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5  Evaluation of the EU Forest Action Plan 
 

This chapter is structured in accordance with the six Evaluation themes and 11 

Evaluation questions defined for the mid-term evaluation. At the beginning of the text 

for each of the evaluation themes, there is a figure of intervention logic (IL) illustrating 

for the EU FAP Objectives the connection (causality logic) between the EU FAP Key 

Actions, outputs from the activities carried out and the expected effects and long-term 

impacts.  

  

EVALUATION THEME 1 Improving competitiveness and enhancing sustainable forestry 

 

The target of the EU FAP Objective 1 is to improve the long-term competitiveness of 

the forest sector and to enhance the sustainable use of forest products and services. 

Objective 1 includes five Key Actions covering the following themes: globalisation, 

research and development, non-wood forest goods and services, bioenergy and 

cooperation between forest owners and education and training in forestry (see Figure 9 

IL model).  

 

  

EQ1: To what extent have the activities of key actions 1-5 of the Forest Action Plan to 

enhance long-term competitiveness of the EU forest sector, been carried out so far 

effectively and efficiently? 

 

As described in the implementation of the Key Actions 1-5 (Chapter 4), the activities in 

the five Key Actions of the EU FAP Objective 1 were conducted in 2007-2009 as 

planned in the Work Programme. The first half of the EU FAP implementation period 

focused on this theme. The implementation was supported by the fact that the actions 

were mostly formulated very precisely already in the EU FAP and its work programme. 

 

In the mid-term evaluation surveys, the study on the effects of globalisation on the 

economic viability of EU forestry (Key Action 1) is specifically mentioned as a useful 

output from the EU FAP by the Commission [2 DG responses], Member States [5 

responses] and stakeholders [2 responses]. According to the feedback by the 

Commission and a Member State the study contributes to better understanding on the 

effects of globalisation, and thus provides information for policy and decision making. 

At the stage of the mid-term evaluation in 2009, it is not possible to identify how this 

better understanding has contributed to measures to enhance the competitiveness of the 

forest sector. The economic crisis 2008/2009 has affected the forest sector in the EU, 

and in the mid-term evaluation surveys Member States [2 responses] point out the need 

for further measures on viability of forestry and the forest sector. Stakeholders [3 

responses] also mention this perspective in their responses. The study and the 

discussions in e.g. the conference in 2007 during German presidency are valuable 

contributions to the aim of enhancing the competitiveness by keeping the topic on the 

agenda. The EU FAP work programme does not foresee follow-up activity. Merely, the 

question is whether the discussions and outputs have reached the key policy and 

decision makers in order to have influence on this process (see Evaluation Question 2).  
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Figure 9: IL model for t he Evaluation Theme 1 Improving competitiveness and enhancing sustainable forestry (EU FAP Objective 1). 
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Research and technological development (Key Action 2) has been supported with 

regular exchange of information through the ISG, SFC and AGFC. Forest-based sector 

research and development has been strengthened in FP7 in comparison to former 

framework programmes, and this is visible in the number of forest sector relevant 

themes in the calls for proposals, number of projects approved and amount of financing 

allocated to forest sector projects. The establishment of the FTP is not a direct effect of 

the EU FAP, but the EU FAP has contributed to strengthening the role of the FTP. 

According to the Commission [2 DG responses] in the mid-term evaluation interviews, 

the political support by the EU FAP for the FTP was registered by decision makers and 

a broad support strengthens the role and impact of the FTP. This view is confirmed in 

the responses of Member States and stakeholders: establishment of the FTP and its 

activities are mentioned by several Member States [9 responses] as an important activity 

in relation to the EU FAP Objective 1, and stakeholders [3 responses] see that 

mobilisation of resources for FTP research is strengthened due to the EU FAP. 

 

The objective of the EU FAP is to encourage RTD in the forest-based sector, i.e. to affect 

mobilisation and efficient use of RTD resources. FP7 is the EU funding programme for 

research and development. All in all, the mid-term evaluation shows that there seems to 

be a high awareness of the FP7 research projects enhanced through the EU FAP. But there 

are also other forms of support for research activities, such as ERA-net scheme and the 

COST programme. ERA-net aims to support network research programmes carried out at 

national or regional level, with a view to their mutual opening and the development and 

implementation of joint activities. It already includes relevant topics such as BiodivERsA, 

which includes interdisciplinary research on forest ecosystems, and WoodWisdom-net, 

which works on forest-based industries. COST is an intergovernmental framework for 

European Cooperation in Science and Technology, allowing the coordination of 

nationally-funded research on a European level. Thus COST is independent from the 

EU and there is no linkage to the EU FAP. However, both the EU and national 

resources are mobilised in several relevant COST actions that relate to the objectives of 

the EU FAP. Examples of such are the actions on e.g. forest externalities (E45), 

innovation and development policies (E51), forest management and water cycle 

(FP0601), post-fire forest management (FP0701) and climate change and silviculture 

(FP0703). The conference on Forest Governance and the Role of Forestry Research 

(Key Action 2) was arranged during the Slovenian presidency in 2008. Conference 

recommendations were reported to the SFC and AGFC, but the original aim in the EU 

FAP to explore the possibility of establishing a Community forest science forum was 

not discussed. The encouraging example, how the EU FAP has contributed to FP7 

allocations at the EU level, raises expectations concerning how the EU FAP could 

contribute to a more efficient use of research allocations at the national and sub-national 

levels in the EU. The FTP is already working towards this aim and building a strong 

agenda to mobilise the national resources. The forest science forum, as identified in the 

EU FAP work programme 2007-2011, could be a solution towards more 

óinterdisciplinaryô approach i.e. innovation input from outside the traditional forest 

sector utilising ecological, social and cultural dimensions as the basis for exploring 

potential new products and services for future markets.  

 



Mid-term evaluation of the implementation of the EU Forest Action Plan  

Evaluation Report  57 

The SFC ad hoc Working Group on Valuation and Compensation Methods of Non-

Wood Forest Goods and Services (NWFGS) and the parallel FORVALUE study (Key 

Action 3) are indicated by the Commission, Member States and stakeholders as efficient 

and effective working methods. As a next step from the discussions and the study 

report, the SFC concluded its opinion on the topic in 2009. At the mid-term, however it 

is too early to assess how this effects on implementation at the EU level, in the 

Commission or in the Member States. In the mid-term evaluation survey several 

Member States indicate specific pilot studies and innovative examples for financing 

mechanisms. Because the mid-term evaluation is carried out in 2009, it is not possible 

to make linkages between these activities and the EU FAP. Investigation on how the 

SFC opinion and the Working Group contribute to the national level would need to be 

carried out after a few years. However, the mid-term evaluation did go further into 

detail in the activities carried out by the Commission and in the Member States (for 

further details see Annex 2). The investigation showed that also other activities and e.g. 

further studies have been conducted both at the EU and Member State levels. These 

studies refer mostly to the many forest functions and their valuation, sometimes also to 

their compensation possibilities. There seems to be less investigation on and awareness 

of marketing and new financing mechanisms. Though exchange of best practices took 

place in the Working Group, there was no specific information distributed in the SFC on 

ongoing national level studies or projects carried out at the sub-national level e.g. with 

ERDF financing.   

  

Biomass and energy questions (Key Action 4) are an important theme not only in the 

EU FAP but also in e.g. energy policy and climate change discussions. The report of the 

SFC ad hoc Working Group on Mobilisation and Efficient Use of Wood and Wood 

Residues for Energy Generation was seen by the Commission and Member States as a 

very valuable output from the EU FAP. The working group collected expertise and 

different viewpoints to discuss the factors that are relevant regarding wood supply, 

further potential and its mobilisation. On the basis of this work the SFC formulated its 

opinion in 2009. The opinion expresses a common view of the EU 27 Member States, 

and it can be seen as a more powerful tool to influence the EU level discussions than 

views from single countries or individual experts. These EU level discussions are 

ongoing in respective Council Working Parties, in the EU institutions and in the 

stakeholder federations.  

 

In general, the SFC ad hoc working groups (Key Actions 3 and 4) are specifically 

mentioned by the Commission [5 DG responses], Member States [6 responses] and 

stakeholders [9 responses] as good practices and the most important benefits from the 

EU FAP. This new working method is very much appreciated. But at the same time, it is 

emphasised that the follow-up steps are yet to be seen. Especially stakeholders 

underline the importance of bringing the work done ñfrom talks to practiceò. At the 

mid-term stage this work remains to be done at the level of the EU, in the Commission, 

in the Member States as well as by the stakeholders. 

 

Some follow-up activities triggered by the Working Groups and studies are perceivable 

already at the stage of the mid-term evaluation. This regards especially questions on 

wood mobilisation, where the Commission reports the following steps: a study has been 

commissioned on ñProspects for market supply from fragmented forest structuresò (EU 
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FAP Activity 5.2), and results of the Working Group are utilised by the Commission in 

the ongoing work on formulating a Renewable Energy Directive. The results have also 

been useful for other ongoing processes and discussions e.g. in pan-European 

framework of MCPFE and UNECE/FAO. There is much interest on the topic of wood 

mobilisation in the Member States at the national and sub-national levels, but also by 

the stakeholder organisations. Several studies and workshops have been arranged 

parallel to EU FAP. The EU FAP working group and its results were presented by the 

Commission in the ñWorkshop on Strategies for increased mobilisation of wood 

resources from sustainable sourcesò in June 2009 in Grenoble. This workshop was 

arranged jointly by MCPFE, UNECE and several stakeholder organisations.  

 

In the light of the results of the Working Group and the active carry over to other topic-

related activities by different actors, the Working Group on wood mobilisation for 

energy generation can be raised as an example of a very effective and efficient 

implementation method of the EU FAP. The EU FAP utilises expertise from the 

Commission, Member States, stakeholders as well as research institutions and this 

contributes to the EU level processes and discussions. Similar reflection is made by the 

Commission also in relation to the Working Group on NWFGS, where the results of 

discussions in the EU FAP could be brought to the discussion of public goods in 

agriculture. This shows the timing and usefulness of the results produced in the EU FAP 

is dependent on the interest not only within the ótraditional forest sectorô but also in the 

interrelated sectors e.g. energy and agriculture. Good timing of EU FAP activities opens 

possibilities to disseminate the results to other ongoing processes both in the EU, in 

individual Member States and at the pan-European level.  

 

Compared to the good feedback on SFC Working Groups as a working method, 

feedback on the SFC opinions is ambiguous: there are expectations expressed both by 

the Commission and the Member States that the SFC opinions would contribute to the 

implementation both at national and EU levels. The EU level means contribution to 

discussions in the Council, as well as to initiatives prepared in the Commission. The 

example of SFC opinions on RTD programme FP7 shows that opinions can lead direct 

impact. Whether this can be shown also for the SFC opinions on wood mobilisation and 

NWFGS, requires more time but also a mechanism to follow this up. 

 

The mid-term evaluation inventory of implementation in the Member States (see figure 

5 in Chapter 4) shows that topics highlighted in the EU FAP are also reflected in the 

national agendas. Bioenergy is mentioned by several Member States as one of the 

themes which have been given more importance at the national level due to the 

discussions and emphasis in the EU FAP. Otherwise it is difficult to show a direct effect 

from the EU FAP on the national activities. It is worth pointing out that although the EU 

FAP activities in 2007-2008 emphasised the Objective 1, the mid-term evaluation 

survey shows that the themes relating to competitiveness are not reflected in the 

national agendas in all EU Member States. Though raising competitiveness and 

economic aspects on the agenda is appreciated, an even more comprehensive approach 

to the forest sector as a whole is seen to be important by the Member States [5 

responses]. A more comprehensive approach would mean closer connection between 

the actions developing forestry and the forest-based industries. This feedback can also 

be found implicitly in the responses of the stakeholders.  
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Figure 10. Member State and stakeholder assessments on the success of the EU FAP Objective 1. 

 

The mid-term evaluation investigated from the Member States and the stakeholders on 

how successful the EU FAP has been so far in supporting long-term competitiveness of 

the forest sector (see Figure 10). Member States tend to be more positive in their 

assessment. The stakeholder assessments ï especially those of producers ï are more 

negative and this same tendency is visible in the assessments given on other EU FAP 

objectives. Stakeholders look forward to concrete results: in order to measure success of 

the EU FAP they expect to see the practical implications from discussions, studies and 

opinions and how the EU level action contributes to activities at national, regional and 

local levels. Forest owner cooperation and training (Key Action 5) is pointed out by a 

stakeholder as an important activity that has not yet been started in the EU FAP. 

 

The success of the EU FAP is not only the successful implementation of the plan, but 

also the contribution towards the expected effects and long-term impacts to the 

competitiveness of the forest sector in the EU. The EU FAP Work Programme does not 

envisage a follow-up or a feedback discussion on measures taken in the Key Actions 1-

5. There are expectations on what happens next: the Commission expects carry over 

from the discussions to implementation in the Member States; the Member States 

expect implications for processes ongoing in the Commission; and the stakeholders 

expect practical results at national, regional and local levels. Taking into account the 

good outputs produced, and the joint effort at the stage preparing the EU FAP, it would 

also be important to set milestones for follow-up to illustrate how these expectations are 

realised.  

 

Activities of the EU FAP in 2007-2008 concentrated to the Objective 1, but the Work 

Programme does not foresee follow-up of e.g. exploring the effects of globalisation, the 

Working Groups or the SFC opinions. An extensive monitoring of initiatives and 

activities in the EU or in the individual Member States is not feasible within the 

framework of the EU FAP. There are also activities to be covered in the original plan, 

e.g. forest owner cooperation (Key Action 5). Follow-up and sharing of experience on 

the measures taken could also be arranged in a lighter manner, for example as a 

specialist seminar. The activity could link to parallel sectors and outside the ótraditional 

forest sectorô, but also to sub-national level with the aim of sharing information how the 

good intentions are brought as practical measures, and how the existing financial 

resources ï EAFRD but also ERDF ï can be mobilised for improving the forest sector 

competitiveness across the EU. 
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Conclusions  

 

The EU FAP activities contributing to the long-term competitiveness of the forest sector 

have been carried out to a large extent according to the Work Programme and, in this 

respect, the implementation of the work programme is efficient. The action concerning 

the forest owner co-operation and enhancement of education and training in forestry 

(Key Action 5) is to be started in 2009. The Standing Forestry Committee (SFC) ad hoc 

Working Groups as well as the studies produced in the EU FAP have been an effective 

and efficient way to mobilise expertise to support the EU FAP implementation. It 

remains for the Member States, the Commission as well as other stakeholders to put the 

outcomes from the discussions into practice.  

