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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

The Forest Governance Learning Group (FGLG) is an informal alliance of in-country teams and
international partners, currently active in seven African and three Asian countries' with
additional more recent actions in China. It is facilitated globally by the International Institute for
Environment and Development (I1ED) based in UK, with some additional regional facilitation
support (for 2 countries in Asia) from the Regional Community Forestry Training Centre
(RECOFTC) in Thailand. The FGLG initiative broadly aims to support country level teams to
influence aspects of forest governance in their respective countries by using a range of
approaches and methodologies and move towards ‘good forest governance’ that will enhance
the contribution of the forest sector to eradicating poverty, enhancing human rights, improving
livelihoods and increasing natural resource sustainability.

The initiative began in 2003, and secured EC funding in 2005. A second phase of the FGLG
initiative — the ‘Social Justice in Forestry’ Project - started in 2009 and finished at the end of
2013. This second phase has been funded by the EC, under contract number
EuropeAid/ENV/2008/151966/TPS, with some additional support from DFID. Total funding
over the period 2005-2013 has been approximately € 5 million (€ 2.5 million during the second
phase from 2009-13).

This report gives the findings of an independent evaluation of the work of the initiative from
2009-13 with some additional assessment of its overall impact since 2005. The main tasks of the
evaluation were:

i. Toassess the approach of the FGLG initiative

ii. To assess the performance of the FGLG initiative

iii. To assess the impacts of the FGLG initiative (project outcomes and wider impacts)
iv. To draw out lessons from the experiences of the FGLG initiative

v. To make recommendations based on the evaluation

Evaluation of the Approach

The evaluation found that the FGLG initiative’s focus on forest governance is in line with
current global thinking and intervention logic on forests that concludes that governance issues
are fundamental to forest conservation, sustainable forest management and alleviating poverty
amongst forest dependent people. In fact the Project itself and its national and international
partners have contributed to bringing forest governance issues to the forefront of the
international discourse on forests over the past decade to the point where forest governance is
now recognised as being critical to achieving social justice in forests. The Project therefore
works in a domain that can contribute to achieving important global impacts.

The underlying theory of change that defines the Project’s approach is as follows: Teams or
groups of individuals from both civil society and government are established in each
participating country. These individuals have specific capacities, experiences, knowledge and
networks relevant to the forest governance issues of the country. They are supported by the
Project to build their capacities to utilise a range of different methods (sometimes called tactics)
to influence forest governance in the country. It is expected that this will lead to positive shifts
in policies, laws, rights, regulatory frameworks, institutional arrangements, citizen participation
etc. that will have direct benefits for forest dependent people i.e. those who are invariably
marginalised and without a direct voice in the forest governance discourse.

The most important lesson from this evaluation is that the FGLG approach is valid and meets a
particular need in terms of its influence on forest governance. The approach is characterised by
being innovative, informal, individual and influential. Experience has shown it to be effective in

! Ghana, Cameroon, Malawi, Tanzania, South Africa, Mozambique, Uganda, India, Indonesia & Vietnam.
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influencing forest governance and contributing towards social justice. Because of their track
record, FGLG members in most participating countries are increasingly being recognised as
appropriate participants in a variety of forest governance processes. The approach, emphasising
as it does the informal and individual elements of governance can complement other more
formal governance processes (including REDD+ and VVPAS) that tend to be more structured and
controlled and are often adequately funded from elsewhere. Since changes in forest governance
rarely take place solely as a result of planned and structured processes, individuals and their
actions can be influential when provided with sufficient support for targeted action. The Project
has built the confidence and capacity of key individuals enabling them to engage more
effectively in both formal and informal processes in forest governance and sector reform at a
national level and has enabled collaborative action and mutual support amongst individual
actors from different institutions. For a relatively small outlay of about € 25,000 per year it has
proven possible for the FGLG in-country teams to draw in expertise from different sectors into
the national forest governance discourse and provide key individuals with an informal setting
for mutual support and collaborative action capitalising on their own personal networks and
institutional bases. The flexibility and autonomy of the FGLG teams in deciding how to use
their resources to the greatest effect is a major strength of the approach.

