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1. Introduction

* From government to network-based governance
=» Multi-level, multi-sector, multi-actor GVC

ieehan Social networking-based
based
State Farmers State
Forest
Local owners
community
Farmers, practitioners Tourists Environmentalists

* Growing importance of ‘good governance ’and
governance assessment to guarantee successful
policy, programs and projects

2. Background 1/4

* ‘Good governance’ matters at all levels

Therefore,
» Governance assessment (i.e. systematic
evaluation) is an useful DSS tool at all levels

U

Scale is a key-aspect when developing instruments
to assess good governance (Rametsteiner, 2009), and
both spatial and institutional/administrative

scales matter (Gibson et al. 2000)
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2. Background 3/4

At large spatial and/or institutional scales (international,

regional, national level):

STRENGHTS @ LIMITS ‘

complex sets of indicators

* sets of C&l available for
mainly for ex-post assessment of policy

analyzing policy-making at

country level effects

« based on (quite) good * marginal attention to innovative
available secondary data dimensions of governance

« pilot applications not only | focus on specific concerns (economic

in Developing Countries development; FLEGT, REDD+, ...)

=>» mainly applied in Developing Countries

Key-examples:
- the Forest Governance Diagnostics Tool (ARD — WB, 2009)
- the Governance of Forests Toolkit (GFI, 2009)
- the Framework for Assessing and Monitoring Forest Governance
(PROFOR/FAO, 2011)
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2. Background 3/4

At local spatial and/or institutional scales (i.e. local
level):

STRENGHTS LIMITS ‘

« consolidated experiences |* evaluating projects and actions typically and
in forest certification mainly in terms of efficacy of public expenses
P * very site-/context-specific
(participation, * based on primary data (direct survey)

transparency, * not considering some GVC key-components
accountability) which are of paramount importance in

 performance-based projects implementation (e,g, in REDD+ or
indicators (SFM C&l for other types of PES: distributional effects
certification, at FMUL) (equity))

3. Problem statement

Key-instruments (imperfect proxies) for assessing
something (SD, SFM, GVC) are INDICATORS:

- iIndicators based on facts

- indicators based on perceptions

A well-consolidated, clear, simple but still “able to
embrace complexity” (dividing its into sub-
components) set of indicators for measuring
governance easily, comprehensively and

systematically does not exist in forestry yet
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4. Research Objective and Methods

Research Obijective

To create a practicable method, based on simple indicators
applied at local level for assessing the quality of NR GVC taking into
consideration both traditional (efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability)
and innovative (participation, accountability, transparency,...) GVC

to be

Specific Objectives

Methodology

To create a set of indicators

To test how to use existing
tools (e.g. SNA tools)

To test possible more
advanced otuputs

To give proofs it might work

Indicators (new and already existing in literature).
Creation of questionnaires .

Pilot surveys.

Snowball sampling and ego-network.

Face-to-face interviews.

Social Network Analysis  (SNA).

Correlation, regression analysis, odds ratio.
Construction of composite indices, with normalizati
aggregation processes of indicators (OECD/JRC
Handbook).

Estimation of costs (of the method based on indica

on and

tors)

Our conceptual framework: to be revised

Guiding ideas

Sustainability

Consensus

Legitimacy

Early presented
(FAO, 2010) and

published (Secco
etal., 2011)
]

| GVC key-dimensions | GV sub key-dimensions ) Indicators
i ] '
i i '
! Sustainable Pl t Lewstemequiy h—
! glocal ! ¢ Environmentsl Impacts [
developmert B v Zocdal lmpacts [
S + Ecoromiclmpacs b
j
|
|
'l » Esiousces Allocrion h—
Tl v Costsand Outpnss h—
Efficiency —f- * ReipectefDeadlnes J}—
4 |
! )
! i
! |
| 1
- Tl Objsetreas and Outputs H—
1 Effectivensss _ 1 Ml +  Coordination F—
] ! ¢ Esiiiesce H—
| | '
% : ;
H (EEET—— |
\ Piu‘.il‘ip?.tiD:L ] H ¢ Faprasertativenas: '?—
|+ Emwovermat —
/ 1 | * Equitvinparticipation —
1l ¢+ Informatioa Enchangs Flews b—
VWl e e Cosasicn 3
‘Wl * Conflicts Mansgercent L
| |
| )
Transparency _ ) *  Docurentation —
. [ | i h—a
"B+ Taformatica fleva o axteaal stakebaldas [
\|: ’ |
. 'l + Feomamardprossi secountab it 1
b Tt H =
Accorntabldy R B, b ccoambiline -
'l ¢ Moniteringand svaluston T—
! 1
\ i ;
H
Capacity _J§ | Wl + Competancaranc Brofesionalicn T
- "Ml * Enowladse trans Br anc Collaberative lesrming f—
| |
! I

