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Abstract

A Study on the Legal and Institutional Improvement

Strategies by Kyoto-Protocol in Forest Sector

The purpose of this study is the improvement of legal-institutional system for a carbon

sink function of forest. As a results of this study, it was stipulated in forest-law that a

forest operate carbon sink, and a enacting special law for development of foreign

cooperation project as a clean development mechanism project. In view of institution, the

polices to be improved for a complement of domestic forest management are proposed as

follows; Improvement and support on the guarantee of sustainable forest management

Expansion of a carbon sink by reconstruction of forest in abandoned agricultural fields

Strict supervision on a conversion of forest An support policy on a wood

consumption, demand, and supply A institutional supporting, which include technical

and financial support, on preparing the general company to implement the policy of forest

sink.

Key Words : The Climatic Change Convention, Kyoto protocol, Carbon sink,

Forest policy