 

At the stage of the mid-term evaluation, showing the contribution of the EU FAP to the 

long-term competitiveness of the sector is difficult. An indirect impact on the 

competitiveness can be expected, e.g. due to the knowledge gained by the studies and 

due to better definition of priorities and increased allocations of the 7
th

 Research 

Framework Programme (FP7) resources for the forest-sector research in the EU, and 

due to the support provided under the rural development policy. Furthermore, a number 

of Member States indicate that the emphasis given in the EU FAP to, for example: 

bioenergy, non-wood goods and services, and research allocations, have an effect on the 

national agendas. Thus, there would be follow-up and activities in the Member States, 

but these activities cannot yet be shown after only two years of the EU FAP 

implementation.   

 

There are no follow-up or monitoring mechanisms envisaged in the EU FAP 

multiannual work programme 2007-2011. Nor are there financial resources earmarked 

for the EU FAP implementation. The existing resources, rural development and regional 

policy funding, are to be utilised for financing the activities in support of the EU FAP. 

The Member States indicate that both EU and national funds are being utilised to 

enhance the competitiveness of the forest sector. Follow-up of activities already carried 

out in the EU FAP Objective 1 would be an additional measure to the activities defined 

in the EU FAP Work Programme, but follow-up would be needed to make the progress 

towards enhancing the competitiveness visible as well as to share good practices 

between the Member States, EU institutions and stakeholders.  

 

 

Recommendations  

 

In order to show the effect of the EU FAP Objective 1 on the long term 

competitiveness, the Commission and SFC should discuss the possibilities to arrange 

monitoring of Member State activities in enhancing the competitiveness and follow-up 

of the activities already carried out in the EU FAP Objective 1 during 2007-2008. A 

decision on whether there is a need for such follow-up should be taken by the 

Commission and Member States together, including deciding who is responsible for 

arranging such measures and in which way (resources). 
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The mid-term evaluation could be used to discuss between the Member States, the 

Commission, and the stakeholders what is understood by a more holistic approach e.g. 

inter-linkages between forestry and parallel sectors and how this could contribute to 

new innovation and building of a viable and competitive forest sector for the future. In 

order to ensure long-term competitiveness of the forest sector, besides the strong focus 

on timber and bio-energy, also innovations in non-wood forest goods and services 

should be fostered. The forest science forum could contribute towards a more 

interdisciplinary approach. The Commission together with the Member States and 

stakeholders should take up this measure as it is already envisaged in the EU FAP work 

programme. 

 

 

 

EQ2: Have the results of the actions mentioned above reached and influenced the key 

policymakers and stakeholders in a way that competitiveness is or may be influenced 

positively? 

 

According to the mid-term evaluation surveys, the results produced in the EU FAP Key 

Actions 1-5 are known to the actors directly participating in the implementation of the 

EU FAP (Commission, Member States and the AGFC representatives of the 

stakeholders). Those actors covered in the survey who are not directly involved in the 

implementation of the EU FAP are not aware of the results ï or when it comes to the 

stakeholders, not even aware of the EU FAP, its aims or what type of results are 

expected to be achieved.   

 

The study on the effects of globalisation on the economic viability of EU forestry (Key 

Action 1) was published, preliminary results presented at the conference on 

strengthening competitiveness of forestry, and results discussed in the SFC and AGFC. 

According to the Commission the study is often used as a source of reference in relation 

to globalisation questions of forest sector. It is however, not known how far the results 

have been carried on to the Member State level. In the mid-term evaluation survey, 

Germany indicates a follow-up initiative from the competitiveness seminar arranged in 

2007.  

 

The support for RTD (Key Action 2) on forest-related research has realised in FP7 calls 

for proposals and number of research projects initiated through the calls. As already 

discussed in relation to effectiveness and efficiency of the Key Action 2, there is a link 

between the EU FAP and mobilisation of resources for forest sector research. The mid-

term evaluation feedback shows that EU FAP has contributed together with the parallel 

FTP to the political recognition of the sector and allocation of FP7 resources to forest-

based sector topics. The FTP is very active and can be seen as a highly successful 

initiative. The fact that the EU FAP mentions the FTP provides important political 

support strengthening the linkage of Strategic Research Agenda, FP7 as well as the 

linkage of National Research Agendas in the Member States. The EU FAP was thus 

important but not a sole factor in strengthening the forestry topics in FP7. In the mid-

term evaluation surveys a number of Member States [2 responses] indicate that 

emphases given in the EU FAP to research have lead to investment in research also 

being emphasised in the national agendas (section 2.2.4).  
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The mid-term evaluation surveys did not investigate to what extent this recognition is 

visible outside the forest sector ï i.e. in parallel sectors such as energy, environment or 

agriculture ï and does it contribute to building of cross-sectoral alliances to improve 

competitiveness. Key decision makers and stakeholders in the parallel sectors are not 

directly targeted through the organisational set-up for the implementation of the EU 

FAP (SFC, AGFC, ISG), but the connection would be envisaged through SFC, AGFC 

and ISG members and the contacts and networks they have. Based on the mid-term 

evaluation observation that the forest sector stakeholders who are not directly involved 

in the EU FAP implementation are not aware of the EU FAP, it can be expected that 

extension to sectors other than forestry and the forest-based industry is also weak. The 

general understanding within the forest sector is that the communication to the outside 

world should be strengthened, and this perspective is confirmed by the mid-term 

evaluation feedback. However this communication is not one way from the forest sector 

to other sectors, but also the other sectors can contribute to the innovation and 

competitive advantage of the forest sector e.g. in the fields of bioenergy, recreation, 

biodiversity conservation or ecosystem services of forests.  

 

The working method of SFC ad hoc Working Groups (Key Actions 3 and 4) with direct 

involvement of experts from the Member States, stakeholders, Commission and 

research organisations means that a number of relevant stakeholders and policy-makers 

at the EU level as well as in the Member States are well-informed about the EU FAP. 

However, the specific impact how this has influenced the policy making is hard to 

assess. At the point of the mid-term evaluation, the SFC opinions on Working Groups 

were under finalisation ï thus, it is not yet possible to investigate e.g. how the SFC 

opinion on NWFGS is disseminated to the national processes in the Member States. As 

part of the mid-term evaluation case study on NWFGS, the Member States were asked 

how far the results of the Key Action 3 have reached policymakers: most countries 

report no impact or very limited impact ï partly because it is too early to assess the 

impact. A number of Member States reported that there is information sharing, and the 

policy makers are aware of activities and results of the national activities relating to 

NWFGS.  

 

The mid-term evaluation surveys show several linkages to parallel processes (e.g. wood 

mobilisation and activities in Member States and as a pan-European effort), as well as 

activities in the Member States (including sub-national activities). More time is required 

to show linkages from the EU FAP activities to activities triggered at the EU level, in 

individual Member States, or as an impact to stakeholder activities. Even then, the EU 

FAP is one factor among others contributing to the direction of policy discussions, 

decisions made and measures taken. 

 

The EU FAP activities in order to foster cooperation between forest owners (Key 

Action 5) are to a large extent beginning in 2009 ï assessment of how well policy and 

decision makers have been reached and influenced is not feasible. A parallel activity, 

the Confederation of European Forest Owners CEPF study on forest owner cooperation 

(presented to the SFC in 2009) is an example how the EU FAP can act as a channel 

between the stakeholders and policy makers. The dialogue between the stakeholders (in 

this case, the forest owners) and the Member State representatives is a way to ósend a 
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messageô to the national level of how the competitiveness of forestry could be 

improved, but it is also a way to investigate where there is potential and need for an EU 

level action.  

 

The increased dialogue and more participative approaches introduced in implementation 

of the EU FAP are appreciated both by Member States and the stakeholders. Though the 

multiple interests invested in the forests, e.g. targets for wood mobilisation, 

sustainability of wood supply and biodiversity goals, the EU FAP provides a structure 

and framework to continue the dialogue on multiple interests. The economic, ecologic 

and social dimensions of sustainable forestry are interlinked, and the EU FAP has 

consciously raised this issue (see also the Evaluation Question 11).  

 

Conclusions  

 

The EU FAP reaches the key policy-makers and stakeholders to the extent that these are 

involved in the Standing Forestry Committee (SFC) and the Advisory Group on 

Forestry and Cork (AGFC) as well as the Inter-Servicesô Group (ISG) on Forestry 

within the Commission. The working mode of the SFC ad hoc Working Groups has 

strengthened dialogue, and the participatory approach can be expected to contribute to a 

better take-off for the EU FAP outputs. At the stage of the mid-term evaluation, it is 

difficult to show this influence as specific actions triggered by the EU FAP.  

 

Key actions under Theme 1 address the economic dimension of sustainable forest 

management and aim at fostering the competitiveness of the sector; Economic viability 

is a key pillar of sustainable forest management and of crucial importance for 

maintaining forests and their multiple benefits to society. Improving the long-term 

competitiveness of the forest sector is therefore a main goal at EU level. Dissemination 

of the EU FAP outputs (e.g. studies, Working Group reports and recommendations, 

SFC opinions) to a wider group of actors is not comprehensive, but the good and well-

timed outputs are available to those that need them and know where to search for them. 

To make the leverage of the EU FAP more efficient and effective would require wider 

dissemination to groups outside the organisations implementing the EU FAP, and the 

EU FAP outputs should in any case be disseminated to the key policy-makers and 

stakeholders in parallel sectors e.g. energy, environment and agriculture. 

 

 

Recommendations  

 

In order to make the EU FAP more known, both within the forest sector and among the 

key policy-makers and stakeholders in parallel sectors, the awareness of the EU FAP 

and its outputs should be improved. For example, constant presentations on the FAP and 

FAP outcomes at seminars, workshops or conferences could provide a means to 

improve the leverage from the EU FAP to both the practitioners and to the high political 

level.   

 

In order to support a broader awareness of the EU FAP, the dissemination of the SFC ad 

hoc Working Group results and the SFC opinions should be improved.  
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EVALUATION THEME 2 Improving and protecting the environment  

The target of the EU FAP Objective 2 is to improve and protect the environment in 

order to maintain the productive capacity, resilience and biological diversity of forests. 

Objective 2 includes altogether four Key Actions: two Key Actions concerning the EU 

response to the international commitments, and two Key Actions on forest monitoring 

and protection.  

 

 

EQ3: To what extent have the activities of Key Actions 6 and 7 of the Forest Action 

Plan, i.e. ñto contribute to the positive environmental and health effects of forests 

required by global and international arrangementsò, been carried out so far 

effectively and efficiently?  
 

The activities in relation to compliance with obligations on climate change mitigation of 

the UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol and adaptation to the effects of climate change 

(Key Action 6) and to contribution towards Community biodiversity objectives (Key 

Action 7) have been carried out in 2007-2009 in accordance with the EU FAP work 

programme. The SFC has been debriefed on e.g. UNFCCC and CBD developments and 

implementation of the EU compliance with Kyoto Protocol and the Community 

biodiversity objectives. Specific studies have been carried out and also research is 

supported in FP7. The SFC ad hoc Working Group on Climate Change and Forestry 

started its work in 2009. 

 

There is no direct link between the EU FAP and the UNFCCC negotiations. The EU 

FAP work programme foresees exchange of experience between the SFC and the EU 

sinks expert group (activity 6.2). The sinks expert group is a group under the Council 

covering the discussions on AFOLU/LULUCF at the meetings of the UNFCCC. No 

specific facilitation has taken place during 2007-2008, but connection between the 

representatives of the SFC and the sinks expert group is at the Member State level. The 

SFC ad hoc Working Group is foreseen to contribute to the Key Action 6 (see Annex 3). 

 

The EU FAP is coordinated by the SFC which was set up by a Council Decision 

(89/367/EEC) in order to ensure closer and more constant cooperation in the forestry 

sector between the Member States and the Commission. The SFC plays an active role in 

facilitating exchanges of experience, sharing information, strengthening cooperation and 

preparing opinions on specific topics. Legislative initiatives are not prepared in the 

SFC. Neither does the SFC ad hoc Working Group have a direct channel ï other than 

through its members ï to inform the decision making in the EU, e.g. the discussions in 

the Council on climate change, or the work at the Commission in relation to 

preparations for the COP15 in Copenhagen in December 2009. The EU FAP provides a 

platform for information sharing and dialogue. The feedback from the mid-term 

evaluation surveys shows that there are different expectations for the role the SFC: the 

Member States would like to see their role in the SFC more as advising the 

Commission. The same approach is raised also by the stakeholders concerning the role 

of the AGFC. The Commission emphasises that the preparations e.g. on the climate 

change negotiations are ongoining in the Council, and the EU FAP is not a channel to 

influence the discussion.  
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Figure 11. IL model for the Evaluation Theme 2 Improving and protecting the environment (EU FAP Objective 2). 
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The different expectations become apparent in relation to the SFC ad hoc Working 

Group on Climate Change and Forestry. One stakeholder ï backed-up implicitly by 

several other stakeholders ï mentioned that they would like to see the EU forest sector 

at the centre of the climate change policy developments, but that until now the EU FAP 

has not helped to achieve this. How the EU FAP is to contribute to this is to be seen. 

The major product of the working group will be a report with general recommendations. 

The Working Group is expected to contribute with a mutual exchange of information, 

open dialogue and involvement of specific expertise as well as more representative 

participation of the stakeholders. This, in turn, would help cross-sectoral dialogue and 

achievement of a broad-based consensus. The Working Group is seen as an important 

step forward by the stakeholders [6 responses], but also by and the Member States [6 

responses] and the representatives of the Commission [2 DG responses].  