Gaps in the approach include a need to support greater awareness and voice of forest dependent
people to be able to better articulate their demands for better governance (some countries have
done this through downward linkages with field-based projects). Another important factor for
improving the sustainability of the approach is to invest more in institutionalising the body of
practice represented by FGLG teams to ensure that this does not dissipate at the end of the
Project.

A critical issue for the Project is the rather unclear targeting of country-level actions due to a
lack of systematic assessment of forest governance at the start of the initiative to identify key
weaknesses and opportunities. This issue is also reflected in the Project log-frame which is
insufficiently specific at the country level e.g. country level indicators are lacking. By tackling
these weaker areas of the Project approach it would be possible to contribute to identifying and
achieving clearer impacts — especially at outcome level i.e. changes in forest governance. A
number of critical factors contributing to FGLG effectiveness are identified.

Evaluation of Project Performance

Analysis of log-frame outputs and output indicators shows that 3 out of 4 Project outputs have
largely been delivered, whilst 1 output has been partly delivered. However, this largely positive
evaluation of the achievement of Project deliverables has to be moderated by taking into
account the relatively weak log-frame indicators that are used and the difficulty of objectively
verifying them. Measurable country level outputs and related indicators are not defined,
therefore performance can only be assessed against the rather broad global indicators (specific
objective indicators) and output indicators neither of which give a good picture of the country
level achievements (which in some cases are significant).

Particularly strong performance against output indicators includes better policies and procedures
favouring local forest control; enhanced multi-stakeholder engagement in forest legality and
other decision-making processes; all aspects of engagement with national REDD + processes
and the use of various media aimed at influencing debates and governance for social justice.
FGLG has performed less well against indicators for actions aimed at bringing greater areas of
forest under sustainable management controlled by community institutions; initiatives for
putting forest information into the public domain and establishing greater synergy between
adaptation and mitigation forestry. The weaker performance in these areas is largely a result of
lack of specific engagement by country FGLG teams in these areas rather than their actions
proving to be ineffective. Under output 4 the Project’s actions have contributed to raising the
profile and concept of social justice in forestry globally within international networks and
learning processes. The recent establishment of the China-Africa learning platform on forest
governance (also under output 4) has been an important milestone for the Project although
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coming as it did at the final phase it has not yet been possible to fully develop this initiative.
However its establishment represents a solid foundation which could be built on in future given
appropriate support.

Evaluation of Impacts

FGLG has made a moderate contribution to changes in aspects of forest governance over the
period 2005-13 that has varied considerably from country to country both in terms of the level
of change and the areas of governance affected. Considering the complexity of the issues
concerned and the extremely broad scope of forest governance this is a significant achievement
for a small Project. However, despite the Project’s positive performance against output
indicators, Project supported actions have not been sufficient to achieve the intended level of
governance improvement at overall outcome level (measured against the specific objective
indicators). At country level, some highlighted governance impacts include:

¢ In India the Project has contributed to the formulation and subsequent rules and
guidelines for the Forest Rights Act (2008) — especially the promotion of community
forest rights. This has established the legal rights for forest dependent and tribal people
to utilise local forest resources and will increasingly have an important impact on social
justice. Earlier FGLG India was able to influence the National Planning Commission to
recognise the importance of NTFPs for national planning and development thus
releasing more funds to support this.

¢ In Indonesia the Project has strengthened the country’s REDD+ process and
programme by linking the national programme to sub-national (actual implementation
level) and by increasing transparency, stakeholder participation in the REDD+ process.
As a result, REDD+ is now much more likely to be implemented in a way that
contributes to social justice and local needs especially as a result of the existence of an
active network of FGLG ‘alumni’.

¢ In Malawi the Project has provided evidence to influence discussions on policies and
government actions in connection with the charcoal trade. This has led to an
understanding of the legitimacy of the charcoal trade and its importance for local
communities. Once put into action in the form of supportive programmes and
regulations this will enable local people to establish charcoal enterprises from
sustainably managed forests for the first time thus contributing to their livelihoods.
FGLG has also contributed to ensuring that the REDD+ process is more transparent and
accountable to civil society.

e In Mozambique the Project raised civil society and media awareness on the illegal
timber trade that was leading to over-exploitation of forests and has led to action by
government to combat corruption and engage in discussions with Chinese logging
companies and timber traders for the first time. This has also had impacts for the local
people who depend on these forest resources

¢ In South Africa the Project has initiated a shift on the government’s approach to
working with outside stakeholders by organising and supporting small forest growers to
lobby for a more favourable institutional and regulatory environment that will stimulate
small-scale forest enterprises. This has been strengthened by the possibility of a
government-sponsored enterprise support programme.

