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INTRODUCTION
There is.giobal concern about the extent of deforestation and the
conseguences resulting from it. The current issue of climate
changz is one of the conseguences resulting from the
unsustainable management of forests. Howeve:, the struggle to
manage th.e forest in a sustainable manner is being encouraged.
One of the approaches in the sustainable forest mariagement is
the community- based forest management approach.

Different authors have described the concept of community
forestry. Some siressed the importance i participatiqn and
benefits sharing amongst the stakeholders (Ekeke, 2003). Another
auth:or sees-the concept as a learning prccess that increases the
involvement of the local people (Udo, 2003). Still another school of
thought sees the concept as seeking a balance between the
outside groups and the local community interest and increasing
local respensibility for the management of Forest. Resources
(Redford et al. 1995, Ben, 2004).

Rejal :ind Petheran (2001) put together 2 synopsis of definitions
by different authors as statec below:

A ;village - levei forestry activities, decided on collectively, and
mlplemented on communal land where local populations
participate in the planning, establishing, management and
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harvesting <: *.:zst crops, and so receive a major proportion of
socio-c+5.+:mic »nd ecological benefits from the fores!
Cumiauiity foresiry requires - oc.ume popuder pistdipalioen
decision-making. Werkin, =ity ine peonle rather than policing

thamn fe an gasciuta negaseity far fares! rasources nhlization and

conservaticn (Eckinoim, 19&2). Ravington (1932) destiivec n1<
concept as a situation where the local community controls a
clearly and legally defined area of forest, and is free from
governraent and outside pressure concerning the use of the fores:
and free from economic 2xploitation of marke:s or other pressure
from outside forces.

Pokharel ( 2003) defined the concept as activities that involve or
take into consideration the jntimate relationship among women,
men and the trez that surround them, capitalizing on the local
knowledge of women and men about management and use of
forest resources, recognizing the forest and tree resources needs
of the various community members with a fccus on increasing the
benefits from forest for rural women and msri, especially the poor
and also integrating these players in the project identification,
design, implementation, monitcring and evaluation.

Also Alao and Oguche, (2003) defined it as people-d:iven and its
objective is to bring 2bout improvement in their living standard.
Community forestry in Nepal as defined by th.e Forest Act of 1993
is part of National Forests handed over to the community Forest
User Group (GFUGs) by the District Forest Officer (DFO) for
protection, utilization and management (Pokharel, 2003):

Ekeke (2003) defined community forestry as any situation which
intimately involves the local people in a forestry activity. It
embraces situations ranging from wood!ot artisan or small scale
industry level to generate income to activities of forest dependent
communities, but excludes large-scale industrial forestry.

Therefore, a community forasst is that '{vhich" possesses the
features described in the various definitions. It is a forest owned
solely by a community or avillage or tribal village or authority with
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members sharing in the products or proceeds accordini; ta the
s and regulations of the land (Constitution of Cross Hiver State
Forzet Management Committee. (FMC, 2001 The pager
examines the conzersts ur community forestry, the importance; thz
prastical issues 1 community- based forest management in Craas

Choar Qiane
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v Migeria #19 sdggests Ways ¢l piomatng wdsteinehie
foresi management through the particivation of all forest

stakenolders in decision-making and sharing of benefits accruing
from it.

HISTORY OF COMMUNITY FORESTRY

The concept of community forestry has been known over the
decades in various parts of developed and developing world
(Chijioke, 2003). Different societies have different names for it. In
the Commonwealth of Nations, it is known as Communal Forestry.

The Indians call it ‘Panchayat’ forestry while in most others it is
cailed social forestry.

In Nigeria it should be called communal Forestry given that
Nigeria is a commonwealth country. Community Forestry sprung
up in diffzrent ecological zones for several reasons.