04/06/2012



(n=93) -Step 1

Method: Creation of a draft list of indicators

Ingold. Balsiger, Hirschi,

Derk Jan Stobbelaar. abstract 92, p.34. conferere of | Commitment to sustaimability lal
»
3 StepS: WB ARD, 2009, mnes 2, p.11 | Cost and bensfit sharing mechanisme lad
Haniotis Tassos, 201 1, presentation at the 122 | Climate change projects b1
EAAE Seminar, Ancona, [taly
1) Adaptation of EENKD, 2010, pg.38 ["sccal retationships 1e3
. . . . B - ARD, 2009, annex 2, p.2 Usc ol budget zal
eXIstlng lndlcators B - ARD, 2009, annex 2, p.7 | Use of technology 24
EENRD, 2010 Phasing out a4
Hirschi, 2008, p.21 Inier-scctoral coordination 3b2
Milic. Bogdanov. Heijman, 2011, p.9 Mulii-level actions 3h3
Hirschi, 2008 p 19 | Multiclevel network 3ha
Source Indicator Caode
Derk Jan Stobbelaar, absiract 92, p.34, conference of | Commitment to sustainability la.l
Wageningen B
WB - ARD, 2009, annex 2, p.11 Cost and benefit sharing mechanisms 1a.4 —
Haniotis Tasses, 2011, presentation at the 122 Climate change projects Ib.1
EAAE Semumar, Ancona, Italy [ |
Cashore, 2009, (Part 1) Rationale for decis ons al
2009, p 44 Peracption of clarity ofactors' oles Sa3
< 2009, (Pant 1) | Clasity of policymaking rules Sud
009, p.33 Visible salarics 6b.1
L 2009, p40 [ Criterta for moniloring 662
WB - ARD, 2009, annex 2, p.6 Evalugtion 6c3
GFLL 2009, p.5U [ Degree ation among stall Tal
2008, p.£ 7h.1

Method: Creation of a draft list of indicators
(n=93) — Step 2

2) Transformation of expert-based indicators (GFI, 2009; WB — ARD, 2009)

Indicator Source Question / Indicator Problems Examples of
Transformation
Trasparency “Roats for Good Are commereral timber For possihilites of | Are thera official

Ferest Outcomes:
an analyrical
framework for
governance
reforms”, 2009,
World Bank,
annex?_p 1

forest products allocations

from public forests oper: and

transparem?

- The authorities give clear,
tmmely notice cf all
proposed policies,
programs_laws_and
projects

- The authorities give clear.

tumely notice of most

answer. where the
perception and
knowledge of the
exper 15
fundamental, and
where the two
"aspects” of the
quesiton (openness
and transparency) are
keot toeether

documents m which
commercial imber
forest products
allocations are
mnfroduced? Are these
documents available to
the population”? With
which means (intemet
paper, eic)?

Participation
Accountability

“The governance
of forests toolkit
(version 1): a draft
framework of
indicators for
assessing
govemance
forest seciol

Scprember 2009,

p.37

among various interest
groups
- Participation of local

s and represeniatives

cipation of
stakehalders affected by
decisions on land use

= Quamity of participation

- Breadth of panticipation by
AL ook o1

Indicator is not
exclusive of one
dimension.
Different units of
measuremant
dificulry of
answering and
ageregalion for

No time-bound
indicater,

No specific indicator
{meaning of

T ™Y

Are there opportunity
for debates among
various interest groups
in each phase (ideatioa,
planning,
implementation, eic.)
of the praject?
Altraction capacity
with respect of gender,
age, profession...
(percentage with
respect ate the
population proportion),
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Method: Creation of a draft list of indicators
(n=93) - Step 3

3) Creation of new indicators

A

Check question
on concrete
examples

Performances self-
evaluation

Objectives’
attainment

Interest creation

Phasing out

Effectiveness
perception

Inter-organizational
coordination

Perception
integration

Inter-sectoral
coordination

Acceptance by
population

Diversification of

Multi-level actions " R
financial resources

Risk management
resources

Multi-level
network

Coordination

perception Bidirectional flows

Method: Field tests of the draft list of
indicators
=>» 2 national parks (ltaly, Montenegro)

Dolomiti Bellunesi National Park (PNDB

From: 1993 ——
Municipalities: 15 P s
Residents: 80-100.000 . - A
Area: 32.000 ha (< S
Staff: 14 +35 CTA(CFS) |~ &

UNESCO: 2009

Sample: 55 - Interviewed: 43

Now testing in:

Durmitor National Park (PND)

From: 1952
Municipalities: 3
Residents: 3.000
Area: 39.000 ha

staff: 25 a0 S R

UNESCO: 1980

Sample: 13 - Interviewed: 13

- 1 PhD thesis “self-evaluation in LAGs (EU LEADER program)”
- 1 FOPER master thesis in BiH, protected area — Adnana Hasanovic
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Method: SNA indexes =» GVC indicators 1/2

