sector ODA according to BMZ statistics.
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(3.5%), China(3.5%), Peru (1.5%) and Brazil (1.5%) together receiving about 1.9 billion USD or 13.9%
of total German ODA. Over the period from 2002 to 2012 the major recipients of German ODA have
been Iraq (6.6 bn USD), China (3.3 bn USD), Afghanistan (2.8 bn USD), Cameroon (2.3 bn USD), DR
Congo (1.7 bn USD), India (1.6 bn USD), Egypt (1.4 bn USD) and Brazil (1.3 bn USD), including the two
case study countries Cameroon and DR Congo. In terms of gross ODA Indonesiaranks alsoamongthe
major recipients with some 2 billion USD over the period 2002-2012, but in terms of net ODA only
received about 315.5 million USD.* (See Figure 2-7)
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Figure 2-7: Major Recipients of German ODA

2.1.3 German forest related funding in the global context

Funding from all sectors may address or have impacts on forests in recipient countries more or less
directly. However, programmes and projects in development cooperation which primarily address
forestsare predominantlyrelated to the production sector Forestry (DAC code 312)* and the cross-
cutting sector General Environmental Protection (DAC code 410). In contrast to the Forestry sector,
the sector General Environmental Protection (abbreviated 'Environment Sector' in this report), is a
multi- or cross-cutting sector which includes support for projects which straddle several sectors,
covering activities concerned with conservation, protection or amelioration of the physical
environment without sectorallocation. Fundingin this sectoris highly relevant with regard to forests
in the case study countries but also includes funding for purposes not related to forests. For an
assessment of the share of forest related funding in the Environment Sector for the case study
countries see below.

Overthe period 2002-2012 Japan has beenthe mostimportantdonorof ODA for the Forestry Sector,
providingalmost 2 billion USD or 29.8% of All Donors, while Germany provided some 602 million USD
or 9.3% of All Donors ODA for the Forestry Sector. Together the three major donors Japan, Norway
and Germany accounted for about 52.8% of Forestry Sector ODA over this period. (See Figure 2-8)

*see also BMZ 2014 Bilaterale ODA-Rangliste 2012, accessed April 2014.
3 A subsector of the production sector 'Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing' (DAC code 310).
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Figure 2-8: Major donors for the Forestry Sector

Japan was also the most importantdonorwith regard to the Environment Sector spending some 4.6
billion USD equal to about 14.4% of All Donors ODA for the Environment Sector over the period
2002-2012. The three major donors Japan, France and the United States together accounted for
40.2% of all Environment Sector ODA while Germany ranked fourth with regard to accumulated ODA
for this period providing some 2.6 billion USD or 8.1% of total Environment Sector ODA. (See Figure
2-9)
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Figure 2-9: Major donors for the Environment Sector

In 2012 the Forestry sector (312) accounted for about 99 million USD or 1,0% of all German sector
ODA (0,8% of total ODA), while the Environment Sector (410) amounted to some 616 million USD or
6% of the sector ODA (4,8% of total ODA). (See Figure 2-10)

Overthe period from 2002 to 2012, German fundingfor the Environment Sector (410) has increased
more or less continuously in terms of absolute figures as well as in % of all sector ODA, most
pronounced in the years 2010 to 2012. In comparison to the Environment Sector, funding for the
Forestry Sector(312) has on average remained on arather constantlevel overthis period, displaying
only a moderate increasing trend since 2008. (See Figure 2-10)
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Figure 2-10: Funding for the Environment and Forestry Sectors

Both trendsin German fundingto some extend reflect the pattern of the funding trends of all donors
for the two sectors. However, in contrast to this general pattern, which shows a marked decrease of
funding for the Environment Sector for the years 2011/2012 and a moderate decrease of the
Forestry Sector for the year 2012, German funding for the two sectors has increased particularly
pronounced in these years. There is also a difference with regard to the relative importance of the
Forestry Sector in German funding in terms of % of all sector ODA compared to the average of all
donors. Overthe period from 2002 to 2012, Germany on average provided considerably more forthe
Forestry Sector (0,69% of all sector ODA) compared to the average of all donors (0,49% of all sector
ODA) overthis period. With an average contribution to the Environment Sector of 2,66% of all sector
ODA Germany was also above the average level of all donors which assigned 2,30% of all sector ODA

to the Environment Sector. (See Figure 2-10)
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2.2 German development cooperation and forest funding in the case study countries

2.2.1 Development assistance for the case study countries in the global ODA context

The three case study countries show significant differences in terms of national economic
development and basicsocioeconomicindicators. They range from the Democratic Republic of Congo
whichislisted as a Least Developed Country, classified as a failed state, and ranked on place 186 out
of 187 countries accordingto the Human Development Index (HDI), to Indonesia which is classified as
a confident middle-income country and politically stable democracy, while Cameroon shows a
medium position with regard to most indicators. (See Table 2-1)

Table 2-1: Basic socioeconomic and ODA data for the case study countries®

Cameroon DR Congo Indonesia
Population 22,253,959 (2013) 67,513,677 (2013) 249,865,631 (2013)
Surface area 475,440 km? 2,344,860 km? 1,904,570 km?
Population density km? 46.81(2013) 28,79(2013) 131,19 (2013)

Population growth rate

2.53 % (2013)

2.72 % (2013)

1.21 % (2013)

Populationinrural areas

46.75 (2013)

64.62 % (2013)

47.8 % (2013)

Human Development
Index ranking

150 of 187 (2012)
152 of 187 (2013)

186 of 187 (2012)
186 of 187 (2013)

121 of 187 (2012)
108 of 187 (2013)

Corruption Perception
Index ranking

144 0f 177 (2013)
(Score 25)

154 of 177 (2013)
(Score 22)

114 of 177 (2013)
(Score 32)

Infant mortality

94.5 (2013)

118.5(2013)

29.3 (2013)

Life expectancy

54.59(2012)

49.63(2012)

70.61(2012)

Literacy rate

71.3 % (2010)

67 % (?)

92.82 % (2011)

GNI

28,185 mn USD (2013)

26,919 mn USD (2013)

894,967 mn USD (2013)

GNI per capita

1,267 USD (2013)

399 USD (2013)

3,582 USD (2013)

GDP growth

5.51 % (2013)

8.49 % (2013)

5.79 % (2013)

GINI Index

38,9 (2007)

44,4 (2006)

34,1 (2008)

Total foreign debt

3,672 mn USD (2012)

5,651 mn USD (2012)

254,899 mn USD (2012)

Foreign debt per capita

169 USD (2012)

86 USD (2012)

1033 USD (2012)

Total net ODA

612 mn USD (2011)
596 mn USD (2012)

5,533 mn USD (2011)
2,859 mn USD (2012)

419 mn USD (2011)
68 mn USD (2012)

Total net ODA per capita

28.91USD (2011)
27.48 USD (2012)

86.57 USD (2011)
43.52 USD (2012)

1.72 USD (2011)
0.27 USD (2012)

Total net ODA % of GDP

2.40 % (2011)
2.35 % (2012)

32.25% (2011)
16.62 % (2012)

0.05 % (2011)
0.01 % (2012)

Total gross ODA

698 mn USD (2011)
692 mn USD (2012)

7,487 mn USD (2011)
2,877 mn USD (2012)

2,666 mn USD (2011)
2,323 mn USD (2012)

German net ODA

97 mn USD (2011)

94 mn USD (2011)

75 mn USD (2011)
33 mn USD (2012)

German gross ODA

97 mn USD (2011)

(
(
89 mn USD (2012)
(
89 mn USD (2012)

94 mn USD (2011)

(
(
594 mn USD (2012)
(
594 mn USD (2012)

214 mn USD (2011)
126 mn USD (2012)

The three case study countries Cameroon, DR Congo, and Indonesia differ considerably with regard
to the amountand importance of the total development assistance they receive. DR Congo received

3 Compiled and calculated from OECD statistics, The World Bank, Transparancy International, and data from the BMZ
website Countries, accessed September 2014.
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by far the highest amount of ODA with a total of 2.9 billion USD in 2012 and an overall net ODA of
about 29.9 billion USD over the period of 2002 to 2012. Within the same period, Indonesia received
some 12.1 billion USD and Cameroon about 9.3 billion USD of net ODA. On average over this period,
multilateral ODA accounted forabout 33.7% of total ODAin Indonesia and 32.5% in DR Congo, while
the respective figure for Cameroon was 27.4%. Due to repayments of loans, total bilateral net ODA
from all donors for Indonesia was calculated negative for the years 2004 and 2012 and the overall
positive balance is only due to ODA from multilateral agencies. *° (See Figure 2-11)
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Figure 2-11: Total and multilateral ODA for the CSC in million USD

With regard to the importance of ODA funds for the different national economies and populations,
differences between the case study countries are even more pronounced. In DR Congo total ODA of
All Donors accounted for about 16.6% of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of the country in 2012
and even 32.3% in 2011. On average over the period from 2004 to 2012, ODA provided 22.9% of the
GDP of DR Congo, while ODA accounted for about 4.3% of the GDP of Cameroon and only 0.2% for
Indonesia for the same period. In terms of ODA per capita differences are particularly significant
between the two African countries and Indonesia. While Cameroon received some 44.9 USD and DR
Congo 43.3 USD per capita and year on average over the period from 2004 to 2012, the respective
figure for Indonesia was only 4.3 USD per capita and year provided by ODA. (See Figure 2-12)

Total ODA for case study countriesin % of GDP ODA per capita for case study countries in USD 2004-
2004-2012 2012
35 100
| ]
30 Sy // ‘\ 80 Pt
25 — -~
\, -/ N\ 60 / \
20 \ L]
15 \.’_/ n 20 -
T ——— -
10 \I/./
1 20
5 ./.\.-_..___A_.__‘\‘s'_‘_\
0 e——C———————————o—0o—0 0 ; . ; ; ; ; -
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Cameroon =H==CongoDR =—®= Indonesia Cameroon =BE==CongoDR =—®= |ndonesia

Figure 2-12: Importance of ODA funds for the national economies of the CSC

* Gross ODAisthe amountthata donoractuallyspendsina givenyear. This figure becomes net once repayments of the
principal on loans madeinprioryears (but notinterest) are takeninto account, as well as offsetting entries for forgiven
debtand anyrecoveries made ongrants. Insome cases, repayments exceed gross amounts, which is why net figures
sometimes appearas negative values. (See OECD 2014 DAC Glossary, accessed August 2014, for definitions.)
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For the two African countries, overthe period 2002-2012, debtreliefs constitute animportant part of
ODA withregardto ODA from all donors as well asthe German share, even though at different times.
ODA excluding debtrelief displays a much more continuous pattern, on average increasing over the

period. (See Figure 2-13)
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Figure 2-13: The importance of debt reliefs as part of ODA for Cameroon and DR Congo

In contrastto Cameroon and DR Congo, forIndonesiathe development of ODA over the period 2002-
2012 is much more heterogeneous. Debt reliefs from All Donors as well as from Germany are not
importantwhile considerable repayments lead to significant differences between Gross and Net ODA
over the whole period, and even negative balances with regard to German ODA for the years 2003,

2004, 2009 and 2010. (See Figure 2-14)
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Figure 2-14: The importance of debt reliefs as part of ODA for Indonesia
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Aggregated over the period 2002-2012, DR Congo received about 9.7 billion USD of ODA from
multilateral agencies, while Indonesiareceived 4.1 billion and Cameroon 2.5 billion USD multilateral
ODA over this period. In terms of % of total ODA, multilateral ODA is highest for Indonesia with an
average of 33.8% over the period while the respective figures for DR Congo are 32.5% and for
Cameroon 27.4%. (See Figure 2-15)
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Figure 2-15: ODA for the CSC from multilateral agencies

For all three countries, Germany is among the major donors of bilateral ODA. In terms of highest
amounts of bilateral ODA from different donor countries in 2012 Germany ranks first regarding
Cameroon and DR Congo and ranks on the third place with regard to bilateral ODA for Indonesia
behind Australia and the US. Aggregated over the period from 2002 to 2012 Germany was the most
important donor for Cameroon, while the United States ranked first regarding ODA for DR Congo,
and Australia was the most important donor for Indonesia. (See Figure 2-16)
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Figure 2-16: Major Donors of ODA for the CSC
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From Germany the three case study countries in 2012 together received some 716 million USD of
ODA equalling a share of about 5.5% of Germany's total ODA, comprising shares of 4.6% for DR
Congo, 0.7% for Cameroon, and 0.3% for Indonesia. Aggregated over the period 2002-2012 total
bilateral ODA from Germany to Cameroon amounted to some 2.3 billion USD, DR Congo received
about 1.7 billion USD and Indonesia some 0.3 billion USD. In terms of % of total German ODA the
respective figures are 1.9% for Cameroon, 1.4% for DR Congo, and 0.2% for Indonesia on average for
the period from 2002 to 2012. (See Figure 2-17)
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Figure 2-17: German ODA for the CSC

There are alsosignificant differences between the three countries with regard to the share German
ODA contributes to the amount of total ODA received by the case study countries. While German
ODA overthe period 2002-2012 on average provides about 24.4% of the total ODA which Cameroon
receives from All Donors, the average share of German ODA over this period in DR Congo has only
been5.6% and 2.6% inIndonesia, despite a remarkable rise of this share for both countries in 2012.
(See Figure 2-18)
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Figure 2-18: German ODA for the CSC in % of All Donors ODA, and German Private Grants

Development assistance for the three case study countries through Private Grants®® over the period
2007 to 2012 amounted to some 6.4 billion EUR, equal to about 11.2% of the regular ODA for the
same period. While Cameroon on average received about 6.5 million EUR private grants per year
over the period 2007-2012, the reported amount of private grants was considerably higher for DR
Congowithsome 18 million EUR peryear and Indonesia with 17 million EUR per year on average for
the period 2007-2012, considerably decreasingin the case of Indonesia since 2008. (See Figure 2-18)

3 Funding predominantly provided by NGOs which has been reported to the BMZ butis notincluded in the ODA.
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German ODA for Cameroon and DR Congo aggregated over the period 2002-2012 was provided in
the form of Grants to more than 98% of total ODA, while less than 2% of German ODA to each of the
two countries have been Loans. With regard to All Donors, Cameroon has received about 87.1% of
ODA as Grants and 12.1% as Loans. The respective figures for DR Congo for the same period are
89.8% as Grants and 10.1% Loans. For Indonesia over the same period Grants accounted for about
70% of German ODA while 28.3% were given as Loans. From All Donors Indonesia received 35.2% of
total ODA over the period 2002-2012 as Grants and 64.3% as Loans. (See Figure 2-19)
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Figure 2-19: Grants and Loans and Channels of funding for the CSC

In all three case study countries, on average over the period from 2006 to 2012, German ODA to
more than 80% was distributed over the Public Sector. Distribution of German ODA over NGOs and
Civil Society was of some importance in DR Congo with 15.3% and in Indonesia with 6.3% while
Multilateral Organisations had a share of 3.3% of German ODA in DR Congo but less than 1% in
Cameroon and Indonesia. Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) did not contribute to German ODA in the
three case study countries and were also insignificant with regard to All Donors ODA, contributing
less than 1% of total ODA in each country. Compared to All Donors, German ODA in the case study
countriesis more focused onthe Publicsectorand shows some emphasis on Civil Socie ty fundingin
DR Congo and Indonesia, while Multilateral Organizations are more important with regard to average
funding of All Donors for the case study countries over the period 2006-2012. (See Figure 2-20)
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Figure 2-20: Sector ODA from Germany and All Donors for the CSC in % of All Sectors




Overthe period from 2002 to 2012, Action Relatingto Debt constituted about two thirds of all sector
ODA from Germany for Cameroon and DR Congo and more than half of ODA from All Donors for the
two countries. Debt relief was less important for Indonesia, where the sector groupings Social and
Economiclinfrastructure and Services as well as the Production Sectors and the Multi-sectorreceived
bigger shares of German as well as All Donors ODA.

2.2.2 Forest related German development funding in the case study countries

The three case study countries host some of the largest remainingtropical forest areasand are in the
focus of global discourses and policies concerning climate change mitigation as well as biodiversity
and forest protection. Forest cover in all three countries is still considerable, while deforestation
rates are particularly highinthe economically more developed countries Cameroon and Indonesia,
where also the share of cultivated land is highest, and power consumption as well as CO2 emission
per capita is considerably higher compared to DR Congo. Forest related issues are addressed in
priority areas of German development cooperation in all three case study countries. (See Table 2-2)

Table 2-2: Environmental data and priority areas of German development cooperation in the csc”

Cameroon DR Congo Indonesia

Populationinrural areas 46.77 % (2013) 64.62 % (2013) 47.8 % (2013)

Forestedlandarea 41.67 % (2011) 67.86 % (2011) 51.75 % (2011)

Annual change rate of Forest
Area (FAO statistics FRA
2010)

-0.94 % (1990-2000)
-1.02 % (2000-2005)
-1.07 % (2005-2010)

-0.20 % (1990-2000)
-0.20 % (2000-2005)
-0.20 % (2005-2010)

-1.75 % (1990-2000)
-0.31 % (2000-2005)
-0.71 % (2005-2010)

Cultivated land

20.31 % (2011)

11.37 % (2011)

30.09 % (2011)

Conservationareas

11 % (2012)

12.05 % (2012)

14.7 % (2012)

Power consumption/cap.