At international level there has been a strong level of co-operation between FGLG and a range
of international processes and initiatives in the forest sector including REDD+, FLEG-T, VPA,
The Forests Dialogue, Growing Forests Partnerships, Forest Connect, African Model Forests
Network and PROFOR. This level of cross-learning, collaboration and communication has
increased the profile of FGLG, has facilitated shared learning between different processes and
has enabled a series of co-funded events, studies, reports, trainings, workshops and actions to
take place within the participating countries that would otherwise have not happened had FGLG
been working in isolation. Whilst FGLG has clearly benefited from this high level of
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collaborative working, it is less clear what actual impacts FGLG has been able to have on these
processes, many of which are better funded and more extensive than FGLG.

There has been insufficient time for the impacts of the recently initiated China-Africa forest
governance learning platform to be demonstrated — although this remains a valid area for
engagement that is very relevant to the participating countries (in Africa). There are now a
number of initiatives involving international organisations or donors (EU, IUCN, WWF etc.) for
linking Africa with China. Careful consideration is needed to ensure that the China-Africa forest
governance learning platform with the support of IIED fills an appropriate niche in this
increasingly crowded field (the social justice in forestry angle provides the most potential for
this).

Concerning Project sustainability, the evaluation concludes that most of the country teams
established under FGLG would persist in one form or another after the end of the Project and in
a way that would allow the FGLG approach to continue to operate. Often this is likely to be in a
rather more informal and unstructured way than at present, but the social capital accumulated by
the teams is a significant contributing factor for this.

Lessons and Recommendations
Lessons identified by the evaluation include:

e That the FGLG approach is valid and can be effective in influencing forest governance,
especially by engaging with and complementing other on-going and more formal
processes such VPA processes or REDD +.

e For arelatively small outlay of about € 25,000 per year in a country it is possible to
draw in forest governance expertise from different sectors into the national forest
governance discourse and provide key individuals with an informal setting for mutual
support and collaborative action capitalising on their own personal networks and
institutional bases.

e That a particular strength of the FGLG approach is its somewhat informal and more
individually-oriented approach to forest governance reform.

e A number of critical factors contribute to the effectiveness of FGLG teams, including
careful development of autonomy, quality of members, role of members (government
and civil society) and Project hosting arrangements.

e Constraints to the FGLG approach include: insufficient time commitments of FGLG
members; funding limitations; lack of country-level targeting and unclear incentives for
FGLG members to participate.

It would be useful to develop a follow-up project amongst existing, and potentially with new,
FGLG partners. There has now been sufficient experience to demonstrate that the approach can
have positive impact on forest governance and consequently on social justice. The FGLG
approach supports and is complementary to other approaches and processes that aim to enhance
social justice in forests and can contribute to enhancing their effectiveness in a relatively cost-
effective way. Ultimately a multi-pronged strategy is required for creating sector reform and this
includes the FGLG approach.

The evaluation concludes with a number of recommendations for the future including:

i.  Consolidate lessons from the learning group approach
ii.  Analyse the effectiveness of different tactics
iii. Enhance IT usage
iv. Assess country-wise forest governance status
v. Invest in impact studies
vi. Establish a central archive/repository of FGLG material
vii. Enhance the role of IIED (international project facilitator)
viii. Improve the level of donor (EC) engagement
iX. Improve linkages with other projects (including EC projects and others)
X. Involve existing FGLG teams in new project development
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Forest Governance Learning Group (FGLG) is an informal alliance of in-country teams and
international partners, currently active in seven African and three Asian countries” with additional
more recent actions in China. It is facilitated globally by the International Institute for Environment
and Development (IIED) based in UK and with some additional regional facilitation support (for 2
countries in Asia) from the Regional Community Forestry Training Centre (RECOFTC) in Thailand.
The Project aims to support country level teams to influence various aspects of forest governance in
their respective countries by using a range of approaches and methodologies. The purpose of this is to
move towards ‘good forest governance’ that will enhance the contribution of the forest sector in these
10 countries to eradicating poverty, enhancing human rights, improving livelihoods and increasing
natural resource sustainability.

