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NOTE 

 

The designations employed and the presentation of material in this publication do not imply the expression of any 
opinion whatsoever on the part of the secretariat of the United Nations concerning the legal status of any country, 
territory, city or area, or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries. 
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REPORT 

(as approved by the seminar) 
 

Introduction 

1. The seminar on Partnerships in Forestry was held at the Conscience Building of the Flemish Community in 
Brussels from 3 to 6 June 2002, under the auspices of the Joint Committee and at the invitation of the 
Government of Flanders, Belgium.  Participants from the following countries attended: Australia, Austria, 
Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Japan, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway, 
Portugal, the Russian Federation, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey and the United Kingdom. 

 

Opening of the seminar 

2. The seminar was opened by Mr. D. van Hoye, chief of the Forest Service of Flanders, who welcomed the 
participants on behalf of the Ministry of the Flemish Community. Mr van Hoye underlined the importance of this 
seminar for addressing the challenges facing the forestry sector today. Partnerships between different interest 
groups can help to accommodate the diversity of needs, to promote sustainability and to create a policy from the 
bottom up.  

3. As on behalf of the Joint Committee secretariat, Mr. P. Poschen (ILO) also welcomed the participants and 
outlined the objectives and the programme of the seminar. The seminar was a response to the call by the Third 
Ministerial Conference for the Protection of Forests in Europe in Lisbon 1998 to communicate better and to build 
partnerships, in particular with groups outside the forestry sector. Partnerships within the sector but also with 
groups outside the traditional forest sphere are seen as a vital means to cope with the growing demands on 
forestry. The hope is that they can mobilize resources and support for a sector with otherwise dwindling political 
and economic importance. The seminar was structured around four themes: partnerships in forest policy, in 
timber production, in the delivery of non-wood goods and services and in employment creation and rural 
development. The discussions should culminate in conclusions and recommendations to member countries as 
well as to the Fourth Ministerial Conference to be held in Vienna in 2003 that clarify the role of partnerships, the 
potential as well as the limitations of the concept, the conditions for successful partnerships and how they can be 
used more widely and in innovative ways. 

 

Adoption of the agenda (item 1) 

4. The provisional agenda, as set out in the second announcement (TIM/EFC/WP.1/SEM.53/1/Add.1) was 
adopted. 

 

Election of officers (item 2) 

5. The following discussion leaders were appointed: 

Item 3  Mr. Carl de Schepper (Belgium) 

Item 4  Ms. Christine Holding Anyonge (FAO)  

Item 5  Mr. Christian Salvignol (France) 

Item 6  Ms. Ana Noriega (Spain) 

Item 7  Mr Carl de Schepper (Belgium)    



Partnership in Forestry, Brussels, 2-6 June 2002 
Page 9 

 
 
 

General introduction (item 3) 

6. Under this topic the following papers were presented: Mr. D. Bills (United Kingdom) on the Role of 
partnerships in forestry in the United Kingdom; Mr. J-O. Thorstensson (Sweden) on “The partnership in forestry 
– the Swedish experience”; Mr. P. Canaveira (Portugal) on “Partnerships in Forestry – The Case of the 
Portuguese Paper Industries and Climate Change” and Mr. M. Lammertz (Germany) on “A social contract for 
sustainable forest management and use of wood in Germany”. 

7. In the ensuing discussion, Mr. Bills maintained that partnerships played a major role in extending the 
forest cover in the United Kingdom as well as in diversifying forests. Economic pressures from imports were 
intense and timber revenues alone no longer covered the cost of forest management. Devolution and 
decentralization had generated many new opportunities for partnerships with regional and local institutions and 
for access to new sources of funding. This development in forestry was part of a broader shift in the economy and 
in society. Concerning the driving forces behind the changes in legislation and forest practices in Sweden, Mr. 
Thorstensson explained that environmental organizations together with demands from the European markets had 
played a major role. Legislation had changed from detailed, stringent prescriptions to more open and orientational 
goal setting.   

8. Queried about the difference between CELPA’s new approach and conventional lobbying, Mr Canaveira 
insisted that the industry wanted to be a partner and that the need to be proactive was now widely recognized. 
The pulp and paper industry had a favorable energy balance due to the high share of biomass used in the process. 
A general increase in the use of wood for energy generation was a source of concern as it would lead to 
competition for raw material. CO2 emissions originating from the pulp and paper industry in Portugal were rising 
because rapid growth of output more than compensated the reductions in emissions per ton of product. This 
dilemma was as yet unresolved in the face of competition on global markets. Other energy intensive industries 
like cement manufacturers where simply relocating production to North Africa were they will not have to pay for 
emissions. Mr. Lammertz confirmed that the social contract would be incorporated into the National Forestry 
Programme (NFP), thereby making up for some of the deficits that had been criticized with regard to 
participation in the formulation of the NFP. In Germany, compensation for environmental services was still 
limited to cases were the cost of providing these far exceeded normal operating cost. Some inroads were however 
being made to extending compensation. Mr Bills referred to this as the forestry sector’s ‘difficulty in capturing 
rent’. In the UK, partnerships had created new sources of rent but there was still no market mechanism or 
clearing-house to bring together demand and supply. 

 

Partnerships and forest policy (item 4) 

9. Papers were presented under this item by: Mr. G. Buttoud (France) on “Developing partnerships between 
forestry agencies and stakeholders: the mixed model as a strategic planning tool” and Mr. S. Schenker (Austria) 
on “Forest enterprises as partners in society”.  

10. In the discussion, Mr. Buttoud emphasized that he did not consider French forestry as a role model. The 
public forest service was struggling with poor returns from timber production, which no longer covered the cost 
of management for other objectives. A new formula had yet to be found. He suggested that it was rather an 
example of the current redefinition of the role of the state. In this political process, partnerships played an 
important role. Mr. Schenker acknowledged that private forest owners are rather inward looking and do not 
usually take the initiative to establish partnerships. A change in attitude was desirable.  
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Partnerships in the mobilisation and use of timber (item 5) 

11. This subject was explored in presentations by Ms. A. M. Furuberg Gjedtjernet (Norway) on “Partnership 
in forestry - some Norwegian examples”; Mr. S. Difle (France) on “Closer cooperation among timber suppliers”; 
Mr. Breznikar (Slovenia) on “Ways of improving forest owners’ participation”; Mr. H. Jokiluoma (Finland) on 
“Social sustainability, quality of work and partnership”; Mr. B. Hudson (United Kingdom) on “Forestry 
contractors – link in the forestry-wood-chain (challenges-threats-visions)” and Mr. M. Höbarth (Austria) on 
“Cooperation for strengthening family forestry in rural areas”. 

12. Mr. Difle agreed with comments that the logistics management systems now being introduced in France, 
have been around in other countries for years. The technology and lessons learned elsewhere had in fact been 
used to design the systems now being installed in his projects. Technology had not been the obstacle though. 
Traditional supplier-customer relations had no room for the kind of partnerships needed in order to be able to use 
this technology. This had only changed in recent years under the pressure of problems with timber supply at 
competitive prices. Mr. Breznikar explained that there was still little inclination to establish forest owners’ 
associations in Slovenia. Timber production was not profitable on very small woodlots. Some consolidation into 
larger holdings through sales was under way but this was unlikely to alter the picture in the near future. 

13. Mr Jokiluoma was asked why the partnership between forest owners, industry and contractors under 
timber contracts found in Finland a decade ago no longer existed. He explained, that it had to be abandoned 
because it was incompatible with cartel regulations of the European Union. Even state forest districts, who 
wanted to retain the services of good contractors on a continuous basis, were forced to go through a public 
tendering process. The current situation on the market for forest services with three large companies buying from 
some 2,000 contractors was rather imbalanced, but industry was trying to improve conditions.  

14. Queried about representation of the forestry workforce, Mr. Hudson pointed out that fledgling organizations 
of contractors were faced with serious resource constraints. It was also very difficult to organize micro-
enterprises, but progress had been made for example in the UK. Contractors in his country had by-and-large 
survived the price competition generated by the strong appreciation of the Pound Sterling in recent years by two 
types of adjustment: concentration into larger firms had reduced overheads and diversification into more general 
land management services, which were more lucrative. 

 

Partnerships in the delivery of non-wood goods and services (item 6) 

15. The following papers were presented under this item: Ms. J. Levinson “Partnership in forestry – South-
Western Australia – a regional perspective” (Australia); Mr. M. Vanwijnsberghe (Belgium) on “Arriving at a new 
management scheme for the Forêt de Soignes, Capital Region of Brussels”; Ms. Ch. Jenssens (Belgium) on 
“Social learning and urban forestry planning – the case of Flanders”, a paper co-authored by Prof. D. 
Wildemeersch; and Ms. E. Kopylova (Russian Federation) on “Building partnerships for forest conservation and 
management in Russia”. 

16. In the discussion, Mr. Vanwijnsberghe supplemented that the involvement in public participation was 
gradually changing the attitude of the staff of the forest service. The majority had come round to seeing 
participation as useful, but most foresters were not exactly born communicators and it would take more than a 
few years to fundamentally change the mindset. Ms. Jenssen agreed with an observation that participation could 
be used to impose a dominant institutional interest. The concept of social learning could help to overcome 
barriers and bring in non-traditional stakeholders and new ideas. 

17. As an answer to a question whether other stakeholders would also be able to benefit from forestry, Ms. 
Kopylova emphasized the importance of land-lease in the Russian Federation. Land-leases have become more 
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frequent and enjoy strong support from the government. At the same time as Russian authorities are promoting 
land-lease arrangements, the number of protected areas is increasing which reduces the level of the annual 
allowable cut. Annual harvest is, however, well below the allowable levels. The question was raised whether it 
could be ensured that investors would not run away with the revenues and Ms. Kopylova admitted that this is 
indeed a problem. Efforts have been made to pass on responsibility in the administration and to establish a 
control system. 

 

Partnerships creating new sources of income and employment and contributing to rural development  

(item 7) 

18. The following papers were presented under this item: Mr. R. Flies (European Commission) on “Forestry 
and rural development at the EU level”; Ms. V. Augutaviciene (Lithuania) on “Lithuanian perspective on and 
experience with partnerships”; Mr. E. Kastenholz (Germany) on “The Role of contractors in rural development”; 
Mr. M. Düzgün (Turkey) on “Employment and income generating opportunities for forest-dependent rural 
communities through effective partnerships in state-owned forest administration” and Ms. C. Holding Anyonge 
(FAO) on “Partnerships, poverty and markets”. 

19. Strong criticism was directed towards the European Commission in connection with the project Natura 
2000 in Germany and how it was managed. Mr.Flies agreed that Natura 2000 was certainly a good example how 
projects should not be handled, especially as regards the lack of dialogue with the local public. The main failures 
were, according to Mr. Flies, the lack of consultation with the stakeholders and hasty decisions on high political 
level before financial matters had been cleared. Although a failure, it had been a good lesson for future projects. 
There were also concerns that the bottom-up approach would not reach the target groups and Mr Flies mentioned 
that the Commission had no resources for implementing policies and for acting as a catalyst. The main stimulus 
has so far proved to be involvement of local and regional politicians and media. Mr Flies admitted that the 
European Commission had neglected to highlight successful examples in the European Union and that this would 
be a big potential for boosting the EU Forestry Strategy. 

20. Mr Düzgün underlined that policies tend to be oriented by the views of the implementing organisations. This 
can sometimes lead to situations where stakeholders in rural areas are fed with guidelines instead of taking a 
more active part in the process. The question was raised whether there could be potential to employ people in 
forest work by utilizing a “green wave”, e.g. people who relocate to rural areas and enter ‘green jobs’. Mr. 
Kastenholz replied and gave an example from Poland where unemployment in rural areas is so high that people 
are willing to accept any job that would be offered. A more common situation, however, is an ever stiffer 
competition for the workforce. Young people interested to enter the “green sector” can also choose other 
occupations, such as landscape planning, agriculture and service-oriented jobs in the sector. Another constraint 
are temporary shortages of labour, e.g. during the summer season. One participant emphasized the fact that forest 
work is undergoing a steady decline in the areas of safety and health and working conditions. As an example 
Slovenia was mentioned where fatality rates have reached levels comparable with those in some developing 
countries. Mr Kastenholz rounded up the discussion by emphasizing that ENFE (European Network of Forest 
Entrepreneurs) could serve as a facilitator in making the forestry workforce more mobile. Something that has 
proven to be necessary in the case of major storms. He also reminded the audience that there still are major 
problems to solve for forestry contractors. He addressed the needs of making jobs safer, more sustainable in 
terms of employment, and more attractive. Otherwise, forest work would continue to be regarded as “3D”, dirty, 
difficult and dangerous. 
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Other business (item 8)  

 

Working groups 

21. On Tuesday afternoon three working groups were established to discuss the following topics:  

• “Why partnerships in forestry? What are the reasons for the growing interest in recent years? ” 

• “What are the benefits of partnerships in forestry? Who benefits and how? What are good examples of 
partnerships? What are the opportunities (traditional or new) and the limits of partnerships? ” 

• “Partnerships to fulfil requirements of social sustainability, in particular the forestry workforce. ” 

22. The working group discussions were continued on Thursday afternoon on three topics. One group discussed 
the first and the third of the topics listed below and the second group selected topics two and three. 

• “How to build effective partnerships in forestry? ” 

• “What are the areas with greatest potential for partnerships in forestry? Which are the most urgent? ” 

• “What should be done to use partnerships more widely and more effectively? ” 

23. The findings of all working groups were presented and discussed in plenary sessions. Outlines of the findings 
of the working groups are provided in annex II to of this report. 

 

Study visit 

24. A full day excursion was organized on Wednesday 5 June including visits to two forest areas in the vicinity 
of Brussels. A summary of the visits in provided in annex II to this report. 

 

Acknowledgements 

25. On behalf of all participants Mr. Bills warmly thanked the organizers for the hospitality and the excellent 
organization. It had been a rich as well as enjoyable seminar. Many participants were having the seminar from it 
with clearer concepts and new ideas. 

 

Conclusions and recommendations (item 9) 

Conclusions 

26. Partnership is an old concept, which until recently has only been applied to a limited extent in forestry, often 
in reaction to pressure. The concept has attracted much more interest in the last few years, and is beginning to be 
used pro-actively and strategically. A wide range of examples for partnerships in forestry was presented at the 
seminar involving a cross-section of actors:  forest services, chambers of agriculture, private and public forest 
owners, contractors, research and training institutions, forest industry, and forestry sector-wide organizations. 

Why partnerships? 

27. The increasing number of partnerships between forestry enterprises and institutions is a response to a 
changing environment:  
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• Demands on forestry have risen and become more diverse;  

• Traditional forestry focussed on timber production is losing its relevance to society in many European 
countries;  

• Globalization is putting intense pressure on timber markets;  

• All actors in the forestry sector face constraints on financial and other resources. This is particularly true for 
owners of family forests, small firms and their organizations. 

28. As a result, the relative weight of forestry in national economies is dwindling and the sector attracts little 
attention from decision makers. Partnerships are one way of regaining the initiative rather than finding oneself at 
the receiving end of regulations and demands. Partnerships have thus rightly been identified as a key strategic 
concept for the forestry sector by the Third Ministerial Conference for the Protection of Forests in Europe in the 
Lisbon declaration and in Resolution  L1. Partnerships are by no means only relevant to public forest services, 
they are a sector issue. 

What is partnership? 

29. While participation is about decision-making and hence about governance, partnership is about 
implementation. The partners follow an agreed course of action, sharing resources in pursuit of commonly 
understood goals.  

30. There is a great variety in goals, in the nature and numbers of partners as well as in the scale and depth of the 
partnerships entered into. 

What are the benefits of partnerships? 

31. Partnerships increase the knowledge and resources available to attain forestry objectives. They give access to 
expertise and creativity not available to the partners individually. They can be a way of capturing rent from 
otherwise non-marketable goods and services and enable the forestry sector to market ideas and know how to 
others. Partnerships presented during the seminar have been instrumental in attaining a wide range of objectives. 

32. Partnerships within the forestry sector increase competitiveness quality, productivity, image and market 
position. Specifically they made it possible to:  

• create large-scale timber processing and value-added capacity;  

• mobilize additional timber resources from private forests;  

• establish logistic chains to improve quality and reduce cost of timber delivered to mills;  

• create and market new value-added products;  

• better manage mountain forests;  

• improve work quality and well-being at work;  

• provide better access to forestry education;  

• promote gender equality in forestry. 

33. Partnerships beyond the forestry sector can leverage significant resources. They also have the potential to 
build political support for forestry in other sectors and with the public at large. In the examples presented they 
served to:  

• provide and/or market recreational services;  

• rehabilitate land;  
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• contribute to rural development;  

• conserve nature and protect cultural heritage;  

• professionally deliver public relations, extension and environmental education;  

• address climate change;  

• build a broad coalition for forestry with other social groups. 

What does it take to establish effective partnerships? 

34. Benefits have to be tangible for all partners. They may be clear, but are not always be readily measurable, 
particularly in economic terms. Trust, credibility, transparency, and the absence of a hierarchy among partners 
are preconditions for true partnerships. 

35. Whereas participation can live with compromise, partnerships require consensus. They need clearly defined 
goals and resources. Goals, the agreed course of action, and the resources committed should preferably be spelled 
out in contracts. Training can help partners to develop effective partnerships. Political decisions can be 
implemented through the generation of partnerships. 

How can partnerships be used more effectively and more widely? 

36. Partnerships along the forest products value-added chain from forest to consumer could make major 
contributions to increase competitiveness. They could also address the looming forestry workforce issues, which 
threaten the sustainability of forest management. Cross-sectoral partnerships are particularly promising 
opportunities for well-resourced partnerships in the areas of education, health, water management, recreation, 
rural development, nature conservation and climate change. This can be achieved by an area-based approach. The 
pursuit of narrow agendas and exclusive search for immediate financial gain would severely restrict the 
usefulness of the concept. 

37. While little analytical work has been done on partnerships in forestry, it is clear that meaningful partnerships 
require significant cultural changes in the forestry sector. These include overcoming the inward looking and 
reactive attitude only all too common in all types of forest ownership. They also call for a change in business 
culture, with organizations accepting to relinquish control much more than is the case traditionally. This concerns 
control in the form of regulation, of verification, and of decision making and resource allocation within 
organizations. An enabling environment at national level should include clearly defined land and forest tenure. 
Within institutions, in particular in public forest services, it supposes communication skills among staff at all 
levels as well as a delegation of authority and resources for partnerships at the local level.  

38. Information gaps about opportunities, institutions, modalities and potential partners constitute a major 
obstacle to a wider use of partnerships in forestry. Resource constraints are a significant barrier for small firms 
and organizations to enter into partnerships. 

 

Recommendations addressed to the Ministerial Conference for the Protection of Forests in Europe: 

39. The Fourth Ministerial Conference to be held in Vienna in 2003 should include the promotion of partnerships 
within and among countries in its programme of implementation of resolutions adopted at earlier conferences. As 
a matter of urgency the Conference should address the need for partnerships to remedy serious problems with the 
forestry workforce in Europe. (The rational for addressing this issue and possible ways forward are set out in 
greater detail in Annex I). 
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Recommendations addressed to the Joint Committee: 

40. The Joint Committee should organize a further seminar to analyse concrete examples of partnerships with 
respect to their role in promoting sustainable forest management as defined by the Ministerial Conference for the 
Protection of Forests in Europe. This should cover partnerships along the entire wood supply chain from the 
forest to the consumer as well as cross-sectoral ones. Particular attention should be paid to the applicability of the 
concept in central and eastern European countries. Lessons learned should be extracted and widely disseminated 
concerning: promising fields for partnership building and ways to create an enabling environment.  

41. The Joint Committee should discuss how stakeholders who currently tend to be excluded from dialogue in 
the forestry sector, such as forestry contractors, other small enterprises, forest workers and their organizations can 
acquire voice and representation. Existing good practices related to these matters in certain countries provide 
learning opportunities. 

42. The Joint Committee should support policies and partnerships that facilitate the strengthening and 
establishment of forest owners’ associations, in particular in Central and Eastern European countries. 

43. The Joint Committee should take steps to ensure that the ILO continues to contribute expertise and 
networking on social and labour issues in forestry to the Committee’s work programme. 

44. The Joint Committee should consider organizing study tours linked with workshops to exchange information 
about partnerships between government, industry and private forest owners for the development and sustainable 
management of forest resources and for the conservation of natural resources. 

 

Recommendations addressed to member countries: 

45. Partnerships can be an effective way of coping with the complexity of sustainable forest management, the 
diversity of interests and the large number of stakeholders. Member countries should develop strategies and build 
the capacity to use this tool. Particular attention should be paid to promoting cross-sectoral partnerships in the 
areas of health, education, rural development, landscape management, water resources, nature conservation, and 
environmental services. Capacity building should be initiated to enable forest service staff and forest owners to 
engage in participation and partnerships. The rich international experience should be taken advantage of and 
disseminated.  

46. Governments should further develop the ‘mixed-model’ approach to improve interaction with other 
stakeholders in forestry. 

47. Indispensable stakeholders such as contractors, other small enterprises and forest workers are currently often 
left out of partnerships for lack of voice and representation. Member countries should assist these groups to 
partake in partnerships for the benefit and viability of the forestry sector at large. Workforce issues as outlined in 
annex 1 should be addressed as a matter of priority. 

48. Forests have become places of consumption as well as of production. Forestry education should reflect this. 
Training and education should cover consumption and process as well as production and product. 
Communication skills are particularly important in this respect. 

 

Recommendations addressed to research institutions and IUFRO: 

49. Research should focus more on the social components of sustainability, including institutional arrangements 
for dialogue, participation and partnerships. Opportunities should be explored for partnerships across national 
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borders, e.g. for the promotion of timber and other forest products. Tools and techniques to make participation 
and partnerships more effective and efficient should be developed and widely disseminated. 

50. Studies should be initiated to analyse the role of forests in human health and well-being and to trace effects 
back to specific features in the forest. 

51. Due to the far reaching changes in technology and modalities, renewed efforts are needed to improve 
working conditions and in particular to analyse the effects of new forms of work organization and the 
introduction of advanced equipment on well-being at work. 

52. All of the above projects would greatly benefit from international, collaborative efforts in research and in the 
dissemination of findings. 

 

Adoption of the report (item 10)   

53. The seminar adopted the conclusions and recommendation prepared by the secretariat and an annex to these 
drafted by members of working group 3 on Tuesday 4 July with a number of modifications, which have been 
incorporated into this text. It approved the other parts of the report with the provision that the secretariat would 
incorporate changes communicated by participants. The latter have been reflected in the above text. 
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Annex I 

Sustainable forestry needs a sustainable forest workforce 

Recommendations to the Fourth Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe 

 

The contribution of sustainable forest management to the economic, ecological and social well-being of rural 
areas is delivered most clearly by the provision of secure, long term employment. It stems from the activities of a 
skilled workforce who are themselves part of the economic and cultural fabric of rural communities.   

The contribution and value of the skilled forest workforce is recognised in the Helsinki and Lisbon Ministerial 
declarations and in the UNCED process including IPF, and IFF proposals for action. 

The maintenance and development of this skilled and viable workforce cannot be taken for granted. The 
workforce is ageing, recruitment of skilled individuals is diminishing in the face of competition from other 
sectors and capacity for training is constrained.  

The workforce has undergone radical structural change and fragmentation as contracting has replaced direct 
labour. Whilst this has led to benefits of increased productivity and competition, small enterprises and individuals 
are less able to fund training and development. The ability of forestry and training agencies to deliver training has 
been affected by a lack of organisational and representational infrastructure among the self-employed workforce, 
whose voice is unheard in the international processes. Action in these areas would be particularly valuable for 
CEEC countries. 

To maintain the contribution to SFM of this key group we therefore propose action to enhance the quality, 
environmental and safety conditions of the forest workforce: 

• promote the further development of organisational infrastructure both national and European;  

• encourage quality, skills development, environmental and safety conditions for forest workforces in national 
forestry programmes in Europe;  

• recognise the place of forestry work in rural development planning; 

• identify and disseminate best practices. 
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Annex II 

Summaries of working group results 

(based on presentations in plenary sessions) 

 

Tuesday, 4 June 2002 

Group 1:   

Why partnerships in forestry? What are the reasons for the growing interest in recent years? (Questions 1) 

Regarding the question “why partnerships in forestry?”,  the following objectives and outcomes of partnerships 
were identified: 

• Raising awareness  

• Exchange of experiences through a developed dialogue 

• Taking account of different interests among different stakeholders 

• Help understanding and identifying what consumers want from multifunctional forestry  

• Promote participation by including people and non-traditional stakeholders  

• Overcoming and avoiding conflicts 

• Bringing balance into the process by sharing power, e.g. forest owners 

• Partnerships are an alternative to usual approaches 

• Added value through creating a win-win situation 

• Sharing of resources, competence, reducing energy costs 

• Gathering more resources and capacities by national, and also global, cooperation (“together we are 
stronger”) 

• Achieving cross-sectoral benefits by breaking down barriers 

• Alliances give more political weight 

The answer to the second part of question 1, “what are the reasons for the growing interest in recent years?”, was 
summarized by the group as follows: 

• The importance of forestry has declined in today’s society and in an ever changing world  

• To justify your existence and survival in a changing world, e.g. the case of forest owners. 

• Cross-sectoral approaches are adopted for other policies in society, e.g. in the areas of health, education, 
security, and rural development. The function of forestry needs to be redefined. 

• The idea of forestry has changed. In the period from the 18th century until today the function of forestry has 
gone from just being a wood and non-wood products’ resource to nature conservation and multi-functionality. 

• Increased and reconsidered importance of the social agenda in forestry  

• In particular, growing importance of job creation. 

 

Group 2:   

What are the benefits of partnerships in forestry? Who benefits and how? What are good examples of 
partnerships? What are the opportunities (traditional or new) and limits of partnerships? (Question 2) 

The group focussed on the last two topics, limits and opportunities, and identified the following factors. 
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Limits: 

1) due to attitude: 

• Single objective being pursued 

• Lack of courage, creativity and interest 

• Traditions and conservative attitudes, e.g. towards new working methods 

• Cultural differences between countries and social groups 

• Suspicion and negative experiences with forest services or organization in the past 

2) due to the policy framework: 

• No political will 

• Centralized government policies 

• Politicians do not have partnerships as a priority 

• Legal constraints on decentralization and delegation 

3) Resources: time and funding 

• Time-consuming, e.g. delay in decision-making due to necessary discussions between stakeholders 

• Short-term thinking 

• High costs in combination with money constraints and low investments in forestry 

Opportunities: 

1) Factors that are supportive for partnership development: 

• Legal framework for forest management planning that prescribes the involvement of all stakeholders 

• Self-regulation of relations between  

o urban populations and forest owners 

o small private forest owners and industry 

• National Forestry Programme (NFP) framework 

• Local, national, regional and global forestry dialogue 

• Cooperation between people representing different regions of the world  

• Changes in government forest policies 

o more decentralized and  participatory approach 

o taking part in the international debate 

• Examples from the private sector 

• Strengthening of forest owners’ associations  

2) Sustainable Forest Management: 

• To involve more private forest owners in sustainable management of their forests 

• Orientation towards multi-functionality 

• Increase efficiency in management and manufacturing of forest products 

3) Optimising 

• Optimising of consumption of forest products 

• Lower the risks of non-acceptance of the project 
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4) Participation and awareness 

• Give voice to people who usually are excluded in the process 

• Expand the openness and transparency of the forestry sector 

5) Processes 

• Eliminate bureaucracy and focus on responsibility 

• Harmonization of private and public interest in forestry 

• Use and focus on the opportunity of dialogue instead of just debate 

• Utilize everybody’s qualities and bring different perceptions together 

 

Group 3:    

Partnerships to fulfil requirements of social sustainability, in particular the forestry workforce.  

(Question 3) 

The topic is directly related to the Helsinki Declaration, the Lisbon Declaration and Resolution L1. Social 
sustainability is a vast and diversified subject. The group therefore decided to focus on the forestry workforce 
element. In this respect, the working group identified the following key areas of concern: 

• Sustainable forest management needs a sustainable workforce 

• Recruitment problems of forestry contractors are further accentuated by increasing competition from other 
sectors 

• An ageing workforce has negative consequences for the industry and society 

• Safety and well-being deficits for workers and visitors 

• Forestry’s importance for rural development 

• Lack of a common voice that leads to exclusion in the process 

• Unstructured workforce at present 

The situation of forest workers and contractors should be addressed in international fora and the group 
summarized some conclusions to be directed to the ministerial conference in Vienna. Attention should be drawn 
to topics important for the forestry workforce and a message should be formulated and ideally transmitted 
through interested countries. The group suggested the following countries as possible transmitters: Poland, UK, 
Belgium and Finland. 

The following action items should be pursued: 

• A focus on national fora of actors, national forestry programmes and Central and Eastern European countries 
extension programmes 

• Include social and labour issues adequately in criteria and indicators  

• Promote organization and representation 

• Skills and enterprise development 

• Occupational safety and health and well-being 

• Respect of basic human rights 

A common vision for forestry contractors should focus on the following topics: 

• Development of efficiency and productivity 

• Legal protection and basic rights 

• Well-being 
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• Rural development 

• Job quality 

The group formulated a recommendation addressed to the 4th Ministerial Conference for the Protection of Forests 
in Europe, which was adopted by the seminar as an annex to the conclusions and recommendations of the 
seminar (see annex 1 to conclusions and recommendations above). 

 

Thursday, 6 June 2002 

Group 1:   

How to build effective partnerships in forestry? (Question 1) 

The group identified the following main areas as important for effective partnerships: 

A clear, realistic and consensual purpose of partnerships should be defined together with a communication 
strategy. Such a strategy should be based on transparency and continuity and communication should be done with 
an equal voice. Resources have to be made available. Resources in this context include money, people, networks 
and support of key stakeholders. Concerning the organisation around partnerships, the group emphasized the 
importance of formal agreements, including on the sharing of responsibility. 

Training, mutual learning and access to the expertise are other areas of importance. Finally, partnerships should 
have a policy-based approach built on innovations. 

What should be done to promote a wider and more effective use of partnerships? (Question 3)  

The group emphasized the importance of a switch from a traditional forestry-based to a more area-based 
approach in establishing partnerships. Such a change would enable an involvement of stakeholders that otherwise 
could be excluded in the process. An additional suggestion was to broaden the perspective and to carry out case 
studies to get more specific information. Communication network needed to be established to widen access to 
partnerships. 

 

Group 2:  

Areas of greatest potential and urgency for partnerships in forestry (Question 2) 

The group identified areas with potential for partnerships: 

• Within the forestry sector, in particular along the wood-supply chain 

• Cross-sectoral ones for integration into rural development, such as with farmers’ organizations; and 
partnerships to promote the environmental benefits of wood products. This was the area of most potential and 
urgency. There was a need to get out of the ‘forestry box’. 

• For private forestry partnerships in the fields of bio-energy, rehabilitation, and nature conservation were most 
promising, in addition to the need for horizontal partnerships in forest owners’ organizations. Organization 
was also a priority goal for the workforce. 

• Partnerships on global issues could include illegal logging, certification, carbon management, human rights, 
decent work, and social dialogue. 

What should be done to promote a wider and more effective use of partnerships (Question 3) 

The most important measures concerned cultural change in the sector and in its organizations. This could be 
brought about by: 

• Recruitment of new personnel 

• Recruitment from outside the forestry sector 

• Devolution of power within organizations 

• Greater awareness of the needs of partners 
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• Acquisition of skills for needs assessment and communication. 

Partnerships would only thrive if resources were available for initiating and implementing them. Good 
partnerships were inter alia characterized by: 

• Partners giving each other the room to use their respective strengths 

• Clear contractual arrangements 

• Identification of the mutual benefits 

• Arrangements for monitoring and evaluation. 
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Annex III 

 

Study visit Wednesday, 5 June 2002 

 

The field excursion organized on Wednesday 5 June highlighted several examples of forestry management in or 
close to urban areas with the involvement of different stakeholders. The first excursion point was the forest of 
Soignes on the outskirts of Brussels. The Flemish part of the forest has an area of 2,492 ha out of a total of about 
4,000 ha. It is managed by the Groenendaal Forestry Division which belongs to the Department of Forest and 
Nature of the Ministry. The dominating tree species is beech representing some 60% of the total area. 

The managers of the areas administered by the Flemish community and by the city of Brussels, Messrs. Joseph 
Zwaenepoel and Stefane Vanwijnsberghe, gave a brief description of the history of the forest of Soignes and an 
update of today’s situation. The history of the forest dates back to the Habsburg rule in the18th century. The forest 
had been cleared and was reestablished by planting of beech which explains the dominance of that species today. 
Every year there are 1.5 million visitors to this forest which requires extensive management and also cleaning and 
maintenance activities. The costs for keeping the forest free from litter alone amounts to 3 million Euros 
annually. Every second week cleaning patrols are sweeping the area. Another problem caused by intensive public 
use is degradation of parts of the land. Rehabilitation measures have been taken in order to prevent further 
erosion. There are no significant problems with wild game and in fact most of the road kills take place on small 
forest roads rather than on the motorways.  