In Nepal, it came as a preinulgation of forest Legislziion in1993
after the Master Plan for Forestry Sector (MPFS, 1988) was
provided. Tiie document specified how the government will hand
over the inanagement responsibilities to the local communities. In
1995, a community forestry directives.byelaw was put in place to
ensure sustainable management. This document further
strengthened the Master Plan For Forestity Sector, which was a

vehicle for rural development and poverty reduction (Pokharel,

2003, Rejatl and Petheram, 2001). Mational Forests (NFg) were
harided over to forest user groups (FUGs) under the
custodianship of the community forest users group (CFUGS)

(Poklarel, 2003) a variant of the Forest Management committees
(FMCs) in Nigeria.

In Nigeria, Ogar et al. (2003) reported that Community Forestry is
not a new idea because the local populaiion had managed their
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forest before the colonial masiers’ arrival. It is modermzedar-;g
officially delegate responsiniites tc the locals to rlwar:\_agc?mﬂk
ntinze the forevt (Egbch, 19¢5). Forest c?nservatdlo‘nr o -.na r.\Mz >
is evident in ihe presence of ‘evil foresti, s,’:hr:: :,Ti?;:, m\g?h:i
whiich served cultural, social and ecenomic vailies ant I0IEMs yies
f:{.a;i'xdactsg the Deiiei systeins of thie people Ojating, 1997a;
Anukwa, 20073; Cgar et al, 2003).

Communal forest management was given impetus ' Crosfsgn()/:;
State by the strategy document for the maanagemepi'ti) rtion
River State Forestry Sector (FDD 1994) as tl_’\e on|y viabie op e
for sustainable management of the remaining rainforest in %
state (Bisong, 2003 and Amika, 2Q03). This became necests.ar%ha
siem the increasing rate of depletion cf the Natural Forest in the

state.

I 1999, Community Forest Maf_\agement‘ (_CFM) t;‘:c:rr?
oparational. The Cross River Siate. f—qrestry Froject (CR_ )'1;
partnership with the Forestry Commission aided the form?rt:pn Zv:
functioning of Forest Management Comniittees (FMQS). Isilg oJ
birth o the FMCs constitution in 2001. The constitution spells h
the roles each FMC. official is to play as we;,l} as the bent.af!ts eac

siakeholder stands to derivé. It also specnf!es the admm:gtra;wi
powers. “inanciai management and other issues are defined !

ihe constitution clearly.

The following constitute FMC mempership and admlmstralt(!joné -

- Membership: Membership is open to all stageho erh'efs
interest groups in the community, namely: Thehc | rs,
youths, farmers, women, Timber dealers{ trgders, ugg ?
fisnermen, Non Governmental Organizations (N s)i
Community-based  Organizations, .Local Govefrnmen
Cauncils, officials and representatives of the forestry
- ion. : .

2 ;?\;I%mlszc;)ministration: Each FMQ. has : an execmc;:ve
committee with the following: officials, bhairman, .fce
Chairman, Secretary, Assistanpe Seqretary, TreaSL:;?r,_
Financial Secretary, Rubiic Relations Officer (PRO), Auditor
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Common property

Many community forestry activities occur within the context of
| common property recimes, where ownership is communal and
access is dfet‘ermined by the larger community. A common
proper't\,' regime <an include -ndigenous reservss, properties
ownzd and managed by a rural comrnunitybr any ;esouroe fo:
which managerent authority is invested iri a group rather than in
separate individuals. The rules and regulations governing the use
of‘ common property rave both spatial and temporal non#ponents
Differential access to resources pertains to differen{ communit.
~members at different times, depending on what part of th;
tc:r?mmu_nal managed lands they occupy, what crops or animals
-they raise, thre amount of water to which they have access and
numerous ot.h,er considerations. In a common property regime
local popqlatuons cleayly define the individuals or householdg tha{
i'_;awka1 tpe nght to use t?ll_e resource units from the community forest.
faL(l;[)O access may be imited by sex, age or other socially defined
rs, including restricted use except by special ind'viduals such

as shamans Ci curers. In addition, local user groupé rﬁay
negotiate .the rules that regulate the time, place, technology used
and-quantity of resource units in a particular setti’ng. - |
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Coiiestive grarting and supervision of forest concession in

Among the small-sc?' tradition-oriented communities common in
the tropics, access " wildlife is very rarely private property, faling
imsiead under cornmon pregenty regimes, At least i part berause
most wild animals are fairly mebile. Fvea wnen a group c.2IMms
access to game in specific forest areas and deries hunting rights
to others, access o the snaife for thewr members is very shern
communal and not considered private property. Different norms
and regimes for using forest resources are followed under
different situations.

