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Abstract

Every forest governance model development has unique features and lessons to be learned.
The institutional reforms in Ukrainian forestry are still in progress but there is lack of assessment
and diagnosis of its impacts on Ukrainian forest governance. This paper provides such an assess-
ment for the current status of the Ukrainian forest governance system, using FAO and PROFOR
approach. It is based on the assessment of three fundamental pillars of forest governance (l)
policy, legal, institutional and regulatory frameworks, (ll) planning and decision-making process-
es, and (Ill) implementation enforcement and compliance. A set of indicators, developed within
these pillars, was assessed by 53 experts. The results show that Ukrainian forest governance is
far from achieving the status of ‘good forest governance’, and can be described rather as ‘poor
forest governance’. However, some positive tendencies such as performing well the functions of

planning, organization, and control in the Ukrainian forestry are identified.

Key words: decision-making process, forest policy, institutional reforms, sustainable forest

management, Ukraine.

Introduction

The concept of forest governance usually
is considered through the shift from ‘old’
governance to ‘good’ governance (Arts
and Visseren-Hamakers 2012). The ‘old’
governance refers to traditional state-cen-
tered and top-down management ap-
proach, in which the functions of planning,
organization, motivation, and control were
concentrated in state authorities (Agrawal
et al. 2008, Rametsteiner 2009, Arts and
Visseren-Hamakers 2012). The emer-
gence of the ‘good forest governance’
concept could be explained by new gov-
ernance trends: decentralized and par-

ticipatory forest governance, market ini-
tiatives (forest certification, payment for
forest ecosystem services), public-private
partnerships (Agrawal et al. 2008, Arts
and Visseren-Hamakers 2012). Cashore
(2009) defines that the practice of ‘good
(forest) governance’ requires attention
to five key components: a) overarching
principles and criteria, b) institutional fit,
c¢) policy substance (ends), d) policy in-
struments (means), and e) policy evalu-
ation. Although new governance trends,
especially decentralized governance and
forest certification, are worldwide repre-
sented, the process of transition to good
forest governance varies from country to



Ukrainian Forest Governance System in the Contextf of Institutional Reforms: ... 381

country (Lindahl et al. 2017). Ukraine is a
case of a country with a long path to dem-
ocratic institutionalization (Aliev 2017), so
‘good governance practices’ are not yet
sufficiently studied, especially for forest
sector.

The forests cover only 159 % of
Ukraine’s territory. That is why according
to the Forest Code the priority is given
to performing water protection, sanitary,
hygienic, health, recreational, aesthet-
ic, educational, and other ecological and
social functions of forests, and corre-
sponding limitations of their commercial
use. The forests are distributed unevenly
over geographical zones. The forest ar-
eas are concentrated mainly in the north
(Polissya) and west (Ukrainian Carpathi-
ans) (State Forest Resource Agency of
Ukraine 2019).

According to Land and Forest Codes
of Ukraine, there are three forms of forest
ownership: state, communal and private
(Land Code of Ukraine 2002, Forest Code
1994). The vast majority of forests are
state-owned. In the process of land delim-
itation, about 1.3 million ha (13 %) of for-
est land plots were assigned to communal
forest lands. The share of private forests
is less than 0.2 % (State Forest Resource
Agency of Ukraine 2019). In terms of for-
est management, forests are provided to
permanent use of enterprises, institutions
and organizations of several dozens of
ministries and departments. By institution-
al subordination, the largest area of state
forest lands is managed by the State For-
est Resource Agency of Ukraine — 73 %,
7 % — state-owned lands, not provided
for use and allocated to reserved lands,
2 % — Ministry of Environment and Natu-
ral Resources, 5 % — other ministries and
departments.