255.53 kWh (2011)

105.32 kWh (2011)

679.71 kWh (2011)

CO2 Emissions per capita

0.36 tonnes (2010)

0.05 tonnes (2010)

1.81 tonnes (2010)

Priority areas of German
development cooperation

e Protection & sustainable
use of naturalresources,

e Good governance and
decentralisation,

e HealthandHIV

e Biodiversity & sustainable
resource management,

e Strengthening of the
microfinance sector,
e Watersectorreform

e Energy&climate change,

e Broad-impactand
inclusive growth,

e Good governanceand
global networks

The three case study countries Cameroon, DR Congo and Indonesia over the period from 2002 to
2012 togetherreceived about 445.5 million USDin the Forestry Sector and some 2,649.7 million USD
for the Environment Sector from All Donors total. The German share for the three countries over this
period was 54.9 million USDin the Forestry Sector which is equal to about 9.1% of all German Forest
Sector ODA or 12.3% of All Donors ODA for the case study countries in this sector. For the
Environment Sector the German share was 182.6 million USD, constituting 7.1% of total German
Environment Sector ODA or 6.9% of total ODA from All Donors for the Environment Sector of the
case study countries. (See Figure 2-21)

37 Compiled from the BMZ website Countries, accessed September 2014, and FAO statistics FRA 2010.
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Figure 2-21: Funds for the Forestry and Environment sectors for the CSC

Accumulated over the period 2002-2012 Germany provided about 33.4 million USD for the Forestry
Sectorand another 81.9 million for the Environment Sector in Indonesia. The respective figures for
DR Congo are 4.2 million USD for the Forestry Sector and 52.4 million for the Environment Sector,
while Cameroon received from Germany 17.2 million in the Forestry Sector and some 48.3 million
USD for the Environment Sector over the period 2002-2012. In terms of relative importance of
German funding for the two sectors Forestry and Environment in the case study countries, German
forestfundingin Indonesia has received a significantly bigger share of total German sector funding
compared to average forestry funding of All Donors over the period 2002-2012, while in Cameroon
and DR Congo German forest funding was more or less on the average level of All Donors. With
regard to the Environment Sector, German funding was significantly above average funding of All
Donorsin Cameroon and most pronouncedin DR Congo, while German funding for the Environment
Sectorin Indonesiawas considerably belowthe average level of All Donors funding for this sectorin
Indonesia. (See Figure 2-22)
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Figure 2-22: Forestry Sector funding for the CSC

In the Forestry Sector, German funding for Indonesia has significantly increased since 2009, and for
Cameroon a sharp rise occurred in the years 2011 and 2012, while funding for the Forestry Sectorin
DR Congo was highest in the years 2005 to 2007 but on average has remained on a rather low level.
The rise of German forest funding for Indonesia and Cameroon, at least to some extent, is also
observable with regard to All Donors funding for the Forestry Sector, where also forest funding for
DR Congo has increased in 2010. (See Figure 2-22)
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With regard to the allocation of funding in the Forestry Sector to different categories of purposes
specified interms of Creditor Reporting System (CRS) Purpose Codes>?, most of the Forestry Sector
funding for the three case study countries from Germany as well as from All Donors was provided
under the categories of Forestry Policy and Administrative Management (CRS Code 31210)*° and
Forestry Development (CRS Code 31220)*°. German forest funding in Cameroon and DR Congo over
the period 2002-2012 to more than 80% was provided under the category Forest Policy and
Administrative Management, and for Indonesia the corresponding figure is 66%. ODA provided for
Forestry Research (Code 31282)*" and Forestry Education (Code 31281) have a small share in German
forest funding for Indonesia but are not included in funding for Cameroon and DR Congo. Other
Forestry Sector categories like Forestry Services (31291) and Fuel wood (31261)** have not been
relevant with regard to all three case study countries. (See Figure 2-23)
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Figure 2-23: German and All Donors Forestry Sector ODA for the CSC

German Environment SectorfundingforIndonesia for the period 2002-2012 amounted to some 81.9
million USD which is about 2.5 times of the funding for the Forestry Sector. On average the
Environment Sector funding has rather continuously increased between 2002 and 2012, while the
peak in 2006 is caused by three major contributions supporting activities in the wake of the 2004
Tsunami. The even more significant increase of Environment Sector funding of All Donors for
Indonesia in the years 2008, 2009 and 2010 is predominantly caused by a United States programme

* For definitions of the codes see OECD 2014 CRS Purpose Codes, accessed August 2014.

¥ Definedas "Forestry sector policy, planningand programmes; institution capacity building and advice; forest surveys;
unspecified forestry and agro-forestry activities"

0 Defined as "Afforestation forindustrial and rural consumption; exploitation and utilisation; erosion control,
desertification control; integrated forestry projects"

“ Definedas "Including artificial regeneration, geneticimprovement, production methods, fertilizer, harvesting"
* Defined as "Forestry development whose primary purpose is production of fuelwood and charcoal "
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supporting biodiversity conservation and natural resource management in Indonesia. ** Aggregated
German environmental funding for Cameroon over the period 2002-2012 accounts for some 48.4
million USD or about 2.8 times of the German forestry budget for Cameroon. After rather
continuouslyincreasing from 2002 to 2010, funds dropped sharplyin 2011/2012. German fundingfor
the Environment Sectorin DR Congo has increased remarkably since 2008 and altogetheramountsto
52.4 million USD from 2002 to 2012 or about 12.4 times the German Forestry Sector funding for DR
Congo. (See Figure 2-24)
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Figure 2-24: Environment Sector funding for the CSC

Regarding the allocation of Environment Sector funding according to different CRS Purpose Codes,
the protection of Bio-diversity (CRS Code 41030)* was the most important category for German
fundingin Cameroon and DR Congo, accountingfor53.2% and 79.9% of total German environmental
fundinginthe two countries overthe period 2002-2012 respectively. Another 46.3% of Environment
Sector funding in Cameron and 19.8% in DR Congo was provided under the more general category
Environmental Policy and Administrative Management (CRS Code 41010)*. The latter was the most
important category with regard to German environmental fundingin Indonesia accounting for 38.3%,
while only 8.8% of the German Environment Sector funding where allocated for Bio-diversity
conservation (41030). Environmental Research (CRS Code 41082) *° received a comparably high share
with 32.9%, while 8.6% of German Environment Sector funding for Indonesia was provided for
Biosphere Protection (CRS Code 41020)*’, 7.2% for Flood Prevention (41050), 4.2% for Environmental
Education (41081), and 0.2% for Site Preservation (41040)*®. With the exception of small shares
below 0.4% for Biosphere Protection and Environmental Education, the latter purposes of
environmental funding were not relevant for Cameroon and DR Congo. In comparison to All Donors
funding for the Environment Sector in the three case study countries the relatively high shares for
Environmental Research (41082), Environmental Education (41081), and Biosphere Protection
(41020) of German funding forIndonesiaas well as the high share for Bio-diversity protection in DR
Congo are remarkable. (See Figure 2-25)

* The program is labelled "Conserve biodiversityand manage natural resources in ways that maintain theirlong-term
viabilityand preserve their potential to meet the needs of presentand future generations ".

* Definedas "Includingnatural reserves and actions inthe surroundingareas; other measures to protect endangered or
vulnerable species and their habitats (e.g. wetlands preservation)"

* Defined as "Environmental policy, |aws, regulations and economic instruments; administrational institutions and
practices; environmentaland land use planning and decision-making procedures; seminars, meetings; miscellaneous
conservation and protection measures not specified below"

% Definedas "Includingestablishment of databases, inventories/accounts of physical and natural resources; e nvironmental
profiles and impact studies if not sector specific"

" Defined as "Air pollution control, ozone layer preservation; marine pollution control "

* Definedas "Applies to unique cultural landscape; including sites/objects of historical, archaeological, aesthetic, sdentific
oreducational value"
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Figure 2-25: Environment Sector funding in the CSC

ODA statistics and CRS data in several respects are problematic and insufficient to describe and
analyse bilateral forest funding in the context of development cooperation. Purpose Codes for the
Forestry Sector (DAC Code 312) seem to predominantly reflect categories and frames of the 1970s
and 1980s, and are hardly suitable to comprehensively capture the different purposes of forest
funding now focusing much more on forest protection and sustainable forest use. Furthermore, to a
high degree, funding targeting forests is not exclusively assigned to the Forestry Sector but also to
othersectors and particularly the Environment Sector (DAC Code 410), where forest related funding
is not specified at all. The suitability of Purpose Codes categories in this sector is also problematic.

To assess forest related funding for the case study countries comprehensively in face of these
problems, the CRS data for the three countries have been screened in detail with regard to Sector
Codes, Policy Marker, Project Titles and Project Descriptions. In this approach, in a first step, CRS
data entries have been analysed and classified as 'Forest Related' if they were directly targeting
forests. If they seemed to affect forests significantly but did not target forests directly, they were
categorised as 'Forest Relevant', which to a high degree is a discretionary decision. Data entries
classified as 'Forest Related' have been used as basis for the following analysis of forest funding in
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the case study countries, while those only classified as 'Forest Relevant' have been left aside. In a
second step, the CRS data entries classified as Forest Related were related to Programs and Projects
of German development cooperationinthe case study countries, which are generally implemented
overseveral yearsand recorded in multiple CRS data entries, and have been categorized according to
major purposes or objectives different from the CRS Purpose Codes (see below).

With regard to this classification, German forest related fundingin the cases of Cameroon and DR
Congo is almost identical with the accumulated overall funding for the Forestry and Environment
Sectors for the two countries. Regarding these two countries, only very view instances of Forest
Related CRS data entries are not included into either the Forestry or the Environment Sector and
there were also very view CRS data entries in the Environment Sector which were not classified as
Forest Related. The situation for Indonesia is significantly different insofar, as only a minor part of
German funding for the Environment sector for Indonesia was directly targeting forests and
therefore was classified as Forest Related, even though a majorshare is classified as Forest Relevant,
probably affecting forests. (See Figure 2-26)
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Figure 2-26: Forest and Environment Sector funding in relation to Forest Related funding

For furtheranalysis, the CRS data entries have been categorised according to their relevance for the
overall objectives or principles of German development cooperation in the forest sector, respectively
forest conservation, sustainable forest management, and improvement of local livelihoods. This
attempt to categorise the German data entries on aid activities for the case study countries in the
Creditor Reporting System of the OECD to a considerable degree is arbitrary. The available
information on aid activities in many cases are insufficient, ambiguous, or may be incorrect.
Furthermore, aid activities as well as related programs and projects are frequently conceptualised to
supportseveral orall of the objectives of German development cooperationinthe forest sector. The
latter seems to be increasingly the case over the period observed. Given these constraints, this
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categorisation can only serve to gain a very rough idea of the importance of the different objectives
in terms of amount of ODA provided and with regard to funding trends.

Giventhe precedingreservations, different markers were assigned to all the forest related CRS data
entrieson German aid activities forthe case study countriesindicating stated purposes or objectives
of the different activities. In a second step these markers where aggregated to three broad
categoriestoindicate whetheran activity was predominantly supposed to support either Biodiversity
and Forest Conservation, Forest Management and Use, or Local Livelihoods and Rights, referring to
the three overall objectives of German development cooperation in the forest sector.

Based on this classification of forest related German aid activities in the case study countries overthe
period 2002-2012, the biggest share of funding in all three countries was categorised as
predominantly targeting the support of the management and use of forests. For Indonesia and DR
Congo more than 80% of the forest related ODA was assigned to the category Forest Management
and Use and more than 60% of German forest related ODA for Cameroon was included in this
category. In Cameroon about 33% were attributed to the category Biodiversity and Forest
Conservation while about 15% in DR Congo and 17% in Indonesia fell into this category indicating a
predominating focus on the protection and conservation of forests and biodiversity. Less than 6% of
forestrelated ODAin Cameroon, about 3% in Indonesia, and no activitiesin DR Congo were primarily
directly targeting the improvement of Local Livelihoods and Rights according to the information given
in the CRS data entries. (See Figure 2-27)
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Figure 2-27: Focus of German forest related funding for the CSC (million USD)

If the CRS data are analysed with regard to whether the improvement of local livelihoods is at least
addressed in the description of the activities - even though not being a primary focus - this share
increases considerably. About 21% of forest related fundingin Cameroon addresseslocal livelihoods
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in one way or another, while they are a primary focus for only 6% of funding. In DR Congo no
activities target the improvement of livelihoods as primary focus, but 19% of the funding at least
addresses local livelihoods. In Indonesia about 16% of German forest funding refers to local
livelihoods atleast to some degree, whileitis the primary focus foronly 3% of funding. (See Table 2-
3) Clear indications that aid activities are targeting local livelihoods and rights are missing in the
information given in CRS data entries before 2006. This may be partly due to the fact that
descriptions given in older entries generally tend to contain less information on the activities.

Table 2-3: Primary focus of forest related ODA for the CSC in % of all forest related German ODA (2002-2012)

Categories Cameroon DR Congo Indonesia

Biodiversity and Forest Conservation 32.6% 15.4% 16.7%
Forest Use and Management 61.9% 84.7% 80.5%
Local Livelihoods and Rights 5.6% 0.0% 3.0%
Activities addressing livelihoods 20.7% 19.1% 15.6%

2.2.3 Programs and objectives of forest related German development cooperation in the CSC
The CRS data which have been the basis of the analysis in the preceding chapter refer to actual
disbursements of donors of ODA at a certain time. However, development cooperation is
predominantly conceptualised and implemented in the form of programs and projects,*’ frequently
extending over considerable periods of time and implying successive disbursements as well as
commitments to provide funding in the future. Unfortunately the attribution of CRS data to programs
and projects of donors is not always easy and unambiguous. To support transparency claims with
regard to development cooperation the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI) collects
standardised data on the program level provided by the donors. The BMZ is supporting IATI since
March 2013 and is on the way to update and complete information according to IATI standards. *°
Giventhe difficulties that have been encountered in the context of this study regarding the collection
and comparison of data on German development cooperation it is most desirable that other actors
of development cooperation likethe BMUB and KfW likewise support the IATI standards and provide
data comprehensively.

To furtheranalyse German development cooperationin the case study countries, the CRS dataon aid
activities have been aligned with the IATI data on programs and projects which was in most cases
possible without major contradictions, even though often requiring considerable investigation and
deductive reasoning. Furthermore, information on forest related German development projects from
websites of the BMUB, GIZ, KfW, Deutsche Klimafinanzierung (DKF) and the REDD Desk were likewise
related to CRS data as far as possible, and were used to compile a comprehensive list of forest
related German development projects in the case study countries since 2002 (see Annex 5.3 'Forest
related projects of bilateral German development cooperation'). CRS data which were not related to
programs or projects recorded in any of these data sources were grouped according to their
purposes given in the CRS data entries. This compilation of programs and projects spans a time
period from 2002 to about 2020 including already completed programs as well as those which are
currentlyimplemented, in the pipeline, orinthe process of identification. The funding amounts given
for the programs therefore frequently include disbursements as well as commitments and may
represent only approximate overall budgets, while given time periods are subject to changes.

* The term '‘program'is used to refer to superior, more complex organizational units of German development cooperation,
normallycomposed of by different integrated operational components, while the term 'project' indicates less complex.
more operational organizational units, often being part of programs, and normally realized by a mix of measures. If not
specified, the term 'program'is generally used to cover 'projects' too.

* See BMZ 2014 Veréffentlichung gemiR IATI-Standard, accessed August 2014,
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Based on these dataand theiranalysis, bilateral German funding (disbursements and commitments)
for overall 89 forest related programs and projects since 2002 amounts to about 123 million EUR™
for Cameroon, 163 million EUR for the DR Congo, and some 150 million EUR for Indonesia. Apart
from this direct funding for the case study countries, German ODA provided for regional programs
which are relevant for the case study countries amounts to about 74 million EUR with regard to
Cameroon, 81 million EUR in the case of DR Congo, and about 27 million EUR for regional programs
whichinclude Indonesia. Regarding Cameroon, about 58.2% of the direct bilateral forest related ODA
was assigned tothe Forestry Sectorand 41.8% for the Environment Sector. The respective figures for
DR Congo are 2.3% forthe Forestry Sectorand 97.7% for the Environment Sector, while in Indonesia
63.0% of the German forest related bilateral ODA was provided forthe Forestry Sector, 36.3% for the
Environment Sector, and 0.7% was attributed to other sectors. (See Table 2-4)

Table 2-4: Forest related ODA for the CSC since 2002 according to Sectors

Cameroon DR Congo Indonesia CscCall
Total (since 2002) 123.4 (23) 162.5 (24) 149.6 (42) 435.5 (89)
ForestrySector 71.8 (9) 58.2% 3.8 (6)2.3% 94.2 (18) 63.0% 169.8 (33) 39.0%
Environment Sector 51.6 (14) 41.8% 158.7 (18) 97.7% 54.3 (20) 36.3% 264.6 (52) 60.8%
OtherSectors 0.0% 0.0% 1.1(4)0.7% 1.1(4)0.3%
Regional 73.6 (10) 80.7 (11) 27.0 (6) 181.2 (27)

In million EUR, in brackets number of projects

An analysis of the programs based on groupings in periods of fouryears according to the information
given for the start date of programs indicates a general trend of programs to become bigger in size
on average since 2002, as well as a general tendency of programs in Cameroon and DR Congo to be
on average bigger in size compared with Indonesian programs and projects over the whole period.
(See Table 2-5)

Table 2-5: Funding and size of forest related projects aggregated for periods

Cameroon DR Congo Indonesia CSCall
MillionEUR| Mean Size| MillionEUR| Mean Size| MillionEUR| Mean Size | MillionEUR| Mean Size
2002-2005 28.5 2.59 (11) 14.3 2.04 (7) 4.6 0.77 (6) 47.4 1.98 (24)
2006-2009 28.2 5.64 (5) 90.6| 9.06 (10) 51.8| 3.05(17) 170.6| 5.33(32)
2010-2013 66.7 9.53 (7) 57.6 8.23 (7) 93.2| 4.90(19) 217.5|  6.59 (33)
Total 1234 5.37(23) 162.5 6.77 (24) 149.6 3.56 (42) 435.5 4.89 (89)

Mean Size of projects in million EUR, in brackets number of projects.

To better understand the 'nature' and implementation of forest related German development
cooperationinthe case study countries it is necessary to have a closer look at the diverse programs
and projects realised in the different countries. For this purpose information on ongoing programs
and projects provided by funding and implementing organisations>> have been analysed with regard
to the quality of information given by the relevant organisations, the stated objectives of the
programs, the target groups addressed, the instruments applied, and the approaches pursued in the

1 While CRS data which have beenthe basis of the ODA data analysisinthe precedingchapterare givenin USD, amounts in
IATI databases as well as in German data sources, which are the primary data for the analysis of programs and projects in
this chapter, generally refer to EUR and have not been converted into USD.

32 Forthis analysis, IATI data provided bythe BMZ as well as BMUB data on ICl programs have been used as basicdata
sources which were complemented by information from GIZ and KfW we bsites. 'Ongoing' refers to programs and projects
which accordingto these data have notbeen designated as 'completed' before 2013 or which were classified as in
implementation, decided, orin the pipeline.
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context of the programs.”® Given the scantiness and incompleteness of the information used for the
analysis, the reservations made with regard to the classification and analysis of the CRS data made in
the preceding chapter hold true for the analysis of ongoing programs and projects too. They may be
even more severe on this level, as the programs over the period observed generally seem to have
become bigger and more complex. Ongoing programs and projects generally refer to multiple
objectives and purposes, apply diverse instruments and measures, and involve different strategies
and approaches.