In most parts of Papua New Guinea, for example, the peopie are
the traditional legal owners of land and wildlife. Among the Maring
hunters of the highlands, clan clusters are the units that have
rights to the wildlife resources in an area; members of other local
groups have no rights over these resources except under special
circumstances. Travellers may shoot game of little value if they do
so along defined travel paths. Anyone from: another clan found
straying from paths is considered a poacher(Redford et al., 1995).

" While the boundaries and complex rules of a common property

system might be clearly defined for the local community, the
surrounding society miay often fail to recognize the legitimacy of
such regimes. f-or this reason, common property regimes are
often vulnerable to alterations in the rules of access and
ownership by outside interests, most often the state. Common
property regimes cften break down due to ecological change, land
shortages, emergence O market economics or other outside
forces, and resource sustainability is often put at risk, resulting in
resource use conflict. In these situations, it is important that new,
locally compatible management strategies evolve, based on the
principle that local benefits are necessary to encourage local
cooperation and participation.
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State property v
In a great many countries of Latin America. Africa arid Asia, wild
animals are niciecr2C in naticnai parks. naticnal forests or wildlife
reserves, wiich are all lands, designated as state property. This
often equates to a ~omnlete legal prehikition of wildlife uze, a<cnct
- N S0mMe cases where reguiated use oi wildiiie is permitted. These
may include hunting in buffer zones around core protected areas,
subsistence hunting rights for indigenous groups and special

hunting days or seasons in which normally closed lands are
openad. '

Whatever the accommodation is made, the relationship between
the state and local people over the use of wildlife is often one of
conflict. In many cases, traditional hunters have been reclassified
as poachers, especially in parks and reserves. Such conflict
occurs especially where state properties and the common
property regimes ct tribal and rural peoples are in close proximiiy
to one another.

Conflicts also arise when rights and responsibilities are not well
defined. Hunting prohibitions are commonly imposed by
governments for larger game animals or for -protection -of
endangered species. When damage occurs to crops or dwellings,
which can be considerable with species such as elephants or
kuffalo, it is. often illegal to kill the offending animals.
Compensation mechanisms for crop damage are frequently non-
existent, turning community sentiment against the government
and conservation policies. This is especially true if the community
- derives no direct benefit from those policies, such as a progortion

of the fees paid by tourists and professional hunters or of fines
levied on poachers. :
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Property regimes and wildlife use

Historically, forest-based - communities have generally followed
communal property rules, with-regard to the lant thev iived on and
to the wild animal resources thew used The cu:stoms_ar.d
institutions that developed around common property regimes
usually preved 1© ve viable ovar the inng term: from ecuicgical,
economic and social standpoints. and they reflected the needg ol
the local people. Under the effect of rapidly . .spreadmg
"modernization" over the past few decades, these traditional rules
regarding tenure and natural resource: use have undergqne
considerable change in most regions of the world, Oftei:l losing
much of their responsiveness to address overuse and social rules
of distribution. In spite of these significant changes, however,
contemporary community forestry still needs to consider the
relevarce of the various traditional forms .of property
management, particularly to productive and su’siapnabl_e wildlife
use. This is necessary in order to preserve the diversity of the
natural enviconment while improving the ‘weifare of local
communities.

Negative Consequences of integrating Wild Animals inte
Community Forestry Activities :

As many of the agiicultural crops planted by fgrmers are al_so
appreciated by wild animals, there are occasicris whan wnld
animal species compete with hiumans far food. When an animatl
species causes major damage to crops, it is called a .pest. Pgsts
may be nematodes, grasshoppers, leafcutter arits, mice, various
types of birds, pigs, elephants, monkeys, etc.