The main objective of forest policy and forest management in the forest of Soignes is the maintenance of the 
existing forest in its present state. The legal instrument to ensure forest protection is the new Forest Decree of 13 
June 1990. It provides, amongst others, for measures that will facilitate the maintenance of various functions 
simultaneously. This is certainly important for the forest of Soignes considering its identity and geographical 
location. The forest decree emphasizes the idea of multi-functional forestry.  

Forest management in Soignes has to take five different functions into consideration: 

 

• Social and educational function 

Since the end of the last century the socio-recreational function of the forest has been indisputable and today 
there is a wide range of walkers, sportsmen, cyclists and horse-back riders utilizing the many accessible paths and 
roads. The forest of Soignes also provides educational material in the areas of history, archaeology, geology and 
soil science, forest ecology and afforestation. 

 

• Economic function 

The rich loamy soils provide are very productive and supply high quality hard wood 

In recent years veneer logs have even been exported to China. Other important export markets are Germany and 
the Netherlands. There is also a market for smaller logs (<60 cm) that are exported to the Mediterranean region. 
Smaller logs are used for lower quality timber products such as various kinds of furniture, pallets and interior 
house construction.  

 

• Protective function 

The protective function includes the protection of the groundwater tables and the prevention of soil erosion. 

 

• Ecological function 

The forest of Soignes plays a very important role in the protection of the ecosystem, especially as urbanization 
has taken a faster pace over the past decades. The forest decree ensures that the ecological values are maintained 
and for this purpose two forest reserves have been established. 
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• Scientific function 

In addition, the forest reserves will also serve and stimulate scientific research. The reserves will protect certain 
defined zones from external influences, which will promote long-term research and make sure it can be carried 
out in a more accurate and durable manner. 

 

In the afternoon Mr. Bart Meuleman, forest manager in the forestry district of Leuven, guided the group through 
a forest of 550 hectares. This forest of Halle is an appreciated recreation area and it receives many visitors every 
year. To facilitate access, the forest district of Leuven has provided a network of 157 kilometers of forest roads 
and trails. The density of roads is 8 km per 100 hectare. As a complement to the roads, so called ‘play forests’ 
have been established in parts of the forest that are less environmentally sensitive. In these play forests, children 
can use tools and equipment as a part of a combined learning and play process. Six play forests have been created 
and twenty organized activities with 1,000 participants take place annually.  

Considering the large number of visitors, about 750,000 annually, the forest district of Leuven has made an 
estimate of the recreational value of the forest based on the public’s willingness to pay for forest activities. Using 
the results of a sample survey, the study arrived at an estimate of a total annual revenue of between 250 and 300 
million Euros. This is more than a hundred times the value of the wood products from this forest. 

The forest district of Leuven engages their stakeholders through meetings in different committees. One of them is 
the guidance committee that meets one to two times per year to exchange and discuss about ideas, information, 
targets and general principles. For more technical matters, a technical committee meets six to eight times per year 
in order to gather information and to discuss alternative solutions for practical forest management. Finally, a 
public platform has been created with the purpose to meet on special occasions and to consult and inform the 
general public. 
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Rapport 
(tel qu’approuvé par le Séminaire) 

Introduction 

1. Le séminaire sur les partenariats dans la foresterie s’est tenu à Bruxelles, dans l’immeuble de Conscience 
de la Communauté flamande, du 3 au 6 juin 2002, sous les auspices du Comité mixte et sur l’invitation du 
Ministère de la Communauté flamande (Belgique). Les pays suivants étaient représentés: Allemagne, Australie, 
Autriche, Belgique, Bulgarie, Chypre, Espagne, Fédération de Russie, Finlande, France, Irlande, Japon, Lituanie, 
Norvège, Pays-Bas, Portugal, Royaume-Uni, Slovénie, Suède, Suisse et Turquie. 

Ouverture du séminaire 

2. Le séminaire a été ouvert par M. D. van Hoye, chef de la Division des forêts de Flandre, qui a souhaité la 
bienvenue aux participants au nom du Ministère de la Communauté flamande. M. van Hoye a souligné 
l’importance que le séminaire revêtait face aux défis qui se présentaient aujourd’hui au secteur de la foresterie. 
Les partenariats entre différents groupes d’intérêts pouvaient aider à concilier des besoins très divers, à 
promouvoir une gestion durable et à concevoir une politique cohérente de bout en bout de la filière. 

3. Prenant la parole au nom du secrétariat du Comité mixte, M. P. Poschen (OIT) a lui aussi adressé un 
message de bienvenue aux participants et a exposé les objectifs et le contenu du programme du séminaire. Le 
séminaire répondait à l’appel lancé lors de la troisième Conférence ministérielle sur la protection des forêts en 
Europe, tenue à Lisbonne en 1998, en faveur d’une plus grande communication et de la création de partenariats, 
en particulier avec des groupes d’intérêts extérieurs au secteur forestier. Les partenariats au sein du secteur mais 
aussi avec des groupes extérieurs au monde forestier traditionnel étaient jugés indispensables pour satisfaire aux 
demandes croissantes qui pesaient sur la foresterie. On espérait qu’ils pouvaient mobiliser les ressources et 
l’appui nécessaires pour un secteur dont l’importance économique et politique était par ailleurs en régression. Le 
séminaire était articulé autour de quatre grands thèmes: partenariats et politiques forestières, partenariats pour la 
production de bois, partenariats concernant les produits et services forestiers autres que la production de bois et 
partenariats pour la création d’emplois et le développement rural. Les débats devaient aboutir à des conclusions et 
recommandations à l’intention des pays membres ainsi que de la quatrième Conférence ministérielle, qui se 
tiendrait à Vienne en 2003; ces conclusions et recommandations devraient clarifier le rôle des partenariats, 
déterminer le potentiel autant que les limites de cette notion, définir les conditions nécessaires pour réussir des 
partenariats et préciser les voies qui pourraient être suivies pour les utiliser de façon plus généralisée et novatrice. 

Adoption de l’ordre du jour (point 1 de l’ordre du jour) 

4. L’ordre du jour provisoire, tel qu’il figurait dans la deuxième annonce 
(TIM/EFC/WP.1/SEM.53/1/Add.1) a été adopté. 

Élection du bureau (point 2) 

5. Les animateurs de débats suivants ont été désignés pour les différents points:  

 Point 3 M. Carl de Schepper (Belgique) 
 Point 4 Mme Christine Holding Anyonge (FAO) 
 Point 5 M. Christian Salvignol (France) 
 Point 6 Mme Ana Noriega (Espagne) 
 Point 7 M. Carl de Schepper (Belgique) 

Introduction générale (point 3) 

6. Au titre de ce point, plusieurs documents ont été soumis, comme suit: M. D. Bills (Royaume-Uni), 
document sur le rôle des partenariats au Royaume-Uni; M. J-O Thorstensson (Suède), «Le partenariat en 
foresterie − L’expérience de la Suède»; M. P. Canaveira (Portugal), «Les partenariats en foresterie − Le cas des 
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industries papetières portugaises et les changements climatiques»; M. M. Lammertz (Allemagne), «Le contrat 
social aux fins d’une gestion des forêts et d’une utilisation du bois durables en Allemagne». 

7. Au cours du débat qui a suivi, M. Bills a indiqué que les partenariats jouaient un rôle majeur dans 
l’extension de la superficie forestière au Royaume-Uni ainsi que dans la diversification des forêts. Les 
importations exerçaient de fortes pressions économiques sur le secteur et les revenus tirés exclusivement de la 
production de bois ne couvraient plus les coûts d’exploitation des forêts. La délégation et la décentralisation 
avaient créé de nombreuses possibilités nouvelles de partenariat avec des organismes régionaux et locaux et 
avaient permis d’accéder à de nouvelles sources de financement. Cette nouveauté en foresterie s’inscrivait dans le 
cadre d’une évolution plus générale de l’économie et de la société. M. Thorstensson, décrivant les moteurs du 
changement dans la législation et dans les pratiques forestières en Suède, a expliqué que le rôle des organisations 
de protection de l’environnement et les exigences des marchés européens avaient été déterminants. La législation 
avait évolué et au lieu d’être un ensemble de prescriptions détaillées et strictes, était maintenant plus ouverte et 
visait à orienter le choix des objectifs. 

8. Interrogé sur la différence entre la nouvelle approche du CELPA et l’action des groupes de pression 
traditionnelle, M. Canaveira a souligné que le secteur industriel voulait être un partenaire à part entière et que la 
nécessité de s’impliquer activement était aujourd’hui largement reconnue. L’industrie de la pâte et du papier 
présentait un bilan énergétique intéressant, du fait de la forte proportion de biomasse utilisée. L’augmentation 
générale de l’utilisation du bois pour produire de l’énergie était préoccupante car elle allait aggraver la 
concurrence pour obtenir la matière première. Les émissions de gaz carbonique imputables à l’industrie de la pâte 
et du papier au Portugal étaient en augmentation parce que l’accroissement rapide de la production annulait 
largement la réduction des émissions par tonne de produit. Ce dilemme n’était toujours pas résolu, face à la 
concurrence sur les marchés mondiaux. D’autres industries grandes consommatrices d’énergie, comme l’industrie 
du ciment, avaient tout simplement entrepris de réimplanter leur production en Afrique du Nord, où elles 
n’auraient pas à payer une taxe pour les émissions de CO2. M. Lammertz a confirmé que le contrat social serait 
incorporé au programme forestier national, ce qui permettrait de rattraper en partie les failles qui avaient été 
dénoncées en ce qui concerne la participation à l’élaboration de ce programme. En Allemagne, la possibilité 
d’obtenir une indemnité pour les services de protection de l’environnement était encore réservée au cas où le coût 
de la prestation de ces services dépassait de beaucoup les coûts d’exploitation normaux. Toutefois, on constatait 
une certaine avancée et l’application des mesures d’indemnisation allait être étendue. M. Bills a fait état de ce 
phénomène en évoquant la difficulté d’acquisition de la rente dans le secteur de la foresterie. Au Royaume-Uni, 
les partenariats avaient créé de nouvelles sources de revenus mais il n’existait toujours pas de mécanisme de 
marché ni de chambre de compensation visant à rapprocher l’offre et la demande. 

Partenariats et politique forestière (point 4) 

9. Au titre de ce point, des exposés ont été présentés par M. G. Buttoud (France) sur la création de 
partenariats entre organismes forestiers et parties prenantes: le modèle mixte comme outil de planification 
stratégique, ainsi que par M. S. Schenker (Autriche) sur les entreprises forestières en tant que partenaires au sein 
de la société. 

10. Au cours du débat, M. Buttoud a souligné qu’il ne considérait pas le cas de la France comme un modèle: 
la rentabilité de la production de bois était très faible et ne permettait plus au service forestier de couvrir ses frais 
de gestion dans d’autres domaines. Il fallait donc trouver une autre formule. En fait il illustrait le processus 
politique actuel de redéfinition du rôle de l’État dans lequel les partenariats jouaient un rôle important. 
M. Schenker a reconnu que les propriétaires de forêts avaient tendance à être repliés sur eux-mêmes et ne 
prenaient généralement pas l’initiative de constituer des partenariats. Un changement d’attitude était souhaitable. 

Partenariats pour la mise en valeur et l’exploitation du bois (point 5) 

11. Ce thème a fait l’objet d’exposés de Mme A. M. Furuberg Gjedtjernet (Norvège), qui a présenté certains 
exemples de partenariats dans le domaine de la foresterie en Norvège; de M. S. Difle (France), sur une 
collaboration plus étroite entre acteurs de l’approvisionnement en bois; de M. Breznikar (Slovénie), sur les 
moyens de développer la participation des propriétaires forestiers; de M. H. Jokiluoma (Finlande), sur la viabilité 
sociale, la qualité du travail et les partenariats; de M. B. Hudson (Royaume-Uni), sur la place des exploitants dans 
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la filière bois (enjeux – risques – perspectives); et de M. M. Höbarth (Autriche), sur la coopération pour le 
développement de la foresterie familiale dans les zones rurales. 

12. M. Difle a reconnu que les systèmes de gestion logistique actuellement introduits en France existaient 
dans d’autres pays depuis de nombreuses années. La technologie utilisée et les enseignements tirés par ces pays 
ont en fait servi à concevoir les systèmes actuellement introduits. Cette adoption tardive ne tenait pas à la nature 
des technologies mais au fait que les relations traditionnelles entre fournisseurs et clients ne permettaient pas la 
constitution du type de partenariats nécessaire pour les utiliser. La situation n’avait changé que depuis quelques 
années en raison de la difficulté à produire du bois à des prix compétitifs. M. Breznikar a expliqué que la 
constitution d’associations de propriétaires forestiers ne suscitait toujours que peu d’intérêt en Slovénie. La 
production de bois n’était pas très rentable sur les très petites exploitations. Des regroupements étaient en cours, 
mais ne devraient pas modifier véritablement la situation au cours des prochaines années. 

13. Répondant à la question qui lui avait été posée de savoir pourquoi le partenariat qui existait en Finlande 
jusqu’à il y a une dizaine d’années entre propriétaires forestiers, industriels et exploitants n’existait plus, 
M. Jokiluoma a déclaré qu’il avait dû être abandonné car il était incompatible avec la réglementation de l’Union 
européenne sur les ententes. Même les districts forestiers, qui souhaitaient s’attacher en permanence les services 
d’exploitants dont l’activité donnait satisfaction, avaient été contraints de lancer des appels d’offres. La situation 
actuelle sur le marché des services forestiers, caractérisée par la présence de trois grandes sociétés se fournissant 
auprès d’environ 2 000 exploitants, était nettement déséquilibrée, mais le secteur essayait de l’améliorer. 

14. En réponse à des questions au sujet de la représentation des travailleurs du secteur de la foresterie, 
M. Hudson a fait observer que les organisations d’exploitants, créées depuis peu, connaissaient de graves 
problèmes financiers. Il était également extrêmement difficile d’organiser des microentreprises mais des progrès 
avaient cependant été réalisés au Royaume-Uni, où les exploitants avaient dans une large mesure réussi, en 
procédant à deux types d’ajustements – fusions d’entreprises qui avaient permis une réduction des frais généraux 
et diversification dans des services plus généraux de gestion des sols, qui étaient plus lucratifs –, à résister à la 
concurrence provoquée par la forte appréciation de la livre au cours des dernières années. 

Partenariats concernant les produits et services forestiers autres que la production de bois (point 6) 

15. Au titre de ce point, des exposés ont été présentés par Mme J. Levinson (Australie), sur les partenariats 
dans le domaine de la foresterie en Australie du Sud-Ouest – perspective régionale; M. M. Vanwijnsberghe 
(Belgique), sur l’adoption d’un nouveau plan de gestion de la forêt de Soignes –  partie de Bruxelles-Capitale; 
Mme Ch. Jenssens (Belgique), sur l’éducation sociale et la planification de la foresterie urbaine – l’exemple de la 
Flandre (exposé préparé conjointement avec M. D. Wildemeersch), et par Mme E. Kopylova (Fédération de 
Russie), sur la constitution de partenariats pour la conservation et la gestion des forêts en Russie. 

16. Au cours du débat, M. Vanwijnsberghe a déclaré que la participation du public modifiait progressivement 
l’attitude du personnel du service forestier, qui, dans sa majorité, considérerait désormais l’action du public 
comme utile. Pour l’essentiel cependant, les forestiers n’étaient pas des communicateurs nés et de nombreuses 
années seraient encore nécessaires pour modifier en profondeur leur état d’esprit. Mme Jenssens a reconnu que la 
participation pouvait servir à imposer un intérêt général dominant. L’éducation sociale pourrait aider à surmonter 
les obstacles, à attirer de nouveaux acteurs non traditionnels et à formuler de nouvelles idées. 

17. Répondant à la question qui lui avait été posée de savoir si d’autres parties prenantes pourraient aussi 
tirer parti de la foresterie, Mme Kopylova a insisté sur l’importance que revêt dans la Fédération de Russie 
l’exploitation en faire-valoir indirect. Ce mode d’exploitation était devenu chose plus courante et avait le ferme 
soutien des pouvoirs publics. Alors même que les autorités russes encourageaient l’exploitation des forêts en 
faire-valoir indirect, le nombre de zones protégées augmentait, ce qui avait pour effet de réduire la possibilité de 
coupe annuelle. Toutefois, l’abattage annuel restait bien en deçà des volumes admissibles. La question a été 
soulevée de savoir si l’on pouvait s’assurer que les investisseurs ne disparaîtraient pas en empochant les recettes: 
Mme Kopylova a reconnu qu’il y avait effectivement un problème à cet égard, ajoutant que des efforts avaient été 
faits pour responsabiliser les administrations et établir un système de contrôle.  
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Partenariats visant à créer de nouvelles sources de revenus et d’emploi et à contribuer au développement 
rural (point 7) 

18. Au titre de ce point, des exposés ont été faits par M. R. Flies (Commission européenne), sur la foresterie 
et le développement rural au plan de l’Union européenne; Mme V. Augutaviciene (Lituanie), sur le point de vue 
lituanien et l’expérience des partenariats; M. E. Kastenholz (Allemagne), sur le rôle du travail forestier 
contractuel dans le développement rural; M. M. Düzgün (Turquie), sur les possibilités de générer des emplois et 
des revenus pour les communautés rurales dépendantes de la forêt grâce à des partenariats efficaces au sein de 
l’administration des forêts de l’État; et Mme C. Holding Anyonge (FAO), sur les partenariats, la pauvreté et les 
marchés. 

19. De vives critiques ont été adressées à la Commission européenne au sujet de la conduite du projet 
Natura 2000 en Allemagne. M. Flies a reconnu que Natura 2000 offrait certainement l’exemple a contrario d’une 
bonne gestion des projets, en particulier en ce qui concerne le dialogue avec le public à l’échelon local. Les 
principales défaillances en étaient, selon M. Flies, l’absence de consultation des parties prenantes et le fait que 
des décisions avaient été prises hâtivement à un niveau politique élevé avant que les questions financières aient 
été réglées. L’échec du projet avait néanmoins servi de leçon pour l’avenir. En outre, des inquiétudes ont 
été exprimées au sujet de l’élaboration participative et des risques de laisser à l’écart les bénéficiaires. M. Flies, 
rappelant que la Commission n’avait pas de ressources pour mettre en œuvre des politiques et faire fonction de 
catalyseur, a indiqué que, jusque-là, l’impulsion avait été donnée principalement par le concours des figures 
politiques locales et régionales et des médias. M. Flies a reconnu que la Commission européenne avait négligé de 
mettre en lumière les succès obtenus au sein de l’Union européenne, alors que ces succès pourraient donner un 
élan important à la stratégie forestière de l’Union européenne. 

20. M. Düzgün a souligné que l’orientation des politiques était, dans l’ensemble, déterminée par les 
organismes d’exécution. Cela faisait parfois que l’on adressait des directives aux parties prenantes des régions 
rurales, au lieu de leur faire jouer un rôle plus actif dans le processus. La question a été posée de savoir s’il serait 
possible de trouver une main-d’œuvre forestière à la faveur d’une migration «verte», c’est-à-dire celle de 
personnes qui s’en iraient dans les zones rurales pour prendre des «emplois verts». Répondant à la question, 
M. Kastenholz a cité l’exemple de la Pologne, où le chômage dans les zones rurales était si élevé que les 
habitants y étaient disposés à prendre n’importe quel emploi qui leur serait offert. Cela dit, il était bien plus 
courant que les entreprises doivent rivaliser toujours plus âprement pour obtenir de la main-d’œuvre. Les jeunes 
qui seraient prêts à entrer dans le «secteur vert» pouvaient aussi s’orienter vers d’autres activités, telles que 
l’aménagement du paysage, l’agriculture et les services dans le secteur. Les pénuries temporaires de 
main-d’œuvre, notamment durant l’été, faisaient aussi problème. L’un des participants a souligné que l’on 
assistait à un recul constant des conditions de sécurité et de santé ainsi que de travail dans la foresterie. 
L’exemple de la Slovénie a été mentionné, où les taux d’accidents mortels avaient atteint des niveaux 
comparables à ceux qu’enregistraient certains pays en développement. M. Kastenholz a conclu le débat en 
soulignant que le réseau européen d’entreprises forestières (European Network of Forest Entrepreneurs) pourrait 
aider à rendre la main-d’œuvre forestière plus mobile, chose qui s’était révélée être nécessaire lors des très fortes 
tempêtes. En outre, il a rappelé aux participants que les entreprises forestières avaient encore à régler de gros 
problèmes. Il a évoqué la nécessité d’améliorer la sécurité et de rendre les emplois plus stables et plus attrayants, 
à défaut de quoi les travaux forestiers continueraient d’être considérés comme étant sales, difficiles et dangereux.  

Questions diverses (point 8) 

Groupes de travail 

21. Trois groupes de travail ont été établis le mardi après-midi pour débattre des questions suivantes: 

• Pourquoi établir des partenariats forestiers? Quelles sont les raisons qui expliquent l’intérêt croissant 
pour le partenariat au cours de ces dernières années? 

• Quelles sont les retombées du partenariat forestier? Qui en bénéficie et de quelle manière? Quels 
sont de bons exemples de partenariat? Quelles possibilités (courantes ou nouvelles) offre-t-il et 
quelles en sont les limites? 
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• Le partenariat en tant que moyen de satisfaire aux exigences de stabilité sociale, en particulier pour 
la main-d’œuvre forestière. 

22. Les débats ont repris au sein de deux groupes de travail le jeudi après-midi en étant consacrés à trois 
questions. L’un des groupes a examiné la première et la troisième des questions énumérées ci-après et l’autre a 
retenu les deuxième et troisième questions. 

• Quelles sont les conditions nécessaires pour établir des partenariats efficaces dans le domaine de la 
foresterie? 

• Quels sont les domaines les plus prometteurs pour les partenariats forestiers? Quels sont les 
domaines où il est le plus urgent d’en établir? 

• Que faudrait-il faire pour tirer plus largement et plus efficacement parti du partenariat? 

23. Les constatations de tous les groupes de travail ont été présentées et examinées en séance plénière. Un 
aperçu de ces constatations est donné dans l’annexe II du présent rapport. 

Visite d’étude 

24. Une excursion d’une journée, comprenant la visite de deux zones de forêt dans les environs de Bruxelles, 
a été organisée le mercredi 5 juin. Un résumé de la visite est donné dans l’annexe III du présent rapport. 

Remerciements 

25. Parlant au nom de tous les participants, M. Bills a remercié vivement les organisateurs pour leur 
hospitalité et l’excellente organisation des activités. Le séminaire avait été fructueux autant qu’agréable. Nombre 
de participants quittaient Bruxelles après le séminaire avec des notions plus claires et des idées nouvelles. 

Conclusions et recommandations (point 9) 

Conclusions 

26. Le partenariat est une notion ancienne qui n’a toutefois, jusqu’à une date récente, été que peu appliquée à 
la foresterie, souvent à la suite de pressions. Ces dernières années, le partenariat a suscité beaucoup plus d’intérêt 
et commence à être utilisé activement et de façon stratégique. Les exemples de partenariat en foresterie présentés 
au Séminaire, nombreux et variés, font participer des acteurs différents: services forestiers, chambres 
d’agriculture, propriétaires forestiers publics et privés, sous-traitants, institutions de recherche et de formation, 
industrie forestière, et organisations professionnelles du secteur forestier. 

Pourquoi établir des partenariats? 

27. Si le nombre de partenariats établis par des entreprises et des institutions forestières augmente, c’est 
parce que la situation change: 

• La foresterie est de plus en plus sollicitée et les demandes sont plus diversifiées; 

• La foresterie traditionnelle, principalement axée sur la production de bois, perd de son importance 
pour la société dans de nombreux pays européens; 

• Du fait de la mondialisation, les marchés du bois subissent de fortes pressions; 

• Tous les acteurs du secteur de la foresterie connaissent des restrictions de ressources financières et 
autres. Cela vaut tout particulièrement pour les propriétaires de domaines familiaux, les petites 
entreprises et leurs organisations. 
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28. L’importance de la foresterie dans les économies nationales par rapport aux autres secteurs s’amenuise et 
le secteur n’intéresse guère les décideurs. L’établissement de partenariats constitue un moyen de reprendre 
l’initiative au lieu de se retrouver comme récepteur passif des réglementations et des demandes. C’est donc à 
juste titre que les partenariats ont été désignés comme une notion stratégique essentielle pour le secteur forestier 
par la troisième Conférence ministérielle pour la protection des forêts en Europe, dans la Déclaration de Lisbonne 
et dans la résolution L1. Ils ne sont nullement réservés aux services forestiers publics, mais intéressent l’ensemble 
du secteur. 

Qu’est-ce qu’un partenariat? 

29. Si la participation concerne la prise de décisions et par conséquent la direction des affaires publiques, le 
partenariat concerne la mise en œuvre. Les partenaires suivent une ligne d’action arrêtée d’un commun accord, 
partageant leurs ressources pour atteindre des objectifs communs. 

30. Il existe une grande diversité de partenariats du point de vue de leurs objectifs, de la nature et du nombre 
des partenaires ainsi que de l’importance et de l’étendue des partenariats. 

Quels sont les avantages des partenariats? 

31. Les partenariats permettent d’augmenter les connaissances et les ressources disponibles pour atteindre les 
objectifs de la foresterie. Ils donnent aux partenaires accès à des compétences et à une créativité dont, 
individuellement, ils ne pourraient pas bénéficier. Ils peuvent constituer un moyen d’obtenir des revenus de biens 
et de services qui ne seraient pas autrement commercialisables et permettre au secteur de la foresterie de faire 
connaître à d’autres secteurs des idées et des savoir-faire. Les types de partenariat qui ont été présentés pendant le 
Séminaire ont servi à atteindre un grand nombre d’objectifs divers. 

32. Les partenariats mis en place dans le secteur de la foresterie améliorent la compétitivité, la qualité, la 
productivité, l’image de marque et la position sur le marché. Plus spécifiquement, ils ont permis de réaliser ce qui 
suit:  

• Créer de grandes capacités de transformation du bois avec davantage de valeur ajoutée;  

• Accroître les ressources en bois obtenues de forêts privées;  

• Établir des chaînes logistiques en vue d’améliorer la qualité et de diminuer le coût du bois livré aux 
scieries;  

• Créer et commercialiser de nouveaux produits à valeur ajoutée;  

• Mieux gérer les forêts de montagne; 

• Améliorer la qualité du travail et les conditions de travail;  

• Faciliter l’accès à la formation forestière;  

• Promouvoir l’égalité entre les hommes et les femmes dans le secteur de la foresterie. 

33. Les partenariats au-delà du secteur de la foresterie peuvent avoir un important effet multiplicateur. Ils 
peuvent aussi recueillir l’appui politique nécessaire à la foresterie auprès d’autres secteurs et de la population en 
général. Dans les exemples qui ont été présentés, ils ont servi à:  

• Assurer ou commercialiser des services de loisirs;  

• Remettre en valeur des terres;  

• Contribuer au développement rural;  
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• Préserver la nature et protéger le patrimoine culturel;  

• Assurer de façon professionnelle les relations publiques, la vulgarisation et l’éducation à la 
protection de la nature; 

• Traiter des changements climatiques;  

• Réaliser une union étendue en faveur de la foresterie avec d’autres groupes sociaux. 

Quelles sont les conditions nécessaires pour établir des partenariats efficaces? 

34. Les avantages doivent être tangibles pour tous les partenaires. Ils peuvent être clairs mais ne sont pas 
toujours aisément quantifiables, particulièrement en termes économiques. La confiance, la crédibilité, la 
transparence et l’absence de hiérarchie entre les partenaires sont des conditions essentielles à d’authentiques 
partenariats. 

35. Alors que la participation s’accommode du compromis, le partenariat exige le consensus. Il a besoin 
d’objectifs et de ressources clairement définis. Il serait préférable que les objectifs, la ligne d’action arrêtée d’un 
commun accord et les ressources engagées soient énoncés expressément dans les contrats. La formation peut 
aider les acteurs à mettre en place des partenariats efficaces. Les décisions politiques peuvent être mises en œuvre 
moyennant l’établissement de partenariats. 

Comment peut-on tirer plus largement et  plus efficacement parti du partenariat? 

36. Les partenariats qui se créent de bout en bout de la chaîne des produits forestiers − depuis la forêt 
jusqu’au consommateur − pourraient grandement aider à accroître la compétitivité et à anticiper des problèmes 
concernant la main-d’œuvre forestière, qui menacent la durabilité de la gestion des forêts. L’association de 
plusieurs secteurs est un instrument particulièrement prometteur pour obtenir des partenariats bien dotés en 
ressources dans les domaines de l’éducation, de la santé, de la gestion de l’eau, des loisirs, du développement 
rural, de la préservation de la nature et des changements climatiques. On peut y arriver en optant pour une 
démarche englobant tout un domaine. Des partenariats qui se fixeraient des programmes étroits et rechercheraient 
exclusivement un gain financier immédiat perdraient beaucoup de leur raison d’être.  

37. Certes, les partenariats en foresterie n’ont guère fait l’objet d’un travail d’analyse mais il est évident que 
pour qu’un partenariat remplisse son rôle, il faut obtenir un important changement d’attitude dans le secteur de la 
foresterie. Il faut notamment surmonter la tendance au repli sur soi et à l’attentisme qui n’est que trop fréquente 
dans certains modes de propriété forestière. Il faut également un changement d’esprit du commerce et obtenir que 
les organisations acceptent de renoncer à vouloir tout contrôler, beaucoup plus qu’elles ne le font 
traditionnellement. Ce contrôle s’exerce par la réglementation, la vérification et la prise de décisions ainsi que par 
l’affectation des ressources à l’intérieur des organisations. Pour que l’environnement soit propice à l’initiative au 
plan national, il faudrait des régimes fonciers et forestiers clairement définis. Au sein des institutions, en 
particulier dans les services forestiers publics, cela suppose des compétences en matière de communication de la 
part du personnel à tous les niveaux ainsi qu’une certaine délégation de pouvoir et des ressources dégagées pour 
les partenariats au niveau local. 

38. Les lacunes de l’information concernant les possibilités, les institutions, les modalités et les partenaires 
potentiels constituent un obstacle majeur au développement de la formule du partenariat en foresterie. Les limites 
financières sont un obstacle important pour les petites entreprises et organisations qui souhaitent s’engager dans 
un partenariat. 

Recommandations à la Conférence ministérielle pour la protection des forêts en Europe 

39. La quatrième Conférence ministérielle, qui se tiendra à Vienne en 2003, devrait ajouter la promotion des 
partenariats au niveau national comme entre les pays dans son programme destiné à appliquer les résolutions 
adoptées lors des conférences précédentes. Elle devrait étudier d’urgence cette question afin de résoudre les 
graves problèmes qui se posent en ce qui concerne l’emploi dans le secteur de la foresterie en Europe (la 
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justification de l’étude de cette question et d’éventuelles mesures qui pourraient être prises sont décrites plus en 
détail à l’annexe I). 

Recommandations au Comité mixte 

40. Le Comité mixte devrait organiser un nouveau séminaire afin d’analyser des exemples concrets de la 
façon dont les partenariats ont encouragé une gestion durable des forêts comme défini par la Conférence 
ministérielle pour la protection des forêts en Europe. Ce séminaire devrait concerner les partenariats aux 
différentes étapes de la filière bois, depuis la forêt jusqu’aux consommateurs, comme les partenariats 
intersectoriels en accordant une attention particulière aux possibilités d’appliquer ce concept dans les pays 
d’Europe centrale et orientale. Les enseignements tirés en ce qui concerne les possibilités de partenariats et de 
création d’un environnement favorable devraient être largement diffusés. 

41. Le Comité mixte devrait se pencher sur le point de savoir comment les parties prenantes, qui sont en 
général actuellement exclues du dialogue concernant le secteur de la foresterie, telles que les exploitants, d’autres 
petites entreprises, les travailleurs et leurs organisations, peuvent être représentées dans ce dialogue et y faire 
entendre leurs voix. Il serait bon d’étudier les bonnes pratiques suivies aujourd’hui dans certains pays à cet égard. 

42. Le Comité mixte devrait apporter son appui à des politiques et des partenariats qui facilitent la mise en 
place d’associations de propriétaires forestiers et leur renforcement, en particulier dans les pays d’Europe centrale 
et orientale. 

43. Le Comité mixte devrait prendre des mesures pour faire en sorte que l’OIT continue de contribuer au 
programme de travail du Comité en le faisant profiter de son expertise et de ses réseaux consacrés aux questions 
sociales et d’emploi. 