Flow Measures Durmitor Dolomiti Bellunes:
National Park National Park Compactness measures
Geodesic Average a
distance 1.468 1,749
Information Distance-based
cohesion 0,379 0.632
‘Compactness”
Geodesic Average - a9 .
distance 1,590 1,869 Core/periphery
Total Collaboration Distance-based analy5|s
cohesion 0,738 0,57¢
- 1111
‘Compaciness 12345678 90123
PCTHE rae aearp
1 PND iliilii111/11
. 2 comume | 2111111111111
L Collaboration flow and 3 oTurdsne | 1 111111
. 4 ricez3 1111111111
reputational power 5 ricez2 |1 1111111 1
— -] ricezl 111111 1|1 1
. Fattdwity 2111311 11
& espertol 111 1 1 1
D atriviel i 1
. 10 enpirLo? 11 1
11 ateiwitd | 101
12 rice2d | 111 1111 1
e 13 pubblico 111111 1 1
: i I S e e e
Public 4%;‘%
M. Expert it omod i s
Tounsm ~ ‘;?‘":%\%} R oersity marrix
Recreation W7 “‘ Z W .
Producer d B 1 G611 & 175
Recaption 2 0.450 0.250

Method:SNA indexes =» GVC indicators

13 indicators used in analysis (Hirschi, 2008; Ingold, 2010; Franceschetti, 2009; Prell, 2009)

2/2

SNA Index Flow Indicator Dimension
Density Information (symmetric) | Social relationships Sust. ‘glocal’
development
Density Formal collaboration Economic relationships Sust. ‘glocal’
development
Park’s in-closeness Information Use of time Efficiency
centrality
Core/periphery analysis Total collaboration Inter-sectoral coordination Effectiveness
Cliques analysis Total collaboration Multi-level network Effectiveness
Divergences against the Divergences Acceptance by population Effectiveness
Park
Park’s in-degree centrality | Information Bidirectional flows Effectiveness
Core/periphery analysis Information Main actors’ presence in the core | Participation
Compactness Information Network cohesion Participation
Compactness Total collaboration Collaboration cohesion Participation
Park’s betweenness Total collaboration Between stakeholders Participation
centrality
Density Information (symmetric) Mobilization of knowledge Capacity
Reputational power Reputational power Overall reputational power Capacity
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Method: Final indicators selection

1) Data accessibility

2) Correlation and odds ratio

‘cross-checking’ questions

3) Logical comparison

indicator

1/2

among variables within each sub-dimension and

between expected and expressed indicators’ results

[Cade | range scorel scorel effective expecied data  notes!  nctes?  genzral notes
|4 PARTICIPATION
Gheck guestion on eramples fmaan) 03 008 05 2 2 Q ok,
Chack ' positiva (1.3) 100 8 =3 2 Q
| Check % selective (2:3) G 0 24 2 Q
43 Stakeholders Incusion
4nd Adoptien of participation -0 10 i 2 2 D circa '3
(432 Participation throughout the projeat cyole 0-4 0 3 2 2 D ? ok
433 Stakeholders partizipation L - 40 2 1 Q ok,
484 Participants recording {109 0 14 2 b D ok, Maybe 4 consequence but mocriant
43 Representaiiveness
/4.1 Main actors’ presence in the core 100 75 5.2 1 2 0 Sha Sha riagbe net sigiificant
|42 represented interests (-"03 &0 40 x 4] interesting
[42.3 Facilitation to territorial coverage 01 0 | 2 2 D ok
15 out of the 93 draft indicators have been removed
=>Final set of 78 indicators
=>»But 16 need further analyis/refinement
T Roliens [ 31 [ Feweptionol | The Organiziton s P Tiakeholdes O1ls
integration perceivedro b Questionnaire
integratedinthe
temitory
a2 Iy % (60 | Bonermussaverzaneisiian Siakakelder: a3
pepdad it orzramed (S Duiianneive
stataholderswhich BN
QEIMATSAGH
totalogo links
3e3 Liversitication | Nome of the fmanaal | Amount of fhichot | -1 List of sources of fmanaalresowrces Urgamizatom statt | D21
of firranciz] suwcesis providing | fnancial (e donurs, etc) Questivruraire
rathan 502 of Amount of financialresource:
totzl fimancial Sources of annuzlly transfemredby 2ach sowmece
resqurces finanzial
resauces
1 | Wk Preence ahsenceal Bihar | 01 Anrnal bndgetand annualhalance Crgamzanon stafl | D77
managemart | reserve funds for Questionnaie
TESOUTes potintialunexpected
events(damages, )
3c) Eidirectional N° of bidirectional [n-degree % 0-100 Note: “organization” is underlinedto | Stakeholders Q13
flows. flows af mformation differantialathis indicator by the Questionnaire
betweanthe T8I (SWA)
organization and
wthezr stakeholdess un
thetatala® of
stakeholders
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Final set of indicators (with operational tools) 1/2