The institutional transformation in the
forest sector that took place after the col-

lapse of the Soviet Union was not as radi-
cal in Ukraine as in the other post-socialist
Central European countries. This first of
all due to the keeping the same system
of administration and absence of forest
ownership restitution. At the same time
revision of forest legislation modified for-
est authorities’ responsibilities reflecting
the changing power of different political
actors. These changes reflect the chal-
lenges facing Ukraine namely the admin-
istrative decentralization, social dissatis-
faction, weak institutions, and their capac-
ities (Yakymenko et al. 2019). Reforms in
the forest sector have stagnated during a
long time due to the lack of broader poli-
cy and economic reforms (Lazdinis et al.
2009). At the same time, the Ukrainian
forest governance system and forestry
legislation have been constantly changing
during the last two decades (Dubovich et
al. 2018). The changes were not trans-
forming principally the rules of the game
as they were caused mainly because of
changes of governments, political appoint-
ments, and their vision of institutional ar-
chitecture of the most bodies responsible
for forests and forestry. The most recent
institutional change is shifting the function
of formation and implementation of state
policy in the field of forestry and hunt-
ing to the established Ministry of Energy
and Environmental Protection (instead of
separate ministries for environment and
energy in all previous Ukrainian govern-
ments) (Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine
2019). Generally, such consolidation cre-
ates risks of environmental issues being
relegated to the background compared to
energy issues, but the State Forest Re-
source Agency has a sufficient degree of
autonomy and this will not adversely af-
fect its functioning.

The challenges of reforming Ukrainian
forest governance, especially institutional,
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economic, and political/legal challenges
are widely discussed in the scientific liter-
ature. It is emphasized that in Ukrainian
forest sector reforms were not as radical
as, for example, in agricultural sector.
Also forest governance relies mainly on
state authority, without properly function-
ing market incentives (Nijnik and Oskam
2004, Soloviy et al. 2017).

The study of Dubovich et al. (2018)
showed that a holistic approach to reform-
ing is not taken. Some studies provide
the Ukrainian forest governance system
assessment, but describe key objectives
and problems of state-owned forests or
focus only on communal forest govern-
ance (Storozhuk 2016, Michel 2016).
Therefore, at present, a comprehensive
approach to the assessment and diagnos-
tics of the whole forest governance sys-
tem is not applied.

This study aims to assess forest gov-
ernance system in Ukraine based on indi-
cators that are most heavily discussed in
political and academic environments, and
reflect the national context. Such an as-
sessment is the basis for identifying gov-
ernance pillars and components that need
improvement and allows the identification
of priority measures for the forest govern-
ance system development in Ukraine.

Methods

Many international initiatives on sustain-
able forest management (SFM) criteria
and indicators were developed. Forest
Stewardship Council (FSC) Principles
and Criteria, and Criteria and Indicators
Toolbox were among the first (FSC 1996,
Prabhu et al. 1999). ‘The Pyramid: A di-
agnostic and planning tool for good forest
governance’ has extensively described
the elements of such kind of governance

(Mayers et al. 2002). Several international
institutions have also developed guide-
lines focused on specific regions to assess
SFM. However, within these approaches,
governance-related indicators are very
poorly included (World Bank 2009).

The most popular methodological ap-
proaches applied to forest governance
assessment are Framework for Assessing
and Monitoring Forest Governance and
Governance of Forests Initiative Indicator
Framework (FAO 2011, Davis et al. 2013).
The FAO approach has already been
adapted for assessment and diagnosis
of forest governance systems in Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Georgia, Azerbaijan,
Vietnam, Thailand, and other countries
(Avdibegovic¢ et al. 2014, Michel 2016,
Gritten et al. 2019). According to this ap-
proach, the fundamental pillars are divid-
ed into 13 main components. In particular,
the components of the first pillar ‘Policy,
legal institutional and regulatory frame-
works’ examine the quality of forest poli-
cy, laws and regulations, compliance with
sectoral policies, financial incentives, and
tools to address fairness in the allocation
of forest resources and benefits. The com-
ponents of the second pillar reflect stake-
holder participation in forest governance,
transparency of decision making, and ac-
countability of management processes.
The issues of forest resources adminis-
tration, law enforcement, combating forest
corruption, cooperation, and coordination
between executive forestry entities are the
components under the third pillar ‘Imple-
mentation, enforcement and compliance’
(FAO 2011, Kishor and Rosenbaum 2012).

In this paper, we used the FAO ap-
proach as it is flexible and allows to select
indicators that reflect the current state of
forest governance and to reach the re-
search purpose.

The FAO approach is based on the
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application of the expert survey method in
order to investigate the implementation of
fundamental pillars, as well as the compli-
ance of forest governance system with the
above-mentioned principles (FAO 2011).

Table 1. Methodological design of the questionnaire.

Therefore, the methodological design of
the questionnaire was developed taking
into account the need to include questions
that would cover all pillars and principles
of the forest governance system (Table 1).