44. Le Comité mixte devrait étudier la possibilité d’organiser des voyages d’étude dans le cadre d’ateliers 
afin que les autorités, les entreprises et les propriétaires forestiers du secteur privé puissent échanger des 
informations sur les partenariats en vue de l’exploitation et de la gestion durable des ressources forestières ainsi 
que de la conservation des ressources naturelles. 

Recommandations aux pays membres 

45. Les partenariats peuvent être un moyen efficace de faire face à la complexité de la gestion durable des 
forêts ainsi qu’à la diversité d’intérêt et au grand nombre de parties prenantes. Les pays membres devraient 
élaborer des stratégies et se doter de moyens à cet effet, en accordant une attention particulière à la promotion des 
partenariats intersectoriels dans les domaines de la santé, de l’éducation, du développement rural, de la gestion 
des paysages, des ressources en eau, de la protection de la nature et des services relatifs à l’environnement. 
Il faudrait en outre renforcer les capacités des personnels des services forestiers et des propriétaires forestiers afin 
qu’ils puissent établir des partenariats. Les pays membres devraient également tirer profit de la vaste expérience 
accumulée dans ce domaine au niveau international et diffuser cette expérience. 

46. Les gouvernements devraient élaborer une approche reposant sur un «modèle mixte» afin d’améliorer les 
contacts avec d’autres parties prenantes dans le secteur de la foresterie. 

47. Des intervenants clefs tels que les exploitants, d’autres petites entreprises et les travailleurs forestiers sont 
aujourd’hui fréquemment exclus des partenariats par manque de représentativité. Les pays membres devraient les 
aider à participer à ces partenariats dans l’intérêt du secteur de la foresterie au sens large. Les questions liées à la 
main-d’œuvre, décrites à l’annexe I, devraient être traitées en priorité. 

48. Les forêts sont devenues des lieux de consommation aussi bien que de production. L’éducation forestière 
devrait en tenir compte. La formation et l’éducation devraient traiter tant la consommation que la production et 
les produits. Les techniques de communication sont particulièrement importantes à cet égard. 
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Recommandations aux instituts de recherche et à l’Union internationale des instituts de recherche 
forestière (IUFRO) 

49. La recherche devrait mettre davantage l’accent sur les composantes sociales de la viabilité, y compris les 
mécanismes institutionnels de dialogue, de participation et de partenariat. Il faudrait étudier les possibilités de 
partenariats transfrontières, par exemple pour la promotion du bois d’œuvre et d’autres produits forestiers, et 
mettre au point et diffuser largement des outils et des techniques destinés à rendre la participation et les 
partenariats à la fois plus efficaces et plus efficients. 

50. Il faudrait entreprendre une analyse des effets des forêts sur la santé et le bien-être de l’homme, en 
cherchant quels aspects des forêts en sont à l’origine. 

51. Compte tenu des profonds changements intervenus en ce qui concerne les technologies utilisées et les 
modalités de travail, de nouveaux efforts sont nécessaires pour améliorer les conditions de travail et, en 
particulier, analyser les effets de nouvelles formes d’organisation du travail et de l’adoption de matériels 
modernes. 

52. Une action internationale commune dans le domaine de la recherche ainsi que la diffusion des résultats 
obtenus contribueraient grandement à la réalisation des divers projets susmentionnés. 

Adoption du rapport (point 10) 

53. Le séminaire a adopté les conclusions et recommandations élaborées par le secrétariat ainsi qu’une 
annexe y relative rédigée par des membres du groupe de travail 3 le mardi 4 juillet, avec certaines modifications 
qui ont été incorporées dans le présent texte. Il a approuvé les autres parties du rapport étant entendu que le 
secrétariat y intégrerait les changements demandés par les participants. Ces changements apparaissent dans le 
texte ci-dessus. 
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Annexe I 

La viabilité de la foresterie passe par la stabilité de la main-d’œuvre forestière 

Recommandations à la quatrième Conférence ministérielle pour la protection des forêts en Europe 
 
 La gestion durable des forêts contribue le plus manifestement à la prospérité économique et sociale ainsi 
qu’à l’équilibre écologique des zones rurales en ceci qu’elle procure des emplois sûrs et à long terme. Elle 
découle du travail d’une main-d’œuvre qualifiée qui fait elle-même partie intégrante du tissu économique et 
culturel des communautés rurales. 

 Les Déclarations ministérielles d’Helsinki et de Lisbonne, comme le processus engagé par la CNUED, 
y compris les propositions d’action du Groupe intergouvernemental sur les forêts/Forum intergouvernemental sur 
les forêts, ont reconnu tout le concours apporté et tout l’intérêt présenté par une main-d’œuvre forestière 
qualifiée. 

 Le maintien et le perfectionnement à long terme d’une main-d’œuvre qualifiée dans ce secteur ne sont 
pas garantis. La main-d’œuvre vieillit, le recrutement de personnes qualifiées diminue du fait de la concurrence 
d’autres secteurs et les capacités de formation sont limitées. 

 La main-d’œuvre a subi des changements structurels fondamentaux et s’est fragmentée sous l’effet du 
remplacement du travail direct par la sous-traitance. Certes, cela a eu l’avantage d’accroître la productivité et la 
concurrence, mais les petites entreprises et les individus sont aujourd’hui moins à même de financer la formation 
et le perfectionnement. Les capacités des institutions forestières et des établissements d’enseignement en matière 
de formation se sont ressenties de l’absence d’infrastructures pour l’organisation et la représentation des 
travailleurs indépendants, auxquels il est impossible de se faire entendre au sein des organisations internationales. 
Des initiatives dans ces domaines seraient particulièrement précieuses pour les pays d’Europe centrale et 
orientale. 

 Afin de maintenir la contribution que ce groupe clef peut apporter à la gestion durable des forêts, nous 
proposons donc que des initiatives soient prises en vue d’améliorer la qualité du travail en même temps que les 
conditions, notamment de sécurité, dans lesquelles la main-d’œuvre forestière doit travailler; il s’agirait: 

• De promouvoir le développement des infrastructures tant nationales qu’européennes en vue de 
l’organisation de cette main-d’œuvre; 

• D’encourager, dans le cadre des programmes forestiers nationaux en Europe, la qualité du travail, le 
perfectionnement de la main-d’œuvre forestière et les conditions, notamment de sécurité, dans 
lesquelles cette dernière travaille; 

• De faire une place au travail forestier dans la planification du développement rural; 

• D’identifier et de diffuser les meilleures pratiques. 

Annexe II 

Résumé des résultats des travaux menés par les groupes de travail 
(eu égard aux exposés et communications faits en plénière) 

Mardi 4 juin 2002 

Groupe 1: 

 Pourquoi établir des partenaires forestiers? Quelles sont les raisons qui expliquent l’intérêt croissant pour 
le partenariat au cours de ces dernières années? (Question 1) 
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 En ce qui concerne le point de savoir pourquoi il faudrait établir des partenariats forestiers, le groupe a 
repéré les objectifs et les retombées suivants: 

• Sensibilisation; 

• Échange de données d’expérience dans le cadre d’un dialogue plus étendu; 

• Prise en compte des intérêts différents des diverses parties prenantes; 

• Identification plus juste et meilleure compréhension des attentes des consommateurs face à la 
foresterie multifonctionnelle; 

• Promotion de la participation des individus et des parties prenantes d’un genre nouveau; 

• Règlement et prévention des conflits; 

• Équilibration du processus par un partage du pouvoir (propriétaires forestiers, par exemple); 

• Une solution de rechange aux démarches habituelles; 

• Valorisation par la création d’une situation qui n’offre que des avantages; 

• Partage des ressources et des compétences, réduction des coûts énergétiques; 

• Rassemblement d’un plus grand éventail de ressources et de capacités à la faveur d’une coopération 
nationale, mais aussi mondiale («l’union fait la force»); 

• Retombées intersectorielles d’une suppression des barrières; 

• Le plus grand poids politique des alliances. 

Quant au point de savoir quelles sont les raisons qui expliquent l’intérêt croissant pour le partenariat au 
cours de ces dernières années, la réponse du groupe peut se résumer comme suit: 

• L’importance de la foresterie a diminué dans la société d’aujourd’hui et dans un monde en constante 
évolution; 

• Les propriétaires forestiers, comme d’autres, doivent justifier leur existence et survivre dans un 
monde en évolution; 

• Des démarches intersectorielles sont suivies pour d’autres politiques, notamment dans les domaines 
de la santé, de l’éducation, de la sécurité et du développement rural. Il s’agit de redéfinir la fonction 
de la foresterie; 

• La conception de la foresterie a changé; entre le XVIIIe siècle et aujourd’hui, la foresterie a cessé 
d’être simplement une source de bois et de produits non ligneux pour servir aussi à la protection de 
la nature et remplir plusieurs fonctions; 

• L’importance des programmes sociaux appliqués à la foresterie a été repensée et s’est accrue; 

• En particulier, la création d’emplois prend une importance croissante. 
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Groupe 2: 

 Quelles sont les retombées du partenariat forestier? Qui en bénéficie et de quelle manière? Quels sont de 
bons exemples de partenariat? Quelles possibilités (courantes ou nouvelles) offre-t-il et quelles en sont les 
limites? (Question 2) 

 Le groupe s’est attaché surtout à examiner les deux derniers points − possibilités et limites − et a repéré 
les facteurs suivants. 

Limites: 

1) Esprit: 

• Quête d’un objectif unique; 

• Manque de courage, de créativité et d’intérêt; 

• Traditions et attitudes conservatrices, notamment à l’égard de nouvelles méthodes de travail; 

• Différences culturelles séparant les pays et les groupes sociaux; 

• Expériences peu constructives avec les organismes ou services forestiers dans le passé et suspicion à 
l’égard de ces organismes ou services. 

2) Plan directeur: 

• Absence de volonté politique; 

• Politiques gouvernementales centralisées; 

• Le fait que les partenariats ne sont pas une priorité pour les hommes politiques; 

• Restrictions juridiques à la décentralisation et à la délégation. 

3) Ressources: temps et financement 

• Délais, par exemple pour la prise de décisions en raison des discussions qui doivent être menées 
entre les parties prenantes; 

• Conceptions à court terme; 

• Coûts élevés combinés à une modicité des fonds et à de faibles investissements dans la foresterie; 

Possibilités: 

1) Facteurs qui sont favorables à un développement du partenariat: 

• Un cadre juridique de la gestion planifiée des forêts qui implique la participation de toutes les parties 
prenantes; 

• L’autorégulation des relations entre: 

ο les populations urbaines et les propriétaires de forêts 

ο les petites propriétaires forestiers du secteur privé et l’industrie 
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• Le mécanisme du programme forestier national; 

• Un dialogue entre les acteurs du secteur de la foresterie aux échelons local, national, régional et 
mondial; 

• Une coopération entre les représentants de différentes régions du monde; 

• La modification des politiques forestières des gouvernements: 

ο une conception plus décentralisée et axée davantage sur la participation 

ο une participation au débat international 

• Les exemples offerts par le secteur privé; 

• Un renforcement des associations de propriétaires forestiers. 

2) Gestion durable des forêts: 

• L’engagement d’un plus grand nombre de propriétaires forestiers du secteur privé dans la gestion 
durable de leurs forêts; 

• Une orientation vers la multifonctionnalité; 

• Une gestion et une fabrication plus efficaces des produits forestiers. 

3) Optimalisation: 

• L’optimisation de la consommation de produits forestiers; 

• La réduction des risques de refus du projet. 

4) Participation et sensibilisation: 

• La possibilité pour les groupes qui sont généralement exclus du processus de s’exprimer; 

• Plus de franchise et de transparence dans le secteur forestier. 

5) Processus: 

• L’élimination de la bureaucratie et la responsabilisation; 

• La conciliation des intérêts privés et publics dans le domaine de la foresterie; 

• L’insistance sur les possibilités de dialogue plutôt que de simple débat et leur exploitation; 

• L’utilisation des qualités de tous et le rassemblement de conceptions différentes. 

Groupe 3: 

 Le partenariat en tant que moyen de satisfaire aux exigences de stabilité sociale, en particulier pour la 
main-d’œuvre forestière. (Question 3) 

 Cette question a un lien direct avec la Déclaration d’Helsinki, la Déclaration de Lisbonne et la résolution 
L1. La stabilité sociale est un sujet vaste et divers. Le groupe a décidé en conséquence de centrer son attention sur 
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la stabilité sociale de la main-d’œuvre forestière. Le groupe a repéré à cet égard les préoccupations suivantes, 
principalement: 

• Pour que la gestion des forêts soit durable, il faut une main-d’œuvre stable; 

• Les problèmes de recrutement des entreprises de foresterie sont encore accentués par la concurrence 
accrue d’autres secteurs; 

• Une main-d’œuvre vieillissante a des conséquences défavorables pour l’industrie et la société; 

• Il y a des problèmes de sécurité et de bien-être pour les travailleurs et les visiteurs; 

• La foresterie revêt une importance pour le développement rural; 

• Une voix commune fait défaut, problème qui se traduit par une exclusion; 

• La main-d’œuvre n’est pas structurée à présent. 

La situation des travailleurs et sous-traitants forestiers devrait être examinée au sein d’instances 
internationales. Le groupe a résumé certaines conclusions qu’il faudrait adresser à la Conférence ministérielle qui 
se tiendra à Vienne. Il conviendrait d’appeler l’attention sur des questions qui revêtent une importance pour la 
main-d’œuvre forestière et de formuler un message à cet effet, qu’il s’agirait, dans l’idéal, de faire transmettre par 
les pays intéressés. Le groupe a estimé que la Pologne, le Royaume-Uni, la Belgique et la Finlande pourraient 
être ces pays-là. 

Il conviendrait de s’attacher à: 

• Viser avant tout les assemblées nationales d’acteurs, les programmes forestiers nationaux et les 
programmes de vulgarisation dans les pays d’Europe centrale et orientale; 

• Intégrer d’une manière adéquate les questions sociales et du travail dans les critères et indicateurs; 

• Promouvoir l’organisation et la représentation; 

• Développer les compétences spécialisées et l’initiative privée; 

• Améliorer la sécurité ainsi que la santé et le bien-être dans les milieux de travail; 

• Faire respecter les droits fondamentaux de l’homme. 

Les entreprises de foresterie devraient avoir une conception commune axée sur: 

• L’amélioration de l’efficacité et l’augmentation de la productivité 

• La protection juridique et les droits fondamentaux; 

• Le bien-être; 

• Le développement rural; 

• La qualité des emplois. 

Le groupe a formulé une recommandation à l’adresse de la quatrième Conférence ministérielle pour la 
protection des forêts en Europe, qui a été adoptée par le séminaire en tant qu’annexe des conclusions et 
recommandations de ce dernier (voir l’annexe I ci-dessus des conclusions et recommandations). 
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Jeudi 6 juin 2002 

Groupe 1: 

 Quelles sont les conditions nécessaires pour établir des partenariats efficaces dans le domaine de la 
foresterie? (Question 1) 

 À cet égard, le groupe a repéré les principaux points ci-après: 

 Il faut donner aux partenariats un but clair, réaliste et consensuel et définir ce but en même temps qu’une 
stratégie de la communication. Cette stratégie devrait être fondée sur les principes de la transparence et de la 
continuité, et la communication devrait être le fait de tous, chacun intervenant sur un pied d’égalité. Il faut 
dégager des ressources. Dans ce contexte, les ressources s’entendent des fonds, des personnes, des réseaux et du 
soutien des principales parties prenantes. En ce qui concerne l’organisation des partenariats, le groupe a souligné 
l’importance que revêtent des accords formels, établissant notamment le partage des responsabilités. 

 La formation, la communication réciproque du savoir et l’accès à des services d’experts sont aussi 
importants. Enfin, les partenariats devraient avoir une ligne d’action orientée vers l’innovation. 

 Que faudrait-il faire pour tirer plus largement et plus efficacement parti du partenariat? (Question 3) 

 Le groupe a souligné qu’il importait de délaisser l’idée classique du partenariat s’inscrivant dans 
l’optique du secteur de la foresterie pour une formule qui soit davantage axée sur des domaines particuliers. Cela 
permettrait d’y faire participer des parties prenantes qui en seraient sinon exclues. En outre, il a été suggéré 
d’adopter une perspective plus large et de procéder à des études spécifiques afin d’obtenir des informations plus 
précises. Il faudrait établir des réseaux de communication afin d’ouvrir plus largement l’accès aux partenariats. 

Groupe 2: 

 Quels sont les domaines les plus prometteurs pour des partenariats forestiers et où il est le plus urgent 
d’en établir? (Question 2) 

 Le groupe a repéré des domaines et des types de partenariats prometteurs: 

• Des partenariats au sein du secteur forestier, en particulier dans la filière bois; 

• Des partenariats intersectoriels intégrés dans le développement rural en étant notamment associés à 
des organisations d’agriculteurs; des partenariats qui fassent connaître les effets bénéfiques des 
produits du bois sur l’environnement. C’est là où des partenariats seraient les plus prometteurs et où 
il serait le plus urgent d’en établir. Il faut sortir du cadre étroit du secteur de la foresterie; 

• La bioénergie, la remise en état et la protection de la nature sont les domaines les plus prometteurs 
pour des partenariats de propriétaires forestiers du secteur privé; en outre, il faut établir des 
partenariats horizontaux d’organisations de propriétaires forestiers. L’organisation était aussi un 
objectif prioritaire en matière de main-d’œuvre; 

• Des partenariats pourraient être établis qui seraient axés sur des questions d’intérêt mondial, 
notamment l’exploitation illicite, l’homologation, la gestion du carbone, les droits de l’homme, des 
conditions de travail décentes et le dialogue social. 

Que faudrait-il faire pour tirer parti plus largement et plus efficacement des partenariats? (Question 3) 

Les mesures qu’il importe le plus de prendre visent une évolution des esprits dans le secteur et au sein de 
ses organisations. Cette évolution pourrait être induite par: 

• Le recrutement d’un personnel nouveau; 
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• Le recrutement à l’extérieur du secteur de la foresterie; 

• La délégation de pouvoirs au sein des organisations; 

• Une plus grande attention aux besoins des partenaires; 

• L’acquisition des compétences nécessaires pour l’évaluation des besoins et la communication. 

Les partenariats ne prospéreront que si des ressources sont disponibles pour les lancer et en assurer 
l’existence. Les bons partenariats présentent notamment les caractéristiques suivantes: 

• La possibilité pour chacun des partenaires d’exploiter ses propres points forts; 

• Des arrangements contractuels clairs; 

• L’identification des effets bénéfiques réciproques; 

• Des arrangements en matière de suivi et d’évaluation. 
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Annexe III 

Visite d’étude 

Mercredi 5 juin 2002 

 L’excursion organisée le mercredi 5 juin a mis en lumière plusieurs exemples de gestion des forêts en 
zone urbaine ou à proximité d’une telle zone de concert avec les différentes parties prenantes. Les participants ont 
d’abord été conduits à la forêt de Soignes, dans les environs de Bruxelles. La partie flamande de la forêt occupe 
2 492 ha, sur un total d’environ 4 000 ha. Elle est gérée par la Direction des forêts de Groenendaal, qui relève de 
la Division des forêts et des espaces verts du Ministère. Le hêtre y prédomine et couvre environ 60 % de la 
superficie totale. 

 MM. Joseph Zwaenepoel et Stefane Vanwijnsberghe, qui gèrent les zones administrées par la 
communauté flamande et par la ville de Bruxelles, ont retracé succinctement l’histoire de la forêt de Soignes et 
dressé un état de la situation. La forêt date du règne des Habsbourg, soit du XVIIIe siècle. On avait alors coupé la 
forêt puis planté des hêtres, ce qui explique que cette espèce y prédomine aujourd’hui. La forêt reçoit chaque 
année 1,5 million de visiteurs, ce qui exige d’importantes activités de gestion ainsi que de nettoyage et 
d’entretien. Le ramassage des détritus à lui seul coûte 3 millions d’euros par année. Des patrouilles de nettoyage 
ratissent la zone tous les 15 jours. L’usage intensif par le public entraîne aussi une dégradation des sols dans 
certaines parties de la forêt. Des mesures de remise en état ont été prises en vue d’enrayer l’érosion. La faune ne 
pose pas de gros problèmes − de fait, la plupart des animaux tués par des véhicules le sont sur les petites routes 
forestières plutôt que sur les grandes routes. 

 La politique adoptée en ce qui concerne la forêt de Soignes et la gestion de cette dernière ont pour 
principal objectif le maintien de la forêt existante en l’état. Le nouveau décret forestier du 13 juin 1990 assure au 
plan juridique la protection de la forêt. Entre autres, celui-ci prévoit des mesures facilitant le maintien de diverses 
fonctions simultanément, ce qui est certainement important pour la forêt de Soignes, étant donné sa nature et son 
emplacement géographique. Le décret en question met l’accent sur la foresterie multifonctionnelle. 

 La gestion de la forêt de Soignes doit prendre en considération cinq fonctions différentes: 

• Loisirs et éducation 

 Depuis la fin du XIXe siècle, la forêt a incontestablement une fonction sociale de lieu de loisirs: tout un 
éventail de promeneurs, de sportifs, de cyclistes et de cavaliers en fréquentent aujourd’hui les nombreux sentiers 
et chemins accessibles. La forêt de Soignes a aussi une fonction éducative dans les domaines de l’histoire, de 
l’archéologie, de la géologie et de la pédologie, de l’écologie des forêts et du boisement. 

• Exploitation économique 

 Les sols limoneux riches sont très productifs et fournissent des bois durs de haute qualité. Au cours des 
dernières années, des grumes de plaquage ont été exportées en Chine. L’Allemagne et les Pays-Bas offrent aussi 
d’importants débouchés à l’exportation. Il y a aussi dans la région de la Méditerranée des débouchés pour des 
grumes plus petites (< 60 cm). Ces dernières sont utilisées pour des produits du bois de moindre qualité (divers 
types de meubles, palettes, bois de menuiserie, etc.). 

• Protection 

 Il s’agit notamment de protéger les nappes souterraines et d’empêcher l’érosion des sols. 

• Écologie 

 La forêt de Soignes joue un rôle très important dans la protection de l’écosystème, d’autant plus que 
l’urbanisation s’est accélérée au cours des dernières décennies. Le décret forestier assure le maintien des valeurs 
écologiques − deux réserves forestières ont d’ailleurs été établies à cet effet. 
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• Recherche scientifique 

 Les réserves forestières serviront en outre à la recherche scientifique, qu’elles stimuleront. Les réserves 
protègent certaines zones bien définies des effets exogènes, ce qui facilitera les études à long terme et permettra 
d’effectuer ces études durablement et avec plus de précision. 

 L’après-midi, M. Bart Meuleman, gestionnaire dans le district forestier de Leuven, a guidé le groupe 
dans une forêt de 550 ha. La forêt de Halle est une zone de détente appréciée et reçoit chaque année de nombreux 
visiteurs. Pour en faciliter l’accès, le district forestier de Leuven a mis en place un réseau de 157 km de routes et 
de chemins forestiers. La densité des routes est de 8 km pour 100 ha. Pour compléter ce réseau, des sites dits 
«forêts de loisirs» ont été établis dans certaines parties de la forêt qui sont écologiquement moins sensibles. Des 
outils et du matériel y sont mis à la disposition des enfants dans l’optique d’un apprentissage combiné au jeu. Six 
forêts de loisirs ont été créées et 20 activités y sont organisées chaque année, avec 1 000 participants. 

 Étant donné le grand nombre de visiteurs − environ 750 000 par an −, le district forestier de Leuven a 
établi une estimation de la valeur récréative de la forêt en mesurant le consentement du public à payer pour les 
activités qui s’y déroulent. En se fondant sur les résultats d’un sondage, le district forestier est arrivé à un revenu 
annuel total estimatif d’entre 250 et 300 millions d’euros, soit plus de 100 fois la valeur des produits du bois issus 
de cette forêt. 

 Le district forestier de Leuven rassemble les parties prenantes dans le cadre de différents comités. Il 
existe un comité d’orientation qui se réunit une ou deux fois l’an pour examiner des idées, des informations, des 
objectifs et des principes généraux. Un autre comité s’intéresse à des questions plus techniques et se réunit six ou 
huit fois l’an afin de rassembler les données d’information et d’examiner différentes solutions concernant la 
gestion concrète des forêts. Enfin, un forum public a été constitué afin qu’il soit possible de rencontrer le grand 
public à certaines occasions ainsi que de le consulter et de l’informer. 

----- 
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ДОКЛАД 
(утвержденный на семинаре) 

 
Введение 
 
1. Семинар на тему "Партнерство в секторе лесного хозяйства" был проведен в здании "Консьянс" 
Фламандского сообщества в Брюсселе 3-6 июня 2002 года под эгидой Объединенного комитета и по 
приглашению правительства Фландрии (Бельгия).  В работе семинара приняли участие представители 
следующих стран:  Австралии, Австрии, Бельгии, Болгарии, Германии, Ирландии, Испании, Кипра, 
Литвы, Нидерландов, Норвегии, Португалии, Российской Федерации, Словении, Соединенного 
Королевства, Турции, Финляндии, Франции, Швейцарии, Швеции и Японии. 
 
Открытие семинара 
 
2. Семинар открыл начальник Лесного управления Фландрии г-н Д. ван Хойе, который 
поприветствовал участников семинара от имени министерства Фламандского сообщества.  Г-н ван Хойе 
подчеркнул важное значение семинара для решения тех проблем, с которыми сталкивается лесное 
хозяйство сегодня.  Партнерство между группами с различными интересами может способствовать учету 
самых разных потребностей, повышению устойчивости и проведению политики, основанной на 
инициативе снизу.   
 
3. Выступая от имени секретариата Объединенного комитета, г-н П. Пошен (МОТ) также 
приветствовал участников и изложил цели и программу семинара.  Семинар организован в ответ на 
призыв проходившей в Лиссабоне в 1998 году третьей Конференции по вопросам охраны лесов в Европе 
на уровне министров наладить более тесные контакты и партнерские связи, в частности с группами вне 
сектора лесного хозяйства.  Партнерские связи внутри сектора, а также с группами вне традиционного 
лесного хозяйства рассматриваются как одно из важнейших средств удовлетворения возрастающих 
требований, предъявляемых к лесному хозяйству.  Есть надежда на то, что они помогут мобилизовать 
ресурсы и поддержать лесохозяйственный сектор, который в противном случае утратит свое 
политическое и экономическое значение.  На семинаре были рассмотрены четыре главные темы:  
"Партнерство в рамках лесохозяйственной политики", "Партнерство в рамках производства древесины", 
"Партнерство в рамках обеспечения недревесных лесных товаров и услуг", а также "Партнерство в 
рамках создания новых рабочих мест и развития сельских районов".  По итогам обсуждения были 
подготовлены выводы и рекомендации для стран-членов,  а также для запланированной на 2003 год в 
Вене четвертой Конференции на уровне министров.  В этих выводах и рекомендациях четко определены 
роль партнерских связей, их потенциал и ограничения, условия успешного партнерства и способы их 
более широкого использования с применением инновационных методов. 
 
Утверждение повестки дня (пункт 1) 
 
4. Была утверждена предварительная повестка дня, содержащаяся во втором уведомлении 
(TIM/EFC/WP.1/SEM.53/1/Add.1). 
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Выборы должностных лиц (пункт 2) 
 
5. Руководителями обсуждений были назначены следующие лица: 
 
 по пункту 3 - г-н Карл де Шеппер (Бельгия); 
 по пункту 4 - г-жа Кристина Холдинг Аньонж (ФАО); 
 по пункту 5 - г-н Кристиан Сальвинёль (Франция); 
 по пункту 6 - г-жа Ана Норьега (Испания); 
 по пункту 7 - г-н Карл де Шеппер (Бельгия). 
 
Общее введение (пункт 3) 
 
6. По данному вопросу были представлены следующие документы:  документ, подготовленный 
г-ном Д. Биллсом (Соединенное Королевство) над названием "Роль партнерства в лесном хозяйстве 
Соединенного Королевства";  документ, подготовленный г-ном Й.-О. Торстенссоном (Швеция) под 
названием "Партнерство в лесном хозяйстве - опыт Швеции";  документ, подготовленный 
г-ном П. Канавейрой (Португалия) под названием "Партнерство в лесном хозяйстве на примере 
бумажных фабрик и изменение климата в Португалии", и документ, подготовленный 
г-ном М. Ламмерцем (Германия) под названием "Социальный контракт об устойчивом управлении 
лесами и использовании древесины в Германии". 
 
7. В ходе последующего обсуждения г-н Биллс отметил, что партнерские связи играют важную роль в 
увеличении площади лесов в Соединенном Королевстве и в их диверсификации.  Экономическое 
давление, обусловленное импортными поставками, велико, и одни лишь доходы от реализации древесины 
более не покрывают расходы на лесопользование.  Перераспределение функций и децентрализация 
открыли много новых возможностей для налаживания партнерства с региональными и местными 
учреждениями, а также для получения доступа к новым источникам финансирования.  Такая тенденция в 
лесном хозяйстве является частью более масштабной эволюции экономики и общества.  Касаясь 
факторов, приведших к изменениям в законодательстве и лесохозяйственной практике в Швеции, 
г-н Торстенссон сказал, что важную роль сыграли природоохранные организации, а также требования, 
предъявляемые на европейских рынках.  Подробные и строгие предписания законодательства были 
заменены определением более гибких и более общих целей.  
 
8. Отвечая на вопрос о различии между новым подходом Ассоциации предприятий бумажной 
промышленности и обычным лоббированием, г-н Канавейра подчеркнул, что промышленность хочет 
быть партнером и что сейчас широко признается потребность в дальновидной политике.  
Целлюлозно-бумажная промышленность имеет позитивный энергетический баланс благодаря высокой 
доле используемой в производстве биомассы.  Расширение масштабов использования древесины для 
получения энергии вызывает беспокойство, поскольку оно приведет к конкурентной борьбе за сырьевые 
материалы.  Объем выбросов СО2 на предприятиях целлюлозно-бумажной промышленности Португалии 
возрастает, поскольку стремительный рост объема производства более чем компенсирует снижение 
уровня выбросов в расчете на тонну продукции.  В условиях жесткой конкуренции на мировых рынках 
эта дилемма пока еще не нашла своего решения.  Другие энергоемкие предприятия, например цементные 
заводы, просто переносятся в Северную Африку, где не надо платить за вредные выбросы.  Г-н Ламмерц 
подтвердил, что положение о социальном контракте будет включено в Национальную программу 
развития лесного хозяйства и, таким образом, будут устранены недостатки, которые были подвергнуты 
критике в связи с участием общественности в разработке этой Программы.  В Германии компенсация за 
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предоставление экологических услуг до сих пор ограничивалась случаями, когда стоимость этих услуг 
намного превосходила обычные производственные издержки.  Однако прилагались определенные усилия 
для расширения сферы предоставления компенсации.  Г-н Биллс назвал эту проблему лесного хозяйства 
"трудностями с получением ренты".  В Соединенном Королевстве партнерство открыло новые источники 
получения ренты, но до сих пор нет ни рыночного механизма, ни какого-либо координационного органа 
для увязывания спроса и предложения. 
 
Партнерство в рамках лесохозяйственной политики (пункт 4) 
 
9. По этому пункту были представлены следующие документы:  документ, подготовленный 
г-ном Г. Бютту (Франция) под названием "Развитие партнерства между лесохозяйственными 
учреждениями и другими заинтересованными сторонами:  смешанная модель как инструмент 
стратегического планирования", и документ, подготовленный г-ном Ш. Шенкером (Австрия) под 
названием "Лесохозяйственные предприятия - социальные партнеры". 
 
10. В ходе обсуждения г-н Бютту подчеркнул, что, по его мнению, лесное хозяйство Франции не 
является примером, достойным подражания.  Государственная лесная служба решительно выступает за 
изменение ситуации, когда низкие доходы от производства древесины более не покрывают 
административные расходы на выполнение других функций.  Новую формулу предстоит еще найти.  Он 
полагает, что речь скорее надо вести о текущем пересмотре роли государства.  Важную роль в этом 
политическом процессе играют партнерские связи.  Г-н Шенкер признал, что частные лесовладельцы 
живут чаще всего в своем замкнутом мире и, как правило, не являются инициаторами установления 
партнерских связей.  Такое отношение желательно изменить.   
 