 

In accordance with the implementation of the Key Action 6, the contribution from EU 

FAP towards Community biodiversity objectives (Key Action 7) is exchange of 

information and dialogue between the Commission and Member States. The collection 

of information through the SFC about Natura 2000 in forest areas was not successful in 

covering all 27 Member States (in 2009 eleven Member States had provided 

information on Natura 2000 in forest areas). The contribution of this EU FAP activity to 

the reporting of biodiversity goals is modest. If there is no comprehensive information 

available, it remains difficult to conclude a common opinion of the SFC, to make an EU 

contribution for reporting to the international agreements, or to make proposals to 

address specific problems in the international fora. At the same time, several Member 

States indicate in the mid-term evaluation survey that the exchange of experience on 

Natura 2000 is a good practice realised in the EU FAP, and there is implementation at 

national level e.g. by utilising the EAFRD funds and forest management plans.  

 

In the mid-term evaluation, the Commission [2 DG responses] and Member States [1 

response] explicitly pointed out that sharing of experiences in the SFC / EU FAP is 

important e.g. because the newer Member States can get a better understanding of the 

EU legal framework and of issues of global and European importance. It was also 

acknowledged that the EU Member States can have a bigger influence on forest-related 

international negotiations as a group with responses coordinated through the EU, rather 

than by responses from individual Member States. This refers to the EU representation 

in the CBD and UNFF and UNFCCC. As already pointed out with respect to the climate 

change negotiations, the EU presentation and postions are prepared in the Council. 

These preparations are not part of the EU FAP, but information channelling would take 

place within and between ministries at national level, and within and between the 

Commission departments.  

 

The EU FAP has had an impact on the formulation of FP7 calls for proposals on forest-

related issues, including the themes of Objective 2. Activities in COST are not 

followed-up within the EU FAP, but there are several actions and initiatives ongoing on 

the themes with regard to enhancing and protecting the environment. Several studies, 

projects, research programmes, awareness raising and information campaigns are also 

carried out in national and sub-national (and regional) consortiums. The Working Group 

on climate change can be used for sharing information on and utilising the outputs from 

these parallel activities to the EU FAP. The Member States [2 responses] and 
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stakeholders [1 response] specifically highlight research projects and studies focused on 

climate change as a good practice in Objective 2.  

 

When asked how successful the EU FAP has been in contributing to the positive 

environmental and health effects of forests required by global and international 

arrangements, Member States tend to be more positive than stakeholders in their 

assessments (see Figure 12).  
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Figure 12. Member State and stakeholder assessments on the success of the EU FAP Key Actions 6 

and 7. 

 

Most Member States considered that the EU FAP has succeeded between ñsome extentò 

and a ñconsiderable extentò in contributing to the positive environmental and health 

effects of forests required by global and international arrangements. Many stakeholder 

organisations stated that it was difficult to assess to what extent the EU FAP results can 

drive changes in practice and that there was little to no effect of the EU FAP on the 

ground (or in the forest) on the issues concerned. Stakeholders also criticised the mode 

of operation, and more specifically they stated that a higher impact could have been 

achieved if the respective stakeholders would have been informed or involved in the 

discussions actively rather than just as recipients for the information.  

 

Conclusions 

 

Activities enhancing and protecting the environment include information sharing in 

relation to international commitments under the United Nations Framework Convention 

on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and its Kyoto Protocol and the contribution to 

biodiversity goals as well as development of the forest monitoring in the EU. Activities 

have been carried out in accordance with the EU FAP work programme. 

 

So far the EU FAP has provided a platform for information sharing and dialogue to 

reach the SFC representatives of the Member States and the AGFC representatives of 

the stakeholders, but it is not directly a part of the EU decision-making processes. The 

information sharing can be expected to have an indirect impact on the positive 

environmental and health effects of forests required by global and international 

arrangements. This can be done by e.g.: increased awareness of different viewpoints 

regarding the forest-sector issues; increased understanding of different demands on 

forests; better understanding of the EU obligations and their impact by sharing 

experiences between the Member States on implementation of these obligations at the 

national level. Without better coverage of information on activities carried out in the 
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Member States, the EU FAP does not effectively support the EU contribution to the 

forest-related international processes, including reporting of the EU compliance with the 

international commitments. 

 

The issue of climate change has gained importance in policy discussions since the 

adoption of the EU FAP Key Actions and activities in 2006. This is visible in the 

implementation of the EU FAP as discussions carried out in 2007-2008 and as 

establishment of the SFC ad hoc Working Group on Climate Change and Forestry in 

2008/2009. Although the work is just starting in 2009, the ad hoc Working Group is 

seen an effective way towards dialogue and consensus-building among different 

stakeholder groups. Currently the work programme of the SFC does not make explicitly 

the linkage between the EU FAP and discussions in the Council, where the forest 

related topics are handled in the Working Party on Forestry, but also in several other 

working parties and expert groups (e.g. relating to climate change, biodiversity, energy, 

development). Effectiveness of the EU FAP with regard to enhancing and protecting the 

environment could be improved, with a stronger link from the EU FAP to deliberations 

at EU and national levels. 

 

 

Recommendations 

 

Effectiveness and efficiency of EU FAP Key Actions 6 and 7 could be improved with 

more dialogue and participative approaches ï this is already expected to happen with 

the involvement of stakeholders and experts designated by Member States in the ad hoc 

Working Group on Climate Change and Forestry.  

 

The approach of broad consultations as in the ad hoc Working Group on Climate 

Change and Forestry is recommended to be continued also during the second 

implementation period of the EU FAP. The results from studies and the SFC ad hoc 

Working Groups should be disseminated more effectively ï the experience gained in 

other SFC ad hoc Working Groups (ref. EU FAP Objective 1 Key Actions 3 and 4) 

should be utilised to explore how this link from the EU FAP to the policy formulation 

and decision making at the EU and national levels could be strengthened.  

 

In order to make the implementation of the remaining EU FAP period effective and 

efficient, the SFC should discuss how to improve sharing of information on activities 

carried out in the Member States. Stronger link from the EU FAP to the deliberations at 

EU and national levels should be aimed at e.g. by linking the National Forest 

Programmes (NFPs) and the EU FAP more closely together. Sharing of information on 

implementation in the Member States should be improved by a more structured 

reporting to the SFC. In the mid-term evaluation surveys new and emerging issues were 

brought up, including topics in the field of environment (the list of topics is in Annex 5 

of this report). Member States and Commission should discuss in the SFC the list of 

new and emerging issues, and as appropriate check and focus the remaining activities in 

the Key Actions 6 and 7 and adjust the Work Programme for 2009-2011 as appropriate. 

 

The SFC should consider of establishment of an ad hoc Working Group on target 

setting for sustainable forest management and forest protection. The conflicting 
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demands on forest from climate change, biodiversity and particularly renewable energy 

have increased since the EU FAP was adopted in 2006. An additional key target of the 

EU FAP in the remaining implementation period (2010-2011) could be to contribute to 

more operational sustainability criteria for forestry, in particular for biomass but 

acknowledging multiple services and benefits from forests (see also the EU FAP 

Objective 1).  

 

 

 

EQ4: To what extent have the activities of key actions 8 and 9 of the Forest Action 

Plan to contribute to forest monitoring and forest protection, been carried out so far 

effectively and efficiently? 

 

Activities carried out in 2007-2009 under the Key Actions 8 and 9 are in accordance 

with the EU FAP work programme. The development of a European forest monitoring 

system should advance harmonisation of the monitoring, assessment and reporting of 

forest information in the EU. However, an EU forest monitoring system has not been 

developed as anticipated. This is mentioned by several Member States [4 responses] as 

a shortcoming compared to the expectations raised when preparing the EU FAP, which 

coincided with the expiration of the Forest Focus regulation in 2006. A Life+ project 

(FutMon) was launched in 2009, but a project-based approach is not seen by the 

Commission as a solution for achieving continuity and harmonisation of forest 

monitoring in the EU, but the contribution from the project to the further elaboration of 

a monitoring system in the EU can be seen as an indirect effect, at best.  

 

As the collection and provision of data to the monitoring systems is the responsibility of 

the Member States, the Commission has only limited possibilities of action. Member 

States are not obliged to collect and provide data, but several Member States have 

committed to contributing to EFDAC and EFFIS.  

 

The primary objective of establishing EFDAC is to reduce the heterogeneity of the 

various national and international data sources. The development of reliable and easily 

accessible forest information systems is a challenge, but the development is regarded as 

crucial for improving coordination of forest data at the international level. In terms of 

data management, including data storage, exchange and access, the EU has a 

comprehensive set of information systems and databases in place (e.g. EFFIS, 

EUROSTAT Forestry Database and EFDAC) which will be coordinated by the 

Commission in environmental data centres. The Commission is working together with 

EEA in this area for a better use of available datasets. 

 

In the mid-term evaluation surveys the development of the EFDAC is specifically 

mentioned as an example of good practices by the Member States [3 responses] and a 

stakeholder [1 response]. There are also high expectations for the system. Although the 

establishment of the prototype has performed well, regular policy mechanisms for 

financing are still missing. These are regarded as essential to guarantee a proper 

development of the system and coordination of forest information at the EU level.  
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The internet-based EFFIS information system is a well functioning instrument and is 

specifically mentioned in the mid-term evaluation surveys by Commission and the 

Member States as an example of a good practice within EU FAP, and a useful 

contribution to the objective of working towards a European Forest Monitoring System 

(EFMS). Compared to the monitoring, assessment and reporting of forest fire and air 

pollutants effects, the monitoring of forest damages caused by storms, insects and 

diseases, damages by wildlife and livestock is less developed and harmonised.  

 

The future steps in the development of EFMS ï e.g. concerning a Community 

instrument establishing funding mechanism for forest information, including monitoring 

ï require reaching a decision among the EU Member States. The Commission White 

Paper on Adaptation to Climate Change (COM(2009)147) is proposing to start a debate 

on forest protection and forest monitoring. Additional reporting and accounting 

obligations are expected from the post-2012 Climate Agreement that is currently being 

negotiated. Further reporting needs relate also to CBD and Community biodiversity 

commitments.  

 

Studies, e.g. the study on combating forest dieback are seen as an important 

contribution to the EU FAP implementation. Further studies are ongoing and the topic 

will be elaborated further. The FP6 and FP7 research programmes are recognised as 

contributing to (developing a better understanding and a scientific basis for) forest 

protection. As already pointed out in the analysis of other Key Actions, these activities 

are also carried out e.g. in the COST cooperation parallel to the EU FAP. 

 

According to the Commission the forest fire expert group is an example of groupings of 

Member States working together to handle regional problems. The mid-term evaluation 

survey indicated that other regional groupings also take place ï some of them as 

cooperation between countries, and some of them more as sub-national (incl. also cross-

border) projects. The EU FAP work programme does not envisage information sharing 

on such groups e.g. on how they are established, for which purpose and with which 

results.   
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Figure 13. Member State and stakeholder assessments on the success of the EU FAP Key Actions 8 

and 9. 

 

Member States tended to be more critical than the stakeholders when asked how 

successful the EU FAP has been in contributing to forest monitoring and protection. 

Stakeholders acknowledge that there has been a lot of talk about the monitoring in 

2007-2008, and thus something must be happening in this respect. In the mid-term 
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evaluation feedback, stakeholders raised the issue of what kind of monitoring data is 

needed: monitoring should respond not only on the ecological and environmental 

protection needs, but also to policy and decision making on the economic and social 

aspects of the forest-based sector as a whole.  

 

Not directly a part of the Key Action 9, but closely related to it has been the discussion 

on the development of a common European Forest Fire Strategy which was proposed 

during the French Presidency and in several conferences and workshops. The 

importance of the forest fire issue has been pointed out also by the stakeholders both at 

national and EU levels. But rather than being a monitoring issue, this refers to building 

awareness that forest fires are not a problem for an individual country, but an issue at 

the level of the EU and measures to prevent the forest fires, compensate and recover the 

damage, build up insurance systems, etc., should be discussed at the EU level. The 

Forest Fire Strategy has been elaborated by the Commission, Member States and 

Stakeholders, but this action is not reported in the EU FAP progress reports ï thus it 

gives the impression that the Forest Fire Strategy is considered as a parallel activity to 

the EU FAP. 

    

Conclusions 

 

Forest monitoring is an integral part of enhancing and protecting the environment. A 

fully operational European forest monitoring system is highly desired by various 

information providers and users and it is regarded as essential for effective and efficient 

policy-making at EU level. Since the Forest Focus Regulation expired in 2006, there 

have been no financial means for ensuring sustained maintenance of forest monitoring 

given that the LIFE+ financial instrument operates on a project basis. Although the 

European Forest Data Centre, EFDAC, and the European Forest Fires Information 

System, EFFIS, developed further during the EU FAP, are considered as good tools, the 

impact of the EU FAP on elaboration of a European forest monitoring system is modest. 

The EU FAP has had an indirect effect on the deliberations and policy formulation on 

forest monitoring and forest protection in the EU. The EU FAP has provided a platform 

to discuss the issue among the Member States, but the deliberations did not lead to a 

common position on how to proceed. The Commission White Paper on Adapting to 

Climate Change: Towards a European Framework for Action (COM (2009) 147) 

proposes to open a debate at the EU level on forest protection and forest information 

systems, including the issues such as monitoring, climate factors, biodiversity and the 

protective functions of EU forests. The EU FAP can support this process.  

 

 

Recommendations  
 

Although the EU FAP is not directly a part of the EU decision making, it can promote 

the work already done towards a European forest monitoring system, and it can utilise 

the SFC and AGFC to debate on forest protection and forest information.  

