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Executive Summary 

This is a mid-term review of RFN´s Amazon Program, financed by the Norwegian MFA with 

annual budgets of 30 mill NOK in 2012-2013 reduced to 25 mill NOK in 2014.  The Program 

is closely linked to other public Norwegian funding of RFN for the same purpose (Norad, 

Climate and Forest Initiative, plus Norwegian Brasilia Embassy support to many RFN local 

partners) with annual budgets between 70 and 75 mill NOK. The dual development goal of 

both the MFA and the Norad programs in support of RFN is that the Amazon rainforest is 

effectively protected and that the rights of its inhabitants are fully ensured. The main 

objective of the present review is to assess progress towards the MFA program´s outcomes.  

 

The underlying theory of change for this program seems to be one of organizing common 

interests in the wider Amazon area – not least by cross-border exchange between Brazil and 

the neighbour countries – in order to stand up against clearly defined threats of 

deforestation; and develop a strategy for the protection of this region as a major bulwark 

against global climate change. 

 

There is clearly not sufficient coordination between the different Norwegian public donors to 

the RFN Amazon activities. One would have expected a clearer overall strategic perspective 

from the Norwegian government’s side in an activity so closely associated with a strategic 

part of Norway´s climate and development cooperation policy (the Amazon Fund).  

 

This is a highly relevant program, both on its own merits in relation to the threats it aims to 

respond to, and as a crucial complement to public Norwegian policies and programs. The 

elaboration of a comprehensive program for the Amazon mega-basin, subdivided into four 

geographic regions with a number of focal areas, many of which include cross-border ethnic 

and ecosystems, is what makes this program stand out as more relevant than most similar 

efforts. Comprehensive sustainable management within these regions is the main aim behind 

the approach, but we do have some serious questions regarding the sustainability thinking 

behind parts of the program and among some local partners. 

 

The effectiveness of the program has been assessed against the development goal as well as 

program purpose. Progress towards effective rainforest protection was promising in Brazil 

until a few years ago (less so in other countries), while the rights of forest inhabitants were 

undergoing a positive trend over the previous decades. Both these developments are now 

under considerable stress. The compliance of expected program outcomes has been 

measured and compared with the respective indicators, and found to be very satisfactory in 

most of the focal areas – although the lack of a clear baseline and the quality of indicators 

reduces the reliability of the assessment of certain aspects. 

 

Regarding the subject of efficiency, the evaluation team has reviewed work approach, 

coordination, risk management and the use of human resources. An indicator of efficiency 

was estimated based on the relation between progress and budget resources used so far, 

giving large differences between the program regions.  

 

If the expected outcomes of the program were achieved, this would bring us a long way 

towards the development objectives of reduced human threats, increased resilience and 
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adaptive capacity of the Amazon rainforest and forest population, and thereby to a 

significant mitigation of climate change. The problem, of course, is that this would depend 

on several assumptions and drivers mostly outside the program´s control and of a more 

long-term character. Anyway, the scope of the program is not negligible, with focal areas 

covering ¼ of the entire Amazon area (including the Guyana Shield) and more than ¼ of its 

indigenous population. The conclusion is that the program beyond any doubt has had a 

positive impact both on the environment and the rights of the indigenous peoples.  

 

The RFN Amazon program is up against a host of sustainability challenges, and the review 

team has therefore decided to make this a crucial element of the review. Our point of 

departure is that sustainable harvesting of renewable forest resources is a key element to 

combine with other financing mechanisms in order to save the Amazon rainforest in the long 

run. Which products and services to provide will vary from area to area and depend on 

many social, environmental and economic factors, but it is probably true that the Amazon 

will only be saved if this becomes more economically viable and therefore also more 

politically acceptable in the region compared to present development patterns. This depends 

on many external factors, including the future international pricing of carbon certificates.  

 

The final evaluation of the program´s first phase highlighted the need to search for further 

development alternatives that benefit communities, and recommended to aid productive 

projects, but with a couple of exceptions this is still a major weakness. There are many 

options when indigenous and other rural communities start looking for economic 

opportunities. Sustainable harvesting of renewable non-wood forest products as well as 

certified agroforestry products like shade-grown coffee and cocoa are among the 

alternatives. Some RFN-supported projects are advancing quite impressively in this area, 

particularly in Xingú and Rio Negro under the guidance of ISA and in Iepé’s work in the 

Guyana Shield. Market-based carbon mechanisms and payment for environmental services 

may also become options, the latter favoured by integrated watershed management 

promoted by the program in some areas. Eco-tourism (or ethno-tourism) may also be 

alternatives, if handled with care.  

 

More controversial for RFN and some of the partners is sustainable management and 

logging of certified timber. RFN’s policy is that existing certification procedures are too 

unreliable to be recommended, and this has led RFN to campaign strongly against the sale of 

all tropical timber in Norway. The review team is of the opinion that the alternative in most 

cases would be change of land use or continuation of illegal or uncertified logging often 

based on corrupt practices. This is much worse than working systematically for improving 

safeguards, legal frameworks and control mechanisms to progressively develop sustainable 

forest management and avoid conversion to other land use. Collaboration with accredited 

certifying agencies would be a feasible strategy in this regard. 

 

Indigenous resistance to REDD+ has probably been a reason for this mechanism being only 

to a very limited extent introduced in the RFN Amazon program. With the launching of 

“Indigenous REDD” in front of COP 20 later this year, there should be an opportunity for the 

program to promote this mechanism. 
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The review has also considered other sustainability aspects; such as social, institutional, 

political, legal and financial, where especially financial sustainability is a major vulnerability: 

RFN depends for about 90% on official Norwegian funding and the local partners often have 

more than half their budgets covered by RFN or other Norwegian sources, of critical 

importance for their existence and efforts. Decision-makers for future Norwegian 

development and climate cooperation bear a considerable responsibility for this chain of 

relations not to be broken. But the situation brings us back to the challenges of promoting 

innovative and pragmatic approaches to self-sufficiency and income-generating activities 

through the program. An analysis of the political sustainability of the program particularly 

in Brazil points out the importance of contributing to the search for national, regional and 

international political alliances that may bring back the commitment to saving of the 

Amazon as a priority goal. 
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1 Purpose of the NRF Amazon Program and methodology of this Review 

“The main objective of the mid-term review is to assess progress towards the program outcomes (one per 

focal area). This is done in order to provide independent and timely recommendations for adjustments 

and changes to the program if necessary, as well as identify good practices that are transferable to other 

geographical areas included in the program“ (from the Invitation to Tender) 
Approach and methodology 

The Program under review comprises a total of 11 focal areas, spread between the nine 

countries of the Amazon region, including two regional areas (called “regional framework” and 

“policies”). Limited time and resources available for the review obliged the team to make a 

selection of focal areas for more in-depth study through the fieldwork.  

The team was very fortunate to be observers during a weeklong seminar in Oslo with the most 

important local partners just at the outset of the review (March 24-28). This gave the 

opportunity to listen to the presentation of the situation and the work in each of the focal areas, 

to meet with some key partner representatives from both indigenous organizations and NGOs 

(as well as the entire RFN Amazon Program staff), and to discuss the selection of areas to visit 

and start the practical arrangements of the field mission. 

On this background, the team agreed with MFA and RFN to select one focal area from each of 

the three regions with most progress in project activities: Focal area A.3 (South-East Peru and 

Western Brazil – Ucuyali, Madre de Dios, Acre) in the western Amazon region; B.1 (Xingú 

Watershed in Brazil); and C.1 (Yanomami focal area Brazil-Venezuela). In addition, the team 

has reviewed the results of the regional programs (focal areas E.1-E.2).  

Although the team was not able to assess the other focal areas in situ, we did meet with 

representatives of the organizations implementing projects also in all other areas: with 

PUINAMUDT and Observatorio Petrolero for A1; with CTI for A2; with ISA for C2; and with 

Iepé for D1 and D2. Regarding A4 (Peru-Bolivia) the program has closed its work in Bolivia 

where RFN continues for the moment only with Norad financing, while the Peru part of this 

focal area is being integrated in A3. The team has however looked into the results of the 

program so far also on the Bolivian side of the border. 

The area selection was the basis for the review mission travel route. Fieldwork started in Peru, 

with partially split visits in Lima and Puerto Maldonado (province of Madre de Dios). It 

continued by road from Puerto Maldonado to Rio Branco, capital of the Brazilian State Acre, 

along a part of the controversial inter-oceanic highway. All these visits kept the attention on 

focal area A.3 (to a limited extent also A.1 through interviews in Lima).  

From Rio Branco, the mission continued by plane to Boa Vista, capital of Roraima State, where 

we had the opportunity to look into the work with the Yanomami people both in Brazil and 

Venezuela. A delegation from the indigenous and NGO partners in Venezuela came down to 

take part in common discussions and also go with us to two Yanomami communities. Next stop 

was Altamira (Pará State), also reached by plane from Boa Vista, from where the work with the 

Xingú watershed is coordinated. Finally, the team had one day in Sao Paulo to have summary 

discussions with the HQs of three of the program´s main partner organizations (Iepé, ISA and 

CTI). 

In each area the results were reviewed and discussed, compared with the indicators in the 

program’s results framework. Additional information from some focal areas not visited (C2, 

D1/2) was achieved from partner organizations in Sao Paulo, combined with complementary 

information from RFN in Norway after the mission.     

The indicators for the program were defined for each focal area level and included in the results 

framework (annex to program document). Each focal area has its specific goals in this 
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framework, while the indicators are not on outcome level but rather a combination of expected 

outputs and activities. The long step between the indicators and the program objectives makes 

it difficult to measure the real effectiveness of the program as a whole. This problem was 

discussed by Norad when a new 5-year framework agreement was approved in 2013 (BD 2013-

2017). The quality of the indicators used is variable, considering definition of quality, quantity 

and deadlines, and they are most often not SMART1 indicators. Despite baseline studies carried 

out there is lack of a clear program baseline as the point of departure, which is quite serious 

considering that the program is already in the middle of the second phase.   
 
 

2 The explicit or implicit Theory of Change: “Rights-based sustainable 
management of large contiguous territories in the Amazon” 
The development goal of the program is that the Amazon rainforest is effectively protected and 

that the rights of its inhabitants are fully ensured. The programme purpose is to promote rights-

based, sustainable rainforest management models and practices through civil society initiated 

projects and policy initiatives.  

There is of course a very ambitious theory of change behind these objectives, derived from the 

overarching global challenge of climate change and environmental and social destruction. The 

Amazon rainforest and its inhabitants – indigenous and other forest people with sustainable 

production patterns – play a crucial role in this human survival struggle: dominant economic 

and political forces in the Amazon region still see the rainforest as a subject for deforestation, 

settlement and cultivation as in effect it was when the Brazilian military government in the 

1970s launched its slogan “Integrar para não entregar“ (essentially, ‘Use it or lose it’), or to 

exchange “land without people for people without land” (“Terra sem homens para homens sem 

terra”). The alternative philosophy is that of the Amazon rainforest as the world´s most 

important remaining lung and its  inhabitants as its indispensible guardians, perceiving it to be 

particularly Brazil´s ultimate civilization responsibility to ensure the survival of both.   

In a way, there may be more a ´theory of moving the clock back´ behind this, in the sense that 

pro-rainforest and pro-indigenous policies had more prominence in Brazil public policies in the 

1990s and the first years of the new millennium than they have today. Many critics – also 

among indigenous leaders – see the present President Dilma Roussef as returning to the same 

development perspective for the Amazon as that of the military governments of which she 

herself was a victim.2 Similar patterns may be seen in other Amazon countries like Peru, 

Ecuador and Bolivia. 

The logic of the program is very much built around the definition of perceived major threats to 

sustainable and rights-based management of the Amazon ecosystem – with indigenous peoples 

(and other forest peoples) as the principal rights-holders (on behalf of humankind) and Amazon 

nation states as the main duty bearers (on behalf of the world community); and the best 

responses to these threats. Looking at the intended results in the various focal areas of the 

program, we may summarize the following intended change actions:  

 Common response to threats (petroleum, mining, illegal logging, agro-industry, 

infrastructure like roads and hydroelectric projects, plus drug trafficking) 

                                                      

 
1
 Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time-bound. 

2 Eliane Brum: A ditadura que não diz seu nome, El País  (Portuguese),  31.03.14 



Formative Mid-term Review of the Rainforest Foundation Norway (RFN) Program in the Amazon 

 

Scanteam – Final Report – 6 –      

 Converge locally defined agendas in larger areas (trans-border, larger watershed systems, 

ethnic groups on both sides of borders) 

 Trans-border coordination and exchange of experiences, particularly Brazil with neighbour 

countries, in common efforts to meet threats 

 Integrated and sustainable resource management between indigenous and other forest 

inhabitants – and also with government and private sector stakeholders (degree of 

pragmatism is different from region to region – and there is also different focus between the 

various RFN partner organizations) – this is often referred to as a “mosaic” approach 

between different categories of protected areas 

 Regional frameworks for coordinated actions in the wider Amazon area (nine countries). 

The underlying theory of change here seems to be one of organizing common interests in the 

wider Amazon region – not least by cross-border exchange between Brazil and the neighbour 

countries – in order to stand up against the threats; and develop a strategy for the protection of 

this region as a major bulwark against global climate change.  
 
 

3 RFN activities supported by MFA in the context of other RFN and 
Norwegian programs in the Amazon area 
Rainforest Foundation Norway was established in 1989 as a rather small NGO, perhaps 

perceived by some to have a quite narrow and exotic objective of protecting tropical rainforests 

and its indigenous population around the world.     

During its 25 years of existence, the RFN purpose has gradually moved into a centre stage 

position as a crucial part of the worldwide struggle against greenhouse gas emissions and 

climate change. In particular, the RFN has been a major driving force behind the Norwegian 

government´s decision, in 2008, to launch its International Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI), 

establishing a series of partnerships with key forest countries with the aim of supporting efforts 

to slow, halt and eventually reduce greenhouse gas emissions resulting from deforestation and 

forest degradation in developing countries (REDD+). 

The most important and most longstanding RFN program has been in the Amazon region. In 

the same way, Norway trough NICFI has also made its major commitment through the support 

to Brazil´s Amazon Fund, with a commitment of 1 billion USD up to 2015 depending on proven 

results in halting deforestation.3 In fact, deforestation has been significantly reduced in Brazil 

every year since 2009, until a 28% increase took place between August 2012 and July 2013, 

allegedly to a large extent due to a controversial reform of the country´s forest protection law. 

The deforested area in 2012/2013, however, still represents only about one fifth of the record 

year 2004.  

Indigenous and environmental groups in Brazil, many of them among key RFN partners, are 

very concerned that heavy pro-logging and pro-agroindustry lobby groups have once again 

gained the upper hand with the Brazilian government, and that the conservation and 

sustainability strategy of the previous couple of decades is losing ground. It is noted as a major 

challenge to the Amazon environmental protection in the RFN Amazon program, that the nine 

Amazon countries through their participation in the IIRSA program (Inicitiativa para la 

                                                      

 
3
 20% of these funds may be spent in other Amazon countries. 
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Integración de la Infraestructura Regional Suramericana)4, have identified infrastructure projects in 

the Amazon region at the total value of 37.4 billion USD. The RFN partners claim that if all 

existing development plans in the Amazon are realized, 50% of the present Amazon rainforests 

will disappear.  

On the other hand, RFN is also criticizing the Norwegian government for a double standard, by 

letting its Pension Fund invest 130 billion NOK (approximately 21.5 billion USD) in what is 

alleged to be rainforest-destructive businesses while committing 3 billion NOK (0.5 billion USD) 

per year to the NICFI. 5  

This Review is specifically about the RFN Amazon Program supported by Norway´s MFA, 

initiated in 2007 and presently midway in its second period (2011-2015), with a budget of 30 

mill NOK in 2013, reduced to 25 mill NOK in 2014 due to the incoming Cabinet´s reduced 

priority to Latin America. There was a similar reduction – for the same reason – from 30 to 25 

mill NOK of funds disbursed by the Norwegian Embassy in Brazil to indigenous purposes, of 

which several of RFN´s partners were beneficiaries. Both these arrangements are based on 

annual appropriations.  

Norad is RFN´s most important donor, with a 5-year global framework agreement (2013-2017) 

worth a total of 410 mill NOK (82 mill per year, of which 30.6 mill was earmarked for the 

Amazon region in 2014).  

Norad is also responsible for the handling of CSO support from the NICFI, from which the RFN 

globally receives a total of 40 mill NOK during 2013-2015 (8 mill in 2013, 16 mill in 2014 and 16 

mill 2015). Only one Amazon country is benefitting from these funds: Ecuador (1,1 mill in 2013; 

2,4 mil in 2014).  
Table 3.1: Norad Support to the RFN Amazon Program countries (in ´000 NOK)6,7 

Country 2013 2014 

Brazil 12,024 11,782 

Bolivia   2,650 1,811 

Peru 10,033  10,280 

Ecuador   1.825   2.408 

Paraguay8   5.785   5.785 

Total 32.317 32.066 
 Source: Norad 

The next table shows total Norwegian public support specified for RFN-related indigenous and 

rainforest work in the Amazon region in 2014, including Brasilia Embassy support to RFN 

partner organizations in Brazil9 (see also 8.4: Institutional and financial sustainability). 
 

                                                      

 
4
 IIRSA (http://www.iirsa.org/) is the technical forum for infrastructure within COSIPLAN (Consejo 

Suramericano de Infraestructura y Planeamiento), a commission under UNASUR (Unión de Naciones 

Suramericanas) responsible for policy and strategy discussion of regional infrastructure projects. This is where 

RFN and its partners have decided to orient its regional lobby work. 
5
http://www.regnskog.no/en/rainforest-news/global/the-norwegian-government-pension-fund-global-gpfg-invests-

130-billion-norwegian-kroner-in-rainforest-destruction 
6
 These figures include Norad framework support and CSO support from NIFCI 

7 RFN also receives a global support for information activity of 8 mill NOK for the period 2011-2014, without any 

geographical specification.  
 

8
 Paraguay is not part of RFN´s Amazon program with MFA.  

9
 The Norwegian Brasilia Embassy supports five RFN partner organizations, as part of its indigenous 

program (see Table 8.1.). Out of a total budget of 30 mill NOK in 2013 and 25 mill NOK in 2014, 

support to RFN partners represented 14.0 mill NOK (47%) in 2013 and 13.7 mill NOK (55%) in 2014. 

http://www.regnskog.no/en/rainforest-news/global/the-norwegian-government-pension-fund-global-gpfg-invests-130-billion-norwegian-kroner-in-rainforest-destruction
http://www.regnskog.no/en/rainforest-news/global/the-norwegian-government-pension-fund-global-gpfg-invests-130-billion-norwegian-kroner-in-rainforest-destruction
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Table 3.2: Norwegian public support for the RFN and partners in the Amazon region from 
different government actors (in mill NOK) 

Funding source 2013 2014 

MFA 30.0 25.0 

Brasilia Embassy 14.0 13.7 

Norad (framework) 30.6 30.6 

NICFI   1.1   2.4 

Total 75.7 71.7 
Sources: MFA, Norwegian Embassy Brasilia, Norad 

It has been difficult to distinguish these different support mechanisms in favour of the Amazon 

program and determine what specifically comes from the MFA budget and Norad, respectively. 

Even MFA and Norad officials find it difficult to tell one from the other. RFN has informed us 

that the MFA and Norad programs are complementary, have different result frameworks, and 

that the difference is that the Norad support goes to local management plans – territorial 

management plans and strengthening of representative indigenous organizations, while the 

MFA focus is on the “management of larger contiguous territories” (as the name of the program 

indicates). The support from the Embassy is also largely destined to strengthen local 

organizations.  

The Review Team is left with the impression that coordination between MFA, Norad, the 

Climate and Forest Secretariat of the Ministry of Climate and Environment and the Brasilia 

Embassy has been quite limited when it comes to the support to different forest and climate 

initiatives in the Amazon region. All government parties mentioned openly recognize this. 

There has e.g. been no systematic discussion between MFA and its subsidiary directorate Norad 

about the strategic orientation of the RFN Amazon program. One is almost left with the 

perception that RFN is coordinating the various Norwegian government inputs, rather than the 

other way around. Norad sources tend to believe that one common management of Norwegian 

government funds might have led to a more cost-effective public management of these 

contributions. A better coordination here, and even with a view to relevant parts of the 

Government´s Amazon Fund appropriations, is clearly required.  

 
 

4 Relevance of the program 
(The extent to which the aid activity is suited to the priorities and policies of the target group, 
recipient and donor) 

Overall, there is little doubt about the relevance of this program, both on its own merits in 

relation to the challenges it aims to respond to, and also as a crucial complement to public 

Norwegian policies and programs in the Amazon region. Its motivating function behind the 

large public support to the Brazilian Amazon Fund is a very clear confirmation of its relevance. 

The combination of rainforest and rights protection; promoting rights-based and sustainable 

rainforest management through civil society, is beyond any doubt a relevant approach to the 

gigantic task of saving the Amazon as a critical measure against global warming. RFN has been 

a major trendsetter for the understanding of relations between the two elements upon which 

this program is based. The way the program has been designed, building on a long-term 

consultation with indigenous organizations and NGOs with deep roots in the affected areas, 

should be a guarantee that locally defined priorities are respected. It has apparently been a 

challenge, though, to generate locally defined priorities and projects into programs for larger 

areas. We are uncertain how well the link here is fully grasped by all actors.  