Партнерство в рамках производства и использования древесины (пункт 5) 
 
11. Этот вопрос был рассмотрен в документе, подготовленном г-жой А. М. Фуруберг Гьедтьернет 
(Норвегия) под названием "Несколько примеров партнерских связей в лесном хозяйстве Норвегии";  в 
документе, подготовленном С. Дифлем (Франция) под названием "Расширение сотрудничества между 
поставщиками древесины";  в документе, подготовленном г-ном Брезникаром (Словения) под названием 
"Методы расширения участия лесовладельцев";  в документе, подготовленном г-ном Х. Йокилуомой 
(Финляндия) под названием "Социальная устойчивость, качество работы и партнерство";  в документе, 
подготовленном г-ном Б. Хадсоном (Соединенное Королевство) под названием "Лесохозяйственные 
подрядчики - звено в цепочке лесное хозяйство-деревообрабатывающая промышленность 
(задачи-связи-видение)", и в документе, подготовленном г-ном М. Хёбартом (Австрия) под названием 
"Сотрудничество в целях укрепления частных лесных участков в сельских районах".      
 
12. Г-н Дифль согласился с замечанием, что внедряемые сейчас во Франции системы управления 
материально-техническим снабжением существовали в других странах на протяжении ряда лет.  
Действительно, при разработке систем, внедряемых в настоящее время в соответствующих проектах, 
использовались технологии и учитывались уроки, полученные в других местах.  Проблема не в 
технологиях.  Традиционные отношения между поставщиком и клиентом не позволяют наладить такое 
партнерство, в рамках которого можно использовать эти технологии.  Ситуация изменилась лишь в 
последние годы под давлением проблем, связанных с поставкой древесины по конкурентоспособным 
ценам.  Г-н Брезникар заметил, что в Словении стремление к созданию ассоциаций лесовладельцев 
проявляется пока еще слабо.  Производство древесины нерентабельно на крайне малых лесных участках.  
Хотя и отмечается определенная тенденция к консолидации и к формированию более крупных холдингов 
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посредством продаж, представляется маловероятным, что это изменит коренным образом общую 
ситуацию в ближайшем будущем. 
 
13. На вопрос о том, почему в Финляндии более нет существовавшего десятилетия назад партнерства 
между лесовладельцами, промышленными предприятиями и подрядчиками, связанными контрактами на 
поставки древесины, г-н Йокилуома ответил, что эту практику пришлось свернуть, поскольку она 
противоречила принятым Европейским союзом нормативным актам о картелях.  Даже государственные 
лесохозяйственные предприятия, желавшие продолжить сотрудничество с добросовестными 
подрядчиками на постоянной основе, были вынуждены проходить через процедуру открытых тендерных 
торгов.  Нынешняя ситуация на рынке лесохозяйственных услуг, когда три крупные компании 
сотрудничают приблизительно с 2 000 подрядчиков, несбалансирована, но промышленные предприятия 
прилагают усилия для исправления положений. 
 
14. Отвечая на вопрос о представительстве лесохозяйственных работников, г-н Хадсон отметил, что 
молодые организации подрядчиков серьезно ограничены в ресурсах.  Кроме того, организовать 
микропредприятия очень сложно, хотя в этой связи и был достигнут определенный прогресс, например в 
Соединенном Королевстве.  В условиях ценовой конкуренции, вызванной сильным удорожанием фунта 
стерлингов за последние годы, подрядчики в этой стране выжили в целом благодаря принятию 
адаптационных мер по двум направлениям:  слияние в более крупные предприятия снизило накладные 
расходы, а диверсификация сделала более общими и более прибыльными услуги в связи с 
землепользованием. 
 
Партнерство в рамках обеспечения недревесных лесных товаров и услуг (пункт 6) 
 
15. По этому пункту были представлены следующие документы:  документ, подготовленный 
г-жой Дж. Левинсон  (Австралия) под названием "Партнерство в лесном хозяйстве Юго-Восточной 
Австралии - региональная перспектива";  документ, подготовленный г-ном Ванвейнсберге (Бельгия) под 
названием "Мероприятия в рамках нового плана управления лесным массивом Суань в городской черте 
Брюсселя"; документ, подготовленный г-жой К. Йенссенс (Бельгия) под названием "Социальное обучение 
и управление городскими лесными массивами на примере Фландрии", - документ, соавтором которого 
является проф. Д. Вильдемерш;  и документ, подготовленный г-жой Е. Копыловой (Российская 
Федерация) под названием "Развитие партнерских отношений в области сохранения и использования 
лесов в России". 
 
16. В ходе обсуждения г-н Ванвейнсберге (Бельгия) дополнительно сообщил, что повышение 
активности населения приводит к постепенному изменению отношения сотрудников лесных служб.  Хотя 
большинство признает участие населения полезным, для многих работников контакты с 
общественностью непривычны и пройдет немало лет, прежде чем менталитет таких работников 
изменится кардинальным образом.  Г-жа Йенссен согласилась с тем, что участие населения можно 
использовать в целях навязывания какой-либо доминирующей институциональной точки зрения.  
Концепция социального обучения может помочь преодолеть возникающие барьеры и привести к 
появлению новых заинтересованных сторон и новаторских идей. 
 
17. Отвечая на вопрос о том, смогут ли новые партнеры также получить выгоду от лесного хозяйства, 
г-жа Копылова подчеркнула важное значение земельной аренды в Российской Федерации.  Аренда земли 
практикуется все шире и пользуется значительной поддержкой правительства.  В то время как российские 
власти поощряют соглашения о земельной аренде, число заповедников возрастает, что приводит к 
сокращению объема расчетной годичной лесосеки.  Этот объем, однако, намного превышает годовой 
уровень лесозаготовок.  Отвечая на вопрос о том, можно ли сделать так, чтобы инвесторы не уходили, 
получив доходы, г-жа Копылова признала, что это, действительно, проблема.  Прилагаются усилия для 
расширения полномочий административных органов и создания системы контроля.   
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Партнерские связи, способствующие появлению новых источников дохода, созданию новых 
рабочих мест и развитию сельских районов (пункт 7) 
 
18. По этому пункту были представлены следующие документы:  документ, подготовленный г-ном Р. 
Флисом (Европейская комиссия) под названием "Лесное хозяйство и развитие сельских районов на 
уровне ЕС";  документ, подготовленный г-жой В. Аугутавичиене (Литва) под названием "Перспективы и 
опыт в области развития партнерства в Литве";  документ, подготовленный г-ном Э. Кастенхольцем 
(Германия) под названием "Роль подрядчиков в развитии сельских районов";  документ, подготовленный 
г-ном М. Дюзгюном (Турция) под названием "Создание возможностей в области занятости и получения 
доходов для сельских общин, зависящих от лесохозяйственной деятельности, путем налаживания 
эффективных партнерских отношений с государственной лесной администрацией", и документ, 
подготовленный г-жой К. Холдинг Аньонж (ФАО) под названием "Партнерство, бедность и рынки". 
 
19. Европейская комиссия была подвергнута суровой критике в связи с проектом "Натура - 2000" и 
методами его реализации в Германии.  Г-н Флис согласился с тем, что этот проект является, несомненно, 
наглядным примером того, как не должны осуществляться проекты, особенно в том, что касается 
отсутствия диалога с местным населением.  Основные недостатки, по мнению г-на Флиса, заключаются в 
непроведении консультаций с заинтересованными сторонами и в принятии поспешных решений на 
высоком политическом уровне до урегулирования финансовых вопросов.  Несмотря на провал проекта, 
он преподал хороший урок на будущее.  Касаясь высказанного также беспокойства о том, что 
основанный на инициативах снизу поход не охватит целевые группы, г-н Флис отметил, что у Комиссии 
нет ресурсов для принятия соответствующих политических и поощрительных мер.  К настоящему 
времени главным стимулом служит привлечение местных и региональных политиков и средств массовой 
информации.  Г-н Флис допустил, что Европейская комиссия не оценила по достоинству позитивные 
примеры в Европейском союзе и что здесь кроются большие потенциальные возможности для успешной 
реализации Лесохозяйственной стратегии ЕС. 
 
20. Г-н Дюзгюн подчеркнул, что проводимая политика все чаще определяется позицией 
организаций-исполнителей.  Иногда это может привести к возникновению ситуаций, когда жители 
сельских районов довольствуются руководящими указаниями и не принимают активного участия во всем 
процессе.  Был задан вопрос о том, можно ли набирать людей на лесохозяйственные работы, используя 
так называемую "зеленую волну", например людей, которые переезжают в сельские районы, чтобы 
заняться "зеленой" деятельностью.  В своем ответе г-н Кастенхольц привел пример Польши, где 
безработица в сельских районах столь высока, что люди готовы согласиться на любую работу, которую 
им предложат.  Чаще, однако, конкурентная борьба за рабочую силу еще более ужесточается.  Молодежь, 
желающая работать в "зеленом секторе", может также остановить свой выбор на других профессиях этого 
сектора, которые, например, ориентированы на землеустройство, сельское хозяйство и сферу услуг.  Еще 
одним ограничивающим фактором является временный дефицит рабочей силы, например в летний 
период.  Один из участников подчеркнул тот факт, что в лесохозяйственном секторе постепенно 
ухудшается ситуация в плане безопасности, гигиены и условий труда.  В качестве примера была 
приведена Словения, где количество несчастных случаев со смертельным исходом достигло уровня, 
сопоставимого с некоторыми развивающимися странами.  Подводя итоги обсуждения, г-н Кастенхольц, 
подчеркнул, что Европейская сеть лесохозяйственных предпринимателей может содействовать 
повышению мобильности работников лесохозяйственного сектора.  Необходимость такой мобильности 
подтверждают случаи, связанные с ликвидацией последствий крупных ураганов.  Кроме того, г-
н Кастенхольц напомнил присутствующим о том, что перед лесохозяйственными подрядчиками до сих 
пор стоят нерешенные серьезные проблемы.  Он отметил, что труд в лесохозяйственном секторе должен 
быть более безопасным, более устойчивым в плане занятости и более привлекательным.  Иначе его так и 
будут считать "грязным, сложным и опасным". 
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Прочие вопросы (пункт 8) 
 
Рабочие группы 
 
21. Во второй половине дня во вторник были созданы три рабочие группы для обсуждения 
следующих тем:   
 
• Зачем нужно партнерство в лесном хозяйстве?  Каковы причины возрастания интереса к 

партнерству в последние годы?"; 
 
• "Каковы преимущества партнерства в секторе лесного хозяйства?  Кто получает выгоду и каким 

образом?  Каковы позитивные примеры партнерства?  Каковы (традиционные или новые) 
возможности и ограничения партнерства?"; 

 
• "Партнерство для удовлетворения требований в социальной устойчивости, в частности 

применительно к работникам лесного хозяйства". 
 
22. Во второй половине дня в четверг рабочие группы продолжили обсуждение трех тем.  Первая 
группа рассмотрела первую и третью темы из перечисленных ниже, а вторая выбрала вторую и третью 
темы. 
 
• "Как наладить эффективное партнерство в секторе лесного хозяйства?" 
 
• "В каких областях лесного хозяйства имеется наибольший потенциал для партнерства?  Где 

партнерство нужнее всего?"; 
• "Что нужно сделать для более широкого и более эффективного использования партнерских 

связей?" 
 
23. Выводы всех рабочих групп были рассмотрены на пленарных заседаниях.  Эти выводы кратко 
излагаются в приложении II к настоящему докладу. 
 
Ознакомительная поездка 
 
24. Вся среда 5 июня была посвящена посещению двух лесных массивов недалеко от Брюсселя.  
Краткое описание этих посещений содержится в приложении III к настоящему докладу. 
 
Выражение благодарности 
 
25. От имени всех участников семинара г-н Биллс тепло поблагодарил организаторов за 
гостеприимство и отличное проведение семинара, участие в котором было весьма полезным и приятным.  
Многие участники покидают семинар с более ясными представлениями и новыми идеями. 
 
Выводы и рекомендации (пункт 9) 
 
26. Партнерство - не новая практика, которая до последнего времени применялась в секторе лесного 
хозяйства лишь в ограниченных масштабах, зачастую под давлением обстоятельств.  В последние 
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несколько лет интерес к этой практике значительно возрос и ее стали применять на перспективу и в 
стратегических целях.  На семинаре приводились многочисленные примеры налаживания партнерства в 
секторе лесного хозяйства между самыми различными сторонами:  лесными службами, 
сельскохозяйственными палатами, частными и государственными лесовладельцами, подрядчиками, 
научно-исследовательскими институтами и учебными заведениями, лесохозяйственными предприятиями 
и организациями, работающими во всем секторе лесного хозяйства.   
 
Зачем нужно партнерство? 
 
27. Расширение партнерских связей между лесохозяйственными предприятиями и учреждениями 
является ответом на изменение окружающих условий: 
 
• Предъявляемые к лесному хозяйству требования ожесточились и стали более 

диверсифицированными; 
 
• Традиционное лесное хозяйство, ориентированное в основном на производство древесины, 

утрачивает свой авторитет в обществе во многих европейских странах; 
 
• Глобализация оказывает серьезное давление на рынки древесины; 
 
• Все действующие стороны в секторе лесного хозяйства испытывают дефицит в финансовых и иных 

ресурсах.  Особенно это касается частных лесовладельцев, малых предприятий и их организаций. 
•  
28. Как следствие, относительная доля лесного хозяйства в национальной экономике уменьшается и 
лесохозяйственный сектор привлекает мало внимания директивных органов.  С помощью партнерства 
лесное хозяйство может, в частности, вновь взять инициативу в свои руки и перестать быть пассивным 
объектом нормативных правил и требований.  Поэтому в Декларации и резолюции L.1, принятых в 
Лиссабоне на третьей Конференции по вопросам охраны лесов в Европе на уровне министров, 
партнерство было справедливо признано одним из ключевых стратегических направлений развития 
сектора лесного хозяйства.  Нет никаких оснований для заявлений о том, что партнерство имеет 
отношение лишь к государственным лесным службам, - оно актуально для всего сектора в целом. 
 
В чем заключается партнерство? 
 
29. В то время, как участие касается процесса принятия решений и, следовательно, управления, 
партнерство имеет отношение к практической деятельности.  Партнеры осуществляют согласованную 
между ними деятельность, предоставляя друг другу средства для достижения совместно поставленных 
целей.   
 
30. Эти цели весьма различны по своему характеру и числу партнеров, а также по масштабам и 
глубине установленных партнерских отношений.   
 
Каковы выгоды партнерства? 
 
31. Благодаря партнерству возрастают знания и ресурсы, которые можно направить на достижение 
целей лесного хозяйства.  Партнерские связи обеспечивают доступ к профессиональному опыту и 
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творческим методам, которых нет у отдельно взятых партнеров.  Благодаря им можно, в частности, 
получить иначе недоступные на рынке товары и услуги, а лесохозяйственный сектор получает 
возможность продавать свои идеи и ноу-хау другим.  Представленные на семинаре партнерские связи 
способствуют решению широкого круга задач.   
 
32. Партнерство в секторе лесного хозяйства улучшает конкурентоспособность, качество, 
производительность, имидж и позиции на рынке.  Оно, в частности, позволяет:   
 
• организовать широкомасштабную переработку древесины и производить изделия с добавленной 

стоимостью; 
 
• привлекать дополнительные древесные ресурсы из частных лесовладений; 
 
• создавать материально-технические цепочки для повышения качества и снижения стоимости 

древесины, поставляемой на лесопильные заводы;   
 
• производить и сбывать на рынке новые продукты с добавленной стоимостью; 
 
• более эффективно управлять лесами в горных районах; 
 
• повышать качество работы и улучшать условия труда; 
 
• расширять доступ к образованию в области лесного хозяйства; 
 
• поощрять гендерное равенство в лесохозяйственном секторе. 
 
33. Партнерские связи вне сектора лесного хозяйства могут мобилизовать значительные ресурсы.  
Они также способны обеспечить политическую поддержку лесному хозяйству в других секторах и среди 
населения в целом.  В описанных примерах партнерские связи были направлены на: 
 
• предоставление и/или продажу рекреационных услуг;   
 
• реабилитацию земельных ресурсов; 
 
• содействие развитию сельских районов; 
 
• сохранение природы и защиту культурного наследия; 
 
• профессиональную организацию связей с общественностью, информационно-пропагандистской 

деятельности и экологического просвещения; 
 
• решение вопросов, связанных с изменением климата; 
 
• создание широкой коалиции с другими социальными группами в интересах хозяйства. 
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Что необходимо для налаживания эффективных партнерских связей? 
 
34. Выгоды должны быть осязаемы для всех партнеров, хотя они и могут быть очевидными, их не 
всегда можно легко выразить в конкретных, особенно в экономических, единицах.  Предварительными 
условиями для настоящего партнерства являются взаимодоверие, честность, транспарентность и 
равноправие между партнерами. 
 
35. Если участие может допускать компромиссы, то партнерство требует консенсуса.  Для него 
нужны четко определенные цели и ресурсы.  Цели, согласованные действия и выделяемые ресурсы 
предпочтительнее изложить в контрактах.  Партнеров можно научить тому, как развивать эффективные 
партнерские связи.  С помощью партнерства можно выполнять политические решения. 
 

Как можно использовать партнерство более эффективно и более широко? 

36. Партнерство на протяжении всей цепочки прохождения лесохозяйственных продуктов с 
добавленной стоимостью от леса до потребителя может в значительной степени способствовать 
повышению конкурентоспособности.  Оно может также содействовать решению все более серьезных 
проблем, связанных с занятостью в лесном хозяйстве, которые угрожают устойчивости лесопользования.  
Так, межсекторальные партнерские связи создают все возможности для эффективного партнерства в 
областях образования, здравоохранения, рационального управления водными ресурсами, рекреационных 
услуг, развития сельских районов, природоохранной деятельности и изменения климата.  Залогом успеха 
может быть использование подхода, ориентированного на конкретную территорию.  Эффективность 
данной концепции будет серьезно ограничена, если по-прежнему будут решаться узкие вопросы и все 
будет направлено лишь на получение скорой финансовой выгоды. 
 
37. Хотя аналитических исследований практики партнерства в лесном хозяйстве мало, представляется 
очевидным, что широкое партнерство требует значительных изменений в культуре ведения лесного 
хозяйства.  Речь, в частности, идет о преодолении замкнутости и лишь пассивного реагирования, которые 
широко распространены во всех видах лесной собственности.  Необходимо также изменить культуру 
ведения бизнеса и соответствующие организации должны согласиться ослабить свой контроль в 
значительно большей степени, чем это обычно делается.  Имеются в виду контроль в виде регулирования, 
проверки и принятия директивных решений, а также распределение ресурсов внутри организаций.  
Благоприятные условия на национальном уровне должны включать четкое определение режима 
собственности для земельных и лесных участков.  Что же касается институционального уровня, в 
частности государственных лесных служб, то предполагаются умение их сотрудников устанавливать 
контакты на всех уровнях, а также делегирование полномочий и выделение ресурсов на цели партнерства 
на местном уровне. 
 
38. Недостаток информации о возможностях, учреждениях, установленном порядке и потенциальных 
партнерах является одним из главных препятствий для более широкого использования партнерских 
связей в лесном хозяйстве.  Ограниченные ресурсы существенно мешают малым фирмам и организациям 
налаживать партнерские связи.  
 

Рекомендации для Конференции по вопросам охраны лесов в Европе на уровне министров 

 

39. Четвертая Конференция на уровне министров, которая состоится в Вене в 2003 году, должна 
включить раздел о поощрении партнерства внутри стран и между ними в свою программу осуществления 
резолюций, принятых на прошедших ранее конференциях.  В качестве приоритетного вопроса 
Конференции надлежит рассмотреть необходимость партнерства в решении серьезных проблем, 
касающихся работников лесного хозяйства в Европе (причины рассмотрения этого вопроса и возможные 
последующие меры более подробно излагаются в приложении I). 
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РЕКОМЕНДАЦИИ ДЛЯ ОБЪЕДИНЕННОГО КОМИТЕТА 

40. Объединенному комитету следует организовать еще одни семинар для анализа конкретных 
примеров партнерства в связи с их ролью в поощрении устойчивого лесопользования, как то 
предусмотрено Конференцией по вопросам охраны лесов в Европе на уровне министров.  Такое 
партнерство должно охватывать всю цепочку снабжения древесиной от леса до потребителя, а также 
межсекторальное сотрудничество.  Особое внимание следует уделить возможностям применения данной 
концепции в странах центральной и восточной Европы.  Необходимо извлечь и широко распространить 
накопленный опыт в отношении перспективных областей партнерства и методов создания благоприятных 
внешних условий. 
 
41. Объединенному комитету надлежит обсудить вопрос о том, каким образом предоставить таким 
заинтересованным сторонам, сейчас чаще всего исключенным из диалога внутри сектора лесного 
хозяйства, как лесохозяйственные подрядчики, малые предприятия, работники лесного хозяйства и их 
организации, возможность громко заявлять о своей позиции и иметь соответствующее представительство.  
Существующая в ряде стран позитивная практика подлежит изучению. 
 
42. Объединенному комитету следует поддерживать политику и партнерство, которые способствуют 
созданию и укреплению ассоциаций лесовладельцев, в частности в странах центральной и восточной 
Европы. 
 
43. Объединенному комитету следует принять меры для обеспечения того, чтобы МОТ продолжала 
вносить свой вклад в выполнение программы работы Комитета посредством оказания методологической 
и организационной помощи по социальным и кадровым проблемам лесного хозяйства. 
 
44. Объединенному комитету следует рассмотреть вопрос об организации ознакомительных поездок 
в рамках рабочих совещаний для обмена информацией о партнерстве между правительствами, 
промышленными предприятиями и частными лесовладельцами в целях развития и для обеспечения 
устойчивого лесопользования, а также сохранения природных ресурсов. 
 

РЕКОМЕНДАЦИИ ДЛЯ СТРАН-ЧЛЕНОВ 

45. Партнерство может эффективно содействовать решению комплексной задачи по устойчивому 
лесопользованию, удовлетворению самых различных нужд и учету мнений многочисленных 
заинтересованных сторон.  Государствам-членам надлежит разработать стратегии и создать возможности 
для использования инструмента партнерства.  Особое внимание следует уделить поощрению 
межсекторального партнерства в областях здравоохранения, образования, развития сельских районов, 
ландшафтного планирования, рационального использования водных ресурсов, сохранения природы и 
экологической деятельности.  Необходимо накопить потенциал, позволяющий работникам лесных служб 
и лесовладельцам принимать участие в этих процессах и налаживать партнерские связи.  Следует 
использовать и распространять богатый международный опыт. 
 
46. Правительствам надлежит и далее развивать подход "смешанных моделей" для улучшения 
взаимодействия с другими заинтересованными сторонами в лесном хозяйстве. 
 
47. В настоящее время такие важные стороны, как подрядчики, малые предприятия и 
лесохозяйственные рабочие, зачастую выносятся за рамки партнерства, поскольку они громко не 
заявляют о своей позиции и не имеют надлежащего представительства.  Странам-членам следует оказать 
этим группам помощь для их привлечения к участию в партнерских связях в интересах и на благо лесного 
хозяйства в целом.  Необходимо рассмотреть в приоритетном порядке изложенные в приложении 1 
вопросы, касающиеся проблемы кадров. 
 
48. Лес становится местом потребления и производства.  Это необходимо учитывать в подготовке 
работников лесного хозяйства.  Профессиональная подготовка и образование должны охватывать как 
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процесс потребления, так и процесс производства лесных товаров.  Особое значение в этой связи 
приобретает умение устанавливать контакты.   
 

РЕКОМЕНДАЦИИ ДЛЯ НАУЧНО-ИССЛЕДОВАТЕЛЬСКИХ УЧРЕЖДЕНИЙ И МСЛНИО 

49. Исследования следует больше ориентировать на социальные компоненты устойчивости, включая 
институциональные механизмы поощрения диалога, участия и партнерства.  Следует изучить 
возможности трансграничного партнерства, например в целях пропаганды древесины и других лесных 
товаров.  Необходимо разработать и широко распространить средства и методы повышения 
эффективности и отдачи участия и партнерства. 
 
50. Надлежит провести исследования в целях анализа значения лесов для здоровья и благосостояния 
человека, а также в целях определения последствий, обусловленных теми или иными конкретными 
особенностями леса. 
 
51. Вследствие далеко идущих изменений, происходящих в технологиях и производственных 
процессах, необходимо активизировать усилия по улучшению условий труда и изучению последствий 
новых форм организации труда и внедрения передовой техники для благосостояния трудящихся. 
 
52. Всем перечисленным выше проектам будут в значительной степени содействовать 
международные совместные усилия по проведению исследований и распространению их результатов. 
 

Утверждение доклада (пункт 10) 

 

53. В четверг, 4 июля, участники семинара утвердили сформулированные секретариатом выводы и 
рекомендации, а также подготовленное членами рабочей группы 3 приложение, внеся в них ряд 
изменений, которые нашли отражение в тексте настоящего доклада.  Они утвердили другие части доклада 
при условии, что секретариат внесет изменения, предложенные участниками.  Эти изменения были 
учтены в изложенном выше тексте.  
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Приложение I 
 
Устойчивое лесное хозяйство нуждается в устойчивой рабочей силе 
 
Рекомендации для четвертой Конференции по вопросам охраны лесов в Европе 
на уровне министров 
 
 Вклад устойчивого лесопользования в экономическое, экологическое и социальное 
благосостояние сельских районов отчетливее всего выражается в обеспечении гарантированной и 
долгосрочной занятости.  При этом основополагающее значение имеет трудовая деятельность 
квалифицированных работников, которые сами являются частью экономической и культурной жизни 
сельских общин.   
 
 Вклад и роль квалифицированных работников сельского хозяйства признаются в сделанных в 
Хельсинки и Лиссабоне декларациях министров, а также в документах ЮНСЕД, включая предложения 
МГЛ и МФЛ о принятии мер. 
 
 Сохранение и развитие этой квалифицированной и эффективной рабочей силы нельзя считать 
гарантированными.  Работники отрасли стареют, наем квалифицированных работников сокращается под 
воздействием конкуренции со стороны других секторов, и возможности профессиональной подготовки 
ограничены.   
 
 Рабочая сила претерпевает радикальные структурные изменения и фрагментацию, поскольку 
контракты все чаще заменяют подряды.  Хотя при этом и повышаются производительность и 
конкурентоспособность, малые предприятия и частные лица имеют меньше возможностей для 
финансирования профессиональной подготовки и развития.  На способности лесных служб и учебных 
заведений организовывать профессиональную подготовку негативно сказывается отсутствие 
организационной и представительской инфраструктуры среди независимых рабочих, которые не могут 
громко заявить о своей позиции на международных форумах.  Принятие мер в этих сферах будет иметь 
особую важность в странах центральной и восточной Европы. 
 
 Поэтому для поддержания вклада этой ключевой группы в устойчивое лесопользование мы 
предлагаем принять меры по улучшению качества, гигиены и безопасности труда сельскохозяйственных 
работников: 
 
• содействовать дальнейшему развитию организационной инфраструктуры как на национальном, так и 

на общеевропейском уровнях; 
 
• поощрять включение мер по повышению качества, организации профессиональной подготовки, 

улучшению гигиены и безопасности труда сельскохозяйственных рабочих в национальные 
программы развития лесного хозяйства стран Европы; 

 
• признать важное значение лесохозяйственной деятельности для планирования развития сельских 

районов; 
 
• определить и распространить наиболее эффективную практику. 
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Приложение II 
 
Резюме выводов рабочих групп 
(на основе представлений, сделанных  на пленарных заседаниях) 
 
Вторник, 4 июня 2002 года 
 
Группа 1: 
 
 Зачем нужно партнерство в лесном хозяйстве?  Каковы причины возрастания интереса к 
партнерству в последние годы?  (Тема 1) 
 
 В связи с вопросом "Зачем нужно партнерство в лесном хозяйстве?" были определены следующие 
цели и задачи партнерства: 
 
• повышение уровня информированности; 
 
• обмен опытом с помощью более тесного диалога; 
 
• учет разных интересов различных заинтересованных лиц; 
 
• уяснение и определение того, что потребители хотят получить от многофункционального лесного 

хозяйства; 
 
• расширение участия посредством привлечения населения и новых заинтересованных сторон; 
 
• урегулирование и предотвращение конфликтов; 
 
• обеспечение сбалансированности процесса посредством распределения полномочий, например среди 

лесовладельцев; 
 
• налаживание партнерства как альтернативы обычным подходам; 
 
• получение товаров с добавочной стоимостью и создание ситуаций, когда выигрывают все; 
 
• совместное пользование ресурсами, повышение компетенции и снижение энергозатрат; 
 
• мобилизация дополнительных ресурсов и расширение возможностей благодаря сотрудничеству на 

национальном и глобальном уровнях ("вместе мы сильнее"); 
 
• получение межсекторальных выгод благодаря ликвидации барьеров; 
 
• приобретение большего политического веса благодаря объединению. 
 
 Ответ на второй вопрос темы 1 "Каковы причины возрастания интереса к партнерству в последние 
годы?" был кратко сформулирован группой следующим образом: 
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• роль лесного хозяйства снизилась в современном обществе и в постоянно меняющемся мире; 
 
• партнерство помогает выжить в новых условиях, например лесовладельцам; 
 
• межсекторальные подходы используются для проведения иной политики в обществе, например, в 

областях здравоохранения, образования, безопасности и развития сельских районов.  Необходимо 
переосмыслить функции лесного хозяйства; 

 
• функции лесного хозяйства изменились.  В период с XVIII века до наших дней предназначение 

лесного хозяйства стало иным:  ранее оно лишь сводилось к производству древесных и 
недревесных товаров, а теперь во главу угла ставятся сохранение природы и 
многофункциональность; 

 
• возросло и пересмотрено значение социальных аспектов в рамках лесного хозяйства; 
 
• возросла, в частности, важность создания новых рабочих мест. 
 
Группа 2:  
 
 Каковы преимущества партнерства в секторе лесного хозяйства?  Кто получает выгоду и каким 
образом?  Каковы позитивные примеры партнерства?  Каковы (традиционные или новые) возможности и 
ограничения партнерства?  (Тема 2) 
 
 Основное внимание группа уделила двум последним вопросам, касающимся ограничений и 
возможностей, и выявила факторы, которые излагаются ниже. 
 
Ограничения: 
 
1) ввиду сложившегося отношения: 
 
• достижение единственной цели; 
 
• недостаток смелости, творческого подхода и интереса; 
 
• традиционные и консервативные взгляды, например на новые методы работы; 
 
• культурные различия между странами и социальными группами; 
 
• сдержанность и негативный опыт лесных служб или организаций в прошлом; 
 
2) вследствие политических факторов: 
 
• отсутствие политической воли; 
 
• централизованная правительственная политика; 
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• политики не считают партнерство приоритетной задачей; 
 
• правовые нормы, ограничивающие децентрализацию и передачу полномочий; 
 
3) из-за временных и финансовых факторов: 
 
• задержки, например при принятии решений, обусловленные необходимостью проводить переговоры 

между заинтересованными сторонами; 
 
• бесперспективное мышление ; 
 
• высокие издержки в сочетании с финансовыми ограничениями и низким объемом инвестиций в 

лесное хозяйство. 
 
Возможности: 
 
1) Факторы, содействующие развитию партнерских связей: 
 
• нормативные акты о планировании лесопользования, которые предусматривают привлечение всех 

заинтересованных сторон; 
 
• саморегулирование отношений между: 
 
 ο городским населением и лесовладельцами; 
 
 ο мелкими частными лесовладельцами и промышленностью; 
 
• положения Национальной лесохозяйственной программы (НЛХП); 
 
• диалог о лесном хозяйстве на местном, национальном, региональном и глобальном уровнях; 
 
• сотрудничество между представителями различных регионов мира; 
 
• изменения в правительственной политике в отношении лесного хозяйства: 
 
 ο более децентрализованный подход, предусматривающий широкое участие населения; 
 
 ο участие в международном обсуждении;  
 
• примеры из частного сектора; 
 
• укрепление ассоциаций лесовладельцев; 
 
2) устойчивое лесопользование: 
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• вовлечение новых частных лесовладельцев в процесс устойчивого управления их лесными 
участками; 

 
• ориентация на многофункциональность; 
 
• повышение эффективности управления и производства лесных товаров; 
3) оптимизация: 
 
• оптимизация потребления лесных товаров; 
 
• снижение риска неодобрения проектов; 
 
4) участие и информированность: 
 
• предоставление людям, которые обычно исключены из процесса, возможности излагать свое 

мнение; 
 
• повышение открытости и транспарентности вектора лесного хозяйства; 
 
5) процедуры: 
 
• ликвидация бюрократических препонов и акцент на ответственный подход; 
 
• согласование частных и государственных интересов в лесном хозяйстве; 
 
• приоритетное использование возможностей диалога вместо просто дискуссий; 
 
• использование положительных качеств каждого и согласование различных мнений. 
 
Группа 3: 
 
 Партнерство для удовлетворения требований социальной устойчивости, в частности 
применительно к работникам лесного хозяйства (Тема 3). 
 