Out of the 89 programs and projects recorded since 2002, 39 have been classified as ongoing
bilateral German forestrelated programsinthe case study countries with an overall budget of about
384 million EURincluding disbursements and commitments. About 89 million EUR are designated for
six programs in Cameroon, some 156 million EUR and 13 programs are recorded for DR Congo, and
20 programs in Indonesiaaccount forabout 139 million EUR. Bilateral forest related German funding
for programs with a regional scope has not been included in the analysis because the available
information for such programs is generally not specific on particular activities in the countries or
shares of funds going to different countries involved in the programs. The nine regional programs
which are relevantfor Cameroon - most of them including DR Congo - together account for some 72
million EUR. Ten regional programs with a total budget of about 79 million EUR are open for the DR
Congo, while the five ongoing regional programs relevant for Indonesia provided about 27 million
EUR. (See Table 2-6)

Table 2-6: Funding and implementing organisations for ongoing forest related projects

Cameroon

DR Congo

Indonesia

CSCall

Total (ongoing)

88.7 (6)

156.2 (13)

138.9 (20)

383.8 (39)

GIZ 19.2 (1) 21.6% 53.3(2)34.1% 55.5 (6) 40.0% 128.0 (9) 33.4%

KFW 27.5(2) 31.0% 89.7 (6) 57.4% 81.6 (7) 58.7% 198.8 (15) 51.8%

NGOs - 3.2(4)2.1% 1.8(7)1.3% 5.0 (11) 1.3%

n.d. 42.0 (3) 47.4% 10.0 (1) 6.4% - 52.0 (4) 13.5%

Vialcl 0.0 (0) 0.0% 10.7 (3) 6.8% 28.9 (5) 20.8% 39.6 (8) 10.3%
Regional programs 72.1(9) 79.2 (10) 26.7 (5) 178.0 (24)
GIzZ 25.2 (4) 34.9% 34.7 (6) 43.8% 13.7(3) 51.3% 73.6 (13) 41.3%

Kfw 34.5(3)47.9% 44.5 (4) 56.2% 10.0(1)37.5% 89.0 (8) 44.9%

NGOs - - 3.0(1)11.2% 3.0(1)1.7%

n.d. 12.4(2)17.2% - - 12.4(2) 7.0%

Regional via ICI 1.5(1)2.1% 5.3(2)6.7% 3.0(1)11.2% 9.8(4)5.5%

The biggest share of ongoingforestrelated fundingin the case study countriesis provided by the two
German development organisations GIZand KfW. Overall GIZwas in charge of about one third of the
available funds, while more than half of the funding was channelled via the KfW. The 11 Projects
implemented by NGOs together only accounted for about 1.3% and in Cameroon NGOs have not
been involved as major cooperating partners in the reported ongoing programs at all. In the DR
Congo four projects have been implemented by NGOs comprising about 2% of the total funds, and
WWEF was the cooperating partner in two KfW programs which accounted for another 5.6% of the
total funding for the DR Congo. In Indonesia WWF was a cooperating partner in one KfW program.>*
Overall almost 90% of the funding was provided by the BMZ, while some 10% came from the BMUB

3 Fora list of ongoing programs and the coding used forthe analysis see Annex 5.4.
** The shares of ongoing programs which were implemented by NGOs orinvolved NGOs as a major cooperatingpartner are
almostidentical with the shares forall recorded programs since 2002.
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via its International Climate Initiative (ICl), which accounted for about 20% of the funding in
Indonesia and 7% in DRC but regarding Cameroon is only supporting one regional program which

includes Cameroon. (See Tables 2-6 and 2-7)

Table 2-7: NGO involvement in forest related programs

Implementation Cameroon DR Congo Indonesia Cscall
Ongoing total 88.7 (6) 156.2 (13) 138.9 (20) 383.8 (39)
GIZ+KFW 46.7 (3) 52.6% 143.0 (8) 91.5% 137.1(13) 98.7% 326.8 (24) 85.1%
cooperation with NGO 0.0% 8.7(2)5.6% 0.9(1)0.7% 9.6 (3)2.5%
Implemented by NGO 0.0% 3.2 (4) 2.0% 1.8(7)1.3% 5.0 (11) 1.3%

n.d. 42.0 (3) 47.4% 10.0 (1) 6.4% 0 52.0 (4) 13.5%

Since 2002 total 123.4 (23) 162.5 (24) 149.6 (42) 435.5 (89)
GIZ+KfW 123.4 (23) 100% 150.5 (17) 92.6% 147.1 (35) 98.3% 421.0 (75) 96.7%

cooperation with NGO 0.0% 8.8(3)5.4% 0.9 (1)0.6% 9.6 (4)2.2%
Implemented by NGO 0.0% 3.2 (4)2.0% 1.6 (6) 1.1% 4.8(10)1.1%

Fundingin million EUR; in brackets number of projects; % of relevant funding amounts

The information about ongoing programs provided by funding and implementing organisations has
been assessed and roughly classified into three categories. A first category contains programs for
which only very basic data like title, budget, start of program, sector, policy marker, etc. were
available. Programs for which additional information on objectives and/or target groups was
provided have been classified in asecond category (2), while the third category (3) contains programs
for which at least some information on applied instruments, activities, and/or results have been

provided. (See Table 2-8)

Table 2-8: Quality of information provided for ongoing programs

CsCall (provided information)
1 (basic data) 2 (information on objectives) 3 (instruments & results)
Glz 4.6 (1) 3.6% 3.8(1)3.0% 119.6 (7) 93.4%
KfW 102.0 (7) 51.3% 62.7 (4) 31.5% 34.1 (4) 17.2%
NGO 3.0 (10) 60.0% 0.0% 2.0 (1) 40%
n.d. 52.0 (4) 100% 0.0% 0.0%
All 161.6 (22)42.1% 66.5 (5) 17.3% 155.7 (12) 40.6%
Cameroon DR Congo Indonesia

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Glz 0 0 19.2 (1) 0 0 53.3(2) 4.6(1) 3.8(1) 47.1 (4)
0.0% 0.0% 21.6% 0.0% 0.0% 34.1% 3.3% 2.7% 33.9%
KfW 27.5(2) 0 0 41.0 (3) 46.1(2) 2.6 (1) 33.5(2) 16.6 (2) 31.5(3)
31.0% 0.0% 0.0% 26.2% 29.5% 1.7% 24.1% 12.0% 22.7%
NGO 0 0 0 1.2(3) 0 2.0(1) 1.8(7) 0 0
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 1.3% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0%
n.d. 42.0 (3) 0 0 10.0 (1) 0 0 0 0 0
47.4% 0.0% 0.0% 6.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
All 69.5 (5) 0 19.2 (1) 52.2(7) 46.1(2) 57.9(4)| 39.9(10) 20.4 (3) 78.6 (7)
78.4% 0.0% 21.6% 33.4% 29.5% 37.1% 28.7% 14.7% 56.6%

First figure funding in million EUR, in brackets number of projects, second line % of relevant funding amounts

Overall, for 42% of the total amount provided for the case study countries only very basic data (1)
have been available, some more information on objectives was given for another 17% (2), and for
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about 41% of the programs in terms of funding amount at least some further information on
instruments or results have been provided (3). Most of the programsimplemented by GIZ have been
classified in the third category, accounting for some 93% of the total GIZ budget in the case study
countries. For more than 50% of the KfW programs only very basic data (1) were available, while
some additional information on objectives (2) was given for about 32% of the KfW funding and
another 17% in terms of funding amount fell into the third category. (See Table 2-8)

The quality of information was particularly low with regard to the programs in Cameroon, where the
third category indicating the availability of at least some information about instruments applied,
activities or results accounted only for 22% in terms of funding amount while 78% was classified in
the first category where only very basic data have been provided. Information on objectives,
instruments, target groups and results are available for only one of the six ongoing programs
recorded in the IATI data bank. This GIZ program 'Supporting the implementation of the National
Forestry and Environmental Programme (ProPSFE)' which is implemented in cooperation with the
Ministry of Forests and the Ministry of Environment and Nature Protection has a budget of some
19.2 million EUR covering the period 2010-2015. The program is supposed to support the national
forestadministration, the development of forest and climate policies, public finances in the forest
sector and the commercial development of municipal forests, as well as the management of
protected areas. Another program with a budget of 22 million EUR has been reported by the BMZ as
decided and in the pipeline under the title 'Support to Implementation of National Forest and
Environmental Program' with a starting date of 2012 but without specifying an implementing
organisation. The title which is similar to the GIZ program may indicate that it is supposed to be a
continuation of the ProPSFE program, even though no specifications about objectives and
instruments are available. Two programs in Cameroon are implemented by the KfW according to the
IATI data but no information on the programs is available on the KfW website. The program 'KV
Forstsektorkorbfinanzierung' with a budget of 17.5 million EUR has started in 2006 according to the
available information and is notified as a basket fund for the preservation of national forest and
wildlife with ashortreference to sustainableagriculture supposed to enable the longterm existence
of the economic and ecological functions of the forest ecosystem. No information on objectives,
instruments or results are available for this KfW program. Such information is also missing for the
KfW program 'PV Nachhaltiges Ressourcenmanagement in Kamerun' which started in 2009 with a
budget of 10 million EUR. The only specification giveninthe IATl entry forthe program is " Promoting
sustainable resource management by preventing biodiversity in the southwest of Cameroon and in
the long run improving living conditions of local population". For two more programs with the
activity titles 'Program for Sustainable Management of Natural Resources - South West Region
(PSMINR-SWR)' and 'Klimaschutz - REDD' even less information is available. Both programs are
recorded with a budget of 10 million EUR each and an activity start date of 2012 but without any
specifications regarding implementing organisations, objectives, instruments, activities or target
groups. The abbreviation of the first of these programs, however, makes it likely that it is a GIZ
program.

The general information level is slightly better for the programs in the DR Congo. Four of the 13
ongoing programs have been classified in category 3 including at least some information on
objectives andinstruments, while for seven programs only basic data (category 1) are available (see
Table 2-8). The KfW is in charge of six programs in the DR Congo and provides the biggest share in
terms of funding, overall amounting to some 90 million EUR. The KfW program 'Nachhaltiges
Naturressourcen-Management' ('Sustainable Natural Resource Management') was started in 2005
witha budgetof 11 million EURand the stated objective isto "improve protection of biodiversity and
sustainable cultivation of tropical forest in order to improve economic situation of poor, rural
population". In 2008 the program 'Nachhaltiges Naturressourcen-Management II' was started
accounting for another 15 million EUR. For both programs only very basic data have been made
available. A trustfund to support the national forestry and environmental program 'Treuhandfonds
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zur Unterstiitzung des nationalen Wald- und Naturschutzprogramms' was decided in 2012 and
fitted with a 15 million EUR budget. Information on objectives, instruments and target groups are
missing for this program. The program 'Biodiversititserhalt und nachhaltige Waldbewirtschaftung'
isthe only KfW program in DR Congo referredto in the KfW project data bank. It was started in 2009
with a budget of 40 million EUR and the project partneris the 'Institut Congolaise de la Conservation
de la Nature' (ICCN). Stated objective of the program is to establish the preconditions for the
sustainable management of conservation areas in the provinces of South Kivu, Katanga and Maniema
which are supported by the program, particularly by strengthening the protection and monitoring of
the areas as well asimproving the living conditions of local people and supporting tourism. This KfW
program is conceptualised as the FC module of the GIZ program 'Conservation of Biodiversity and
Sustainable Forest Management' which was started in 2008 with the Ministry for the Environment
and Tourism of DR Congo (MECNT) as lead executing agency and a budget of 28 million EUR. Major
objectives are the protection of biodiversity and forests, the promotion of national development, and
the improvement of local livelihoods by way of supporting efficient institutional framework
conditions, sustainable forest management and effective conservation area management. In 2012
another 25.3 million EUR were provided for the continuing program titled 'Biodiversity Conservation
and Sustainable Forest Management (TC-Module)' which seems to have an even stronger focus on
the functioning of administrative institutions on the national and provincial level according to the
scanty information available from the GIZ project data bank. Underthe title 'Biodiversitatserhalt und
nachhaltige Waldbewirtschaftung' ('Sustainable Ressourcemanagement') another program budget
of 10 million EURisrecordedinthe IATI data base as decided and in pipeline since 2012 but without
any specifications about implementing organisation and objectives. Two more programs are
implemented by the KfW in cooperation with the WWF, both of them funded by the International
Climate Initiative (ICl) of the BMUB. The program 'Integrated Protected Area in the Ngiri Rainforest'
with an overall budget of 2.6 million EUR aims to conserve biodiversity and forests in the Ngiri
Triangle nature reserve and to promote the function of these forests as carbon reservoirs and with
regard to water regime regulation, particularly by improving the management, protection, and
monitoring of the area. The second KfW program which is implemented in cooperation with WWF
and titled 'Development of a Carbon Storage Map and Carbon Payment Modell Regions for the DRC
Forest Belt' has a budget of 6.1 million EUR. It isa REDD+ preparatory and pilot project, including the
implementation of forest conservation strategies, with the stated aim to set benchmarks for a fair
and sustainable system of using carbon paymentsto place a monetary value on forests. Forathird ICl
funded program accounting for 2 million EUR with the title 'Assessment and Development of a
Modernised, Expanded Network of Protected Areas' WWF is the lead implementing organisation in
cooperation with the MECNT, ICCN, and the Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS). The project is
supposed to lay the groundwork for planning, establishing and improving a network of protected
areas in the Congo Basin covering 15% of the country's surface area with the objective to preserve
the biodiversity of forest and freshwater ecosystems and safeguard their role as carbon sinks. Three
smaller projects are also implemented by NGOs, for all of them only very basic information is
available. The Frankfurt Zoological Society (FZS) is in charge of the project 'Schutz und Management
der natiirlichen Ressourcen und Kohlenstoffspeicher des Maiko Nationalparks' (Support for the
management and protection of the natural resources of Maiko national park) which started in 2011
with a budget of 0.5 million EUR. A project titled 'Integrated rural environment protection
programme on the High Plateau of Minembwe' which started in 2011 with a budget of 444,000 EUR
is implemented by OXFAM Germany, and the German NGO Lernen-Helfen-Leben e.V. (LHL) is
responsible for the project 'Reforestation and Education for Forest Management in Eastern Congo'
supposed to last from 2013 to 2017 with a committed budget of about 287,000 EUR.

Regarding the programs in Indonesia the information made available by the funding and
implementing organisations was frequently better compared to the two African countries. For seven
of the 20 ongoingforestrelated programs and projectsin Indonesia some information on objectives,
instruments, target groups or results have been provided (category 3) covering about 57% of the
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total funding amount. However, for ten programs or about 29% in terms of funding amount only
basicdata have been available (category 1). Even with regard to the programs classified in the third
category the quality of available information was highly variable between the different Indonesian
programs and in most cases it was far from being satisfactory. For a comprehensive review and
analysis of the ongoing programs in Indonesia see Chapter 3.2.4.

The ongoing programs in the case study countries have been further categorised according to their
major objectives which have been derived from the information provided by funding and
implementing organisations. Referring to the major issues and objectives of forest policies in
development cooperation determined by the BMZ (see Chapter 2.1.1), three major objectives have
been distinguished, particularly the conservation of forests and biodiversity ('Biodiversity
Conservation'or BC), the utilisation and profitable management of forests ('Forest Use' or FU), and
the improvement of local livelihoods ('Local Live lihoods' or LL). German forest policy in the context of
development cooperationis conceptualised so as to integrate and simultaneously pursue all of these
objectives. It is not surprising that almost all of the programs analysed address all of the three
objectivesintheirtitles ordescriptionsin one way oranother. There are good arguments referring to
mutually supportive impacts of such an approach, however, in practice the integration and
implementation of these major objectives may be often challenging or even conflicting, and their
relative significance is certainly varying between different programs. Given the predominantly poor
information basis, it was in most cases not possible to determine the actual significance of these
three major objectives for the different programs. However, to get a coarse idea of their varying
significance, the available information regarding the three objectives has been classed into three
broad categories. Category 1 refers to programs where the objective was not addressed at all,
category 2 indicates that the objective was at least addressed in the available information for the
program, and for programs classed in category 3 the objective was addressed as a major issue. (See
Table 2-9)

Table 2-9: Objectives addressed in ongoing programs

CsCall (objectives addressed)
1 (not addressed) 2 (objective addressed) 3 (major objective)
BC 22.6 (3)5.9% 221.3(22)57.7% 139.9 (14) 36.5%
FU 2.0(1)0.5% 252.7 (24) 65.5% 129.1 (14) 33.5%
LL 46.0 (5) 12.0% 336.8 (29) 87.8% 1.0(5)0.3%
Cameroon DR Congo Indonesia
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
BC o| 71.2(5) 17.5 (1) 0| 85.7(6) 70.5 (7) 22.6(3)| 64.4(11) 51.9 (6)
0.0% 80.3% 19.7% 0.0% 54.9% 45.1% 16.3% 46.4% 37.4%
FU 0| 27.5(2) 61.2 (4) 2.0(1)| 147.8(10) 6.4 (2) 0| 77.4(12) 61.5 (8)
0.0% 31.0% 69.0% 1.3% 94.6% 4.1% 0.0% 55.7% 44.3%
LL 0 88.7 (6) 0 12.5(3) [ 143.7(10) 0 33.5(2) | 104.4(13) 1.0 (5)
0.0% 100% 0.0% 8.0% 92.0% 0.0% 24.1% 75.2% 0.7%

First figure funding in million EUR, in brackets number of projects, second line % of relevant funding amounts

Based on this classification, the distribution of the relative significance for the two objectives
Biodiversity Conservation (BC) and Forest Use (FU) on average over all three case study countries is
rather similarand different from the pattern of the objective Local Livelihoods. While BCand FU have
beena majorobjective (BC3/FU3) in more than a third of the programs in terms of funding amount,
less than one percent of all programs have addressed Local Livelihoods as a major objective (LL3).
Furthermore, the improvement of Local Livelihoods (LL) is also the objective which shows the highest
score in the category 1, with five programs accounting for 12% in terms of fundingamount which are
not addressing Local Livelihoods at all (LL1). (See Table 2-9)
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With regard to the case study countries this classification does not show striking varying patterns
between the different countries. Category 2 (objective addressed but no major objective) isin all
three countries and for all of the three objectives the most important category in terms of funding
amounts.>® The only exception to thisrule is the objective Forest Use (FU) with regard to Cameroon
where the major share of funding with 69% refers to FU as major objective (FU3). At the same time
the objective Biodiversity Conservation is categorised as a major objective (BC3) only in 20% of the
programsin Cameroon, which is significantly less compared to DR Congo and Indonesia, where the
respective shares are 45% and 37% in terms of funding. (See Table 2-9)

With regard to the differentimplementing organisations varying significance patterns of the different
objectives are more obvious. Biodiversity Conservation (BC) has been the most frequent and
important objective in KfW programs which to 62% in terms of funding have been classified in
category BC3 (accounting for 88% of all programs classed BC3) and the remaining 38% in BC2. While
the BC significance pattern for programs implemented by NGOs (BC2 36% / BC3 58%) is similar to
that of the KfW programs (BC2 38% / BC3 62%), only 3% of the GIZ programs have been classified in
BC3 indicating Biodiversity Conservation as a major objective. 17% of the GIZ programs have been
classified in BC1(99% of all funding classed BC1) while for 80% of the funding implemented by GIZ
the objective Biodiversity Conservation was addressed but not as a major objective (BC2). Regarding
the objective Forest Use (FU) there are no outstanding differences between GIZ and KfW, the former
with shares of 66% in FU2 and 34% in FU3 and the latter with 74% FU2 and 26% FU3 respectively.
While the NGO share for FU3 with 26% is on the same level like GIZ and KfW, one of the NGO
programs is the only program which has been classified in FU1. (See Table 2-10)

Table 2-10: Objectives addressed differentiated according to implementing organisations

Objectives addressed CSC all
1 (not addressed) 2 (objective addressed) 3 (major objective)
BC 22.6 (3)5.9% 221.3(22)57.7% 139.9 (14) 36.5%
FU 2.0(1)0.5% 252.7 (24) 65.5% 129.1(14) 33.5%
LL 46.0 (5) 12.0% 336.8 (29) 87.8% 1.0(5)0.3%
BC FU LL

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Glz 22.3(2)| 101.9(6) 3.8 (1) 0| 84.0(6) 44.0 (3) 0| 128.0(9) 0
17.4 % 79.6 % 3.0% 0.0% 65.6 % 344 % 0.0% 100 % 0.0%
% all 98.7 % 46.0 % 2.7% 0.0% 33.2% 34.1% 0.0% 38.0% 0.0%
KfW o| 75.6(6)| 123.2(9) 0| 147.0(10) 51.8 (5) 33.5(2) | 165.3 (13) 0
0.0% 38.0% 62.0 % 0.0% 73.9% 26.1 % 16.9 % 83.1% 0.0%
% all 0.0% 34.2% 88.1% 0.0 % 58.2% 40.1 % 72.8 % 49.1 % 0.0%
NGO 0.3 (1) 1.8(7) 2.9(3) 2.0(1) 1.7 (6) 1.3 (4) 2.5(2) 1.5(4) 1.0 (5)
6.0 % 36.0% 58.0 % 40.0 % 34.0% 26.0 % 50.0 % 30.0 % 20.0%
% all 13% 0.8% 2.1% 100 % 0.7 % 1.0% 5.4% 0.4% 100 %
n.d. 0 42.0 (3) 10.0 (1) 0 20.0 (2) 32.0(2) 10.0 (1) 42.0 (3) 0
0.0% 80.8 % 19.2% 0.0 % 38.5% 61.5 % 19.2% 80.8 % 0.0%
% all 0.0% 19.0 % 7.1% 0.0% 7.9% 24.8 % 21.7 % 12.5% 0.0%

First figure funding in million EUR, in brackets number of projects, second line % of relevant funding amounts

> This prevalence of programinformation which addresses an objective but does not emphasize this objective as a major
objective (category 2), at least to some degree probably reflects the trinity of policy objectives in forest related
development cooperation which almost requires reference to all objectives.
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The most obvious differences between the different implementing organisations pertain to the
objective Local Livelihoods (LL). Neither GIZ nor KfW programs have been classified under the
category LL3 addressingthe improvement of local livelihoods as a major issue. In contrast, 20% of all
NGO projectsinterms of funding amount (100% of all programs in this category) have been classed
in LL3. However, these five NGO programs which stated the improvement of local livelihoods as a
major objective together only account for about 1 million EUR of funding. While all of the GIZ
programs have been classified in category LL2, 83% of the funding implemented by the KfW
addresses local livelihoods as an objective but not as a major objective (LL2), and 17% in terms of
KfW funding does not refer to local livelihoods at all (LL1). (See Table 2-10)

2.2.4 Instrumentsand approachesin forest related German development cooperation in the CSC

Over the period observed, the forest related programs and projects of German development
cooperationinthe case study countries not only show a tendency toincrease in terms of budget size,
but also with regard to their complexity, the different target groups addressed, and the diversity of
activitiesand instruments applied. To understand and evaluate the functioning and effectiveness of
these projects and programsit is necessary to analyse the interrelation and impacts of the different
activities and instruments used. However, despite prevalent commitments to transparency and
citizen-friendly information policies, published information for most of the programs and projects is
very poor, and for many of them information on target groups, instruments and measures is missing
at all.”® In the few cases where more detailed information about instruments and activities has been
provided in the context of web presentations of projects, it was generally not possible to reliably
determine the relevance and importance of these instruments and activities regarding the objectives
of the project or program.