For example, in parts of Venezuela whistling ducks are major
predators of rice. Crop depredation by eiephants.occurs to a
varying extent throughout their present range in Atu_%ca and Asia,
wherever cultivation neighbours an elephant habitat. In many
parts of the Asian and Africar: tropics, fruit bats can cause major
damage to commercially grown fruit, particularly when the supply

of wild fruits has been reduced through forest loss. :

In shart, in virtually ali settings that human'’s plant crops close ‘0

s
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wild animal, habitats. there w.ili be at least one species that is a
pest. When comimunities ~re interested in integrating wild species
into  community  for: a8try activities, this competiticn: must he
recognized. Some species of animals thai wou'd otherwise make
excellent candidaies for soft management practices or
cotdinernent nay aLve T ve exviuded because of the potential
damage that raight result from increasing their populations. This is
particularly true of small animals with the ability to rapidly increase
their populations or for large animals such as elephants, which are
canable of extensive destruction.

Some professionals have also expressed concern about the
relationship between taptive-bred and wild stocks of the same
epecies. If captive breeding becomes economically viable and
international regulations are modified to allow legal trade in animal
produtts from these breeding operations, then a negative effect
can be expected on wild populations of the same species. First, it
will be difficult to distinguish between wild and captive animals,
resulting in the harvest of wild specimens to be sold as captive-
reared. Second, without a cirect economic link between harvest
rates and the sustainable replacement of the wild population, as is
required in a hunting or ranehing situation, the importance of
conserving wild populat:ons and their habitats would become less
urgent. \ )

Another common practice that leads to problems is the
introduction of exotic wild animal species into new environments.
It is important to assess whether incorporation of exotic species
into community forestry activities will have negative biological
side-effects. Virtually without exception, the introduction of exotic
wild animal species into new areas has had major negative
repercussions on local ecosystems as well as on humans. There
have been countless failures, which are hardly counterbalanced
by the very few successes. For this and other factors (such as
disease transmissicn from wild to domestic species), it is better to
work with wildlife that originates from and around tiie local area.

There may also be gender-specific considerations in assigning
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‘nest” status to a wild animal species. In areas where woman-are
in charge of gardens, for example, a species of anima; *hat men
would like to manage for hiting could reproduce 1 isvels where
its depredation. ot garders would sngnmcantly decrease
production, thus negatively affecting women's productive activities.

IMPORTANCE OF COMMUNITY FORESTRY

The goals of communal forest establishment are to involve the

locals in the decision-making, management and utilization of its

resources, to better their living condmons Anukwa (2003) put

forward the following objectives:

- It brings about resource management and control by the

; local people.

- It encourages and cdevelops human capacity and
manpower.

- It encourages local governance.

- It strengthens the tradmonal mstltutlons and behefs of the
people.

- It initiates community development through permits and
royalties derived from the process.

. . it helps in ecological management.

- It complements government efforts in -tree plantmg and
management.

- It generates income and improved livelihood.

- It fielps in biodiversity coriservation.

The attainment of these objectives will' therefore define the

importance of community forestry.

PROBLEMS OF COMMUNITY FORESTRY IN NIGERIA

The following factors have slowed down the development of
communai forestry in Nigeria:

- Institutional problems in forest matter and managemem

- Inadequate: and inappropriate legislation.

- Inadequate manpowsar in the area of community forestrv

- . Fearcfloss of jobs by forestry staff

- Inadequate support for community leadership

3 Insufficient funding cf forestry projects

- Gender problems in resource utilization
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- Peoplée’s negative attitude and land tenure system

- Conflicts in forest resources utilization

Populaticn pressure on forestland and border crises
Inadequate consultation and compensation for the locai
people whose lands are often used for forest development.
lilegal and unsus.ainabie extraction .»t fc: est resources.