 Эта тема имеет прямое отношение к принятым в Хельсинки и Лиссабоне декларациям, а также к 
резолюции L1.  Социальная устойчивость - широкий и многоаспектный вопрос.  Потому группа решила 
уделить основное внимание проблематике рабочей силы в лесном хозяйстве.  В этой связи рабочая 
группа определила следующие ключевые проблемы: 
 
• для устойчивого лесопользования необходима устойчивая рабочая сила; 
 
• проблемы лесохозяйственных подрядчиков с наймом рабочей силы обостряются ввиду роста 

конкуренции со стороны других секторов; 
 
• старение работников отрасли негативно сказывается на промышленности и обществе; 
 
• недостаточное обеспечение безопасности и санитарных условий для работников и посетителей; 
 
• значение сельского хозяйства для развития сельских районов; 
 
• отсутствие согласованной общей позиции, что приводит к исключению из процесса; 
 
• отсутствие организованных профессиональных структур на нынешнем этапе. 
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Положение лесохозяйственных рабочих и подрядчиков следует обсудить на международных 
форумах, и группа кратко сформулировала ряд выводов, которые надлежит направить Конференции на 
уровне министров в Вене.  Необходимо уделить внимание вопросам, имеющим важное значение для 
лесохозяйственных рабочих, сформулировать соответствующее послание и, в идеальном случае, 
распространить его через заинтересованные страны.  Группа предлагает в качестве возможных 
распространителей:  Польшу, Соединенное Королевство, Бельгию и Финляндию. 

 
 Необходимо принять меры по следующим направлениям: 
 
• акцент на национальные форумы действующих сторон, национальные программы развития лесного 

хозяйства и информационные программы стран центральной и восточной Европы; 
 
• адекватное отражение социальных аспектов и вопросов рабочей силы в критериях и показателях; 
 
• поощрение организационных и представительских структур; 
 
• повышение квалификации и развитие предпринимательства; 
 
• обеспечение гигиены и безопасности труда и благосостояния трудящихся; 
 
• уважение основных прав человека. 
 
 Общая позиция в интересах лесохозяйственных подрядчиков должна быть главынм образом 
ориентирована на следующие вопросы: 
• повышение эффективности и производительности; 
 
• правовая защита основных прав; 
 
• благосостояние; 
 
• развитие сельских районов; 
 
• улучшение условий найма. 
 
 Группа сформулировала для четвертой Конференции по вопросам охраны лесов в Европе на уровне 
министров рекомендацию, которая была принята участниками семинара в качестве приложения к 
выводам и рекомендациям семинара (см. выше приложение I к выводам и рекомендациям). 
 
Четверг, 6 июня 2002 года 
 
Группа 1: 
 
 Как наладить эффективное партнерство в секторе лесного хозяйства?  (Тема 1) 
 
 Группа выявила основные факторы, имеющие важное значение для эффективного партнерства, 
которые излагаются ниже. 
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 Необходимо определить консенсусом ясную и реалистичную цель партнерства, а также 
коммуникационную стратегию.  Такая стратегия должна быть основана на транспарентности и 
последовательности, а коммуникационная деятельность - на равноправных началах.  Для этого надлежит 
выделить соответствующие ресурсы.  Под ресурсами здесь понимаются финансовые средства, кадры, 
организационные структуры и поддержка ключевых заинтересованных сторон.  Касаясь 
организационных аспектов партнерства, группа подчеркнула важное значение официальных соглашений, 
в том числе соглашений о разделении ответственности. 
 
 Другими важными факторами являются профессиональная подготовка, обмен опытом и доступ к 
накопленным знаниям.  И наконец, подход к партнерству должен быть ориентирован на политику и 
основан на новаторских методах. 
 
 Что необходимо сделать для более широкого и более эффективного использования партнерских 
связей?  (Тема 3) 
 
 Группа подчеркнула, что при налаживании партнерских связей важно перейти от традиционного, 
ориентированного на лесное хозяйство подхода к подходу, ориентированному конкретно на какую-либо 
территорию.  Это позволит привлечь все заинтересованные стороны, которые в противном случае будут 
исключены из процесса.  Было также предложено расширить перспективные рамки и провести 
тематические исследования для получения более конкретной информации.  В целях расширения доступа 
к партнерству необходимо создать коммуникационную сеть. 
 
Группа 2: 
 
 В каких областях лесного хозяйства имеется наибольший потенциал для партнерства? (Тема 2) 
 
 Группа определила, в каких областях имеется потенциал для партнерства: 
 
• внутри сектора лесного хозяйства, в частности в цепочке поставок древесины; 
 
• межсекторальное партнерство, например с организациями фермеров, в целях интеграции в процесс 

развития сельских районов;  и партнерство для пропаганды экологических преимуществ древесных 
продуктов.  В этой области партнерство имеет наибольший потенциал и нужнее всего.  Необходимо 
выйти за рамки сектора лесного хозяйства; 

 
• партнерство с частными лесохозяйственными предприятиями наиболее перспективно в областях 

биоэнергетики, реабилитации и охраны природы.  Кроме того, необходимо развивать 
горизонтальное партнерство на уровне организаций лесовладельцев.  Создание организационной 
структуры должно быть также приоритетной целью работников отрасли; 

 
• партнерство по глобальным вопросам может охватывать такие области, как предотвращение 

браконьерства, проведение сертификации, сокращение выбросов углерода, уважение прав человека, 
обеспечение достойных условий труда и налаживание социального диалога. 

 
 Что необходимо сделать для более широкого и более эффективного использования партнерских 
связей?  (Тема 3) 
 
 Наиболее важные меры касаются изменения культуры внутри сектора и в его организациях.  
Этого можно добиться посредством: 
 
• набора новых кадров; 
 
• набора работников вне лесохозяйственного сектора; 
 
• перераспределения полномочий внутри организационных структур; 
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• более четкого представления о нуждах партнеров; 
 
• усвоения навыков по оценке потребностей и коммуникационной деятельности. 
 
 Партнерство будет успешно развиваться лишь в случае выделения соответствующих ресурсов на 
инициирование и развитие партнерских связей.  Для успешного партнерства, в частности, характерны: 
 
• взаимное предоставление партнерами возможностей для использования их соответствующих 

сильных сторон; 
 
• ясные контрактные соглашения; 
 
• определение взаимных выгод; 
 
• соглашения о проведении мониторинга и оценки. 
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Приложение III 
 
Ознакомительная поездка, состоявшаяся в среду, 5 июня 2002 года 
 
 В ходе ознакомительной поездки, организованной в среду, 5 июня, были показаны несколько 
примеров лесопользования в городских или пригородных районах с участием различных 
заинтересованных сторон.  Первым объектом посещения стал лесной массив Суань в городской черте 
Брюсселя.  Фламандская часть этого массива с общей территорией приблизительно в 4 000 га занимает 
площадь в 2 492 га.  Этот массив находится в ведении Лесного управления Грунендаля, которое 
подотчетно Департаменту лесных и природных ресурсов министерства.  Основной древесной культурой 
является бук, занимающий приблизительно 60% общей площади. 
 
 Менеджеры территорий, управляемых фламандским сообществом и городскими властями 
Брюсселя, г-н Йозеф Званепул и г-н Стефан Ванвейнсберге кратко рассказали об истории лесного 
массива Суань и его сегодняшнем статусе.  История этого массива уходит своими корнями в годы 
правления династии Габсбургов в XVIII веке.  На месте вырубленного леса посадили бук - этим 
объясняется преобладание данного вида в настоящее время.  Ежегодно лесной массив посещают 
1,5 млн. людей, что требует эффективного управления, а также принятия мер по уборке территории и 
уходу.  Только затраты на очистку леса от мусора составляют 3 млн. евро ежегодно.  Раз в две недели 
специальная группа проводит уборку территории.  Еще одной проблемой, обусловленной массовыми 
посещениями лесного массива, является деградация отдельных земельных участков.  Для 
предотвращения дальнейшей эрозии принимаются реабилитационные меры.  Хотя никаких серьезных 
проблем в связи с дикими животными не возникает, на практике большинство случаев гибели животных 
происходит на небольших лесных дорогах, а не на крупных автомагистралях. 
 
 Главная цель политики и управления лесным массивом Суань заключается в сохранении 
существующего леса в его нынешнем состоянии.  Нормативным актом, направленным на обеспечение 
защиты лесов, является новый декрет о лесах от 13 июня 1990 года.  В нем, в частности, предусмотрены 
меры, которые будут содействовать одновременному выполнению различных функций, что имеет, 
несомненно, важное значение для лесного массива Суань с учетом его специфичности и географического 
положения.  В декрете о лесах подчеркивается концепция многофункционального леса. 
 
 Лесной массив Суань призван выполнять пять различных функций: 
 
• Социально-просветительская функция 

 
 С конца прошлого века социально-рекреационная функция лесов не вызывает сомнений, и сейчас 
многочисленными доступными тропинками и дорожками пользуется широкий круг пешеходов, 
спортсменов, велосипедистов и всадников.  Лесной массив Суань выполняет также функцию 
просвещения по вопросам истории, археологии, геологии и почвоведения, лесной экологии и облесения. 
 
• Экономическая функция 
 
 Глинистые почвы весьма плодородны и способствуют получению высококачественной твердой 
древесины.  В последние годы даже экспортируется в Китай фанерный кряж.  Другими крупными 
рынками сбыта являются Германия и Нидерланды.  В страны Средиземноморского региона 
экспортируется кряж меньшего размера (<60 см), который используется для изготовления такой менее 
качественной древесной продукции, как различные виды мебели, поддоны и внутренняя отделка домов. 
 
• Функция защиты 
 
 Функция защиты обеспечивает защиту уровней грунтовых вод и предотвращение эрозии почв. 
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• Экологическая функция 

 

Лесной массив Суань играет весьма важную роль в охране экосистемы, особенно ввиду ускорения 
темпов урбанизации в последние десятилетия.  Декрет о лесах обеспечивает поддержание 
экологических параметров, для чего были созданы два лесных заповедника. 

 

• Научная функция 

 

Кроме того, лесные заповедники помогают также проводить научные исследования и стимулируют их.  
В заповедниках обеспечена защита определенной территории от внешнего влияния, что поощряет 
долгосрочные исследования и гарантирует их более точный и системный характер. 

 
Во второй половине дня менеджер лесопарковой зоны Лёвен г-н Барт Мёлеман провел участников 

семинара по лесной территории площадью в 550 га.  Эта территория под названием Халле является одним 
из любимых мест отдыха, которое посещает ежегодно множество людей.  В целях повышения 
доступности в лесопарковой зоне Лёвен создана сеть лесных дорожек и тропинок протяженностью в 
157 км.  Плотность дорожек составляет 8 км на 100 га.  В дополнение к дорожкам построены так 
называемые "лесные игровые площадки" в тех частях лесной зоны, которые менее уязвимы с 
экологической точки зрения.  На этих площадках дети могут использовать специальные инструменты и 
оборудование в рамках комбинированного учебно-игрового процесса.  Было обустроено шесть игровых 
площадок, и ежегодно проводится 20 мероприятий, привлекающих 1 000 участников. 

 
Ввиду большого числа посетителей − приблизительно 750 000 ежегодно − в лесопарковой зоне 

Лёвен была проведена оценка рекреационной ценности леса, исходя из готовности населения платить за 
организуемые в лесу мероприятия.  На основе результатов выборочного обзора было определено, что 
общегодовые доходы могут составить сумму от 250 до 300 млн. евро, что в более чем 100 раз превышает 
стоимость древесных продуктов, получаемых из этого леса. 

 
Лица, проявляющие интерес к управлению лесопарковой зоны Лёвен, принимают участие в 

заседаниях различных комитетов.  Одним из таких комитетов является Руководящий комитет, который 
проводит одно-два заседания в год для обмена мнениями и обсуждения предложений, информации, 
планов и общих принципов.  Сугубо технические вопросы рассматриваются ежегодно в ходе 
6−8 заседаний Технического комитета, где обобщается информация и обсуждаются альтернативные 
решения в отношении практического лесопользования.  И наконец, имеется общественный орган, 
который время от времени проводит заседания для консультирования и информирования населения. 

 
------- 
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General introduction 
 
 

Mr. D. Bills (United Kingdom): „Delivering public benefits: multifunctional forestry in the United 
Kingdom“  

Mr. J-O. Thorstensson (Sweden): „Partnerships in forestry – the Swedish experience“ 

Mr. P. Canaveira (Portugal): „Partnerships in forestry – the case of the Portuguese paper industries 
and cimate change“ 

Mr. M. Lammertz (Germany): „First German Forest Summit - a social contract for sustainable forest 
management and use of wood in Germany“ 
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DELIVERING PUBLIC BENEFITS: MULTIFUNCTIONAL FORESTRY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM  

David Bills, Director General, Forestry Commission of Great Britain, the United Kingdom 

 

SUMMARY 

Although the United Kingdom has more than doubled its area of forests over the past 80 years, forestry does not 
have the same place in UK national culture as it has in many other European countries. Our population is 
essentially urban and most people see forests and the countryside as services rather than areas of primary 
production. In the 1980s foresters in the UK failed to understand this change of perspective. For several years 
there was strongly contested argument about the practice of forestry. The outcome has been the adoption of 
multifuncionality and sustainability as the two core principles of forest management.  

Today it is implicit in our forestry policy that the primary productive functions are part of a much broader 
contribution that forests make to rural development, rural society and society more generally. It is unrealistic to 
expect timber revenues alone to fund these multiple objectives and outputs. This leads to debate about public 
subsidy, the benefits that the public wants 10 buy and how they should be delivered. As a result we are engaged 
in political debate in the UK about the functions of the countryside, the benefits that it provides and who is 
entitled to enjoy them.  

Devolution in the United Kingdom, where power has passed from London to new legislatures in Scotland, Wales 
and Northern Ireland, has led to radical changes in forestry institutions. This has been a very positive experience. 
We are seeing the rapid evolution of more local policy and practice, leading us to engage with a much broader 
range of interests.  

Partnerships have become much more important in the day to day management of both private and publicly 
owned forests. This is driven in part by a change in the philosophy underlying public funding regimes - today we 
are much more concerned to deliver outcomes rather than support processes for their own sake. We are seeing a 
weakening of the barriers between traditional sectors - for example agriculture, forestry and economic 
development - which is reflected in recent changes to our ministries and public agencies. The aim is to work 
across disciplines to deliver jointly held objectives.  

At the same time, Governments increasingly recognise that they cannot deliver programmes on their own. In the 
run-up to the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development the UK Government has launched a number of 
sectoral initiatives, including one for the forestry  

 One of the challenges we face is to maintain organisational culture and identity so that we can continue to 
operate effectively in this new environment - an environment in which the boundaries of our organisations are 
much more diffuse and difficult to define. But we have wholeheartedly embraced these new ideas. We have a UK 
system of forest certification, we have developed forestry strategies for Scotland, England and Wales. Our 
experience is that forestry in the UK has, in the space of 2 or 3 years, become far more dynamic and relevant. 
And the new dynamism has had a noticeable effect on the morale of our staff and their commitment to forestry. 

 

 

Today I want to talk about the place of partnership in contemporary forestry in the United Kingdom. In my career 
I have been fortunate to work at a senior level both in business and Government. I hope here to draw on my 
experiences in both worlds. 

In this paper I look first at how society has changed and the part that consumption plays in society’s relationship 
with the natural environment. I then look at participation and partnership. I make a distinction between them and 
look at some of the factors that today require us to work in partnership with others. The recent British experience 
of Devolution is one factor that I think will be of particular interest to you, as an example of radical institutional 
change. I then consider partnership as a source of innovation. I conclude by explaining how we are trying to 
develop the Forestry Commission to become an organisation that welcomes and exploits change and new 
methods of working. 
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A POST-MODERN PERSPECTIVE ON FORESTRY 

Those of us who have made a career in Forestry become used to the ebb and flow of fashion in forest 
management. We are cautious about the new buzzwords and fads. They come and go. But the reality of the 
forests remains, and the wisdom of earlier foresters is not diminished, rather it is enhanced by the advances of 
technology. 

To many foresters in the UK multifunctional forestry, sustainable management and partnership are old ideas – 
something that they always took for granted. I don’t necessarily agree with this point of view, it is a matter of 
degree.  Just as the trditional forester’s understanding of sustainable forest management has changed so, too, has 
the understanding and the role of partnerships. Forestry today is more complex and quality partnerships are more 
important than ever before; largely because society has changed.   

Today’s world is flooded with information. To make sense of things in both our working and private lives we 
have to be selective about the information we use – we edit it ruthlessly. We are selective about the sources of 
information, about the subjects to which we pay attention and we are a lot more critical, sceptical and less 
trusting of the information we receive – whatever its source. The people we trust most are our immediate 
community and ourselves. But our own worldview is built less on personal experience than it used to be, and is 
much more influenced by the experiences and opinions of others and we deliberately choose these from an ocean 
of information in which we are immersed. Words, language and image carry these experiences and ideas to us. 
Too often it is the slick and gloss of the presentation, which overwhelms the substance or the quality of the idea. 

And in choosing information we cast ourselves in particular roles. The reality of this is exploited in contemporary 
advertising and branding where the value of a product is in its portrayal in terms of the contribution it makes to 
our identity rather than in its utility. This is consumerism and it is a pervasive force in all aspects of post-
modernist life. 

In the post-modernist perspective forests and the countryside are viewed not as places of production but as places 
of consumption. Their reality lies not in their physical attributes but in the way in which they are constructed in 
social, language-based discourse. They are defined through the opportunities that they present for consumption 
for a wide range of goods and services. This in turn defines who uses them and who champions them. Where 
forestry is contested the contest is about the rights to enjoy benefits – consumption of services – and the nature of 
those benefits. 

PARTICIPATION AND PARTNERSHIP 

The role of Government has also changed. Public services are subject to exactly the same economies of scale as 
business, so all developed economies have in one way or another seen mergers, consolidation, disposal of public 
assets, specialisation and contracting out of the delivery of their services.  As a result Central or National 
Government has become less immediate, or more distant from the day-to-day needs of daily life.  

To counter this there is a growing movement towards regional and local government and increasing emphasis on 
participation. Perhaps this can be interpreted very simply as an attempt by Government to remain relevant to the 
lives led by its citizens (or subjects if you are in the UK!).   

I believe that another important change, and it is one that drives all public services towards partnerships, is that 
public outputs and public process have become more intertwined. Whilst Governments are becoming far more 
concerned about efficiency and effectiveness in the outputs that they are buying with public funding they are also 
concerned about how these outputs are achieved – process has become more important.  

For example, the Government in the UK wants to maintain the natural and cultural value of the ancient New 
Forest in southern England – a World Heritage site and European Special Area of Conservation. Since the 
Forestry Commission occupies almost all this area the logical approach might be simply to give it the resources to 
meet this objective. But the public would question the legitimacy of such an approach. They would doubt 
whether we alone, or indeed whether any single entity alone, would be sensitive to the wide-ranging needs of, 
and demands on, this important forest. 

What has actually happened is that a complex partnership has been established that includes local Government, 
national and local environmental NGOs, central Government agencies and Departments and, through the 
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Structural Funds, the European Commission. Each member of the partnership has something to offer in terms of 
skills and knowledge, money, capacity and capability for action, and political legitimacy and mandate. 

And so I come to my first main point: I see a clear difference between Participation and Partnership.  

DISTINGUISHING BETWEEN PARTICIPATION AND PARTNERSHIP 

I see Participation, as being about governance – about decision making that is relevant to citizens. I am sure that 
most Government forestry bodies have a strong tradition of encouraging Participation. 

But Partnership, to my mind, is different. Whilst partnership is likely to be participative, it has other dimensions 
that set it apart from participation. In my view Partnership: 

• Is about shared use of intellectual and physical resources,  

• Is about leveraging resources to make them work harder and, 

• Is about extending the scope of resources to apply them in new areas and new ways. 

A point I should also make is that partners do not have to have the same aims and objectives in order to work 
together or share resources. Let me give you an example from my own Department where in England we have 
developed new ways of delivering new forests.  

For many years we have been promoting forestry as a means of repairing or restoring damaged land. We have 
built up a lot of expertise and this has put us alongside the agencies responsible for economic regeneration of 
communities, which are surplus from loss of traditional industries. These agencies own large areas of land but 
this is incidental to their main job of economic renewal, hands on land management is outside their competency. 
When they realised that land management was a generic skill and part of the Forestry Commission’s core 
business, and that we are also part of Government, they approached us to manage the land on their behalf. So we 
were able to contribute – we had skills but we also had legitimacy because or our status as a public body and a 
mandate to do this type of work embodied in our legislation.  

The outcome has been a win-win. The regeneration agencies are able to restore damaged land efficiency, 
confident of its long-term management for public benefit. The Forestry Commission meets one of its core 
objectives of establishing new forests in areas of high population, where they can be used by a large number of 
people. 

In theory all public agencies should be willing to work together for the public good, but this is not always easy. In 
real life we need to be aware of each other’s preoccupations, look for synergies, leverage and mutual benefit and 
put together practical programmes that people can understand and see what they are working towards.   We 
should not let our egotistical needs to be in charge get in the way of quality partnerships. 

THE UK PERSPECTIVE 

These are not just theoretical concepts; they are a means of making sense of what is happening in forestry today. 
Forestry as a national institution in the United Kingdom is relatively new, dating from 1919. Although the United 
Kingdom has more than doubled its area of forests over the past 80 years, forestry probably does not have the 
same place in UK national culture as it has in many other European countries.  

This is not to say that the Forestry Commission and the UK forestry sector don’t have strong cultures. They do 
but there is change here too. The old culture was based on a utilitarian approach with an emphasis on the primary 
functions of forests  – harvesting, timber production and wood processing. These functions remain important. But 
they are no longer the whole story. 

Our population is essentially urban and, as I have just discussed, most people see forests and the countryside as 
services rather than areas of primary production. In the 1980s foresters in the UK failed to understand this change 
of perspective. For several years there was strongly contested argument about the practice of forestry. The 
outcome has been the adoption in UK forestry of multifunctionality and sustainability as the two core principles 
of forest management.  
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Today it is implicit in our forestry policy that the primary functions are part of a much broader contribution that 
forests make to rural development, rural society and society more generally. In countries where land and labour 
costs are high and where free trade allows imports to set timber, wood panel and paper prices, it is unrealistic to 
expect timber revenues to fund these multiple objectives and outputs. This leads to debate about public subsidy, 
the benefits that the public values and how they should be delivered.  

So we like many European countries are engaged in intense debate in the UK about the functions of the 
countryside, the benefits that it provides and who is entitled to enjoy them. Although this is common to most 
European countries, in the UK the public’s very recent and very direct experiences of agricultural crisis - Bovine 
Spongiform Encephalitis (BSE) and Foot and Mouth Disease - has widened and intensified our debate.  So the 
UK is perhaps the loudest of the voices calling for change to the Common Agricultural Policy, and strongly 
supporting the case for reform to improve environmental and social benefits.  

The British point of view is that intersectoral policymaking is far too slow in the Common Agricultural Policy. 
But that is changing. I am pleased that the Water Framework Directive for example clearly relates water quality 
and quantity to agricultural practice. Our agricultural colleagues like foresters can are no longer be their own 
judge and jury. 

Partnerships have become much more important in the day-to-day management of both private and publicly 
owned forests. Within the past five years we have seen a change in the way our work is funded. Today, in some 
of our forest districts, up to 25% of our income now comes from external partners who see the forests as a means 
of achieving their own objectives. These partners include the tourist agencies, environmental agencies and our 
national park authorities.  This is driven in part by a change in the philosophy underlying public funding regimes. 
We are seeing a weakening of the barriers between traditional sectors – for example agriculture, forestry and 
economic development – which is reflected in recent changes to our ministries and public agencies, which seek to 
better, integrate policies of rural development. The aim is to work across disciplines to deliver jointly held 
objectives and it is surprising how if an integrated approach is taken, just how much a contribution forestry can 
make to many of the economic, social and environmental challenges we face.   

COMMERCIAL PARTNERSHIPS 

Not all our partnership is with public bodies, we also work with commercial partners. Indeed our position in the 
UK market makes this inevitable. Despite our small area of woodland and our complete exposure to world 
markets, in the UK we have a modern and competitive wood-processing sector. This is because the annual 
harvest has gone from 2 million cubic metres in 1980 to almost 9 million cubic metres today and my Department 
was able to provide the security of long-term supply contracts where the pricing was negotiated to reflect market 
conditions. So we were flexible, we didn’t exploit our dominant position for short-term gain and in the long term 
everyone has benefited. We have a secure outlet for our increasing output of timber and our customers had the 
security to invest, modernise and secure their position in the market on the basis of a long-term supply of wood.  

 

That is an example of partnership for direct commercial reasons. We also operate work in partnership with the 
private sector for less direct benefits. For example in supporting the ‘Wood for Good’ generic promotion of 
timber, we have a £3 million per year for 3 years promotion and information programme run in partnership with 
the UK processors and the Nordic Timber Council. This programme informs opinion leaders, architects, 
engineers and consumers. As well as media advertising it has a major role in technology transfer. It has had 
significant impact on the market in its first 2 years of operation. 

We also played a key role in the introduction of timber certification in the UK. It wasn’t at all easy – it was a big 
change and a lot of people couldn’t see the need for it. But we thought it was for the long-term good of our 
forestry sector so we persisted. By using the best principles of partnership we got a system that is much more 
attuned to the practicality of day-to-day forest management. It works and has proved to be one of the key themes 
that join together forestry industry and distributors in each country after devolution.   
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 INNOVATION AND PARTNERSHIP 

There is circularity here – partnership can lead to innovation, but innovation is also an important reason to work 
with others. If there is a new or unfamiliar challenge it helps to work with others to bring their experience and 
knowledge to bear. 

As an example for my organisation, devolution in the United Kingdom has led to big changes in how we work 
and whom we work with. In 1999 legislative power in a number of areas including forestry passed from London 
to Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. It has led to radical changes in forestry institutions. But it has been a 
very positive experience for us.  

It was clear from the start that my Department must wholeheartedly embrace these new ideas and makes them 
work in practice. Our first step was to develop forestry strategies for Scotland, England and Wales. The process 
was inclusive and allowed a more focused and therefore more meaningful expression of priorities than a UK wide 
strategy.  

The involvement of a broad range of interests in setting each of the country strategies has meant that forestry in 
the UK has been rejuvenated. In the space of 2 or 3 years it has become far more dynamic and relevant. And the 
new dynamism has had a noticeable effect on the morale of our staff and their commitment to forestry. It has also 
led to more funding, particularly where programmes can be linked to Government priorities in rural development, 
peri-urban regeneration and social inclusion. 

This rapid evolution of local policy and practice is leading us to engage with a much broader range of interests. 
This is partly because of the efforts – very determined efforts – we have made to develop relationships with key 
organisations, but it is also because we have become more accessible. And this is an important point – to work 
together people need to be able to get together physically.     

So I think that there is a wider lesson here. I know it is almost a platitude to say this, but our experience has been 
that moving responsibility and decision making away from the centre really does help deliver a more effective 
organisation. People have a much clearer focus, they can relate what is expected of them to the reality of their 
work place and they can feel that they are making a difference. They are empowered to engage in meaningful 
partnerships at an appropriate level. 

And working in partnerships also makes the boundaries to our organisation much more diffuse. At all levels our 
staff in their day to day work are in contact with people with a much wider range of disciplines and skills than 
when I was starting my career.  

ORGANISATIONAL CULTURE 

This brings me onto my final point, which is about managing change and creating an organisational culture that 
does not feel threatened by it.  

This is one of the challenges we face.  That is to develop an organisational culture and identity that enables us to 
continue to operate effectively in this new environment – an environment, as I have explained, in which the 
boundaries of our organisations are much more diffuse and difficult to define.  

In Forestry we are perhaps more guilty than most – because of the long-term nature of our work – of trying to 
avoid change. Well my experience in a big corporation very quickly showed me that we ignore change at our 
peril. Change doesn’t just happen now and again and it doesn’t go away. Change is like death and taxes it cannot 
be avoided – it is a certainty. Therefore rather than avoid change we must manage it. 

The role of the forester in a public forestry body has undergone major changes.  It is increasingly to build a 
bridge between what is biologically and silviculturally feasible and what the community wants and values from 
their forest. It is simply not possible for this bridge building and partnership working to take place according to 
some head office formulae or template. The person close to the forests is in the best position to identify the 
opportunity from the partnership and achieve the objective.  But for this to happen a major change from an old 
culture which was essentially about central command and control to a new culture of devolved decision-making 
is required.  We have made a major effort to do this. 

One action we took was to remove the barrier between what was essentially a two-tier work force. There was a 
distinction between blue collar and white-collar workers, which was unjust and increasingly artificial. We have 
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done away with the artificial division between ‘managers’ and the people they manage.  We find today that 
virtually all of our people right to the front line become involved to some degree as managers, for example, they 
oversee contractors, they manage potential areas of tension between conflicting forest users. 

We also want all our people to have the same career path, to have access to the same information about the goals 
of the organisation and to the same training and development programmes. We want each and everyone to be 
confident and competent to deal with the new forestry because, as I said, it is those close to the workplace and 
close to the community or consumer who are in the best place to respond. All of our employees have the potential 
to be powerful Ambassadors for our organisation and for forestry. 

We have also put in place a major development programmes, based around a statement of the values on which we 
want to build an organisation responsive to the needs of the community and able to unleash the full potential of 
our staff. They aren’t complicated or very long. I can read them to you in just a few seconds.  

 
We want the Forestry Commission to be a place where: 

• We act as a team, working together to ensure that trees, woods and forests meet the needs 
of people in each part of Britain (teamwork). 

• We take pride in our work, achieving high standards of quality and efficiency 
(professionalism). 

• We treat one another with respect and trust, recognising each person's unique contribution 
(respect). 

• We are open, honest and straightforward in the way we communicate with colleagues and 
others, as quick to listen as to tell (communication). 

• We are always seeking to learn, from outside the FC as well as from within (learning). 

• We are creative, not afraid to try new ways of doing things (creativity). 

But the real importance of values to an organisation is the inclusive process, which involves everybody in 
discussing and eventually agreeing and then developing a culture and a behaviour, which supports them. We have 
a number of programmes to support this.  

The first of these programmes is called Connect. It’s purpose is to give our personnel a voice as individuals, to 
empower them to make decisions close to their work place and to give them confidence or courage to do so. It 
focuses on improving communication on the benefits of team working and on empowering people close to 
delivery. 

The second programme is a leadership programme for our managers at all levels, where we move away from our 
traditional hierarchical approach and aim instead for a culture where our managers encourage everyone to 
contribute and to develop their skills and experience. It is really about getting the manager to operate beyond the 
traditional view of a manager as one who just brigades resources to a manager that also leads and allows people 
to develop and contribute to their full potential. 

We have invested heavily in these two programmes and also in achieving “Investors in People” status – a 
certification system for our human resources practice. 

Let me conclude by saying; Partnerships require resources, in particular, people skills and management time. 
They are not something to be entered into casually – no matter how informal they might be. To work well the 
partners must have a clear idea of why they are engaging, and each must be permitted to play to their strength.  

This is a challenge for traditional forestry institutions, which sometimes jealously and proudly protect their 
position as sole custodians of the Forest. But I believe that to get the best out of multi-functional forestry and for 
forestry to be relevant to societies needs, quality partnerships are essential. 
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PARTNERSHIPS IN FORESTRY – THE SWEDISH EXPERIENCE 

Mr. Jan-Olof Thorstensson, Member of the board, SÖDRA, Sweden 

 

SUMMARY 

Swedish law gives all citizens an opportunity to exercise influence, either as individuals or through the 
associations and organisations of which they are members.  For me as a forest owner this sometimes slow process 
is an important component in protecting the ownership rights of land and forest farming to ensure that no hasty 
decisions are made. The basis for the decisions in my own forest frequently has a 100 year perspective which 
should guarantee that my family is also provided for in the future.    

Personally, I strongly object to the fact that some individuals use civil disobedience as a weapon for changing 
something that is wrong, especially when it affects individual citizens who have complied with the current 
legislation and who have done nothing criminal.  I am, therefore, very protective of this process in which 
everyone has an opportunity to be involved in different ways to influence the development of a democratic 
society.   

I thing that this large gathering of people which we constitute really shows that we have feelings for the forest 
from a number of different perspectives, and that we have the ability to discuss these together.  

 

We all have a relationship with the forest: 

• For some it is work 

• For some it is the experience of the natural environment 

• For some it is silence 

• For some it is shooting 

• For some it could be picking berries 

• But we all have a relationship with the forest 

A strong feeling for the forest has been instilled in the Swedish people through the long tradition of common 
right of access to private land. This means that the general public may freely visit private forests under certain 
specific conditions.   

Most Swedes can see the forest from the windows of their residence. 

We are also a country with a fair amount of forest per capita which makes the forest easily accessible for the 
general public.   

Compared with other countries, only Canada and Finland have more forest per capita than Sweden.  .  