The elaboration of a comprehensive program for the Amazon mega-basin, subdivided into four 
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geographic regions with a number of focal areas, many of which including cross-border ethnic 

and eco-systems, is what makes this program stand out as more relevant than most other efforts 

to strive for a similar purpose. The basic idea behind this program design is to create the basis 

for long-term ecological sustainability. The sustainability issue is one to which we will dedicate 

considerable attention in this report. 

The intended outcome for each of the focal areas is defined through the identification first of a 

number of threats to sustainable and rights-based management, and then of common 

management actions that may effectively meet these threats.  

Overall, we may conclude that the program has a very high degree of relevance. 

 
 

5 Effectiveness of the program  
(The extent to which the Program’s purpose was achieved, or is expected to be achieved). 
 

Financing of the program is justified, considering the effectiveness registered at mid term 

combined with the relevance mentioned above. The program is covering an important niche in 

climate change financing because it is working with local partners and activities that often have 

few other options for external financing. There is however considerable potential for increasing 

the effectiveness and efficiency of the Program. 

Based on the local partners and projects the evaluation team has been able to visit, there is 

generally a good quality of program products and services, reflected in stakeholder satisfaction 

in the organizations and territories covered. 

General program effectiveness 

a) Development Goal: The Amazon rainforest is effectively protected and the rights of its inhabitants 

are fully ensured. 

The evaluation team understands the development goal as long-term, far beyond the scope of the 

programme, however it is important to review if the development goes in the right direction. 

There is no defined baseline10, but the baseline could be considered as: (i) Rainforest protection 

and (ii) rights of rainforest inhabitants (both legally and in practice), in the Amazon at the 

moment of initiating the program. 

Rainforest protection: Using the Global Forest Watch11 tool, the evaluation team found that 

deforestation in the Amazon rainforest (including the Guyana shield) was considerably reduced 

during the decade ending in 2013. But the reduction seems only to have occurred in Brazil (64% 

of the Amazon rainforest), dropping drastically from 27,400 km2 in 2004 to 4,600 km2 in 2012, 

before increasing again in 2013. Many other countries in the region had negative trends. The 

fact that it was worse some years ago doesn’t change the general picture that the Amazon 

rainforest is being destroyed at an alarming rate, and that the goal of the rainforest being 

“effectively protected” is still very far away (see discussion in Annex 4 – Political 

sustainability). 

Rights of inhabitants: There was a very positive trend in improvement of indigenous rights in 

Latin America in general and in the Amazon region in particular during the last decade of the 

                                                      

 
10

 The program has carried out several local baseline studies, but on different moments (from 2007 to 

2012), with different formats, level of details and subjects covered. They don’t show an overall picture of 

the situation at program start and are not directly related to the indicators defined in 2011 (adjusted 2012). 

11
 www.globalforestwatch.org 

http://www.globalforestwatch.org/
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20th and the first decade of the 21st century, with new constitutions in most Amazon countries 

recognizing the major international treaties (ILO Convention 169/89 in particular). Over the last 

five years, this trend has been considerably reversed, as good principles more and more have 

collided with heavy economic interests, and perhaps even in response to more effective 

mobilization of indigenous interest. As we will come back to in this report, we see this clearly in 

Brazil and Peru (in the latter case after a brief initial positive period of the present Humala 

administration), and similar trends are also present in Bolivia, Ecuador and Venezuela - in spite 

of pro-indigenous rhetoric. Much is therefore left in order to provide the indigenous rainforest 

inhabitants with effective rights protection. 

Regional policy challenges: This program is to a large degree formulated in response to the 

overall regional threats to the rights-based protection of the Amazon rainforest. The main 

expression of these threats, according to RFN´s analysis and mentioned above in Section 3, is 

the IIRSA program. IIRSA is the technical forum for infrastructure within COSIPLAN (Consejo 

Suramericano de Infraestructura y Planeamiento), one of nine ministerial councils under UNASUR 

(Unión de Naciones Suramericanas) responsible for policy and strategy discussion of regional 

infrastructure projects. Pan-Amazon projects such as the Inter-Oceanic Highway, often feared 

by the indigenous and environmental movement, seem to occupy a prominent position on the 

IIRSA agenda.  

On this basis, RFN and its partners have decided to orient its regional lobby work at IIRSA and 

COSIPLAN. That may have been a good choice, but it is far from clear how this strategy has 

been formulated and implemented in practice.  One of the “regions” of the program (Region E) 

is called Region for Greater Amazon Policies, but looking at specific activities and outcome 

indicators for Region E, there is hardly any reference to efforts to enhance the leverage on 

regional political institutions (apart from work with the regional mapping network RAISG and 

the regional lawyer network RAMA).  

The explication given by RFN is that at the time the program was formulated, the regional 

institutional set-up under UNASUR was less clear than it is today, and that concrete activities 

for that reason were difficult to define. Meanwhile, it was decided to work with the very 

capable Peruvian think-tank DAR, and a network DAR established with similar institutions in 

Colombia, Ecuador, Bolivia and Brazil, in order to prepare and coordinate regional lobby work. 

Meanwhile, UNASUR has decided to establish a special forum for civil society, which 

ultimately might serve as a relevant contact point. DAR and its Brazilian partner IBASE is also 

monitoring the regional financial portfolio of BNDES, and proposing concrete reforms to its 

mode of work in terms of transparency and safeguards. On the negative side, it is really a pity 

that collaboration with RAMA has been discontinued without finding another tool for regional 

lobbying regarding indigenous rights.  

Given the program´s prominent and well-founded concern with Pan-Amazon challenges, one 

would have expected this to be better reflected in the operationalization of program activities. 

There is no doubt that indigenous rights and rainforest protection are losing political force in 

several Amazon countries compared to the situation a few years ago (ref. Annex 4 on Political 

Sustainability particularly in Brazil). It would therefore be interesting if the RFN program could 

add more teeth to its regional political concerns and elaborate a more specific strategy for this 

during the remaining part of the program. 

b) Program Purpose: Rights-based, sustainable rainforest management models and practices have 

been developed and implemented through society-initiated projects and policy initiatives in four targeted 

regions and through work in thematic networks in the Amazon by 2016. 

Since there is no defined baseline for the Program Purpose, it is not possible to compare the 
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situation “with and without project”. The evaluation team however understands the baseline to 

be zero in the sense that only projects and initiatives during the implementation should be 

considered, and the corresponding targets would be the summary of the main targets for the 

four programme regions and the thematic networks. For that reason the effectiveness of 

compliance with program purpose is integrated in the review of Outcome effectiveness. In 2012 

many of the indicators in the original results framework were adjusted or replaced. The review 

team has the impression that this didn’t lead to an improvement of the target formulation. 

Many targets are now more general than before and some targets went from output level to 

activity level. Most reformulated targets are now easier to comply with, often including later 

deadlines. Annex 3 presents a review of effectiveness based on the results for each Focal Area, 

summarized in Table 5.1. 
Table 5.1 Summary of Effectiveness 

Focal area Expected outcome 
Compliance with 
expected results 

Mid term End 

A.1 Peru-Ecuador 
Environmental impacts caused by the oil industry in the border 
region between Ecuador and Peru are significantly reduced 

71.4 67.9 

A.2 Brazil-Peru North 

Cooperation on locally defined priority issues has been 
formulated and implemented among inhabitants of indigenous 
territories in the Brazil-Peru border region around the Javari 
watershed, both within and across national borders 

83.3 54.2 

A.3 Brazil-Peru South 

The social and ecological integrity of indigenous territories in the 
Brazil-Peru border region in the states of Acre, Ucayali and 
Madre de Dios have been consolidated through collaborative 
projects beyond individual communities and territories 

46.9 25.3 

A.4 Peru-Bolivia 
The protection of indigenous and non-indigenous forest dwellers’ 
lands and rights in the border region of Pando, La Paz and 
Madre de Dios has been significantly improved 

23.8 21.3 

B. Brazil (Xingú) 

Models and mechanisms for the integrated and sustainable 
management of the Xingu river basin, addressing the needs of 
and threats to indigenous and other forest dependent peoples 
living in the region, are implemented 

100 66.7 

C.1 Brazil-Venezuela 
(Yanomami, Rio Negro) 

The integrity of the Yanomami indigenous territory in Brazil and 
the Yanomami traditional lands in Venezuela has been re-
enforced through a combination of collaborative cross-border 
efforts and national level actions executed by indigenous 
communities and organizations and their supporters 

89.3 80.4 

C.2 Brazil-Colombia-
Venezuela 
(Rio Negro) 

A general agreement between civil society, governmental and 
private sector actors defines a minimum agenda for sustainable 
development in the Rio Negro region, with defined 
responsibilities for every sector and mechanisms for monitoring 
commitments and obligations 

91.7 70.8 

D.1 Amapá-Pará (Guyana 
Sh.) 

Rights based, sustainable resource management is implemented 
in the mosaic of protected areas in Amapá and Pará in Brazil 100 75.0 

D.2 Brazil-French Guyana- 
Surinam-Guyana 

Coordinated strategies for sustainable development 
implemented by civil society actors in the Guyana Shield region 

80.0 52.0 

E.1 Thematic regional 
coop. 

The rights of local populations in the Amazon are better secured 
through the coordinated implementation of regional actions by 
the programme partners 

66.7 63.9 

E.2 Exchange between 
regions 

A common understanding of the threats and possibilities for 
regional civil society cooperation is established among 
programme partners 

50.0 18.8 

Average  73.0 54.2 

As shown in the table, the program has been able to comply with approximately 71.4% of the 

results expected at midterm. Please note that no result has been calculated with more than 

100%, because an over-compliance in one indicator will most often not compensate the lack of 

compliance in another. The program performs very well in region B (Xingú basin), region C 

(Rio Negro) and D1 (the Brazilian part of the Guyana Shield). In the other regions the results are 

not so promising. Three of the focal areas have average figures only half or less than half of 

what should be expected at midterm. It is however worth commenting that the program is well 

on track in the compliance of the expected end results, with average more than 50% at midterm. 

Since many of the indicators are very general, it is relatively easy to comply with them. The 
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review team recognizes the efforts done by RFN to improve the indicators, but it is still a 

considerable way to go. We would not recommend to replace indicators in the middle of 

implementation, but rather to specify them better. 
 
 

6 Efficiency of the program 
(How economically the resources and inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) have been converted 
to outputs 
The program  

The following table shows indicators for the relation between implementation progress and 

budget resources used, where all indicators above 1 are indications of efficient resource use. 

However, some comments are required: The methodology is based on the hypothesis that the 

budget reflects the needs to reach the expected outputs. If budget allocations are transferred 

from the efficient to the less efficient partner, the methodology will not work. What stands out 

even more clearly here than in the figures on effectiveness, is that the two regions B and C are 

where the work is carried out most efficiently. If we include all program costs the indicators 

would drop a little, but not much since most of the costs are dedicated to the focal areas.    

Table 6.1. Indication of efficiency as product of results and resource use 
Regions and 

program average 
Budget used* 2011-13 

(‘000 NOK) 
Progress (%) of 

expected end result 
% of RFN budget 

used 
Progress divided by % 
of RFN budget used 

A 30,771,961 42.2 50.6 0.83 

B 9,027,893 66.7 44.7 1.49 

C 9,601,869 75.6 67.7 1.12 

D 12,894,925 63.5 64.8 0.98 

E 10,933,088 41.4 63.4 0.65 

Total 73,229,736 57.9 58.2 0.99 
* 

No final figures since figures for 2013 are preliminary. The total given is only for the 4 regions and regional work (including 

technical support), but does not include RFN meetings, baseline, dissemination, information, administration and evaluations.      

Efficiency in the use of human resources: The Amazon program is led by a team of 8 people 

in the headquarters of RFN in Oslo, supported by administrative staff. RFN follow up the 

national NGO and CSO partners in the region, all with their own staff that is to a large degree 

also financed by the program. For that reason, even though the program is light on the top 

considering the amount of resources managed, the total number of people involved is probably 

higher than in most development programs.  

This is an efficient use of human resources because the average cost for staff in the region is 

lower than for Norwegians and because it gives a higher efficiency when most staff is situated 

close to where the field activities are going on. There is however also a risk factor, because RFN 

must rely completely on the partners to implement the work and monitor the local situation. It 

works very efficiently with good partners but not so well with weak partners and partner 

organizations that are going through periods of crisis (e.g. recently with CIDOB, Bolivia) (see 

also the discussion under institutional sustainability). 

Coordination, coherence and complementarity: The Program´s relationships with the local 

indigenous and community structures are very important. It gives the possibility of supporting 

priority issues while also disseminating knowledge and training. 

There is a clear need for stronger coordination between programs working on forestry, 

environment, sustainable rural development and indigenous peoples in the same focal areas, 

including alignment to assure complementarity and avoid duplication of efforts. 

Additionally, donors like MFA, Norad and NICFI (through RFN and the Brasilia Embassy) 

should mainstream their way of working with the ministries, NGOs y CSOs with the goal of 

reducing the workload of staff and increasing efficiency. 
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Efficiency of work approach: As mentioned in the chapter on effectiveness, several targets 

have not been met or still have a low degree of compliance. It might have been possible to 

obtain improved efficiency with a different approach. The evaluation team considers the main 

reason to be that there is no clear link between the expected results (outcomes/targets) of the 

program and of the individual projects carried out by the partners. RFN recognizes that the 

expected program outcomes have been defined with the purpose of summarizing various 

aspects that most partners are working with. This makes the outcomes very general, and it leads 

to questions about the value added of the program (except for financial resources that are 

important for the partners).  

The evaluation team does appreciate the challenge of working at so different levels with so 

many partners as in this Program. Perhaps more time is required to knead the different 

elements even better together. Thinking towards a possible next phase, different approaches 

could be considered: (i) to prepare the program as the summary of all the individual projects, 

reflecting their outcomes in the program results framework; or (ii) to assure that the individual 

projects were designed according to the objectives and expected outcomes for the program. It is 

however not a good idea to make this kind of changes in the middle of the implementation 

period. 

Monitoring of the program outputs from RFN’s side is currently done through the review of 

semester and annual reports from each partner (complemented with travels, meetings, reviews, 

etc.). A weakness with this approach is that the partners report on the progress of their 

individual projects with targets not directly reflected in the program targets. Based on these 

reports, RFN staff analyses the content and extracts (as well as possible) the information needed 

to summarize compliance with program targets in the reports to MFA and Norad. The 

evaluation team considers that this is not a very efficient work method. Since the partners are 

supposed to be better informed about local activities and results in their own area than RFN 

staff members, it is recommended that the partners should fill out data directly in a form 

reflecting the indicators in the program results framework. This should however not replace 

reporting for individual projects, but could be an annex to the report from each partner. The 

mentioned change would facilitate the work of RFN, where they would only have to make 

quality control and summarize the information from the partners in each focal area (or compare 

information received, in case of bi-national activities). 

Risk management: The program document includes a chapter on risks and obstacles, but does 

not clearly differentiate between what are the risks and what are the obstacles. The review team 

considers that risks are potential problems that have their origin outside the program team’s 

control, but it is still possible to prepare for their mitigation to reduce the impact in case of 

occurrence. The review team has gone through the risks found in the program document and 

prepared a risk matrix (see annex 5) based on information obtained from multiple sources and 

interviews. The matrix includes several additional risks that were detected during the review 

mission, as well as their proposed mitigation. Please note that these are risks for the program 

performance, and not necessarily risks for the population or the environment (even though these 

aspects are strongly related). 

According to this analysis there are four high risks:  

 Intimidation of indigenous- and community leaders to stop implementing project activities 

 Governments overruling or changing legislation and/or lack of compliance with 

international conventions (+ violent interventions); causing delays 

 Reluctance of authorities to act against illegal logging and mining provokes conflict and 

delays 
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 Reduced funding to the program affects partners and program goals. 

 
7 Development Impact 
A fundamental and durable change in the condition of people and their environment brought about by the 

Program 

The program document does not include a logical framework, where it is normal to define the 

expected program impacts. The evaluation team recognizes that a results framework if used for 

program monitoring is more operational than a log-frame, so in this case the main limitation is 

that it does not include the expected impacts. The program document however includes text 

about several direct and indirect impacts, but the causal chain (outcomes to impacts) is not 

clearly defined. Since impact is an issue that is very important for Norwegian development aid, 

the expected impacts of each outcome could as an alternative have been defined in a table in the 

program document. 

The program has carried out baseline studies for the focal areas at different moments (from 2007 

to 2012) and with variable quality and level of detail. Most of these documents (for A2, A4, B, 

C1/C2 and D1/D2) are incredibly detailed and must have required much time and resources. It 

is however worth asking why, since the programme monitoring is not directly related to the 

figures in the baseline studies. The main reason for carrying out baseline studies is to define the 

point of departure, to be able to analyse changes, and also analyse the changes that would have 

occurred without the program in order to determine impact. Since there are no datasets in the 

baseline documents that are being monitored later, these documents are mostly limited to serve 

as background information for RFN and the partners. If the intention was to measure impact, 

similar studies would have to be carried out later, and that does not seem to be the planned. A 

more efficient approach would have been to select a limited number of common indicators for 

all areas (e.g. forest cover, population, poverty level, number of illegal miners) and define the 

same indicators at least at midterm and at the end of the program, using the same methodology 

for measuring (and sources of information) as in the baseline study. 

Another limitation for the mid-term review is that most impacts would come at the end of the 

program period or even after program implementation. However, it is still possible to make an 

analysis and estimation of potential impacts. The basis for this analysis is to review to what 

degree the different outcomes from the program would provide permanent environmental and 

social benefits (medium to long term impacts) and through this improved environmental and 

social resilience (long term impact). In other words, the impact of the program would be to what 

degree it is able to mitigate the current (and potential) worsening of external pressure on the 

forests and their inhabitants, including pressure from local, national and regional stakeholders. 

This main impact on regional level would also represent an important impact on mitigation of 

global climate change. 
Fig. 7.1. Chain of logical relation between outcomes and impact 

 

 
 
 
 
 

This may seem like a simple exercise, but sometimes there might be a much longer causal chain 

with several intermediate states. The RFN Program case is analysed in table 7.1. Since the 

Program Results Framework includes as much as 11 outcomes while repeating basically the 

same problematic in most focal areas, the left column includes only 3 summary outcomes 

summarized by the consultants. As shown in the table, if the expected outcomes of the program 
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were achieved, this would bring us a long way towards impacts of reduced human threats, 

increased resilience and adaptive capacity in the Amazon rainforests and forest population, and 

through this significant mitigation of climate change. However, this would depend on several 

factors (drivers and assumptions) mostly outside the program´s control and to a large extent 

materializing after implementation of the current program phase. Important assumptions for 

the future has to do with improved legislation that is really being implemented, and also what 

we mention as “Non-sustainable alternative land use practices (agriculture, mining, etc.) are not 

receiving formal or informal incentives that would favour these over agroforestry and forestry”. 

It is obvious that even relatively large programs like this play a limited role compared with the 

important social and environmental impacts caused by the main drivers of deforestation, like 

huge infrastructure projects (roads, dams, etc.) and the economic forces causing change of land 

use, most often from forestry to agriculture and husbandry. 

Most stakeholders (governments, communities, firms, peasants) take their decisions on land use 

based on economic considerations, often in a short-term perspective. For that reason the only 

way to assure important impact in forest conservation is to address the economy of maintaining 

forest cover compared with the land use alternatives.  
  

Table 7.1. Analysis of the impact of the RFN Program 

Outcomes Drivers and assumptions Intermediate state Impacts 
Rights based, sustainable 
resource management is 
implemented in large 
contiguous regions of 
indigenous territories and 
protected areas, addressing 
the needs of and threats to 
indigenous and other forest 
dependent peoples 

Laws, policies and strategies 
on indigenous peoples and 
protected areas are approved 
and maintained 

 
 
Laws, policies and strategies 
on indigenous peoples and 
protected areas are 
maintained, respected and 
enforced on all levels  

 
 
 
 
 

REDUCED HUMAN 
THREATS TO AMAZON 

FORESTS AND 
INHABITANTS 

 
 

 
 
 

INCREASED 
RESILIENCE OF 

AMAZON FOREST 
AREAS AND FOREST 

INHABITANTS 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

MITIGATION OF 
GLOBAL CLIMATE 

CHANGE 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Laws, policies and strategies 
on indigenous peoples and 
protected areas are respected, 
and enforcing mechanisms 
sufficiently funded 

 
 
 
Environmental impacts 
caused by extractive 
industries in the focal areas 
are significantly reduced 

Law changes, giving 
indigenous peoples right to the 
underground resources in their 
territories and land  

 
 
 
Laws and regulations on 
environment and indigenous 
land tenure are improved and 
respected 
 

Law changes, no longer 
permitting mining and oil 
exploitation in protected areas 
(or, as in Brazil, avoiding new 
legislation that may permit it)  

Social and environmental 
legislations improved and 
respected, and their 
mechanisms funded, including 
FPIC and EIA.  