 

The Commission and the Member States should address the long-term financing of a 

European forest monitoring system. The lack of stable and dedicated funding source 

jeopardises the steady collection of harmonised forest data.  
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The Council Working Party on Forestry should initiate discussions on the development 

of concrete policy instruments in support of the collection of harmonised forest data, 

taking account also of the developments in connection with the INSPIRE directive, the 

(proposal for a) GMES regulation, and the Shared Environment Information System 

(SEIS) developments. The SFC should be informed about the outcomes of the 

conference organised by the Swedish Presidency on the topic of ñFuture forest 

monitoring in the European Unionò (11-12 November 2009). 

 

The SFC should discuss what the means are to contribute to the debate on forest 

protection and monitoring. Such measures could include: 

- a study to gain insight into the expectations of the Member States and 

stakeholders (in a wider sense than AGFC) towards SEIS and in particular the 

European Forest Data Centre (EFDAC) as a node of SEIS.   

- establishment of a network of organisations that are expected to provide and/or 

use data for both the EFDAC and the European Forest Information and 

Communication Platform (EFICP). 

 

The Commission and Member States should call for and support studies on forest 

rehabilitation of forest areas affected by forest fires. A regional approach and 

collaborative partnerships should be promoted with regard to issues such as forest fires, 

floods and drought [ref. also to the Key Action 11 under the EU FAP Objective 3]. 

 

The Council Working Party on Forestry should initiate work towards the development 

of specific policy options for enhancing the protection of forests in the EU. A coherent 

and integrated approach to sustainable management of European forests ought to target 

the protection of their social, productive and ecological capacity intrinsically. The 

Member States should also consider more ambitious policy options towards a more 

integrated policy for collecting forest information. A more intensive consultation and 

discussion process on forest information systems and forest protection post-2011 should 

be started without delay.  
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EVALUATION THEME 3 Contribution to quality of life 

 

The target of the EU FAP Objective 3 is to contribute to quality of life by preserving 

and improving the social and cultural dimensions of forests. Objective 3 includes three 

Key Actions: (1) encouraging of environmental education; (2) maintaining and 

enhancing of protective functions of forests; and (3) exploring the potential of urban and 

peri-urban forests.  

 

 

EQ5: To what extent have the activities of key actions 10-12 of the Forest Action Plan 

carried out so far contributed to the quality of life in all its relevant dimensions, such 

as the social and cultural dimension? 

 

The contribution of forests to quality of life has been widely recognised and considered 

important in recent years. The topic was raised as one of the EU FAP Objectives. The 

Commission annual progress report (July 2009 ref. AGFC meeting) does not report any 

activities in relation to EU FAP Objective 3. Objectives 1 and 2 of EU FAP have been 

prioritised during 2007-2008, and thus Objective 3 activities (Key Actions 10-12) are 

scheduled for the next stage from 2009 onwards. Assessing the contribution of the EU 

FAP activities carried out so far is not possible as the Evaluation Question is formulated. 

In this respect, the IL model (see Figure 14) is not directly useful for the analysis.  

 

Though not mentioned in the progress report, two meetings encouraging environmental 

education and information (Key Action 10) were organised by Austria in 2007-2008. 

The meetings aimed at exchanging views within SFC and AGFC, and stressed the 

cooperation between the Member States and the Forest Communicatorsô Network.  

 

In addition to the Key Action 10, there are two EU FAP activities related to information 

and education i.e. Key Action 5 on forest owners and environmental education in 

Objective 1, and Key Action 18 on communication in Objective 4. The mid-term 

evaluation shows that several national and transnational initiatives have been launched, 

and also the EU Leonardo da Vinci education programme has been utilised for 

financing these activities. Some activities take place at sub-national level, though 

international cooperation contributes to improving e.g. forestry training, environmental 

education and forest pedagogy in Europe. 

 

There are ongoing activities in relation to maintaining and enhancing the protective 

function of forests (Key Action 11), but at the stage of the mid-term evaluation no 

activities have been carried out within the framework of EU FAP. In parallel to the 

planned studies on forest-related natural disasters, there have been a number of FP7 

research calls addressing these issues in 2007-2009. Thematically the Key Action 11 

does not include forest fires (which are part of Key Action 9). At the Member State 

level, some specific studies and activities are mentioned on forest-related disasters. 

Furthermore, specific measures from EAFRD have been activated by some countries to 

promote protection against natural disasters. Also transnational projects on protective 

forests, natural hazard prevention, etc. have been implemented with ERDF resources in 

the INTERREG programmes 2000-2006 and 2007-2013 (transnational cooperation). 
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Figure 14. IL model for the Evaluation Theme 3 Contributing to quality of life (EU FAP Objective 3). 
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Relating to urban and peri-urban forests (Key Action 12) there are activities ongoing 

parallel to the EU FAP. A linked initiative in this field is the European Forum on Urban 

Forestry (EFUF), an annual forum where urban forestry professionals meet scientists 

and policy-makers (latest meeting in May 2009). Furthermore the Objective 3 theme has 

been handled in COST
47

 actions, though many of them prior to the EU FAP 

implementation. At the Member State level there are a number of parallel activities 

(independent from the EU FAP) that have been implemented, most of them very 

recently. 

 

In the mid-term evaluation survey, Member States report active implementation of the 

Objective 3 related activities at national and sub-national levels. Although most 

activities have been ongoing and have taken place without linkage to the EU FAP, the 

Action Plan is perceived and used by some Member States as a catalyst and motivation. 

The long tradition in education and information activities reported by the countries 

makes evident that there is potential for added value from the EU FAP: it can provide a 

platform to exchange information as a way to benchmark and disseminate good ideas. 

Some of the activities reported by the Member States are conducted at regional and 

local levels. The instruments which are primarily used by Member States to implement 

Objective 3 actions are the rural development funds (EAFRD), structural funds (e.g. 

ERDF) and the education programmes, meaning that a significant part of these actions 

is taken at regional level.  
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Figure 15. Member State and stakeholder assessments on the success of the EU FAP Objective 3. 

 

The EU FAP contribution to preserving and improving the social and cultural 

dimensions of forests is assessed as very modest by the stakeholders (especially by the 

representatives of producers, industry and environmental NGOs). Even though the EU 

FAP activities have not started, the Member States assess that there has been a positive 

impact from raising the theme on the EU FAP agenda. Feedback collected in the mid-

term evaluation surveys shows that the social and cultural aspects are seen as an 

important part of forestry. The feedback from the Commission shows that although the 

contribution of forests to the quality of life is considered an important issue, there are 

difficulties in defining operative objectives and activities. The Key Actions defined 

under this Objective are important for a specific set of countries ï or regions ï but not 

necessarily seen as important for all of the EU27 Member States. 

 

                                                 
47 COST E-12 "Urban Forests and Trees" (1997-2000), COST E-39 ñForests, Trees and Human Health and Wellbeingò (2003-2007) 
and COST E-33 ñForest for Recreation and Nature Tourismò (2003-2008). 
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Conclusions 

 

The importance of the EU FAP Objective 3 Contribution to Quality of Life is 

recognised in the feedback collected by the mid-term evaluation surveys. Nevertheless 

very few activities were planned for the first implementation period 2007-2009, and it is 

too early to assess whether and how the EU FAP has had an effect on the goal of 

contributing to preserving and improving the social and cultural dimensions of forests. 

  

In the mid-term evaluation, the Member States report national activities and 

programmes with the aims of: enforcing environmental education; enhancing the 

protective functions of forests; the potential of urban/peri-urban forests. These activities 

are also reflected in the rural development programmes of the Member States, which 

provide a link with the EU FAP Objective 3. The UNECE/FAO Forest Communicatorsô 

Network (FCN) is active in forest pedagogics and in forest communication in Europe, 

and it has defined support for the EU FAP goals as one of its tasks ï nevertheless, the 

role and functions of the FCN is not defined in the EU FAP work programme. 

 

The fact that the EU FAP Objective 3 activities are starting at EU level in 2009, gives 

Member States and the Commission the possibility to check the focus of the Objective 

3, the activities to be carried out in 2009-2011, and also the role that the Forest 

Communicatorsô Network could play in the implementation of the EU FAP. Many 

activities related to the EU FAP Objective 3 in the Member States are carried out at sub-

national level and sharing of information on how each country has mobilised specific 

funding instruments (e.g. rural development programmes EAFRD, regional 

development programmes ERDF and the education and training programmes) could 

also be a valuable and constructive output to increase effectiveness of the EU FAP in 

contributing to the quality of life. Such an exchange of information could be based on 

the analysis of forestry measures in the Rural Development Programmes 2007-2013 that 

the Commission has elaborated in 2008. 

 

 

Recommendations 

 

As already indicated in the SFC annual Work Programme, the SFC should discuss how 

the Objective 3 will be implemented when the Objective 3 activities start in 2009. In 

order to emphasise the three sustainability dimensions and the multifunctional role of 

forests it is important to implement also the EU FAP Objective 3 Key Actions, and 

produce concrete outputs illustrating how forests contribute to quality of life (see 

Evaluation Question 11). 

 

The Commission and the SFC could utilise the study on public perceptions (Key Action 

18) and a consultation of the stakeholders in the AGFC to check and, if needed, 

prioritise the Key Actions of the Objective 3 for the remaining implementation period 

2009-2011.  

 

An information exchange could be organised within the SFC regarding the specific 

funding instruments which the Member States have mobilised to support the EU FAP in 

general and the Objective 3 in particular. 
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EVALUATION THEME 4 Improving forest sector co-ordination, coherence and 
communication  

 

The target of the EU FAP Objective 4 is to improve coherence and cross-sectoral 

cooperation in order to balance economic, environmental and socio-cultural objectives 

at multiple organisational and institutional levels. The five Key Actions under this 

objective address the coordination with the Member States and among policy areas, as 

well as communication e.g. with the stakeholders and the public.  

 

The Objective 4 is divided into two Evaluation Themes: (1) Key Actions 13 and 14 i.e. 

SFC and coordination and coherence within Commission; and (2) Key Actions 15-18. 

Following the same logic, the Intervention logic models are described separately for the 

Evaluation Theme 4 and Evaluation Theme 5. 

 

 

EQ6: To what extent have the activities of key action 13 of the Forest Action Plan 

carried out so far, been effective and efficient in strengthening the role of the 

Standing Forestry Committee, and has this been beneficial for the coordination and 

communication between Community actions and the forest policies of the Member 

States? 
 

Activities in relation to strengthening of the role of the SFC (Key Action 13) have been 

carried out as planned in the Work Programme. This can be seen as efficient 

implementation of the plan: annual work programmes of the SFC have been compiled 

right from the start of the EU FAP, i.e. from 2007 onwards, and they are structuring the 

work and meetings of the SFC. There have been two parallel SFC ad hoc Working 

Groups at a time mobilising expertise to key topics (non-wood forest goods and services 

and wood mobilisation for energy generation in 2007-2008; climate change and public 

procurement in 2009-2010. The SFC has concluded its opinions based on consensus 

reached between the Member States. EU Forest Directors meetings have been arranged 

regularly in 2007-2009 through the EU presidencies. 

 

The annual work programmes of SFC are seen as very valuable by the Commission [3 

DG responses] and Member States [1 response]. The yearly work programmes are 

discussed in the ISG as well as in the SFC, and they structure the work of the SFC, but 

also provide the Commission with information on the annual agenda. The detailed EU 

FAP Work Programme 2007-2011 has been followed and there has been a need for 

regular meetings. The multiannual work programme schedules to a large extent also the 

SFC annual programmes. This agenda setting makes the work efficient, but it also 

means that there are many meetings, long agendas, a short time for advance 

preparations of the discussions, and not much room for adding topics to the meeting 

agendas or for allowing more extensive discussions for some topics in the SFC. 
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Figure 16. IL model for the Evaluation Theme 4 Improving forest sector co-ordination, coherence and communication (Key Actions 13 and 14).
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There is a high rate of participation in the meetings. Several Member States indicate that 

SFC meetings are a way to ensure better communication and transparency of initiatives 

in different policy areas regarding forests [direct quotation of 3 responses, but implicit 

in several Member State responses]. Furthermore, a number of specific benefits from 

the SFC and its work methods are mentioned: stronger cooperation and coordination 

between Member States e.g. in international processes; understanding of different 

Member Statesô problems; awareness of the importance of cross-sectoral coordination; 

useful information and knowledge sharing; opinions as an opportunity to affect EU 

policies, e.g. rural development. The Commission emphasises that the SFC has played a 

crucial role in reaching consensus and common opinion e.g. on wood mobilisation. The 

SFC has also been a platform for sharing experiences between the óolderô and ómore 

recentô Member States i.e. the SFC has assisted in translating the EU legislation and 

requirements into practice. From the stakeholdersô perspective the SFC remains a more 

distant cooperation body. 

 

Joint meetings of the members of the SFC, AGFC and/or AC-FBI have not been 

arranged. In the mid-term evaluation interviews it was indicated by the Commission that 

joint meetings would be impractical and a not very efficient way to create an open 

dialogue because of the high number of participants (the SFC and AGFC meetings 

together have nearly 100 participants). Instead, communication between the groups is 

ensured through the AGFC chairpersonsô participation in the SFC meetings. The 

decisions of the SFC (i.e. summary records from the meetings) are published in the 

forestry website, but the records do not include further information on the discussions in 

the SFC. Stakeholders [2 responses] point out that it would be beneficial to share 

experiences between Member States and the stakeholders, e.g. on participation of forest 

owners, operators, NGOs and civil society in the national forest policy. In the mid-term 

evaluation inventory of activities, several Member States refer to stakeholder 

involvement in the NFP and national forums. This is however, not a common practice 

across all Member States, but the participation processes differ from country to country. 

The EU FAP could provide a platform for this kind of information and experience 

sharing between the countries. 

 

As already described in the Evaluation Theme 1 (Key Actions 3 and 4) and in 

Evaluation Theme 3 (Key Action 6), the SFC ad hoc Working Groups are assessed as a 

very efficient and effective mode of work by the Commission [5 DG responses], 

Member States [6 responses] and stakeholders [9 responses]. The ad hoc Working 

Groups are a flexible instrument that can be used for in-depth work on important issues. 

