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1 Executive Summary 
 

1.1 Overview of Purpose and Framework 
A Focus Group that brought together a selected set of key stakeholders from Academic and research 
institutions, civil society organisations, trade unions and relevant donors was held on January 16, 
2009 at Guyana Forestry Commission, Lower Conference Room, Water Street, Kingston, 
Georgetown.  The Focus Group session was organized by the Project Management Team of the 
Chainsaw Milling Project, Guyana and designed and conducted by the national Co-Facilitators of the 
project. 

 

A series of these round tables and focus group sessions are being conducted by the project 
facilitators with a two fold purpose in mind: (i) to provide information and a stakeholder orientation on 
the Chainsaw Milling Project in Guyana and; (ii) to bring on board the perspectives of the relevant key 
stakeholder groups so as ensure a participatory process for developing the framework design for the 
national multi-stakeholder dialogue on chainsaw milling in Guyana. 

 

1.2 Specific Objectives of the Focus Group 

The objectives of the Focus Group session were to:  

 Sensitise / brief / update key focus group stakeholders on the Project;  

 Receive feedback on the present opportunities and future challenges for chainsaw lumbering 
in Guyana; 

 Field a number of Probe Questions related to chainsaw operations taking into account 
sustainable forestry management issues in order to solicit opinions and perspectives from 
academics, representatives from training and research facilities, national level civil society 
organisations and selected donors.  

 Facilitate the identification of priorities for actions from the perspective of the specific Focus 
Group stakeholders.  

 

1.3 Preliminary Stakeholder Comments and Queries  

Following on from the Project Overview presentation, the following comments, queries and 
observations were made: 

 A query was posed as to the criteria used for selecting the three pilot communities? 

 An observation was made by one of the stakeholders on Orealla and their history of logging 
which has now utilized / overutilised most of the community forest resources; 

 

Response from the facilitators was that the three were selected to encompass the range of types of 
Community Forestry operations: an Indigenous community operating on their own Village Lands  and 
incorporating sustainable forestry practices with a partnership link to Iwokrama (Annai in Region 9); 
one of the oldest and pioneering Logging Associations formed (Ituni) which continues to operate in a 
challenged situation in terms of livelihoods and poverty in Region 10; and Orealla in Region 6, 
another Amerindian community which had not always incorporated sustainable practices and 
community and was now in a vulnerable state.   
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 An observation on the number of persons involved in the chainsaw milling sector was made 
and cited as being 26,000. 

 With reference to the above figure of 26,000, another stakeholder queried if all these people 
are full time occupied in chainsaw milling. 

 A question was asked as to whether there is much chainsaw lumbering in Region 8.  

 

Response was in the affirmative, although Region 8 Madhia is known for mining, it was pointed out, 
for example, that the two Amerindian Communities of Micobie and Campbelltown depend heavily on 
logging as a primary economic activity. 

 

1.4 Review of Guiding Principles (Protocols) for Multi-Stakeholder 
Dialogue  

The facilitators had developed guiding principles or general guidelines for the upcoming MSD forums. 
These were posted for general viewing and introduced to the Focus Group stakeholders who were 
invited to provide feedback. No objections were raised to these guidelines by the stakeholders. 

 

“Agree to Disagree” clause for MSD Protocol 

From feedback received, one very useful recommendation were tabled and accepted.  The 
stakeholder cautioned not to place undue emphasis on reaching consensus by all stakeholders on 
critical issues, since this would be an unrealistic and would negate genuine and broad-based 
stakeholder dialogue. The MSD protocol therefore needed to make room for (respectful) stakeholder 
disagreement.  This comment was readily taken on board by the MSD Facilitators as the “Agree to 
Disagree” principle when and where no general consensus between and among stakeholders can be 
reached.