For the purpose of this study, the information provided by funding and implementing organisations
has been reviewed with regard to target groups addressed and instruments applied in programs and
projects. Unfortunately the available dataare too poor to allow a program based analysis.>” To get at
least a rough idea of the different instruments applied in forest related German development
cooperation in the case study countries, the different instruments mentioned in the available
information on projects and programs have been compiled and roughly categorized as to whether
they have been mentioned once as aninstrument supposed to be applied (category 1), mentioned in
several instances (2), orwhetherthey were emphasised as a major instrument (3). A compilation of
thisreview, which due to missinginformation cannot be comprehensive, is given in Table 2-11 (see
below). Withregard to the case study country Indonesia, a more detailed discussion and assessment
of the relevance and importance of different instruments can be found in the country specific
synthesis in the report on Indonesia.

The incompleteness, vagueness, and contingency of the available information on applied instruments
leave little space for systematic analysis. However, the compilation seems to indicate that most of
the instruments targeting the administrative body are appliedin all of the three case study countries
and are frequently applied in several programs (category 2) or emphasised as major instruments
(category 3). Instruments targeting economic actors and markets show a less even distribution
patternfor the three case study countries, but a significance pattern comparable to the governance
instruments, even though instruments categorized as to be of major significance (3) are less
frequent. The latter pattern also seemsto hold true with regard to the instruments which in the first
instance target academic institutions and focus on data collection, analysis and modelling. Many of

*® See alsoDeutsche Klimafinanzierung 2014 Qualitative Aspektein der Klimafinanzierung aus Deutschland, accessed
October2014. Accordingto theirsurveyof projects of German development cooperation with regard to climate change
mitigation, publicinformation about projects are available only for about half of the BMZ funded projects.
*Fora fragmentary coding of the programs regarding target groups which has not been furtheranalysed due to
insufficient data quality see Annex 5.4 '0Ongoing Programs'.
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them are related to climate change mitigation and the REDD+ preparatory process. The significance
level of instruments explicitly targeting civil society groups and institutions or local communities is
particularly low compared to the other target areas. Most of them fall in category 1indicating only
one reference inthe information reviewed. Noticeable is furthermore their weak representation in
the case study countries Cameroon and DR Congo. (See Table 2-11 and Annex 4.6) However, a more
detailed analysis of the programsin Indonesia indicates that these instruments play only a marginal
role in Indonesia too (see country specific report on Indonesia).

Table 2-11: Instruments of forest related German development cooperation in the CSC

Target area

Instruments of forest related development cooperation

Camer
oon

DR
Congo

Indon
esia

Administrative
agencies and
institutions

Developm. & implementation of national forest policies and programs (NFP)

Development of strategies andinstruments to implement policy objectives

Zoningandlanduse planningon the national and regional level

Planning of protected area networks andintegrated conservation

Development & implementation of administrative agencies and institutions

WIN|RPRL|IN|W

WIN|RP|RP,|W

Design andimplementation of Forest Management Units (FMU)

Implementation offorest management plans accordingto SFM principles

Education and training of foresters and administrative s taff

RN

Compilation of forest and biodiversityinventories

Development & implementation of forest monitoring systems

Facilities for forest surveillance, protection, patrolling, and fire-fighting

Infrastructure development (machines, transportation, buildings, roads)

Economic
actors and
markets

Extraction & marketing of timber, reduced impact logging (RIL)

Certificationsystems and FLEGT

N|R |k |-

Re-andafforestation projects

RIN|Rr[Rr[N] R RIN|R

Ecosystem restoration concessions (ERC)

Payments for environmentalservices (PES)

REDD+ preparation and pilot projects

Carbon storage studies and mapping

Development of Reference Emission Levels (REL) and Measuring, Reporting
and Verifying (MRV)systems

NINITWIRIWIERINIERINININININNIWIWIWININ|WWw

Development and marketing of NTFPs

Agricultural development andimprove ments

Development & improvement of market access and infrastructure

Development of tourismand ecotourism

NININ

Training in handicraft, agriculture, and business

Civil society
organisations
and
institutions

Awareness building and environmentaleducation

Training insustainable forest use and management

Supportof Climate Change Adaptation

Development and support of participatoryinstitutions

R INININ

Gender mainstreaming

Participatoryvillage mapping (PVM)

CBFMand community forests

Legal advice, mediation, and advocacy

Networking ontheregional, national,and international level

Survey,
measuring,
and modelling

Aerial surveys, satellite imagery, and GISmapping

Socio-economic and ecologicalsurveys and studies

NlWIR|R|IR]IRIRIER[IRININIERININININ

Climate change modelling

N|R| k|-

NININ|-

Supportforacademicand educational institutions

1

1

1 =instrument mentioned once, 2 = mentioned in several instances, 3 =emphasised as major instrument

The different instruments supposed to be applied in the forest related programs in the case study
countries have beenrelated to the different target areas 'government’, 'economy’, ‘civil society', and
'science'. While this was generally possible without significant overlapping and contradiction, an
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attribution of instruments to particular objectives of development cooperationin the forest sector is
not possible. Any of these instruments may serve to support any of the three major policy objectives
'‘Biodiversity Conservation', 'Forest Utilisation', and improvement of 'Local Livelihoods'. The purpose,
relevance, and impact of the different instruments depend much more on the context of the
application of these instruments, and particularly on the different mindsets and strategies which
guide and determine forest policies in development cooperation as well as the development and
implementation of forest related programs and projects.

Since the late 1980s, academicdiscourses and political struggles regarding the use and protection of
forests are significantly informed by three competing perspectives and conceptual framings which
may be labelled 'global governance', 'economization’, and 'local empowerment' mindsets. The 'global
governance' mindset promotes an equitable and sustainable management of resources as well as a
proper consideration of rights of forest dependent people in the context of national and
international legal frameworks based on the sustainable development paradigm and good
governance principles as the most promising approach to implement objectives of forest policies and
to solve global forest problems. The ‘economization' mindset emphasises the regulative power of
free markets as well as benefits for the common welfare deriving from competitive behaviour, and
promotes the deregulation of markets, privatisation, commodification and the economization of
human living conditions as well as economicdevelopment for forest dependent communities as the
best way to use and protectforests. While the controversy between the 'global governance' and the
'economization' mindset partly reflects long-lasting struggles and interdependencies between
'market' and 'state' as well as respective political philosophies and systems, the 'local empowerment'
mindset has predominantly emerged and developed as a response to the failure of these political
philosophies and their related socioeconomic systems to warrant economic development and
environmental conservation.”® In contrast to the 'global governance' mindset focusing on
administrative structures and state control on the one side, and the 'economization' mindset
focusing on private enterpriseand competition on the otherside, the 'local empowerment' mindset
predominantly relies on civil society actors and local communities, emphasises the diversity and
particularity of these communities as well as their interests and rights in land and local resources,
and promotes communal self-determination and resource control as an alternative approach to
forest protection, sustainable livelihoods, and more equitable societies. 39

Togetherwith particularcorresponding strategies, these different mindsets significantly shape and
determine forest policy in development cooperation as well as its activities and impacts in partner
countries. In the context of a global governance mindset it is most reasonable to strengthen
administrative agencies and their competences as well astoimprove their capacities to control forest
actors and forest resources. In an economization mindset, in contrast, the required strategy is to
establish free markets and competition with regard to forest utilization and to promote the
privatisation and commodification of forest products and services. In the context of a local
empowerment mindset the appropriate strategy is to increase communal self-determination and
participative capacities as well as to support abilities and competences of local actors and
communities to use and protect their forests sustainably. In this study we conceive of this close
interrelation between particular mindsets and corresponding strategies as an 'approach' and
distinguish between a 'Global Governance Approach' (GG), an 'Economization Approach' (EC), and a
'Local Empowerment Approach' (LE).*° (See Table 2-12)

*8 Fora more comprehensive review of the relation ofthese different approaches andtheir developmentin the context of
environmentand development discourses see Buergin 2013.

* These mindsets are not specific to forest policies, but are of broader relevance with regard to environment and
development discourses and polides. Theyare furthermore essentially related to crucial disputes about the development
and identity of modern societies.

® Fora more comprehensive contextualisation and discussion of the three approaches see Chapter 3.4.4.
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Table 2-12: Approaches in forest policies

Global Governance Approach Economization Approach Local Empowerment Approach

Mindset | An effective control of forest The regulative power of free Local communities which
actors andforest resourcesin markets is the best way to depend on forests for their
supportof 'sustainable ensure development and livelihoodsandidentityare
development' warrants the efficient resourceallocation particularlyinterested in the
implementation of the forest which facilitates forestpolicy protection and sustainableuse
policy objectives objectives of their forests

Strategy | Strengthening administrative Supporting competition and Increasing communal self-
agencies and their capacities to | privatisation,commodification | determination and capacities for
control and manage forests of forests' goods and services sustainableforestuse

Target Administrative agencies and Economic actors, private Local communities and civil

areas institutions enterprises and markets society institutions

Policy Biodiversity and Forest Forest Utilisation and Improvement of Local

objectives | Conservation Management Livelihoods

Apparently there are certain affinities between the different approaches (including mindsets and
strategies) we distinguish and different target areas or target groups of forest related development
cooperation (see Table 2-12). However, there is no necessary or one-way relation between the two
categories 'approach' and 'target area'. Each of the three approaches may address all target areas
withtheirstrategiesandinvolve all target groups. Toan even lesser degree such 'affinities' also exist
between the three approaches and the different major objectives of forest policies. Historically, the
Global Governance Approach has strong affinities with the objective Biodiversity and Forest
Conservation, while the Economization Approach has closer relations to the objective Forest
Utilisation and Management, and the Local Empowerment Approach is affiliated with the objective
Improvement of Local Livelihoods. However, every particularapproach can be and is used to support
each of the three major objectives, even though outcomes and impacts may differ considerably
depending on the approach followed.

For the purpose of this study, the ongoing forest related programs and projects have been assessed
withregard to the significance of differentapproaches inthese programs. Due to the poor data base
thisisa largely 'explorative' and sometimes may be even arbitrary attempt.®* Furthermore, given the
complexity of most of the programs and the diversity of instruments they apply, it is generally not
possible to attribute a single program to one particular approach. To get at least a rough idea about
the relative significance of the different approaches with regard to the three case study countries
and different implementing organisations, the programs have been classed into three broad
categories indicating the significance of a particular approach which was assessed from the
information provided by funding and implementing organisations. Category 1 (no indication) was
assigned when noindication was found that the respective approach was of relevance in a program,
while Category 2 (indications for approach) indicates that the approach was at least relevant or of
some significance, and Category 3 (major approach) was attributed if the available information
indicated that the respective approach was particularly important in this program. (See Table 2-13)

Based on this classification, the Global Governance Approach (GG) was the most important approach
with regard to all case study countries as well as to each single country. Overall, 70% in terms of
funding amounts have been classed in GG3 and another 23% in GG2. Regarding the share of GG3
there are no significant differences between the case study countries, but DR Congo is the only

! Fora more substantiated analysisand discussion of the significance of the different approaches inIndonesia see Chapter
3.4.
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country where no programs have been classed in GG1 (no indication of Government Approach),
while 11% of fundingin Cameroon and 13% in Indonesia is grouped in this category. (See Table 2-13)

With regard to the Economization Approach (EC), 23% of the funding for all case study countries is
categorised as EC3 and another 70% as EC2, indicating that the Economization Approach in terms of
fundingislessimportant compared to the Governance Approach, even though the share of programs
where these two approaches are more or less relevant (Categories 2 + 3) is almost identical for both
approaches accounting for 93% in terms of funding. Regarding differences between countries, the
distribution pattern forthe Economization Approach is the most inhomogeneous. Category EC3 has
the highestshare in Cameroon with 46% and the lowest in DR Congo with 4%, however the share of
programs for which the Economization Approach was more or less relevant (EC2+EC3) is identical for
both countries adding up to 89%. The respective figure for Indonesia is almost 100%, while the
largest share isassigned to category 2 with 70% (EC2) and for about 30% in terms of funding amount
the Economization Approach was classed as a major approach (EC3). (See Table 2-13)

Table 2-13: Approaches pursued in forest related German development programs

CSCall (approaches)
1 (no indication) 2 (indications for approach) 3 (major approach)
GG 27.5(10) 7.2% 87.4 (10) 22.8% 268.9 (19) 70.1%
EC 28.1(7)7.3% 267.2 (23) 69.6% 88.5(9) 23.1%
LE 381.7 (31) 99.5% 1.0 (2) 0.3% 1.1(6) 0.3%
Cameroon DR Congo Indonesia

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
GG 10.0 (1) 20.0 (2) 58.7 (3) 0 42.8(6)| 113.4(7) 17.5(9) 24.6 (2) 96.8 (9)

11.3% 2.3% 66.2% 0.0% 27.4% 72.6% 12.6% 17.7% 69.7%
EC 10.0 (1) 37.5(3) 41.2 (2) 17.5(3)| 132.6(9) 6.1(1) 0.6(3)| 97.1(11) 41.2 (6)

11.3% 42.3% 46.4% 11.2% 84.9% 3.9% 0.4% 69.9% 29.7%
LE 88.7 (6) 0 0| 155.9(12) 0.3 (1) 0| 137.1(13) 0.7 (1) 1.1 (6)

100% 0.0% 0.0% 99.8% 0.2% 0.0% 98.7% 0.5% 0.8%

First figure funding in million EUR, in brackets number of projects, second line % of relevant funding amounts

Without much surprise, the Local Empowerment Approach (LE) is farlessimportant compared to the
Governance and Economization Approach and almost insignificant in terms of funding amounts
accounting for less than 1% for the categories LE2 and LE3 together for all case study countries. In
Cameroon no programs at all have been classedinthese two categories which indicate arelevance of
the Empowerment Approach. In DR Congo one program was assigned to LE2 accounting for 0.2% of
funding, whilein Indonesia six programs or 0.8% in terms of funding amounts were classified in LE3
signifying Local Empowerment as a major approach, and another program accounting for 0.5% of
funding was classed LE2. (See Table 2-13)

A closerlook at the distribution pattern of the different approaches with regard to the implementing
organisations shows that all of the programs where the Local Empowerment Approach has been
classified as relevant (LE2) or particularly significant (LE3) are implemented by NGOs, together
accounting for 42% of their funding amount. Least important in programs implemented by NGOs is
the Economization Approach with a share of 62% in EC1 (no indication) and only 18% in EC3 (major
approach), while the Governance Approach accounted for 50% in GG3 indicating a particular
significance of the Governance Approach in these programs. (See Table 2-14) The Governance
Approach was the most important approach in GIZ programs classified as particularly significant
(GG3) for over96% of GIZ programs in terms of fundingamounts. In KfW programs the GG3 category
accounted for 61%, and together with programs classified in GG2 KfW programs for which the
Governance Approach was relevant added up to 92% of the funding volume implemented by the
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KfW. Regarding the Economization Approach, differences between KfW and GIZ programs seem not
to be verysignificant. While 21% of the KfW funding amount has been classed in EC3 and 71% in EC2
togetheraccountingfor92% of funding for which the Economization Approach is relevant at least to
some degree, the respective figures for GIZ programs are 19% in category EC3 indicating a particular
significance of the Economization Approach and the remaining programs in EC2 accounting for 81%
of the funding volume, without any program where the Economization Approach was not relevant
(EC1). (See Table 2-14)

Table 2-14: Approaches pursued differentiated according to implementing organisations

Approaches pursued CSC all
1 (no indication) 2 (indications for approach) 3 (major approach)
GG 27.5(10) 7.2% 87.4(10) 22.8% 268.9 (19) 70.1%
EC 28.1(7)7.3% 267.2 (23) 69.6% 88.5(9) 23.1%
LE 381.7(31) 99.5% 1.0(2) 0.3% 1.1(6)0.3%
GG EC LE

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Glz 0 46(1)| 123.4(8) 0| 1042(7)| 23.8(2)| 128.0(9) 0 0
0.0% 3.6% 96.4 % 0.0% 81.4% 18.6 % 100 % 0.0% 0.0%
% all 0.0% 53% 45.9 % 0.0% 39.0% 26.9 % 335% 0.0% 0.0%
KfW 15.7 (2) 62.1(5) 121.0(8) 15.0 (1) | 142.0(10)| 41.8(4)| 198.8 (15) 0 0
7.9 % 312 % 60.9 % 7.5% 714 % 21.0% 100 % 0.0% 0.0%
% all 57.1% 71.1% 45.0 % 53.4% 53.1% 47.2 % 52.1% 0.0% 0.0%
NGO 1.8 (7) 0.7 (2) 2.5(2) 3.1(5) 1.0 (4) 0.9 (2) 2.9 (3) 1.0 (2) 1.1 (6)
36.0 % 14.0% 50.0 % 62.0 % 20.0 % 18.0 % 58.0 % 20.0 % 22.0%
% all 6.5% 0.8 % 0.9 % 11.0% 0.4% 1.0% 0.8% 100 % 100 %
n.d. 10.0 (1) 20.0 (2) 22.0 (1) 10.0 (1) 20.0 (2) 22.0 (1) 52.0 (4) 0 0
19.2 % 38.5% 423 % 19.2 % 38.5% 42.3 % 100 % 0.0% 0.0%
%all 36.4% 229 % 82% 35.6% 75% 24.9 % 13.6 % 0.0% 0.0%

First figure funding in million EUR, in brackets number of projects, second line % of relevant funding amounts




2.3 Conclusions on forest related bilateral German development cooperation
2.3.1 Development and relevance of German ODA and forest funding in the global context

The German government conceives of development cooperation as one of the most important
instruments to combat poverty and secure food, to establish peace, freedom, democracy and human
rights, to shape globalisation in a socially equitable manner, and to preserve the environment and
natural resources. In this context, German development cooperationin the forest sector is specified
as a subfield of the major issue 'Conserving the Environment and Natural Resources' and is
highlighted as a key tool regarding poverty reduction. Claiming thatindustrialized countries have for
the most part succeeded in halting the destruction of their forests, economic development is
conceived of as one of the main conditions for enabling countries to protect their forests.