After a short inception phase starting in 2003 the FGLG was supported from 2005-09 by the EC and
the Dutch and British governments. Subsequently it has been supported under a further phase of EC
funding under Contract Number EuropeAid/ENV/2008/151966/TPS with some support from DFID.
This EC funding originates from the Thematic Programme for Environment and Sustainable
Management of Natural Resources, including Energy which forms part of the EU’s response to help
countries tackle the increasing environmental challenges and contribute to the achievement of the
Millennium Development Goal on environment. This second phase of the Project started in 2009 and
will be completed at the end of 2013. Total funding over the period 2005-2013 has been
approximately € 5 million (€ 2.5 million during the second phase from 2009-13).

The current phase of support from the EC is formally entitled ‘Social Justice in Forestry’. Although
this name is rarely used in documents and reports, the concept of social justice in forestry i.e. the need
to remove inequity in the sector has remained as the fundamental driving force to the FGLG approach.
The terms ‘Forest Governance Learning Group’ or ‘the Project’ are better understood in the
participating countries and these are generally used when referring to this project and in this
evaluation report.

In 2009 the FGLG was evaluated by an independent consultant who outlined the results that initiative
had achieved over the four year period 2005-09. This further independent evaluation of the FGLG
initiative was conducted during September and October 2013 i.e. towards the end of the present
phase. The evaluation’s scope is to assess FGLG’s overall impact over the current phase i.e. from
2009-2013 and also to give a longer term view of the impact that each country team has achieved over
the last nine years.

While the aims, objectives and approach of the second phase differed from the first phase, forest
governance issues remain central to the Project although there have been some shifts in emphasis
between different governance themes both at country level and also at international level. Within
FGLG participating countries the approach has also shifted from the development of practical tools
for the use of country teams and capacity development of country team members during the first
phase to the development of strategies with specific aims e.g. to improve the legality of forest
products or to ensure that initiatives in the forest sector that aim to combat climate change can also
contribute to improving forest governance, during the current phase.

The objective of this independent evaluation is to assess the performance, achievements and impacts
in relation to the overall goal, specific objective, outputs and activities of the Project. The evaluation
includes an assessment of Project design for addressing its stated goal, purpose and outputs; the
Project’s performance, achievements and impacts; Project implementation, management and
administration; lessons learned and recommendations for the future.

Annex 1 gives detailed terms of reference for this evaluation and includes five main tasks which can
be summarised as:

i. Toassess the approach of the FGLG initiative

2 Ghana, Cameroon, Malawi, Tanzania, South Africa, Mozambique, Uganda, India, Indonesia & Vietnam.
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ii.  To assess the performance of the FGLG initiative

iii. To assess the impacts of the FGLG initiative (project outcomes and wider impacts)
iv. To draw out lessons from the experiences of the FGLG initiative

v. To make recommendations based on the evaluation

This evaluation report is structured around these 5 tasks which are covered in chapters 2-6.

1.1 Methodology for the Evaluation
The FGLG initiative is geographically wide-ranging and diverse in its country-wise approaches and
achievements. This makes evaluation particularly complex - especially as the limited time frame did
not permit visits to all participating countries. A number of evaluation methodologies were used
including:
i.  Selection of a sample of 3 of the 10 participating countries® for actual country visits (in
consultation with 11ED)
ii. Meetings and discussions with key individuals during country visits including FGLG team
members and others
iii.  Short workshops with FGLG teams and other key individuals involved in forest governance
(in the 3 countries visited only)
iv. A field visit - only 1 (in Mozambique) was possible during the short country visit
v. Comprehensive desk review of reports, documents and other materials (including websites
and videos) including those prepared by IIED, FGLG teams and partners (e.g. RECOFTC)
vi.  Phone discussions (based around an open questionnaire) with FGLG members from countries
not actually visited
vii. Email communication and phone discussions with key individuals concerned with forest
governance globally
viii. Meetings and phone calls with IIED staff
ix. Self-evaluations completed in a prepared format by all country teams

The 3 countries visited during the evaluation (Cameroon, Mozambique and India) provided ample
opportunity for in-depth discussions on the work of FGLG with country team members, other forest
sector stakeholders and (to a more limited extent) with local community representatives.
Consequently a more thorough understanding and evaluation of the Project was possible for those
countries (3 short country reports are Annexed). Whilst comments and evaluation assessments have
been made for these 3 countries it was not the intention to rank or compare the performance of all 10
countries because of the very different level of understanding that was possible between those
countries visited and those that were not. This report therefore represents an evaluation of the whole
FGLG initiative although examples and lessons are drawn from specific countries. Country specific
outcomes have been included in summary form in chapter 4.