1
  (see Annex 4) 

 

1.5 Process Note on the Focus Group Methodology 

The Focus Group session consisted of two main interactive sessions. The Card Technique, Probe 
Questions and Cluster groups were the simple methods used to generate stakeholder dialogue and 
discussion.  A preliminary round was facilitated to gauge, share and record the perceived 
expectations and challenges or “hopes and fears” held by the stakeholders related to the project 
mandate. Green and Red colour-coded cards were respectively used for this activity. This was 
followed by deepening focus and enabling dialogue through a series of Probe Questions that were 
tailored to the particular stakeholder participants. The probe questions were assigned to stakeholder 
cluster groups who discussed and reported. 

 

2 Probe Questions and Discussion Points 

A number of Probe Questions were designed and utilised in this session by the facilitators in order to 
deepen thought and discussion and for perspectives to be shared by the stakeholders on some of the 
specific issues surrounding current chain saw lumbering operations, the challenges faced and new 
directions being taken or proposed. 

 

                                                           
1
 The “agree to disagree” principle for the MSD Protocol was included in the Facilitators’ MSD Work plan 



7 

 

The Probe Questions tabled for the Focus Groups’ consideration highlighted key and recurring 
matters, unresolved issues and pressing concerns that are likely to emerge as critical components of 
the MSD forums. 

 

2.1 Cluster Groups 

Small working group clusters were organised and specific thematic questions were fielded to the 
stakeholder cluster groups. Group reports were produced and shared with the wider Focus Group 
participants.  To keep a focus on the forestry theme, facilitators suggested naming of cluster groups 
with Guyana’s wood species. These wood names were self selected by group consensus. Cluster 
groups were organised as follows: 

 

 Bullet wood Group: Stakeholders representatives of Academia, Training & Research 
institutions; 

 Purple heart Group: Stakeholder representatives from Civil Society & NGOs;& Union; and 

 Greenheart Group:  Stakeholders from International Donors and National Funding agencies. 

 

It was pointed out subsequently by the FTCI Director that since Guyana is promoting lesser-known 
wood species, it would have been more appropriate to have used names of lesser known species 
instead. This point was well received and will be taken on board in for future Focus Groups and MSD 
forums.  

 

2.2 Probe Questions 

The following Probe Questions were assigned to the Cluster Groups as follows: 

 

Purple heart Group - Civil Society / NGOs Cluster Group 

 

Key Probe Questions for Purple heart Group 

Why is there the perception that the NGOs are adversarial to policy makers / state agencies engaged 
in the forestry / chainsaw milling sector? 

  

The following focus points to further probe this question were also fielded to aid the flow of the 
discussion:  

- Are there areas of common ground, (shared objectives or similar positions) between state 
and non-state actors within the forestry /chainsaw milling sector?  

- If so, what do you consider the most fertile / useful areas of common ground that exist 
between the two (state /government / non-state/civil society) sectors? 

- What possible strategies / actions do you recommend for expanding areas of common 
ground, shared positions in order to build genuine consensus? 

- What are the tough areas / gaps / divides that would need special attention for dialogue to 
take root between specific state/ government and civil society/ NGO players? 

- How do you think it would be best to tackle these tough areas / gaps/ divides?  
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- Is there any realistic or positive role or action do you think you/ your agency can effectively 
take or play in establishing genuine dialogue / joint initiatives etc. between NGOs and 
relevant Government agencies? 

  

Stakeholders’ Responses 

1. NGO’s are not hostile or adversarial to policy makers; but we question the validity of the data 
that is used to determine policy. It is the view of our Group that there must first be 
consultations, or basically, hearings so that pertinent issues are fully discussed in order that 
the NGO’s and other Groups (including those who are critical of and/ or challenge some of 
the government’s policies. This is so that they would be able to provide assistance where 
needed, and have their opinions and recommendations taken on board at policy level. The 
relationship should be a partnership in the true sense of the word. 

2. There are certainly areas of common ground – such as production & economic development 
with strategies increase value added processing of timber products and increase revenues 
and returns from sales of these products.  It was also noted that there is a lot of waste 
generated from chainsaw operations and this situation needs to be remedied with lucrative 
and productive uses of the waste material devised and utilised. The situation with charcoal 
production was raised in this context. It was pointed out that very low income women make a 
livelihood out of charcoal production. The conditions under which they work and the 
environmental impacts were also flagged. 