While the BMZ website basically supports this assumption by referring to poverty, population
growth, inappropriate forestry practices, and forest clearance for pasture and agriculture as main
causes of forest destruction, the BMZ Strategy on Forests and Sustainable Development supposed to
determine and specify policies for development cooperationin the forest sector provides asomehow
different perspective on the drivers of deforestation. In this sector concept weak governmental
structures, missing political determination, insufficient participation of civil society, insecure land and
use rights, land use conflicts, legal and illegal logging, mining and infrastructure projects, e xport
oriented extension of agricultural areas and plantations, market deficiencies as well as global
economic relations and financial flows are identified as crucial causes of forest destruction, which
indicate a more ambiguous role of economic development with regard to deforestation and forest
degradation.

According to the BMZ sector concept, the primary goal of development cooperation in the forest
sectoris to assist governmental, civil societyand private actorsin partnercountries - and particularly
poor and indigenous people - to protect and use forests sustainably with the aim to permanently
preserve the capacity of forests to maintain the global ecological balance and to contribute to
poverty reduction and sustainable development. With regard to the overarching development policy
objectives, projectsinthe forest sector furthermore have to be aligned with the basic needs of rural
populations and have to make a concrete contribution to poverty reduction. This highly complex
definition consists of diverse objectives which are basically conceptualised as converging and
mutually supportive in the BMZ presentation of goals, strategies, and policies. However, in actual
forestrelated projects and activities of development cooperation aconcurrentand equally weighted
implementation of these diverse objectives will be generally difficult and will often eveninvolve goal
conflicts and antagonisms.

The sector concept also outlines principles and safeguards to which German development
cooperation in the forest sector is committed, specifically regarding the information and
participation of all stakeholder groups, land and use rights of forest dependent and indigenous
people, benefit sharingand the improvement of livelihoods, genderissues and the participation of
women, as well as international standards regarding forest conservation and sustainable forest use.
These social and ecological safeguards are conceived of as minimum requirements of German
development cooperation which are supposed to be operationalized successively in the partner
countries and to be systematically integrated into the bilateral planning and implementation of
development programs, including predetermined breaking points.

The German contribution to overall Official Development Assistance (ODA) is considerable. On
average over the period from 2002 to 2012 Germany provided about 8.7% of the total ODA of All
Donors or 10.1% of the ODA share provided by the countries which constitute the Development
Assistance Committee (DAC Countries). The share of multilateral ODA of All Donors on average has
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been rather constant over the period 2002 - 2012 accounting for some 23.3%, while German
multilateral funding on average had a share of 37.0% of total German ODA. Since 2002, Germany
consistently ranked among the five DAC countries contributing the highest ODA amounts, even
though still clearly below the German development policy target of 0.7% of Gross National Income
(GNI1) and only ranking 12" among the 27 DAC countries in terms of ODA in % of GNI in 2012. On
average German ODA in percent of GNI has not increased since 2006 after a pronounced setback in
the period from 1997 to 2004 and a sharp rise from 0.28% in 2004 to 0.36% of the German GNI in
2005.

The major recipients of German ODA are frequently changingfromyeartoyear. Aggregated over the
period from 2002 to 2012 the major recipients have been Iraq (6.6 bn USD), China (3.3 bn USD),
Afghanistan (2.8 bn USD), Cameroon (2.3 bn USD), DR Congo (1.7 bn USD), India (1.6 bn USD), Egypt
(1.4 bn USD) and Brazil (1.3 bn USD), including the two case study countries Cameroon and DR
Congo. In terms of gross ODA Indonesia ranks also among the major recipients with some 2 bn USD
over the period 2002-2012, but in terms of net ODA the country only received about 315.5 million
USD over this period.

Germany is alsoamongthe major donorsregarding forest related development assistance. Funding
from all sectors of development cooperation may address or have impacts on forests in recipient
countries more orless directly. However, programs and projects in development cooperation which
primarily address forests are predominantly related to the production sector Forestry and the cross-
cutting sector General Environmental Protection (Environment Sector). While funding in the
Environment Sector is highly relevant with regard to forests in the case study countries, it also
includes funding for purposes not predominantly related to forests (see below). Over the period
2002-2012 Japan has been the most important donor of ODA for the Forestry Sector, providing
almost 2 bn USD or 29.8% of All Donors, while Germany provided some 602 million USD or 9.3% of
All Donors ODA for the Forestry Sector. Together the three major donors Japan, Norway and
Germany accounted for about 52.8% of Forestry Sector ODA over this period. Japan was also the
most important donor with regard to the Environment Sector spending some 4.6 bn USD equal to
about 14.4% of All Donors ODA for the Environment Sector over the period 2002-2012. The three
major donors Japan, France and the United States together accounted for 40.2% of all Environment
Sector ODA while Germany ranked fourth with regard to accumulated ODA for the Environment
Sector for this period providing some 2.6 billion USD or 8.1% of the total Environment Sector ODA.

Overthe period 2002 - 2012, German fundingforthe Environment Sector hasincreased more or less
continuously in terms of absolute figures as well as in % of all sector ODA, most pronounced in the
years from 2010 to 2012. In comparison to the Environment Sector, funding for the Forestry Sector
has on average remained on a rather constant level over this period, displaying only a moderate
increasing trend since 2008. Both trends in German fundingto some extend reflect the pattern of the
fundingtrends of all donors for the two sectors. However, in contrast to this general pattern, which
shows a marked decrease of funding for the Environment Sector for the years 2011/2012 and a
moderate decrease of the Forestry Sector forthe year 2012, German funding for the two sectors has
increased particularly pronounced in these years. There is also a difference with regard to the
relative importance of the Forestry Sector in German funding in terms of % of all sector ODA
compared to the average of all donors. Over the period 2002 - 2012, Germany on average provided
considerably more forthe Forestry Sector compared to the average of all donors, while the average
German contribution to the Environment Sector was only slightly above the average level of All
Donors ODA for the Environment Sector.
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2.3.2 German ODA and forest related programs in the case study countries

The three case study countries show significant differences in terms of national economic
development and basic socioeconomic indicators, ranging from the Democratic Republic of Congo
listed as a Least Developed Country to Indonesia classified as Middle-income Country, while
Cameroon shows a medium position with regard to most indicators. The three case study countries
also differ considerably with regard to the amount and importance of the total development
assistance they received. With an overall net ODA of about 29.9 bn USD over the period 2002 - 2012
the DR Congo received by far the highest amount of ODA, while Indonesia received some 12.1 bn
USD and Cameroon about 9.3 bn USD. Due to repayments of loans, total bilateral net ODA from all
donors for Indonesia was calculated negative for the years 2004 and 2012 and the overall positive
balance isonly due to ODA from multilateral agencies. On average overthis period, multilateral ODA
accounted for about 33.7% of the total ODA in Indonesia, 32.5% in the DR Congo, and for 27.4% in
Cameroon.

Regarding the importance of ODA for the national economies and populations of the case study
countries differences were even more pronounced. On average over the period from 2004 to 2012,
the total ODA of All Donors for the DR Congo accounted for about 22.9% of the GDP of the country,
for 4.3% of the GDP of Cameroon, and for only 0.2% of Indonesia's GDP. In terms of ODA per capita
differences are particularly significant between the two African countries and Indonesia. While
Cameroonreceived some 44.9USD and the DR Congo about43.3 USD per capitaand yearon average
over the period 2004 - 2012, the respective figure for Indonesia was only 4.3 USD.

Significant differences between the two African countries and Indonesia were also observable
regarding loan repayments and debt reliefs. The latter constitute an important part of ODA for the
DR Congo and Cameroon overthe period 2002 - 2012, while debtreliefs have notbeenimportantfor
Indonesia. This holds with regard to ODA from all donors as well as regarding the German share,
even though at different times. In contrast to the African countries, in Indonesia considerable
repayments of loans have led to significant differences between Gross and Net ODA over the whole
period, effecting even negative balances with regard to German net ODA to Indonesia for the years
2003, 2004, 2009 and 2010.

Germany is amongthe major donors of bilateral ODA forall case study countries. In terms of highest
amounts of bilateral ODA from different donor countries in 2012 Germany ranks first regarding
Cameroon and the DR Congo, and third for Indonesia. Aggregated over the period 2002-2012
Germany was the most important donor for Cameroon, while the United States ranked first
regarding DR Congo, and Australiawas the most important donorforindonesia. Aggregated over the
period 2002-2012 total bilateral ODA from Germany to Cameroon amounted to some 2.3 bn USD,
the DR Congo received about 1.7 bn USD and Indonesia some 0.3 bn USD. In terms of % of total
German ODA the respective figures are 1.9% for Cameroon, 1.4% for DR Congo, and 0.2% for
Indonesia. The share of German ODA in % of All Donors ODA on average over the period 2002-2012
was about 24.4% for Cameroon, but only 5.6% for the DR Congo and 2.6% for Indonesia, even though
showing a remarkable rise of this share for both countries in 2012.

In all three case study countries German ODA was predominantly distributed over the Public Sector
while NGOs and Civil Society were at least of some importance in the DR Congo and in Indonesia.
Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) did not play a role with regard to German ODA in all three case
study countries and were also insignificant with regard to All Donors ODA. Compared to All Donors,
German ODA in the case study countries is more focused on the Public sector and shows some
emphasis on Civil Society funding in DR Congo and Indonesia, while Multilateral Organizations are
more important with regard to funding from All Donors.

47



The three case study countries host some of the largest remaining tropical forest areas. While forest
cover in all three countries is still considerable, deforestation rates are particularly high in the
economically more developed countries Cameroon and Indonesia, where also CO2 emissions per
capita are much higher compared to the DR Congo. In all three countries forest related issues are
addressed in priority areas of German development cooperation. Over the period 2002-2012 the
three case study countries from All Donors together received about 445.5 million USDin the Forestry
Sector and some 2.6 bn USD for the Environment Sector. The German share for this period was 54.9
million USDin the Forestry Sector whichis equal to about 9.1% of all German Forest Sector ODA, and
182.6 million USD for the Environment Sector constituting 7.1% of the total German Environment
Sector ODA.

Accumulated over the period 2002-2012 Germany provided about 33.4 million USD for the Forestry
Sectorand another 81.9 million for the Environment Sector in Indonesia. The respective figures for
the DR Congo are 4.2 million USDfor the Forestry Sectorand 52.4 million forthe Environment Sector,
while Cameroon received from Germany 17.2 million in the Forestry Sector and some 48.4 million
USD forthe Environment Sector. Indonesia has received a significantly bigger share of total German
Forest Sectorfunding comparedto average forestry funding of All Donors, while German funding for
the Environment Sector was significantly above average funding of All Donorsin Cameroon and most
pronounced in DR Congo, but considerably below the average level of All Donors funding for this
sectorin Indonesia.

ODA statistics and CRS data are problematicand insufficient to describe and analyse bilateral forest
funding in the context of development cooperation. Purpose Codes for the Forestry Sector
predominantly reflect categories and frames of the 1970s and 1980s, and are hardly suitable to
comprehensively capture the different purposes of forest funding now focusing much more on forest
protection and sustainable forest use. Furthermore, funding targeting forests is not exclusively
assigned to the Forestry Sector but also to other sectors and particularly the Environment Sector,
where forestrelated fundingis not specified at all and the suitability of Purpose Codes categories is
also problematic. An analysis of the CRS data regarding the relevance of the reported funding for
forests shows that forest related German funding in the cases of Cameroon and DR Congo is almost
congruent with the accumulated overall funding for the Forestry and Environment Sectors for the
two countries. The situation for Indonesia is significantly different, as only a minor part of German
fundingforthe Environment Sector was targeting forests and therefore classified as Forest Related.

The biggestshare of forestrelated German aid activities in the case study countries over the period
2002-2012 was classified as targeting the support of the administration, managementand utilisation
of forests, accounting for more than 80% of the forest related German ODA for Indonesia and the DR
Congo and more than 60% for Cameroon. In Cameroon about 33% of the aid activities were
attributed to the category Biodiversity and Forest Conservation while about 15% in DR Congo and
17% inIndonesiafellinto this category. Less than 6% of forest related ODA in Cameroon, about 3% in
Indonesia, and no activitiesin DR Congo have been classified as primarily targeting the improvement
of Local Livelihoods and Rights according to the information given in the CRS data entries. However,
if the data are analysed with regard to whether the improvement of local livelihoods is at least
addressed in the description of the activities, this share increases considerably.

CRS data refer to actual disbursements of donors of ODA at a certain time while development
cooperation is predominantly conceptualised and implemented in form of programs and projects
frequently extending over periods of time and including successive disbursements and commitments.
Unfortunately the attribution of CRS data to programs and projects of donors is not always easy,
despite recent efforts of the BMZ to supportthe International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI). Itis
most desirable that these initial efforts are continued and extended, and that other actors of
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development cooperation like the BMUB and KfW likewise support the IATI standards and provide
comparable data.

Based on an alignment and analysis of the CRS data on aid activities and the IATI data on programs
and projects, supported by other information sources, a list of forest related German development
programs was compiled for the period from 2002 to about 2020. Based on these data, bilateral
German funding for together 89 forest related programs and projects since 2002 amounts to about
123 million EUR for Cameroon, 163 million EUR for the DR Congo, and some 150 million EUR for
Indonesia. Regarding Cameroon, about 58.2% of the direct bilateral forest related ODA was assigned
to the Forestry Sectorand 41.8% to the Environment Sector. The respective figures for DR Congo are
2.3% for the Forestry Sector and 97.7% for the Environment Sector, while in Indonesia 63.0% of the
German forestrelated bilateral ODA was provided for the Forestry Sector, 36.3% forthe Environment
Sector, and 0.7% was attributed to othersectors. The analysis indicates a general trend of programs
to become biggerinsize on average since 2002, as well as a tendency of programs in Cameroon and
DR Congo to be on average bigger in size compared with Indonesian programs and projects.

To better understand the 'nature' and implementation of forest related German development
cooperation, the data on ongoing programs provided by funding and implementing organisations has
been analysed with regard to the quality of information, stated objectives, target groups,
instruments applied, and approaches pursued. Given the scantiness and incompleteness of the
information used forthe analysis, the reservations made with regard to the analysis of the CRS data
may be even more severe on thislevel, since the programs have become more complex and ongoing
programs generally refer to multiple objectives and purposes, apply diverse instruments and
measures, and involve different strategies and approaches.

Out of the 89 programs and projects recorded since 2002, 39 have been classified as ongoing
bilateral German forestrelated programs with an overall budget of about 384 million EUR including
disbursements and commitments. About 89 million EUR are designated for six programs in
Cameroon, some 156 million EUR and 13 programs are recorded for the DR Congo, and 20 programs
inIndonesiaaccountfor about 139 million EUR. The biggest share of ongoing forest related funding
inthe case study countriesis provided by the two German development organisations GIZ and KfW.
On average, GIZwas in charge of about one third of the available funds, while more than half of the
funding was channelled viathe KfW. The 11 Projects implemented by NGOs together only accounted
for about 1.3% of the total funds, and in Cameroon NGOs have not been involved as cooperating
partners in the reported programs at all. Overall, almost 90% of the funding was provided by the
BMZ, while some 10% came from the BMUB via its International Climate Initiative (ICl).

Regardingthe quality of information about ongoing programs provided by funding and implementing
organisations only very basicdata (Category 1) have been available for 42% of the programs in terms
of fundingamount. Some additionalinformation on objectives and/ortarget groups (2) was given for
another 17% and for about 41% in terms of funding amount at least some furtherinformation on
instruments, activities orresults (3) have been provided. Most of the programs implemented by GIZ
have been classified in the third category, accounting for some 93% of the total GIZ budgetin the
case study countries. Formore than 50% of the KfW programs only very basicdata (1) were available,
while only 17% of the KfW funding amount was classed in Category 3. The quality of information was
particularly low with regard to the programs in Cameroon, where only one program or 22% in terms
of funding was classed in the third category and for 78% only very basic data (1) have been available.
The general information level was slightly better for the DR Congo, where 37% of the programs in
terms of funding amount were classified in Category 3 including at least some information on
objectives andinstruments, while for 33% only basic data (1) have been available. Compared to the
two African countries, the availableinformation was often better in Indonesia, where for about 57%
of the total funding some information on objectives, instruments, target groups or results have been
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provided (3), while about 29% was classed in Category 1 with only basic data. However, even with
regard to the programs classified inthe third category, the quality of availableinformation was highly
variable between different programs, and in most cases it was far from being satisfactory.

Germanforest policy in the context of development cooperationis conceptualised so as to integrate
and simultaneously pursue the three major objectives of biodiversity conservation, forest utilisation,
and the improvement of local livelihoods. Itis not surprising that almost all of the programs analysed
address all of the three objectives in one way or another. Given the poor information basis, itisin
most cases not possible to determineactual significances of these major objectives. To get at least a
coarse ideaabout the significance of the different objectives, the programs have been classed into
three broad categories depending on whether an objective was not addressed at all (Category 1),
was addressed (2), orwas addressed as a major issue (3). Based on this classification, the distribution
of the relative significance for the two objectives Biodiversity Conservation (BC) and Forest Use (FU)
on average over all three case study countries is rather similar and different from the distribution
pattern for the objective Local Livelihoods (LL). While BC and FU have been a major objective
(Category 3) in more than a third of the programsin terms of funding amount, less than one percent
of all programs have addressed Local Livelihoods (LL) as a major objective. Furthermore, LLis also the
objective which shows the highest score in Category 1 with 12% in terms of funding not addressing
Local Livelihoods at all. With regard to differences between countries this classification does not
show striking varying patterns. Category 2 (objective addressed but no major objective) isin all three
countriesand for all three objectives the mostimportant category in terms of funding. However, the
figures indicate that for Cameroon the objective Forest Use is more important while the objective
Biodiversity Conservation is lessimportant compared to their significance in the two other countries.

With regard to the different implementing organisations varying significance patterns for the
different objectives are more obvious. Biodiversity Conservation (BC) has been the most frequent
and important objective in KfW programs and is similar to the BC significance pattern for programs
implemented by NGOs, while this objective was less frequentlyaddressed as a major objective in GIZ
programs. Regarding the significance pattern for the objective Forest Use (FU) there are no
outstanding differences between GIZ, KfW, and NGOs. The most obvious differences pertain to the
significance of the objective Local Livelihoods (LL). Neither GIZ nor KfW programs have been
classified as addressingthe improvement of local livelihoods as a major issue (LL3), while 20% of all
NGO projectsinterms of funding amount have been classed in this category, even though together
only accounting for about 1 million EUR. While all of the GIZ programs have been classified in
category LL2, 17% in terms of KfW funding does not refer to local livelihoods at all (LL1).