Europe, excluding the Nordic Countries has only one twentieth of the forest land that we have at our disposal in 
the North. This means that the general public can enjoy the solitude of the forest which other Europeans have 
now also started to discover.    

My own relationship with the forest is that I am a family forest farmer who also runs a small agricultural 
operation.  

For eight months of the year, I work in the forest with a neighbour and my father.  

The forest is very important for my company and generates approximately 40 per cent of the company’s sales and 
75 per cent of the salary which will enable me to provide for my family.  

I am the ninth generation to work the farm so part of the forest, which I fell, has been planted by my grandfather 
or grandfather’s father.  

 This is what it looks like when we work in the forest. It is my neighbour, myself and my father working together 
throughout the winter half of the year.  
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In order to protect my interest as a forest owner against the outside world, I am a member of two very important 
associations:   

The Federation of Swedish Farmers, (LRF) which is an economic policy organisation for both agricultural and 
forest farmers and 

Södra, which is a (co-operative) economic association with forest industries in southern Sweden and Norway. I 
deliver my wood to Södra’ industries for processing and it gives me the best possible financial return.  

THE WORD AROUND THE FOREST OWNER 

As a forest owner, you are seldom alone in the forest and, except for LRF and Södra, there are many other bodies 
who observe, influence and want to participate in the way I manage my forest.  

The huntsmen are an important group, which works closely with us forest farmers as good game management is 
important to ensure the production of high quality forest in the future. Wildlife damage must not be too extensive. 
However, it is up to me as the landowner to consult with the huntsmen to decide how much shooting the forest 
can sustain.  

There are other authorities at national and local level which both legislate and lay down rules and regulations for 
how forest-farming practices should be carried out.  

Then, of course, there are also the voluntary organisations (NGOs) which are very involved with how the forest is 
managed and how the nature conservation initiatives are implemented.  I probably do not come face to face with 
these very often in my own forest, but we meet very frequently at different meetings in which the management 
and development of forestry are discussed.  

These are some of the bodies that exist in the world around me and, together, we form the general public.  

From time to time, all of these have views on how forestry practices are carried out. It generally concerns overall 
matters for the whole forestry but, sometimes, it could also concern your own estate. So far, I comply with the 
Swedish legislation so I decide how my forest will be managed.   

I am currently also involved with forest certification via PEFC in which some NGOs have participated and given 
their views on the activities. 

This is me in one of the forest areas which I will leave for free development within the framework of PEFC.  

Sometimes you may wonder how you will be able to meet the demands and requests the external world puts on 
you.   

These are the market’s demands 

• The general public’s different demands and requests.  

• The Swedish legislation is continually changing. In recent years, the focus has been on the environmental 
areas.  

• EU legislation is increasingly entering into the Swedish forest, partly through Natura 2000 and the water 
directive. 

• It is important to show consideration for the neighbours who live on my land or whose sites border my land. 
That consideration also contributes towards keeping the countryside alive and populated.   

• God affects us through the weather every day. However, this is a factor that is difficult to change.   

All the different environmental organisations which make requests and demands on us forest farmers. Often these 
are justified requests but sometimes they are very one-sided demands and with no consideration for the individual 
who is to provide for himself and his family on the estate through long-term and sustainable forestry practices.  

However, all these views and opinions about forestry must be able to work together with us forest owners. They 
should not jeopardise our future but we must work together to sustain the forest in the long term for the benefit of 
future generations.  
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How then should I handle all these factors together in order to carry out long term and environmental forestry 
practices?  

Well, the framework is the green forestry plan in which both the environmental factors and the production 
practices are described as set out in Rio 92.  

This plan contains several different parts which work together 

• Various maps of the estate on which numerous factors are described.  

• An up-to-date physical description of the current forestry statistics including the species of wood, how much 
they grow, etc.   

• It also gives management advice for wood production over the next ten years.  

• Long-term management advice relating to nature conservation measures in which the time perspective is 
approximately 100 years. In my case it means one cycle for the trees in my district.  

I have now fed all this information into my computer in which then gives me a good overview and advice with 
which to make decisions for the management of the estate.  

The facts included in the plan are provided by special forest staff who specialise in forest conservation. This 
should guarantee that no mistakes will be made and ensure that no sensitive and valuable environments will be 
destroyed.   

In order to describe this I brought along an aerial photograph of my home district.  

What you see here is part of my estate.  

This slide describes the management direction of the forest.  

NO / BLUE = Nature conservation areas left for free development  

PF / GREEN = Combined areas in which production is carried out but in which there is a significant component 
of nature conservation.   

PG / RED= Production areas in which general nature consideration is taken, at least in accordance with the 
Swedish legislation.  

This shows the age of the forest. Light yellow denotes seedling forest and dark green older mature forest.  

This shows the distribution of species of trees such as pine, spruce and broadleaved trees.   

When we want to change the legislation in Sweden, the procedure is that the Government puts a proposal to the 
Swedish Parliament. The origin of the proposal very often comes from various types of organizations which exist 
outside the Parliament and the Government.  

The Government then sends the legislation proposal for consultation. ALL Swedish citizens and organisations 
have an opportunity to put forward their views during the consultation period. This is where I as a forest owner 
can act as an individual and through my organizations, LRF and Södra.   

These replies will then be taken into consideration in the draft proposal before it is submitted to the Parliament 
for a decision to be made.  
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PARTNERSHIPS IN FORESTRY – THE CASE OF THE PORTUGUESE PAPER INDUSTRIES AND 

CIMATE CHANGE 

Mr. Paulo Canaveira and Mr. Luís Leal, CELPA – Portuguese Association of Pulp andPaper Industries, 
Portugal 

 

SUMMARY 

Climate change will affect many aspects of our lives and societies. Portugal is addressing this problem by 
preparing a National Programme for Climate Change (PNAC). Under this programme different sectors are being 
called to contribute for the objective of stabilising Portugal’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions at the levels 
agreed in the Kyoto Protocol.  The paper industry is a strategic industrial sector in Portugal, and, like others, 
contributes to the total emissions of GHG.  

This presentation describes the way paper industries in Portugal are addressing the problem of climate change 
and, particularly, the partnerships developed allowing the industry to have an informed and positive participation 
in the process of developing the PNAC. 

The results so far are considered encouraging, but intensive further work will still be necessary to complete the 
PNAC by the end of 2002. Hopefully, with the partnerships developed, the PNAC will be understood and 
endorsed by the industry, thus allowing for a fair and proportional effort in the reduction/stabilisation of GHG 
emissions. 

Environmental problems, now and in the future, demand solutions, which fall deeply in the sphere of industrial 
activities. This means a deep change in mentality, both as industry and as citizens, from considering the industry 
as the cause of problem to the industry as an indispensable and essential part of the solution. 

 

THE PORTUGUESE PAPER INDUSTRIES 

The Portuguese paper industries include seven industrial units of pulp production and about forty units of paper 
production. These were responsible in 2001 for the production of 1.8 million tons of pulp and 1.4 million tons of 
paper. The paper industry clearly operates in the international markets, with 54% of the pulp and 75% of the 
paper productions being exported. 

Paper producing and manufacturing are complex activities. Apart from core production lines related to pulp and 
paper production this industry is involved in a number of other interdependent activities. These include water and 
wastewater treatments, energy production, paper recycling, chemicals recovery, and separation, treatment and 
appropriate disposal of solid waste. 

Additionally to the industrial activities, the industry in Portugal owns and/or manages 220.000ha of forests, 
approx. 6,5% of the national forest area. These are mostly eucalyptus and pine forests, and are distributed 
throughout the territory. Other important forest related activities are being carried out through R&D programmes 
with concrete results, e.g., in more than 14 million plants produced annually in industry owned nurseries made 
available also to private forest owners. 

The paper industry is a dynamic and strategic sector in Portugal, with a recorded growth of 2.1% per year, more 
than the double of national industrial growth. In 2001 the Gross Added Value was set in Euro 582.7 million, 
which corresponds to 2.2% of the national GAV. The industry is responsible for the direct employment of 4,480 
people, this value being complemented with a significant number of indirect employments mainly in activities 
carried out through outsourcing. 

Care for the Environment 

Forest fires are one of the major threats to Portuguese forests (approx. 110.000ha burned in 2001, of which 
45.000ha were forests). The paper industry is very active in protecting the forest against fire, having set its own 
fire protection system, which includes 4 helicopters for fire suppression, and a complex surveillance system, 
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operating in articulation with the national fire protection system. The system costs the industry around Euro 1.1 
million and additional investments of over Euro 5 million are made every year in prevention and forest 
maintenance activities. 

In the industrial sites a lot of care and significant investments have also been dedicated to environmental issues. 
The results in water consumption and waste-water quality are remarkable and can be highlighted in a number of 
key figures: 56% reduction in water consumption per ton of product (1990-2001); 44% reduction in waste-water 
per ton of product (1992-2001); 83%, 85% and 94% reduction per ton of product, respectively in total suspended 
solids, biochemical oxygen demand and absorbable organic halides (AOX) in waste-water (1990-2001). 
Similarly, the improvements in air quality have been impressive: 58% reduction in particles emitted, 62% 
reduction in sulphur dioxide emitted 64% reduction in nitrogen oxides emitted and 95% reduction in total 
reduced sulphur emitted (1996-2001). Most of these results were achieved through an innovative and voluntary 
framework of Government-Industry agreements established in early eighties. 

THE PROBLEM OF CLIMATE CHANGE 

Climate change is one of the most pressing issues in the international environmental debate. Most of the initial 
discussions about the evidences and “authenticity” of a human induced climate change are nowadays cleared and 
it is now commonly accepted that climate change will affect many aspects of our daily life and condition the 
shaping of our societies in the future. 

The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) addressed this problem for the first 
time at the international level. Further developments lead to the negotiation of the Kyoto Protocol, whereby the 
decision to take concerted action to reduce, mitigate and adapt to climate change was taken. 

UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol brought into the discussion the concept of common but differentiated 
responsibility. According to this concept, all countries have responsibilities and duties on what concerns the 
effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. However, it is recognised that the problem had its origin mostly in a 
set of countries and, most importantly, in a determined model of development. Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol 
identifies the countries with bigger responsibilities in emission reduction and quantifies the amount to be reduced 
by each party in the first commitment period. 

The same principle could, and should, be applied at the national level. Applying the principle of common but 
differentiated responsibility at this level, implies the recognition that all sectors (and individuals) have a 
contribution to the national emissions and, consequently, that the “burden” of solving the problem should be 
distributed over all actors, in a proportional and fair manner. 

The Portuguese Paper Industries and Climate Change 

As other sector the paper industry has a degree of specificity that renders them special relevance in the climate 
change issue. This derives, both from the technical characteristics of the industrial process in itself and from 
some strategic options taken in the past. Examples of the later are the options in the use biomass for heat and 
electricity production, as opposed to the use of fossil fuels. The outcome is obvious in the figures bellow. Of the 
eight sectors with the highest consumption of energy in the country, the sector “Pulp, Paper and Print” is the one 
with: the smallest contribution to the total fossil emissions; the smallest emission per unit of energy used; the 
highest proportion of biomass in its “fuel mix”. 
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Figure 1: Contribution of Different Sectors to National Energy Consumption and Total Fossil Emissions 
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Figure 2:  Fossil CO2 Emissions per Unit of Energy Used and Proportion of Biomass in Total Fuels 
Consumed in the Eight Sectors 
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Other important characteristics on what concerns the carbon cycles (although some difficult to quantify) are the 
facts that the paper industry: 

• Is based in the use of a natural resource 
– the forest – by nature renewable and 
with carbon sink characteristics 

• It’s products have a high carbon content 
– paper – which also gives them a sink 
character, proportional to the products 
lifetime 

• It’s products may be recycled several 
times, thus extending the product’s 
lifetime 

• It’s products are bio-degradable and 
have a high energy content, thus 
reducing it’s impact associated with 
final disposal 

The facts above characterise fairly well what 
can observe today. However when we 
observe past developments of carbon 
dioxide emission figures we can observe 
two apparently contradictory tendencies. On 
the one hand, emissions have increased 
during the last decade; on the other hand 
specific emissions (i.e. emission per tonne 
of product) have continued to decrease since 
the early eighties. The reason for this apparent contradiction is due to the fact that production has increased 
significantly over that period, thus leading to absolute increases in energy consumption and emissions. The fact 
that specific emissions continued to decrease demonstrates, however, that the self-commitment to reduce the 
energy intensity of production was not abandoned and, on the contrary, it continued to produce a successful 
outcome. 

Figure 3: Total Fossil CO2 Emissions of the Paper Industry in Portugal 
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Figure 4: Emissions of Fossil CO2 per ton of Product 
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Figure 5: Total National Production of Pulp and Paper, Integrated Pulp and Consumption of Recycled 
Paper 
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RESPONSIBILITY AND PARTNERSHIPS 

To address the problem of climate change the European Union and each of the Member States have signed the 
Kyoto Protocol and will soon ratify it. This commitment to address the problem of climate has already resulted in 
a European Climate Change Programme (ECCP) and, additionally, each member state should prepare its own 
strategy to guarantee the fulfilment of its compromises under the protocol. 

In Portugal, the government has decided to deal with the problem by elaborating a National Programme for 
Climate Change. The task was recognised by both the government and the private sector as extremely complex 
and demanding. The government called for co-operation and involved of all implicated sectors. 

The Pulp and Paper Industries responded to the challenge buy first starting to make their own independent 
assessments of the problem. As soon as information became available a “First Contribution to a National 
Programme on Climate Change” was published (1,500 copies) and distributed to the main stakeholders interested 
this problem. These included the Prime Minister’s Cabinet, the Ministers of Economy, Environment, Agriculture 



Partnership in Forestry, Brussels, 2-6 June 2002 
Page 90 

 
 

and Finances, the General Directorates of Environment, Energy, 
Forests and Industry, the Secretary of State for Rural 
Development, the Portuguese Industrial Association (AIP), the 
Portuguese Confederation of Industry (CIP), the Portuguese 
Confederation of Agriculture (CAP), the Portuguese Federation of 
Forest Owners (FPPF), forest owners associations, CELPA’s 
associate companies and professionals, cement industries, the 
national electricity company (EDP). This brochure was also 
included in CELPA’s WebPages were it was made available for 
download.  

The brochure was published and made available before the 
contents of the programme were made public, and so it was not a 
“response” to any governmental proposal (although informal 
conversations already took place at that time). In the brochure, the 
Paper Industry clearly states it’s willingness to contribute to 
solving the problem, in a proportional and fair manner. It also 
affirms that the paper industry is prepare to act as a responsible 
sector in this issue and will contribute with it’s own information 
and knowledge about the sector. On the other hand, the paper 
industry expresses some concerns about the potential impacts of 
emission reduction in the sector and about the way the programme was being conducted, specially the absolute 
need for intensive involvement of all sectors (not so evident at the time). 

The openness of the paper industry generated a lot of interest in all these stakeholders and set a collaboration 
thrust environment between the industry and government’s team involved in the preparation of the Programme. It 
also allowed the industry to develop a number of partnerships, which we will further develop bellow. 

Partnerships with Research 

The brochure allowed the paper industry to identify a number of information deficiencies, and so the first 
partnerships were developed with research entities. The main objective was to produce background information 
on issues were a lack of knowledge was identified, the most important being: (1) the potential role of forests as 
carbon sinks; (2) the need for common methodologies to monitor and record greenhouse gas emission in the 
industrial sites; and (3) the role of paper products as carbon sinks. This work is being carried out with the 
intensive collaboration between researchers and the industry’s staff most directly involved in those issues. 

Partnerships with Government Authorities 

The main objective of these partnerships was, naturally, to establish a communication link with the authorities 
that would recognise us as a responsible partner in the programme, and would allow us to fully participate in its 
development. 

To do so the first step was the editing of the above mentioned brochure and the public compromise to share 
available information about the sector, complemented with the paper industry’s willingness to help the 
government authorities revise and validate official environmental statistics related to the sector. These include not 
only greenhouse gas emissions, but also NOx and SO2. 

However, one of the most important topics for the industry is, of course, the discussion and validation of methods 
and criteria to set emission reduction quotas. To this purpose intensive talks with the authorities are taking place, 
explaining and illustrating specific aspects of our activity, trying to guarantee the development of fair and 
proportional criteria for reduction effort allocation, that takes into account the specificity of this industry and it’s 
reduction efforts in the past. 

Another, and very important, aspect of collaboration with governmental authorities has been the active 
participation in the public discussion of the first proposal of the Programme. This has taken the form of 
participation in public sessions to discuss the government’s proposals, organised both by the Ministry of 
Environment and Agriculture, and in a formal written comment to the Programme. Many of our proposals were 
taken into account and are now considered for the development of the Programme.  
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The National Programme for Climate Change is due to be completed by the end of 2002, and it is our intention to 
continue very active in it, in close co-operation with the authorities. 

Partnerships with Other Industries 

The paper industry does not operate alone in the Portuguese industrial scene. Sharing experiences with other 
sectors, mainly industrial sectors, was perceived as very important. 

The change of experiences took two basic aspects: the participation in the Portuguese Greenhouse Emissions 
Trading Simulation, an exercise involving representatives of the main industrial and energy sectors to attempt to 
simulate a carbon and energy liberalised market; the participation and discussion of common positions with other 
wood-based industries, mainly the wood-panel and furniture industries. 

European Partnerships 

The problem of climate change and the approaches to deal with it have an international dimension, especially for 
those sectors, like the paper industry, take operate mainly in the international export markets. 

At this level the main partnerships were developed in the framework of CEPI – the European Confederation of 
Paper Industries. The main aspect of co-operation was the sharing of national and industry’s experiences in 
addressing the climate change challenge. As a result, common positions have been developed in a number of 
climate change related issues. We are also involved, via CEPI, in the participation at ECCP working group on 
forest related sinks. 

CONCLUSIONS AND FINAL REMARKS 

Industry has progressed a long way in the way environmental issues are considered and dealt with. Nowadays 
environmental responsibility is an intrinsic value in the code of conduct of any industry that wishes to operate and 
contribute positively to society today and in the future. 

Command and control measures (prohibitions, fines, etc.) were successful in calling industry’s attention to 
environmental problems in the past. It is, however, recognised that this model has reached its limits of 
application.  

Today’s environmental issues are not the same as they were in the past, and further improvements in the quality 
of our environment are desirable, but are not achievable by the traditional environmental policies. The cost of 
control of an ever increasing number of environmental variables, alongside with the increasing complexity of our 
societies, and a tendency for reduced presence and interference of governments in economic activity will dictate 
the limits of traditional command and control environmental policies. 

Voluntary initiatives, incentives and disincentives, flexibility policies and monitoring policies provide a set of 
new policy instruments with better environmental outputs, at lower costs. They also allow for the industry to fully 
internalise their environmental impacts, and to be responsible, creative and innovative in the solutions they create 
for their activities. In this way the solutions found are, generally, cost effective, locally adapted and do not 
constitute obstacles to industrial development. Environmental problems, now and in the future, demand solutions 
which fall deeply in the sphere of industrial activities. This means a deep change in mentality, both as industry 
and as citizens, from considering the industry as the cause of problem to the industry as an indispensable and 
essential part of the solution. 
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FIRST GERMAN FOREST SUMMIT - A SOCIAL CONTRACT FOR SUSTAINABLE FOREST 

MANAGEMENT AND USE OF WOOD IN GERMANY 

Mr. Michael Lammertz, Secretary General, German Forestry Council, Germany 

 
 

SUMMARY 

Initial situation in Germany  

For some years, society and interested groups in Germany have been making ever higher demands on forestry 
and forest owners.  At the same time, a large and increasing share of the German population saw no need for 
forest management, the public and politicians failing to understand that forest owners’ livelihood is the 
precondition for the provision of all the services and goods demanded by German society.  

Objectives of the First German Forest Summit 

The German Forestry Council (Deutscher Forstwirtschaftsrat – DFWR) – the umbrella organization for the whole 
German forestry sector – initiated a broad dialogue with all relevant groups.  Its objectives were as follows:  

• To increase acceptance of the idea of German forestry ensuring forest management   

• To intensify the dialogue between forestry, wood and paper industry, NGOs and trade unions to minimize 
conflicts through exchange of information and interests 

• To find new partners (energy, water and tourism industry; environmental and sports associations) for 
alliances to increase the political force of forestry 

• To find common definitions and positions with the different groups to enable forestry to work without 
stonewalling on basic principles 

• To develop common positions for forest management and for the promotion of the use of wood. 

The process 

In early 2001, DFWR informed all relevant groups, the general public and politicians about the planned 
participatory process “First German Forest Summit” and invited some 250 of them to cooperate and participate.  
About 200 answered that they were interested and would like to participate.  The Summit had as a motto 
“Sustainability – a contract with the future”.  In May 2001, DFWR established 4 working groups (WG) to prepare 
discussion papers on the 4 main subject areas to be negotiated at the actual Summit on 23 and 24 October 2001.  
The main subject areas were as follows: 

WG 1:  Nature conservation in forests 

WG 2:  Forests in the field of conflict due to the different demands 

WG 3:  Wood as a sustainably produced material and source of energy 

WG 4:  Forests and wood as an economic factor 

The Summit event and outcome 

On 23-24 October 2001, more than 220 representatives of relevant parties and groups met, negotiated and agreed 
on the “social contract for sustainable forest management and use of wood in Germany” on the basis of the 
discussion papers prepared by the four WGs.  This “social contract” contains 17 pages and 29 common 
assessments, demand and proposals for action.  The participants committed themselves to implement the 
assessments and proposals for action within their own sphere and to contribute to relevant political processes (e.g. 
National Forest Programme, German Strategy for Sustainable Development, Rio + 10).  In addition, the 
participants expressed their wish to continue the dialogue.   

Further information : Websites: http://www.waldgipfel.de and http://www.dfwr.de 
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The following are power-point slides presented at the workshop. 
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Partnerships and forest policy 
 

Mr. G. Buttoud (France): “Developing partnerships between forestry agencies and stakeholders: the 
mixed model as a strategic planning tool” 

Mr. S. Schenker (Austria): “Forest holdings as partners in society” 
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DEVELOPING PARTNERSHIPS BETWEEN FORESTRY AGENCIES AND STAKEHOLDERS: THE 

MIXED MODEL AS A STRATEGIC PLANNING TOOL 

Mr. Gérard Buttoud, Professor of forest policy at ENGREF (The French Institute of Forestry, Agricultural 
and Environmental Engineering), chairman of the scientific board of EOMF (European Observatory of 
Mountain Forests), Nancy, France 

 

SUMMARY 

Partnership is not a concept which can be easily raised from spontaneous multiple initiatives, it is a process where 
a clear rationale and a coherent iterative methodology are needed. As the main issue in the development of 
partnership is the integration of the antagonistic logics of both deciders and users, a conceptual framework able to 
promote this interaction is to be established. The "mixed model", mainly used for forest policy and programme 
formulation at national level, is presented as a useful preliminary methodology for developing a further 
partnership procedure. The basic elements of the methodology and the sequence of issues to be addressed are  
presented. 

With as an illustration the case of mountain forests in Europe, a short analysis of the limitations in partnership in 
forest decision making is finally developed, focusing on special advantage (stabilisation of decision procedures) 
and inconvenience (restriction to selected partners), and resulting in a proposal for a multi-facet partnership 
which is only compatible with a multi-beneficiaries approach for forestry decisions. 

 

DECISION MAKER AND  “PARTNERS”  

Most of the concrete present initiatives in both strategic and management planning profess as an objective to 
develop “partnership” among the various actors involved, especially between the public authority and some of the 
stakeholders.  

But “partnership” is not a concept, which can be easily raised from spontaneous multiple initiatives. On the 
contrary, it is a process where a clear rationale and a coherent and iterative methodology may be useful, if not 
needed, for a better effectiveness and equity of the decisions to be taken.  

This paper is an attempt to propose a conceptual view about the basic elements on which a partnership process 
may be established. 

“Partnership”: what does it mean for planning? 

Although  “participation” may be used -if clearly defined- at different levels of the process of decision making 
(formulation, implementation, evaluation), “partnership” is a concept related to implementation only, which 
especially concerns concrete action. Through partnership, different actors with diverse interests and viewpoints, 
at a moment, take a decision to carry out simultaneous and co-ordinated actions. Prior to such a decision, they 
could have discussed the issue in disputable terms, or might have confronted the need for determining a solution, 
as it is the usual case for policy formulation whilst reaching a compromise. Once a compromise solution has been 
found and the orientations defined, “partnership” concerns the further steps of strategic planning and 
implementation. It is a way to translate a compromise in forest policy orientation into a concrete consensus in 
action driving.  

In most of the cases, the term of partnership is especially used for designing some specific ways to implement 
common actions, which are carried out and evaluated by both deciders and stakeholders. In this case, the main 
issue in the development of partnership is the integration into a common action of antagonistic rationales. On the 
one hand, the public decision makers (including the foresters) usually have a rationale with developed 
rationalistic procedures. They have to take decisions based on a technical and deductive framework presumably 
for selecting an optimum solution to each problem raised. On the other hand, the stakeholders who can be 
possible “partners” to public agencies, have a different way to behave, and tend to have their views taken into 
account by the deciders through a communicative attitude. These two different referents are sometimes opposed, 
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which may break down the process of partnership. To establish an effective partnership means in many cases to 
overcome such a contradiction. 

What kind of partnership?: a theoretical perspective 

There are, indeed, two main sociologist frameworks for analysing the rationale for public action in general 
(Buttoud, 2000).  

Rationalist; based on a deductive chain of decisions taken by the public authority in charge of making 
public choices for society. In this conceptual framework, the common interest is defined by rationalist 
norms in a extra-societal way, without any consideration of the needs and interests expressed by users.   

Incremental; which considers that decisions are a set of actions taken by a network of relations between the 
stakeholders and representative structures of public authority. In this framework, the common interest is defined 
as the result of all needs and interests expressed by stakeholders. 

In many cases, decision making is considered as a rationalist procedure where an identified decision maker acts 
to find a correspondence between the means and objectives to be fulfilled. This deductive way of analysing 
public governing is well adapted to technical decisions taken by the State authority in the framework of 
regulatory command-and-control policy means. In the forestry field, where many decisions are made this way, 
this theoretical framework can result in concrete guidelines for technical decision makers. In this case, 
partnership means a concrete collaboration, based sometimes on special agreements of some actors to the 
implementation of decisions taken under the responsibility of administrative bodies. But this rationalist viewpoint 
has strong limitations, the failure of related decision-making procedures to be legitimised by public opinion and 
democracy. Today, State and public forest agencies are criticised for not taking into consideration the economic 
and social environment of their technical decisions: this can prevent from developing partnership with 
stakeholders. 

As an alternative to the rationalist model, the communicative incremental model is an opposite conceptual 
framework. In pluralist societies, the image of a sole public decision maker, rational and able to solve all the 
problems for the well-being of the community, both represented and managed by him on behalf of the common 
interest, has become largely obsolete (Albrecht & Lim 1986, Forester 1993). At present, common interest is more 
often defined as a sequence of needs and interests expressed by stakeholders. The public norm used in the 
instrumental rationalist approach, tends, therefore, to be replaced by social consensus. The rationale for decision 
making is mainly expressed through communication, which is a constitutive treit of social identity. In the theory 
of communicative action, the rationale for action does not come from the expected result of the action, it is 
derived from the communication itself (Habermas 1984-87). 

This is a neo-corporatist model in which the public decision is just the articulation and regulation of social 
interests through conciliating some parts of the population under the responsibility of administrative structures. 
The resulting norm to be implemented is not self-emerging, but is institutionalised by an authority which has the 
role of deriving a compromise out of various interests (Parsons 1977, Sager 1994). In the communicative neo-
corporatist model, public authority has a more passive role than in the rationalist technocratic one. In this case, 
partnership can be defined as a concrete collaboration of public bodies in assistance to stakeholders to carry out 
special tasks they may be interested in. 

For a constructivist view on “partnership” 

Certainly the various participants do not share the same vision of the world, having different values. But the role 
of the public authority may not be only to translate those visions; more crucially, it is to co-ordinate actions in a 
public context (Friedman 1987-92, Healey 1997). 

In this conceptual framework, which is called management is implicitly built through a negotiation between 
different and sometimes opposite values which are hold by public representatives and stakeholders. It has no 
formal stable expression, it is permanently constructed through an iterative and inductive process made of 
discussion and action. 

The first stages, consisting in the formulation of a policy (principles, objectives) and the definition of orientations 
(selection of means), generally result in a compromise more or less accepted by the various actors. But this 
compromise is not directly and automatically operative.  
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When it comes to the implementation, operative tools need to be found in order to have a minimum consensus in 
the concrete action. Concrete partnership between the forest services and stakeholders may be used as one of 
them in order to really construct the common vision to be applied in terms of public choices. 

A “MIXED MODEL” FOR PUBLIC DECISION IN FORESTRY  

The need for a link between decision and communication  

Although policy and planning formation is built on the effect of various pressures from different stakeholders, 
public decision is a specialised task for administrative bodies in charge of proposing public financing to policy 
makers for further implementation. As a consequence, for a forest service, the use of both communicative and 
rationalist procedures is absolutely needed (Selin & Chavez 1995). For this purpose, a conceptual framework with 
a link between the 2 theoretical approaches is to be established. 

Such a realistic way to consider the procedures for decision making was expressed by Etzioni in the 1960s, 
through his so-called “mixed model” for decision making, based on new processes and criteria aiming at a more 
flexible strategy for decision making (Etzioni 1967). During the last 10 years, more precise solutions have been 
proposed with this conceptual framework, especially in USA and Norway where the need for such a mixed 
procedure has been strongly considered (for example Blahna & al. 1989, Thomas 1993, Amdam 1997). In the 
forestry field, an attempt of the mixed model based on the policy cycle theory, has been established for defining 
policies aimed at multipurpose management of forests (Buttoud & Yunusova, 2002), and implemented in few 
national cases. 

The “mixed model” : the way it works 

The related procedure, when the forest administration acts as a major contributor to the policy formulation, tries 
to conciliate a logical rationalist sequence for identifying and classifying principles, objectives and means 
(normative and deductive logic), with a negotiation approach (systemic and inductive process). It includes the 
following steps: diagnosis of the current situation, formulation and structuring of objectives aimed at the 
problems’ solution, identification of means grouped into a comprehensive strategy. All the steps are conducted in 
a participatory way. The discussion and negotiation between the public authority and the stakeholders are 
introduced at each step of the process, through a technique based on the following procedure: preliminary 
individual enquiries (expression of initial stakeholders’ demands and positions); working groups (common 
discussion of individual positions); public seminars for summarising and open discussion of the results 
(presentation and discussion at a broader level). Selected techniques of negotiation can be used to get a 
compromise from such a discussion. Depending on the situation, and with an increasing interest in case of 
competing social needs and interests, the “common interest” approach, the “deliberative democracy” framework, 
the “environmental mediation” method, and better, if possible, the “constructive confrontation” model (Burgess 
& Burgess 1996), can be mentioned. 

When the “mixed model” is applied, the structure of the participation brings into procedures and institutions a 
complete bottom-up approach. The procedure is conducted at the regional level first, and then the same 
techniques make the aggregation possible at a national level. As applied to policy and planning decision-making, 
the mixed model theoretically brings directly to a clearly stated compromise, which may be easily transferred in 
concrete forms of partnership in implementation. The mixed model effectively promotes partnership procedures. 

LIMITS AND ADVANTAGES OF PARTNERSHIP 

A partial view on the facts 

As an inconvenience, partnership may generate partiality and result in inequitable solutions. 

Tools and conceptual frameworks usually differ from one supposed partner to another, because expected results 
are also different. As the process of constructing the ways for implementation is permanent, the dispute between 
actors may go on at the stage of implementation if too many opposite interests are associated in the partnership 
frame. In case the partners are numerous and opposed, many contradictory issues may arise.  

As a solution for increased effectiveness (but not representativity and equity), it may be easier to define several 
bi-univocal  partnerships between the public body and selected partners, but the coherence at the global level will 
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be more difficult to reach than from a more controversial participatory discussion with a group of different 
stakeholders. In addition, the decision taken this way would surely translate specific stakeholders’ interests, and 
partnership may be suspected to be used against other needs and demands. 

The partners are most likely to be self-selected groups, which, though not numerous, are supposed to be much 
influenced, and who trust their abilities to influence decision-making. The process of defining partnership may 
consolidate the positions expressed by the more structured partners, usually those related to marketable timber 
production. At the implementation step, the most organised groups, those who were already much more prepared 
to defend their own solutions, become able to impose their views for defining concrete solutions. It should be 
kept in mind that the pluralist model, as related to direct democracy, is not solely able to automatically warrant a 
complete equity of decisions, and cannot even be entrusted to deliver the correct verdict on what is the society’s 
overall preference. 