Tool 1. Full list and characteristics of indicators

5 W
Sub-dimension | code | Indicator Indicatar Yariables Tnit | Rapge | Verifiers and Netes Data collection | Referring]
me deseription toal 0 ...
4. Jal | Peejects N ofprejects with ¥ [08 Orgazizatien Did
Dacumestaden exhaustivenss | easy aczesste digher stadfl
comprehensive Questionnaire
infornstion on
analyis ofthe
coniext objectives,
outputs logical
frameuork,
maethedolo g,
timatabla,
resowces, financial
plan
Ja.l | Accesshliy Informatienon Presence absenceon T4 [ Resourcesrefer 1o poines ) Crgamization [/ER)
stnucrare, dacigions | theweb of: dichet and3)-budgzet, staff, salaries, | stadf
process resourzes | informatien document organization chart, Questionnzize
andproj ects with on:: 1] eonership adnaistration and de sision-
respectro the smuchae and investors” makingniles.
organization are relations, 1) board and
public availablaen | managemant staacture
the web, and decision-making
process; 3) financial
information; 4)pmject
cvele (decisions taken;
activities; results],

Final set of indicators (with operational tools) 2

Tool 2. Detailed description of each of the 78 indicators

12

1. SUSTAINAEBLE GLOCAL DEVELOPMENT

a. Long Term Equity
Ta.l Commitment te sustainability

Description: Presence absence of formal commitment to sustainability and at least one objective per each
snstainability dimension (Environmental / Economic /' Social) is stated in written

Phases: a
Data collection teol: Orcanization staff Questionnaire
Question:
D1: Doesa formal commitment to sustainability exist? (YN}
Dla: Is atleast one concrete goal stated in written by the Park for the envirommentzl impact
dimension? [Y/N)
Di1b: s atleast one concrete geal stated in written by the Park for the sccial impact dimension? (¥ /N
Dic: Isatleast one concrete goal stated in written by the Park for the economic imapact dimension?
(Y)
unit: dichatemon: Other tools: - 2 questionnaires

Tinal Range: 0-3 - Indicators list divided by project’s phases
Verl(iars sud noce - Imputation data file
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Costs

Overheads costs

* Software’s free and easy

¢ Operational tools already prepared

¢ Time spent to organize the field work

Field survey costs

¢ Transportation costs (to reach the area, to move around)

* Interviews to organization’s staff: 3 interviews of 2 hours
each (dichotomous questions)

* Inteviews to stakeholders: 25’ meadian inteview (estimates
vary on contexts and outliers)

¢ Contacts: at least one week of phone call, e-mail and letters

Data mining costs

¢ 20’ to imput a stakeholder questionnaire

¢ 2hto imput Organization’s data

* 8h to calculate indicators

Total (time): one month of work, one person (3-5,000 €)

5. Conclusions 1/2

e Simple, cheap, reliable and expeditious instrument
(dichotomous questions, process-oriented indicators) (with the
exception of the SNA indexes):

- easily adaptable to different organizations/contexts

- To be used also by small organisations, in their self-
evaluation (‘GVC baseline’)

e But, the number of indicators is still high (78)

e Assessment results should be used for comparing performances
of an organisation with respect to its initial ‘GVC baseline’
and/or an ideal ‘good governance’ model.

04/06/2012
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5. Conclusions
» Potentials in SCALING UP indicators?

2/2

Dimension Indicators Nethodology
Account- Project progress Website monitoring
ability updated online O O
Sustainable Formal commitment | Documental analysis. S
Glocal towards SFM
Development | standards
Dimension Indicators Methodology oblems in
transferring into
national level
Effectiveness Feedback Perception survey and Difficulties in collecting

(satisfaction document analysis about | statistically significant
analysis, dedicated staff in public data
complaints administration

Participation Network Collaboration degree Difficulties in defining

creation (social
capital)

density “before-after”
(SNA)

and monitoring high
number of stakeholders
in dynamic
participatory processes

6. Open gquestions... future research?

* More case-studies/tests are needed (redundancies —
aggregation weights — multivariate analysis — lower number of
indicators).

* Need to refine/to create new indicators for certain complex
sub-dimensions (e.g. sustainable glocal development,
resilience and institutional changes)

¢ Definition of an ideal, minimum ‘good governance’ level: who
has the right for? Stakeholders (who are they?) consultation?
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Thank you
for attention!

Laura, Riccardo and colleagues

DITESAF — Department of Land, Environment, Agriculture
and Forestry College of Agriculture - University of Padova

Email: laura.secco@unipd.it — phone: +390498272692
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