Before finalising the report, a presentation of the main findings was given at the EuropeAid Office for
Development and Cooperation, Forestry Sector in Brussels on 30th January 2014,

1.2 Information and Data Sources for the Evaluation

FGLG does not aim to deliver direct and measurable impacts for target communities (unlike field-
based projects). As a result, its information and reporting systems focus more in actions and outcomes
rather than impacts and Project reports contain adequate information on the actions implemented by
country teams. At global and regional levels activity-based information is available from IIED and
RECOFTC. The impacts on forest governance of these actions under the four Project outputs are
documented in Project reports - mainly in narrative rather than quantified form. The FGLG initiative
as a whole is characterised by a general absence of country-specific baseline indicators and forest
governance monitoring indicators making it difficult to systematically and objectively assess
outcomes and impacts. This is partly because it aims to influence forest governance and governance
processes rather than delivering results at grass roots level.

# Cameroon, Mozambique and India

Forest Governance Learning Group: 2009-2013. Evaluation Report Page 2



Main Report

The lack of clearly well-defined outcomes and outcome indicators for each country could have been
addressed by carrying out more systematic governance assessment using an available methodology”.
This would have involved a simple consultative process to identify several key forest governance
indicators for each participating country (possibly 4 or 5 per country). These indicators would relate
to priority areas of governance for the country and would be quantifiable and easily measureable. This
country-wise analysis would have then provided a more comprehensive reference system for
analysing the initial governance status, the weaker governance areas that FGLG could tackle and
would have also provided a systematic means for monitoring forest governance shifts. Assessment of
forest governance at country level needs to be regularly updated to ensure that planned actions remain
valid and to monitor both positive and negative shifts. At global level (for the 10 participating
countries) this would not be possible (hence the narrative and essentially non-quantitative outcome
indicators in the Project log-frame). Consequently evaluation of the outcomes and impacts of the
FGLG initiative is based largely on a range of views and perspectives rather than on quantitative
information.

There is also a lack of clarity in the terminology used in Project documentation and reports. This has
created confusion in Project reporting between ‘outcomes’ i.e. what the FGLG Project aims to achieve
in terms of changes in forest governance, and ‘impacts’ i.e. what effects these changes in forest
governance have had on the target groups of people and on forests. There is also frequent confusion in
annual country reports between actions carried out under FGLG and the outputs or ‘results’ of these.
Chapters 3 & 4 of this report try to clarify this somewhat confusing situation by separating the
assessment of actions and results (in Chapter 3) from assessment of outcomes i.e. impacts on forest
governance, and impacts on people and forests (in Chapter 4). Table 1 is also included to clarify this
terminology.

Table 1 - Project Narrative Terminology

Log-frame Level Narrative

Activities/Actions to What the Project has actually done or contributed to e.g. workshops, trainings,

needed to achieve the
expected results

studies, media productions; reports; policy briefs; data analysis, media engagement,
attendance at national and international events etc.

Outputs (deliverables at
the Project’s expected
results level)

The results of these actions i.e. greater public or media awareness on critical
governance issues; greater levels of participation in governance processes; enhanced
capacities and understanding; better coordination between government and civil
society; political commitment etc.

Outcomes (achievement
of the Project’s specific
objective)

The changes that have actually taken place in terms of policies and processes in
forest governance e.g. greater levels of community rights; reduced corruption;
greater targeting of poor and marginalised groups in policies and legislation;
institutional reforms; greater transparency and accountability; more effective
delivery of programmes etc.

Impacts (at the level of
the overall objective)

What the effects of these outcomes have been on the target people (usually poor
forest dependent people) and/or on the forests themselves.