3. It was noted that poverty reduction which is linked to value added & benefits so that business 
and techniques can be learnt. Thus teaching of new skills to encourage alternative livelihoods 
– such as timber and non-timber craft production and manufacturing etc., will be beneficial. 
With the new products marketing will be needed.  

4. The NGOs accepted the position that you must respect the forest & environment inclusive of 
the indigenous peoples. Where basic education is lacking, there is a need to sensitize these 
communities about caring for their environment through training programmes. 

 

The Challenges – the “Tough” areas facing this group of stakeholders were described as 
follows: 

 Resources for research: Funding and loans are scarce and much needed to conceptualize 
research ideas, conduct research and produce reports on findings,  

 Qualified and competent researchers: Finding qualified researchers that have the proven 
capacity for field collecting, analyzing and publishing data is a problem. 

 Effective representation to policy-makers from NGO sector: Lobbyists from civil society 
groups and / or NGOs are needed to make effective representation to the Policy Makers and 
the General Public in a form of awareness and sensitization. 

 Working Group or mechanism for NGOs & Policy-Makers: Lack of Establishment of a 
mechanism whereby NGOs and Policy makers can develop trust and work together in the 
interest of all, instead of with growing rancor. 

 Uptake and action from consultations: Implementation of agreed action after consultative 
processes is completed. For example, the outcome of this focus group session would be 
interesting we think so we await the next steps.   
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Greenheart Group - Donor s & Funding Agencies 

Key Probe Questions 

1. It is said by many in the Forestry Sector that some funding agencies, set unrealistic requirements 
to secure grant aid (or small loans) for funding of programmes in impoverished communities.   

 Kindly explain the process involved in designing a forestry aid project with the exception 
of training programmes?   Who designs these Aid projects? Why? and for Whom? 

2. We know that the objective in any rural development or social project will have varying 
viewpoints, such as whose responsibility is it to reduce or alleviate poverty by raising household 
incomes, or that the households or communities themselves feel that the project is only of interest 
if it offers credible, lasting improvements in the quality  of life, income, security, freedom, etc.,   

 Is behaviour change / modification of attitudes, beliefs, practices, knowledge factored into the 
project design? ( since the minimum starting point for many forestry projects must be a 
thorough understanding of why people behave as they do at present and whether they might 
seek or accept change, and if so in what direction). 

 

Stakeholders’ Responses 

1. We do not only focus on the forestry sector, we view the natural resource sector as a whole – it is 
a holistic approach and therefore we are seeking more sustainability programs. First we 
determine if the project is community driven or a one man show. Then we have dialogue with 
other agencies to see what is in their pipeline, if it is the same or similar so as to avoid 
duplication. 

2. “We have a longer term focus when we design a project, it must be sustainable and have direct 
benefits, and it has been our experience that people change only if they see the benefits and 
absorb its impact. Then we will have to monitor behaviour change” 

 

Bullet Wood Group - Academicians / Research & Training Institutions 

Key Probe Questions 

In the preparation of  your curriculum what level of consideration is given to climate change, reduced 
emissions, deforestation and degradation issues , do you change/ modify your curricula to adapt to 
the rapid critical and dynamic changes in the forestry and related environmental / natural resource 
management sector(s) ? 

- What is your level of consultation with the Guyana Forest Commission? (and/ or where 
relevant, other state sector agencies)? 

- Has any collaborative research been undertaken that directly contributes to the development 
of the Forest Sector? 

- How does your institution fit into the Natural Resource Sector? What is your role? Is it 
understood by the public? 

- What are the challenges to the sector? How do we find solutions to these challenges? 