With regard to target groups addressed and instruments applied the available data are too poor to
allow a program based analysis. To get at least a rough idea of the different instruments applied in
forest related German development cooperation in the case study countries, the different
instruments addressed in the available information have been compiled and roughly categorized as
to whetherthey have been mentioned once (Category 1), in several instances (2), or whether they
were emphasised as a major instrument (3). A compilation of this review, which due to missing
information cannot be comprehensive, is given in Table 2-11.°* This list seems to indicate that most
of the instruments targeting the administrative body are applied in all of the three case study
countriesand are frequently relevant for several programs (2) or emphasised as major instruments
(3). Instruments targeting economic actors and markets show a less even distribution pattern for the
three case study countries, but a significance pattern comparable to the governance instruments,
even though instruments categorized as to be of major significance (3) are less frequent. This also
seems to hold true with regard to the instruments which in the first instance target academic
institutions, focusing on data collection, analysis and modelling, many of them related to climate

2 With regard to the case study countryIndonesia, amore detailed discussion and assessment of the relevance and
importance of differentinstruments can be found in the country specific synthesis in Chapter 3.4.2.
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change mitigation and the REDD+ preparatory process. The significance level of instruments explicitly
targeting civil society institutions and local communities is particularly low compared to the other
target areas. Most of these instruments were only referenced once inthe information reviewed and
in the case study countries Cameroon and DR Congo their representation is particularly weak.
However, a more detailed analysis of the programs in Indonesia indicates that these instruments in
Indonesia likewise play only a marginal role (see Chapter 3.4.2).

The differentinstruments have beenrelated to different target areas 'government’, 'economy’, 'civil
society', and 'science' which has been generally possible without significant overlapping or
contradictions. In contrast, an attribution of instruments to particular objectives of development
cooperationinthe forestsectoris not possible: any of these instruments may serve to supportany of
the three major policy objectives 'Biodiversity Conservation', 'Forest Use', or improvement of 'Local
Livelihoods'. The purpose, relevance, and impact of the differentinstruments depend much more on
the context of the application of these instruments, and particularly the different mindsets and
strategies which guide and determine forest policies in development cooperation as well as the
development and implementation of forest related programs and projects.

We conceive of this close interrelation between particular mindsets and corresponding strategies as
an 'approach' and distinguish between the three approaches 'Global Governance', 'Economization’,
and 'Local Empowerment'. Inthe Global Governance Approach the effective control of forest actors
and forestresources by administrative agencies is supposed to be the most important requirement
to warrant the implementation of forest policy objectives conceptualised in the context of the
sustainable development paradigm, to be reached by strengthening administrative agencies and
their capacitiesto control forest actors and the management of forests. The Economization Approach
points tothe regulative power of free markets as the best way to ensure development and efficient
resource allocation which is supposed to facilitate forest policy objectives in development
cooperation most effectively, to be achieved by supporting competition and privatisation as well as
the commodification of forest products and services. The Local Empowerment Approach emphasises
particularinterests and rights of local communities which depend on forestsfortheirlivelihoods and
identity to protectand sustainably use their forests, to be facilitated by increasing communal rights
to lands and forests as well as their capacities for sustainable forest use and self-determination.

Apparently there are certain affinities between the different approaches we distinguish and different
target areas of forestrelated development cooperation, even though there is no necessary relation
between the two categories. Each of the three approaches may address all target areas and involve
all target groups. To an even lesser degree such 'affinities' also exist between the three approaches
and the different major objectives of forest policies. Historically, the Global Governance Approach
has strong affinities with the objective Biodiversity and Forest Conservation, while the Economization
Approach has closer relations to the objective Forest Utilisation and Management, and the Local
Empowerment Approachis affiliated with the objective Improvement of Local Livelihoods. However,
every particular approach can be and is used to support each of the three major objectives, even
though outcomes and impacts may differ considerably depending on the approach followed.

The assessment of the ongoing forest related programs with regard to the significance of different
approachesislargely 'explorative' and sometimes may be an even arbitrary attempt given the poor
data base. To getat leasta rough ideaaboutthe relative significance of the different approaches, the
programs have been classed into three broad categories astowhether no indication was found for a
particular approach (1), whether an approach was at least relevant (2), or whether the available
information indicated that an approach was particularly important in a program. Based on this
classification, the Global Governance Approach (GG) was the most important approach with regard
to all case study countries as well as regarding each single country. Overall, 70% in terms of funding
amounts have been classed in GG3 and another 23% in GG2. Regarding the share of GG3 there are
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no significant differences between the case study countries, but DR Congo is the only country where
no programs have been classedin GG1. With regard to the Economization Approach (EC), 23% of the
fundingforall case study countries is categorised as EC3 and another 70% as EC2, indicating that the
Economization Approach in terms of funding is less important compared to the Governance
Approach, even though the share of programs where these two approaches are more or less relevant
(Categories 2 and 3 added) is almost identical for both approaches, accounting for 93% in terms of
funding. Compared to the Governance and Economization Approach, the Local Empowerment
Approach (LE) is far less important, accounting for less than 1% for the categories LE2 and LE3
together, and almostinsignificantin terms of fundingamounts. In Cameroon no programs at all have
been classed in these two categories indicating a relevance of the Empowerment Approach. In the
DR Congo one program was assigned to LE2 accounting for 0.2% of funding, while in Indonesia six
programs or 0.8% in terms of fundingamounts were classified in LE3 signifying Local Empowerment
as a major approach, and another program accounting for 0.5% of funding was classed in LE2.

A look at the distribution pattern of the different approaches with regard to the implementing
organisations shows that all of the programs where the Local Empowerment Approach has been
classified as relevant (LE2) or particularly significant (LE3) are implemented by NGOs, together
accounting for 42% of their funding amount but only 0.3% of the total funding amount. Overall,
NGOs are responsibleforthe implementation of 11 ongoing projects accounting for about 5 million
EUR or 1.3% of all forest related bilateral German funding in the case study countries, while NGOs
are major cooperating partners in three more programs adding up to another 9.6 million EUR. The
leastimportant approachin programs implemented by NGOs is the Economization Approach with a
share of 62% in EC1 (noindication) and only 18% in EC3 (majorapproach). The Governance Approach
accounted for 50% in GG3 indicating a particular significance of the Governance Approach in these
NGO programs. In the GIZ programs the Governance Approach was the most important approach
classified as particularly significant (GG3) for over 96% of GIZ programs in terms of funding amounts.
In KfW programs the GG3 category accounted for 61% and together with programs classified in GG2
KfW programs for which the Governance Approach was relevant added up to 92% of the funding
volume implemented by the KfW. Regarding the Economization Approach, differences between KfwW
and GIZ programs are not significant. While for 92% of the KfW funding the Economization Approach
isrelevanttosome degree (EC2or EC3) with a share of 21% in EC3 and only one program categorized
in EC1, the Economization Approach has been relevant for all of the GIZ programs, with a share of
19% in category EC3 (particularly significant) and no programs classed in EC1 (no indication).
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4 ANNEXES

4.1 Basic Socioeconomic and ODA Data for the Case Study Countries

Cameroon DR Congo Indonesia
Surfacearea 475,440 km? 2,344,860 km? 1,904,570 km?
Population 22,253,959 (2013) 67,513,677 (2013) 249,865,631 (2013)
Population density km? 46.81 (2013) 28,79 (2013) 131,19 (2013)
Populationgrowthrate 2.53 % (2013) 2.72 % (2013) 1.21 % (2013)
Populationinrural areas 46.75 (2013) 64.62 % (2013) 47.8 % (2013)

Human Development Index
ranking

150 of 187 (2012)
152 of 187 (2013)

186 of 187 (2012)
186 of 187 (2013)

121 of 187 (2012)
108 of 187 (2013)

Corruption Perception Index

144 of 177 (2013)

154 of 177 (2013)

114 of 177 (2013)

ranking (Score 25) (Score 22) (Score 32)
Infant mortality 94.5 (2013) 118.5(2013) 29.3 (2013)
Life expectancy 54.59 (2012) 49.63 (2012) 70.61 (2012)
Literacyrate 71.3 % (2010) 67 % (?) 92.82 % (2011)

Spending oneducation

3.11 % (2012)

2.51 % (2010)

3.57 % (2012)

GNI

28,185 m USD (2013)

26,919 m USD (2013)

894,967 m USD (2013)

GNI percapita

1,267 USD (2013)

399 USD (2013)

3,582 USD (2013)

GDPgrowth 5.51 % (2013) 8.49 % (2013) 5.79 % (2013)
GINI Index 38,9 (2007) 44,4 (2006) 34,1 (2008)
% absolute poverty ? ? 16.21 % (2011)
% nationalpovertyline ? ? 11.4 % (2013)

Undernourishment

13.3 % (2012)

?

9.1 % (2012)

Exports in% of GDP

27.9 % (2012)

27.38 % (2009)

23.75 % (2013)

Importsin% of GDP

30.55 % (2012)

36.9 % (2009)

25.74 % (2013)

Inflation

1.95 % (2013)

1.64 % (2013)

6.42 % (2013)

Jobs inagriculture

53.3 % (2010)

?

35.09 % (2012)

Unemploymentrate

3.8 % (2012)

7.2 % (2012)

6.6 % (2012)

Total foreigndebt

3,672 m USD (2012)

5,651 m USD (2012)

254,899 m USD (2012)

Foreign debt per capita

169 USD (2012)

86 USD (2012)

1033 USD (2012)

Total net ODA

612 m USD (2011)
596 m USD (2012)

5,533 m USD (2011)
2,859 m USD (2012)

419 m USD (2011)
68 m USD (2012)

Total net ODA percapita

28.91 USD (2011)
27.48 USD (2012)

86.57 USD (2011)
43.52 USD (2012)

1.72 USD (2011)
0.27 USD (2012)

Total net ODA % of GDP

2.40 % (2011)
2.35 % (2012)

32.25 % (2011)
16.62 % (2012)

0.05 % (2011)
0.01 % (2012)

Total gross ODA

698 m USD (2011)
692 m USD (2012)

7,487 m USD (2011)
2,877 m USD (2012)

2,666 m USD (2011)
2,323 m USD (2012)

Germannet ODA

97 m USD (2011)
89 m USD (2012)

94 m USD (2011)
594 m USD (2012)

75 m USD (2011)
33 m USD (2012)

Germangross ODA

97 m USD (2011)
89 m USD (2012)

94 m USD (2011)
594 m USD (2012)

214 m USD (2011)
126 m USD (2012)

Forestedlandarea

41.67 % (2011)

67.86 % (2011)

51.75 % (2011)

Annual changerate of
Forest Area (FAO statistics
FRA2010)

-0.94 % (1990-2000)
-1.02 % (2000-2005)
-1.07 % (2005-2010)

-0.20 % (1990-2000)
-0.20 % (2000-2005)
-0.20 % (2005-2010)

-1.75 % (1990-2000)
-0.31 % (2000-2005)
-0.71 % (2005-2010)

Cultivated land

20.31 % (2011)

11.37 % (2011)

30.09 % (2011)

Conservationareas

11 % (2012)

12.05 % (2012)

14.7 % (2012)

Powerconsumption/cap.

255.53 kWh (2011)

105.32 kWh (2011)

679.71 kWh (2011)

CO2 Emissions per capita

0.36 tonnes (2010)

0.05 tonnes (2010)

1.81 tonnes (2010)

Compiled and calculated from OECD statistics, The World Bank, Transparancy International, and data from the
BMZ website Countries, accessed September 2014.
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4.2 List of Interviewees and Informants
Institution / Department / Office / Name Position / Function
Organisation Program
Government | Government, | Coordinating Ministryfor Prabianto Mukti Assistant to Deputy Minister for
agencies Indonesia Economic Affairs Wibowo Forestry; Head ofIndonesia Heart
of Borneo National Working Group
Government, | Provincial Forestry Office, Indra Kumara Head of Forest Management,
Indonesia

Putussibau, Kapuas Hulu
Province

Bidan Pengelolaan Hutan

Development
organisations

GlZ, Germany

Monitoring & Evaluation Unit
Section Central Evaluation

Claudia
Kornahrens

Head ofSection Central Evaluation

GlZ, Indonesia | FORCLIME, Rolf Krezdorn FORCLIME Programme Director
Jakarta Office
GlZ,Indonesia | FORCLIME, Heinz Terhorst Strategic Area Manager, Green
Jakarta Office Economy, Heart of Borneo Initiative
GIZ, Indonesia | FORCLIME, Helmut Dotzauer | Strategic Area Manager,
Jakarta Office Sustainable Forest Management
GlZ, Indonesia | FORCLIME, Klothilde Sikun GIS Adviser
Putussibau Office
GlZ, Indonesia | FORCLIME, Franz-Fabian GIS Adviser, Development Worker

Putussibau Office

Bellot

KfW, Evaluation Department Martin Dorschel Head of Department
Germany

KfW, Evaluation Department Matthias von Forestry projects
Germany Bechtolsheim

KfW, Natural Resources and Marcus Stewen IndonesiaProjects
Germany Climate Asia (LEc4)

NGOs / Civil FFl,Indonesia | Flora & Fauna International, Eko Darmawan Director of Regional FFI Office
society Kapuas Hulu, Putussibau Kapuas Hulu Province
FZS, Indonesia | FrankfurtZoologicalSociety, | Peter-Hinrich IndonesiaProgram Director,
Bukit Tigapuluh National Pratje Country Representative
Park,Jambi
Greenpeace, Greenpeace Belgium An Lambrechts Coordinator Forest Policy Indonesia
Belgium
WARSI, Indonesian Conservation Diki Kurniawan Executive Director
Indonesia Community WARSI, Jambi
WWEF, WWF-Indonesia, Jakarta Anwar Purwoto Sumatra - Kalimantan Director,
Indonesia Office Heartof Borneo Initiative,
WWEF, WWEF-Indonesia, Jakarta Nancy 'Ochie’ Communications Officer,
Indonesia Office Ariaini Heartof Borneo Initiative
WWF, Indonesia, KapuasHulu Albertus Tjiu Director of Putussibau Office,
Indonesia Province, Putussibau Office Conservation Biologist
WWEF, WWF International, Tom Maddox Head ofHeart of Borneo Global
International | HeartofBorneolnitiative Initiative
Private Kompakh, Kompakh Travel Agency Andri San Travel Guide
sector Indonesia Putussibau
PT REKI, Harapan Rainforest Project, | Yussuf Yulius Head of Community Partnership
Indonesia Jambi Department
PT REKI, Harapan Rainforest Project, | DesriErwin Staff Community Partnership
Indonesia Jambi Department
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Institution /
Organisation

Department / Office /

Program

Name

Position / Function

Local actors

Menua Sadap,

Sadap sub-village

Robert Baker

GIZ Village Facilitator

& initiatives Indonesia GIZ Putussibau
Menua Sadap, | Sadap sub-village Husen Head ofVillage
Indonesia
Menua Sadap, | Sadap sub-village Lawrensius Head ofVillage Forest Committee
Indonesia Jantan (Lembaga Pengelola Hutan Desa)
Menua Sadap, | Sadap sub-village Bonifasius Ecotourism Manager
Indonesia Tungku
Menua Sadap, | Sadap sub-village Various villagers | GIZ workers and Sadap villagers
Indonesia in discussions
Menua Sadap, | Kelayamsub-village Various villagers Kelayamvillagers
Indonesia in village meeting
and discussion
Menua Sadap, | KeranganBunutsub-village Various villagers | KeranganBunutvillagers
Indonesia in discussion
Nanga Nanga Betungvillage, Nurhakim Head of Nanga Betung village
Betung, FFl Putussibau
Indonesia
Nanga Nanga Betung village, Herman Acin Head of Village Forest Committee
Betung, FEI Putussibau (Lembaga Pengelola Hutan Desa)
Indonesia
Nanga Nanga Betungvillage Various villagers Village Forest Committee and
Betung, in village meeting | NangaBetung villagers
Indonesia and discussion
Academic Bonn Institute for Orientaland Irendru Radjawali | Ph.D.Candidate, Kapuas Hulu
institutions University, AsianStudies Project
Germany
CIFOR, Forests & Livelihoods Christine Padoch Director, Forests & Livelihoods
Indonesia Research Research.
CIFOR, REDD+ Study William Sunderlin | Head ofresearchonthe sub-
Indonesia national level ofthe Studyon
REDD+
CIFOR, Central Africa Terry Sunderland | Head ofresearch onbiodiversity
Indonesia conservation, landscapes, food

security

EFI, European
Union

EuropeanForest Institute,

EU FLEGT Facility

Alexander
Hinrichs

Team Leader Regional Coordination
Asia
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4.3 Forest Related Projects of Bilateral German Development Cooperation in the CSC since 2002
4.3.1 Forestrelated German development projects in Cameroon since 2002
Cameroon

Datasource | Project / activity titles Sector Code Period Organisation | EUR Status

CRS Support to National Park 41030 2002-2003 Glz 498,000 | completed
CRS Consultancy for Ministry of Environment and Forests 41010 2002-2004 GlzZ 491,000 | completed
CRS Forest Protection Southeast Cameroon 41030 2003 Glz 36,000 | completed
CRS SFM Cameroon Hill 41030 2003 GIZ 354,000 [ Completed
CRS Forest Protection Akwaya 41030 2003-2004 Glz 202,000 [ Completed
CRS Forest Certification 31210 2004 BMZ 43,000 [ Completed
CRS Environmental Legislation and Sustainable Development 41010 2004 BMZz 22,000 | Completed
CRS Support to COMIFAC / Cameroon 31210 2004-2010 GlZz 1,502,000 [ Completed
CRS Sustainable Resource Management | 41010/41030 2004-2012 KfW/GIZ 20,028,000 | Completed
CRS Afforestation 31210 2005-2010 BMZ 715,000 [ Completed
CRS Biodiversity Conservation 41030 2005-2010 Glz 4,628,000 | Completed
CRS/IATI/DKF | KV Forstsektorkorbfinanzierung 31210 2006-2014 Kfw 17,500,000 | Ongoing
CRS Monitoring and Enforcementin the Forest Sector 31210 2007 BMZ 94,000 | Completed
CRS Preparatory activities Environmental Management 41010/41081 | 2008-2010 BMZ 101,000 | Completed
CRS Congo Basin Forest Management / Cameroon 41010/15110 2009-2012 BMZ 477,000 | Completed
CRS/IATI/DKF | PV Nachhaltiges RessourcenmanagementinKamerun 41030 2009-2014 Kfw 10,000,000 | Ongoing
CRS Funding for Lobeke Park 41030 2010 BMZ 4,780,000 | Completed
CRS/IATI/DKF | Supporting theimplementation of the National Forestryand Environmental Programme | 31210 2010-2015 GIZ 19,187,354 | Ongoing

(ProPSFE)