The social and ecological 
integrity of the mosaics of 
indigenous territories, 
traditional lands and 
protected areas has been re-
enforced through 
collaborative cross-border 
efforts and common regional 
strategies and tools for 
sustainable development, 
implemented by public and 
private sectors and the civil 
society  

Sufficient acceptance and 
agreement between main 
stakeholders in different 
countries to be able to 
implement effective cross-
border and regional efforts 

 
 
 
 
Bi-national and multinational 
agreements for sustainability 
of large contiguous forest land 
units are maintained and 
respected by all important 
stakeholders 

Non-sustainable land use 
practices (agriculture, mining, 
etc.) are not receiving formal 
or informal incentives that 
would favour these over 
sustainable forestry / 
agroforestry 

Political priority in Amazon 
countries to PPP, sustainable 
forestry value chain 
development and open 
dialogue with CSOs 
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The really important challenges and opportunities for reducing deforestation have to do with 

the framework conditions for the forestry sector12 compared with other types of land use, where 

the most important factors are: 
 
Main challenges: 

 Land tenure and forest tenure 

 Direct or indirect incentives (or disincentives) to agriculture, husbandry, mining, oil industry 

and other land uses compared with forestry 

 Bureaucratic rules and regulations for forestry permits (compared with e.g. agriculture) 

making it difficult to manage the forest legally 

 Opportunities for long-term financing (forestry as mainly long-term investments) 

 Quality and volume of public and/or private extension services for forestry (wood- and non-

wood products) as compared with agricultural extension services 

 Public fiscal and trade policies, which affect the private sector. 

 
Main opportunities: 

 Markets for current and new non-wood products from natural forests (rubber, Brazil nut, 

natural oils, palm heart, fruit) and agro-forestry cash-crops like shade-grown coffee and cocoa 

 Forestry certification, organic certification, fair-trade and other types of certification to assure 

or maintain access to niche markets and improved prices 

 Value chain development with support to community enterprises (including social impact 

investments)  

 Public-private partnership 

 Combined income from the same forest area (wood- and non-wood products, REDD+ and 

other carbon financing, payment for environmental services, eco-tourism, etc.), making the sum 

of these alternatives more attractive than change to non-sustainable land use 

 Exchange of lessons learned from pilot projects under similar conditions. 

The most important impacts of the RFN program so far are probably those that have to do with 

the national framework conditions (policies, strategies) and bilateral collaboration. Support for 

non-wood forest products as income-generating activities is important but has so far been 

concentrated only in certain areas and still lacks a holistic approach for the land units concerned 

(see environmental sustainability, 8.2). 

 

Impact on the local population: The program benefits directly or indirectly a total population 

of approximately 261,000 indigenous people, or more than ¼ of the entire indigenous 

population of the Amazon region (including the Guyana Shield), divided into 9 focal areas, plus 

an unspecified number of non-indigenous forest dwellers. In the Guyana shield the Program 

has not been able to carry out any fieldwork, but has financed institutional development of 

indigenous organizations. As mentioned, baseline studies have been carried out, but there is no 

generalized register of socio-economic impacts from the program, so it is not possible to say 

anything about the average benefits for the local population. However, socio-economic impacts 

would be long-term as a consequence of protecting their land, better land use planning, and 

more sustainable land use practices. For that reason the program´s training and capacity 

building are key factors. The long-term impacts would lie in maintaining fluent knowledge 

                                                      

 
12

 Forestry sector is here used for all stakeholders living on forest land and/or using forest resources 
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sharing activities including conscience building to assure that the population would consider 

sustainability aspects in their planning and resource management after the program has 

finished. In terms of human rights, the program provides a crucial common platform for rights 

promotion and protection through civil society.  

 

Environmental impact: According to the program document, the program works with 

protection of 2 million km2 of indigenous territories, traditional land, national parks and other 

types of protected areas, which represents 25% of the Amazon region (including the Guyana 

Shield), where the main purpose of the program is forest conservation through support to local 

stakeholders. The environmental impact of the program is the reduction of negative effects 

(such as contamination from mining and reduction of forest cover) compared with the situation 

without the program. The evaluation team concludes that the program has without doubt had a 

positive environmental impact, but that it is impossible to quantify this impact due to lack of 

studies on scenarios without the program. It is also difficult to compare with other similar areas, 

because the program areas were selected as the largest contiguous forest areas, and there is 

nothing similar to compare with.    

 

Regarding adverse environmental impacts, these are non-existent or not significant due to the 

environmental characteristics of the program, and being mostly focused on “soft” activities like 

policy issues, institutional capacity building, training, etc. The RFN program is however only 

supporting partner organizations, and should not be expected to monitor or control all impacts 

of the partner organizations’ activities that are not financed with RFN resources. RFN however 

try to see the whole picture and require e.g. institutional review reports.   

 
 

8 Sustainability of the program 
The review team considers sustainability to be a crucial element of this review, and we divide it in the 

following categories: technical, environmental, social, institutional, legal, socio-economic and 

political. In Annex 4 we discuss the political sustainability (with emphasis on Brazil), and 

Annex 5 contains a Risk Management assessment. 
 
8.1 Technical sustainability 

The technologies, tools and methods used by the program partners are simple, and relatively 

easy to handle by the local population after they have received training. As any other 

techniques they must however be learned, and for local population that have only been used to 

rubber tapping or agricultural crops it is necessary with good training and follow-up technical 

assistance to achieve positive results in activities like collection and processing of Brazil nuts 

and oils.  

 

Forestry and agroforestry: The program is promoting use of non-wood forest products and 

reforestation (including wood species) e.g. through the seed network “Rede de sementes do 

Xingú”. The program has however so far not promoted sustainable management and 

exploitation of wood species. This is partly a result of the policy of the organizations RFN is 

working with, and partly RFN’s own approach (see under environmental sustainability).  

Many forest areas have been degraded in the past by selective logging of the most valuable 

species, like Brazilian mahogany (Swietenia macrophylla) and cedar (Cedrela spp). Many areas still 

have these and other valuable species, and in these areas it is recommended to support 
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development of sustainable management plans with FSC certification. The alternative would be 

to constantly struggle with illegal loggers, but even so with the final result of these species 

being extinct. Despite the fact that good quality mahogany is one of the most valuable 

hardwoods, the team would not recommend to produce it in community nurseries with 

unskilled labour and in plantations, due to pest problems and other factors. It is also slow 

growing in the field after the initial first years (rotation cycle of 30-40 years), which means it 

will take too long before the local population would see any benefits, and in the meantime they 

may have lost interest. It is better to promote natural regeneration of the most valuable species 

in each area combined with enrichment planting, and the good news is that the number of 

species for the market is gradually growing if the products are certified. 

 

Many traditional indigenous communities produce agricultural crops through shifting 

cultivation. Some years ago this had a bad reputation in “development circles” with the 

argument that it leads to deforestation. However, research has shown that small-scale 

agriculture followed by a fallow period is beneficial for natural regeneration of heliophyte (sun-

loving) forest species that require open land for regeneration of their seedlings13. But with 

increased population and more stable communities, the fallow period is often not long enough, 

and requires adapted production techniques such as agro-forestry. Many combinations are 

viable, often including sweet potato and legumes near the soil, banana in the mid-level and 

trees in the upper canopy. Good agroforestry trees are often leguminous species because they 

are fixing nitrogen and in that way fertilize the agricultural plants. These combinations can be 

very productive and give enough crops for exchange with other products or sale on the local 

market (next section). 
 
8.2. Environmental sustainability  

A huge danger for the possibility of achieving environmental sustainability is the fact that most 

of the stakeholders act based on economic criteria (see under economic-financial sustainability). 

To maintain an area under forest cover it must be more attractive than other land use for the 

owner and/or residents in the area. The final evaluation of the program’s first phase highlighted 

the need to search for further development alternatives that benefit communities, and 

recommended to aid productive projects (both recommendations for Region A). The evaluation 

also mentioned the positive impacts of alternative economic actions on financial sustainability 

in Region B and recommended dissemination of these experiences elsewhere. This is however 

still a major weakness of the program, with an important exception for ISA in Xingú and Rio 

Negro. In Brazil there is a network of companies called Movimento Empresarial de Biodiversidade 

(MEB) that is working for improved relationships with indigenous and other rural communities 

and look for common economic opportunities. There are several options to consider here: 

 

i) Sustainable harvesting of renewable non-wood forest products: Some of the projects and partners 

in the Amazon program are working very actively in this direction; others are more reluctant 

(due to lack of experience or conservation concerns). The ISA projects in Xingú and Río Negro 

are probably the most developed in this regards. While indigenous peoples often use non-wood 

forest products, there are mostly non-indigenous (mestizo) groups that are exploiting these 
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 Snook, L.1994. Regeneración y crecimiento de la caoba (Swietenia macrophylla) en las selvas de Quintana Roo, México", 

en Madera, Chicle, Caza y Milpa; Contribuciones al Manejo Integral de las Selvas de Quintana Roo, 91-105 
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products for the market. In Brazil, special Extraction Reserves have been set-aside for this 

purpose. Caucho (natural rubber) production is of course a historic tradition in the Amazon, 

represented by the rubber tappers (seringueiros) that extract the resin from the rubber tree (Hevea 

brasiliensis). Another important income-generating activity is collection of Brazil nut or 

castanha/castaña (Bertholletia excelsa); along with oil and resin from the Copaiba tree (Copaifera 

spp) used for biodiesel, lacquers, soap, medicine, etc.; palm heart or “palmito” from the palm 

Asaí (Euterpe oleracea); fruit from the Babaçu palm (Orbignya phalerata) for food and the seeds for 

oil; as well as honey and a host of other forest products. In Xingú, a very serious effort is made 

in order to support such production lines and their value chain. Experts working with these 

harvesters claim that they may be as numerous as the indigenous population in the Brazilian 

Amazon (about 1 million people). There are additional high numbers in the Peruvian and 

Bolivian Amazon, especially collectors of the Brazil nut (Bolivia now produces 60% of the nuts 

for the world market). 

 

ii) Sustainable management and logging of certified timber:  The Amazon region, as other tropical 

regions, has a huge problem with illegal logging, often combined with corruption in the public 

sector to get so-called “legal” logging permits. However, most international environmental 

organizations recognize that to be able to maintain the forest and avoid conversion to 

agriculture and other land use, sustainable forest management is a must. To confront the 

mentioned problems, Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) was founded in 1993, and has so far 

certified 182 million ha of forests, including 12.8 million ha in South America. To get FSC 

certificate the forest is reviewed according to environmental, social and financial sustainability 

criteria. FSC accredited firms and organizations have certified 8.5 million ha in the Amazon 

region (138 certificates), most of it in Brazil. IMAFLORA is the most important certifier in Brazil, 

while Rainforest Alliance (through RA-CERT) is most important in the Spanish speaking 

countries. Forest certification (combined with FSC certification of the chain of custody) is today 

the most important alternative for promoting sustainable forest management14, but RFN is not 

only sceptical of forest certification but is also campaigning strongly against the sale of all 

tropical timber in Norway15. Based on a previous successful Norwegian boycott of palm oil, the 

argument is that such consumer campaigns is the most effective measure to push for more 

reliable certification systems. The evaluation team sees this as a contradiction, because the 

boycott of palm oil (if other countries follow) would give an important opportunity for the legal 

forest sector. The evaluation team also sees it as a contradiction to promote reforestation of 

certain wood species through direct seeding (see 8.1) without considering their future value for 

the people that live on the land. The alternative is that each forest area should be analysed 

separately with the goal of obtaining sustainability, including use of wood species. Please note 

that many indigenous organizations and RFN partners in the region do not agree with RFN’s 

line on this issue. The regional coordination organization for indigenous peoples in the Amazon 

basin (COICA) is a member of FSC, and the RFN partner AIDESEP has currently the presidency 

of COICA. FENAMAD16 is one of the local RFN partners that agrees with sustainable 

                                                      

 
14

 During the last 5 years FSC has not received any formal reclaims on FSC certifications carried out in the Amazon 

region. However, there have been some reclaims regarding certification of plantation forests in other South American 

regions (Brazil and Chile). Personal information 8.05.2014 from Pina Gervassi, FSC Regional Representative. 
15 http://www.regnskog.no/no/bevisst-forbruker/tropisk-t%C3%B8mmer/unng%C3%A5-tropisk-t%C3%B8mmer 
16 RFN supports the Sonene project in Tambopata National Reserve (demarcation, indigenous in isolation, etc), which the 

indigenous peoples through FENAMAD claim as their territory. 3 of the 5 indigenous communities in the area are in the 

process of obtaining FSC certification of their community forests (supported by other sources). 

http://www.regnskog.no/no/bevisst-forbruker/tropisk-t%C3%B8mmer/unng%C3%A5-tropisk-t%C3%B8mmer
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management and logging of certified tropical timber. It is interesting to notice that the 

Norwegian Society for the Conservation of Nature (Naturvernforbundet) is also a member of 

FSC, along with WWF Norway and other  

for indigenous and other forest communities, and it may contribute to convince a larger number 

of major timber companies that it is better after all to turn to certified production. 

 

iii) Other types of certification: Special market niches are open for certified products such as: 

Organic, Shade-grown, Fair-trade (easy access for indigenous communities), Verification of 

high conservation value forest, Verification of legal origin, etc. Several of these certificates give a 

price premium in the international market, but most important is that they assure stable and 

reliable markets even for small-scale production. The cost of certification can be greatly reduced 

when neighbouring units (communities, firms) are certified at the same time. 

 

iv) Agro-forestry: Important products for the national and international markets like coffee and 

cocoa are especially good for agroforestry, since they are perennial shrubs that require growing 

under shade to obtain the best quality. The highest value coffee and cocoa on the world market 

are normally both certified organic and certified shade-grown. When it is time for renewing the 

shrubs after several years, the forest species in the canopy above them might have high enough 

financial value to maintain the area only for forestry until mature tree dimensions, resulting in 

reforestation. 

 

v) Reduced emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+): Despite Norway being 

the world’s largest financer of REDD+ on bilateral and multilateral level (through the Amazon 
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 https://memberportal.fsc.org  

Norwegian organizations17.  

As argued elsewhere in this report, there 

are many examples that illustrate the 

viability of a certification approach. No 

system is perfect, and even though there 

are negative examples of FSC certified 

forests (that later lost their certificates), 

this should not be used as an argument 

against forest certification as such. It is 

important to get the big picture on how to 

efficiently reduce deforestation. Although 

it may be hard to convince some of the 

more conservationist oriented program 

partners, we challenge RFN to start 

thinking more along these lines, for 

instance by seeking partnerships with 

FSC accredited certifying agencies and 

other organizations specialized on 

certification. If one succeeds with certified 

sustainable forest management, it may 

represent a tremendous source of income 

 

https://memberportal.fsc.org/
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Fund, Government of Guyana, UN-REDD and FCPF), REDD+ has only to a very limited extent 

been introduced in the RFN Amazon program, partly due to scepticism and/or resistance from 

some indigenous organizations. However, the concept of “Indigenous REDD”, is now being 

promoted by AIDESEP in front of COP 20 in Lima (December 2014)18, which may represent a 

significant step forward not least in terms of getting acceptance for such mechanisms from the 

indigenous movement. The evaluation team recommends that RFN should be actively involved 

in the development and implementation of this innovative mechanism, both directly and 

through partners in the region. 

 

vi) Other carbon mechanisms: The Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) under the UNFCCC 

has financed only 55 afforestation and reforestation projects, including 16 in South America (of 

these Colombia 7, Brazil 3, Peru 1 and Bolivia 1). More interesting for forestry management and 

conservation is probably the voluntary carbon market, especially when it is combined with 

other sources of income from the same forest area.  

 

vii)  Payment for environmental services (PES): Efficient PES mechanisms on national or 

local level require special circumstances where there is a seller and a buyer of permanent 

environmental services. This is often found in the framework of watersheds, where 

communities in the upper watershed is protecting the area and giving the lower parts the 

benefits of continuous supply of clean water with low sediment content. For instance, the 

indigenous territories and other protected areas in the Xingú watershed could have a potential 

for a PES agreement with the Belo Monte hydroelectric company, where the current enemy 

could be a future allied (see Xingú in Annex 3-B).       

 

vii) Eco-tourism: Many indigenous and mestizo communities have managed to conserve their 

forests and obtain important income through eco-tourism (also called sustainable tourism), as 

well as ethno-tourism or adventure-tourism. A positive example is the indigenous Ese Eja 

community El Infierno in Madre de Dios, which 17 years ago entered into a 20 years contract 

with Rainforest Expedition (US). The income from eco-tourism and other activities (managed 

through a rotational fund) has made the community financially sustainable. In 2013, the 

community inaugurated its large community house, and has offered voluntary financial 

support to FENAMAD. However, there is also a negative eco-tourist example in the same 

region (pueblo Amaracayre), where USD 2.3 million from UNDP was lost due to community 

corruption, and the local population is now participating in illegal gold mining.  

 

All the mentioned alternatives are meant just as examples of local sustainable income-

generating activities. There is no model that fits all, so the local stakeholders should review each 

area with support from the program partners to find out what are the best opportunities. The 

review team hopes RFN would support this process with an open mind, and the approach that 

it should be the local population that define what is best for them, based on advice but without 

paternalism. As long as there are sustainable alternatives that promote forest protection, none of 

these should be blacklisted as a matter of principle. 
 
8.3 Social sustainability  
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We understand “social sustainability” to mean the sustainability of the program for the 

beneficiaries, indigenous peoples and communities, as well as other target population groups 

living in the forests. 

In the following sub-chapter we will review the direct or indirect dependency of these groups 

on RFN and other Norwegian financial support. But RFN and partner organizations can of 

course never be fully responsible for the social and economic needs of the target groups. They 

may only contribute to improve their living conditions, through socio-economic projects or 

through advocacy.  

 

Indigenous Peoples: The participation of indigenous peoples is guaranteed in the program 

since a majority of the target population is indigenous. The program partners’ work is most 

often based on the traditional structure, which is considered important for local ownership. It is 

important to assure the local beneficiaries´ viewpoint and direct influence on the program 

development and local projects implemented by the partners. 

 

One argument goes that rainforest peoples may survive and actually have a good life as long as 

they are allowed to live in peace, free from interference from the non-forest world. In some 

cases this may still be the case, e.g. for peoples living in voluntary isolation. But as soon as they 

enter in contact with the market economy and the state, this may often be an illusion. 

Indigenous peoples in recent contact with people from the outside are also very vulnerable to 

manipulation, e.g. by giving away valuable natural resources in exchange for cheap industrially 

made goods. 

 

Rainforest peoples are the guardians of tremendous resources, both in economic and in natural 

resource conservation terms.  That is the very logic behind this program. The question is how 

this may be converted into socio-economic sustainability – if and when the relationship to state 

and market has been established (with or against their own will). 

 

Gender: Gender mainstreaming is an important issue, but it is not reflected in the program 

document or the progress reports to MFA. Indigenous and mestizo women in the Amazon 

region participate frequently in extraction of non-wood forest products (e.g. Brazil nuts in 

Peru/Bolivia and forest seeds in Xingú), as well as handicrafts and eco-tourism. It was observed 

that women participate actively in activities financed by the program (especially training and 

capacity building), but still in lower number than men. A positive factor is the equal number of 

female and male staff members in the RFN program (including the female Coordinator) and a 

high percentage of female staff among most program partners.  

 

Gender mainstreaming is however more than headcount. The low priority on the gender issue in the 

program design makes it highly probable that attitudes in the Latin American society would be 

mirrored in the program activities. The evaluation team therefore recommend that RFN in 

consultation with the partners analyse how gender mainstreaming could be introduced or 

strengthened. This means e.g. to assure that women participate in all RFN financed activities, 

and also that they have real influence on project planning, decision making and monitoring. 

The evaluation team also recommends registering all the data from baseline studies, 

consultations, workshops and training activities according to gender, and to incorporate this 

and other gender-related information in the program´s monitoring system, with focus on 

lessons learned. 
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Youth: The rural population in many of the Focal Areas has a frequent lack of youth to take 

over the economic activities. Young people have to leave their communities when going to 

school, and often they do not return. To resolve this problem it is not enough to integrate the 

youth in what the program is currently doing. Results from consultations and assessments 

carried out and especially plans for the future should be analysed with active participation of 

the younger generation, to integrate their interests and especially their proposals for local 

income-generating activities. Another aspect that often interests the youth is information 

technology. The evaluation team observed an interesting example of a historical memory 

project in the Demení Yanomami community, with the use of IT technology and video editing.19    

  

Ownership of participating organizations and population: A key aspect is that the 

population feels ownership to the program. This is obtained gradually through respect for 

traditional social structures, local planning with thorough discussion, and implementation with 

broad participation. There is no doubt that the RFN partners in the region have a high degree of 

ownership, especially the strongest organizations (mostly NGOs, but even well-established 

indigenous organizations). Another issue is the degree of ownership for the local population 

(communities, etc.). To obtain ownership, the population should not only be consulted but have 

real influence from the first ideas throughout the process. 
 
8.4 Institutional and financial sustainability  

a) Institutional: 

One aspect of the institutional sustainability has to do with the international trend of a 

shrinking space for civil society, seen in most of the developing world and now also to a certain 

extent in Latin America – although this space as a point of departure is much wider in the 

Amazon countries than e.g. in Africa. The recent expulsion of the Danish NGO Ibis from Bolivia 

made the alarm bells ring loudly. Similar conflicts are frequent in Ecuador, and NGOs and 

indigenous movement in Venezuela report that the only viable way to maintain any leverage is 

by reducing confrontation with the government. In Peru, prominent RFN partners are among 

the 56 civil society leaders who will stand trial this year, accused for instigating violence in 

relation with protests against legislative rulings that the indigenous peoples considered an 

attack on the property rights of their lands. Colombia is thorn between a strong civil society on 

one hand and the civil war on the other, creating a dual reality between urban democracy and 

rule of law and next to dictatorship in the rural areas where the war is dragging on – including 

parts of Colombian Amazonas. RFN could reflect on whether Norway´s role as a facilitator in 

peace negotiations might be used to influence on relevant aspects of its Amazon program. Brazil 

is probably the country where the civil society space is best preserved, in spite of the extremely 

worrisome trend of un-conciliatory interest group agents slaying human rights defenders.  