Note: Terms on bold denote those used in the log-frame (EC terminology)

1.3 The Conceptual Framework for FGLG

The FGLG initiative is based around a conceptual framework otherwise called the theory of change
that has underpinned the Project design and its log-frame, the implementation approach and the make-
up and functioning of the country FGLG teams in both phases of the Project since 2003. This
framework can be briefly summarised as:

Teams or groups constituted of individuals from both civil society and government are established in
each participating country. These individuals have specific capacities, experiences, knowledge and
networks relevant to the forest governance issues of the country (but not necessarily working in the
forest sector). They are supported by the Project to build their capacities to utilise a range of different

* For example: PROFOR/FAO (2011) Framework for Assessing and Monitoring Forest Governance
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methods (sometimes called tactics) to influence forest governance in the country. It is expected that
this will lead to positive shifts in policies, laws, rights, regulatory frameworks, institutional
arrangements, citizen participation etc. that will have direct benefits for forest dependent people i.e.
those who are invariably marginalised and without a direct voice in the forest governance discourse.
The validity and effectiveness of this conceptual framework based on implementation experiences of
FGLG over 2 phases is discussed in Chapter 2.
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2 EVALUATION OF THE OVERALL APPROACH OF FGLG

2.1 Global Trends in Forest Governance

Reflect on the context of forest governance action and discourse in the countries involved in the
FGLG initiative since 2003 and assess the general premise, political timeliness and appropriateness
of the approach.

The concept of improved forest governance and the critical need for sector reforms to enhance forest
sector contributions to national and international development goals receives much greater
prominence nowadays than was the case in 2003 when the Project began. This greater recognition of
the importance of forest governance (especially at national level) as a contributing factor to social
justice has been in part a result of the operation and actions of FGLG teams in the participating
countries. Thus, since 2003, the forest governance discourse and actions aimed at tackling key
governance issues have increased in importance in all 10 participating countries and is expected to
continue into the future. Reasons for this include:

e Participating countries have large remaining forest areas and their forest sectors are major
contributors to national economic development (often with potential to contribute more e.g.
with greater investment)

e Participating countries have large numbers of people who depend, at least partially, on forests
for their livelihoods™ Although this number will decline gradually as a result of economic
development this is a slow process. For the foreseeable future large numbers of poor and
marginalised people living in forests or at the forest fringes will continue to have little or no
voice in the way the forests on which they depend are governed. Forests are important
resources for sustaining and enhancing people’s livelihoods, lifting them out of poverty and
acting as safety nets in times of crisis. Therefore enhancing forest governance will contribute
to social justice and reducing poverty and inequity

e The link between forests and global climate change has increasingly been highlighted over the
past decade. Forests are now widely recognised for their potential to mitigate climate change
(acting as carbon sinks) and conversely by contributing to enhanced CO, emissions when they
are degraded or lost. Forests are themselves vulnerable to the effects of climate change. They
can also act as locally important means for enhancing the resilience of rural people to climate
change by providing physical barriers that control soil erosion, flooding etc., by protecting
water catchments and water sources and by controlling micro-climates. In addition, they can
produce a diverse range of products to sustain, enhance and diversify local people’s
livelihoods and thus reduce their vulnerability to climate change and extreme climate events.

o Forests in the participating countries forests remain critical and vulnerable hotspots of
biodiversity that have global as well as national significance.

In all 10 participating countries there have been important changes in forest governance over the past
decade. These vary from country to country. Amongst the most important are: increasing forest areas
coming under decentralised management in the form of participatory forestry models conferring
greater rights to forest people; development of systems for ensuring the legality of traded forest
products such as the FLEG-T/VPA process for countries exporting timber to the EC and elsewhere;
increasing commercial importance of international timber export and trade from African and Asian
countries for the newly emerged super-economies of China and India; increasing political willingness
to discuss and engage on issues of corruption in the forest sector; increasing attention given to
biomass energy; development of national programmes and plans for reducing CO, emissions from
deforestation and degradation (REDD) and the associated links to international carbon markets and
emissions trading and, in some countries such as Uganda, Ghana, South Africa, institutional reforms
of national forestry agencies. Improved forest governance is an essential component and driving force
for all these changes. Therefore FGLG works within and contributes to a dynamic governance

® Globally about 1.6 billion people are at least partially dependent on forests and about 60 million of these are
wholly dependent. UNEP (2009) Vital forests
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framework in a sector with important implications for poverty, climate change, economic
development and human rights.