A stability step in a permanent construction of the facts 

But partnership presents a very important advantage for finalising the procedure of forest management decision.  

Any participatory process for policy and planning formulation is basically a continuous one. At the end of each 
described step, the various representatives of the interest groups do not go back to their own circles considering 
the achieved compromise is their own position. Each of them has now adopted a new position, defining a new 
situation with objective possibilities for the expression of some new needs for change, once the solution is found. 
In conformity with the theory of the incremental policy cycle, the same procedure should normally be conducted 
not only for the formulation, but also for the implementation, follow-up, and evaluation. The process may never 
end. The resulting solution, if any, may not be a stable one, but a permanently changing one.  

A partnership agreement, built with a real involvement of actors, transforms discussing participants into 
collaborative actors, who declare to be engaged in translating the achieved compromise into management and 
strategic actions. They really transform the compromise into a consensus. It works as a temporary contract, 
established commonly or separately between participants and the public authority in implementing decisions, 
which are supposed to be of common interest for each parties, for a more or less long period, before some new 
problem would be raised.  

For a better effectiveness of decisions, partnership may be seen as a required procedure. 

PARTNERSHIP,  A NECESSARILY EXCLUSIVE AND RESTRICTIVE CONCEPT? 

Which partners? 

All the various stakeholders cannot be “partners”, just because all are not able to be involved, at least at the same 
levels.  

Only direct private interests related to concrete direct actions are usually concerned. At the opposite, ethical, 
social or conceptual benefits may not generate partnership, just because the nature of the actions to be carried out 
is an abstraction and, as a result, their utility is only evaluated in a very global frame. This generally results in 
excluding the beneficiaries of recreational and environmental services from the application of a strategic or 
management plan through partnership. 

This restriction to selected partners is accentuated by the fact that only stakeholders in position to decide on 
management options could act as possible “partners”. Concretely, only forest owners (public or private), 
managers (forestry experts for private estates, public bodies in charge of management of public forests, 
harvesting enterprises when a contract exists for sustainable exploitation) may be effective active partners. This 
may lead to a situation where only productivist topics are addressed through partnership.  

Most of the existing experiences in partnership for strategic and management forestry planning mainly deal with 
selected productive utilities. Through this empirical use of the concept of partnership, there exists a potential 
danger to restrict collaboration between public forest services and stakeholders to immediate economic 
challenges, and to exclude from this debate all the non-productive utilities.  Many examples of  “joint forest 
management” all over the world give a good illustration of such an empirical deduction in the concept.  



Partnership in Forestry, Brussels, 2-6 June 2002 
Page 106 

 
 

The case of mountain forests in Europe 

The present discussion on the policies for mountain forests in Europe gives a good illustration of the ambiguity of 
the concept of partnership. 

In the European mountains, over the course of the last decades, the pressure exerted by some of the final 
beneficiaries of the various utilities provided by forests, has dramatically increased. Mountain forest certainly 
presents no specific difference, it just gives a caricature of the general situation being exacerbated and requiring  
an urgent solution.  

In order to enable a balanced, consistent and sustainable development of the mountain forests, some principles 
are being considered by the public policies, at least at the level of the speeches: 

(i) All declarations make evident the choice of addressing beneficiaries’ concerns as a priority to solve problems 
raised by the needed multifunctionality of the required actions. 

(ii) The option of considering the forests from both inside and outside is mentioned very often, with, as a 
consequence, the statement to deal with forest-related concrete operations at a broader land scaling than the 
management unit itself.  

(iii) The choice of supporting less favoured areas where management conditions exist for development is another 
perspective possibly enabling to link solidarity and competitiveness.  

(iv) The choice of a communicative model to base decision making at both policy and management levels is 
mainly due to the failure of the top-down foresters’ decision making style. 

As a consequence of such an ambitious strategy, which is more or less expressly mentioned in the policy 
documents from the pan-European process, in those from the Alpine Convention protocol, and in the EOMF 
White Book on mountain forest in Europe, partnership between forest administration and stakeholders is 
presented as one of the key-words.  

Coming to the effective practice, a big gap between declarations and facts can be then realised. Only productive 
aspects give the rise to officially agreed partnership if any, restricted to different special categories of 
stakeholders: forest communes in France and in Italy; private owners associations in Austria; public in Bavaria. 
Everywhere, a normative participatory procedure exists, initiated and controlled by the forest services in a 
coherent although top-down perspective, but no concrete statements are drawn from such a process for a real 
partnership in implementing the global set of concrete measures at ground level to promote multifunctionality. At 
the same time when the dominant stakeholders speak about participation, they are exerting a permanent pressure 
for establishing an exclusive partnership in order to increase their access to the public decision.  

This strategy results in a very effective but partial partnership between forest authority and (auto-?) selected 
stakeholders 

From functional and manipulative “partnership” to collaborative decision-making 

“Partnership” in implementation is now one of the best words to have the strategic and management decisions 
legitimised by the public opinion. So, public decision makers may be tempted to use it for consolidating or 
increasing their power instead of taking into consideration the opinions of the so-called “partners”. 

As it is the case for “participation”, there are indeed different categories of “partnership”, including very passive, 
where the supposed “partners” are only asked to facilitate the implementation of actions decided by public 
decision makers. This way, some users’ involvement in the implementation of a strategy can be of a formal 
nature only. In some cases, they may just be informed of what they have to do; in other cases, they may be even 
only asked for validating the action. This illusory and sometimes manipulative “partnership” may be just a 
pretence. 

In most of the concrete situations, being in a partnership with public bodies, consists, for selected stakeholders, in 
implementing pre-established decisions in order to achieve pre-determined project objectives promoting 
externally initiated views. Such functional involvement tends to come after major decisions have been made, 
rather than during the planning stage.  
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On the opposite, “partnership” may mean a joint analysis on what to do at the formulation step, which leads to 
common actions done through collaborative programmes, where participation is seen as a contract based on 
rights,  and not just the means to achieve projects’ goals.  

But in no case “partnership” is ever assimilated to self-mobilisation, where actors are taking initiatives 
independently of external institutions. This may be considered as a strong restriction in the concept for enhancing 
local based initiatives. This means that sometimes, partnership is a tool, which may limit local engagement of 
actors. 

How can partnership address the multi-beneficiaries complexity : for a multi-facet partnership 

Evidently, partnership cannot be defined the same way independently from the actions and the stakeholders.  

The multi-beneficiaries aspect of forestry decisions should tend, as a consequence, to promote a set (or cluster) of 
different forms of partnerships with principles, contents and modalities, which may differ, from each other 
depending upon the partners and the issues to be addressed. At the same place, in order to promote a multi-
beneficiaries management, different co-ordinated actions would be carried out in partnership with separate actors 
and separate methodologies, in the framework of a global integrated approach at the level of which the coherence 
of sustainable management could be defined. 

Proceeding this way, a multi-facet partnership would be developed in the framework of the same strategic plan. It 
looks difficult to escape from this new conceptual frame if the term of “partnership” is to be retained as a 
rigorous wording and not as a demagogic one.  

Through giving flexibility in definition of means, implementation and evaluation of the results, the “mixed 
model” can directly help in defining this multi-configurable perspective. 
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FOREST HOLDINGS AS PARTNERS OF SOCIETY 

Mr. Stefan Schenker, CEPF, Austria 
 
 
SUMMARY 
 
1) Private forest holdings  

• are subject to the continuous change of the economic, ecological and social environment 
• are dealing with new upcoming tasks 
• are developing new approaches and practicable solutions 

 
2) Forest ownership 

• in Austria  
• 80% of the forest area in Austria are owned and managed by families  
• 5% are under public ownership 
• 15% belong to the Austrian Federal Forest Company 

 
• in the EU 

• 70% are under private ownership 
• 30% are under public ownership 

 
3) Private forestry in Austria 

• 170.000 forest owners 
• manage 80% of the forest land (3,92 mio. ha) 
• those forest are either attached to a farm and/or belong to families since several generations 
• mostly small scale forestry 
• those 53% of forest owners who own less than 200 ha have an average holding size of  9,2 ha 
• rank second in the field of privately owned forests in the EU 

 
4) Privately owned forests in Europe 

• Portugal  92% 
• Austria   82% 
• Sweden   80% 
• Spain   78% 
• France   75% 
• Denmark  72% 
• Finland   70% 
• Italy   66% 
• Belgium  57% 
• United Kingdom 57% 
• Luxemburg  53% 
• Netherlands  49% 
• Germany  46% 
• Ireland   34% 
• Greece   18% 

 
5) Characteristics of private forest holdings 

• Responsibility being based on tradition 
• Contract to ensure sustainability over generations 
• Trustees for a certain period 
• Long-term thinking (having the rotation length/lifetime of trees as the basis for decisions) 
• Forestry based on experience and tradition 
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• Generating family income 
• Integrated in a close relation with the region and its population 

 
6) Achievements for society 

• Production of the renewable resource timber 
• The forest holding serves as employer and currency earner 
• The forest owner provides recreation area 
• The forest owner safeguards/protects with its forest living-areas by protection/prevention from natural 

disasters (avalanches, mudflow, floods) 
• The forest acts as climate regulator 
• The forest owner ensure by sustainable management that the forest is the guardian of spring and drinking 

water 
• The forest owner commits him-/herself as voluntary guardian of natural beauties 

 
7) Demands from society on forests are increasing in the field of 

• tourism 
• recreation 
• water conservation 
• soil protection 
• CO2-sink 

 
8) Problem areas/ areas for conflict: 

• The forest owner is rather seen as an object than as a partner 
• Obligations and restrictions for the management of forests are increasing 
• The demands the industrial and consumer society are putting on the forest owner are often deriving from 

bad consciousness (urban view) and lack of knowledge about forests and their management  
• In cities the quality of life is lower than in the countryside 
• Forest owners are facing increasing costs and at the same time decreasing profitability 

 
9) Approach to solving these problems 

• The family forest owner should be seen as partner of a society with changing demands rather than as an 
object 

• The forest holdings are ready to meet the requested demands in the field of  
• tourism: skiing slopes, cross-country-skiing slopes, mountain bike tracks, fitness parcours, 

climbing parcours etc. 
• nature reserve: woodpecker trees, dead wood, rare tree species etc. 
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Partnerships in the mobilisation and use of timber 
 

Ms. A. M. Furuberg Gjedtjernet (Norway) on “Partnerships in forestry - some Norwegian examples” 

Mr. S. Difle (France) on “For a closer collaboration between the players of wood supply in France -  
situation today and perspectives” 

Mr. A. Breznikar (Slovenia) on “Ways of improving forest owners’ participation in forestry of 
Slovenia” 

Mr. H. Jokiluoma (Finland) on “Social sustainability, quality of work and partnership” 

Mr. B. Hudson (United Kingdom) on “Forestry contractors – link in the forestry-wood-chain 
(challenges-threats-visions)” 

Mr. M. Höbarth (Austria) on “Partnerships in the mobilisation and use of timber - strategic 
positioning of forestry alliances in Austria 2002” 
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PARTNERSHIPS IN FORESTRY – SOME NORWEGIAN EXAMPLES 

Dr. Ann Merete Furuberg Gjedtjernet, Assistant Professor, Hedmark University, Norway 

 

SUMMARY 

Resources (economy, knowledge and collaboration traditions) and integration (extent of mutual understanding) 
are very important for developing a partnership.  If the parts perceive differently the problems and goals, the 
resources the parts are willing to put into the partnership will be decisive.  Lack of resources may lead to lack of 
engagement in the partnership, and at the end withdrawal from all collaboration.  Different resources and extent 
of integration lead to different models of partnerships.  This paper discusses some of these partnership models.  

A perfect partnership involves sharing resources, a strong integration and mutual understanding with regard to 
goals, strategies and means.  There ought to be contracts between the parts to secure that all parties meet their 
obligations.  

 

 

Resources (economy, knowledge and collaboration traditions) and integration (extent of mutual understanding) 
are very important for developing a partnership. If the parts look very different upon problems and goals, it 
should be rather decisive for the resources the parts are willing to put into the partnership. Lack of resources may 
lead to lack of engagement in the partnership, and in the end withdrawal from all collaboration. Different 
resources and extent of integration lead to different models of partnership. This paper discusses some partnership 
models.  

The goal ought to be a perfect partnership where resources are gathered together and with strong integration and 
mutual understanding concerning goals to reach, strategies and means. There ought to be contracts between the 
parts to secure that all do their duty.  

In the Norwegian White Paper - the government report to the parliament (St.meld.nr. 34 (2000-2001)) about the 
Rural – and Regional Development Policy collaboration through partnership is emphasized. There is also 
expressed a wish for increased and more formalized partnership through agreements (contracts). The intension is 
thus to encourage mutual solving of problems and working out regional policies. From the author’s point of view 
it is very important that forestry should be strongly involved as other parts of the economic life is. It is a survival 
strategy, because traditional forestry seems to be in trouble worldwide.  

The paper presents some Norwegian examples of partnerships in forestry: “LIVING FORESTS” - a broad 
established project on sustainable forest management, “TRYSIL MOUNTAIN” – a successful partnership 
between forest owners, municipal involvement and businessmen and “WOMEN IN FORESTRY” – a Norwegian 
organization built upon the ideas of partnership. Furthermore the author will present a newly started work on 
partnership in forestry education and forestry research as a development strategy. The numbers of academic 
institutions offering forestry modules in geography or environmental courses are expanding, but the low quality 
and lack of real, traditional forestry or forest products training is worrying. How partnerships can be an 
instrument to carry out, coordinate and develop solutions to these problems and challenges is discussed.     

Partnership – a way of shaping regional policies 

Partnership has played a more and more important part to promote regional development. Such a strategy has 
built much of the basis for the European integration process especially. The basic philosophy behind partnership 
is to bring different parts together in new creative constellations to solve material problems and shape policies on 
regional level. The background for this is thoughts of how good regional development can be obtained, to make it 
possible it is necessary that public authorities, private companies and voluntary organizations work together. 
Building partnership is a method to find fields where regional authorities meet private people.  

If regional collaboration can be given the definition partnership it must be formalized mutually connections. Very 
often partnership means to influence indirectly, has no juridical status and no authority to resolve. The 
partnership’s internal climate depends on aims and goals for the regional development. Mutual obligations 
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between the partners are important, and so is the leadership’s legitimacy. External factors are very often 
concerning power and influence. Usually the partnership has no formal power to begin with. Therefore political 
and administrative administrations have to give some power and influence to the partnership. In return they often 
get more flexibility and better possibilities to carry things out. 

Different models of partnership 

To build a good partnership good conditions are necessary concerning resources and integration. Those are very 
often nearly connected to each other. Quite different views upon problems and goals may be a great obstacle 
when good partnership is to be established. Lack of resources may lead to difficulties for participants to enter and 
others may leave the collaboration process. But this kind of relations are not static, development and changes are 
possible both in recognition of problems and access to resources.  

When variable integration and resources cross each other’s, four ultimate models of partnership may be 
established: 

Resources 
Integration 

Big Small 

Big The perfect partnership The visionary partnership 

Small Partnership like a list of projects Partnership built on rites 

 

The partnership models are dynamic and may not be looked upon as a static phenomenon. 

I. Partnership built on rites  

This kind of partnership is characterized by a situation in which the group of regional parts have neither a strong 
mutual framework in the approach to regional challenges and tasks, nor possibility/will to put resources into the 
partnership. In this way partnership will exist on a rhetoric level and will perhaps give better chance for access to 
external means for projects. 

In a partnership with lack of resources and mutual problem recognition there is greater chance to focus on 
traditional and sector solutions in the regional development.  

Collaboration between regional parts might from a situation as described later on move in a direction of better 
access to resources and mutual understanding. 

II. The visionary partnership 

 In a situation with small resources the parts still may have good mutual understanding concerning challenges, 
possibilities and solutions in the regional policy. Lack of resources is not directly connected to lack of 
willingness, but the parts simply have not free economy. Such a partnership will be very good at identifying 
relevant strategies, but acting programmes and concrete project development will be rather insufficient. 
Additionallity will mostly have formal character, goal innovation difficult to carry out. 

III. Partnership like a list of projects  

The project list describes collaboration to a rather large extent and with quite big resources available. Still the 
regional development work will stay to be just a list of projects because the partnership does not adjust its goals 
and coordinate its means. The possibilities resources give may be present, but goals and efforts will be traditional 
and divided into sectors. The development policy remains to be a list of tasks and existing projects rather than a 
process based on mutual goals.  

Project list as an operative instrument is weak because there is no ultimate goals and strategies.  

IV. The perfect partnership 
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In a perfect partnership the integration between the partners is strong and there is access to big resources. Such a 
situation is expected to be favourable to carry out innovative strategies and efforts in the regional development 
policy. 

Partnership relations have to be taken care of, and every partnership meet new challenges when conditions are 
changed. 

Organizing of work with partnership – challenges in the strategy work 

• Both local - and regional policy actors are responsible for regional development. The current activity is an 
important part of democracy. A main challenge is how to secure political influence and real contribution from 
industry, local authorities and other actors in the strategy work. In this work it is very important that the 
forestry sector is active. 

• Regional development is improved by own activity, in particular connected to industry development. Public 
resources and management of means ruled by some sector administrations have a stronger influence on the 
regional development than specific district – or regional efforts. Therefore it is of decisive importance to 
create co-operation with regional public authorities and other sector administrations to secure that the 
resources have a positive effect in regional policy. 

• Regional development work is based upon superior political strategies in the regions. 

• There ought to be worked out methods for evaluation of regional strategy- and development work to make 
sure that concrete efforts have effects as expected and that the resources give effects as big as possible in 
relation to the costs. 

• Regional development work organized in partnership is based upon i.a. the idea to earn some extra by 
systematic apportionment of roles and tasks, opposite to the situation where all parts act alone. This is a way 
to secure mutual efforts and final effect in a higher level than if the actors should operate within their own 
sectors boundaries. 

Process and partnership – a way of working 

• The aim of regional strategy work is to improve industrial and public development. An agreement on this 
must be the basis for partnership. 

• The goal of process and partnership is i.a. that the parts involved have the same view on reality, the same 
basis for regional development work. 

• The process must affect the resources and efforts that the partnership has to its disposition, to be put into the 
same projects, which may cross sector boundaries. 

• The process ought to be carried out in a way that gives public resource authorities access to information and 
knowledge from the representatives of industry in the partnership – and the other way round. 

The Living Forests – a broadly based Partnership in Forestry, Environmental Protection and Forest 
Industry  

The Living Forests project was a broadly based partnership working for sustainable forest management in 
Norway. Living Forests was established in 1995 and ran for three years. The forest owners and the forest 
industries took the project initiative back in 1994. All interested groups have participated in the project, including 
forest owners, the forest industry, the Norwegian government, trade unions, consumers and recreational, 
women’s and environmental organizations. 

The background for establishing the project was the increase of international focus on forest and environmental 
issues, e.g. within the market, as well as the desire within Norwegian forestry to practice responsible forest 
management in a long-term perspective. 

Living Forests had a budget of NOK 30 million, or almost EURO 3.5 million, of which half was financed by 
forests owners and the forest industries, and the rest by the Norwegian Government. 
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The development of a set of performance level standards was the main challenge for Living Forests. The project 
successfully completed a consensus on 27 March 1998 among all its 13 stakeholders on 23 performance level 
standards for SFM in Norway – the Living Forests Standards. 

The project also included skills building, communication and R&D. Nordic co-operation was given priority 
wherever possible. Living Forests also took the initiative for and were deeply involved in an international study 
on the competitive climate for wood and packaging products, focusing on the factors causing substitution with an 
emphasis on environmental promotion. 

The Trysil Mountain – waste forest land turned into source of income -a successful partnership 
“Trysilfjell Ground Owners” is a local organization in the Trysilfjell area. There are 23 members. Its goal was to 
create work for local people and to have some income form their properties consisting of waste forestland. 

In a neighbor area there was an establishment for alpine skiing, and it had been paid much interest. Therefore an 
idea about having something like that in Trysilfjellet came up. The feedback was positive, and there was 
established a group to look deeper into and work further with these thoughts. A close and mutual collaboration 
was defined to build the basis for the project. About a year later (jan. 1971) the group presented the result of its 
work, and the organization was established. 

After that the planning and the practical work could start. It is important emphasize that the project should be 
carried out across property boundaries. Four years later the plans were finished. Then the municipal authorities 
were brought into the process, and they gave a positive answer rather quickly. “Trysilvassdragets Forest Owners 
Association” (TVS) was the next partner to contact, and they were willing to assist in the further work. 

Economic resources were brought in from the members, TVS and DU (National Found for District 
Development). On the practical there was also a partnership with “Trybo” (a local enterprise company) and 
“Trysilgutten” (local sports club). The next year already, (1976) the first establishment was operative, but there 
was still very much to do during the following years – with roads, cottages, equipment and so on. 

From the very beginning there was a huge interest for the place. This has lead to continuous development and 
projects. Municipality authorities have played a more important part, also economically. “Trysil Ferie og Fritid 
AS” has been established. This is a company dealing with tourism as a whole, but marketing as a main task. 

Because the neighbor alpine center was situated so close, it was quite natural to co-ordinate the activities. The 
two partners therefore founded the tourist company Trysilfjellet A.S. The escalating development means more 
costs, so it has been necessary to bring in new partners, investors and stock holders. 

To-day Trysilfjellet is the most popular goal for tourists in Norway, and it is no. 3 in Fennoscandia. It is the 
biggest cottage area of high standard in Norway. This business now includes other companies, such as: Trysil 
Booking, Trysil Skiutleie (renting out ski- and shoe equipment), Sportservice Trysil. 

An other result of this business is all the establishments, which have followed – restaurants, hotels a.s.o. 

Finally let us look at some figures for Trysilfjellet: 

64 alpine hills - 26 ski lifts – 14 restaurants/cafeterias, 2000 restaurant seats – 480 000 visitors nov. – 00 –apr. 01 
– 63 000 visitors summer – 01, 14 300 beds. 

Main factors which have lead to success (according to the opinion of local people): 

• Strong feelings for partnership 

• Good co-working partners 

• Investors able to think in long terms 

• Positive and stable ground owners  
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The Norwegian organization “Women in Forestry” 

The organization “Women in Forestry” was founded August 24, 1986 at a private gathering of 22 women who 
where active in forestry. The idea was to work towards sexual equality in forestry and to create a meeting place 
for all women interested in forestry.  

The charter of “Women in Forestry” is as follows:  

“Women in Forestry is a free and independent organization whose goals are: to motivate and stimulate girls and 
women of all ages to participate and become involved in forestry at all levels, and to emphasize mutual support 
and cooperation.” 

The overall goal of  “Women in Forestry” is to get more women involved in the forest sector. 

The organization is meant to be a point of support for women who want to get involved in forestry. The idea is 
that in the long run it shouldn’t be necessary to have a separate organization representing women’s interests. The 
vision is therefore to make the organization superfluous. The experiences to date, however, indicate that there 
will be a need for “Women in Forestry” to represent women’s interests in the forestry profession for many years 
to come. 

The organization is built upon the ideas of partnership, i.e. to make agreements and co-operate with all 
organizations and institutions within forestry to increase the number of active women and to improve the 
women’s rights.  

Partnership as Development Strategy in Forestry Research and Education 

Traditional forestry research and education seem to be in trouble worldwide. The numbers of academic 
institutions offering forestry modules in geography or environmental courses are expanding, but the low quality 
and lack of real, traditional forestry or forest products training is worrying.  Partnerships can be an instrument to 
carry out, coordinate and develop solutions to these problems and challenges. Hedmark University College, 
Hedmark County Council, the regional forest owners association and the county governor in forestry have built a 
partnership in order to improve and broaden the activities within forestry research and forestry education.      
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FOR A CLOSER COLLABORATION BETWEEN THE PLAYERS OF WOOD SUPPLY IN FRANCE -  

SITUATION TODAY AND PERSPECTIVES 

Mr. Saïd DIFLE, Research Engineer, AFOCEL, France 

 

SUMMARY 

One way for industries in the forestry/timber/paper sector to progress is to improve their logistical systems by 
making use of new information and communications technology.  These can use powerful tools such as the 
Global Positioning System, GSM data transfer, geographic information systems and personal computers for their 
personnel, forestry equipment and equipment operators.  The resulting synergy is a major technological leap 
forward of strategic value in maintaining the competitiveness of industries in the sector.   

Industrial foresters in the Aquitaine region began evaluating these tools in an AFOCEL-led project in 1997.  A 
testing and validation period showed that a highly structured organization was needed, with everyone’s role 
clearly defined.  The main source of failure in projects of this kind is human resistance to change, challenging 
new arrangements unless immediate benefits are guaranteed. 

Following on from the project, an extensive collective drive, both within and between businesses and embracing 
the Fédération des Industries du Bois d’Aquitaine and the public authorities, was mounted to deploy such 
systems.  Such a long-lasting drive is essential if the change is to be explained, and its benefits described, to each 
of the parties involved. 

At the same time, beginning in 1999, industrial paper manufacturers in the north-east of France launched another 
campaign to help their suppliers adopt new technologies.  Accordingly, AFOCEL provided interested suppliers 
with tools for improving the way they operated and studied with them what training had to be given and how they 
had to go about such projects if they were to succeed, thus providing a structure for the adoption and actual use of 
the new tools. 

One possible way forward, taking a “win-win” approach, is doubtless the “global logistic chain” linking 
suppliers’ suppliers to customers’ clients in a collaborative setting.  Such methods also come up against distrust 
and resistance to change, however. 

 

 

AFOCEL research group’s activity aims to increase the wood supply competitiveness of wood industries, 
especially those of pulp and paper. Our technical objectives are to : 

 Increase the quality and the quantity of timber (biotechnology, genetic, breeding and silviculture) 

 Improve harvesting 

 Rationalise transport 

 Optimise wood process relationship 

 Study comparative competitiveness of different supply; sustainable forest management, eco-certification 

Thus, we lead some researches concerning wood logistics, which is now a important point for competitiveness of 
wood industries in France. We’re searching now other ways of improvement. 

This presentation concerns only large logistical projects, which means not only few tools to help the forest 
workers, but the improvement of a powerful wood supply chain or a regional project. 

WOOD SUPPLYING IN FRANCE : A COMPLEX SYSTEM 

a) Today, there are many players, with very different size: 

 Distribution: Hypermarkets 



Partnership in Forestry, Brussels, 2-6 June 2002 
Page 118 

 
 

 Wood industry: some big mills, and many small plants 

 Forest exploitation: many very little companies (1.2 employee for each on average) 

 Owners:  

One very big wood seller: Office National des Forêts 

Many very little owners (3 millions persons own 10 millions ha of forests) 

b) Three main diagrams in wood supply 

c) The organization of wood supply is also very various, but we can in general find three cases : 

 

 
a) Main features of theses systems 

This very complicated system is a response to diversified resource, land and land property, and a response to a 
complicated history. But its features are today a problem: 

 No trust 

 No transparency 

 Many actors, many go-between 

 Difficulties for distribution and industry to plan supply and production 

b) There are driving forces for a change 

 The distribution networks need better plans 

 The forest products must upgrade their competitiveness 

 Because of eco-labelling, a chain of custody must be set up 
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 Some social changes (“35 hours”) require a response 

Let’s see some new ideas to use these forces, and how they have been managed. 

A  MEAN TO GET AHEAD : IT PROJECTS 

New tools 

Today there are new technology tools: Global Positioning System, Geographical Information Systems and Digital 
Maps, new data transmission systems like GSM, GPRS, etc…, and on-board equipments which are not very 
expensive any longer. 

The optimisation of logistics implies to manage an important quantity of information related to stocks which 
characterisation, volume and location evolve in time. These operations are developed for the sites supply by using 
as well as possible the means of transport available. It is necessary to record and exploit an important number of 
information correlated to geographical features. For this purpose, the G.I.S. is used: it consists in a cluster of tools 
combined together to create an operational system taking into account all users needs. In order to be developed at 
the operational level, all the data acquisitions must be very quickly followed by a calculation and exploitation 
phase. The time between the acquisition of information and their exploitation can vary from less than half-a day 
to one week. The assistance exploitation tools must take into account these constraints, and transport contractors 
can optimise transport conditions in agreement with law, time and technical criteria. They act by iteration, using 
the calculations capacities of the computers in order to simulate the rounds possibilities and to propose the most 
interesting solution including an economic aspect. 

Easier industrial use of information 

Data recorded into G.I.S. can be exploited at strategically and tactical levels to take medium or long-term 
decisions. That can concern, for example, the structure of the operational device (bases site for trucks, 
geographical cutting in sectors...) or its functioning (performances analysis of the trucks, volume exploited by a 
territorial division...). These decisions are very well related to the internal organisation of the companies and can 
engage their durability. 

Thanks to theses tools, it is possible to have a better circulation of information: precise and quick data two-ways 
transmissions, database storage and powerful computerized processing. Theses systems, by connecting forest and 
industry, help the industrial use of information and, then, can contribute to improve wood supply. 

Many problems to succeed in an IT project 

It is very difficult to implement with efficiency such systems in a wood supply chain. The main problems are: 

 Human resistance to changes: Technology projects change the habits of the workers and forest officers; 
but the previous way for providing wood to plants is in general efficient. So why is it necessary to take 
risks and work hard? For example, if the supply of data into the G.I.S. represents too much extra work for 
the operators, the project will be unsuccessful. 

 For this reasons, it is essential to predict the acquisition of recording, communication and restitution 
G.I.S. data tools adapted to the concerned operators, and it is necessary that every operator wins 
something: time, money, easier job, etc… 

 Cost: all these technological tools can be expensive, especially the software applications. But the main 
costs come from the time the staffs of the forest and wood supply society (ies) have to spend to define the 
project, write the specifications, advise and control the informatics providers, learn how to use the 
systems and improve them after a training period. 

 Very complex projects: many players are involved in these projects, who usually don’t work together: 
computer engineers, forest officers and workers, truck drivers, plant employees…and the subjects are 
very large. A main condition for a G.I.S. project success is the integration of the system in the inner 
functioning of the organization. 
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 Very long projects: it is very long to identify partners of the project, define what a firm wants to do, 
define the specifications, choose the technological solutions, create the specifical softwares, implement 
all the tools, train the staff and confirm the system. 

 Very quick changes: all the tools change very quickly : for example, in South West of France, the data 
transmission system changed 3 times in 7 years (“2RP” radio transmission, then “3RP”, and now GSM ; 
GPRS soon?). It’s the same situation with the informatics standards. Also, the tools are often out-of-date 
when they begin to work, because when you decide to input a new system, you need a lot of time to 
finish off it, as we have seen it before. 

 IT Stock Exchange Fall : Since average February 2001, the society managements are very suspicious of 
IT, in general. 

 And so on… : for example some of the wood providers don’t want or can’t follow the wood society in its 
project (financial or intellectual abilities, great mistrust…), technical problems like GSM or GPS 
network, … 

It is so complicated a problem, and it costs so much, there are in general so many players, that the only mean to 
succeed is a great collaboration between partners or, even, competitors. We have today two examples in France, 
that show this is hard and long to succeed, but possible with a good coordination and collaboration. 

IMPROVEMENT OF THE FOREST PRODUCTS SUPPLY OF AQUITANIAN WOOD INDUSTRIES 

Since 1997, an important action took place to improve the general performances of the whole wood supply chain 
in the Region: first, several important actors of the Aquitaine forestry logging companies decided to start a 
common reflection about logs and waste products transport optimisation. 

The aim the project, dealing with Maritime pine supply, was to define and evaluate the components of a G.I.S. 
(Geographic Information System) for supplying pulp industries and saw mills logistics. A standard logistic chain 
was then defined. 

After this first studying phase, some these forestry logging companies decided to implement such a logistical 
chain for wood products in order to optimise the supplying of wood quality, to reduce transport cost and to 
increase productivity and safety. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Logistical Chain 
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There are many players in this project: 

 The industries which need wood: Two pulp and paper plants, 6 sawmills today 

 On average 140 contractors and their professional organizations 

 Five financing training professional organizations 

 Two training schools 

 Political institutions : Région Aquitaine, French Government, EC 

 The Aquitanian wood industries Organization (FIBA), which manages the project. FIBA will try to find 
other regional wood industries, which are interested by this project and want to join it, and will manage a 
great advertising campaign for that. 

 AFOCEL help FIBA to organize the project, help the industries to define the specifications, prepare the 
training programs, and evaluate the results. 

It is easy to imagine that it was sometimes hard to reach a settlement between so many societies and 
organizations; some of them are competitors. However, it is the only solution to build a high scale project. 

Situation today: 

 Two years talks and negotiations to go in the same direction 

 Many disagreements, and “lost time”: it’s the time all the players need to make concessions 

 The technical solutions are ready 

 The project is starting right now: the tests and pilot sites are finished with success, the discussions about 
the financial arrangements are going further 

 Within a year, the optimized chain will work; then, the next job will be the expansion of this chain 

IT PROJECT IN NORTH-EAST OF FRANCE 

It is a very opened project: the Paper and Pulp industries of this Region (as in South West, some of them are 
competitors) join together to built a project, to support wood providers and their contractors. 