 

RFN’s policy of not having a permanent presence in the Amazon countries but rather work 

through local partners should be seen in this context. The partners have a much more legitimate 

political advocacy role than a foreign organization, but their strength may often be closely 

related to the international support they receive, financially as well as politically. One of the real 
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 The demographic structure among the Yanomamis is actually contrary of the normal in indigenous territories (due 

to previous massacres and present peace): an extreme over-representation of young people (50% under 15) makes it 

a challenge to pass on community tradition and knowledge to the younger generation. 
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strengths of the partnership with RFN, emphasized by almost all partners, is the long-time 

institutional support which allows them to work on more strategic issues, not least advocacy, 

and the preparation of other funding proposals. What this means, however, is that their 

dependence on continued RFN support is extremely high.  

 

However, there are also arguments in favour of a permanent RFN presence, e.g. to be able to 

support the weaker partners. An alternative to the present structure would be for RFN to 

contract one or more persons directly in the region, with the goal of carrying out more direct 

monitoring, supervision and institutional support. Even though it would have to be highly 

qualified personnel (especially on the aspects of institutional development and finance), this 

alternative would not necessarily be more expensive than the current model, because the 

person(s) could be recruited in the region and at the same time reduce HQ costs (including the 

reduction in number of travels). The main differences compared to the current situation would 

be: (i) to have staff in the region that responds directly to RFN; and (ii) to be able to supervise 

and support institutional development of the weakest partners. The evaluation team proposes 

to start recruiting one RFN representative to be established in Brazil and consider possible 

expansions based on experiences with that.  

 

b) Financial: 

RFN has a vulnerable financial situation, recognized i.a. in annual meetings with Norad. 89% of 

the funding (2011) came from various Norwegian government sources, compared to a range 

between 40-70% for the largest Norwegian development NGOs20. This special situation has been 

accepted by Norad with the argument that RFN is the only Norwegian organization with top 

competence on indigenous peoples and rainforests; a subject with high political priority. Norad 

is therefore defending a high state support share of the budget.  

 

MFA may have a somewhat different position, in the sense that its support to RFN has been 

seen as a door opener for the government´s own Amazon program, while there are now many 

support mechanisms for this purpose in place. There are also some doubts about the willingness 

of the new Cabinet that came to power in the fall of 2013 to continue giving the same high 

priority to Latin America as a region, and rainforest/indigenous affairs as an issue. This will 

probably only be known in the fall of 2014, with the presentation of the 2015 state budget. 

This uncertainty is recognized by the RFN as a major challenge. Search for additional and 

alternative funding is i.a. explored by the permanent Director now on a two-years´ leave of 

absence for this purpose. However, the present report does not review different alternatives for 

funding of the program. Given the unquestionable importance of the work carried out by the 

RFN Amazon program, and the very high dependence of most of the local partners on the RFN 

support, this is a critical issue to address with urgency, in parallel to an on-going dialogue with 

high-level political government representatives about expected future support levels. 

 

Local partner organizations are often extremely dependent on the RFN funding, which again 

depend on the MFA, Norad (including their handling of the NICFI-CSO window). Additional 

Norwegian funding comes from the indigenous program of the Brasilia Embassy. 
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 ref. Norad BD 2013 
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Table 8.1: Local partners´ percentage-wise financial dependence on RFN and other 
Norwegian funding (2013): 

Organizations % RFN (MFA+Norad funds) % Norwegian 
Embassy Brasilia

3
 

Total Norwegian 
Support 

Indigenous organizations    

ORAU 48  48 

AIDESEP 70  70 

FENAMAD 90  90 

HUTUKARA
1,2

   yes   

NGOs:    

DAR 10  10 

CPI-Acre 60  60 

CTI 20 31 51 

ISA-Rio Negro 17 
(13% MFA; 4% Norad) 

5 22 

ISA-Yanomami 43 
(17% MFA; 26% Norad) 

32 75 

ISA-Xingu 21 
(15% MFA; 7% Norad) 

3 24 

Iepé 30 15 45 

Watániba 50  50 

Source: Information provided by the various organizations; approximate figures 
1
Support from Norway – first from “Operation Daywork” and later from Embassy funds - was quite decisive in the establishment 

process of the organization and the construction of their Boa Vista office. (“Support from Norway has been decisive for the 
Yonamomi people”, according to Davi Kopenawa).  
2
The Venezuelan Yanomami organization Horonami was created as a direct result of the (binational) project and supported by 

Wataniba and Hutukara, but did so far not receive direct support from RFN or other Norwqegian sources 
3
RFN partners supported by the Brasilia Embassy program: HUTUKARA, FOIRN, CTI, ISA, Iepé. 

What we see here is that some of the indigenous organizations depend on RFN funding for up 

to 90% of their budget. Even some of the NGOs receive more than half of their funding from 

Norwegian sources, with RFN typically channelling the lion´s share of it. There are some 

positive cases, though, of decreasing dependence, like ISA-Xingú falling from 85 to 20-25% over 

a few years. 

 

The high dependence on RFN and other direct Norwegian funds is regarded by the evaluation 

team as a high risk for the sustainability of the program and its major goals. A potential fast 

reduction in the Norwegian funding would create a crisis in many partner organizations, with 

negative impacts on local stakeholders. The way forward is a long-term financial strategy on all 

levels, where the partners would have to come up with additional sources of financing, 

including local counterpart financing and income-generating activities (again ISA-Xingú may be 

a model example). It is necessary to highlight that the evaluation team does not see this as an 

argument for reduction of Norwegian financing, which we expect to be long-term due to the 

priority issues covered. 

  

Local stakeholders: The mentioned high financial risk for program partners represents a 

direct risk for the socio-economic sustainability and livelihoods of local beneficiaries, e.g. 

indigenous peoples, communities and community organizations, microenterprises and people 

living in the forest extracting forest products. With the exception of indigenous peoples in 

voluntary isolation, all other beneficiaries of the program should be able to come up with 

counterpart financing, at least in-kind, in the form of labour and material for local activities. 

 

A more important issue is, however, the sustainability of their economic activities. As 

mentioned in chapter 7 on Development Impact, maintaining a forest unit is the product of the 

combined benefits of maintaining it as forest compared with the other land use alternatives. 

Even the high financing for REDD+ through the Amazon Fund, UNREDD and Forest Carbon 
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Partnership Fund (FCPF) would only be a drop in the ocean compared with the strong drivers 

of deforestation based mainly on market forces. For that reason, local stakeholders should 

analyse the opportunities for their own forest unit, to combine various available sources of 

financing as discussed under environmental sustainability. The sum of all these sources would 

arguably be able to compete with conversion to other land use. There is no solution that fits all, 

but what they have in common is that it is not enough to rely on only one source to be 

competitive. And if they only rely on donation money and hope for the best, sooner or later the 

area will be illegally or legally deforested. It is recommended to further develop the kind of 

work seen in Xingú and Rio Negro, and let other partner organizations learn from what ISA has 

achieved.  
 
8.5 Legal sustainability  

The protection of indigenous peoples, and their right to defend their land, is based on a vast 

array of human rights provisions in international treaties as well as national – including 

constitutional – legislation in almost all Amazon countries. All this is very well summarized in 

the RFN publication “Human Rights and Resource Conflicts in the Amazon” (February 2014), 

so to the extent the RFN uses this tool actively there is really very little to add to the formal 

indigenous rights situation. 

The problem with this legislation is that it is often quite vague, that it may be in conflict with 

other legislation, and that the judicial system in most of the Amazon countries is corrupt and/or 

has quite limited autonomy from strong executives. Power, and not justice, is calling the shots, 

and rule of law is perhaps the weakest aspect of the Latin American democracies. Strong 

economic interest groups will therefore tend to have their will, no matter what legal or human 

rights restrictions they are up against. As we will come back to when discussing political 

sustainability (Annex 4), the only way to achieve a long-term protection of indigenous rights 

and the rainforest is by seeking the right alliances, nationally as well as internationally. 

 
 

9 Lessons learned 
Rights-based sustainable management of large contiguous territories is an efficient way to 

protect tropical rainforest. 

Regarding “rights-based”, clearly defined land tenure and forest tenure is key for the 

population to be able to defend their resources. Other important rights are Free, Prior and 

Informed Consent (FPIC) to investments/resource exploitation on their land, and respect for 

human rights. 

 

After a period of improved rights to indigenous peoples and other people living in the forest, 

there is now a process of increased external pressure for resources and more difficulty in 

obtaining new indigenous territories. 

Cross-border collaboration is an important way of promoting rights-based sustainable forest 

management and connection between adjacent protected areas. 

 

Among the rights of the indigenous peoples and other forest-based traditional communities is 

the right to manage and use their own resources, including wood- and non-wood forest 

products, to assure income for the population. Important examples are found in Xingú, Rio 

Negro, Guyana Shield and Madre de Dios. 
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Certified sustainable forest management (under FSC standards), even though not perfect, is the 

most efficient way to assure that this management and harvesting is done in the best way, 

considering environmental, social and economic sustainability. 

 

To assure that land is not converted legally or illegally to other land use (where the most 

important are agriculture and husbandry), the most efficient way is to assure that the total 

income from all forest-related activities is above the income from land conversion. 

 

One relatively new income-generating alternative is REDD+, which can be combined with any 

other land use as long as the forest is maintained or the forest cover increased compared to a 

baseline. The recently launched innovative approach “Indigenous REDD” promotes that the 

interests of the indigenous population should be more systematically taken care of. 
 
 

10 Conclusions and recommendations 
This chapter presents the review’s major conclusions, with recommendations in bold. 

 

The program has achieved important results in the goals for protecting the Amazon rainforest 

and the rights of its inhabitants. However, the local conditions and partners vary a lot from one 

focal area to the other with quite variable program performance. 

Baseline studies have been carried out for most of the areas and they include a lot of 

information, but there are no common indicators for all areas to make it possible to compare the 

situation “with and without project”. 

 

The program performs very well in region B (Xingu basin), C (Rio Negro) and D (Guyana 

Shield), while in the focal areas included in A and E the results are less promising. Some 

impressive success stories must be emphasized: income-generating activities in Xingú Basin and 

Río Negro; first recognition of a multi-purpose mosaic of protected areas in the Guyana Shield; 

a Brazilian-Peruvian agreement on protection of indigenous peoples in isolation; cross-border 

programs Brazil-Peru and Brazil-Venezuela (in the latter case bringing together Yanomami 

organizations from the two countries). Local partners comment that cross-border and regional 

exchange events give them knowledge and lessons learned from organizations working under 

similar circumstances (both indigenous organizations and NGOs). 

 

The program is well on track in the compliance of the expected end results, with average more 

than 50% at midterm. Many of the indicators are however very general, so it is relatively easy to 

comply with them. The review team recognizes the efforts done by RFN to improve the 

indicators, but it is still a considerable way to go. It is not recommended to replace indicators 

in the middle of implementation, but rather to specify them better, and prepare a more 

complete logframe for the next phase. It is also recommended that partner organizations 

should fill in data on program level directly, instead of RFN staff acting as intermediaries. 

 

Since the quality and approach of partner organizations can affect the progress in each focal 

area and on local level, it is recommended: (i) To give more support to weak partners and 

partners that are only strong on certain issues; (ii) To seek partners with complementary 

strengths; and (iii) To carry out an institutional analysis of potential new partners and the 

partners to be involved in a 3rd phase (if applicable). 
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While the review appreciates the advantages for RFN of not having direct implementation 

responsibility, RFN should review the costs and benefits of a limited permanent presence in 

the region (preferably highly skilled professional staff from the region) that would respond 

directly to RFN and not to an individual partner organization. 

 

The final evaluation of the programs first phase recommended for region A searching for 

further development alternatives to benefit communities and to aid productive projects. It also 

recommended spreading the experiences from region B in this area, but it is still a major 

weakness in some of the regions. ISA does an important work with local (indigenous and 

mestizo) forest residents that are extracting forest resources like rubber, Brazil nuts, natural 

palm oil, fruit, etc.  While assuring that the local population living in the forest can decide 

what they want to do with their resources, it is recommended to put more emphasis on 

sustainable income-generating activities, and let other partner organizations learn from what 

ISA has achieved. 

 

The program is promoting use of non-wood forest products and reforestation through direct 

seeding (including of wood species). It has so far not promoted sustainable management and 

exploitation of wood species. The evaluation team sees it as a contradiction to promote 

reforestation of certain species without considering their future value for the people that live on 

the land. As long as there are sustainable alternatives that promote forest protection, no 

alternative should be blacklisted, including forest certification and payment for 

environmental services. On local level the last mechanism is often in the framework of a 

watershed, where the users of clean water with low sediment content pays the population in the 

higher parts of the watershed (e.g. Belo Monte). Eco-tourism, if adapted to the local situation 

and the priorities of the local population, may also be an alternative. Regarding productive 

projects in Peru, the program should support a stronger integration of AFIMAD into 

FENAMAD, where the whole organization could benefit from AFIMAD’s experience in this 

area, including certified timber. 

 

Despite Norway being the world’s largest financer of REDD+, this has only to a very limited 

extent been introduced in the RFN Amazon program, partly due to scepticism and/or resistance 

from some indigenous organizations. However, the concept of “Indigenous REDD”, is now 

being promoted in front of COP 20 in Lima. The evaluation team recommends that RFN 

should be actively involved in the development and implementation of this innovative 

mechanism, both directly and through partners in the region. 

 

The Amazon program has a component aimed at monitoring and improving the performance of 

the Amazon Fund, including civil society access which today is very limited. This effort has 

brought up importance question marks about the management modalities of the BNDES, as 

compared to acceptable Norwegian and international standards of transparency and 

stakeholder consultation. It is recommended that RFN in direct consultation with the 

Norwegian Government redouble it efforts to influence how the Amazon Fund is managed, 

particularly with a view to more effective access to funding through civil society. 

 

Integrated watershed management is strongly related with prevention of natural disasters, 

especially flooding and landslides. It is recommended to mainstream Disaster Risk 

Management in the program as part of the program’s risk management efforts. 
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RFN and partner organizations have a high degree of female staff members. The evaluation 

team recommends that RFN in consultation with the partners should analyse how gender 

mainstreaming could be introduced or strengthened. 

 

Another important stakeholder group is the youth. Results from consultations and 

assessments carried out and especially plans for the future should be analysed with active 

participation of the younger generation, to integrate their interests and especially their 

proposals for local income-generating activities. Another aspect that often interests the youth is 

information technology. 

 

The review team has found examples (e.g. in Madre de Dios) where the program through 

partners is working in the same communities as other forest-related projects, but with no 

contact or collaboration with them. It is recommended that RFN and local partners should 

establish contact and collaboration with organizations working with the same stakeholders 

for mutual benefit and improved efficiency. 

 

The program has supported two regional network, the indigenous/environmental lawyer 

network RAMA and the map network RAISG. Despite low effectiveness and efficiency from 

RAMA’s side, the team considers that it was hasty to cut financing for this network from the 

end of 2013. An alternative could have been to go over to performance-based financing. RAISG 

has shown good performance, as part of an impressive promotion of “map literacy” among 

the target population, but should look into more sustainable income-generating 

opportunities as service provider and by sale of its products (the last already initiated), as long 

as it is in accordance with the general objectives. 

 

A potential reduction of funding to the program in the future could mean a great danger to the 

sustainability of the program, and the work of many partners. To reduce this risk it is 

recommended: (i) to broaden the RFN fundraising, to be less dependent on Norwegian 

Government funding; (ii) to support partners in seeking alternative and broader financing 

resources; (iii) to seek broader alliances, including with influential political groups; and (iv) 

with the exception of indigenous peoples in voluntary isolation, all other beneficiaries of the 

program should be able to come up with counterpart financing, at least in-kind, in the form 

of labour and material for local activities. 

 

The program´s general concern with Pan-Amazon challenges regarding indigenous rights and 

rainforest protection are not adequately reflected in concrete activities. The review team 

recommends that a more specific regional lobby strategy be elaborated shortly, with 

activities and outcome indicators for the remaining part of the program. The MFA might 

consider financing this as a high-priority issue. 

 

Finally, an improved coordination between MFA, Norad, the Climate and Forest Secretariat 

of the Ministry of Climate and Environment and the Brasilia Embassy regarding the funding 

of the RFN Amazon program with local partners, also with a view to synergies with the 

Norwegian government funding of the Amazon Fund managed by BNDES, is recommended. 
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ANNEXES 

Annex 1: Terms of reference 

 

The main objective of the mid-term review is to assess progress towards the program 
outcomes (one per focal area). This is done in order to provide independent and timely 
recommendations for adjustments and changes to the program if necessary, as well as 
identify good practices that are transferable to other geographical areas included in the 
program. 
  
One aspect is the program's ability to advance bi-national coordination and cooperation 
within the various focal areas.  It is expected that the review consider this element, 
while also include risks factors and opportunities for the program. 
  
Content 
  
The review will analyze the program and consider how the projects contribute to the 
change outlined in the program documents. The review will also analyze the effect of 
the projects in their respective macro-regions, in terms of indigenous rights and 
protection of indigenous territories. 
  
The review will identify and document lessons learned and formulate recommendations 
that will inform the remainder of the program period, with a focus on contiguous 
territorial management. One aspect to be considered is the communication between 
the different projects within the same focal area. 
  
The review is expected to provide an overall assessment of the program progression. 
In order to underline this overall assessment, some focal areas will be given special 
attention and will require team visits. The areas to be visited will be chosen in dialogue 
between the review team, MFA and RFN. The field visits will also cover financial 
management and internal control of the organizations in question. 
  
Suggested review questions 
 
The review will attempt answering the following questions, which are based on the 
OECD DAC criteria for evaluating development assistance. The review team must also 
consider the relevance of other questions apart from those mentioned below. 
 
Relevance: 

Are the program objective and outcomes relevant to the current situation in the 
Amazon? 

Are the projects consistent with the program outcomes and objective? 
  
Effectiveness: 
• To what extent are the program objective and outcomes likely to be achieved? 
• What were the major factors influencing the achievement or non-achievement of the 

objective and outcomes? 
• What has been the influence of the regional program on regional and national 

policies? 
• In what way could work in the program focal areas be more effective in relation to the 

protection of the rights of indigenous peoples and the protection of the 
Amazon? 

• How is the program promoting cooperation with other relevant actors? 
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Which changes on a national, bi-national or state level have occurred as a result 
of the program? 

What real difference has the program made to the beneficiaries? 
How many people have been affected by the program? 

  
Efficiency: 

Is the program carried out in a cost-efficient manner? 
Were stipulated, were the results achieved on time? 
Is the program being implemented in the most efficient way compared to 

alternatives? 
How has national contexts influenced program implementation? 
Which external factors contribute to the program or make the implementation of 

the program difficult? 
  
Sustainability: 

How is the issue of sustainability being addressed by the program? 
Which steps are being taken by partners in the focal areas in order to ensure 

continuation of initiatives beyond the program period? 
Which steps can be taken in order to ensure that recurring threats will be 

responded to beyond the program period? 
Which risk mitigation efforts are promoted by the program and how efficient are 

these? 
Expected results of the review 
  
The consultants are expected a report that comprise three elements at the end of the 
review. The tree elements to be included are: 
  

Progression towards outcomes: A qualification of whether the program is on track 
or not, and to provide recommendations for changes if necessary 

Good practices: Point out experiences that have the potential for implementation 
in other focal areas 

Recommendations beyond the program period: A reflection on the possibilities for 
a continuation of the program beyond 2015, considering the synergies 
between this program and the NRF’s program financed by Norad 

  
Activities and time frame 
  
The review team will use existing documents, interviews and field visits to carry out the 
review. The following activities are anticipated to take place during the review. 
  
The review is scheduled to be finalized in eight (10-12) weeks, and suggested dates 
are outlined in brackets. 
  
• Elaboration of methodology and work plan for the review (review team) 
• Revision of relevant documents (review team) (March) 
• Interviews with various stakeholders (review team) (April) 
• The review team will have a meeting, either in person or on telephone, with RFN and 

MFA before they travel, to discuss the terms of reference further and the 
content of the final report (MFA and RFN) 

• Field visit to focal areas the program is being implemented for observations of 
program area and stakeholder interviews (review team) (April) 

• Elaboration of preliminary report and feedback from MFA and  RFN review team) (15 
May) 

• Elaboration and of final report. Presentation of the report to MFA and RFN (review 
team) (1 June) 
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Responsibilities of the review team 
  
It is expected that the Consultant will carry out the work with a review team composed 
of two persons, one of which will be designated the team leader. The review team will 
divide labor as the members seem fit, within the agreed upon budget and in line with 
the timeline. The review team will have the following responsibilities: 
  

Carry out the review and the related activities according to the contract; 
Elaborate and present the draft and final review reports, in which results and 

recommendations are exhibited and the complementary contributions by 
MFA and RFN are included. 

  
The team leader will have the following responsibilities: 
  

Coordinate the team and the work plan, make sure the time line is adhered to and 
that the draft and final reports are delivered on time; 

Deliver the draft and final reports to MFA and RFN; 
Present the report to MFA and RFN 

  
The products that are to be elaborated and delivered are: 
  

Draft review report in English, Spanish and Portuguese, no more than 25 pages, 
including the executive summary 
  

Executive summary of the review, in English, Spanish and Portuguese 
  

Final review report in English, Spanish and Portuguese, no more than 25 pages, 
including the executive summary 

  
Responsibilities of MFA and RFN 
  
MFA and RFN will approve the final review report. 
  