- Are there any new / untapped opportunities for utilisation of your academic work in the Forest 
sector? If so, what are these? And how can the linkages be strengthened? 
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Stakeholders’ Responses 

1. Our curriculum allows for new and emerging issues such as climate change, deforestation 
and degradation using the IUCN/ITTO guidelines on Forest Landscape Restoration (FLR)  
Principles.  Some curriculum changes can be made by the Lecturer in charge of the course; 
however the major changes are channeled through a process. 

2. Active consultations are on a need to know basis, especially when there is support required 
for training and a recruitment drive (process) by the GFC. 

3. Some initiatives that have resulted from collaborative efforts are:  

- Solar drying.  

- Recovery studies - studies in deforestation and studies in regeneration. 

- Developing basic skills for Natural Resource Management through training and research e.g. 
RIL. 

4. The challenges are as follows:  

- Need for more specialized training in sawmilling, biodiversity, and climate change.   

- Some sector organizations are not willing to accept trained personnel.  

- Funding to training institutions is extremely limited especially for off-campus activities and 
research. 

- Extensive research work is limited due to lack of funds and lack of prioritizing resources for 
research. 

- Generally, limited funds and funding – everyone having to tap into the same resources such 
as CI, Iwokrama, Barama or GFC. 

5. There are new and untapped opportunities for alternative forest-based business, study and 
research and for developing expertise in carbon sequestration, reforestation, social forestry, 
payment for environmental services, etc.  But there is very little knowledge or understanding 
or local research being conducted in these areas by local institutions. New linkages can be 
strengthened through establishment of the Caribbean Centre for Forest Research. 

 

Probe question for Labour Unions. 

Please note that the turnout from the Labour was poor, only one Representative showed from 
Guyana Agricultural Workers Union, the responses noted resulted from a one on one. 

 

 How familiar are NGOs, Workers, the Unions themselves with ILO provisions for workers 
rights and health & safety issues? 

At all times we are guided by the ILO conventions on workers rights, health and  safety 
issues. 

 What progress has been made in compliance with ILO / or national labour standards and 
laws within the forestry/chainsaw milling sector? 

We are in the process of working with many companies to ensure compliance with ILO 2000  

 The Ministry of Labour, and The Bureau of Standards and Unions have been consulting on 
ILO and on ISO and this is being discussed at Cabinet sub-committee level, but no further 
information is available at this time 

 What are the gaps/ common breaches? No response. 
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 How effective is labour union representation? What is needed to increase stakeholder’s rights 
and representation as well as responsibilities within the sector? No response. 

 There is a perception that the “Unions” do not look out for the interest of the workers as 
articulated in the following statement: “As long as “they get we money (meaning membership 
dues) that is it, dem is look de other way.” 

 How do you, as a Union, change that perception? What benefits are available other than 
bargaining for the workers rights? 

 

Stakeholder Response: 

The Union looks out for the interest of our membership and work very hard to settle many matters 
that do not come into the public domain as it relates to workers rights etc. We have scholarships 
schemes and bursaries for the children of the members who have done well in school and family fun 
days and other social events are organized. 

 

3 Wrap Up and Closure of Focus Group Meeting 

The Project Management Team members made closing remarks and the Next Steps of the Project 
were presented by the Project Coordinator who outlined the process. 

4 Conclusion 
There is a common link through out all of the consultations we have held so far, all stakeholders are 
in agreement about consultation fatigue, monitoring of projects to ensure the solutions generated are 
implemented, the ebb and flow of communication with all stakeholders in the Natural Resource 
Sector, and the question still remains “when will real dialogue start?”.  We believe that the Multi 
Stakeholder dialogue is the ideal solution to remedy the shared concerns.  
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Annex 1: Agenda 
Forestry Training Centre Inc. / IWOKRAMA 

Chainsaw Milling Project (Guyana Component)  

 
Stakeholder Focus Group: Academia, NGOs, Trade Unions, Donors  
“Developing alternatives for illegal chainsaw lumbering through multi-stakeholder dialogue” 

January 16, 2009 – Lower Conference Room, Guyana Forestry Commission 

AGENDA 
 

Chair: Dr. Raquel Thomas, Iwokrama Director of Natural Resources Management & Training  
 