At the Commission however, there are limited resources for running the Working 

Groups, and it is not feasible to administer more than two Working Groups in parallel. 

The two Working Groups carried out so far in 2007-2008 produced reports with 

common conclusions and recommendations of the Member State and stakeholder 

representatives with one exception ï a separate statement was issued by an 

environmental NGO on the report of the Working Group on Wood Mobilisation. On the 

basis of the Working Group results explicit SFC opinions have been formulated at the 

beginning of 2009 (see Evaluation Question 1). At the mid-term evaluation, it is too 

early to perceive what impact, where and how the opinions contribute to the EU and 

Member States policy and decision making. However, the example of SFC opinion on 
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FP7 shows that there can be a direct influence (i.e. to calls for proposals opened in the 

FP7 programme by the Commission). 

 

In addition to the meetings of ISG, SFC and AGFC, the EU FAP work programme does 

not foresee a mechanism for how the SFC opinions are disseminated e.g. from the 

participants in the ISG on forestry to other officials within the Commission, or from the 

SFC to the national level, to relevant ministries and e.g. the Council Working Party / 

expert group members. The SFC opinions are not published (as of August 2009), and 

they are not accessible in the forestry website where the Working Group reports are 

available.  

 

In the mid-term evaluation survey, Member State responses to the question about the 

contribution from the EU FAP to national forest policy / NFP vary from one country to 

another ï from low influence to a considerable influence (see section 2.2.4). The 

respondents to the mid-term evaluation inventory remark that it is difficult to point out 

activities that the EU FAP has specifically contributed to or triggered at Member State 

level. A high share of respondents consider the work in the SFC as very beneficial in 

sharing experiences and practices between the Member States (75% of the respondents 

indicate either ñto a great extentò or ñto a considerable extentò, see Figure 17). Member 

States also give examples of topics and themes that have increased in importance at the 

national level due to discussions in EU FAP: e.g. green procurement / public 

procurement, renewable energy and wood biomass and targets for forestry, Natura2000 

and investment in research.  
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Figure 17. Member State perceptions on the EU FAP in relation to their national forest policy / 

national forest programme (NFP), and on the Standing Forestry Committeeôs work on sharing 

experiences and practices between the Member States.  

 

A general remark is that although the Member States assess the SFC work very 

positively, the role of the SFC could still be strengthened and the SFC utilised more in 

advising the Commission in forest-related issues ï i.e. the discussions in the SFC would 

be more useful at the stage when the Commission is preparing initiatives than at the 
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stage of informing the Member States about the outcome. As already pointed out in 

other evaluation themes, these discussions and preparations do not only take place at the 

Commission, but also, for example, in the respective Council working parties and expert 

groups. The timing of the discussions in the SFC and its working groups is important in 

order to make an effective contribution to the preparations ongoing in different levels. 
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Figure 18. Member State and stakeholder assessment on the success of the EU FAP in improving 

coordination and coherence between different policy areas in forest sector between EU and 

Member States. 

 

The strengthening role of the SFC was approached in the mid-term evaluation by a 

question concerning how the EU FAP has contributed to better coordination and 

coherence between different policy areas in the forest sector between the EU and 

Member States. Member States assess the approach as considerably more successful 

than stakeholders (see Figure 18). In the mid-term evaluation surveys, some 

stakeholders (especially producers and environmental NGOs) are critical in their 

assessments: there are no practical implications visible at national (and sub-national) 

level concerning how the EU FAP has contributed to national policy, decisions and 

measures taken. Neither is there a direct dialogue between the Member States and the 

stakeholders at the EU level. Activities carried out at national level are national, i.e. they 

are not promoted as activities in support of the EU FAP, even though they are aiming at 

the same goals as the EU FAP. Although the expected indirect effect to EU and national 

policy making is already repeated in the analysis of the EU FAP Objectives 1-3, it 

cannot be expected that the EU FAP strongly impacts on national forest policies. The 

Member States see the EU FAP and the SFC as more important for exchanging views 

with other Member States, rather than its role in supporting the implementation of NFPs 

or supporting national level policy-making.  

 

Conclusions  

 

The EU FAP has been efficient in organising and structuring the work of the SFC, e.g. 

by proposing themes and topics in a multi-annual work programme, a clear timetable 

and regular meetings in annual work programme, calling in expertise by forming 

working groups and contributing to policy formulation by opinions. The effect on policy 

formulation is indirect. The SFC opinions are not available publicly and it is not 

explicitly defined in the EU FAP the structures and mechanisms how the SFC opinions 

are supposed to contribute to national policy deliberations or to the initiatives and 

actions in the Commission. However, based on the feedback collected in the mid-term 

evaluation, it can be expected that there is an impact on policy processes both at EU and 

national levels. The SFC has been ï although to a limited extent ï beneficial for the co-
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ordination and communication between Community actions and the forest policies of 

the Member States. Showing concrete actions which are triggered in the Member States 

or as Community actions would require more than the two years of EU FAP 

implementation at the stage of the mid-term evaluation. 

 

A number of countries indicate that they have utilised the EU FAP in developing their 

NFPs ï e.g. to check the national agenda and priorities. In order to improve 

effectiveness, it would be important to make the connection between the NFPs and the 

EU FAP more visible, and share experience of NFP (or equivalent) between the 

Member States. Stakeholders emphasise the need for information sharing between the 

Member States and the stakeholders ï e.g. on participatory processes in NFPs in the EU. 

For practical reasons, by 2009 joint meetings of the members of the SFC and AGFC and 

with the AC-FBI have not been arranged although this activity was planned in the EU 

FAP work programme. However, the Chairman of the AGFC has regularly participated 

in the SFC meetings.  

 

Effective implementation of the EU FAP requires strengthening the role of the SFC at 

three levels: 

- Strengthening the role of SFC as contributing to the EU policy formulations in 

the Council; 

- Strengthening the advisory role of the SFC in preparing actions and initiatives in 

the Commission;  

- Strengthening the role of SFC as contributing to national forest policies across 

the EU. 

 

 

Recommendations 

 

Member States should discuss together with the Commission (starting from the SFC in 

consultation with AGFC) how the role of SFC can be further improved and the 

coordination and communication between the Community actions and the forest 

policies in the Member States further elaborated. The following measures are proposed 

for consideration for the remaining EU FAP period in 2009-2011: 

- continuing with the annual work programmes of the SFC, the SFC opinions, the 

SFC ad hoc working groups and the studies conducted on the EU FAP issues.  

- more active involvement of the Member States in the process of establishing the 

annual work programmes of the SFC.  

- more structured reporting of Member State activities to SFC. The mid-term 

evaluation inventory of activities already provides a basis for state-of-the-play 

information, but there should be a more structured way to collect information on 

the Member States activities in relation to the EU FAP goals. 

- means for following up and making visible how the EU FAP outputs (studies, 

reports, recommendations and SFC opinions) are utilised in the EU institutions 

and in the Member States. The means for follow-up could be e.g. a specific SFC 

meeting, thematic follow-up meeting or other event with involvement of 

different levels of administration and the stakeholders. 

- Joint meetings between SFC, AC-FBI and AGFC on an ad hoc basis addressing 

emerging key issues concerning sharing information and experience across the EU 
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and/or to follow-up the EU FAP outputs already produced. These events could 

also be arranged e.g. linked with the EU forest directors/nature directors meetings. 

- In order to support a broader awareness of the SFC opinions, the Commission 

should make the SFC opinions publicly available e.g. at the Commission 

forestry web-site. 

 

Discussion about the follow-up of the EU FAP after 2011 ï and the implementation of 

the EU Forestry Strategy ï should be started, and the SFC could play an active role in 

initiating the discussion. As a contribution to the post-2011 discussion, the Member 

States and the Commission should investigate the open method of coordination (OMC) 

to NFPs/national forest policies and other options for governance in order to achieve 

improved coordination and coherence in forest policy in the EU (this is the Key Action 

15 which has not yet been started in the EU FAP).  

 

 

EQ7: To what extent have the activities of key action 14 of the Forest Action Plan 

carried out so far, been effective and efficient in improving the coherence between 

different Community actions? Have EU level forest groups and the Inter-service 

Group on Forestry contributed to improving coherence? 

 

The Inter-servicesô Group on Forestry (established in 2001) has been actively involved in 

the EU FAP implementation and has had regular meetings in 2006-2009. It is the main 

body to strengthen the coordination of forest-related issues within the Commission. The 

ISG is chaired by DG Agriculture and Rural Development (DG AGRI) and it includes 

representatives of 16 Commission departments (DGs). Active participation in the ISG 

meetings as well as in direct smaller meetings between the Commission representatives 

contribute to the EU FAP implementation. The ISG and their meetings are broadly seen 

by the interviewed Commission representatives as highly important and useful for the 

coordination of forest-related matters ï in addition to the formal inter-service 

consultation which is part of adopting any legislative procedure by the Commission.  

 

The main value of the ISG meetings is, according to the interviews, the early 

information on planned or ongoing activities in the Commission services and the good 

information before and in relation to the formal inter-service consultations. The working 

atmosphere in the ISG is described as very open and constructive. The EU FAP has 

contributed to the role of the ISG, e.g. through the preparation of the annual SFC work 

programme which provides an annual agenda for discussions in ISG on Forestry.  

 

Regular ISG meetings contribute to the fact that the SFC is regularly informed on 

ongoing activities in the various Commission services ï also this connection is assessed 

by the Commission as valuable and working well. The assessment is confirmed by 

Member States [3 responses] and stakeholders [3 responses]: the information sharing by 

Commission to SFC and AGFC is valuable and an indication of improved coordination 

within the Commission.  

 

The MCPFE is highlighted as an example, where improvement is visible. Indication of 

this is given by involvement of the Commission representatives in the MCPFE working 

groups (follow-up of MCPFE process), and improved coordination through the ISG on 
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Forestry i.e. information sharing within the Commission in preparing for the MCPFE 

and its meetings. This is confirmed by a stakeholder observation: more Commission 

departments are today aware of MCPFE than before. 

 

Based on the Commission assessment, the ISG is effective and efficient in contributing 

to coherent Community actions. The feedback from the Member States however, 

indicates that the mutual information sharing has not guaranteed coordination or 

proactive and holistic approach to the forest sector related initiatives. In the Member 

State responses [3 responses], the example of different sustainability criteria for wood 

(i.e. forest products mentioned under Green Public Procurement, biomass under RES 

Directive proposal and timber under FLEGT due diligence proposal) is mentioned 

where the coordination has not been successful (see Evaluation Question 8). 

Furthermore, the Member States pointed out the existence of two inter-servicesô groups: 

one on forestry and another one on international forestry. More transparency is 

requested for the ISG meetings and clarification of the role and tasks of the two ISGs. 

Means for improving transparency of the meetings could be e.g. availability of the list 

of items on the agenda and the meeting minutes. The list of contact persons in the 

Commission departments and services presented to the SCF in 2007/2008 is 

appreciated, but the Member States and stakeholders would like to see more information 

about the sectoral activities i.e. which DG is responsible for which forest-related action. 

The list of contact persons of the Commission DGs which was presented to the SFC in 

2007 does not give such detail.  
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Figure 19. Member State and stakeholder assessments on the success of the EU FAP in improving 

coordination and coherence between different policy areas in forest sector within EU Commission. 

 

Member States and stakeholders generally consider that the EU FAP has been 

successful in improving the coordination and coherence between different policy areas 

within the Commission (see Figure 19). However, some respondents from both groups 

also give a very negative assessment. The EU FAP is a tool to improve the coordination 

and coherence within the Commission, and to inform the SFC and AGFC about forest-

related actions and initiatives. At the same time, the mid-term evaluation feedback 

emphasises the need for a more coherent and more proactive approach to the forest 

sector related issues across the policy areas.  

  

Conclusions 

 

The EU FAP has been efficient and effective in improving the mutual information 

sharing between Commission services on forestry issues thus contributing to better co-

ordination within the Commission as well as improving the coherence between different 
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Community actions. Coordination through the EU FAP (e.g. the SFC Work Programme 

providing an agenda) has also ensured structured information sharing to the SFC and 

AGFC. However, the need for a coherent and proactive approach to the forest sector 

remains: many forest sector related initiatives are prepared in parallel processes in 

several policy areas. In addition to the Inter-Servicesô Group on Forestry, there is also 

an Inter-Servicesô Group on International Forestry in the Commission. The Inter-

Servicesô Group on International Forestry is not involved in the implementation of the 

EU FAP. The international processes, e.g. in relation to the climate change have 

recently increased the need for improved co-ordination and coherence as well as the 

need to review the co-ordination of the forest-related issues within the Commission.  

 

 

Recommendations 

 

The Commission should update the list of contact persons for forest-related policies in 

the Commission DGs (already presented to the SFC in 2007) with indication of the 

contact personsô field of expertise and reference to the EU FAP Key Action(s); the list 

should be updated regularly. The list could be utilised in order to target the invitations 

to the DG representatives to participate in the EU FAP events, but also in order to share 

information on the goals of the EU FAP and to report about its progress. 

 

The Commission should review tasks of the two forest-related ISGs in order to 

investigate how the inter-servicesô co-ordination could still be improved for 

implementation of the EU FAP.  
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EVALUATION THEME 5 Dissemination of best practices and improving the visibility of 
the sector  

Evaluation Theme 5 covers EU FAP Key Actions 15-18 i.e. open method of 

coordination (OMC) to national forest programmes, EU profile in international forest-

related processes, use of wood and other forest products from sustainably managed 

forests, and improving information exchange and communication. 

 

 

EQ8: To what extent have the activities of key actions 15 and 17 of the Forest Action 

Plan carried out so far, e.g. the application of the Open Method of Coordination, 

been effective and efficient in disseminating best practices? 
 

This evaluation question concerns activities carried out to disseminate best practices in 

two separate Key Actions: Key Action 15 on exploring Open Method of Coordination to 

voluntary coordination in the field of forest policy (NFPs) and Key Action 17 on 

encouraging the use of wood and other forest products from sustainably managed forests. 