Pillar Principals

Component

Indicators

2,3,6

2,3

4,6

1,6

4,6

1,5,6

1,56

2,3,6

2,3

2,3,5

2,4

1,2,4,5

2,4,6

Forest-related

policies and laws

Forest-related

policies and laws

Institutional
frameworks

Transparency
and
accountability
Transparency
and
accountability
Stakeholder
participation
Stakeholder
capacity and
action
Forest law
Enforcement
Forest law
Enforcement

Forest law
Enforcement

Administration of
forest resources

Administration of
forest resources

Administration of
forest resources

2. How are activities of the Ukrainian forestry authorities
on protection, use and reproduction of forests
coordinated with each other?

8. How do current Ukrainian programs for protection, use
and reproduction of forests contribute to the achievement
of sustainable forest management?

10. Does internal conflict of interest take place in the
system of Ukrainian central executive authorities that
responsible for the formation and implementation of
forest policy?

4. To what extent political environment affects forestry
authorities?

5. Does the lobbying of economic interests of forest
industry companies affect on institutional reforms in the
Ukrainian forestry?

6. What forms of stakeholder
implemented?

7. Please, assess participation of stakeholders in forest
governance reformation on 6-point scale (0 — do not take
part, 5 — active participation).

1. To what extent programs for protection, use and
reproduction of forests have been implemented?

3. How are measures for adaptation of forests to climate
change and mitigation of climate change implemented?
9. How efficiently do international agreements and
conventions on the protection, use and reproduction of
forests execute?

11. To what extent the qualifications of forest workers
correspond to the needs of development of Ukrainian
forest sector?

12. To what extent are management functions performed
by central executive authorities responsible for the
formation and implementation of forest policy?

13. Assess the effectiveness of the implementation
of following measures in the Ukrainian forestry: forest
certification, auction wood trade, moratorium on exports
of round wood, timber tracking system.

participation are

Note: Principals: 1 — accountability, 2 — effectiveness, 3 — efficiency, 4 — fairness/equity,
5 — participation, 6 — transparency.
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The group of 53 experts from 6 regions
of Ukraine (Lviv, Kyiv, Kharkiv, Volyn, Za-
karpattia, Rivne oblast) participated in the
survey. The experts are chosen from these
regions because in Lviv, Kyiv, Kharkiv
historically are concentrated the old-
est forestry research centers in Ukraine,
and Volyn, Zakarpattia, Rivhe oblast are
among the most forested areas. The ex-
perts represent the following professional
categories: 12 — scientists who study the
issues of the reforming of Ukrainian for-
est governance system and forest poli-
cy, 8 — representatives of environmental
NGOs, 27 — directors and employees of
State Forestry Enterprises (practitioners),
6 — representatives of forestry-related
sectors (administration of Nature Protect-
ed Areas, touristic companies, agricultural
enterprises and water supply companies).
The survey was conducted online through
the SurveyFace tool and by submitting
and collecting completed questionnaires
by employees of forestry enterprises.

Each expert scored the proposed indi-
cators on the four-point scale: 0 — worst
situation within the indicator/nonperform-
ance of indicator, 1 — partial performance,
2 — significant performance, 3 — best situ-
ation within the indicator/full performance
of indicator, based on their own experi-
ence, knowledge and perception.

Stakeholder participation in Ukrainian
forest governance, including such forms
as information and consultation is regu-
lated by the Forest Code of Ukraine, the
Laws of Ukraine ‘On Information’, ‘On
Environmental Impact Assessment’, ‘On
Environmental Protection’ (Verkhovna
Rada of Ukraine 1991, 1992, 2017). Also
national FSC standard has detailed re-
quirements for stakeholders’ involvement.
Previous studies show that stakeholders,
including local communities, are involved
in forest governance, but their participa-

tion is quite passive (Kravets et al. 2012,
Pavlishchuk 2014), so indicators 6—7 are
not identified as evaluative, but included
to diagnose the degree of involvement of
separate stakeholders’ groups.

Results

Pillar | ‘Policy, legal, institutional and
regulatory frameworks’

Survey results show that the coordina-
tion of activities on forest protection,
use, and reproduction by forestry au-
thorities is estimated as ‘partial’ (Fig. 1).
Although practices aimed at achieving
sustainable forest management have
been implemented (for example, forest
certification as a voluntary instrument
of forest policy), experts assess the
contribution of forest programs to SFM as
a ‘partial’.

