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CEPF and Poverty Reduction: A Review of the Atlantic Forest CEPF Portfolio 
 
Although the target of Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) investments is biodiversity 
conservation, the benefits from intact habitats and healthy ecosystems extend well beyond 
biodiversity. CEPF is undertaking an effort to evaluate the relationship between the projects it 
supports and poverty reduction. This evaluation includes a socioeconomic study across the CEPF 
geographic funding area and a project- and portfolio-specific assessment performed through 
questionnaires to grantees. The socioeconomic information will provide CEPF with more detailed 
information about the areas where it invests, and can be layered with existing biodiversity data to 
present a more comprehensive picture of the priority areas. Project-specific information, collected 
through questionnaires, provides specific data on key indicators and anecdotes that will complete 
the story of how CEPF-supported conservation projects contribute to poverty reduction. 
Ultimately, the project-level information will be presented in a standard format that could be 
globally aggregated and become a part of regular reporting to the CEPF donor partners. This 
approach is being piloted in four regions: Atlantic Forest, Philippines, Southern Mesoamerica, 
and Succulent Karoo.  The following report presents the results from the Atlantic Forest, focusing 
exclusively on the Brazilian portion of that region. 
 
CEPF�s Atlantic Forest ecosystem profile focuses on three biodiversity conservation corridors 
(Figure 1). Data from various, complementary sources were used for this analysis. For the entire 
region and the separate corridors, socioeconomic data was compiled and examined from the 
country of Brazil. For individual projects, data was collected and analyzed from CEPF grantees.  
This report summarizes the data analysis, at a corridor scale and for individual projects. 
Figure 1. Map of Atlantic Forest, Brazil, CEPF corridors, and project sites & areas (note that several sites may 
correspond to one CEPF grantee, particularly for the small grants programs; region-wide projects are not mapped). 
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Socioeconomic Conditions in the Atlantic Forest 
Most of the Atlantic Forest is located in Brazil, one of the largest and most socioeconomically 
complex countries in the world. At the national level, the economy of Brazil and the general 
human condition is improving rapidly. As of 2003, the human development index for Brazil was 
0.792 (63rd of 177 countries) and the poverty index was 10.3 (20th of 103 developing countries) 
(United Nations Development Programme-Human Development Report, 
http://cfapp.undp.org/hdr). An estimated 11.6% of Brazil�s population lives on $1 per day or less, 
while 26.5% survives on $2 per day or less (Nationmaster, http://www.nationmaster.com). 
Considerable socioeconomic diversity occurs within Brazil, and examples of this diversity occur 
within the Atlantic Forest. The southernmost Serra do Mar Corridor, containing Río de Janeiro 
and with Saı Paolo lying just beyond its bounds, lies in a part of Brazil offering some of the best 
human conditions in the country, often better than those of Brazil as a whole (Figure 2).  In 
contrast, the Central and Northeast Corridors occur in much poorer parts of Brazil�better off 
than much of the interior, but much worse off than the Serra do Mar Corridor. 
 
Figure 2. Percent of inhabitants living in severe poverty in east-central Brazil, by municipio: 2000 (Data source: Atlas 
do Desenvolvimento Humano no Brasil (IDH-M) 1991-2000, http://www.fjp.gov.br/produtos/cees/idh/atlas_ idh.php)  

 
 

Corridor Level 
To evaluate the socioeconomic context in the Atlantic Forest, the study examined variables 
widely recognized as indicators of poverty, focusing on both population and housing 
characteristics. These variables can be shown in map form. Consistent with the pattern of poverty 
presented in Figure 2, other indicators, such as infant mortality (Figure 3) and population in 
residences with plumbing (Figure 4) reveal better conditions in the Serra do Mar Corridor relative 
to the other corridors and Brazil as a whole.   
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Figure 3. Map of infant mortality and CEPF corridors, project sites, and project areas (Data source: Atlas do Desenvolvimento Humano no Brasil (IDH-M) 1991-2000, 
http://www.fjp.gov.br/produtos/cees/idh/atlas_idh.php) 
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Figure 4. Map of population living in housing with plumbing and CEPF corridors, project sites, and project areas (Data source: Atlas do Desenvolvimento Humano no Brasil (IDH-M) 
1991-2000, http://www.fjp.gov.br/produtos/cees/idh/atlas_idh.php) 
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Table 1 summarizes data for selected socioeconomic indicators for the Serra do Mar and Central CEPF 
corridors in the Atlantic Forest. Statistics in this table are consistent with patterns in the above maps. 
Better human conditions tend to be found in municipalities in the Serra do Mar Corridor with a CEPF 
project site or area, though neither income nor the development index in those municipalities tends to be 
better than Brazil as a whole. In contrast, municipalities in the Central Corridor tend to be worse off than 
Brazil as a whole for nearly all poverty indicators. Although Table 1 does not include statistics for the 
Northeast Corridor because only two municipalities have a CEPF presence, Figures 2, 3, and 4 indicate 
that this portion of Brazil tends to contain high levels of poverty compared to the entire country. 

 
Table 1. Selected poverty indicators for municipios containing CEPF sites or project areas in the three Atlantic Forest 
conservation corridors, compared to national averages, 2000 (Data source: Atlas do Desenvolvimento Humano no Brasil (IDH-
M) 1991-2000, http://www.fjp.gov.br/produtos/cees/idh/atlas_idh.php) 

  Percent Municipios Worse than National Average 

Indicator National Average Serra do Mar Corridor Central Corridor 

Pop. below poverty level 32.8 a 32.8 98.8 
Income 297.2 b 80.4 97.6 
Life expectancy 68.6 c 28.0 61.4 
Infant mortality 30.6 d 7.4 59.0 
Development index 0.7 e 66.7 48.2 
Households with electricity 93.5 a 11.1 38.0 
Households with plumbing 80.1 a 3.7 42.8 
Pop. in subnormal housing 21.1 a 5.8 97.6 
a: Percent 
b: Riais per capita per year 
c: Years 
d: Deaths in the first year of life per 1,000 live births. 
e: Composite index based on measures of longevity, education, and income 
 
Individual Project Level 
To examine how CEPF projects contribute to poverty reduction, CEPF grantees were surveyed to gather 
data for the Atlantic Forest project portfolio. To date, surveys have had an excellent response rate: 78% of 
the 27 region-specific projects in the portfolio have responded (Table 2). There are some complexities to 
the Atlantic Forest portfolio that deserve comment, however. Due to the way in which the Atlantic Forest 
portfolio was designed, particularly to include funding to small grants programs, some of the data 
collected at the project grantee level does not reflect the full scope of involvement with local communities 
made possible through CEPF funding. The CEPF portfolio supports four small grants programs that fund 
other non-governmental organizations (NGOs) in the Central and Serra do Mar corridors of the Atlantic 
Forest. Based on studies of other CEPF impacts, the projects under these small grants programs likely 
extend CEPF�s socioeconomic impact, and in the case of the relatively poor Central Corridor likely 
contribute to poverty reduction. 
 
A key finding of this study is that CEPF grantees report both direct and indirect contributions to poverty 
reduction. Direct contributions include job creation and training. Indirect contributions to poverty 
reduction include the creation or strengthening of local organizations. Several indirect contributions are 
difficult to summarize statistically. For example, the Instituto de Estudos Sócio-Ambientais do Sul da 
Bahia distributes small grants to local community groups used to create cooperatives for local organic 
farmers, and provide training and equipment for local forest fire brigades. Other indirect effects, such as 
indirect job creation or economic multiplier effects, were beyond the scope of this study. 
 
 
 