Utilization 
  
The Norwegian MFA and RFN are the main receivers of the information collected in the 
review. The information will also be shared and discussed with local program partners 
and others as needed. It may also be published. 
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Annex 2: Persons interviewed 

Date Place Name  Institution 

24-28.03 Oslo Ingve Kristiansen, Anna Børndal, Stian Bergeland RFN 

24-28.03 Oslo Participation in RFN partnership seminar ISA, CTI, CPI-Acre, Iepe, AIDESEP, ORAU, DAR, 

FENAMAD, PUINAMUDT,Asociación Wataniba 

2.04. Oslo Kjersti Rødsmoen, Trygve Bendiksby, Haakon Gram Johannessen  Lat.Am. Section, Norwegian Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs 

3.04 Oslo Simon Rye, Livia Costa Kramer, Heidi Bade Climate and Forest Initiative, Norwegian Min. Of 

Climate and Environment 

3.04 Oslo Dag Hareide, Stian Bergeland Rainforest Foundation Norway 

4.04 Oslo Kjersti Lindøe, Ivar Jørgensen, Frida Skjæråsen Norad 

6.04 Lima José Faquin Fernandez, Noe Segundo Tuesta Flores ORAU 

7.04 Lima Daysi Zapata Fasabí, Augostina Mayar Agikai, Henderson 

Rengifo, Lidia Rengifo Lazara  

Junta Directiva, AIDESEP 

7.04. Lima Sergio Marcial Arbaiza Guzman, Israel Aquise, Waidir Eulogio 

Azana 

CIPTA, AIDESEP 

7.04 Lima Francisco Rivasplata Cabrera, Martha Torres Maras-Ibánez DAR 

7.04 Lima Wendy Vanessa Pineda Ortiz Observatorio Petrolero, PUINAMUDT 

7.04 Lima Claudia Galvez Durand-Besnard Punto Focal Indígena, COP 20 

7.04 Lima Hugo Cabieses Consultor (ex-vice ministro de Medio Ambiente) 

7.04 Puerto 

Maldonado 

Cesar Augusto Yojahé, Julio Pareja FENAMAD 

7.04 Infierno, P. 

Maldonado 

Federico Duran Comunidad Infierno 

7.04 Puerto 

Maldonado 

Javier Martinez Rainforest Alliance 
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8.04 Puerto 

Maldonado 

Jorge Noa (Chiringayó), C esar Agusto Yojahé (Palma Real), 

Javier Paqaya Valles (San Jacinto), Jorge Kaquiveve (El Pilar), 

Alfredo Vargas Pio (San Jacinto) 

Community leaders, FENAMAD (focal group 

discussion) 

10.04 Rio Branco María Luiza Pinedo Ochoa, José Frankneile de Melo Silva CPI-Acre 

10.04 Rio Branco  Commissao pro-Indio (focal group discussion) 

10.04 Rio Branco Francisco Piyako Ashaninka 

10.04 Rio Branco Benki Pianko Ashaninka 

10.04 Rio Branco José Carlos Meirelles SEMA/GOV-ACRE 

10.04 Rio Branco Lucas Artur Brasil Manchineri 

10.04 Rio Branco Guilherme Daltro Siviero Frente de Protecao Etnoambiental Envira 

10.04 Rio Branco Mariana Souza Samarra  Manchineri FUNAI 

10.04 Rio Branco Billyshelky Fequis CPI/AC 

10.04 Rio Branco Terri Valle de Aquino Frente de Protecao Etnoambiental Envira 

10.04 Rio Branco Maria Luiza P. Ochoa CPI/AC 

10.04 Rio Branco José Frank M. Silva CPI/AC 

10.04 Rio Branco William de Aviuda CPI/AC 

11.04 Rio Branco María Evanis (Coord. Regional), Luana Almeida FUNAI, Acre 

11.04 Rio Branco Magaly Medeiros Institute for Climate Change, Acre State 

11.04 Rio Branco Ivana Guerreiro Casa Civil (advisor to Governor), Acre State 

11.04 Rio Branco Miguel Scarcello SOS Amazonia 

13.04 Boa Vista Ana Paula Souto  ISA 

13.04 Boa Vista Moreno S. Martins ISA 

13.04 Boa Vista Aimé Tillett Wataniba 

13.04 Boa Vista Armindo Goes Milo Hutukara 

13.04 Boa Vista Shutiwe Luis Ahinei Horonami 

13.04 Boa Vista Acoya Juana Silva Horonami 

13.04 Boa Vista Antonio Allton Da Silva Hutukara 
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13.04 Boa Vista Dario V.K. Yasnani HAY 

13.04 Boa Vista Lidia Nantanha Castro ISA 

13.04 Boa Vista Matthieu Lena ISA 

13.04 Boa Vista Estevao Benfila Senra ISA 

13.-16.04 Boa Vista Davi Kopenawa,,,, Hutukara 

13.-16.04 Boa Vista Ana Paula Caldeira Souto Maior, Estevao,,, Mathieu Jean Marie 

Lena 

ISA- Roraima 

13.-16.04 Boa Vista Luís Horonami 

13.-16.04 Boa Vista Aimée Tillet Wataniba 

15.04 Demini (TI 

Yanomami) 

Local Yanomami residents Focus group discussion 

15.04 Xxx (TI 

Yanomami) 

Local Yanomami residents Focus group discussion 

16.04 Boa Vista Riley Barbosa Mendes, Joao Batista Catalmo FUNAI, Roraima 

17.-20.04 Altamira Marcelo Salazar, Augusto Postigo, Juan Douglas ISI, Xingú 

18.04 Altamira Francisco de Asis Porto de Oliveira,  RESEX Rio Iriri ((seringueiro) 

  Herculano Porto de Oliveira, Herculano Filho RESEX Riozinho de Antrisio (seringueiros) 

22.04 Sao Paulo Luis Donisete Benzi Grupioni, xxx Iepé 

22.04 Sao Paulo André Villas-Boas, Marcos Wesley de Oliveira, Alicia Rolla, 

Adriana Ramos (by video conference) 

ISI HQ (Rolla speaking on behalf of RAISG) 

22.04 Sao Paulo Maria Elisa Ladeira, Helena Ladeira Azanha, Comade Rodrigo 

Octavio (by skype) 

CTI (Centro de Travalho Indigenista) 

24.04 Oslo Anna Bjørndal, Stian Bergeland, Anders C. Krogh, Anne 

Grønlund  

RFN 

5.05 Oslo Lars Løvold RFN 

5.05 Oslo Dag Hareide RFN 
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Annex 3: Outcome Effectiveness for each Focal Area 

The following review of effectiveness is based on the programme results framework, which 
includes indicators for each Focal Area with the years of expected compliance. For indicators 
not defining moment of compliance, the whole programme period is considered. The tables are 
giving registered compliance with the targets compared with the % compliance expected at the 
time of the midterm review and the % of progress towards achieving the end targets. For targets 
with expected compliance after mid-term, the corresponding progress expected so far has been 
considered. For the focal areas A3, B, C1, C2, E1 and E2 the results given are from the moment 
of the evaluation (April 2014), while for the rest of the focal areas it is based on information 
provided by RFN corresponding with December 2013.   

A. The Western Amazon Region  

Expected outcome in Focal Area: A.1 Peru-Ecuador  

Environmental impacts caused by the oil industry in the border region between Ecuador and 
Peru are significantly reduced.  

Four indigenous organizations have developed a common long-term agenda on indigenous 
rights and oil production, and coordinated actions based on the agenda are carried out. The 
platform PUINAMUDT has been established by 4 indigenous federations in cooperation with 
other civil society actors. It has registered damage from oil production and changes in 
environmental regulations, which has created a space for dialogue with the authorities. In 2013 
this advanced further with the declaration of environmental disaster areas and establishment of 
a formal dialogue space. Three public events have been organized so far, while a fourth event – 
an international forum – is planned to be held in Iquitos in August 2014. 

There are no coordinated strategies on forest protection, land use planning and sustainable 
economic alternatives, however, the Shuar and the Wampis on both sides of the border 
between Ecuador and Peru have established coordination and increased their capacity on 
territorial governance and management, mapping and inter-communal radio communication. 

 

Table 1. Results for Focal Area A.1 

Indicator description Targets Results 
% Compliance of targets 

Mid-term End 

1. At least 3 indigenous organizations and the 
communities they represent in the region Loreto are well 
informed about their rights as indigenous s peoples and 
as citizens, they know about the practices and policies of 
oil companies and local authorities and have formulated 
a common agenda on relevant issues by 2013.  

1 agenda 
for at least 

3 org. 

1 agenda 
for 4 org. 

100 100 

2. An information network aiming to change the 
practices and policies of oil companies which damage 
local communities in the region of Loreto is established 
with representation from civil society actors and media 

by 2012.  

1 info 
network 

1 info 
network 

100 100 

3. Actors in the information network adopt legal and 
political actions, based on a shared database 
containing information on extractive activities and their 
socio-environmental impacts in the region of Loreto. 

1 shared 
database 
for actions 

1 shared 
database 

on oil spills 

100 100 

4. Co-governance between indigenous organizations 
and local authorities is promoted through at least 4 
public events where the oil industry’s responsibility for 
socio-environmental impacts of its activities is 
addressed by 2015

1
. 

4 public 
events 

3 public 
events 

100 75 

5. Indigenous communities of the Corrientes watershed 
represented by their organization have reached 

At least 2 
project 

0 0 0 
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agreements with local authorities on the implementation 
of pilot projects for sustainable economic alternatives to 
be financed with public funds by 2015

1
. 

agree-
ments 

6. Indigenous communities of the Corrientes watershed 
have strengthened local control and monitoring systems 
of oil activities carried out on their territories. 

Yes Yes 100 100 

7. At least 2 bi-national indigenous groups are 
implementing coordinated strategies on forest protection, 
land use planning and sustainable economic alternatives 
by 2016

1
. 

At least 2 
coordin-
nated 

strategies 

0 0 0 

Average target compliance   71.4 67.9 

 

 

Comments to the table: 

1. Four indigenous organizations have developed a common long-term agenda on indigenous 
rights and oil production, and coordinated actions based on the agenda are carried out. The 
organizations have informed the communities on the problems related to oil production and the 
rights of the indigenous communities. 

2. The platform PUINAMUDT, by 4 indigenous organizations in cooperation with other civil 
society actors, has been established, and has achieved the recognition of damage  from oil 
production, as well as changes in environmental regulations and a space for dialogue with 
authorities. 

3. Information on oil spills and damage has been collected in a database established under the 
indigenous peoples platform in PUINAMUDT, with access for 4 indigenous federations. 
Authorities and politicians have been accompanied on field visits and information was 
distributed. In 2013 this advanced further with the declaration of environmental disaster areas 
and establishment of a formal dialogue space.  

4. Three public events have been organized so far: (i) Iquitos November 2011:  Public event on 
the damage caused by 40 years of oil extraction in Loreto; (ii) Lima Nov-Dec. 2012: 
Presentation in the Peruvian Congress of the damaged done by 42 years of petroleum activity 
in Loreto; (iii) Corrientes 2013: Official presentation of the Community Environmental Monitoring 
program as an opportunity to prevent social-environmental conflicts. A fourth public event – an 
international forum – is planned to be held in Iquitos in August 2014. 

5. No project agreements with local authorities have been achieved so far. However, work on 
economic alternatives made advances when regional authorities provided the indigenous 
organization FECONACO with the responsibility for operating local public transport on the 
Corrientes River. Further advances have been limited due to budget restrictions. 

6. This is a difficult target to measure, due to lack of a clear baseline and the difficulty of 
defining what is “local control”, however there are positive results. FECONACO has informed 
that they in 2012 strengthened the internal capacity and among the indigenous monitors, and 
thereby local control of their oil monitoring system. More than 20 monitoring visits were carried 
out in 2013 and equipment for monitors was partially renewed. FECONACO reports that their 
environmental monitoring system now is efficient and strengthened. 

7. There are no coordinated strategies on forest protection, land use planning and sustainable 
economic alternatives.  However, the Shuar and the Wampis on both sides of the border 
between Ecuador and Peru have established coordination and increased their capacity on 
territorial governance and management, mapping and inter-communal radio communication. 
They say that they are now “one shuar people in two countries”. Further advances on the 
coordination of forest protection and land use planning are expected in 2014-15. 
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Expected outcome in Focal Area: A.2 Brazil-Peru, North (Javari-Tapiche)  

Cooperation on locally defined priority issues has been formulated and implemented among 
inhabitants of indigenous territories in the Brazil-Peru border region around the Javari 
watershed, both within and across national borders.  

Five local organizations in Peru influence territorial management and bi-national territorial 
issues, OGM, OAMI and AKAVAJA in Brazil and Comunidad Nativa Matsés. There are no bi-
national coordinated strategies on forest protection and land use planning under 
implementation, but an agreement has been signed between OGM (Mayoruna/Matsés) in Brazil 
and CNM in Peru about forest protection and territorial planning. The organizations need 
technical assistance in order to succeed. 

The coordination between Brazilian and Peruvian civil society actors is improving and there is a 
common interest and commitment on both sides of the border to work together. The Brazilian 
indigenous peoples’ directorate FUNAI has developed a project for territorial monitoring and 
control of the bi-national region based on a proposal from OGM. The threat of illegal logging is 
reduced due to surveillance by the CNM in collaboration with Peruvian authorities.  

Efforts made by the Matsés work in synergy with RFN’s Norad-financed programme for 
Indigenous Peoples in Voluntary Isolation. The Matsés in Peru have had their communal 
territory extended, while the Matsés in Peru and Brazil signed a joint statement supporting the 
creation of new territorial reserves for indigenous peoples living in voluntary isolation in the 
border region and elsewhere in Peru, and the process for creation of the reserves is 
progressing. Vaccination programs have been implemented for the Matsés with support from 
RFN, health posts are equipped and local health staff trained. 

 

Table 2. Results for Focal Area A.2 

Indicator description Targets Results 
% Compliance of targets 

Mid-term End 

1. At least 3 local organizations in Brazil and 1 in Peru 
influence territorial management and bi-national 
territorial issues by 2016. 

3 Brazil 

1 Peru 

3 Brazil 

1 Peru 

100 100 

2. The indigenous group Matses implements bi-national 
coordinated strategies on forest protection and land use 
planning by 2016. 

2 strategies 
under 

implem. 

0 0 0 

3. Bi-national articulation between civil society stake-
holders significantly improved, and 1 proposal for a bi-
national pilot project on territorial monitoring and control 
is elaborated by 2014 based on experience from Peru 
and Brazil. 

Articulation 
significantly 
improved; 
1 project 
proposal 

Articulation 
improved; 

 1 project 
proposal 

100 75 

4. The threat from extractive industries against the 
territory of the Matses people and adjacent areas 
inhabited by isolated indigenous peoples in Peru is 
reduced significantly by 2015 in collaboration with 
relevant authorities. 

Threat 
significantly 

reduced 

Threat 
significantly 

reduced 

100 50 

5. The Matses people in Peru have further enforced their 
land rights to their entire traditional territory by 2015. 

Land rights 
enforced 

Land rights 
enforced 

100 50 

6. Urgent and long-term health issues amongst the 
Matses group in Peru are addressed in cooperation with 
regional and local health authorities throughout the 
program period. 

Cooperation 
with health 
authorities  

Cooperation 
with health 
authorities 

100 50 

Average target compliance   83.3 54.2 

Comments to the table: 

1. Five local organizations influence territorial management and bi-national territorial issues, 
OGM, OAMI and AKAVAJA in Brazil and Comunidad Nativa Matsés in Peru.   
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2. There are no bi-national coordinated strategies on forest protection and land use planning 
under implementation. An agreement has been signed between OGM (Mayoruna/Matsés) in 
Brazil and CNM in Peru about forest protection and territorial planning, but the organizations 
need technical assistance in order to succeed with developing and implementing the strategies. 

3. The coordination between Brazilian and Peruvian civil society actors is improving and there is 
a common interest and commitment on both sides of the border to work together. The Brazilian 
indigenous peoples’ directorate FUNAI has developed a project for territorial monitoring and 
control of this bi-national region based on a proposal from OGM The RFN partners have made 
efforts to establish contact between Peruvian (SERNANP) and Brazilian (FUNAI) authorities. 

4. When the program was established the threat from extractive industries consisted of: (i) oil 
lots 135 and 137 overlapping large parts of the Matsés territory; (ii) logging activity in the Blanco 
River with a constant threat of increased logging due to lack of control. Now both the factual 
logging in Rio Blanco and the logging threat in general is reduced due to surveillance by the 
CNM in collaboration with Peruvian authorities. Efforts made by the Matsés work in synergy with 
RFN’s Norad-financed programme for Indigenous Peoples in Voluntary Isolation.  

5. The Matsés in Peru have had their communal territory extended. They work for a larger 
degree of local influence and control over the management of Reserva Nacional Matsés, which 
covers large parts of the Matses’ traditional territory, and the re-categorization of Zona 
Reservada Sierra del Divisor. 

The Matsés in Peru and Brazil signed a joint statement supporting the creation of new territorial 
reserves for indigenous peoples living in voluntary isolation in the border region (and elsewhere) 
in Peru, and sent it to the multi-sectorial committee in charge of running the process for creation 
of several proposed reserves for isolated indigenous peoples in Peru. The Matsés in Peru and 
RFN partner AIDESEP also facilitated sufficient participation of members to the meeting so that 
it could make decisions and move the process forward. The outcome of the meeting was 
favourable for the creation of the reserves. 

6. When the program was established the Matsés did not have access to vaccinations, 
medications or local health care. The authorities were absent and the mortality rate from malaria 
and hepatitis was high. Vaccination programs have been implemented with support from the 
RFN program, health posts are equipped and local health staff trained. It is still too early to say 
what effect this would have on the mortality rate. 
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Expected outcome in Focal Area A.3: Peru-Brazil, South (Ucayali-Madre de Dios-
Acre)  

The social and ecological integrity of indigenous territories in the Brazil-Peru border region in 
the states of Acre, Ucayali and Madre de Dios have been consolidated through collaborative 
projects beyond individual communities and territories. 

Thematic maps produced by CPI and other RFN partners have been important in the work for 
protection of isolated indigenous peoples. Elaboration of a plan for sustainable use of natural 
resources in the indigenous communities in the Yurua river basin in Peru has been initiated in 
cooperation with Brazilian partners as a result of exchange activities. «The Technical Chamber 
for Sustainable Development of the Border Region» is used by partners as a strategic space to 
influence the Acre state policy on infrastructure and cross-border economic cooperation 
between Acre, Brazil and Madre de Dios/Ucayali, Peru. A cross-border arrangement on 
common land management and monitoring between indigenous peoples in Brazil and Peru was 
agreed in 2012. 

A common agenda for the indigenous population in the border region has gradually been 
developed through meetings and workshops of the trans-border working group, including 
indigenous organizations. Local partners have participated in CSO campaigns and advocacy 
work against the proposed road between Iñapari and Puerto Esperanza. In relation to the 
proposed infrastructural development between Cruzeiro do Sul, Brazil and Pucallpa, Peru, two 
bi-national events for NGOs (including RFN partners) and universities in Acre, Ucayali and 
Madre de Dios were aiming at promoting consultation and low impact strategies, and also 
addressing possible social benefits and repatriation. A civil society monitoring-group of NGOs 
and indigenous organizations has been established for infrastructural development in the state 
of Ucayali in Peru.  

Information exchange between CPI (Acre) and FENAMAD (Madre de Dios) has produced 
updated maps that show the threats by infrastructure plans against isolated indigenous peoples. 
The work with a control strategy of the entire bi-national corridor of adjacent protected areas is 
planned to start so late as in 2016, while this strategy would have been useful for the work 
currently going on. Mapping of isolated indigenous groups has been carried out in cross-border 
cooperation. A bi-national geographical group has been established with members from local 
authorities, academia and NGOs. New information from RFN (22.05.2014) indicates that the 
work with the bi-national corridor control strategy is now initiated. It is important to advance this 
work, to get benefits from it during the current program phase. 

Investigations of logging and local socio-economic status have been carried out in two rivers. 
This information provides a baseline for proposed measures, and one territorial proposal has 
concluded (Yaminahua). With the exception of fish farming, there has not been much progress 
on other sustainable economic alternatives in Focal Area A3 within the framework of the RFN 
programme. There is also so far no concrete result regarding a certification system and a 
proposed indigenous brand. Even though fish farming is important for local protein and health, it 
doesn’t give the same economic incentive for protecting the forest as harvesting of forest 
products. The technical-productive arm of FENAMAD called AFIMAD is promoting productive 
projects and certification of wood- and non-wood forest products, through support from other 
organizations. The evaluation team recommends: (i) that the program should support a process 
of stronger integration of AFIMAD into FENAMAD, where the whole organization could benefit 
from AFIMAD’s experience with productive projects; and (ii) to establish contact and 
collaboration between Rainforest Foundation Norway and other organizations working with the 
same stakeholder groups like e.g. Rainforest Alliance. 

Table 3. Results for Focal Area A.3 

Indicator description Targets Results 
% Compliance of targets 

Mid-term End 

1. Bi–national articulation and policy influence is carried 
out on issues related to indigenous peoples, 

Bi-national 
work-groups 

Partly 50 25 
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sustainable development and the conservation of 
biological diversity through bi-national work-groups and 
bi-national exchanges.  

and 
exchanges 
on 3 issues 

2. Strategies for self-monitoring and surveillance of 
indigenous territories and lands in the Acre frontier zone 
have been elaborated by 2013, with at least 1 
corresponding pilot project initiated and supported by 
relevant socio-environmental organizations by 2015. 