The issue that should be stressed on
the assessment of forest policy and laws
component is that at present the system
of forest legislation is well developed,
although there is no separate law that
highlights the long-term vision and goals
of Ukrainian forest policy (Soloviy et al.
2018). Therefore, considering the nation-
al context, while developing and assess-
ing the indicators of the first pillar, we are
more likely to assess the quality of forest
legislation than the quality of forest policy.

Pillar Il ‘Planning and Decision Making
Processes’

The components include indicators to as-
sess the transparency of the forest gover-
nance system and its independence from
external influences and stakeholder partic-
ipation in the forest governance process.
According to the results, the political envi-
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1.34
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Average experts' score, points

Coordination of activities of
the Ukrainian forestry
authorities on the protection,
use and reproduction of
forests

Contribution of current
Ukrainian programs for the
protection, use and
reproduction of forests to authorities responsible for the

1.36
121

Absence of internal conflict of
interest in the system of
Ukrainian central executive
SFM formation and implementation
of forest policy

Fig. 1. Indicators of the first pillar.

ronment has a greater influence on the in-
stitutional reforms in forestry than the policy
of lobbying of economic interests of forest
industry companies (Fig. 2). The average
expert score of the influence of the political
environment on forestry authorities is 1.15
points, while the average expert score of
the impact of lobbying on institutional re-

forms in forestry is 1.6 points.

The results confirm that information
and consultation are the main forms of
stakeholder participation (Fig. 3). The
most active stakeholder groups are the
local community, industry (wood-pro-
cessing, furniture manufacturing, paper
production) enterprises, environmental

45 g
Does the lobbying of the economic 4 4;2 |
interests of the forest industry =
companies affect on institutional |
reforms in the Ukrainian forestry?
15 58 23 4

To what extent political environment

affects on Ukrainian forestry

| d
£

authorities?

20 40 60 80 100

Share of experts, %

B Entirely affects OSignificantly affects m Partly affects mDoes not affect

Fig. 2. Indicators of transparency and accountability.
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Self-mobilization 21

Delegation 8

Involving in realization of

already made decisions 62

Consultation 66

Information 96

0 20 40 60 80 100
Share of experts, %

Fig. 3. Forms of stakeholders’ participation.

NGOs, and administration of nature pro- enterprises, and water supply companies
tected areas. is quite passive, although they are users

In Table 2 it can be seen that partici- of the regulatory and cultural forest eco-
pation of touristic companies, agricultural  systems services.

Table 2. Assessment of participation of stakeholders in forest governance system.

Average experts’ score, points

Involving in
Stakeholders . . realization of . Self-
Information Consultation Delegation e .
already made mobilization
decisions

Local community 3.41 2.71 212 1.38 2.23
Environmental
NGO 2.98 2.67 1.78 0.65 219
Industry (wood-
processing 2.95 2.90 2.77 1.30 2.08
enterprises)
Agricultural 0.64 0.70 0.50 0.30 0.40
companies
Tourism 1.26 1.19 0.64 0.25 0.50
companies
Water suppliers 0.39 0.54 0.37 0.15 0.25
Administration of
nature protected 3.76 3.7 3.35 1.69 2.69
areas

Note: Average experts’ score on 6-point scale, where 0 — do not take part, to 5 — active par-
ticipation.
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Pillar lll ‘implementation, Enforcement,
and Compliance’

Since 1993, the State Forest Resource
Agency of Ukraine has been participating
in the Ministerial Conference on the Pro-
tection of Forests of Europe. And Ukraine
has signed relevant international agree-
ments to ensure sustainable forest man-
agement (e.g. Protocol on Sustainable
Forest Management to the Framework
Convention on the Protection and Sus-
tainable Development of the Carpathians)
(State Forest Resource Agency 2014).
However, as it is illustrated in Figure 4,
the effectiveness of the implementation of
international agreements and conventions
is assessed by the experts as ‘partial’.

The level of implementation of national
programs for protection, use, and repro-
duction of forests receives a higher aver-
age expert score than the level of imple-
mentation measures towards forestry ad-
aptation and mitigation to climate change,
although both indicators are close to ‘par-
tial implementation’.