The increasing contributions of major bilateral and multi-lateral donors in some of these critical
governance-related fields over the past 10 years creates new opportunities and openings for
productive collaboration that can achieve shifts in forest governance. Similarly, the increasing levels
of private investment in the forestry sector in many of the participating countries whilst having some
potentially negative implications for forest governance also creates a major opportunity for moving
towards better governance that can have impacts for poor people and forests.

The FGLG focus on forest governance is in line with current global thinking and intervention logic on
forests that concludes that sector governance issues are fundamental to forest conservation,
sustainable forest management and alleviating poverty amongst forest dependent people. Indeed, the
Project itself and its national and international partners have contributed to bringing forest governance
issues to the forefront of the international discourse on forests over the past decade to the point where
forest governance is now recognised as being critical to achieving social justice in forests. The Project
is therefore working in a valid domain and sub-sector and one that can contribute to achieving
important global impacts. In fact, many individuals involved in FGLG country teams have gone on to
contribute to international forest governance initiatives and processes. Their hands-on experiences of
the tangled realities of national-level governance reform processes have been a particularly useful
adjunct to the more theoretical and academic perspectives that otherwise tend to prevail.

FGLG is particularly focused on creating the space and political will for the necessary governance
changes to take place through a process of influencing and changing attitudes amongst key
stakeholders including governments, politicians, the media and civil society. At country level, FGLG
has been flexible enough to capitalise on and take the advantage of new opportunities brought about
by some of these global influences. This is well demonstrated by FGLG’s ability to engage with and
add value to REDD processes in many participating countries (especially over the past 5 years). India
provides a specific country-level example the ability of FGLG to engage with the development and
enactment of new forest legislation i.e. the Forest Rights Act. FGLG is well positioned to contribute
to forest governance outcomes even with its relatively limited resources through collaboration and
partnership action.

2.2 The FGLG Model and its Rationale
Assess the approach and design of the initiative, its theory of change and log-frame.

2.2.1 Evaluation of the Underlying Theory of Change

The underlying theory of change for FGLG described in section 1.3 was discussed widely during the
evaluation with FGLG teams and with external global forest governance ‘experts’. Changes in forest
governance rarely take place solely as a result of planned and structured processes. Invariably,
individual actions, influences and networks are also important contributing factors for enhancing
forest governance and sometimes are significant driving forces for change. Several global governance
experts pointed out that in their experience individuals and their networks can make a real difference
to governance and reform processes. The FGLG approach recognises this by providing support and
capacity development for these less formal processes. FGLG has built the confidence and capacity of
key individuals enabling them to engage more effectively in both formal and informal processes in
forest governance and reform at a national level, and importantly, has enabled collaborative action
and mutual support amongst individual actors from different institutions. It has also promoted the
concept of ‘safe space” where different stakeholders and individuals can come together to discuss and
learn away from the formal working environment of their respective institutional bases and away from
the more confrontational processes of activism and lobbying that tend to lead to entrenched positions
and unwillingness to compromise.

The FGLG approach, emphasising its support for informal and individual elements of forest
governance processes, was considered to be innovative and largely untested when it was developed in
2003. Since then, FGLG teams have been increasingly valued through their demonstrated actions and
effects as effective and important actors in national forest governance and sector reform processes.
FGLG has thus been able to complement the more formal processes that are already underway in
different countries such as REDD or VPAs which tend to be more pre-defined and controlled (and are
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often already funded from elsewhere). FGLG adds value and brings in additional expertise and
influence to these processes. The flexibility of FGLG means that the country teams and concerned
individuals can themselves develop and respond quickly to new opportunities and governance entry
points as they occur. There are many examples where planned actions (at the start of the Project) have
been overtaken by events and new opportunities and under these circumstances the country level
actions of the FGLG teams have proved to be dynamic, opportunistic and under some circumstances
catalytic.