Strategies 
elaborated; 

1 pilot 
project 
initiated 

No strategy 
but 

common 
agenda; 1 

project 

75 62.5 

3. Socio-environmental impacts of the infrastructural 
development between the cities of Cruzeiro do Sul and 
Pucallpa, and Puerto Esperanza and Puerto Inampari 
have been addressed through information campaigns 
aimed at local communities and advocacy work towards 
local, regional and national authorities.  

Information 
+advocacy 
on impacts 

of infra-
structure 

developm. 

Yes 100 50 

4. Isolated indigenous peoples are better protected in 
Acre through the identification of a new indigenous 
reserve, the elaboration of thematic maps and the 
updating of monitoring plans/data in collaboration with 
FUNAI. 

1 reserve; 
thematic 
maps; 

monitoring 
plans/data 

Thematic 
maps; 

monitoring 
coord. with 

FUNAI 

67 50 

5. A strategy for the surveillance and control of the 
corridor of adjacent protected areas between major 
headwaters and tributaries in Peru is elaborated in 
collaboration with all major stakeholders by 2014.  

1 strategy 0 0 0 

6. By 2016 work with a bi-national control strategy of the 
entire bi-national corridor of adjacent protected areas is 
initiated. 

Work with 
bi-national 
strategy 

(Initiated in 
some 
areas) 

0 0 

7. Measures to counter the massive illegal logging 
carried out on 4 rivers in the corridor of adjacent 
protected areas between major headwaters and 
tributaries in Peru are identified by 2014, and at least 
one pilot project initiated by 2015. 

Measures 
initiated; 

1 pilot 
project 
started 

Logging 
baseline 

50 25 

8. Actions for the legalisation, registration and land use 
planning of at least 5 territorial claims are carried out to 
enlarge the two corridors of adjacent protected areas in 
the focal area by 2016. 

Actions 
regarding 5 

territorial 
claims 

1 finalized, 
1 started 

60 30 

9. Sustainable economic alternatives are further 
developed on the Peruvian side of the focal area in at 
least 4 river basins within 2016 and indigenous groups 
in 2 of these river basins implement bi-national 
coordinated strategies on forest protection, land use 
planning and sustainable economic alternatives by 
2015. 

Sust. Ec. 
Alternatives 

in 4 river 
basins (Pe); 
Bi-national 
strategies 

on 3 issues 

Fish 
farming as 

one 
economic 
alternative 

20 10 

10. A certification system under which indigenous 
produced forest- and small-scale agricultural products in 
the state of Ucayali can be commercialized is elaborated 
by 2014 (elaboration of an indigenous brand). 

1 
indigenous 
certification 

system 

No results 
yet 

0 0 

Average target compliance   46.9 25.3 

Comments to the table: 

1. Thematic maps produced by CPI and partners from Brazil and Peru have been important i.e. 
in the work for protection of isolated indigenous peoples. RFN partners have also participated in 
discussions of reports and topics in a trans-border working group. Elaboration of a plan for 
sustainable use of natural resources in the indigenous communities in the Yurua river basin in 
Peru has been initiated in cooperation with Brazilian partners as a result of exchange activities. 
«The Technical Chamber for Sustainable Development of the Border Region» is used by 
partners as a strategic space to influence the Acre state policy on infrastructure and cross-
border economic cooperation between Acre, Brazil and Madre di Dios/Ucayali, Peru. 

2. A cross-border arrangement on common land management and monitoring between 
indigenous peoples in Brazil and Peru was agreed in 2012. Brazilian and Peruvian authorities 
pledged to take the agreement into consideration in planning processes. 
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A common agenda for the indigenous population in the border region has gradually been 
developed prepared through 8 meetings and workshops of the trans-border working group, 
including indigenous organizations. Concrete actions carried out within this agenda: (i) 
Diagnostic and mapping of conflicts (invasions and threats) in the indigenous territories of Acre; 
(ii) Training courses on monitoring and vigilance with use of GPS and mapping, for indigenous 
Protection Agents and Agroforestry agents; (iii) Advisory to the associations Apiwtxa (Brazil) 
and Saweto (Peru) regarding border monitoring and vigilance; (iv) Elaboration of 8 thematic 
maps for the border region; (v) 8 workshops on indigenous groups in isolation; (vi) 2 workshops 
on supervision and vigilance of indigenous territories (with 60 indigenous participants). 

It is difficult to define what should be considered a pilot project. The evaluation team considers 
that the “Border Observatory” (Acre - Madre de Dios - Ucayali) could be taken into account as a 
pilot project, established for information and visibility of the border situation. 

3. Local partners have participated in CSO campaigns and advocacy work against the proposed 
road between Iñapari and Puerto Esperanza (from close to the 3-country border through the 
Territorial Reserve and National Park Alto Purus). The work is currently on stand-by (not 
politically approved) but privately financed construction work is going on without permit. 

In relation to the proposed infrastructural development between Cruzeiro do Sul, Brazil and 
Pucallpa, Peru, two bi-national events for NGOs (including RFN partners) and universities in 
Acre, Ucayali and Madre de Dios was aiming at promoting consultation and low impact 
strategies, and also addressing possible social benefits and repatriation. Challenges and 
possible impacts of road construction has been presented in the «Technical Chamber for 
Sustainable Development of the Border Region». A civil society monitoring-group of NGOs and 
indigenous organizations has been established for infrastructural development in the state of 
Ucayali in Peru, and made a report about the socio-environmental and economic consequences 
of the planned Cruzeiro do Zul highway. The impacts have also been addressed through 
lobbying and information activities.  

4. Information exchange between CPI (Acre) and FENAMAD (Madre de Dios) has produced 
updated maps that show the threats by infrastructure plans against isolated indigenous peoples. 
CPI has improved cooperation with FUNAI, to include indigenous peoples in the monitoring of 
isolated indigenous peoples. CPI also improved cooperation with ICMbio, which is responsible 
for a protected area on the border to Madre de Dios frequented by isolated indigenous peoples. 
Management plans and maps were updated on the indigenous territories Kaxinawá do Rio 
Humaitá and Kampa do Rio Amonia, and will be used in planning for the protection of isolated 
groups. 

5. Despite the lack of the mentioned strategy, it is worth mentioning: (i) that CPI, AIDESEP, 
ORAU and FENAMAD together prepared a proposal for a Territorial Corridor for Indigenous 
Peoples in Isolation and Recent Contact, with design of a study for coordination of the process 
for establishment of this protection corridor; and (ii) that the Amarakaeri Communal Reserve in 
Peru is co-managed between the State (SERNANP) and ECA, which represents 10 
communities around the protected area. 

A study of relevant actors and social and environmental characteristics of the corridor will be 
launched in 2014. Contact with actors is established and is continuously improving, but further 
efforts will be made when the study report is finished and made public. 

6. In this new indicator the work with a control strategy of the entire bi-national corridor of 
adjacent protected areas is planned to start so late as 2016, while this strategy would have 
been useful for the work currently going on. Mapping of isolated indigenous groups has been 
carried out in cross-border cooperation. The bi-national working group will produce thematic 
maps and information and a bi-national geographical group has been established with members 
from local authorities, academia and NGOs. 

New information from RFN (22.05.2014) indicates that the work with the bi-national corridor 
control strategy now is initiated. It is important to advance this work, to get benefits from it 
during the current program phase. 
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7. Investigations of logging and local socio-economic status have been carried out in two rivers. 
This information provides a baseline for proposed measures. 

8. One territorial proposal concluded (Yaminahua). Analysis on how to proceed with the 
establishment of the indigenous reserve Yurua has been initiated. 

9. With the exception of fish farming, there has not been much progress on other sustainable 
economic alternatives in Focal Area A3 within the framework of the RFN programme. 
FENAMAD has not given it priority despite claims from local communities for productive projects 
and CPI seems not to agree with the approach. However, a socio-economic diagnosis has been 
elaborated for Las Piedras river basin and a management plan for sustainable use of natural 
resources elaborated for the Purus river basin. Several fish farms have been implemented in 
two river basins (Yurua and Callería) and the management of two natural lakes in Callería has 
been initiated. Potential markets in Brazil for Peruvian products have also been identified.  

Even though fish farming is important for local protein and health, it doesn’t give the same 
economic incentive for protecting the forest as harvesting of forest products. It is worth 
mentioning that the technical-productive arm of F ENAMAD called AFIMAD (Asociación Forestal 
Indígena Madre de Diós) is promoting productive projects and certification of wood- and non-
wood forest products, through support from Rainforest Alliance (RA), WWF, USAID and others. 
AFIMAD is however operating nearly as a separate organization, but that may change after the 
election of new leadership in AFIMAD in this period. RA supports 3 communities also supported 
by RFN through FENAMAD, and RA has also supported FENAMAD directly through financing of 
two workshops on environmental safeguards and community audit. There has however been no 
contact between RFN and RA. 

The evaluation team recommends: (i) that the program should support a process of stronger 
integration of AFIMAD into FENAMAD, where the whole organization (33 communities, 7 
indigenous groups) could benefit from AFIMAD’s experience with productive projects; and (ii) to 
establish contact and collaboration between Rainforest Foundation Norway and other 
organizations working with the same stakeholder groups like Rainforest Alliance. 

10. In line with the lack of progress mentioned above, there is also so far no concrete result 
regarding a certification system and proposed indigenous brand, even though according to RFN 
there is agreement between relevant indigenous organizations about the overall characteristics 
that the brand would have. Most forest products are only for local use, with the exceptions of 
wood, Brazil nut and rubber. There are however huge opportunities also for other non-wood 
forest products and different kind of certification, including fair-trade (see 2.4.3). 

Expected outcome Focal Area A.4 Peru-Bolivia  

The protection of indigenous and non-indigenous forest dwellers’ lands and rights in the 
border region of Pando, La Paz and Madre de Dios has been significantly improved. 

RFN has decided to close the work of its MFA program in Bolivia due to difficulties experienced 
there (including with the main partner CIDOB) and include the work on the Peruvian side of the 
border in Focal area 3. However, since this is a Mid-term review and RFN has worked in Bolivia 
the period included in the review, the evaluation team found it correct to review Focal area 4 the 
same way as the other focal areas.      

Groundwork continued for several territorial claims in the region of Madre de Dios in Peru, and 
Pando and La Paz in Bolivia in 2013. Due to lack of political will to expand indigenous territories 
this work did not have any significant progress in the Bolivian Amazon. In Peru, FENAMAD has 
updated a study to document the presence of indigenous peoples living in voluntary isolation 
inside the Bahuaja Sonene National park, presented to SERNANP and the Vice Ministry of 
Inter-culture. 

Two indigenous territories in Bolivia (Tacana 1 and Pilon Lajas) have achieved a financial 
compensation as a result of a road construction, and strategies for reducing the socio-
environmental impacts have been elaborated. In Peru FENAMAD has been able to increase its 
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presence in the communities surrounding the Amarakaeri Communal Reserve through the 
strengthening of its sub-organization COHARYIMA. 

Table 4. Results for Focal Area A.4 

Indicator description Targets Results 

% Compliance of 
targets 

Mid-term End 

1. One bi-national workgroup established focusing on 
specific territorial problems of indigenous groups and 
taking coordinated action for their solution by 2014. 

1 
working 
group 

0 0 0 

2. A bi-national strategy for the protection of the isolated 
indigenous peoples living in the trans-frontier region of 
Madre de Dios in Peru and La Paz in Bolivia elaborated 
by 2015 and initiated by 2016, in collaboration with all 
relevant stakeholders. 

1 bi-
national 
strategy 

0 0 0 

3. Coordinated action taken for the legalization, 
registration, surveillance, protection and land use 
planning of at least 8 territorial claims in the focal area 
and the territorial lands of the isolated indigenous 
peoples living in the bi-national region between Madre 
de Dios in Peru and La Paz in Bolivia within 2015. 

8 
territorial 
claims 

Progress 
on 

Peruvian 
side of 
border 

20 10 

4. At least 3 indigenous organizations in Bolivia have 
participated actively in the further development of a 
national indigenous agenda for the Bolivian lowlands 
and have influenced relevant national policy by 2015.   

3 ind. 
org. part. 
lowland 
agenda 

 0 0 0 

5. One local strategy for monitoring oil extraction 
activities in North La Paz in Bolivia is elaborated by the 
end of 2013 and implemented by 2014.  

1 local 
strategy 
(+impl.) 

1 local 
strategy 
prepared 

50 50 

6. At least 2 strategies for reducing the socio-
environmental impacts of infrastructure, oil and energy 
development projects launched by end 2012.   

2 
strategies 

2 
strategies 

100 100 

7. Local government plans in Madre de Dios include 
effective safeguards for reducing the risk of 
deforestation alongside the inter-oceanic highway within 
2015.  

Safe-
guards 

approved 

No safe-
guards 

approved 

0 0 

8. The local indigenous and non-indigenous population 
of Madre de Dios is well informed of the socio-
environmental impacts of petroleum projects by 2015 
through the work carried out by a border alliance of civil 
society organizations in the region. 

Local 
popu-
lation 
well 

informed 

Partial 
(low) 

20 10 

Average target compliance   23.8 21.3 

Comments to the table: 

RFN has decided to close the work of its MFA program in Bolivia due difficulties experienced 
there (including with the main partner CIDOB) and include the work on the Peruvian side of the 
border in Focal area 3. However, since this is a Mid-term review and RFN has worked in Bolivia 
the period included in the review, the evaluation team found it correct to review Focal area 4 the 
same way as the other focal areas.      

1. Not on track: Contact was established between Bolivian and Peruvian indigenous 
organizations on different levels (local, regional and national), and a first joint meeting was held 
in Bolivia in 2012. Because of an internal split in the indigenous movement in Bolivia (main 
program partner CIDOB), progress has been limited. CIDOB was forced to focus on resolving 
the internal crisis in 2013 and could not prioritize bi-national activities. 

2. Not on track: Information on isolated groups has been gathered and systematized, and 
second-hand information on isolated indigenous peoples in Bolivia was distributed to all relevant 
actors. In 2012 a coordination meeting was held in the city Puerto Maldonado in Peru focusing 
on the Indigenous peoples Toromona and Ese Eja. Due to the internal crisis in the indigenous 
movement in Bolivia, the bi-national workgroup has not been maintained in 2013.  A new law 
about protection of vulnerable and isolated Indigenous peoples was passed in Bolivia in 2013. 
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3. Groundwork continued for several territorial claims in the region of Madre de Dios in Peru, 
and Pando and La Paz in Bolivia in 2013. Due to lack of political will to expand indigenous 
territories this work did not have any significant progress in the Bolivian Amazon. In Peru, 
FENAMAD has updated the study that was made in the previous phase of the program to 
document the presence of indigenous peoples living in voluntary isolation inside the Bahuaja 
Sonene National park, presented to Peruvian authorities SERNANP (responsible party for 
managing the park) and the Vice Ministry of Inter-culture. They are in a process of verifying the 
content and elaborate proper protection measures. 

4. Not on track: The indigenous confederation for the lowlands (CIDOB) and the highlands 
(CONAMAQ) had developed a proposal for a new consultation law, which was presented to the 
Government of Bolivia in 2012. The internal split in CIDOB led to two voices regarding the 
consultation law, where the majority supported the government's proposal in 2013. The original 
objective to strengthen the indigenous confederation CIDOB and the two regional organizations 
CIPOAP and CPILAP in the Bolivian Amazon has not succeeded due to internal divisions and 
tensions. 

5. A local strategy was elaborated in 2011. This strategy also includes monitoring of other 
infrastructure projects like dams and road construction in the region. Under the current 
circumstances is it very low chance that the strategy would be implemented. 

6. Two indigenous territories in Bolivia (Tacana 1 and Pilon Lajas) have achieved a financial 
compensation as a result of a road construction, and strategies for reducing the socio-
environmental impacts have been elaborated. In 2013 strategies and managements plans for 
these two territories were updated. In Peru FENAMAD has been able to increase its presence in 
the communities surrounding the Amarakaeri Communal Reserve through the strengthening of 
its sub-organization COHARYIMA and the change of the board in the ECA-RCA, and is hence 
able to prepare the communities better for dealing with the company Hunt Oil and authorities 
when discussing the lot 76 that is covering the Communal Reserve. 

7. No safeguards for the interoceanic highway have been approved. Unregulated gold mining 
and conversion of forest areas to agriculture and husbandry are the most severe socio-
environmental consequence of the highway in Madre de Dios. So far both local and national 
authorities have failed in tackling the problems, and the level of conflict is high. Civil society is 
split on these issues, even though recent demonstrations (April 2014) could indicate 
opportunities for more unity. 

8. This is a work where it is still much to do. The civil society alliance is no longer working, but 
FENAMAD continues working on the issues directly and through collaboration with other 
organizations. 
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B. The Xingu River Basin Region 

Expected outcome Focal Area B.1: Brazil (Xingu Basin)  

Models and mechanisms for the integrated and sustainable management of the Xingu river 
basin, addressing the needs of and threats to indigenous and other forest dependent peoples 
living in the region, are implemented. 

A previous attempt for a river basin committee failed, partly due to negative results of income 
from climate negotiations (carbon credits). There are no expectations for setting up the 
committee again in the near future, but there are frequent relations with different stakeholders. 

Several contracts have been signed with large clients for sale of non-wood forest products. 
There are 5 sub-regional networks in the Xingu watershed. Only 5-10 organizations have 
regular systematic monitoring, while most organizations are doing monitoring more ad-hoc. The 
seed network (Rede de Sementes do Xingu) was established in 2007 based on a growing 
demand for seed of native species for reforestation in the region, carried out mainly through 
direct seeding. The study for mapping the value of ecosystem services in the Xingu basin will 
start this year and finish in 2015. The indigenous territories and other protected areas in the 
Xingu watershed could have a potential for a PES agreement with the Belo Monte hydroelectric 
company, where the current enemy could be a future ally.  

Table 7. Results for Focal Area B.1 

Indicator description Targets Results 

% Compliance of 
targets 

Mid-term End 

1. A river basin committee with reasonably balanced 
representation from civil society and local/regional 
authorities is functioning by 2016 in the Xingu region 

1 0 - 0 

2. At least 3 sub-regional networks from the north, 
middle and south of the basin have the capacity to 
participate in the management of the basin at sub-
regional and regional levels in the Xingu between 2011 
and 2015 

3 5 100 100 

3. At least 5 organizations have developed strategies to 
monitor, influence and share information concerning 
infrastructural development in the Xingu basin, with 
special attention towards the Belo Monte hydroelectric 
plant 

5 10 >100 >100 

4. At least 4 contracts concerning sustainable 
commercialisation of non-timber forest products have 
been signed by 2014 and the “Xingu seeds network “ is 
established as a self-sufficient business with a strategy 
to expand to other regions of the basin 

4  >10 100 100 

5. The ecosystem services provided by the Xingu basin 
(including but not limited to carbon storage) have been 
mapped and the approximate value quantified by 2016 

1 study 0 - 0 

6. Five indigenous communities/organizations in the 
Xingu basin which have the capacity to influence the 
development of a regional REDD Project 

5 >10 >100 >100 

Average target compliance   100 66.7 

Comments to the table:  

1. A previous attempt for a river basin committee failed, partly due to negative results of income 
from climate negotiations (carbon credits). The committee was led by the National Water 
Agency. There are no expectations for setting up the committee again in the near future, but 
there are frequent relations with different stakeholders through networks, meetings and 
workshops. 

2. The sub-regional networks include: (i) Rede Terra do Meio (for the medium basin: 15-20 
participants); (ii) Articulacao Associales Kayapó (3 participants: AFP, IR, I.Kabu); (iii) ATIX – 
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Parque Indígena Xingu (12 indigenous groups); (iv) AXA – Articulacao Xingu Araguaio (5-6 
participants); and Rede de Sementes do Xingu (seed network, 15-20 participants). 

3. Only 5-10 organizations have regular systematic monitoring, while most organizations (more 
than 30) are doing monitoring more ad-hoc. The monitoring of Belo Monte (from ISA and others) 
concentrate on: (i) assure compliance with socio-environmental conditions in the contract; (ii) 
assure that the results from the pre-consultation is taken into account; (iii) assure FPIC for new 
investments; and (iv) monitor regional development. ISA is also supporting resistance 
movements when required. 

4.  Contracts signed: (i) Mercur: 4th generation of Brazil’s mayor rubber company, has priority on 
socio-environmental responsibility; (ii) Quirino Borracha: Other rubber company; (iii) Firmenich 
(Switzerland): 4 contracts for extraction of Copaiba; (iv) Oro Verde: 2 contracts for Brazil nuts; 
(v) Provincial governments (prefeturas): contract for forest seeds; (vi) Municipal schools: 
Contracts for extraction of babaçu (coconut flour for school lunch); (vii) Other minor contracts.      

The seed network (Rede de Sementes do Xingu) was established in 2007 based on a growing 
demand for seed of native species for reforestation in the region, carried out mainly through 
direct seeding. The participants in the network and public organizations, NGOs, CSOs, schools, 
peasants and other rural producers, indigenous communities and research organizations. The 
seed collection is mostly done in the central parts of the watershed (indigenous territories, 
protected areas), with a high percentage of women in the collector groups. The reforestation is 
carried out mostly in the region east, west and south of the protected areas, where deforestation 
(conversion to agriculture in the past) has been very strong. Increased interest for reforestation 
in the area could be expected if the residents realize both the environmental and economic 
benefits.   