3.0
2.5 1

2.0 -

1.5 A1

1.21

1.0 A

0.5 -

Average experts' score, points

According to the experts, the perfor-
mance of the functions of planning, or-
ganization, and control in forestry is as-
sessed as ‘significant’, while motivation
and regulation — ‘partly’ (Fig. 5). The av-
erage expert score of the compliance of
qualifications of forestry workers with the
actual needs of the development of the
forest industry is 1.8 points (approximate
to ‘correspond significantly’.

Over the last decade, several initia-
tives have been implemented in the forest
governance system to combat forest cor-
ruption, maintain forestry in accordance
with the SFM concept, and improve the
timber pricing policy. The forest certifica-
tion and timber tracking system are con-
sidered as the most effective instruments,
and the ban on the round wood export as
the least effective one (Fig. 6).

The total expert score of forest govern-
ance system based on the analyzed indi-
cators is 1.4 points. It means it tends to
the score ‘poor forest governance’. There-
fore, most forest government elements
need to be improved. However, there are

1.30

0.74

0.0 -

Implementation of Ukrainian Implementation of measures
for adaptation of forests to
climate change and mitigation international agreements and

of climate change

programs for the protection,
use and reproduction of
forests

Effectiveness of
implementation of

conventions on the protection,
use and reproduction of
forests in Ukraine

Fig. 4. Indicators of forest law enforcement in forest governance system.
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Fig. 5. Performance of management functions in forest governance system.
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1.8
1.5
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. 4

1.7

Forest
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Auction wood Moratorium on Timber tracking

export of round
wood

system

Fig. 6. Expert evaluations of measures in forestry.

some positive findings such as performing
the functions of planning, organization,
and control and the compliance of forest-
ry workers’ qualifications with the actual
needs of forestry development.

Taking into account the current status
of the forest governance system, we also
asked experts to assess the importance of
measures to reform it (Table 3).

According to the expert opinions, the
most important measures that can con-
tribute to the institutional reform are the
adoption of the Law of Ukraine ‘On Na-
tional Forest Policy’, developing and im-
plementing actions to stimulate forest
planting on private lands, the institution-
alization of the payment for forest ecosys-
tem services.
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Table 3. Evaluation of measures.

Measures for reforming the forest governance

Average experts’

score
Adoption of the Law. of Ukraine ‘Oq National Forest Policy’ with vision 417
and goals of the national forest policy '
Devglopment .and implementation of measures to stimulate forest 391
planting on private lands '
Institutionalization of payment for forest ecosystem services 3.21
Changing personnel policy in forestry sector 2.96
Inspection on function performance by central executive authorities

responsible for the formation and implementation of forest policy 288
Enhancing stakeholder participation in forest governance 2.72

Note: Average experts’ score on 6-point scale, where 0 — not important, to 5 — very important.

Discussion

Forest policy and forest governance in
the coming decade will be driven by de-
mographic, economic, environmental,
technological, and governance trends
(Wolfslehner et al. 2020). These trends
will lead to changes in perceptions of for-
ests and nature, and their value, increase
demand for bio-based products and use
of wood tracking software applications,
strengthen synergies between forest and
sectoral policies, including climate and
environmental policies, and determine
more active stakeholder participation in
governance.

The survey results show that such
trends are partially represented in the
Ukrainian forest governance system.
Digitalization in forestry is assessed by
experts as effective due to the presence
of an electronic timber tracking system,
which is administered by a separate state
enterprise ‘Forestry Innovation and An-
alytical Center’. Implementation of the
system provides marking of all harvested
wood with unified tags and barcodes that
register the origins of wood, its qualitative
and quantitative indicators, and ensure
automation of preparation of primary doc-
umentation, wood accounting and control

(Forestry Innovation and Analytical Center
2020).

The implementation of measures to
adapt Ukrainian forestry to climate change
is assessed as ‘partially effective’. The
impact of climate change on forestry is
especially significant in the Ukrainian Car-
pathians, where spruce forests are drying
up on a big scale (Buksha 2019), but rele-
vant to other regions as well. The Concept
of implementing state policy in the field of
climate change until 2030 (Cabinet of Min-
isters of Ukraine 2016) defines the devel-
opment of a medium-term action plan for
the forestry adaptation to climate change.
However, up to date, neither the action
plan nor the financial sources for the ad-
aptation measures have been identified.