9.00 - 9.15   Welcome Remarks and Introductions: Chairperson 
 
9.15 – 9.30 Overview of Chainsaw Milling Project: Director, FTCI, and Mr. Godfrey Marshall 
 
9.30 – 10.30 Focus Group Session (Facilitators: Margo Boyce & Vanda Radzik)  
 
Focus Group / Working Groups Activities - : 

1. Views & Perspectives/Expectations, Challenges from Stakeholders on the Project  
(Colour coded cards- to be used as warm up / ice breaker / entry point for roundtable 
discussion) 

2. Identification / discussion by Stakeholders of relevant / key issues concerning chainsaw 
milling sector  ( 
(Discussions guided by probe questions) 

3. Key Recommended Actions proposed  (use of card technique) 
 
10.30 – 11.30 Presentations from Stakeholder Working Groups & Focus Group Discussions 
 
11.30 – 12.00 Wrap Up / Next Steps & Closure of Meeting – Ms. Rohini Kerrett, Project 
Coordinator  
 
 

Snacks & Light lunch will be provided. 
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Annex 2: Overview of the Approach for Guyana MSD 
 

 

 

Overview of Approach for Guyana Multi-Stakeholder Dialogue (MSD) 
 

The Four Main Tasks of the Multi-Stakeholder Dialogue (MSD) 
 
 Scoping the varying stakeholder perspectives on the opportunities and challenges of 

chainsaw operations; 
 

 Addressing the impacts of chainsaw operations on the human and natural resources 
involved;  

 
 Contributing to strategic decisions and policies to support good forest governance by 

stakeholders; 
 

 Recommending (and, where appropriate, enabling) viable alternative incomes for forest-
dependent communities 

 
 
The Two MSD Platform Priorities proposed for Guyana 

 
 Forest Governance linked to  
 Sustainable Livelihoods 

 Issues of illegality operating within stakeholder arenas will be addressed in the 
context of the Guyana priority platforms rather that as a stand alone item 

 
 
 
 
 
The Guiding Principles for the MSD 
 

1.   Keep the Dialogue Real 
2.   Be Credible 
3.   Create a “Safe Space” for the Dialogue 
4.   Keep It Simple & Transparent (KIST)  
5.   Every Stakeholder’s Opinion is Valid & Respected  
6.   Listen with an Open Mind: Enable Objective Attitudes    
7.   Listen to the Less Powerful: Every Voice Has Its Equal Say 
8.   Find the Common Ground Build Trust to Build Consensus 
9. Agree to Disagree (when no consensus on a single issue is 
possible)  
10.   Promote & Apply Free, Prior, Informed Consent (FPIC) 
11.   Validate Stakeholder Leadership & Ownership of the MSD 
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Adaptive Management / Learning Method 
      

  

““LLeeaarrnniinngg  sshhoouulldd  lleeaadd  ttoo  cchhaannggee..  IIff  tthheerree  iiss  nnoo  cchhaannggee  ––    

tthheerree  iiss  nnoo  lleeaarrnniinngg..””  
                                   
The “Adaptive Management” method

2
will be adopted / applied  

throughout the implementation of the MSD project component. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
2
 (Wangeninen Model) 
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The MSD Approach will be guided by the following two watchwords 

 Be flexible –  
 use “Adaptive Management & Learning Method” 

 Keep the Focus:  
 Don’t Lose Sight of the Big Picture – apply the “Landscape Approach”  

The Landscape Approach 

 Make the Connection – Find the Common Ground 
 The “Landscape” (eco-system) Approach will be used and applied as the 

overarching framework for locating MSD process, for establishing the connection 
and links between stakeholders, forest resources and forest users / producers / 
consumers / policy-makers, academic, training and research institutions, NGOs 
etc. 