5. The study for mapping the value of ecosystem services in the Xingu basin will start this year 
and finish in 2015. It is important to take this as an opportunity not only for mapping the value of 
environmental services but to carry out a complete PES pre-feasibility study. That includes 
reviewing the yearly value of each service, which stakeholders are providing the services, the 
beneficiaries, the potential buyers of the services, and the willingness to pay.  

The indigenous territories and other protected areas in the Xingu watershed could have a 
potential for a PES agreement with the Belo Monte hydroelectric company, where the current 
enemy could be a future ally. The main reason is that increased variability in stream-flow due to 
deforestation upstream in the watershed would signify an increasing cost for the company. 
Another reason is that deforestation would give more sediment in the water, increasing 
maintenance cost of the turbines and also higher operation costs due to sedimentation in the 
dam. The evaluation team recommends that the program (through ISA) based on the results of 
the PES study enter into a dialogue with Belo Monte, especially regarding the cost for the 
company with business-as-usual (future increased deforestation). Apart form the cost; important 
environmental and social arguments are that with more variable stream-flow and more 
sedimentation, the company and politicians would in the future demand new large infrastructure 
projects upstream, with additional environmental impacts. and probably need for removal and 
resettlement of indigenous population. This discussion should therefore be elevated to the 
regional and national political level. 

6. There is no study to confirm the number of indigenous communities or organizations with 
capacity to influence development of a regional REDD+ project. ISA considers that it is a high 
number (at least above the target) and a high interest, however a possible REDD+ project for 
Xingu must be in the framework of what is done on national level, where the Brazil REDD+ 
Country policy logically has focus on the Amazon region. Brazil is not participating in UN-REDD 
or FPCF, and the main financing for REDD+ projects comes from the Amazon fund, mainly with 
Norwegian financing. However, it is not clear why projects that are presented to the fund are 
being approved or rejected (lack of transparency). As mentioned in other parts of this report, it is 
recommended a stronger engagement from RFN in direct consultation with the Norwegian 
Government to influence how the Amazon Fund is managed.   
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C. The Rio Negro region  

Expected outcome Focal Area C.1: Brazil-Venezuela (Yanomami)  

The integrity of the Yanomami indigenous territory in Brazil and the Yanomami traditional lands 
in Venezuela has been re-enforced through a combination of collaborative cross-border efforts 
and national level actions executed by indigenous communities and organizations and their 
supporters. 

The ISA project for border control combines the use of satellite images with field verification and 
socio-economic diagnostics. The organization denounces all illegal activities registered to the 
public authorities. A map of the legalized Yanomami territory in Brazil and the traditional 
occupancy territory has been produced as a common effort by four organizations. The first bi-
national exchange event was held Oct. 2013 in Puerto Ayacucho, Venezuela, and the next is 
planned for Oct. 2014 in Boa Vista, Brazil. 

The legitimacy of the Yanomami organization Hutakara has increased externally, because the 
organization has denounced illegal activities to the local authorities and been taken seriously. 
Internally, the organization has been strengthened through four meetings per year since 2008, 
covering subjects of interest for the Yanomami population. The Yanomami organization 
Horonami was established in Venezuela December 2011 and legally registered in 2012. The 
RFN partners Wataniba and ISA have supported the process.  

Regarding illegal gold mining it is difficult to confirm whether the total number of garimpeiros on 
either side of the border has gone up or down. There has been a dramatic reduction in Brazil 
during the last years (from around 3000 to only around 300), but during the same period a large 
number of garimpeiros expelled from Brazil has moved across the border to Venezuela.  

 

Table 8. Results for Focal Area C.1 

Indicator description Targets Results 

% Compliance of 
targets 

Mid-term End 

1. One integrated map for the Yanomami territory in 
Brazil and Venezuela is produced by 2012. 

1 1 100 100 

2. Yanomami representatives from Venezuela and 
Brazil organize and participate in at least 1 thematic 
exchange annually 

1/year >1year 100 100 

3. Illegal gold mining is monitored systematically and 
public authorities are informed constantly about all 
events in order to reduce the occurrence of illegal 
gold mining in the focal area by 2016 compared to the 
2010 situation 

Constant 
monitoring, 
and info to 

public 
authorities  

Brazil: 
Yes, 

Ven.: In 
process 

75 37.5 

4. One pilot project for border control in order to 
reduce illegal invasion by small and large scale 
farmers is implemented in Brazil by 2015 

1  1 100 100 

5. In Brazil, the Yanomami organization has increased 
its legitimacy, representativeness and sustainability 
by 2016 

Yes Yes 100 100 

6. The process for official recognition and 
demarcation of the Yanomami indigenous territory in 
Venezuela is monitored and reinforced during the 
programme period through policy interventions 
coordinated with regional indigenous organizations  

Monitoring/ 
reinforce 
through 
policy 

intervent.  

Partly 50 25 

7. In Venezuela, program partners have given 
necessary support to the Yanomami efforts in order to 
establish an indigenous organization during the 
program period 

1 
indigenous 

org. 

1  

indig. 
org. 

100 100 

Average target compliance   89.3 80.4 
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Comments to the table: 

1. The map is a common effort of four organizations and has been produced in a preliminary 
version, covering the legalized Yanomami territory in Brazil and the traditional occupancy 
territory. There are areas in Venezuela where it is necessary to complement the information, 
which is done together with the Yanomamis in the field, with use of GPS. The approval of the 
final version of the map is planned for October 2014. More than a map it is a GIS system 
(produced in ARC-GIS) where it is possible to extract updated maps in different scales. Many 
Yanamamis are nomads, so there is a continuously changing situation. 

2. The first bi-national exchange event was held Oct. 2013 in Puerto Ayacucho, Venezuela, and 
the next is planned for Oct. 2014 in Boa Vista, Brazil. The first event covered the subjects of 
indigenous rights and national policies (analysing the situation for Yanomamis in the two 
countries). Additional subjects covered were Public policy; Illegal and legal mining; Indigenous 
health; Yanomami mapping. Participants from Venezuela were 40 Yanomamis, 5 other 
indigenous, and 15 not indigenous; participants from Brazil were 9 Yanomamis and 6 not 
indigenous. A complementary public forum the same dates marked the 20th anniversary of the 
Haximu massacre where 16 indigenous where killed by garimpeiros. 

3. The original target said only “Illegal gold mining and invasion is reduced in the focal area by 
2016 compared to the 2010 situation”. Even though this is a target difficult to comply with due to 
factors outside the program’s control, and also difficult to prove, it is still an indicator on results 
level. The new indicator included from 2012 is reduced to activity level, and for that reason 
easier to control. The activities are carried out, but it is difficult to confirm anything about the 
goal of reducing illegal mining. The baseline (2011) covers many aspects, including mining, but 
it is very general and shows only mining areas, not exploitation sites. There has been a 
significant reduction in Brazil during the last years (from around 3000 garimpeiros to only 
around 300), but during the same period also a huge increase in Venezuela (partly persons 
expelled from Brazil). The current figures on illegal mining in Venezuela are not known and they 
are currently being registered, but not yet available. Analysis of satellite images is combined 
with field-work done by Yanomamis, which is dangerous for them. In Sept. 2012 Wataniba 
denounced a massacre June 12th of a Yanomami community carried out by garimpeiros where 
80 died and only 3 survived. The Venezuelan government said it was not true and made a 
cover-up, probably due to the election period. This has been negative for the relation between 
Wataniba and the government. 

4. The ISA project for border control combines the use of satellite images with field verification 
and socio-economic diagnostics. The organization denounces all illegal activities registered to 
the public authorities. 

5. The legitimacy of Hutakara has increased externally, because the organization has 
denounced illegal activities to the local authorities and been taken seriously. Before they were 
not taken much into consideration, but it has gradually improved. Internally, the organization has 
been strengthened through four meetings per year since 2008, covering subjects of interest for 
the Yanomami population. Regarding representativeness, the number of Yanomami 
participants in general meetings has gradually increased. Institutional sustainability is however 
still lacking, especially financially. 

6. As in the case of indicator 3, a previous results indicator (4 projects for natural resources 
management in Venezuela) was replaced by an activity indicator, which is obviously easier to 
comply with. The reason for the mention of “partly” is however the difficulty of carrying out policy 
interventions in Venezuela. As mentioned under point 3, Wataniba has currently a difficult 
relation with the government.  

7. The Yanomami organization Horonami was established in Venezuela December 2011 and 
legally registered in 2012. The RFN partners Wataniba and ISA supported the process through: 
(i) Financing and accompanying observers to Hutakara assemblies each year (after such trip in 
2010 the Yanomamis decided to establish their organization). (ii) One representative from 
Wataniba and one from ISA supported in 2011 the process for a year, including training on what 
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is needed to establish and manage an organization; (iii) Support to planning and organization of 
the consultative assembly July 2011; (iv) Founding Assembly and election of Board in Dec. 
2011; (v) Support to board meetings 1-2 times per year, normally including evaluation of current 
situation and decision on work plan; (vi) Support to implementation of the work plan. 

 

Expected outcome Focal Area C.2: Brazil-Colombia-Venezuela  

A general agreement between civil society, governmental and private sector actors defines a 
minimum agenda for sustainable development in the Rio Negro region, with defined 
responsibilities for every sector and mechanisms for monitoring commitments and obligations. 

The mapping project for Brazil and Colombia has been supported by the Ministry of Culture in 
the two countries, including a database of sacred sites. Most important achievement on land 
tenure was the recognition of the Cué-Cué Marabitanas indigenous territory, which makes the 
area of Upper Rio Negro the largest corridor of continuous indigenous land in Brazil.  

There have been 4-5 local network meetings per year, and two regional network meetings in 
2013. There are normally more than one exchange meeting per year between the indigenous 
associations in Brazil and Colombia, including on topics like mapping, fishery management, and 
calendar of annual cycles.  

 

Table 9. Results for Focal Area C.2 

Indicator description Targets Results 

% Compliance of 
targets 

Mid-term End 

1. One socio-environmental database on the region, 
including new cartographic information, is developed 
and made available through the Internet by 2013 and 
updated recurrently until 2015 

1 1 100 50 

2. Policy proposals prepared by participants in the 
multi-stakeholder Rio Negro network increase local 
participation and social control in processes 
concerning land tenure and resource management in 
the region 

Yes Yes 100 100 

3. General, regional and thematic meetings in the Rio 
Negro Network are carried out.  
 
The meetings are perceived by the involved actors as 
key policy arenas for sustainable development issues.  

At least 1 
of each 
category 

 
Yes 

Gen.:4-
5/year, 
Reg: 2, 

Them.: 3. 
Partly 

100 

 

 

50 

100 

 

 

25 

4. Programme partners initiate the mapping of sacred 
indigenous places in the Upper Rio Negro region in 
Brazil and Colombia 

Mapping 
initiated 

1 bi-
lateral 
map 

>100 >100 

5. At least one thematic exchange meeting between 
the indigenous associations in Brazil and in Colombia 
is carried out annually 

1/year >1/year >100 50 

Average target compliance   91.7 70.8 

Comments to the table: 

1. The mapping project for Brazil and Colombia has been supported by the Ministry of Culture in 
the two countries. It includes a database of sacred sites. The information is found on ISA’s 
server, but still only a part of it is available for the general public through ISA’s website. The 
partner organizations have direct access to all the data. 

2.  Most important achievement on land tenure was the recognition of the Cué-Cué Marabitanas 
indigenous territory, which makes the area of Upper Rio Negro the largest corridor of continuous 
indigenous land in Brazil. Two indigenous territories in the middle Rio Negro have advanced in 
the process, where ISA has played an important role in the relations with the Public Ministry, 
FUNAI and the indigenous population. The Rio Negro Network also coordinates technical 
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studies for redefining limits where there are overlaps between protected areas and indigenous 
territories. Regarding natural resources management, a major achievement has been the 
recognition of the Traditional Indigenous Agricultural System as a Brazilian cultural patrimony. 
Participatory monitoring of fishing has improved the regulation of fishing in the region. There are 
however much sports fishing (through agencies) with great impact and no benefits to the local 
communities. For that reason the program through ISA is now supporting a pilot project for 
sustainable management of sports fishing in Rio Marié, that could give increased income for the 
communities.     

3. There have been 4-5 general meetings for the network per year, and two regional network 
meetings in 2013. There has been one thematic meeting per year, the 2013 meeting on 
mapping. In 2014 it is planned to carry out two thematic meetings, about “mining and energy” 
(for Brazil, Venezuela, Guyana) and “public policies and agro-biodiversity in Rio Negro. The 
partners consider that it is difficult to tell if the network meetings are key for sustainable policy 
development. There have however been certain signs of influence on policy development, 
especially in the framework of trans-border integration between Brazil and Colombia and 
between Brazil and Venezuela, partly promoted through the Rio Negro Network. 

4. The original indicator mentioned: “are mapped”, while the new indicator mentions only the 
initiation of an activity. It seems like the exercise of reformulating indicators have taken a too 
careful approach, like in this case where sacred indigenous places have already been mapped 
with great success. This was planned and agreed through bi-lateral meetings in 2012 and 2013 
(when a bilateral agreement between Brazil and Colombia was signed). The mapping has been 
done through excursions on the rivers with use of GPS, in a strong collaboration between 
indigenous groups and anthropologists. 

5. There are normally more than one exchange meeting per year between the indigenous 
associations in Brazil and Colombia, including on topics like mapping, fishery management, and 
calendar of annual cycles.  

D. The Guyana Shield region  

Expected outcome Focal Area D.1: Amapá – Pará Mosaic 
Rights based, sustainable resource management is implemented in the mosaic of protected 
areas in the Amapá and Pará in Brazil. 

A mosaic of 120,000 km² was officially established in 2013 and has been 
considered a great success, consisting of nine protected areas, including three 
indigenous territories. There are three productive projects under development in 
the Wajãpi area; in the Tumucumaque area and one project in the Oiapoque area. 

Table 10. Results for Focal Area D.1 

Indicator description Targets Results 

% Compliance of 
targets 

Mid-term End 

1. By 2016 a multi-stakeholder management forum 
including local government actors, monitors and 
evaluates the implementation of the management 
strategy for the mosaic of protected areas in Amapá 
and northern Pará. 

1 mana-
gement 
forum 

1 mana-
gement 

com. 

100 50 

2. At least 3 indigenous and/or other forests-based local 
population organizations in the focal area have 
improved organizational capacity and increased policy 
influence by 2014.  

3 org 
increase 
capacity/ 
influence 

6 org. >100 75 

3. At least 3 coordinated projects for sustainable 
management of natural resources are further developed 
or initiated in the protected areas in the focal area by 
2013. 

3 
projects 

6 
projects 

>100 100 

Average target compliance   100 75 
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Comments to the table: 

1. A mosaic was officially established in 2013 and has been a great success, consisting of 
nine protected areas, including three indigenous territories. The mosaic covers a total of 
120,000 km². A management committee composing of government and civil society 
stakeholders is responsible for the governance of the mosaic. The evaluation team 
understands this committee to be the same as the forum mentioned in the indicator. A 
strategy for the management of the mosaic is being developed and some priorities have 
been identified, including development of production chains, integrated protection 
strategies and attention to mega-projects. 

2. Six organizations: APINA & AWATAC (Wajãpi), APITIKATXI & APIWA 
(Tumucumaque), CCPIO & AMIM (Oiapoque) have strengthened their institutional and 
organizational capacities. All but AMIM are actively influencing public policies on 
municipal and state level that have repercussions on their territories. Awatac and 
Apitikatxi have developed and are implementing projects with funding from the 
government and other donors (RFN in the case of Awatac). 

3. Three projects in the Wajãpi area: 

 Fruit trees are being developed in the nursery at the local agricultural school in collaboration 
with land reform settlers. The trees will be planted in the “friendship zone” between the 
settlement and the indigenous territory.  

 Pilot project for breeding of “cutia” (wild forest animal) 

 Prospection of the possibility of fish farming 

Two projects in the Tumucumaque area: 

 Management of arumã for the use in handicrafts 

 Management of the traditional gardens of the Tiriyó people 

One project in the Oiapoque area: Production and marketing of fruits (açai, citrus fruits and 
bananas). 

Expected outcome Focal Area D.2: Brazil-French Guyana-Surinam-Guyana  
Coordinated strategies for sustainable development implemented by civil society actors in the 
Guyana Shield region. 

The first half of the program has worked well, but many NGOs and CSOs in the three Guyanas 
have changed staff, which makes it more difficult to continue some of the activities.  

A cross-border working group with representation from the three countries has met every 
year to make strategies and plan cross-border encounters that have been carried out on 
many topics. Civil society is in general weak in the three Guyanas. However, the 
Surinamese indigenous organization VIDS has strengthened its institutional capacity. 
Three studies/books have been published. 

 

Table 11. Results for Focal Area D.2 

Indicator description Targets Results 

% Compliance of 
targets 

Mid-term End 

1. At least 2 thematic exchanges or meetings between 
partners in the Guyana Shield network, focusing on 
themes like indigenous organizations, natural resource 
management, territorial rights and mining, are carried 
out annually 

2 ex-
changes 
per year 

1 ex-
change 

per and 1 
meeting 
per year 

100 50 

2. At least 1 indigenous and/or environmental civil 
society organizations in the Guyanas have by 2015 
increased influence in policy discussions on issues like 
rights based sustainable development, illegal mining in 

1 org 
increase 

policy 
influence 

1 org 
increase 

policy 
influence 

100 50 
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indigenous territories and indigenous territorial rights 

3. In at least 1 other country than Brazil, successful pilot 
projects for natural resource management based on 
experiences from Brazil, are adapted to the local 
context and initiated by 2015 

1 pilot 
project in 
Guyanas 

Not 
carried 

out 

0 0 

4. At least 5 studies and/or papers on socio-
environmental challenges, natural resource 
management and policy issues are produced and 
published by program partners in the Guyana Shield 
region by 2016 

5 studies/ 
papers 

 3 studies/ 
papers 

100 60 

5. 1 trans-frontier environmental forum (“observatorio”) 
is established with the purpose to disseminate 
information about the environmental and social situation 
in the Guyana shield region by the end of 2013 

1 trans-
frontier 
forum 

1 forum 100 100 

Average target compliance   80 52 

 

Comments to the table: 

The first half of the program has worked well (except for indicator 3). For the moment it is a 
concern that many NGOs and CSOs in the three Guyanas have changed staff, which makes it 
more difficult to continue some of the activities. A huge weakness is that Guyana never came 
really on-board. With the recent budget reduction to the program it was decided to take Guyana 
out, which makes it impossible to comply with all the expected end results. More worrisome is 
that the program (and Norway) is loosing the opportunity for strengthening the civil society 
engagement in the second most important REDD+ country on the continent for Norwegian 
bilateral aid (after Brazil). The framework contract for Norwegian REDD+ support to Guyana is 
USD 250 million.  

1. A cross-border working group with representation from the three countries has met 
every year to make strategies and plan cross-border encounters that have been carried 
out on different topics: 

2011: Political representativeness, land issues and territorial and environmental 
management, socio-environmental challenges, cultural heritage and intercultural 
education.  

2012: Traditional authority, rights and territorial and environmental management of 
indigenous territories. 

2013: Common socio-environmental challenges of the Tiriyó people in Brazil and 
Surinam. 

2. The civil society is in general weak in the three Guyanas. However, the Surinamese 
indigenous organization VIDS has strengthened its institutional capacity, which allows 
them to accompany a process for the recognition of 8 indigenous communities that has 
been taken to the Inter-American Court on Human Rights. VIDS has increased insertion 
with the indigenous people in the south of the country. 

3. Not realized. According to local partners they had requested this indicator to be 
removed, but RFN told them that they would take care of it directly. 

4. Three studies/books have been published, 1 is under production and 1 has been 
proposed: 

 Baseline Guyana Shield (published) 

 Articles about the region and cross-border collaboration in the book “Indigenous 
Peoples in Brazil” published by Instituto Socioambiental (ISA). 

 Study about territorial rights in Surinam (VIDS) (published) 

 Book about the mosaic of protected areas in Amapá and North of Pará (under 
production) 

 Book about socio-environmental challenges in the Guyana Shield (proposal) 
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5. The forum (observatorio) was established in 2013 and is continuously updated, see: 
http://redeindigena.org 

 

E. Regional Policies and Framework  

Expected outcome Focal Area E.1: Thematic regional cooperation  

The rights of local populations in the Amazon are better secured through the coordinated 
implementation of regional actions by the programme partners.  
 
The only thematic networks supported by the program that have functioned on a pan-
Amazonian level are the map network RAISG and the lawyer network RAMA. RAISG has 
produced many important reference products, while RAMA has concentrated on a few specific 
cases carried out by the Network’s members, but the link to RAMA is not always clear or 
properly documented. The target for RAISG maps is complied with before time, all included in 
the atlas “Amazonia under pressure” (2012), produced in English, Spanish and Portuguese. 
RFN decided not to continue the support to RAMA from the end of 2013.  According with the 
evaluation study of RAMA (2013) the network consisted at that moment of 50 lawyers 
distributed among 6 countries and a coordination committee with one member for each country. 

ISA has a representative in the Orientation Committee of the Amazon Fund (COFA), and the 
fund is monitored as well as ISA is able to, even though the Brazilian Development Bank 
(BNDES) that is managing the fund has very little transparency compared with other 
development banks like IDB and the World Bank. Despite the lack of transparency mentioned 
above, there has been an improvement, partly due to pressure from civil society organizations.  

The main financing for RAISG is still coming from RFN, however the network has done some 
improvement in achieving other donors and selling its products. 