Participatory approach is represented
in the forest governance system, but it
is a kind of passive participation — when
individuals are informed of decisions ex-
post facto, with shift to active participation
— when individuals influence on decision.
The active participation is facilitated by
the Law of Ukraine ‘On Environmental
Impact Assessment’ (2017), according
to which communities are notified in ad-
vance about main felling (both clear cut-
ting and gradual felling). Also they should
be informed about related report on En-
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vironmental Impact Assessment and have
possibility to propose measures towards
its implementations.

Decentralization in forestry looks
promising in the long run, when the results
of the Ukrainian decentralization reform of
local self-government, launched in 2014,
become more visible. According to Tkach
and Torosov (2015), the newly formed
united territorial communities should be
more active in decision-making process
both in communal and state forests, as
the share of forest revenues that remain
in local budgets will increase.

For Ukraine and for its forest sector,
progressive changes in formal and infor-
mal rules are crucial. Institutional trans-
formations in Ukraine’s forestry have
started, but the rules of the game and the
arrangements have not changed substan-
tially so far (Soloviy et al. 2017). The rigid
sector-based forest governance, focusing
on national level economic gains from for-
estry as opposed to considering local ben-
efits of forests, and reliance on technical
expertise instead of local knowledge seem
to be emphasized (Sarkki et al. 2009). As
stressed in recent studies (Khvesyk et al.
2019) transformation of relations in forest
sector is possible through broad range of
measures which includes, but not limited
to following: achieving decentralization of
governance system; equality of market
access to forest raw materials and forest
products; financial sustainability of for-
estry; transparency of the timber market
functioning, openness for investment and
innovation; promoting the development
of territorial communities; transition to
green economy based on environmentally
friendly and energy efficient processes in-
depth timber processing; integrated use of
multiple forest resources and services.

The approaches to forest governance
assessment and their application criticized

first of all due to the difficulty of integrating
all its elements and even a different under-
standing of forest governance which as a
very broad term (Arts and Visseren-Ham-
akers 2012, Giessen and Buttoud 2014).
Therefore, why its application can be use-
ful? Several studies have shown that for-
est governance assessment is useful as
a learning and practice-oriented tool that
will highlight the potential benefits and
disadvantages of the current governance
system and ways to improve it (Campe-
se et al. 2016). This is also true for the
Ukrainian case study.

The study presented in this paper gives
an assessment of forest governance in
Ukraine based on the set of indicators. In
this relation two methodological challeng-
es can be outlined. Firstly, in comparison
to other similar studies, the set of indica-
tors was not developed by a group of ex-
perts but proposed by the authors on the
basis of FAO approach and analysis of the
studies on improving forest governance in
Ukraine. On the other hand, the inclusion
of a large number of indicators resulted
in experts’ reluctance to participate in the
survey. The experts involved in this survey
represented 6 regions of Ukraine, and in-
clusion of experts from all regions can be
reasonable to approach comparative as-
sessment. The using of SurveyFace tool
is convenient for all groups of experts,
with the exception of forestry workers
(practitioners) for whom the paper version
of the questionnaire is usually preferred.

Conclusions

The application of the FAO approach as
an analytical framework for assessing the
forest governance system of Ukraine al-
lows determining the degree of transpar-
ency, accountability, participation, efficien-
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cy, effectiveness and fairness in the allo-
cation of forest resources at the national
level. The assessment of indicators within
three elements shows progress towards
good forest governance.

The survey results show that the for-
est governance system needs to be im-
proved within all elements: political, legal,
institutional and regulatory frameworks;
planning and decision making process;
implementation, enforcement, and com-
pliance. The biggest gaps were found in
the independence level of the forest gov-
ernance system from the influence of the
political environment and the effective-
ness of the implementation of ban on raw
wood exports. The participation of some
stakeholder groups is also critically low.

It is recommended to carry out further
research on the forest governance system
assessment and diagnosis by deepening
the approach and including new indica-
tors, in particular under the components:
financial initiatives, economic instruments
and distribution of forest income, forest
enforcement and anti-corruption mea-
sures. In the context of new administrative
decentralization reform in Ukraine, which
envisages the formation of united territorial
communities, it is important to move from
passive forms of participation to active
ones. In addition, also it should be men-
tioned that setting a mechanism for period-
ic assessment of forest governance sys-
tem can be helpful in monitoring the real
progress towards good forest governance.
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