 

Investigation on OMC has not been started; in the EU FAP Work Programme it is 

scheduled for 2010-2011. Therefore, no assessment is given on the effectiveness or 

efficiency of disseminating best practices in the Key Action 15.  

 

According to the Commission, the Commission Communication on innovative and 

sustainable forest-based industries in the EU was deliberately adopted in parallel to the 

EU FAP because stakeholders wanted this. The communication (COM(2008) 113) was 

adopted in 2008. According to the Commission, the EU FAP and the FBI 

Communication are parallel complementary actions. Activities in the EU FAP Objective 

1, such as the SFC ad hoc Working Group on Wood Mobilisation for Energy from 

Forest Resources (Key Action 4) and the study on fragmentation of ownership (Key 

Action 5) can be seen as measures in line with the actions defined in the FBI 

Communication. These activities have been discussed in the analysis of Evaluation 

Theme 1, which also includes the Member Statesô and stakeholdersô request for a more 

holistic approach to the forest sector development.  

 

Exchange of experience on development of public procurement guidelines has taken 

place in 2007-2008 in the SFC as well as in two conferences arranged in cooperation 

between the Member States (DK) and Commission as well as in cooperation between 

several Commission DGs. The SFC ad hoc Working Group on Public Procurement for 

wood and wood-based products started its work in 2009 and will be a forum to 

exchange experience and disseminate practices between the Member States together 

with the expertise from the Commission and stakeholder organisations. As already 

discussed in Key Actions 3, 4 and 6 the Working Groups are perceived to be a very 

efficient and effective way of information sharing and consensus building. The fact that 

in the EU FAP mid-term evaluation survey, 15 Member States report that they are 

developing guidelines for application of the Public Procurement Directive to forest 

products, and another seven countries are planning the activity, shows that there are 

synergies attainable from sharing experiences and practices in this field. On the other 

hand, there seems to be a time window open for the SFC to have an impact also by
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Figure 20. IL model for the Evaluation Theme 5 Dissemination of best practices and improving the visibility of the sector (EU FAP Objective 4).  
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providing guidance to the preparation of GPP guidance following the GPP 

communication at the Commission. 

 

Together with the EU FAP objective to encourage use of wood and other forest 

products of sustainably managed forests there are several attempts ongoing to define 

indicators and criteria for wood and other forest products. The theme has accumulated 

in several initiatives in 2007-2008. A Green Public Procurement (GPP) communication 

(COM/2008/400) includes construction, wood, paper, energy and furniture among the 

priority sectors. The RES Directive (COM(2008)19), which was adopted in June 2009 

includes sustainability criteria for biomass for energy production. The FLEGT system 

due diligence proposal (COM(2008)644) introduces legality as a criteria for timber and 

timber products. Also certification and eco-labelling systems have built criteria and 

systems for assessing sustainability. This development work has been ongoing also at 

national level, with several countries having already developed or developing national 

policies e.g. towards Green Public Procurement. These actions are parallel to the EU 

FAP. 

 

In the mid-term evaluation the representatives of the Commission [3 DG responses], 

Member States [2 responses] and stakeholders [1 response] expressed explicitly their 

concern on different, and even conflicting demands placed on the forest sector. There is 

a pressure to intensify the use of wood and, at the same time, to ensure the protection of 

forests. There is a need to improve wood mobilisation, and at the same time, to regulate 

placing timber on the EU market to ensure that wood does not come from unsustainable 

sources. According to the feedback in the mid-term evaluation, the situation can 

increase confusion and affect the image of forest products. The pan-European Criteria 

and Indicators for Sustainable Forest Management C&I have been defined in the 

MCPFE process, but the feedback from the Commission [3 DG responses] in the mid-

term evaluation interviews is that there is a need for more operational criteria.  

 

The aim of encouraging the use of forest products from sustainably managed forests as 

defined in Key Action 17 requires, not only dissemination of best practices, but even 

more so, a holistic approach on how to define sustainability (or other criteria). As 

pointed out in the mid-term evaluation feedback by the Member States, in the worst 

case scenario for the forest sector, the parallel initiatives can result in a set of 

contradicting criteria, and at its worst, this could end with negative effect on sustainable 

management of forests in the EU.  

 

Conclusions  

 

Activities in relation to the dissemination of best practices and improving the visibility 

of the forest sector have been carried out to a large extent as planned in the EU FAP 

Work programme. The activity concerning the open method of co-ordination for NFPs 

is planned for the second period of implementation.  

 

Use of wood and other forest products from sustainably managed forests has been 

encouraged in the EU FAP ï e.g. by exchange of experience between the Member 

States. The SFC ad hoc Working Group on Public Procurement for wood and wood 

based-products has started its work in 2009, at a point when several Member States are 
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planning or preparing new or revising existing PP schemes for wood. The timing gives a 

good basis for efficient and effective dissemination of best practices. The goal of EU 

FAP encouraging use of wood could be hampered by the fact that there are several sets 

of sustainability criteria being defined in parallel policy areas in the EU. These different 

sets of sustainability criteria are being defined in different policy areas, for example in 

energy and public procurement, and they affect the use of forest products (biomass, 

wood, cork, wood-based products, paper, etc.) and sustainable forest management. 

Sustainability criteria of forest products should be streamlined in order to avoid 

different requirements for management practices depending of the final use. 

  

 

Recommendations 

 

The SFC ad hoc working groups have been assessed as an effective and efficient 

working method, the dissemination of best practices is already underway with the 

Working Group on Public Procurement for wood and wood-based products. In order to 

make the work more effective, the experience gained in other SFC ad hoc Working 

Groups (ref. EU FAP Objective 1 Key Actions 3 and 4) should be utilised for 

disseminating the results to the policy formulation at the EU and Member State levels. 

 

The Member States should discuss the need for EU criteria and indicators for 

sustainable forest management and how a definition of criteria ï now defined differently 

for the forest products in several policy areas in the EU ï could be made more coherent. 

The SFC should discuss the relationship between the different sets of sustainability 

criteria that are being defined in different policy areas (i.e. energy, public procurement, 

etc.) and sustainable forest management practices. 

 

Key Action 15: As a contribution to the post-2011 discussion, the Member States and 

the Commission should investigate the open method of coordination (OMC) to 

NFPs/national forest policies and other options for governance in order to achieve 

improved coordination and coherence in forest policy in the EU (see Evaluation 

Question 6).  

 

 

EQ9: To what extent have the activities of key action 16 of the Forest Action Plan 

carried out so far, been effective and efficient in strengthening the visibility of the EU 

in international forest-related processes? 

 

The objective of the Key Action 16 is to strengthen the EU profile in international 

processes. The aim is to achieve this by participation in the MCPFE process and other 

international processes relevant to forests and forestry. During 2007-2009 the activities 

carried out have been information sharing, within the Commission (i.e. between the 

DGs participating in international processes), and between the Commission and the 

Member States. This information sharing has taken place within the Commission in the 

ISG on Forestry, and from the Commission to the Member States in the SFC, and to the 

stakeholders in the AGFC. 
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There is a division of tasks within Commission on the international processes: DG 

Agriculture and Rural Development is responsible for Commission involvement in the 

pan-European process, and DG Environment is responsible for Commission 

involvement in UNFF, CBD and UNFCCC. Responsibilities in relation to other 

international meetings and processes are decided according to the subject to be dealt 

with. Improved coordination of Commission involvement (e.g. in MCPFE and FAO 

COFO meetings) has been called for in the meetings of the ISG on forestry. Though not 

specifically mentioned in the EU FAP, there is also an ISG on international forestry in 

the Commission. The aim of the ISG on international forestry is to facilitate inter-

service coordination on international forest policy issues, e.g. positions for United 

National Forum on Forests UNFF. The group has occasional meetings in response to 

developments in the international agenda.  

 

Mid-term evaluation surveys requested the Commission and the Member States 

assessments on the effect and impact which the EU FAP has had on the EU profile in 

the international processes. The overall estimation is that there is minimal, if any, 

change in the EU profile due to the EU FAP: the EU FAP has not changed the EU 

involvement and profile in international processes. In feedback from the Commission, 

however, it is also pointed out that the effect can be defined as a more indirect process 

towards the aim: no direct impact can be expected because the international processes 

are complex and linked to other factors, but the EU FAP has forced a clarification of the 

position of Member States on many issues, and this in turn, assists in defining common 

positions that can be elevated at the international forums, such as at UNFF and MCPFE. 

The Member State responses to the mid-term evaluation survey seem to confirm this 

interpretation, though it is not specifically emphasised in the responses. 

 

The EU FAP aims to take a proactive approach allowing the forest sector to enhance its 

competitiveness and economic viability, and to address the growing needs and 

expectations of society and the challenges of globalisation. This means not only being 

visible in the international processes, but also taking a lead in the discussions and 

developments in the international forums. In the mid-term evaluation feedback more 

effort is called for to ensure the EU profile in international issues e.g. preparation for the 

negotiations on international agreements biodiversity 2010, carbon rights trade, and 

processes linked to climate change, deforestation, wood imports and illegal logging. A 

coordinated response to forest-related aspects in the climate change negotiations would 

be needed, this is pointed out by both the Member States [2 responses] and the 

stakeholders [3 responses]. The Copenhagen climate change meeting forthcoming in 

December 2009 is proposed as an opportunity to make the EU forest sector perspective 

more visible. A stakeholder proposes that a specific EU communication on forests and 

climate change in relation to this event could be defined. Furthermore, a stakeholder 

would also like to see the forest issues raised on the agendas of the EU high-level 

meetings with third countries (e.g. South America, USA, China) or as initiatives for 

international industrial strategy including international investment in climate and 

energy. As already discussed in relation to the climate change (Key Action 6, Evaluation 

Question 3), the mid-term evaluation survey responses show confusion on how this more 

active role of the EU would be achieved or to where these requests should be targeted ï 

e.g. the role of the Council and its working parties, or the role of the European Parliament 

in the EU decision making does not become visible through the EU FAP.  
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An example of such a process is given in the mid-term evaluation feedback, namely the 

REDD communication (COM(2008) 645 final) which was adopted in October 2008. 

The Commission communication was reflected in the EU Council conclusions for the 

Poznan Conference (UNFCCC COP14) in December 2008. It was briefed to the AGFC 

meetings in July and December 2008. Together with the REDD communication, the 

Commission put forward the proposal for a regulation laying down the obligations of 

operators who place timber and timber products on the market (COM(2008)644). This 

proposal stems from trade of tropical timber, but the proposal has been discussed, 

modified and added through handling in the European Parliament and in the Council. At 

the stage of mid-term evaluation, the proposal is still under handling in 2009, but from 

the evaluation point of view it is noteworthy that during 2007-2008 there has been no 

role of the EU FAP or its organisational set-up in relation to the REDD communication 

or the proposal preparation. The aim of the EU FAP (Key Action 16) to improve 

visibility of EU in the international processes would require more concerted action ï to 

make a contribution from the EU forestry to the global goals (e.g. challenges of 

deforestation, forest degradation and poverty reduction), but also to understand how 

these initiatives affect forestry and forest sector in the EU. 

 

In the mid-term evaluation feedback, one Member State specifically requests a more 

holistic approach to international forest issues i.e. integration of UNFCCC, UNFF and 

CBD into the EU FAP. 

 

Conclusions 

 

The EU FAP has been an efficient way to share information and to reach the 

representatives of the SFC, the AGFC and the ISG on Forestry. The effect of the EU 

FAP on the international forest-related processes is indirect. In other words, the EU 

FAP acts as a forum for dialogue and contributes to better understanding of different 

views, and perhaps also to defining a common direction and goals for the forest sector 

in the EU and the role of the EU forest sector with regard to global goals (e.g. poverty 

reduction, and preventing deforestation and degradation of forests). The word óforest 

sectorô is used here to emphasise that this refers not only to forests and forestry, but to 

the forest-based sector as a whole. 

 

Although the EU FAP defines as its goal to strengthen the EU profile in international 

forest-related processes, the international forestry issues are not directly within the 

scope of the EU FAP. For example, the preparations for the UNFCCC Conference of 

Parties (COP) meeting in Copenhagen in 2009 take place in the Member States and in 

the EU institutions. At the mid-term there is no concerted action towards the aim of 

strengthening the visibility of the EU in international forest-related processes thorough 

the EU FAP framework. Estimation is that there is minimal, if any, change on the EU 

profile due to the EU FAP, even though the mid-term evaluation shows that there are 

expectations for an effect from the EU FAP to more coordinated approach and 

presentation of the EU in the international forest-related processes.  

 

International forestry issues are not directly within the scope of the EU FAP ï e.g. there 

is an ISG on International Forestry in order to improve coordination within Commission 
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but this group is parallel to the EU FAP. Increasing globalisation and the global 

challenges (e.g. climate change) would require better integration of the international 

forest-related processes and initiatives into the EU FAP. This means not only 

information from the international processes to the EU forest sector, but also 

contribution from the EU forest sector to preparations for the processes ï including 

assessment of how forestry and the forest sector in the EU would be affected by the 

proposed measures. 

 

 

Recommendation 

 

The Commission, Member States and stakeholders should continue and strengthen the 

dialogue and reciprocal information sharing in the implementation of the EU FAP. 

During the remaining implementation period 2009-2011 the EU FAP should also be 

utilised to encourage information sharing between the Member States and the 

stakeholders on their involvement in the international processes. 

 

Better integration of international and EU forestry issues is needed. The SFC should 

trigger and coordinate the discussion of the Member States  about what will happen 

after the EU FAP 2011, including the validity of the EU Forestry Strategy (Council 

Resolution of 15 December 1998) in relation to the global challenges and related 

ongoing processes. It should also be discussed, what role the EU should have in the pan-

European process (MCPFE) ï i.e. how synergy between the EU FAP and the MCPFE 

work programme could be promoted (as discussed in previous Evaluation Questions 

concerning SFM and C&I) ï and on the other hand, how the EU FAP is expected to 

contribute to the global goals.  