CRS Implementation of German Development Cooperation Aims 31220/41030 2011 BMZ 744,000 [ completed
CRS Environmental Education and Climate Change 41081 2012 BMF 22,000 | completed
IATI/DKF Supportto implementation of national forest and environmental program 31210 2012-?7 BMzZ 22,000,000 | ongoing
IATI Sustainable Management of NaturalResources - South West Region (PSMNR-SWR) 41030 2012-?7 Kfw 10,000,000 [ ongoing
IATI Klimaschutz - REDD 31220 2012-?7° BMZz 10,000,000 [ ongoing
DKF Forstsektorkorbfinanzierung 2011-2015 Kfw 25,500,000 | not included
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DKF Programm Unterstiitzung der Umsetzung des nationalen Waldprogramms (PSFE) n.d. GlZ 1,187,354 | not included
DKF Férderung von eigensténdiger Entwicklung und interreligibser Zusammenarbeit, n.d. EZE 272,500 | not included
Schwerpunkt Umwelt und Konfliktprévention
DKF Informations-, Begleitungs- und Lobbyarbeit zum Schutz der Bevélkerung vor Folgen von n.d. KZE 250,000 | not included
Bergbau und Ausbeutung fossiler und nachwachsender Energierohstoffe
Regional funding including Cameroon
IATI Regional Support for the Central Africa Forests Commission (COMIFAC) 41010 2005-2014 GIZ 4,000,000 | ongoing
ICl Trinational Forest Conservation Area (TNSF) 2008-2012 KfW/WWF 1,451,243 | completed
IATI Certified Sustainable Forestry Management (SFM) in the Congo Basin 31220 2008-2015 KfW 10,000,000 | ongoing
ICl Climate Change Scenarios for the Congo Basin 2009-2013 GlZ 1,530,000 | ongoing
IATI Sustainable forest managementin the Congo Basin (TNSF) 41030 2010-2015 KfW 20,000,000 | ongoing
IATI Sustainable forest managementin the Congo Basin (TNSF, Lobeke Park) 41030 2011-?7 BMZ 5,500,000 | ongoing
IATI Sustainable forest managementin the Congo Basin, Regional support for COMIFAC | 41010 2011-2015 GlzZ 10,700,000 | ongoing
IATI Sustainable forest management in the Congo Basin, Regional support for COMIFAC | 41030 2013-?7? BMZ 9,000,000 | ongoing
IATI Sustainable forest managementinthe CongoBasin, Access and Benefit-Sharing ABS | 41030 2013-?7? DEG (Kfw) 4,500,000 | ongoing
IATI Sustainable forest managementin the Congo Basin (Yamoussa Park) 41030 2013-?7? BMZ 6,900,000 | ongoing
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4.3.2

Forest related German development projects in the DR Congo since 2002

Democratic Republic of the Congo

Datasource | Project / activity titles Sector Code Period Organisation | EUR Status

CRS Consulting for Nature Conservation Authorities 41030 2002-2004 Glz 1,199,000 | completed
CRS Environmental education & training 41081 2002-2005 BMZ/NGO 79,000 | completed
CRS Nature Conservation East Congo 41030 2003-2006 Glz 1,097,000 | completed
CRS Afforestation Burhinyi 31220 2004-2007 BMZ 65,000 | completed
CRS Forestry policy & admin. Management 31210 2005 BMZ 657,000 [ completed
CRS Biodiversity Conservation 41030 2005-2006 GlzZ 166,000 | completed
CRS/IATI Sustainable Natural Resource Management | 41030 2005-2015 Kfw 11,000,000 [ ongoing
CRS Biodiversity Conservation and Forest Management 31210 2006-2008 GlZ 2,029,000 | completed
CRS Salonga Wildlife Conservation 41030 2008 BMZ 361,000 [ completed
CRS Gorilla Conservation Project 41081 2008-2009 FeMi 72,000 | completed
CRS Kivu Agroforestry 31220 2008-2011 BMZ 296,000 [ completed
CRS/ICI/DKF | Ngiri Triangle Integrated Conservation Project | &I 41030 2008-2013 KfW/WWF 2,596,388 | ongoing
CRS/IATI/DKF | Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Forest Management 41010 2008-2014 Glz 28,000,000 | ongoing
IATI Sustainable Natural Resource Management Il 41030 2008-?7? Kfw 15,000,000 [ ongoing
IATI/DKF Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Forest Management 41030 2009-?7? KfW 40,000,000 | ongoing
CRS Congo Basin Forest Management / DR Congo 41010/15110 2009-2011 BMzZ 224,000 [ completed
CRS/ICI/DKF | Assessmentand development of a Protected Area Network 41030 2009-2014 WWEF 1,999,361 | ongoing
CRS/IATI/DKF | Maiko National Park Management 41030 2011-2013 FZS 499,905 | ongoing
IATI Integrated rural environment protection programme on the High Plateau of Minembwe | 31130 2011-2014 OXFAM 444,390 | ongoing
IATI Biodiversitatserhalt und nachhaltige Waldbewirtschaftung 41030 2012-?7 BMZ 10,000,000 [ ongoing
IATI/DKF Treuhandfonds zur Unterstiitzungdes nationalen Wald- und Naturschutzprogramms | 41030 2012-?7? Kfw 15,000,000 [ ongoing
ICI/DKF Development of a Carbon Storage Map and Carbon Payment Modell Regions for the DR | 41030 2012-2016 KfW/WWF 6,100,000 | ongoing

Congo Forest Belt

IATI/DKF Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Forest Management (TC-Module) 41010 2012-2016 GlZ 25,300,000 | ongoing
IATI Reforestation and education for Forest managementin Eastern Congo 31220 2013-2017 LHL 287,046 | ongoing
DKF Aufbau einer Fachstelle fiir Berufsbildung im Bereich Bau und erneuerbare Energie n.d. EZE 145,000 | not included
DKF Erweiterung einer kirchlichen Universitét im Ostkongo, Schwerpunkt Landwirtschaft und n.d. EZE 980,000 | not included
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Umweltmanagement

DKF Hochschul- und Berufsqualifizierung, Schwerpunkt Medizin und Umweltmanagement in n.d. EZE 1,110,000 | not included
Post-Konfliktregion
Regional funding including DR Congo
IATI Regional Support for the Central Africa Forests Commission (COMIFAC) 41010 2005-2014 GlZ 4,000,000 | ongoing
ICl Trinational Forest Conservation Area (TNSF) 2008-2012 KfW/WWF 1,451,243 | completed
IATI Certified Sustainable Forestry Management (SFM) in the Congo Basin 31220 2008-2015 Kfw 10,000,000 | ongoing
ICl Climate Change Scenarios for the Congo Basin 2009-2013 GIZ 1,530,000 | ongoing
IATI Sustainable forest management in the Congo Basin, Regional support for COMIFAC | 41010 2011-2015 GlZ 10,700,000 | ongoing
IATI Sustainable forest managementin the Congo Basin (TNSF) 41030 2010-2015 Kfw 20,000,000 | ongoing
IATI Sustainable forest managementin the Congo Basin, Regional support for COMIFAC | 41030 2013-?7 BMZ 9,000,000 | ongoing
IATI Sustainable forest managementinthe CongoBasin, Access and Benefit-Sharing ABS | 41030 2013-?7 DEG (Kfw) 4,500,000 | ongoing
IATI Transboundary use and protection of natural resources in the SADC-region 41030 2012-2015 GlZ 5,710,000 | ongoing
IATI Training facilities & programs for wildlife rangers & managers in the SADCregion (pot.) | 41030 2011-?7 KfW 10,000,000 | ongoing
ICl Development of Integrated MRV Systems for REDD+ in the SADCregion (potentially) | 31220 2011-2015 GlIZ 3,764,260 | ongoing
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4.3.3 Forest related German development projects in Indonesia since 2002
Indonesia

Datasource | Project / activity titles Sector Code Period Organisation | EUR Status

CRS Integrated Forest Fire Management 31220/41030 2002-2004 GIZ/KfW 1,610,000 | completed
CRS Afforestation 31220 2002-2006 Glz 130,000 | completed
CRS Sustainable Forest Management 31210 2003-2004 Glz 36,000 | completed
CRS Integrated Experts Forestryand Environmental Management 31210/41010 | 2004-2006 BMZ 245,000 [ completed
CRS Biodiversity Conservation 41020 2005 FeMi 664,000 [ completed
CRS Forestry policyand administrative management 31210 2005-2011 BMZ 1,957,000 | completed
CRS Rural development and Biodiversity Protection in West-Kalimantan 31120 2006-2007 BMZz 65,000 | completed
CRS Kayan Mentarang National Park Management 41030 2006-2011 GlZ 1,170,000 | completed
CRS Park- and wildlife-management 31210 2007-2010 BMZz 274,000 [ completed
CRS/IATI/DKF | Forests and Climate Change (FORCLIME 1) 31210 2007-2013 GIZ 9,966,913 | ongoing
CRS/IATI Forestry Programme | (Support for the Ministry of Forestry) 31210 2007-2014 KfW 20,000,000 | ongoing
CRS Bukit Tigapuluh Management Plan 41030 2008 BMZ 101,000 | completed
CRS/ICI/DKF | Biodiversity Conservationthrough Prep. Measures for REDD+in Merang Peat Forests | 41030 2008-2012 Glz 1,406,875 | completed
CRS/IATI/DKF | Policy Advise on Environment and Climate Change (PAKLIM I) 41010 2008-2014 GlZ 8,617,987 | ongoing
CRS Banda Aceh Environmental Administration 41010 2009 BMZ 3,000 | completed
CRS/IATI Networking onsustainable forestryand resource managementin defence ofland rights | 31220 2009-?7? KZE 230,000 [ ongoing
CRS Sustainable use of natural resources through training programmes 31281 2009-2010 BMZ 137,000 | completed
CRS Bukit Tigapuluh Environmental Education 41081 2009-2010 FeMi 51,000 | completed
CRS/ICI/DKF | ForestManagement Financed through Emission Certificatesin UNESCO World Heritage | 41020 2009-2011 UNESCO 527,000 [ completed

Site 'Tropical Rainforest Heritage of Sumatra’

CRS/ICI/DKF | Knowledge Managementfor the REDD Pilot Project in the Merang Peat Forest Area | 41081 2009-2012 GIZ 625,787 | completed
CRS Local initiative to fight the expansion of biofuel in Sumatra 15150 2009-2012 BMZ 188,000 | completed
CRS/ICI/DKF | Harapan Ecosystem Restoration Concessions 31220 2009-2013 KfW 7,575,000 | ongoing
CRS/ICI/DKF | Securing Natural Carbon Sinks and Habitats in the 'Heart of Borneo' 41030 2009-2013 KfW/WWF 870,055 | ongoing
CRS/IATI Climate Community Sovereignty 41020 2010-?7? KZE 160,000 | ongoing
IATI Water, sanitation, reforestation, and credit programme, South-East-Sulawesi 43040 2010-?7 GeDo 694,824 [ ongoing
CRS Forestry education & training 31281 2010-2011 BMZ 108,000 | completed
CRS Partnerships with indigenous Communities in the Highlands of Borneo 15150 2010-2011 BMZ 390,000 [ completed
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CRS Sustainable BioProduction 31281 2011 FeMi 267,000 [ completed
CRS/IATI/DKF | Climate justice and sustainable livelihoods in Indonesia 41010 2011-?7 KZE 88,000 | ongoing
CRS/IATI/DKF | Sustainable and climate-sensitive forest Management, Jambi 41030 2011-?7 KZE 140,000 | ongoing
CRS/IATI/DKF [ Communityinitiative to protect small-scale food production area from large-scale oil | 15150 2011-?7 KZE 270,000 [ ongoing

palm expansion in Sumatra
CRS/IATI/DKF | Securingtherights of indigenous peoples in planned oil palm plantation expansionareas | 15160 2011-?7 KZE 250,000 [ ongoing

Westpapua and Central Sulawesi
CRS Conservationand Sustainable Developmentin Borneo / Peat Swamp Restoration | 41030 2011-2012 Fe Mi 433,000 | completed
IATI/DKF Forestry Programme |l (REDD+) 31210 2011-2013 KfW 23,000,000 | ongoing
CRS Forest Anti-corruption Solutions and Advocacy (Indonesia, Papua New Guinea) | 31210 2012 BMZ 325,000 [ completed
CRS/IATI/DKF | Forests and Climate Change (FORCLIME Il) 31210 2012-2016 GlZ 14,811,500 | ongoing
IATI/DKF Forestry Programme Ill (Sulawesi) 31210 2012-2017 Kfw 13,500,000 | ongoing
ICI/DKF Ecosystem Restoration Concessions to protect tropical rainforestin Indonesia 2012-2019 Kfw 8,100,000 [ ongoing
ICl/DKF Biodiversityand Climate Change 41030 2013-2016 GlzZ 3,800,000 | ongoing
CRS/IATI/DKF | Policy Advice on Environment and Climate Change (PAKLIM I1) 41010 2013-2016 Glz 13,747,000 | ongoing
Glzd Green Economyand Locally Appropriate Mitigation Actions in Indonesia (GE-LAMA-1) 41010 2013-2017 GlZ 4,551,500 | ongoing
ICI/DKF Climate Change Mitigation and Species Conservationin the Leuser Ecosystem Sumatra 2013-2019 KfW 8,500,000 [ ongoing
Glzd Appraisal Mission - Low Carbon Oil Palm Development in Indonesia 23070 2013 GlZ 125,000 | not included
CRS/IATI/DKF | Mitigating Climate Change Impact by Way of Conservation Activities, Economic | 31120 2011-?? EZE 520,000 | not included

Development and Empowerment in North Sumatra

Regional funding including Indonesia

IATI Biodiversity and Climate Change Project with ACB 41030 2010-2015 GlzZ 5,200,000 | ongoing
IATI Adaption and Mitigation Strategies in Support of AFCC (GAP-CC) 41010 2010-2015 GIZ 3,667,000 | ongoing
IATI ASEAN Centre for Biodiversity - Small Grants Programme 41030 2011-?7? Kfw 10,000,000 | ongoing
IATI Building resiliency of indigenous communities on climate change adaptation 41010 2012-?7 KZE 340,000 [ ongoing
ICl Forestand Landscape Restoration in Key Countries 2013-2017 IUCN/WRI 2,998,593 | ongoing
Glzd Forestry and Climate Change (FOR-CC) (ASEAN AFCC) 41010 2014-2017 GIZ 4,800,000 | ongoing
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4.4 Ongoing Forest Related Projects in the CSC

Ongoing forest related Programs and Projects in the Case Study Countries based on IATI, ICl, GIZ, and KfW data as of October 2014

Data Project / activity titles Sector | Start / Period | Implement. EUR | Objectives Target Areas Approaches DQ
source Code Organisation
Cameroon
CRS/IATI | KV Forstsektorkorbfinanzierung (Basket fund for 31210 | 2006-2014 Kfw 17,500,000 | BC2 /FU1/ | GA2/PE/CS/FC | GG2/EC1/ | 1
/ DKF preservation of nationalforest & wildlife) LL1 /Al LEO
CRS/ IATI | PV Nachhaltiges RessourcenmanagementinKamerun 41030 | 2009-2014 KfwW 10,000,000 | BC1/FU2/ GA2/PE/CS/FC | GG1/EC1/ 1
/ DKE LL1 /Al LEO
CRS/ IATI Supporting the Implementation of the National 31210 | 2010-2015 GlZz/ Glzd 19,187,354 | BC1 /FU2/ GA2/PE1/CS1/ GG2/EC2/ 3
/ DKF Forestryand Environmental Programme (ProPSFE) LL1 FCO/AIO LEO
IATI / DKF | Support to implementation of national forest and 31210 | 2012-?? 2?7 (Glz?) 22,000,000 [ BC1/FU2/ | GA2/PE1/CS1/ |GG2/EC2/ | 1
environmental program LL1 FCO/AIO LEO
IATI Sustainable Management of NaturalResources - South 41030 | 2012-?? ??? (Kfw?) 10,000,000 | BC1/FU2/ GA2/PE/CS/FC | GG1/EC1/ 1
WestRegion (PSMNR-SWR) LL1 /Al LEO
IATI Klimaschutz - REDD 31220 2012-?? ?7?? 10,000,000 | BC1 /FU1/ GA/PE/CS/FC/ | GGO/ECO/ 1
LL1 Al LEO
Democtatic Republic of the Congo
CRS/ IATI | Sustainable NaturalResource Management| 41030 | 2005-2015 KfwW 11,000,000 | BC1/FU1/ GA/PE/CS/FC/ | GG1/EC1/ 1
LL1 Al LEO
IATI Sustainable NaturalResource Management || 41030 | 2008-?7? Kfw 15,000,000 | BC1 /FU1/ GA/PE/CS/FC/ | GG1/EC1/ 1
LL1 Al LEO
CRS/ IATI | Biodiversity Conservationand Sustainable Forest 41010 | 2008-2014 GlZ 28,000,000 | BC1/FU1/ GA2/PE1/CS1/ | GG2/EC1/ 3
/ DKF? Management LL1 FC1/AI1 LEO
IATI / DKF? | Biodiversity Conservationand Sustainable Forest 41010 | 2012-2016 Glz/ Glzd 25,300,000 | BC1/FU1/ GA2/PE1/CS1/ | GG2/EC1/ 3
Management (TC-Module) LL1 FC1/AlI1 LEO
IATI / DKF? | Biodiversity Conservationand Sustainable Forest 41030 | 2009-?7? Kfwd 40,000,000 | BC2 /FU1/ | GA1/PE/CS1/ GG2/EC1/ 2
Management LL1 FC1/Al LEO
IATI Biodiversitatserhalt & nachhaltige 41030 | 2012-?? ?7?? 10,000,000 | BC2 /FU1/ GA/PE/CS/FC/ | GG1/EC1/ 1
Waldbewirtschaftung (sustainable LLO Al LEO
ressourcemanagement)
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http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/319
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/318
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/620
http://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/19615.html
http://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/19615.html
http://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/19615.html
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Cameroon+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/320
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/312
http://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/19887.html
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/312
http://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/19887.html
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Dem.+Rep.+Congo+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/312
https://www.kfw-entwicklungsbank.de/ipfz/Projektdatenbank/Programm-Biodiversitaetserhalt-und-nachhaltige-Waldbewirtschaftung-26532.htm