 It is anticipated that a training & capacity-building module in the Landscape 
Approach or method for interested stakeholders will be developed and delivered 
through the Forestry Training Centre in collaboration with the Community 
Forestry specialist. 
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Annex 4: Register of Participants 
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Annex 5: Photographs of the Focus Group Meeting 
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Annex 5: Feedback from Focus Groups clusters 
Key 

Issues 

Hopes Fears The Way 

Forward 

 Governance & Policy 

 

Would like to see the project 

influence policy which would be 

a benefit to all involved 

especially the chainsaw-milling 

stakeholders as well as the 

alleviation of poverty is fully 

addressed in the forestry sector. 

Organise and train chainsaw 

millers so that their operations 

would become legal 

A permanent platform for 

dialogue would be established 

between different stakeholders 

Governance & Policy 

A general point was made about 

consultation fatigue which was 

conceded to by all and the lack of 

utilization and harmonization of all 

of the different consultations and 

research gathering initiatives. It 

was felt that this syndrome posed 

a serious and generic challenge 

to the value of the project and its 

outcomes: 

The information gathered at the 

MSD and the Policies proposed 

would not be accepted by the 

Policy Makers: 

Policy Makers suggesting that 

they were not consulted on the 

process hence cannot support the 

dialogue: 

Time gap between policy 

formulation and implementation 

and the consequences of this on 

the Industry: 

 

 Sustainable  Livelihoods 

Better organization of chainsaw 

millers who are making 

increasing contributions to 

lumber output and exports 

Communities dependent on 

chainsaw lumbering will be able 

to generate greater earnings 

after receiving the necessary 

training and support. 

Livelihoods will be enhanced 

and poverty in communities 

alleviated 

Governance & Policy 

Weak governance at the 

community level needs to be 

strengthened 

Certification challenges for 

Guyana timber exports 

Lack of innovations such as 

timber grading and methods for 

reducing wastage within the 

industry – these need to be 

started now 
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Direct employment on a long 

term basis and capacity building 

for chainsaw operators 

Poverty reduction achieved 

through value added to 

chainsaw milling products  

Use of safety gear must be 

made compulsory 

After the project is completed, 

who would monitor the solutions 

generated from the project? 

 Environmental Stewardship 

The immediate communities 

must be guided so that they are 

aware of the environmental 

impacts of illegal logging and 

thus be able to curb this attitude 

The communities should have 

strategic plans for logging which 

would in sustainable use of the 

forest resource in a 

multidisciplinary manner. 

Environmental concerns are 

understood and taken on board 

Sustainability, Livelihoods and 

Poverty 

Sustainability threat of forest 

stockings and more efficient use 

of resources related to chainsaw 

lumbering business: 

Access to forests for sustainability 

of chainsaw lumbering business: 

Unemployment increase due to 

restrictions 

 

 Information sharing and 

collaboration 

Baseline studies are fully 

accessed and other study 

outcomes of the project are 

communicated and 

disseminated/shared so as to 

better inform policy and good 

practice in the sector : 

As well as interaction with other 

similar forest projects in Guyana: 

Concerns about illegal logging 

including production of charcoals 

which provide a livelihood for 

people (mainly women are 

involved) 

Value adding needs more thought 

and support by various agencies 

and organizations in terms of 

creating viable alternative 

income/alternative livelihoods: 

Preventing exploitation by helping 

communities with marketing and 

business approaches: 

Level of participation is at risk, 

since some persons might look at 

the income generated from 

chainsaw milling and go against 

(alternative) models that might be 

put in place of such activities 
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Ensuring cooperation and active 

participation from the 

communities seeing that it is a 

livelihood issue. 

The challenge is to have models. 

  Developed to suit all stakeholders 

groups so that they could all 

benefit: 

Lack of education of the 

participants in the Industry 

 

  Effective communication and 

dialogue 

 

  The challenge of how to manage 

lack of consensus and keep 

dialogue alive: 

Communication can bind the 

project but the challenges and 

risks for this are real given the 

physical and financial constrains 

between keeping communications 

and interactions going between 

the communities on the coast and 

hinterland: 

Communications – physical and 

otherwise between the coast and 

communities with each other: 

 

 