 

 

EQ10: To what extent have the activities of key action 18 of the Forest Action Plan 

carried out so far, in particular the development of a European Forest Information 

and Communication Platform, been effective and efficient? 

  

Activities to improve information exchange and communication (Key Action 18) have to 

a large extent taken place in accordance with the Work Programme. A Commission study 

on public perceptions of forests and forestry is underway in 2009. According to the 

Commission the study is a basis for discussing and defining the communication strategy 

on forest communication together with the Member States in SFC. 

 

The Commission forestry web-site under the DG AGRI website is a useful document 

library for EU Forestry Strategy and the Action Plan. It, however, does not include a 

comprehensive list of studies and reports produced in the EU FAP as they are indicated 

in the progress reports. These materials have been referred to in the ISG, SFC and 

AGFC meeting materials, but they make a useful information base that could be made 

more easily reachable also to those who are not involved in the EU FAP 

implementation. At the moment the studies are to be found in the web-pages of the DG 

responsible for commissioning the study.  

 



Mid-term evaluation of the implementation of the EU Forest Action Plan  

Evaluation Report  93 

The UNECE/FAO Forest Communicatorsô Network (FCN) was established by the 

UNECE Timber Committee and the FAO European Forestry Commission (EFC) with 

the overall objective to improve the ability of the forest and forest products sector to 

communicate effectively. In its mandate (2008), among the major expected outputs by 

2013 are mentioned e.g. the contributions to the EU FAP, in particular on forest-related 

environmental education and on a European forest communication strategy. The role of 

the FCN in the implementation of the EU FAP is not defined. Rather, it is a parallel 

action to the EU FAP. The connection made in the EU FAP work programme to the 

FCN reflects a clear synergy of building on the existing network and the work already 

done. Active participation of the EU Member States and involvement of the 

Presidencies in arranging the FCN workshops and meetings shows an effort to ensure 

more efficient use of resources ï e.g. the FCN workshop during the Czech presidency in 

June 2009 aimed to contribute to the definition of the EU communication strategy for 

the forest sector.  

 

Work on the development of a European Forest Information and Communication 

Platform (EFICP)
47

 is also raised in the Evaluation Question. The preparatory stage for 

EFICP has been completed as a study by JRC. EFICP aims at providing a system for 

internet-based information and communication in the European forest sector. The 

Commission assesses the EFICP as a good start with the demonstration version already 

showing the potential of this type of tool. The EFICP has become integral part of the 

European Forest Data Centre (EFDAC) and the further development of EFDAC 

requires continuous dialogue with the Member States for exchange of information in the 

forestry sector ï in other words the work remains to be done and the data provision 

from the Member States remains to be secured (EU FAP Key Action 8). 

 

There are no resources earmarked for visibility events in the EU FAP. Though no 

visibility events have been arranged in the EU FAP, many parallel events have taken 

place during 2007-2009. As an example of such parallel and not linked activity, the 

Commission coordinates the annual Green Week ï in 2009 with the theme of climate 

change. The pan-European Forestry Week was arranged by MCPFE/UNECE/FAO in 

October 2008, and Member Statesô involvement was encouraged through SFC 

meetings. The Forestry Week covered several national and stakeholder events around 

Europe. Especially the local activities in the Member States are mentioned as specific 

and successful actions towards more visibility for the forest sector [4 responses].  

 

In fact, many visibility activities ï such as forest days or forest weeks ï are ongoing on 

a regular basis in the Member States. Also National Forest Programme (NFP) 

communication plans and forums are highlighted in this respect: communication 

measures are the key element in implementing the NFPs. Stakeholders are active on 

their own initiative and arrange promotion activities and campaigns locally, nationally 

and at the EU level. These activities have been ongoing without the EU FAP. Thus the 

contribution of EU FAP towards the aim of raised awareness of the forest sector and 

raised awareness of the benefits of sustainable forest management is indirect. There is 

progress towards this goal by activities at national, regional and local levels. At the 

moment these parallel activities are not linked to the EU FAP. 

 

                                                 
47 http://eficp.jrc.ec.europa.eu/EFICP/ 
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The EU FAP work programme does not foresee an investigation into how the regular 

events and the resources already mobilised could be utilised in the implementation of 

the EU FAP. Neither does the EU FAP work programme yet envisage sharing of ideas 

concerning the forthcoming forest-related international events, such as World Forestry 

Week (March 2009), World Forestry Congress (October 2009), Forest Day 3 

(December 2009 in connection with the Copenhagen Climate Conference), or the 

International Year of Forests in 2011. 

 

In the mid-term evaluation surveys several Commission representatives [3 DG 

responses] and stakeholders [3 responses] state that there is a clear deficit in information 

and communication measures both at the Commission and Member State levels: the EU 

FAP has had little effect within the EU institutions and practically none outside that 

area. Besides the Commission and Member State officials who are formally involved, 

very few people are aware of the existence of the EU FAP. This observation is 

confirmed by the stakeholder feedback in the mid-term evaluation. Rather than being an 

assessment on the effectiveness or efficiency of the activities carried out to increase 

visibility, this observation reveals a blind spot in the EU FAP implementation: the EU 

FAP, its objectives and implementation is not widely known. In very general terms, 

those who are directly involved in the EU FAP, are ñin and well informedò; those who 

attend the EU FAP meetings or events only occasionally and those who are not directly 

involved in the implementation, are ñout and unawareò.  

 

There are no resources for disseminating the EU FAP results. In the response to the 

mid-term evaluation survey the stakeholders invite the EU FAP information and results 

to be disseminated and advocated through their own activities and events. Similar 

connections could be made to the national activities ï ongoing on a regular basis 

anyway. This kind of information sharing can be expected to happen to some extent on 

its own (i.e. good and useful results sell themselves), but a more structured approach 

would increase efficiency of dissemination and allow specific target groups to be 

reached ï e.g. key policy and decision makers, or the interrelated sectors as discussed in 

Evaluation Question 2 relating to the competitiveness objective. 
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Figure 21. Member State and stakeholder assessments on the success of the EU FAP in 

disseminating best practices and improving the visibility of the sector. 

 

In the mid-term evaluation surveys there was no specific question on success of the EU 

FAP in relation to information exchange and communication, but the question was set: 

to what extent has the EU FAP succeeded in disseminating best practices and improving 

the visibility of the sector? The Member States give considerably higher assessment 
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than the stakeholders (see Figure 21). Especially the producers and the industry 

representatives of the stakeholders assess the results as very modest. 

 

In order to increase the weight of forestry issues in the political agenda, a wider 

understanding on the role of forests and the forest-based sector as a whole should be 

promoted across the EU. This is reflected in the mid-term evaluation feedback: the 

perception is that the ñForest Actionò is a matter in the interest of all. This should be 

shown in the dialogue involving EU-level bodies and organisations, Member States and 

stakeholders, but also groups outside the traditional forest sector (e.g. consumers, 

service producers, local authorities, citizens groups, young people) to contribute to the 

discussion. This proposal does not yet define who should be the leading actor to initiate 

such dialogue. The initiative can come from Member States, from the Commission, 

from stakeholders, from politicians or, as the example of Forestry Week in 2008 

showed, from outside the EU. The mid-term evaluation feedback shows that there is 

willingness among the key actors already involved in the EU FAP implementation for a 

more concerted action in the forest sector communication. 

 

Conclusions  

 

The establishment of a European Forest Information and Communication Platform 

(EFICP) is a concrete step towards improving availability of forestry information, but 

assessment of effectiveness or efficiency would require that the platform was 

operational with contents and regular information and data updates ï at the mid-term 

evaluation this work still remains to be done. 

 

The EU FAP multiannual work programme has been efficient in scheduling the work 

and has provided a useful source of information about the EU action. But the EU FAP is 

not well known outside the group of people directly involved in implementation. In 

order to improve efficiency and effectiveness of the EU FAP it would be crucial to 

make the EU FAP better known to a wider group of forest sector stakeholders and other 

sectors e.g. energy, environment and agriculture. 

 

There are no specific resources earmarked at the Commission for the EU FAP 

communication and dissemination of the results. The study on public perceptions is a 

valuable contribution to the definition of a communication strategy on forest 

communication. However, the aim of enhancing awareness on forests and forestry ï and 

the forest-based sector as a whole ï would require a more structured approach to 

information and communication. In order to improve efficiency and effectiveness it 

would be crucial to make the EU action known. At the moment the added value at an 

EU level remains to a large extent unattained: there are several parallel forest sector 

information and communication activities and events (such as regular forest days, forest 

weeks, stakeholder activities and campaigns in favour of forests and Sustainable Forest 

Management), but they are not linked to the EU FAP and the goals defined at the level 

of the EU. Without better synergy of already existing networks and efforts to improve 

forest communication in Europe (e.g. the national measures and the UNECE/FAO 

Forest Communicatorsô Network), resources are used for individual parallel activities, 

but the fact that there is also an EU Forest Action Plan remains unknown to the public. 

Better utilisation of the existing channels for dissemination of the EU FAP outputs, in 
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particular to decision-makers on all levels but also to the relevant key stakeholders and 

the general public, would also contribute to better launch of activities at the national, 

regional and local levels. 

 

 

Recommendations 

 

There should be a communication strategy defined, how the EU Forest Action Plan and 

the sustainable forest management in the EU could be promoted:  

 

The Commission should consider what the means there are for making the EU FAP 

more known and more visible in the EU communication (i.e. through the means and 

channels that Commission has for communication). 

 

The Member States should consider how the already ongoing activities, information and 

communication measures at the national (and sub-national) level could link up with the 

EU FAP, and make the EU action visible also at the national and sub-national levels.  

 

The Member States and the Commission should define how the Forest Communicatorsô 

Network could be better utilised in the EU FAP e.g. in definition and implementation of 

the forest communication strategy. 

 

There are several international events with focus on forests forthcoming during 2009-

2011. The Commission and the SFC in consultation with the AGFC should discuss how 

these events (e.g. the International Year of Forests 2011) could be utilised to make the 

EU action for sustainable forest management more visible, and raise the public 

awareness on the benefits of forests and sustainable forest management. 
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EVALUATION THEME 6 Relevance of the objectives, key actions and activities of the 
Action Plan  

 

EQ11: Are the current specific objectives, key actions and activities of the Forest 

Action Plan relevant in addressing the needs that the Plan was meant to address? To 

what extent is the organisational set-up of the Forest Action Plan as a whole 

adequate for its purpose? 

 

In the following section, the analysis for this Evaluation Question covers the relevance 

of issues (specific objectives and coverage of the plan), relevance of Key Actions and 

Activities and relevance of organisational set up. Relevance is assessed with regard to 

the extent to which the EU FAP is consistent with stakeholder requirements, Member 

State needs, global priorities, and Community policies. 

 

The EU FAP Objectives 1-3 of improving long-term competitiveness, improving and 

protecting the environment and contributing to the quality of life are thematic. Their 

wording already reveals that the EU FAP will not reach the specific objectives within its 

five-year duration. What it does is to ówork towardsô, ósupportô, ópromoteô and 

ócontributeô to these aims. In general the feedback from stakeholders, Member States 

and the Commission that the objectives are relevant and there is a good coverage in the 

EU FAP. In fact, the objectives are the three dimensions of sustainable development 

(economic, social and ecological), and as such they ñneed to be thereò. The EU FAP 

Objective 4 for fostering coordination and communication is more horizontal, and 

covers ï to a certain extent ï the three thematic objectives by defining working methods 

and processes.  

 

Figure 22 summarises the assessment by the Member States and stakeholders and the 8 

Commission DGs which gave a numerical indication on the question: To what extent is 

the EU FAP addressing relevant forest-related issues in Europe linked to the four EU 

FAP Objectives. The assessments vary across the specific EU FAP objectives, but the 

Member States, the Commission DGs and the stakeholders underline the importance of 

the coordination and coherence objective. It is worth pointing out that many 

stakeholders respond to the question with ñdo not know / no opinionò, and some 

indicate explicitly that they do not have sufficient knowledge to give an assessment of 

whether relevant issues are addressed or not.  

 

In the mid-term evaluation surveys, the question of balance between the three thematic 

objectives was brought up by several respondents. In other words, although it is 

important to address the three dimensions of sustainability, there are different views and 

expectations regarding which part of the Action Plan would deserve more emphasis. 

The EU FAP can be understood as an approach to continue the dialogue between the 

three dimensions, to raise understanding of different functions forests play in the EU, 

and to make also the world outside the forest sector (e.g. interrelated sector such as 

agriculture, environment, energy and industry, as well as the public) more aware of the 

importance of the forest sector in all these dimensions (economic, ecological and 

social).  
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Figure 22. Assessment by the Member States, stakeholders and the Commission services on the 

question: To what extent is the EU Forest Action Plan addressing relevant forest-related issues in 

Europe linked to the four EU FAP Objectives. 

 

 

The stakeholders were also asked in the mid-term evaluation survey to assess the extent 

to which the EU FAP objectives are compatible with their reference groupôs objectives. 

Producers and industry stakeholders recognise the EU FAP as the first forest sector 

action to acknowledge the competitiveness aspect of forestry. This perspective is also 

confirmed by the Member States [3 responses and implicitly in several other responses]: 

the EU FAP Objective 1 has raised the economic dimension of forests as an issue, and 

competitiveness is more recognised as an important objective with regard to sustainable 

forest management. These statements do not undermine the environmental or the quality 
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of life objective, merely they emphasise that the economic, ecologic and social 

dimensions of sustainable forestry are interlinked, and the EU FAP has consciously 

raised this issue.  

 

One specific concern raised in the mid-term evaluation feedback by both the Member 

States and stakeholders was the need for a more holistic approach to the forest sector. 

Two aspects were raised in this respect: the ñforest actionò should cover both forests 

and the forest-based sector as a whole to a greater extent than it does at the moment, and 

the ñEU forest actionò should integrate the international processes related to forests to a 

greater extent than it does at the moment. 