However, the underlying theory of change does have some gaps. A missing element is the voice and
influence of forest dependent people themselves on governance processes as an expression of their
demand for better governance and social justice (often based on better awareness of laws and rights).
Enhancing their voice can stimulate and provoke action by government and civil society on forest
governance. FGLG teams do not claim to have a mandate to represent marginalised people but they
do provide a channel for forest dependent people’s voices to reach decision-makers in a transparent
and non-confrontational way. Some FGLG teams e.g. India and Vietnam also support actions to create
and enhance local awareness and ‘voice’ although with limited resources available in the Project the
extent of such support is limited. In these situations collaboration with other field-based projects has
been an effective way of raising awareness and voice.

FGLG team members are selected and operate in their capacity as individuals. Whilst investing and
supporting their capacity development can make them more effective in influencing governance
processes it is unclear what will happen to this body of practice as individuals move away and into
other roles. Similarly, the same individuals are inevitably in high demand within their own countries
and thus tend to have insufficient time to engage with the critical governance processes that FGLG
aims to affect because of this.

Different studies have been carried out through FGLG in participating countries to generate evidence
to initiate action and raise awareness on specific governance issues. In a number of cases these have
been very effective in providing empirical data and stimulating wider interest and action in tackling
particular problems such as studies on charcoal production in Malawi and illegal logging in Tanzania.
However fewer studies have been carried out and thus less evidence is available, to show the impacts
of the governance changes that have taken place. For example in Cameroon the increasing compliance
of concession managers in the larger commercial logging concessions under the FLEG-T process
appears to have been complemented by an increase in the number of potentially more damaging and
less—regulated ‘small licences’ although there is limited evidence documenting this. In Mozambique
the changed regulations requiring preparation of management plans prior to issuing ‘simple licences’
has been effective in reducing the number of these annual licences issued (reported to be only 20% of
the level of previous years) but the effects of this on levels of illegal harvesting or local employment
are unknown. In Malawi it is not clear how the shifts in perception regarding the ‘legality’ of charcoal
production have affected those communities that are involved in charcoal production and whether this
has actually had positive livelihoods impacts.

Shifts in forest governance may be reflected in changes to forest policies, laws and regulations
although frequently, existing or new policies, laws etc. are not implemented or transformed into
effective action on the ground or at the least there may be a significant time lag before practice
responds. Concerned implementing agencies (in most cases government forestry agencies) are often
slow and unresponsive to shifts in governance and individual attitudes are often contradictory to good
governance. This is the prevailing situation in a number of participating countries i.e. it is the non-
implementation of current laws and policies that is the main issue rather than their existence.

More attention needs to be given to understanding and analysing individuals, institutions and
institutional structures to shed light on this frequent mismatch between policy and practice. Some
FGLG countries such as India, Indonesia and Vietnam have adapted their country plans and focus to
enable them to operate at both central level and implementation level (state or provincial) so that
implementation issues can be addressed directly at least in some pilot sites. Again with limited Project
resources this would not have been possible without collaboration with other field-based projects.
Very few Project actions appear to be directed at institutional reforms even though these are often
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critical to establishing more responsive and accountable delivery mechanisms and institutional
reforms as a factor in forest governance is not well covered in the Project log-frame.

The table below describes some of the key factors that contribute to FGLG effectiveness based on the
experiences of the 10 countries. It also summarises the inherent constraints.

Table 2 - Critical factors for FGLG effectiveness

Critical Factors for FGLG Effectiveness

Associated Constraints

Involvement of both government and civil society
in FGLG (as individuals rather than as
representatives of their organisations)

If FGLG is too closely associated with specific civil society
organisations (or individuals) this may lead to conflicts
over membership and difference of approach

Careful identification of influential individuals
(not necessarily in the forest sector) with strong
track records and good networks in both
government and amongst civil society (also
internationally)

Influential individuals may have limited time for FGLG
engagement and are frequently in high demand from other
projects and programmes. Where they are already actively
involved in forest governance issues the added value of
FGLG is sometimes unclear. Building capacity and
supporting individuals is unsustainable (since they will
move on into other roles) unless the body of practice
becomes institutionalised or permanently captured in some
way. This issue has been partially addressed by the FGLG
alumni structure developed in Indonesia.

Focus on a limited number of ‘themes’ identified
as being those where governance actions can be
successful

Difficult to achieve balance between being responsive (to
new opportunities) and keeping focused on critical issues.
Focus is anyway difficult to achieve in the a