IATI / DKF | Treuhandfonds zur Unterstiitzungdes nationalen Wald- | 41030 | 2012-?? Kfw 15,000,000 | BC2 /FU1/ GA2/PE/CS/FC | GG2/ECO/
und Naturschutzprogramms LL1 /Al LEO
CRS/ IATI | Maiko National Park Management 41030 | 2011-2013 FZS 499,905 | BC2 /FU1/ | GA2/PE/CS/FC | GG2/ECO/
/ DKE LLO /Al LEO
IATI Integrated rural environment protection programme 31130| 2011-2014 OXFAM 444,390 | BC2 /FU1/ GA/PE/CS1/ GG1/EC1/
on the High Plateau of Minembwe LL1 FC1/Al LEO
IATI Reforestation and educationfor Forest managementin | 31220 | 2013-2017 LHL 287,046 | BC1/FU2/ GA/PE/CS1/ GG1/EC1/
Eastern Congo LL1 FC1/Al LE1
CRS/ICI/ | Ngiri Triangle Integrated Conservation Project| &1 41030 | 2008-2013 KfW/ WWF 2,596,388 | BC2 /FU1/ GA1/PE/CS1/ GG2/EC1/
DKF / DKF LL1 FC1/Al LEO
CRS/ICI/ | Assessmentand Development of a Modernised, 41030 | 2009-2014 WWF 1,999,361 | BC2 /FUO/ GA2/PE/CS2/ GG2/ECO/
DKF Expanded Network of Protected Areas LLO FC1/Al LEO
ICI / DKF/ | Developmentofa CarbonStorage MapandCarbon 41030 | 2012-2016 KfW/ WWF 6,100,000 | BC1/FU2/ GA2/PE1/CS/ GG1/EC2/
DKF? Payment ModellRegions forthe DRCForest Belt LL1 FC1/Al LEO
Indonesia
CRS/ IATI | ForestryProgramme | (Supportforthe Ministry of 31210 | 2007-2014 Kfw 20,000,000 | BC1/FU2/ | GA2/PE/CS/FC | GG1/EC2/
Forestry) LLO /Al LEO
IATI / DKF | ForestryProgramme |l (REDD+) 31210 | 2011-2013 Kfwd 23,000,000 | BC2 /FU1/ GA2/PE/CS/ GG2/EC1/
LL1 FC1/Al LEO
CRS/ IATI | PolicyAdvise on Environmentand Climate Change 41010 | 2008-2014 GlZ 8,617,987 | BCO/FU1/ GA2/PE1/CS1/ | GG2/EC1/
/ DKF (PAKLIM) LL1 FC/AIl LEO
CRS/ IATI Policy Advice on Environment and Climate Change 41010 | 2013-2016 Glz/ Glzd 13,747,000 | BCO /FU1/ GA2/PE1/CS1/ GG2/EC1/
/ DKF (PAKLIM 1) LL1 FC/AI LEO
CRS / IATI Forests and Climate Change (FORCLIME I) 31210 | 2007-2013 Glz/ Glzd 9,966,913 | BC1 /FU2/ GA2/PE1/CS1/ GG2/EC1/
/ DKE LL1 FC1/Al LEO
CRS / IATI Forests and Climate Change (FORCLIME I1) 31210 | 2012-2016 Glz/ Glzd 14,811,500 | BC1/FU2/ GA2/PE1/CS1/ GG2/EC1/
/ DKF LL1 FC1/Al LEO
IATI / DKF | ForestryProgramme Il (Sulawesi) 31210 | 2012-2017 KfwW 13,500,000 | BC1 /FU1/ GA/PE/CS/FC/ | GG2/EC1/
LLO Al LEO
IATI Water, sanitation, reforestation, and credit 43040 | 2010-?7? GeDo 694,824 | BC1/FU2/ GA/PE/CS/FC/ | GGO/EC2/
programme, South-East-Sulawesi, Indonesia LL1 Al LE1
CRS/IATI | Networking onSustainable Forestry & Resource 31220 | 2009-?? KZE 230,000 | BC1/FU1/ GA/PE/CS/FC2 | GGO/EC1/
Managementaiming atthe defence of Land Rights LL2 /Al LE2
CRS/ IATI | Climate CommunitySovereignty 41020 | 2010-?7? KZE 160,000 | BC1/FU2/ | GA/PE/CS/FC2 | GGO/EC2/
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http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/1185
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/869
http://www.international-climate-initiative.com/en/projects/projects/details/integrated-protected-area-in-the-ngiri-rainforest-234/?b=2,0,0,0,0,1&kw=congo
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/14
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/143
http://www.international-climate-initiative.com/en/projects/projects/details/assessment-and-development-of-a-modernised-expanded-network-of-protected-areas-265/?b=2,0,0,0,0,1&kw=Congo
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/144
http://www.international-climate-initiative.com/en/projects/projects/details/development-of-a-carbon-storage-map-and-carbon-payment-model-regions-for-the-dr-congo-forest-belt-66/?b=2,0,0,0,0,1&kw=congo
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/588
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/1948
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/522
https://www.kfw-entwicklungsbank.de/ipfz/Projektdatenbank/Forstprogramm-II-REDD-27468.htm
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/161
http://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/16736.html
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/1190
http://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/16736.html
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Indonesia+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/521
http://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/16728.html
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Indonesia+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/1189
http://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/16728.html
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Indonesia+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/1191

LL2 / Al LE2
CRS/ IATI | Climatejustice and sustainable livelihoods in Indonesia | 41010 | 2011-?? KZE 88,000 | BC1/FUl1/ | GA/PE/CS/FC2 | GGO/ECO/
/ DKE LL2 /Al LE2
CRS/ IATI | Sustainable and climate-sensitive forest Management, 41030 | 2011-?? KZE 140,000 | BC1/FU2/ GA/PE/CS/FC2 | GGO/EC1/
/ DKE Jambi LL1 /Al LE2
CRS/ IATI | Securingrights of indigenous peoples in planned oil 15160 | 2011-?7 KZE 250,000 | BC1/FU1/ GA/PE/CS/FC2 | GGO/ECO/
/ DKF palmplantation expansion areas LL2 /Al LE2
CRS/ IATI | Communityinitiative to protect food production area 15150 | 2011-?7 KZE 270,000 | BCO/FU1/ GA/PE/CS/FC2 | GGO/ECO/
/ DKF from oil palmexpansion in Sumatra LL2 /Al LE2
CRS/ICI/ | Harapan Ecosystem Restoration Concessions 31220 | 2009-2013 KfW 7,575,000 | BC2 /FU2/ GA/PE2/CS1/ GGO/EC2/
DKF LL1 FC/AIl LEO
CRS/ICI/ | Securing Natural Carbon Sinks and Habitatsinthe 41030 | 2009-2013 KfW / WWF 870,055 | BC2 /FU1/ GA2/PE1/CS/ GG2/EC1/
DKF 'Heartof Borneo' LL1 FC1/Al LEO
ICI / DKF Biodiversityand Climate Change 41030 | 2013-2016 GlZ/GlzZd 3,800,000 | BC2 /FU1/ GA2/PE/CS/ GG2/EC1/
LL1 FC1/Al LEO
ICl / DKF Climate Change Mitigation and Species Conservationin 2013-2019 KfW 8,500,000 | BC2 /FU1/ GA2/PE/CS/ GG2/EC1/
the Leuser Ecosystem Sumatra LL1 FC1/Al LEO
ICl / DKF Ecosystem Restoration Concessions to protect tropical 2012-2019 Kfwd 8,100,000 | BC2 /FU2/ GA/PE2/CS1/ GGO/EC2/
rainforestin Indonesia LL1 FC/AI LEO
Glzd Green Economyand Locally Appropriate Mitigation 41010 | 2013-2017 Glz/Glzd 4,551,500 | BC1/FU1/ | GA2/PE/CS/FC | GG1/EC2/
Actions inIndonesia (GE-LAMA-1) LL1 /Al LEO
Regional funding including Cameroon & DR Congo
ICl Climate Change Scenarios forthe Congo Basin 2009-2013 Glz 1,530,000 | BC1/FU2/ GA2/PE/CS/FC | GG2/EC1/
(Cameroon/DRC) LLO /A2 LEO
IATI Certified Sustainable Forestry Management (SFM) in 31220 | 2008-2015 Kfw 10,000,000 | BC1/FU2/ GA/PE/CS/FC/ | GG1/EC2/
the Congo Basin (Cameroon/DRC) LLO Al LEO
IATI Regional Support forthe Central Africa Forests 41010 | 2005-2014 Glz 4,000,000 | BC2/FU2/ | GA2/PE/CS1/ GG2/EC2/
Commission (COMIFAC) (Cameroon/DRC) LL1 FC/AI LEO
IATI Sustainable forest managementinthe Congo Basin, 41010 | 2011-2015 Glz/ Glzd 10,700,000 | BC2 /FU2/ GA2/PE/CS1/ GG2/EC2/
Regional support for COMIFAC (Cameroon/DRC) LL1 FC/AI LEO
IATI Sustainable forest managementinthe Congo Basin, 41030 | 2013-?? ?7?? 9,000,000 | BC2 /FU2/ GA2/PE/CS1/ GG2/EC2/
Regional support for COMIFAC (Cameroon/DRC) LL1 FC/AI LEO
IATI Sustainable forest managementinthe Congo Basin, 41030 | 2013-?? DEG (Kfw) 4,500,000 [ BC1/FU2/ GA/PE1/CS1/ GG1/EC2/
Access and Benefit-Sharing ABS (Cameroon/DRC) LL1 FC/AI LEO

75



http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/1034
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/1036
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/1037
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/1038
http://www.international-climate-initiative.com/en/projects/projects/details/harapan-rainforest-pilot-restoration-of-a-degraded-forest-ecosystem-on-sumatra-272/?b=2,0,0,0,0,1&kw=Indonesia
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/162
http://www.international-climate-initiative.com/en/projects/projects/details/securing-natural-carbon-sinks-and-habitats-in-the-heart-of-borneo-214/?b=2,0,0,0,0,1&kw=Indonesia
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/164
http://www.international-climate-initiative.com/en/projects/projects/details/biodiversity-and-climate-change-362/?b=2,0,0,0,0,1
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/1255
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Indonesia+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=
http://www.international-climate-initiative.com/en/projects/projects/details/climate-change-mitigation-and-species-conservation-in-the-leuser-ecosystem-of-sumatra-380/?b=2,0,0,0,0,1&kw=Indonesia
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/1254
http://www.international-climate-initiative.com/en/projects/projects/details/nature-conservation-concessions-to-protect-tropical-rainforest-in-indonesia-355/?b=2,0,0,0,0,1&kw=Indonesia
http://datenbank.deutscheklimafinanzierung.de/project/show/id/1256
https://www.kfw-entwicklungsbank.de/ipfz/Projektdatenbank/Naturschutzkonzessionen-Ecosystem-Restoration-Concessions-zum-Tropenwaldschutz-in-Indonesien-30700.htm
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Indonesia+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Indonesia+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=
http://www.international-climate-initiative.com/en/projects/projects/details/climate-change-scenarios-for-the-congo-basin-51/?b=2,0,0,0,0,1&kw=congo
http://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/14593.html
http://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/14593.html
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Cameroon+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=

IATI Sustainable forest managementinthe Congo Basin 41030 | 2010-2015 KfW 20,000,000 | BC2 /FU1/ GA/PE/CS/FC/ | GG2/EC1/
(TNSF) (Cameroon/DRC) LLO Al LEO
1ATI Sustainable forest managementinthe CongoBasin, 41030 | 2011-?7 ??? 5,500,000 | BC2 /FU1/ | GA/PE/CS/FC/ | GG2/EC1/
TNSF Lobeke Park (Cameroon) LLO Al LEO
IATI Sustainable forest managementinthe Congo Basin, 41030 | 2013-?? ??? 6,900,000 | BC2 /FU1/ GA/PE/CS/FC/ | GG2/EC1/
Yamoussa Park(Cameroon) LLO Al LEO
IATI Transboundary use and protection of natural resources | 41030 | 2012-2015 GlZz/ Glzd 5,710,000 | BC2 /FU1/ GA2/PE/CS1/ GG2/ECO/
inthe SADC-region (DR Congo) LL1 FC/AI LEO
1ATI Training facilities & programs for wildlife rangers & 41030 | 2011-?7 Kfwd 10,000,000 | BC2 /FU1/ | GA2/PE/CS/FC | GG2/EC1/
managers in the SADC region (DRC potentially) LLO /Al LEO
(o] Development of Integrated MRV Systems for REDD+ in 31220| 2011-2015 Glz/ Gizd 3,764,260 | BCO/FU2/ GA2/PE/CS/FC | GG1/EC2/
the SADC region (DRC potentially) LLO /Al LEO
Regional funding including Indonesia
IATI Biodiversityand Climate Change Project with ACB 41030 | 2010-2015 GlZ/GlzZd 5,200,000 | BC2 /FU1/ GA/PE/CS/FC/ | GG2/EC1/
LLO Al LEO
IATI Adaption and Mitigation Strategiesin Support of AFCC 41010 | 2010-2015 Glz/ Glzd 3,667,000 | BC1/FU2/ GA2/PE/CS/FC | GG1/EC2/
(GAP-CC) LLO /AL LEO
IATI ASEAN Biodiversity Centre Small Grants Programme 41030 | 2011-?? Kfwd 10,000,000 | BC2 /FU1/ GA1/PE/CS1/ GG1/EC1/
LL1 FC1/Al LE1
ICl Forestand Landscape RestorationinKey Countries 2013-2017 IUCN / WRI 2,998,593 | BC2 /FUO/ GA1/PE/CS1/ GG2/ECO/
LLO FC/AI LEO
Glzd Forestryand Climate Change (FOR-CC) (ASEAN AFCC) 41010 | 2014-2017 GlZ/Glzd 4,800,000 | BC1/FU2/ GA2/PE/CS/FC | GG2/EC1/
LLO /Al LEO
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http://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/15903.html
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Dem.+Rep.+Congo+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=
https://www.kfw-entwicklungsbank.de/ipfz/Projektdatenbank/Wildhueterausbildung-in-der-SADC-Region-29693.htm
http://www.international-climate-initiative.com/en/projects/projects/details/developing-integrated-monitoring-systems-for-redd-62/?b=2,0,0,0,0,1&kw=congo
http://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/15908.html
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Dem.+Rep.+Congo+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Indonesia+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=
http://www.giz.de/de/weltweit/16408.html
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Indonesia+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=
https://www.kfw-entwicklungsbank.de/ipfz/Projektdatenbank/ASEAN-Biodiversitaetszentrum-Small-Grants-Programme-27672.htm
http://www.international-climate-initiative.com/en/projects/projects/details/forest-and-landscape-restoration-in-key-countries-70/?b=2,0,0,0,0,1&kw=Indonesia
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Indonesia+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=
https://www.giz.de/projektdaten/search.action?request_locale=en_EN&searchParams.searchToken=&searchParams.countryRegion=Indonesia+%2C+&searchParams.projectNumber=

4.5 Abbreviations, annotations and codes used in the lists of projects

Data Sources:

CRS OECD Creditor Reporting System

DKF Deutsche Klimafinanzierung data bank

Glzd GIZ project data

IATI International Aid Transparency Initiative data bank
ICI BMUB International Climate Initiative

Kfwd KfW project data

Project / activities titles as given in the source from which basic data have been derived. In a few
instances similar or identical titles have been used for different data entries in the IATI data base. For
the purpose of this study these entries have been treated as different programs because objectives,
instruments and target groups of these programs with similar titles may have been very different.

Sector Codes:

151xx Government and Civil Society general

311xx Agriculture Sector

312xx Forestry Sector

410xx Environment Sector (General Environmental Protection)

430xx Other Multisector
Period or start of programs derived from the basic data sources where available, in some cases
complemented from othersources. Dataon start and periods of programs are frequently changing over

time and data from different sources may not match.

Funding and implementing Organisations:

BMZ Funding by BMZ, implementing organisation unspecified
EZE Evangelische Zentralstelle fiir Entwicklungshilfe

FeMi German Federal Ministries unspecified

FZS Frankfurt Zoological Society

GeDo German Doctors e.V.

GIZ Deutsche Gesellschaft fir Internationale Zusammenarbeit
Kfw Kreditanstalt fiir Wiederaufbau

KZE Katholische Zentralstelle fiir Entwicklungshilfe

LHL Lernen-Helfen-Lebene.V.

NGO Non-governmental Organisation unspecified

UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
WWEF World Wide Fund for Nature

Fundingamounts referto disbursements and commitments. Amounts are given in Euro but in the case
of CRS data have been converted from USD and are only approximately calculated.

Status:

Completed: Programs, projects and activities which have been notified as completed before 2013.
Ongoing: Programs and projects which according to IATI data were designated as in implementation,
decided, orinthe pipelinein 2013, or which were recorded as ongoing programsin the ICl, GIZ, and KfW
data bases.

Not included: Programs and projects which have been recorded in the DKF data base but could not be
reconfirmed in other data bases and which have not been included in the analysis.
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Projectslisted initalics were notincluded in calculations and analysis because the possibility could not be
ruled out that these entries refer to identical projects already listed under other entries of the list.

Codes used for the classification of ongoing programs and projects:

Codes for Objectives:

BC Biodiversity Conservation
FU Forest Utilisation

LL Local Livelihoods

Codes for Target Areas:

GA Government Agencies

PE Private Enterprises

CS Civil Society

FC Forest dependent Communities
Al Academic Institutions

Codes for Approaches:

GG Global Governance Approach
EC Economization Approach

LE Local Empowerment Approach

DQ - Classification of Data Quality:

1 Only very basic data available
2 Basic data and additional information on objectives and/or target groups available
3 Further information on instruments, activities or results available
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4.6 Target areas and instruments of forest related German development cooperation in the CSC

Target area

Instruments of forest related development cooperation

Cameroon

DR Congo

Indonesia

Administrative
agenciesand
institutions

Policylevel

Development & implementation of national forest policiesand forestry programs (NFP)

3

3

3

Development of strategies andinstruments to implement forest policy objectives

Zoning andlanduse planningon the national and regional level

Conceptualisationand planning of protected area networks andintegrated conservation approaches

Institutional level

Development & implementation of administrative agencies and institutions

wWIIN|~L, N

WIN|F- |-

Design andimplementation of Forest Ma nagement Units (FMU) onthe regional level

Development & implementation of forest management plans according to SFM principles

Education and trainingof foresters and administrative s taff

Infrastructure level

Compilation of forest and biodiversityinve ntories

Development & implementation of forest monitoringsystems

Facilities for forest surveillance, patrolling, forest protection, and fire-fighting

Infrastructure developmentincludingmachines, transportation facilities, buildings, and roads

Economicactors
and markets

Concessions and
marketing oftimber

Extraction & marketing of timber, reduced impact logging (RIL)

Certificationsystems and FLEGT

N|Rr [k, ]|k

Re-andafforestation projects

RIN|[Rr R[N Rr]Rr[N]R-

Ecosystem restoration concessions (ERC)

Marketingof
environmental services

Payments forenvironmentalservices (PES)

REDD+ preparation and pilot projects

Carbon storage studies and mapping

Development of Reference Emission Levels (REL) and Measuring, Reportingand Verifying (MRV) systems

Improvement ofincome
opportunities of local
actors

Development and marketing of NTFPs

Agricultural development andimprove ments

Development & improvement of market access and infrastructure

Development of tourismand ecotourism

Training in handicraft, agriculture, and business

R ININININININNIWIR WL NN]IERPINININININWW]WIN]N
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Civil societyand | Education and Awareness building and environmentaleducation
communit adaptation of local L .

community ptation Training insustainable forest use and management
institutions communities

Supportof Climate Change Adaptation

Equity, democracyand | Developmentandsupportof participatoryinstitutions

R IN|INN

inclusiveness . .
Gendermainstreaming

= = A=Y Y NI N

Empowermentoflocal | Participatoryvillage mapping (PVM)

AN

communitiesand civil

and modelling

. CBFMand community forests 1
society
Legal advice, mediation, and advocacy 1
Networking onthe regional, national,and international level 1
Survey, science, | Surveyand mapping Aerial surveys, satellite imagery, and GISmapping 3
2

Researchand modelling | Socio-economicand ecologicalsurveys and studies

Climate change modelling

Institutional support Supportforacademicandeducational institutions

RrIN|Rr R, R
RrIN|ININ] -

Rating of the frequency instruments have been mentioned in the descriptions of programs and projects:
1 =instrument has been mentioned once

2 =instrument was mentioned in several instances

3 =instrument was emphasised as a major instrument
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