 

The parallel actions in the EU e.g. the FBI communication on forest-based industries, 

the EU Biomass Plan on bioenergy, the EU Biodiversity Plan on halting the loss of 

biodiversity, and the EU FLEGT Action Plan on facilitating trade in legal timber and 

eliminating illegal timber trading are interlinked. They put demands for forestry in the 

EU. The fact that these actions are mentioned in the EU FAP can raise awareness of the 

interlinkages and parallel processes. The EU FAP is acknowledged by the Member 

States and stakeholders as a comprehensive plan with an important goal of being 

informed about the other actions. But there are expectations that the EU FAP would 

contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of the EU forest sector as a whole 

and how the parallel actions affect it.  

 

A more holistic approach is also requested in relation to the international arrangements, 

and integration of international processes such as UNFCCC, UNFF, CBD in the EU 

FAP. This issue is already addressed in the EU FAP. The aim of the EU FAP is to 

contribute to better fulfilment of obligations set in the international processes. The 

discussions in the SFC, AGFC and ISG are expected to indirectly affect towards this 

aim. There are expectations that the EU FAP would contribute also to a more concerted 

action from the EU forest sector as a whole e.g. in the climate change negotiations.  

 

The wide coverage of issues included in the EU FAP is reflected in the Key Actions 

and Activities: there are 18 Key Actions and 55 activities in total listed in the 

multiannual work programme 2007-2011. The EU FAP gathers the activities and Key 

Actions under its objectives and highlights their impact on the forest sector. As part of a 

comprehensive plan, the individual activities can gain in weight on the policy agenda.  

 

Based on the mid-term evaluation feedback, the Key Actions are relevant. The EU FAP 

Objective 3 activities start in 2009 and there is a possibility for the Member States and 

the Commission to check the relevance of activities envisaged in the Work Programme. 

For the activities already carried out, the connection from discussions to actions needs 

to be strengthened in order to take steps forward towards the specific objectives as 

defined for the EU FAP. There are no follow-up and systematic monitoring mechanisms 

on how the individual measures taken (studies, meetings, working group reports and 

recommendations, resolutions and opinions) lead to actual activities carried out e.g. by 

the Commission, by the Member States or by the stakeholders. One part of the 

relevance is how well the outputs find their way to larger audiences and to what extent 

the outputs are utilised outside the group directly involved in implementing the EU 

FAP.  
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Information and communication measures were pointed out in the mid-term evaluation 

surveys as a weakness in the implementation. This becomes clear in the responses from 

those forest sector stakeholders that are not directly involved in the implementation of 

the EU FAP: they do not know about the Action Plan. If there is no awareness of the EU 

FAP, the synergy effect for an EU level forestry action is missed and individual 

activities at local, regional, national, and EU levels do not necessarily connect with the 

EU FAP goals. Many respondents in the mid-term evaluation also call for measures 

concerning the general public and its awareness and perceptions on e.g. the role of 

forests or wood as a raw material. This would contribute to the overall importance of 

the forestry (and forest-based sector) in Europe, and give the EU FAP a wider impact. 

Without dissemination and communication there is a risk that what are perceived as 

results from the EU FAP implementation are the issues and meetings, but very little 

other than this. Improved information and communication is an opportunity to 

strengthen the relevance of the Action Plan in implementing the EU Forestry Strategy 

goals, as well as its contribution to the Lisbon and Gothenburg goals.  

 

Even though several remarks were made that the list of themes and activities included in 

the EU FAP is already very comprehensive ï and perhaps already requires better 

focusing for the remaining 2009-2011 ï also new issues were pointed out in the mid-

term evaluation surveys. These topics are presented as an annex to the report. To a large 

part they can already be found under the headings of the EU FAP objectives and Key 

Actions (see Annex 5). The example of the climate change topic which has been given 

more emphasis in the EU FAP agenda during 2008/2009, shows that the EU FAP has 

been utilised in a flexible manner. Important topics have been given more space in the 

agenda as needed and consensus on the topic has been reached.  

 

The need to start preparation of the follow-up of the EU FAP (after 2011) was brought 

up in a number of responses of the mid-term evaluation. This was highlighted as a way 

to check whether there is a need to adjust the agenda, but also to discuss the 

implementation methods and structures for future actions relating to the EU Forestry 

Strategy. A point was also made that the discussion of follow-up of the EU FAP would 

need to be connected with preparation of financial instruments of post-2013. This would 

contribute to the relevance of future actions after the EU FAP. 

 

The organisational set-up is outlined in the EU Forest Action Plan and its work 

programme 2007-2011: the Leading Actors in implementing the Action Plan are the 

Commission and the Member States. The Standing Forestry Committee is the 

coordinating body between the Commission and the Member States, and collaboration 

with stakeholders on implementation of the Action Plan at Community level is 

channelled mainly through the Advisory Group on Forestry and Cork. The 

organisational set-up of the EU FAP by utilising the existing structures is perceived as 

adequate by the Commission, Member States (SFC) and stakeholders (AGFC).  

 

Standing Forestry Committee SFC was an existing structure mobilised for the EU 

FAP. In a strict sense, SFC is not a comitology committee which role it had up until 

conclusion of the Forest Focus regulation in 2006. The EU FAP aims at strengthening 

the role of SFC, and today the EU FAP is seen by some respondents in the mid-term 
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evaluation surveys as the raison d'être for the SFC [2 DG responses]. The respondents 

also point out that the relevance of SFC is hampered since there are no functions 

defined for it in the formal decision making. There are no formal mechanisms on how 

the discussions or e.g. the SFC opinions contribute to policy making at EU or national 

levels. From the Commissionôs responses it can be interpreted that the SFC opinions are 

an approach towards building consensus, and as such they may affect the preparatory 

work at the Commission. The Member State responses do not identify how the 

agreement on specific topics in the SFC would contribute to implementation in the 

national level and to the points of views at the EU level. Member State discussions on 

decisions at the EU level take place in the Council Working Parties and expert groups. 

The forest issues vary in importance in the national policy arena: in some countries 

forestry policy is low, in others high on the national agenda and this reflects to the 

implementation of the EU FAP in the Member States.. The EU FAP themes are cross-

sectoral and they are handled in several Council Working Parties (though the Working 

Party on Forestry in the Agriculture and Fisheries Council is the main group). This 

would require information channels in the Member States between the different sectoral 

ministries of e.g. environment, agriculture, energy, industry, trade and the economy. 

Are there such channels? And to what extent do the discussions and work carried out in 

SFC contribute to the work in the Council preparation? The EU FAP is expected to 

contribute that these channels and connections are used, and the forest-related initiatives 

gain political back-up in the EU policy and decision making. 

 

At the same time the Member State responses underline that the main value of the EU 

FAP would be improved coordination within Commission. Better coordination within 

the Commission is required in order to achieve a more coherent approach towards the 

forest sector in initiatives and actions in different policy fields. The mid-term evaluation 

feedback shows that the In ter-servicesô Group on Forestry is an efficient forum to 

share information and together with the EU FAP work programme and the SFC (and the 

AGFC) meetings provide a good basis for informing and better coordination. The 

existence of a parallel other inter-servicesô group (i.e. the ISG on International Forestry) 

shows that there are different expectations of what is to be coordinated under the EU 

FAP ï the Commissionôs approach is different from what was expressed by a Member 

State request for a more holistic approach and integration of international processes in 

the EU FAP.  

 

The stakeholdersô involvement is mainly channelled through the Advisory Group on 

Forestry and Cork (AGFC). In the mid-term evaluation survey, the stakeholders 

consider the AGFC an important forum for dialogue and information sharing. In 

concrete terms, the stakeholdersô involvement in AGFC means: regular meetings and 

information about proceeding of the EU FAP by the Commission, AGFC Chairpersonsô 

participation in SFC meetings, and nomination of the stakeholder experts to the SFC ad 

hoc Working Groups. In addition to this, the AGFC has concluded its resolutions e.g. on 

priorities for the EU FAP work programme 2007-2011, conclusions on forest fires, and 

proposal for a working group on climate change. In the mid-term evaluation survey the 

stakeholders mention also other forms of participation, such as own initiative opinions 

and statements, and information dissemination to the members. Many stakeholder 

activities are  ongoing  in parallel to the EU FAP. The dialogue in AGFC is seen in 
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principle as positive, but more advisory role is requested. The new working mode of 

SFC ï ad hoc Working Groups ï are seen as a method of better dialogue between the 

Commission, Member States and stakeholders, and also allow for better representation 

of different stakeholder groups in the implementation of the EU FAP. According to the 

feedback collected in the mid-term evaluation the role of the other advisory group (AC-

FBI) in relation to the EU FAP has been minimal. AGFC is seen by the stakeholders as 

an adequate forum for stakeholder participation in the EU FAP implementation. 

 

Conclusions  

 

The need defined by the Council ñto strengthen coherence between forest-related EU 

policies and initiatives, and to enhance co-ordination within the Commission and 

between the Commission and the Member Statesò has not changed substantially during 

the first two years of the EU FAP implementation. The current specific objectives, Key 

Actions and activities are relevant for the remaining implementation period 2009-2011, 

and the mid-term evaluation gives the Member States and the Commission an 

opportunity to recheck the focus for the remaining years as appropriate.  

 

The definition of the plan according to the three sustainability dimensions as EU FAP 

Objectives 1-3 is very relevant and provides a balanced approach to SFM. The main 

objectives of the FAP are also well reflected in the EU rural development policy, which 

is the main instrument at Community level for implementing the EU Forestry Strategy 

and Action Plan. The mid-term evaluation feedback shows that there can be an indirect 

effect from the EU FAP contributing to the national prioritisations and agenda setting. 

In this respect it is important that also the EU FAP Objective 3 is implemented during 

2009-2011. At the national level, the NFPs cover the three sustainability dimensions 

with several activities, but at the moment the NFPs and measures do not efficiently 

connect with the EU FAP.  

 

The EU FAP Key Actions and activities are relevant. The EU FAP and its outputs have 

reached the key policy-makers and the stakeholders who are directly involved in the 

implementation of the EU FAP, but other target groups (e.g. parallel sectors, wider 

groups of stakeholders) have not been reached. This hampers the relevance of the EU 

FAP to national and to EU level policy formulation and deliberations. Increasing the 

visibility of the EU FAP and its products ï and later on its results ï would improve the 

relevance of the EU FAP. Better awareness of the EU FAP also at the sub-national level 

would enhance the EU added value. In this respect the information and communication 

measures together with monitoring and follow-up of the EU FAP activities, are 

important to improve the relevance.  

 

The EU FAP is based on the principle of subsidiarity and the concept of shared 

responsibility. Forest policy is the competence of the Member States, but the EU can 

contribute to the implementation of sustainable forest management through common 

actions. The organisational set-up of the EU FAP is adequate for the remaining 

implementation period 2009-2011, but the means for improving the utilisation of the 

existing structures (the SFC, the AGFC and the Inter-servicesô Groups within the 

Commission) should be discussed, and the link between the EU FAP and the policy 

formulations and decision-making at the EU level and at the national levels should be 
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further strengthened. At the same time, it would be equally important to start 

discussions on the follow-up of the EU FAP after 2011, including the key elements, 

measures, potential financial instruments and organisational set-up of the action after 

EU FAP.  

  

  

Recommendations 

 

In order to improve the relevance of the EU FAP, the Commission should discuss the 

results of the mid-term evaluation together with the SFC and the AGFC. The mid-term 

evaluation should be utilised to recheck the focus and priorities for the remaining 

implementation period of the EU FAP. The following aspects are raised for 

consideration: 

- In order to emphasise the three sustainability dimensions and the multifunctional 

role of forests it is important to implement also the EU FAP Objective 3 Key 

Actions, and produce concrete outputs illustrating how forests contribute to 

quality of life. 

- In order to show the added value of the EU FAP it is important to link the EU 

FAP to national (and sub-national) activities. This would require more structured 

monitoring of the Member States activities in support of the EU FAP. The 

existing NFPs (or equivalent) could be utilised as a basis for monitoring the 

Member State activities. This type of exercise could be started during 2009-

2011, e.g. using the EU FAP work programme and the Key Actions as a 

checklist (the mid-term evaluation already provides state-of-the-play 

information for 2009). 

- In order to show the effect of the activities already carried out in the EU FAP 

and the contribution the EU FAP makes to long-term competitiveness of the 

forest sector, to enhancing and protecting the environment and to quality of life, 

it would be important to arrange follow-up of the activities to show how the EU 

FAP outputs are realised as measures by the EU institutions, by the Member 

States and by the stakeholders. The follow-up could be arranged linked to 

already existing events, such as EU forest directors/nature directors meetings, 

working parties or expert group meetings, but also stakeholder activities, sub-

national activities (territorial cooperation networks and activities) or e.g. 

research networks (COST or other actions and networks).  

- Information and communication need to be strengthened to improve the leverage 

of the EU FAP. In order to attain the EU added value of the EU FAP it is 

important to make the EU FAP known also outside the groups directly involved 

in implementation of the EU FAP. Parallel sectors and wider groups of 

stakeholders should also be targeted in order to increase relevance to national 

and to EU level policy formulation and deliberations. More structured 

information and communication measures would be needed, and a 

communication strategy in support of the EU FAP could contribute towards this 

aim. 

 

Discussion about the follow-up of the EU FAP after 2011 ï and the implementation of 

the EU Forestry Strategy ï should be started within the EU FAP framework (i.e. the 

SFC, the AGFC and the ISG), and a schedule should be made for extending the 
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discussions to the Member States, Council and other EU institutions, and a wider group 

of stakeholders. Based on the feedback collected in the mid-term evaluation the 

following aspects are raised for consideration in the post-2011 discussions: 

- more holistic approach to forest sector issues; 

- integration of the international forestry issues into the EU forestry action; 

- higher profile of the EU in international forest-related processes; 

- update of the EU Forestry Strategy considering emerging issues (list of themes 

and topics, Annex 5 of this report) and new challenges; 

- strengthening of the science-policy-practice triangle by better coordination of 

scientific work and utilisation of financial resources (FP7, COST, national);  

- financing i.e. preparation of post-2013 financial instruments.  

 

 

 
 