 

Table 12. Results for Focal Area E.1 

Indicator description Targets Results 

% Compliance of 
targets 

Mid-term End 

1. Regional thematic networks and organizations 
supported by the programme produce and 
disseminate information and/or policy initiatives that 
are relevant for rainforest and indigenous peoples’ 
rights issues at national and international levels. 

Yes Yes 100 100 

2. At least 4 new thematic Pan-Amazonian maps or 
atlases, are published by RAISG by 2016 and made 
available on their homepage 

4 10 100 100 

3. At least 3 sub-regional trans-border maps or 
atlases, are published by RAISG by 2016 and made 
available on their homepage 

3 3 100 100 

4. RAMA includes lawyers from at least 6 countries in 
the Amazon region working to improve their own 
countries’ compliance with the obligations assumed 
as countries having ratified ILO Convention 169 

6  6
1
 0 0 

5. Tools and knowledge produced by the RAISG and 
RAMA networks are used actively by programme 
partners to achieve results at focal area level 

Yes Partly
2
 50 50 

6. The Brazilian Amazon Fund is regularly monitored 
by programme partners  

Yes Yes 100 100 

7. Issues presented by civil society actors are brought 
into the internal fund discussions and to the public’s 
attention throughout the program period 

Yes Yes 100 100 

8. The RAMA network have achieved better long-term 
financial sustainability through systematic fundraising 

Yes No 0 0 

http://redeindigena.org/
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efforts during the programme period  

9. The RAISG network have achieved better long-
term financial sustainability through systematic 
fundraising efforts during the programme period 

Yes Partly 50 25 

Average target compliance   66.7 63.9 

1
The figure of 6 refers to most of the evaluation period, but not to the moment of the evaluation. 

2
Only for RAISG 

Comments to the table: 

1. The only thematic networks supported by the program that have functioned on a pan-
Amazonian level are the map network RAISG and the lawyer network RAMA. RAISG has 
produced many important reference products (see 2 below), while RAMA has concentrated on a 
few specific cases carried out by the Network’s members, but the link to RAMA is not always 
clear or properly documented. These include: (i) The legal challenge of the constitutionality of 
the 1551 law on the functioning of local governments in Colombia; (ii) Participation in the 
hearing for the declaration of a Mining Moratorium in the Colombian Amazon; (iii) The drafting of 
a document stating the legal basis and scope of the right to FPIC, and a model statute for use in 
Peru; (iv) The support provided in cases of the criminalization of protest; (v) Participation in the 
Sarayacu court case and its development; (vi) The defence of isolated peoples of the Nahua 
Kugapakori Reserve in Peru; and (vii) The support provided in the case of the massacre of the 
Yanomami people in Venezuela (mentioned under Focal area C.1). Some of these cases were 
carried out or initiated during the previous program phase. 

2-3. The target for maps is complied with before time, however, the number of maps mentioned 
are all included in the atlas “Amazonia under pressure” (2012), which is produced in English, 
Spanish and Portuguese. It is important to highlight that instead of talking about maps, more 
important is that these are GIS tools that can be continually updated for monitoring of the 
Amazon. Also regarding the trans-border maps (target 3), the three maps mentioned are those 
included in the atlas, however any of the regional maps can be converted to a trans-border map 
through zoom, since GIS has no fixed scale. 

4. According with the evaluation study of RAMA (2013) the network consisted of 50 lawyers 
distributed among 6 countries. It had a coordination committee with one member for each 
country, but it was lacking a database for its members. 

5. In this case it is mainly RAISG to be considered. The number of partners that actively are 
using RAISG products are at least 8, including ISA and IMAZON in Brazil; IVIC and PROVITA in 
Venezuela; Instituto del Bien Común in Peru; Gaia Amazonas in Colombia; EcoCiencia in 
Ecuador; and FAN in Bolivia. Suriname and French Guyana participated before, but no longer 
due to change of staff in the participation institutions. 

6. ISA has a representative in the Orientation Committee of the Amazon Fund (COFA), and the 
fund is monitored as well as ISA is able to, even though the Brazilian Development Bank 
(BNDES) that is managing the fund has very little transparency compared with other 
development banks like IDB and the World Bank. ISA participates for instance in fund meetings 
(as representative or observer), in review applications for funding, review of formal reports and 
audit documents.  

7. Despite the lack of transparency mentioned above, there has been an improvement, partly 
due to pressure from civil society organizations, for instance there is now the name of all 
projects that are being funded (found on the website), but there is still no link to the project 
documents. There has been a forum for CSO organizations about the BNDES practices, 
including environmental and social safeguards. Also in this area BNDES has expressed interest 
to learn from international development banks.  

8. The evaluation of RAMA mentioned that the network had not achieved better financial 
sustainability. With the cancellation of RFN funding from Dec. 2013, the opportunities for 
reaching sustainability are in practice eliminated. 

9. The main financing for RAISG is still coming from RFN, however the network has done some 
improvement, achieving funding from the Moor Foundation and the Ford Foundation. The 
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review team recommends that RAISG should also look into opportunities for financing as 
service provider (as long as it is in accordance with the general objectives) and by more sale of 
its products. 

Expected outcome Focal Area E.2: Exchange between regions  

A common understanding of the threats and possibilities for regional civil society cooperation is 
established among program partners. 

The two regional networks RAISG and RAMA both had regular exchange meetings between 
their members and relevant stakeholders like indigenous peoples organizations (for RAMA until 
2013). The program partners participate actively in RAISG and also in sub-regional networks 
(often 2-3 countries). These exchange visits are planned and carried out a bit ad-hoc, however, 
exchange visits for program partners have been carried out for RAISG at least three times per 
year. In 2011 four meetings (including six focal areas) were held for programme consolidation 
and discussion on context. In 2012 one regional forum joined civil society with the private sector 
to discuss infrastructure challenges. 

 

Table 13. Results for Focal Area E.2 

Indicator description Targets Results 

% Compliance of 
targets 

Mid-term End 

1. Exchange meetings between programme partners 
and relevant stakeholders are organized regularly 

Yes Partly 50 - 

2. Representatives from the RAISG, RAMA and 
possibly other thematic networks participate in annual 
exchange visits for programme partners and interact 
regularly with partners at the focal area level 

Yes Partly 50 - 

3. Sharing of experiences through annual exchange 
meetings demonstrably influence project design at focal 
area level and enhance cooperative interaction 
between programme partners 

Yes Partly 50 25 

4. Programme partners engage in policy issues at the 
Pan-Amazonian levels, stimulated by the provision 
during annual meetings of updated information on 
relevant macro-regional thematic challenges and 
opportunities 

Yes  Partly 50 50 

Average target compliance   50 18.8 

Comments to the table: 

1. The two regional networks RAISG and RAMA both had regular exchange meetings between 
their members and relevant stakeholders like indigenous peoples organizations (for RAMA until 
2013). The program partners participate actively in RAISG and also in sub-regional networks 
(often 2-3 countries). 

2. These exchange visits are planned and carried out a bit ad-hoc. However, exchange visits for 
program partners have been carried out for RAISG at least three times per year (one general 
and three thematic exchanges). Members of both RAISG and RAMA in the region have 
participated in exchange visits in Brazil, including one for RAISG that included Google. 
Regarding exchanges with other networks we could mention a combined exchange between 
RAISG and RAMA and an exchange between RAISG and COICA to initiate collaboration on the 
subject of carbon monitoring.   

3. The review team has not found any evaluation or study that confirms this issue. However, 
discussions with program partner organizations reveal that the exchanges give many of them 
knowledge and lessons learned from organizations working under similar circumstances (both 
indigenous organizations and NGOs). We are convinced that this new knowledge influences 
their design of new projects. However, the review team recommends that this important area 
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could be better organized, e.g. through consultant(s) that analyse and summarize the best 
(and worst) practices, as well as lessons learned, to prepare training material to be used in 
events on national and regional level. Based on some best practices model projects can be 
developed, to be copied and adapted to local conditions.  

4. In 2011 four meetings (including six focal areas) were held for programme consolidation and 
discussion on context. In 2012 one regional forum joined civil society with the private sector to 
discuss infrastructure challenges. 
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Annex 4: Political sustainability21 

The almost exponential growth over the last two decades of the rainforest movement, and the 
RFN22 and its Amazon program in particular, has coincided with a period of increasing political 
support for this case both internationally and in some key countries, Norway and Brazil among 
them. The Brazilian Constitution of 1988 stipulated that all indigenous lands in the country 
should be demarcated by 1993. In 1994, when the so-called PPTAL23 was launched, this target 
had only been met halfway. The environmental and indigenous movement were strong 
supporters of the PT government coming to power in 2003, and with Marina Silva as President 
Lula´s Minister of the Environment the legalization of Terras Indígenas continued, today 
representing 13% of the national territory. But the process has all but stopped; a number of 
titling proposals are stuck in front of a variety of boycott measures from strong interest groups in 
Congress and elsewhere. 

Right before the COP15 Summit in Copenhagen in 2009, an article published by some of the 
most prominent scientists on this subject concluded that “an end to the clearing of the Brazilian 
Amazon forest” was a realistic possibility – i.a. by referring to Norway´s commitment to the 
Amazon Fund – thus contributing substantially to a reduction of global greenhouse gas 
emissions.24  

Rainforest clearing in Brazil continued to fall drastically from 27,000 km2 in 2004 to 4,600 km2 
in 2012, until the 2012/2013 figures were published, showing deforestation on the way up again. 
The big question is how this trend will develop this year and the years to come. 

Most observers in Brazil coincide that the anti-conservation forces have regained the upper 
hand over the last five years, particularly during the Dilma Roussef administration since 2011. 
The agro industrial and “developmentalist” lobby now has a very strong position in Congress, 
further prompted by falling economic growth. There are constant pressures to approve a draft 
law on mineral extraction on Indigenous Territories (Terras Indígenas)25. Behind all this there is 
a constant pressure from China, the main market for Brazilian soy, beef and minerals and the 
main source of economic growth in Brazil, to continue delivering resources in ways that may 

                                                      

 
21

 This section has been limited to Brazil, no doubt the bellweather country when it comes to sustainable 

Amazon policies. But the political situation in the other Amazon countries is also worthwhile 

considering. 

22
 In 1990, RFN had one employee and a budget of approximately 1 million NOK. In 2014, there are 40 

employees and a budget of 150 million NOK. 

23
 PPTAL (Programa Integrado de Proteção das Terras Indígenas na Amazônia Legal) was primarily a 

land regularization project that sought to identify, delimit, demarcate, register and finalize by Presidential 

Decree indigenous lands in the Brazilian Amazon in order to safeguard the region's rain forests. 

24
 Daniel Nepstad & al (2009): ”The End of Deforestation in the Brazilian Amazon”, Science 4 December 

2009: Vol. 326 no. 5958 pp. 1350-1351. The crucial argument here was that Brazil had a historic 

opportunity to end Amazon forest clearing, by implementing its reduction target at COP14 – prompting 

Norway to commit 1 billion USD until 2015 – and through a widespread marketplace transition within 

the beef and soy industries, the main drivers of deforestation, to exclude Amazon deforesters from their 

supply chains. According to the analysis of this article, the end of deforestation in the Brazilian Amazon 

could result in a 2 to 5% reduction in global carbon emissions. The required total non-Brazilian REDD 

investment to reach this goal was estimated to be somewhere between $7 and $18 billion USD.  But so 

far, the Norwegian financial support to the Amazon Fund has hardly at all been followed up by other 

countries, and beef and soy production in the Amazon has expanded. 

25
 All mineral and other sub-soil resources in Brazil in principle belong to the state. Mineral exploitation 

on Indigenous Territories is allowed by the 1988 Constitution, but it requires a special law, which has 

been drafted (1610/96) by Senator and ex-Governor of Roraima Romero Jucá, but so far not approved.   
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have a devastating impact on the Amazon.26 This situation coincides with very pessimistic 
signals in global climate negotiations, thus also reducing the international pressure in Brazil to 
stop the Amazon deforestation.   

It is up against these forces that the indigenous and Amazon conservation movement is now 
waging a quite defensive struggle in Brazil, where the aim is more to halt negative trends than to 
make new gains.  Against this backdrop, the partners of the RFA Amazon program must seek 
realistic strategies to meet the overall objective of saving the rainforest.  

Brazil is one of the countries that over the last two decades incorporated its environmental and 
climate policies as an important part of its national and foreign policy agenda. Norway, although 
a small country, has actually been a crucial international partner in this regard. These policies 
and international partnerships, where the RFN program also plays a not insignificant political 
role, are now at stake.  

When you travel from a small Yanomami community to a megacity like Sao Paulo, you get a 
tremendous illustration of the correlation of forces at play here. With general elections 
(President, National and State legislatures and State Governors) only half a year into the future 
(October 2014), it is difficult to see how the interests of one million indigenous may count in 
comparison to 200 million other Brazilians, with a thirst for economic growth and improved living 
standards.  

The issue of building alliances and search for pragmatic policies then becomes crucial. It was 
encouraging to notice that much of the attention of the RFN partners when discussion future 
scenarios and priorities (after 2015) at the partnership meeting in March 2014, was about how 
to build leverage with the real deforestation drivers and the heavy policymaking bodies (e.g. the 
UNASUR apparatus and BNDES). That might depend on some new and more pragmatic 
thinking than what is presently dominant in the Amazon program partnership. 

There are clearly contradictory philosophies among the RFN partners here, even within the 
same focal area (A3 as an example), illustrated in the handling of consultation processes with 
would-be development investors. Among the member associations of AIDESEP in Peru, for 
instance, some groups and communities refuse even to go into consultation (called 
“comunidades en resistencia”, in resistance), whereas others move into these processes 
seeking corrective measures27. In another example from the same focal area, the partner on the 
Peruvian side (FENAMAD) is relatively open to licenced logging while the Brazilian partner 
(CPI-Acre) seems to reject it completely.  

In Brazil, the voters put environment higher up on their electoral concerns than in many other 
countries. To challenge the political establishment about the danger of losing Brazil´s 
international image as a prominent actor in the struggle against climate change by giving up on 
the saving of the Amazon rainforest, may actually carry some weight. Norway, with its excellent 
political relations to Brazil and the only significant foreign investor in the Amazon Fund, should 
therefore lose no opportunity to remind its Brazilian partners about this. If Brazil really wants to 
demonstrate to the world that the loss of rainforest is being effectively halted, its present 
Amazon development policy needs to be turned around. If this is demonstrated by monitoring 
figures over the next two years, it is not inconceivable that the international interest in following 

                                                      

 
26

 Visits by the both Chinese foreign minister and President Xi Jinping to Brazil during first-half 2014 

illustrates this.  

27
 One consultation process in Peru is referred to by some (PUINAMUDT) as a ”model consultation”, 

regarding Petroperu´s Lote 169 in Ucayali, where ORAU was the local partner, and DAR offered 

professional support based on five principles: (1) damage diagnosos; (2) environmental remedies; (3) 

titling of communal land; (4) economic compensation for the use of land; (5) indemnization for damage 

(contamination etc). CPI-Acre, on the other hand, seemed to be very negative also to this consultation 

process. 
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Norway´s example and contributing significant REDD-like investments, thereby turning the 
market forces away from present development plans, may become possible in the lead-up to 
the supposedly decisive COP21 in Paris in 2015. A re-engineering of the Amazon Fund, to 
make it more transparent and more adaptable to civil society initiatives, may be one factor in 
this regard. The review team does not share the rather optimistic conclusion in a Norad 
evaluation a couple of years ago: 

“NICFI’s financial support is furthermore recognized as connected to the successful institutional 
placement and character of the Fund i.e. its placement under the administrative control of the 
Brazilian Development Bank (BNDES) and the strong role of civil society in the Guidance 
Committee of the Amazon Fund (COFA). It is for these reasons that the current report 
concludes that NICFI has made a highly relevant contribution to REDD+ readiness processes in 
Brazil.”28 

The entire accumulated Norwegian appropriation of 4.55 billion NOK has now been transferred 
to BNDES, of which only 600 mill (13%) has been disbursed. The NICFI Secretariat recognizes 
the need for better follow-up of BNDES investment management, particularly now that the 
Norwegian money has been physically transferred. Observers claim that Germany has been 
much more demanding in this sense in spite of contributing but a trifle of the Norwegian support 
(17 million USD), not sharing the Norwegian “hands-off” philosophy and using their technical 
cooperation agency GIZ to provide technical assistance in fund management.29. 

In short, it must be made more – or at least not significantly less – economically profitable, and 
thereby also politically advantageous, to save rather than to destruct the Amazon. 

This review team is of the opinion that sustainable harvesting of Amazon resources – rather 
than a pure conservation line – must be a part of the realistic and pragmatic political strategy for 
building stronger alliances that may turn the Amazon political and economic logic around. It is 
difficult to see how this may exclude the promotion of certified logging, provided that trustworthy 
legal frameworks and control mechanisms may be put in place, possibly accompanied with 
climate compensation mechanisms. The implication of this would be that the timber industry 
would find it more attractive to work in line with valid certification procedures, than to continue 
with illegal logging or corrupt licensing practice. 

The RFN Amazon program will of course only be a small actor in this gigantic turnaround 
operation. By coordinating with the Norwegian government and with the international civil 
society climate movement, though, concrete achievements are not completely unrealistic. 

  

                                                      

 

28 Norad (2012): Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative. 

Contributions to National REDD+ Processes 2007-2010. Country Report: Brazil Evaluation Report 

13/2010 

29
 The main criticism from the NRF partners regarding the Amazon Fund is the lack transparency and of 

appropriate staff to handle the subject matter of sustainable rainforest investments, and particlarly to deal 

with proposals from civil sociaty in a professional and efficient way. This is in contrast to the working of 

other development banks (e.g. World Bank and IDB), and all these elements were important expectations 

when Norway committed its investment to the Amazon Fund.. 
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Annex 5: Risk management 

The evaluation team prepared the following risk matrix based on information obtained from 
multiple sources and interviews. The risks detected during the design phase are written with 
normal letters while risks detected during the review mission are marked with cursive. As 
shown, Risk is understood as the combined factor “Impact in case of occurrence” multiplied by 
“Probability of occurrence”. The detected risks are divided in three groups (low, medium, high). 
According to this analysis there are four high risks:  

(i) Intimidation of indigenous- and community leaders to back off project activities; (ii) 
Governments overrule or change of legislation and compliance with international conventions (+ 
violent interventions) causing delays; (iii) Reluctance of authorities to act against illegal logging 
and mining provokes conflict and delays; and (iv) Reduced funding to the program affects 
partners and program goals. Please note that these are risks for the program performance, and 
not necessarily risks for the population or the environment (even though these aspects are 
strongly related). 

To mitigate the mentioned risks, the first one is very difficult, and the way to deal with it varies 
from one region to the other. The program document mentions pressure from logging patrons 
and the drug mafia, however the same pattern is used to pacify environmental activists working 
against huge infrastructure projects. According to the program document the risk can be 
considerably reduced by coordinated pressure on the authorities to take action and enforce the 
laws. The confidence must be built up gradually, and the risk situation reviewed in each case. 
The most important mitigation factor is the fact that the program is working through local 
organizations that understand the circumstances and don’t want to put their local collaborators 
and own staff in high danger. 

Risks (i) and (iii) must be mitigated through campaigns, political lobbying, where the influence of 
local partners is key. Regarding reluctance to act against illegal logging it is important to show 
what are the alternatives (how to carry out efficient legal logging and through that protect the 
forest). Risk (iv), though not easy, is still easier than the three others  to mitigate, through 
support to diversification of partner funding. 
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Risk matrix  

 

Type and description of risks Impact 
Proba-
bility 

Risk evaluation 

Mitigation  Risk Severity 

Value Level 

1 Operational       

 Quality of partner organizations 
affects program progress 

2 1 2 1 Low 1) Analysis of new partners 

2) Support weak partners 

 Approach of partner organizations 
affects program progress 

2 2 4 2 Medium 1) Stronger partner dialogue 

2) Seek partners with 
complementary approaches 

2 Social       

 Intimidation of indigenous- and 
community leaders to back off 
project activities 

2 3 6 3 High Coordinated action and 
information 

 Local population may not perceive 
benefits of conservation, and 
interest and support for the program 
might fade 

2 1 2 1 Low More demand driven approach 
including more emphasis on 
sustainable productive 
activities  

3 Political-Institutional       

 Governments overrule or change of 
legislation and compliance with 
international conventions (+ violent 
interventions) causing delays 

3 2 6 3 High Seek dialogue and negotiation 

 Reluctance of authorities to act 
against illegal logging and mining 
provokes conflict and delays 

2 3 6 3 High Set other standards through 
bi-national cooperation and 
discussion 

 Lack of access to certain areas due 
to restrictions from army, guerrilla or 
drug mafia 

1 3 3 2 Medium Continue to work with these 
areas, but support stake-
holders in external events  

4 Environmental       

 Natural disasters causing problems 
in access to project areas, leading 
to delays 

1 2 2 1 Low Recommended (not in 
program doc.): Mainstream 
DRM in the program 

 Extreme climate events and 
wildfires harm conservation efforts 

1 2 2 1 Low Mainstream DRM in the 
program 

5 Financial       

 Loss of program funds due to 
fluctuation in exchange rates 

1 2 2 1 Low Contingency funds to 
compensate losses 

 Reduced funding to the program 
affects partners and program goals 

3 2 6 3 High 1) Broader RFN fundraising;  
2) Support partners in seeking 
financing sources; 3) Broader 
alliances (incl. on local level) 

 

Explanation: 

Definition of 

risk severity 

Risk 1 2 3 4 6 9 

Severity value 1 1 2 2 3 3 

Severity level Low Low Medium Medium High High 

 