Community Forestry in Cross River State -
Community forestry started in Cross River State in about 1999
with the establishment of Forestry Commission after a preliminary
survey of the activities of the forestry departments and other forest
stakeholders in the state. The aim of the commission was to
promote rural development through sustainable forest
management applying participatory approaches, monitoring and
~evaluation of forestry activities. It was also to bring alternative
ways.of managing forests in the state by encouraging equity,
sustainability, self management, good governance and
democratization of forest management policy in the state; the
development that will encourage the peasant communities and

local people to participate in decision -making as it concerns forest

managem=nt. P

Practical apprcach to comhunity Foresiry in Cross River
Siate

-

Initial survey to determine the forest resources (timber and
non-timber forest products) of the state.

- Strengthening capacity through workshops, seminars and
consultations with all the forest stakeholders

- Training of forestry personnel employed in the
commission.

- Discussing with local communities.

Production of legislation for community forestry in the
state.

Establishmant of forestry commission with the assistance
of Department for International Development (DFID).

(FMCs).

202

- Supply of forest'eq'l‘J-_i'pments and implements.

Setting up of community Forest Management Committees

Funding and training of FMCs in some communities across
the state 8. & K ot
Survey and planting beacons at forestry boundaries in the
state. _ S o

Forest inventory to determine the potentials of forests
(timber anc nor-timber) resources in the_ state. ‘
Regeneration of tree species especially rare species

based on the inventory. .

‘Establishment of series of rare species for enrichment

planting. ; " g ’
Training in timber protection and process.
Providing - alternative livelihood options e.g. honey
roduction, snailery, afang cultivation etc. . .
?raining of local people on how to survey and identify the
fauna and flora species in the state.

General forest conservation training. _
Involvement of women in forest decnsmns~maklr_lg and_
processing of non-timber forest products e.g. Mimusop
oils. '

Creation of awareness among communities on community
forestry in the state. - f t
Determine ravenues from forest. '
Training in appropriate marketing of timber and non-timber
forest products in the state. o .
Upward review of forest products’ tariff in fqvour. of local
communities to benefit more from royaities accruing from
forests in the state. - . o
More forest stakeholders were given the opporiunity to
articipate in forest management. .
!;'he establishment 'of constitution guiding the.operatlons of
the FMCs in thé state. These documents guide the FMCs
on the roles and responsibilities and that of the forestry
commission. ' . e
Re-organization ; oi  forestry institution prqmotgs
establishment of -appropriate forest laws and regulations in
the state to encourage CBFM.
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Some issues encountered in the implementation of CBFM
clusior. o ke real forest owners in FMCS .
Sorre of the real forest owners in the communities we e ictally
excluded from decision making. And majority of these people are
the main people iha: gepend solely on forest for livelihoods. The
necrle collent varicus forest products such as afang’, wragpiry
leaves, bush-mear’, nuts etc. from the forests.

Lack of transparency between forest stakeholders

The: decision concerning forest management, forest harvesting,

product distribution and the use of funds from the Community

forests were not transparent. The executive of the F MCS were not

. really involved in decision making which was not acceptable by
other forest stakeholders.

lllegal felling znd hunting

It was observed that many people in the area with community

forest that formed the FMC were now exploiting the forest illegally

as a result of the collaboration between the forestry department

and communities in the state because some of them were not

involved in the decision making progess of establishing the FMC.

Some challenges encountered in the implemeritation of CBFM

include:

-Issue of revenue sharing - Even though FMCs were well

constituted in some %f the communities in the state, the process of

sharing the reveriues and royalties accruing from the project

appears not to be well shared among the forest stakeholders

especially the local people.

- llegal practice in forestry - Some of the FMCs members
" that were assigned to do Some specific jobs like sale of

timber were not transparent, leading to misunderstanding
between the FMC members :

- Poor control and enforcement of community forestry rules

v Lack of adequate fund for implementation of the project

# Inadequats comrunication between forest stakeholder
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Clumsy nature of the nles and regulations g(?vern;:g
community forestry’ practiges e.0. the strong tr;if?mpnt
reguiaiions o the ope:a_tlop of ¥MCs P '??Ea .:t uit;
organization and the operations of FMC:‘\ WoTe r;] bogmq
practicabie e.g boundary oroblem - with  neighbouring
ities or states
Ezzjkmuonfltlildgquate enforcement of forest rulesntand
regulations and inadequate pergonrjel and equ:?rtn; .
-Problem of bush burning and clearing of fores
ip of forest land.
o(\;‘uvgr?:asrgﬁack of legal backing for the FMCs to quratc:) fe\;ﬁg
though efforts were geared towargis the training _
FMCs on the operations of corr_1mun|ty forestry. S
Land use ownership/commumty Ianq customf at geg
land use rule by new legislation as it affects orestry e.g.
clear- cutting of forests for land ownership.

) Inadequate forestry professionals o practice* commuinity

forestry in the State

flicts between forest communities e =
S\/c;;en the concept of ‘commtf;lnity ft())rtesggnwa\llsit;]r}:o;n?i(‘ij ;;d(;ri)ﬁz
River State, there were contlicts between, e s
ities. Conflicts arose between cor_nmumtles g

gloor;\gl l;lg the forests; in term of boundaries o:) éhvevefr(;rtfa(;srt:gg:
Conflicts within communities.aro§§ when the FM s
Some people were of the. opinions that those;hl o
committee were to benefit more than them and e):lﬂicts 2z
deprived of harvesting forest products. A!sq, f)ofween i
outside the communities in sharing th_e penefntsd environmental
communities and the forestry commission and e

NGOs with interest on protecting the forest.

Other chaflenges of CB‘F‘M"ri‘n CfrosstRi;/;rkZ:zt'gers B
1 Mistrust between - the fores ; ‘ ol
' i | people. Forestry Departmer
Department staff -and local pe: e o
ey i Il take over their func
staff felt that the cggmmunities wi -
2 Contlicts between-individuals and forest communities
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3 Non-sustainability of the assistance from donor
organizaiions, like the "Department for International
development (DFID) ard Canadian International
Development Agericy (CIDA), to community forestry
projects. :

Lack of political will

Lack of assistance to the FMCS and mistrust between
FMCS executive and community leaders.

Inadequate knowledge and awareness of CBFM.
Misguided choice.of tree species for regeneration.

No strong agreement between forest stakeholders.
Problems of shari'ng of benefits from forests.

g o

LeNa

SUCCESS OF COMMUNITY FORESTRY IN CROSS RIVER
STATE '

Forest regeneration

it was observed that during this period of community forest
practices in Cross River State, there were reduction in illegal
timber felling, improvement in forest fire control, and increase in
replanting of degraded forests.

Revenue generation " - .

During the era of DFID assistance, there was greater revenue
generation accruing to the state governinent and the forest
communities because revenue loss as a result of illegal timber
exploitation was drastically reduced. Recently, the moratorium on
logging, reducing logging activities in the state revenue from forest
has drastically reduced. The resources necessary to purchase
equipment and maintain forestry staff is in short supply.

CONCLUSION

It has been realized that community based-forest management

approach is one of the best ways of collective forest management
and use worldwide. In realization, the government of Cross River
State is promoting sustainable forest management through
community based- forest management approach L

Currently, the Cross River State government has constituted a
Forestry Commission Board and a bill is before the State House of
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Assembly to be passed into law appuinting permanent Board
members to be fully in charge of forest management in the state.

When the appropriate rules and regula}ions on comrrunity fgrest
menagement a2 put in place, and fully lmplem_en_teq, fort'astr\{wll Pe
sustainably managed in the state. Secondly, m._nldzng of ggpaut\,'
on how to manage the forests in the state in a participatory
approach will promote the full support by all forest stakepolge{)s..
Adequate fund, equipment, manpower, must be provide hy
government. Also, since many people are yet to understand the
concept of community forestry, adgquate awareness, education
and enlightenment must be created in the state.

Socio-economic, political and cultural environment  of the
community determines the interest of the local people to
participate in community forestry.

The cross-sectional nature of forest land use should be taken .in'to
consideration as forestlands are compgted for by the various
sectors of the economy especially the agricultural sector.
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