 

Two main actions 

Training 

The aim is to upgrade the information level of the wood providers and bring them new technology tools. 

We define three strategical topics: 

 - Internet 

 - GPS and Cartography 

 - On-board computer 

Public: the wood providers of the different pulp and paper industries, which are interested. The actions are 
without any obligation on their part. 

Individual actions (specific and confidential) 

 Knowledge of the enterprise 

 Analyse of flows of information inside and outside the enterprise 

 Identification of a need, related to the main topics defined in the project 

 Search subsidy (Région, EC…) 
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 Answer with partners (Technical organisations, political players) 

The results are very interesting, even if they seem not so impressive: The more advanced providers are now 
equipped and changed their mean of working. The other contractors discovered the IT tools and will be more 
open now. The more important result is that a new dynamics is launched. 

FOR A LARGEST COOPERATION INTO THE WOOD LOGISTICAL CHAIN 

Overall, we can say that today, quality implies reliability and trace ability. We need a reliable chain of custody 
from the seed to the finished product. 

It is said that, thanks to “Supply Chain Management”, which is a new management topic, industry can go from a 
“push” system to a “pull” system, thanks to a computerized and automated circulation of data. The flows 
(material, financial, information) would become fluid. AFOCEL asked very advanced industries (chemistry, 
automobile, etc…) to understand what is SCM, how it works, what it could bring, and how it can be set up. We 
try now to theoretically apply this to the forest sector, and think about what we have to do in order to reach this 
objective. 

We can explain what is SCM by this very simple diagram: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The different parts of the industry work in a very separate way. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
All the flows will work in a more integrated way. 

 

Today : The current wood chain of mobilization 

Tomorrow : Supply Chain management 
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The problem is that SCM is very theoretical, and there are many commercial purposes, so it is difficult to know if 
it is even useful. More, there is no serious evaluation of the profits, but a SCM process is definitively expensive: 
software, hardware, and human investment. 

Because forest industry is quite behind in informatics, new technologies and new management methods, we think 
that it is necessary to progress step by step. So we define three concrete directions of advancement: it is necessary 
to: 

 Upgrade the general informatics level of the sector; upgrade the logistical system, thanks to new 
technologies: this is the aim of the previous projects 

 Create networks of partners, to exchange and communicate new ideas. 

We are now in a complete interrogation phases, but we think that SCM can help us to find the clue to a more 
efficient wood supply. However, you can see that a very close co-operation between all the parts of the industry, 
and between many societies, with a high level of trust, is absolutely necessary to go on in this way. 

CONCLUSION : 

IT tools are very useful today, and it is possible to improve wood supply with these new techniques. AFOCEL 
took part in two important IT projects in France. We work on the technical tests and validations, and operators 
training. Besides, we work as a go-between, to help the stakeholders to collaborate more and better. Then, we 
think that these projects can help to develop collaboration between players in forestry. Technical problems are 
today almost secondary. 

Finally, we can say that better cooperation requires trust between the participants, and opened mind. All the 
partners have to make great efforts, but the work can be well rewarded. 

We think that collaboration in forestry is a topical question: the integration in industry in general is going up. 
Forest activities are a link in the wood chain, from the seeds to the final customers. Therefore, in forestry, this 
integration is also a reality, even if it goes slowly. New management subjects like “Supply Chain Management” 
are able to help and develop such collaboration. 

AFOCEL will carry on with these topics; IT, logistics and collaboration, and we are particularly opened to all 
European partnerships on this (by the way of a European project for example) 
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WAYS OF IMPROVING FOREST OWNERS’ PARTICIPATION IN FORESTRY OF SLOVENIA 

Mr. Jurij Beguš and Mr. Andrej Breznikar, Slovenia Forest Service, Slovenia 

 

SUMMARY 

Slovenia in cooperation with FAO designed and implemented a project to build capacities for improved private 
forest owners’ and public participation in the decision-making processes.  The main goal was to establish a 
nucleus of highly trained Slovenian Forest Service staff, which would train other foresters. 

The background for this project, as stated in the general project proposal designed for central and eastern 
European countries, is the following: 

“Over the past ten years massive areas of forestland in central and eastern Europe have been put into private 
hands.  These “new owners” sometimes have limited experience and knowledge of forest management and are 
put significant demands on local forest services for support in sustainable forest management.  Forest services in 
CEE countries are faced with a whole new class of forest owners in addition to different civil society dynamics.  
However, they lack skills and experience in dealing and communicating with private owners and other sections of 
civil society.  There is a risk of unsustainable forest management, safety concerns, loss of biological diversity, 
and loss of economic and social benefits if mechanisms and systems are not developed and skilled staff not 
trained.” 

Key words: forest owners, participation 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

In positive relation between forest service and forest owners, ways of participation have very important role. How 
to ensure forest owners’ cooperation in decision making process in forestry is one leading tasks of Slovenia 
forestry service (SFS) in order to implement close to nature forest management in all forests and fulfill forest 
owners demands at the same time. In these relationships many problems may occur. On one hand we have 
forestry professionals, who think they are superior in questions concerning forestry, and on the other hand we 
have forest owners and other parts of the broader public, who are in many cases not invited in decision making 
processes or they do not want to cooperate. Therefore the crucial question is how to incorporate the participatory 
methods in a forester’s every day work. In Slovenia we have lack of such skills and knowledge so we were 
accepted and offered from FAO organization for cooperation through a technical cooperation project (TCP) 
called “Capacity Building for Support to Private Forest Owners and Public Participation”. FAO and SFS 
designed the content of the project together, where the most important goal was to create the nucleus of a high 
trained group of Slovenia Forest Service staff which would train other foresters and transfer the knowledge about 
different methods of participation with forest owners and public into forestry praxis. 

2 CHARACTERISTICS OF PRESENT ORGANIZATION OF FOREST MANAGEMENT IN SLOVENIA AND 
PARTNERSHIP BUILDING 

2.1 Changes in Forest Ownership 

The political changes which occurred in Eastern and Central Europe in the last years, called also as a “process of 
transition” seized strongly into every pore of social life and also into forestry. One of the essential matters that 
went through a radical change is property. From predominantly national it has gone back, respectively is going 
back, into frames known in other countries. With the process of denationalization the share of private owned 
forests is growing.  

Within forestry as a system the changed relations have been strongly expressed. Apart from the new organization 
of forestry, numerous new forest owners emerged, who are expected to take care of their property with full 
responsibility but with lack of knowledge. The main characteristic of forest possession in Slovenia is a great 
number of owners (250.000) and its disunion. An average forest holding is 2,3 hectares and is one of the smallest 
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in Europe, besides that, it is in most cases located in divided areas. The shape of the property is often 
inappropriate (narrow and long lots). Such divided forest property makes professional work with private forests 
difficult, such as optimal use of wood and forest potentials.  

2.2 Legislation 

The basic mechanism and the guarantee for permanent preservation of the forest with all its functions, and 
together with that the nature and environment, is the management according to the close-to-nature principles and 
biodiversity. 

Although the forestry in Slovenia was ecologically oriented even in the former system, the new conditions 
demanded, in the first place due to the above mentioned changes in role of a private property, the change of the 
law and its adaptation to the new conditions. In Slovenia we passed a new forest act in 1993, which tried to co-
ordinate the views of the profession, the demands and the obligations of the owners, the interests of the state and 
the wishes of the broad public. Proceeding from it is the Forest Development Program of Slovenia, which is the 
basic development act of the Slovenian forestry. 

The forest act was the basis for new organization of forestry. The following subjects meet at forest management 
in a close sense of that word: 

• the Slovenia Forest Service (SFS) as a public forestry service 

• forest owners (including the state which owns 1/4 of the forests) 

• forest enterprises, which do the forest works 

Slovenia forest service is a public forestry service, which directs the development of all forests in Slovenia. SFS 
sets the frames for management of all forests in Slovenia with forest- and wildlife management plans, gives 
orientation to the forest management and controls the realization of forest management plans. Forest managing is 
the right and the obligation of the forest owner. It's financing, such as the subsidizing of forest investments, was 
passed to the budget so that suddenly forestry became a relatively big user of budget money.  

The main deficiency of the new forestry scheme is in the fact, that the owners are not organized, which causes 
quite a lot of problems for the co-ordination of interests between the owners and others. The major fields, on 
which SFS builds participation and partnership with forest owners, are the forest management planning on all 
levels and the extension. 

2.3 Forest management planning 

The basic mechanism that can guarantee the respect of forestry profession at forest work and can, at the same 
time balance individual partial interests, is forestry planning. Besides the Forest Development Program of 
Slovenia we know three levels of forestry planning: 

• regional forest management plans 

• forest management unit plans 

• silvicultural plans. 

These levels are followed by an administrative order, which defines the planned measures for a singular owner. 
SFS also prepare wildlife management plans to determine the goals, directions and measures for the preservation 
of endangered populations of wildlife and to assure the natural balance between wildlife and environment. 

The regional forest management plan and the forest-management unit plan contain a wider orientation, which is 
of more use to the forester than the owner even though the owners have the opportunity to give certain remarks. 
In the sphere of forest technique these two plans for example define the suggested technology in different types 
of forest, the target skidding track density and the most convenient way of building them. They also define the 
future forest roads with sketches of optional traces and the rough conditions of planning and building. 

Closer to the owner and also more concrete is the silvicultural plan, which has silvicultural and technological 
part. In its technological part, it defines the proper technology of forest production, in order to do the cutting, 
skidding, different silvicultural and protection works expediently and in a way which won't damage the rest of the 
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trees in the forest stand, the natural site and forest infrastructure. A silvicultural plan also defines certain 
restrictions and prohibitions as to cutting and skidding as well as it stipulates the building of skidding tracks.  

The conditions in Slovenian forestry, in spite of generally recognized professional level, were and still are such 
that it would be necessary to re-establish such relationship with forest owners and broader public, which would 
enlarge participation of all subjects in decisions about management of forest as an economic source and a natural 
ecosystem. That means that in all important decisions all subjects would cooperate equally and in democratic 
ways.  

2.4 Extension 

Extension for private forest owner is only one part of the extension, performed by the SFS, because we defined 
three target groups to work with: 

1. forest owners 

2. public 

3. employees of SFS 

The perspective of extension for forest owners, which was designed at SFS as part of the education complex, is to 
reach the best possible qualification of forest owners for forest work, for the respect of the forest, understanding 
of the basic principles and methods of the forestry, understanding of the organisation of the forestry service, 
regulations and other spheres that interest owners as forest managers. 

On one hand the themes of the extension are the result of needs, which forestry as profession sees and on the 
other hand they are the result of the owners' wishes. For example on the field of forest technology and forest 
work they deal with: 

• safe work at cutting and skidding; 

• dangers at work in the forest, damaged by storms; 

• optimum output of the wood; 

• maintenance and use of forest roads and skidding tracks; 

• novelties in forest technique and technology. 

Understandably, due to the many accidents at forest work, the hottest theme is safe work in the forest, therefore 
we directed the most of our energy to it. It is firstly a moral obligation of the forestry to introduce it to the 
greatest possible number of owners in the shortest possible time. We've had quite some problems with the theme 
of optimum wood output, because due to the complications with the woodworking industry, we still haven't 
accepted the assortment standards while the old ones are not used any more. As to the theme of forest road 
maintenance we usually just pass information such as also about the novelties in forest techniques. 

When passing information and knowledge in the process of extension we use following forms: 

• courses on the field, where the owners can practice certain skills themselves; 

• practical demonstrations on the field, where a theme is shown in concrete circumstances and where the 
participants don't work; 

• lectures; 

• publication editing; 

• appearances and advertising in the media; 

• publishing of advertising material. 

3 BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN SFS AND FOREST OWNERS  

The situation is well described in the following text (BEGUŠ, MEDVED 1997): “During transition there has 
been a change in the relationship forester - owner. From the predominant power of the forester there is a state 



Partnership in Forestry, Brussels, 2-6 June 2002 
Page 127 

 
 
when the foresters have to take into account quite a number of opinions. While in the past we could easily bring 
forward the professional arguments we must now persuade the owners to accept them and educate them so that 
they will understand their meaning. It's well known that we the foresters are very bad at communicating, we don't 
like to write, we don't now how to contact people and the most worrying part, we don't know how to promote our 
ideas and the results of our work. By nature the foresters are somehow introverted and we think that it goes 
without saying that the public knows what we do, that they understand the contents of forest work and that the 
sense and the purpose of our work is clear and well known. Unfortunately this isn't so. Our work, such as the 
importance of the forest needs to be promoted constantly, in everyday contacts with the forest owners as well as 
through the information to the public through media. ” 

Basic characteristics of the partnership between forest service and forest owners in Slovenia have also been 
assessed with situation analysis, which was a part of a FAO and SFS project. 

Some major highlights of the situation analysis (SA) are: 

- Due to the fragmentation of ownership, today most forest owners do not get substantial revenues from the forest 
and can not, as a result, live from this resource. Agriculture or employment is their main sources of subsistence 
(the forest being considered today mainly as a saving account). 

- A major problem  forest owners must face today, is related to damages caused by wildlife. 

- Forest owners are, in general, satisfied with the services provided by the SFS, though they do not contribute to 
the elaboration of management plans, nor do they own a copy of them. It is worth noting that most forest owners, 
except large ones, are not even aware of the contents. The subsidies for silvicultural activities and road 
construction provided by the SFS are well accepted. 

- Technical training courses provided by the SFS are appreciated, and also found useful. 

- The sale of forest products is carried out on individual basis, the annual cut reaching only 50% of the realizable 
increment. Forest owners are organized, only to a minor extent, either in agricultural co-operatives and/or 
machine circles. Purposely created forest owner associations or co-operatives do not exist. The usefulness of and 
interest in such organization depends, to an extent, on the location of the property, the level of information it 
holds and the characteristics of the property.  

- Forest owners rely, to a great extent on the SFS, and thus genuinely expect it to bring them solutions to various 
problems they face. At the same time, a need to improve the flow of information concerning subsidies, 
compensations, training possibilities is also highly expressed. On the other hand, a much too high influence of the 
SFS on forest activities was pointed out. In this context, the functions of an authority and support service in 
particular, are named to be problematic.  

- Over all, forest owners seem to remain quite individualistic and rather isolated, though regional differences can 
be noted. It was also noticed that, in terms of forests and forest management, the owners tend to portray a re-
active rather than pro-active behaviour. The need to get organized, in order to improve market structures or 
reduce costs of forestry activities, is not yet identified as a priority. 

- Circulating information is difficult because the SFS has, on the one hand, to deal with individuals and, on the 
other, it favors a person to person approach. There are no associations to relay the information. 

- Other constraints in managing the forests are the high number of owners, which are not aware about their rights 
and obligations and the high number of absentee owners. Also time limitation was named. The SFS is very well 
structured and organized. Their staffs show a high level of commitment.  

4 OBJECTIVES OF THE  PROJECT 

Objectives of the project can be described with three basic points: 

• In-service-training was urgently needed for forestry field staff, particularly for those in direct contact with 
private and family forest owners and those responsible for contacts and collaboration with other stakeholders 
such as NGOs, forest users, and the private sector.  

• A small core of facilitators and trainers needed to be developed to assure continuity and sustainability of 
training.  
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• A small group of educators should be involved because elements of the training program needed to be 
integrated into on-going training programs in order to give present and future foresters the knowledge, skills, 
attitudes and behavior, necessary to support private forestry and public participation. 

The objectives of the project are capacity building of the forest service and related support systems for improved 
forest management through: 

• program development of in-service and continuing education and institutional strengthening in support of 
private forestry; and  

• upgrading of the capacities through training of about 10 foresters who would be part of the future nucleus of 
well educated trainers for further education of  the SFS staff and others. 

The situation analysis showed (in comparison with objectives of the project), that training was needed in the 
following spheres: 

• adult education to know how to deal with alder population; 

• conflict management; 

• group promotion to get more interest for establishing new FO associations; 

• participatory methods to involve FO and public in decision making processes. 

5 THE  REALIZATION OF THE PROJECT 

The process of preparing and realization of the project comprised several steps: 

• need identification - the idea (1998) 

• inception workshop (2000) - situation analysis 

• project development and activities 

• project evaluation 

• follow up phase (2001) - proposal for a regional program 

The project started in 1998 when we organized some workshops to present the  situation in Slovenia, as one of 
the CEE countries in transition.  

More intensive work on the project started at the beginning of 2000, when we organized an inception workshop 
with experts from different countries and some from Slovenia, where we analyzed the situation in forestry with 
the emphasis on participation of forest owners in decision making processes. During the inception workshop we 
recognized the need of a good situation analysis, which would be the basis for creating different modules of the 
project. 

On the basis on assessed needs we designed following program (Table 1):  

Table 1: Modules of the project 

module duration (TOT) duration (TOF) 

training of adults 3 days 1 day 

distance learning ½ day  

conflict management 1 day ½ day 

extension methods 1 day  

participatory approach 3 + 3 days 1 ½ days 

group promotion 1 day ½ day 

field day 2 days 1 day 
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The whole project was split up in two phases (Table 2). The first phase was called “Training of Trainers” (TOT) 
and the second one “Trainers of Foresters” (TOF). During the project we decided, that also a “follow up“ phase 
was necessary so finally three phases were created. TOT and TOF courses were four weeks long and finished in 
November 2000. After that the “follow up” phase continued till end of May next year.  

The TOT course was most important course of the whole project and was designed to train the SFS professional 
foresters as trainers for the preparation of foresters in their ability of interactive communication with forest 
owners and other actors related to forestry. With the modules in the course we wanted to overcome constrains in 
communication and technology transfer between the Slovenia Forest Service (SFS) and forest owners. These 
constraints have resulted in a lack of participation of forest owners in the process of preparing of the forest 
economic and wildlife plans as well as forest silvicultural plans. 

SA had revealed the convenience to improve the above skills, initially at the SFS through preparation of trainers. 
If course participants would use these techniques and skills, it would be expected that communication between 
the SFS employees and forest owners would improve significantly, leading to a strong increase of forest owners 
participation in actively managing their forest property in accordance with regulations, management plans and 
administrative acts. Additionally it was expected that forest owners motivation about the future of their properties 
management would increase their disposition to find ways of connection.  

The TOT course objectives were: 

• Participants will be capable to prepare Foresters to judge conflict situations and choose and apply conflict 
management techniques and strategies. 

• Trainees will be able to train Foresters to combine appropriate participatory techniques and extension 
methods in their work. 

• Trainees will be able to train Foresters in the application of Adult Training techniques, and the use and 
coordination of different communication channels in participative sustainable management of forests with 
various stakeholders to motivate and introduce Foresters to use electronic sources for up to date information 
and distance learning 

• Participants will be prepared to train Foresters to seek together with Forest Owners to organize and develop 
F.O. associations. 

Table 2: Training course schedule 

Week Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

TOT 

Introduction 
Training of 

adults 

1st 

Training of 

adults 

Training of 

Adults 

Training of 

Adults Distance 
learning 

Conflict 

Management 

Meeting with 
forest owners 

2nd 
Participatory 

approach 

Participatory 

Approach 

Field day 

participatory 
approach 

Extension 

methods  
Group 
promotion Evaluation of 

meeting 

3rd Evaluation, 

Review of  

modules 

Participatory 

approach 

Participatory 

approach 

Participatory 

approach 

Evaluation, 

Review of  

modules 

TOF 

4th Preparation of 
trainers 

Training of 

adults 

Participatory 

approach 

Participatory 

approach 
Group 
promotion 

Field day 
Meeting with 
f
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    Preparation of 
field day 

Conflict 

management 

forest owners 

 

The most important module was participatory approach regarding also to the title of the project, where 
“participatory” was especially highlighted. It was also the most popular one among participants because, for our 
conditions, the methods represented something new. 

Picture 1: H form – participatory approach 

 
14 future trainers participated in the TOT course. 11 of them belong to SFS staff, other three were invited from 
other organizations dealing with forestry – forestry inspection, forestry institute and forestry school. 

 As can be seen in the table 2 we organized two field days with forest owners.  
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Picture 2: Field day with forest owners 

 
For the next phase – TOF we invited 23 foresters from the SFS. In one week, the future trainers had to prepare a 
complete course with all materials and organizational needs. We tried to create the course as it would be 
presented in the future. TOF course was crucial for future trainers and also for facilitators while during the course 
differences between future trainers were expressed.  

Picture 3: Training for Foresters 
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In order to become skilled and confident trainers, the new trainers need constant feed-back and close coaching in 
all phases of training including needs analysis, program design, preparation, delivery and evaluation. Those were 
the reasons why we created the Follow up phase, too. 

The general purpose of the Follow up was to provide assistance to the new trainers while they were carrying out 
the TOF and to facilitate the final selection of the best trainers who will take over training activities in the SFS. 
The objectives of the Follow up program were: 

1. To give new trainers the opportunity to independently: 

• facilitate the Training Needs assessment and determine the training objectives for the training of foresters 
(TOF) program, 

• plan the training event (module design and selection of training methods and techniques), 

• prepare and design training materials (instruction guidelines, workbooks, slides, etc.), 

• deliver effective training directly aligned with the training plan, 

• evaluate individual modules and overall training, 

• prepare a final report with recommendations for the future of the TOF program. 

2. To use trainers’ new experiences for their personal improvement (feedback, suggestions, tips) 

3. To select the group of trainers which will in future: 

• perform complex and demanding activities on the field of human resource management in the SFS,  

• facilitate group processes in problem solving inside the SFS. 

Trainers decided to run two separate TOF’s in different parts of Slovenia. On both TOF’s they trained foresters 
involving forest owners and public in preparation of the forest management plans.  

Participants of the first TOF were involved in the designing of the program, on the other hand, participants from 
the second TOF were invited to an already designed program. They agreed to focus their attention on the 
specifics in the preparation during the evaluation of the Follow up. People learn best on their own experiences. 

Each trainer prepared (besides training materials for the participants) an evaluation questionnaire. After each 
module, we organized a “round table” of the trainers, where we encouraged the trainers to analyze and evaluate 
the performance of their colleagues and express praise and suggestions for improvement. We expressed our 
opinion only, if it was necessary. In most situations the trainers were able to notice what was working and what 
should have been improved. The “Follow up” evaluation showed that we were reaching all objectives form the 
beginning of the module. At the end of this module and also at the end of the project some recommendations for 
the SFS were accepted: 

1. Participation should become a strategic aim of the SFS. 

2. All employees should experience the modified ways of such training, i.e.: district foresters cooperate with the 
forest owners, leaders with their colleagues, etc)  

• methods of participation 

• conduct of meetings 

• communication and conflict prevention 

3. Official status of trainers is a precondition for their future dedication to training activities. 

4. Continuous training system and employee improvement, employee development project, annual interviews – 
these are the three options for trainers to demonstrate their capabilities. 

5. Currently the SFS has 11 experts. It would be useful to make it possible for the trainers to experience 
facilitation of other modules. 

6. There are many possible areas where trainers can prove their capabilities. We could divide them into two 
groups – the first one would comprises training activities and the second one moderating activities. For 
example, employee training within SFS include training of facilitation and SFS training supervision 
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(evaluation of training facilitators and their programs). At event moderation skills of trainers can be used in 
the process of problem-solving within the SFS, on diverse public meetings and in the intervention group, 
which will use the cooperation techniques to crisis conciliation). 

6 CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE PROJECT TO THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN SFS AND 
FOREST OWNERS 

Contributions of the project to the improvement of the partnership between SFS and forest owners (FO) will be 
described on the example of forest management planning process as one of the major fields, where participation 
of forest owners is needed.  

Forest management plans are based on three sets of data: 

• directions from the higher level of planning,  

• the state of forests in an unit,  

• forest owner and public needs in an unit. 

The knowledge, gained in the FAO – SFS project, has been used for improving  the data from the last set. SFS 
has experienced the very insufficient information on the field, what are characteristics of forest owners and public 
needs and how is the ability of FO to carry out the management with their forests. Those are very important 
informations in the process of formation of long term forest management and silvicultural goals in the planning 
unit.     

Follow up phase of the project has showed that knowledge and skills, that foresters have learned during the 
training, can be used in different activities during the forest management planning and these techniques have 
actually been used for preparing some of the forest management plans in 2001: 

• collecting information from forest owners on a personal and group level about their needs to forest and their 
possibilities for carrying out forest work; 

• collecting information from public on group sessions about their demands to forests; 

• use of group work on SFS during preparation of forest management plan especially in the discussions about 
different solutions to the forest management problems; 

• preparation of the meetings connected with planning; 

• preparation of public lay out of the prepared forest management plan, where people have to have a possibility 
to express their opinion about the plan; 

• realization of final public debate, before the forest management plan is ratified on the Ministry of agriculture, 
forestry and food. 

Last two points mentioned above are the demand of our Forest Law. 

Neither good legislation nor the most professional planning can guarantee the sustainable forest management, 
unless forest owners accept it and planned management in their forest as their own. After the forest management 
plan is finished, a great work on implementation of that plan starts with many possibilities for use of participatory 
methods, group promotion, educational skills and methods of extension. Only with knowledge properly equipped 
forester is able to carry out all these tasks and ensure the real partnership among him and forest owners.  

7 INSTEAD OF A CONCLUSION 

The common project of FAO and SFS called “Capacity Building for Support to Private Forest Owners and Public 
Participation” has brought a wind of change into partnership building in forestry of Slovenia. The idea of the 
project is very interesting also for other countries of CEE. In March 2001 we presented the project at a Ministry 
Conference of Forestry (COFO) in Rome. Some delegations showed interest to do the same in their countries, so 
in September we invited them to Slovenia to join the workshop entitled “Strengthening of private and community 
forestry in selected countries in Central and Eastern Europe” where the idea was presented and where the initial 
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project for the region was designed. 12 countries participated in the workshop, 7 of them from CEE. In the 
workshop two main objectives were discussed: 

Capacity building of the forest services: The proposed regional program would strengthen the capacity of forest 
services to enable them to provide effective forestry support to the new forest smallholders and for community 
forestry. 

Developing and strengthening the role of smallholders and communities in forest management 

The workshop provided a forum for discussion and comparison among the participants by promoting the sharing 
of information and experiences concerning small-holder and participatory forest management in Central and 
Eastern Europe.  
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SOCIAL SUSTAINABILITY, QUALITY OF WORK AND PARTNERSHIP 

Mr. Hannu Jokiluoma, Senior Officer, Department for Occupational Safety and Health, Ministry of Social 
Affairs and Health, Finland  

 

SUMMARY 

Forests as sources of renewable raw material provide a natural and excellent foundation for sustainable 
development both in the forestry sector and in society as a whole. In Finland - as in many other countries - a 
National Forestry Programme (NFP) has been adopted by the Government. The NFP covers three areas of 
sustainability: economic, ecological and social.  

According to the National Forestry Programme, the goal of social and cultural sustainability is to become better 
prepared in knowledge and skills to meet the challenges of sustainable development and to secure the welfare of 
the people.   

The NFP supports social sustainability by strengthening the conditions for family forestry, by slowing down the 
decrease in rural employment and by developing the creation of new occupations in value-added wood products, 
in small and medium enterprises and in energy production. 

The well being of the people who derive their income from forests is a key issue in sustainable forestry. Besides 
the economic aspects of well being, occupational safety and health, and general working conditions are important 
areas to be considered as part of the social sustainability of forestry.  The issue should be noticed also from the 
whole families’ point of view.  The target for the development of work quality can be expressed as follows: Any 
person working in the forestry sector – whether an employee or an entrepreneur - should be able to work in 
conditions, which do not endanger his or her health; the work should enable and support personal and 
occupational development; inferior working conditions or working environment should not harm the health of 
workers in such a way that this would be a reason for early retirement. 

The development of the general business climate and high quality business practices for the forest machinery and 
transport enterprises and other small enterprises is an important part of the NFP. The long-range approach in 
conducting business is an important basis for economic and social development.  

Social partners and other interest groups were involved in the preparation of the NFP. They participate also in the 
implementation and follow up of the programme. So-called labour issues are part of the implementation process. 
The contents of social sustainability should be developed to meet the requirements of various interest groups.  
Social partners and other interest groups should be able to participate in the process on an equal basis.  Even 
though the groups may have different interests which sometimes may even contradict each other, in the long run 
all parties will benefit from this development. Today the issues of well-being, high quality working life and other 
social aspects are seen as an essential means in improving sustainable forestry based on partnership. 

 

 

The concept, definition and practices of social sustainability are still developing as part of the development of the 
forestry sector. All this despite the fact that the topics which can be included in social sustainability have been 
dealt with throughout the years. As a background we have to note that the forestry sector is one of the main 
sectors which provide economic resources for social welfare in Finland.  

The dimension of social sustainability provides a good approach to speeding up the improvement of working 
conditions and the quality of work. It is useful to include the improvement of physical, psychological and social 
working conditions in the large context of social sustainability.  

Employment and the working environment and general working conditions play  an essential role in ensuring 
social sustainability. The well-being of people who derive their income from forests is a key issue in sustainable 
forestry. The issue should be noticed also from the families’ and other dependants’ point of view. 
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The aspects of social sustainability should be put on the agenda in addition to economic and ecological aspects. It 
is important to recognise that the measures of all actors in the forestry sector also influence the social aspects, 
whether intended or not. 

SOCIAL SUSTAINABILITY IN THE NATIONAL FOREST PROGRAMME 

Finland has in its national forest policy sought long-term solutions, the most important programme being 
Finland’s National Forest Programme 2010 (NFP) sanctioned by the Government in 1999. It recognises the 
economic, ecological, social and cultural aspects of the sustainable utilisation of forests. In addition to national 
needs, it also meets the new demands of international forest policy. The National Forestry Programme is a frame 
for decision-making and coordination in the forestry sector. 

According to the NFP, the goal of social and cultural sustainability is to become better prepared with greater 
knowledge and improved skills to meet the challenges of sustainable development and to secure the welfare of 
the people. The NFP supports social sustainability by strengthening the conditions for family forestry, by slowing 
down the decrease in rural employment and by supporting the creation of new occupations with value-added 
wood products, SMEs and energy production. 

In the forestry sector we have to be aware that it will be difficult to get enough skilled labour for silvicultural 
tasks as well as for logging. This is mainly due to  the unfavourable population development in the rural regions. 
In order to attract potential labour, permanent employment contracts should be used as far as possible. Employers 
and the whole forestry sector will have to take measures in order to make the machine operator’s profession more 
attractive. Special emphasis must be put on the supply of forest labour as well as the training and education and 
well being of workers. 

The conditions of machine and truck entrepreneurs should also be ameliorated as part of the NFP. The 
development of the general business climate and high-quality business practices for forest machine and transport 
enterprises and other small enterprises affects not only the economic success of the enterprises but also their 
ability to guarantee good working conditions. A far-reaching approach to conducting business is an important 
basis for economic and social development. It enhances investment in skills, knowledge and technology. A solid 
business environment is a support for a good working environment and general working conditions, and the  risk 
of a general deterioration of the quality of operations and facilities is slight.  

THE QUALITY OF WORK 

The target of the development of work quality can be expressed as follows: Any person working in the forestry 
sector – whether an employee or entrepreneur - should be able to work in conditions which do not endanger his or 
her health; the work should enable and support personal and occupational development; inferior working 
conditions or working environment should not harm the health of workers and lead to early retirement. 

The well being of personnel is understood better than ever as an essential condition for the high quality of 
products and services and also for productivity, and finally for profitability. Safe and healthy working conditions 
are of course a traditional basic value for each person working in any organisation. A broad approach to 
protecting and promoting occupational safety and health gives a new impetus to the improvement of occupational 
safety and health. 

PARTICIPATION 

Social partners and other interest groups were involved in the preparation of the NFP. They also participate in the 
implementation and follow-up of the programme in the Forest Council and the Regional Forest Councils. The 
quality of work and social issues are part of the implementation process. The content of social sustainability 
should be understood in a way that meets the requirements of various interest groups. This process is going on in 
practical discussions and official events. Social partners and other interest groups should be able to participate in 
the process on an equal basis. Even though the groups may have different interests, which may even contradict 
each other, in the long run the interests will be parallel and all parties can benefit from the development. Today 
the matters of well being, high-quality working life and other social aspects are seen as an essential means of 
improving sustainable forestry based on partnership. 
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The main organisations which have participated in the discussion on social sustainability are employees´ and 
employers´ organisations including forest machine entrepreneurs. Also the association of private forest owners 
and of course the Forest and Park Service are important. These organisations and many others also participate in 
the implementation and follow-up of the programme. 

Some of the forums of interaction between the social partners are the following: 

The Branch Committees for Occupational Safety. In the committee on forestry employees, employers and 
machine entrepreneurs are represented, and a specialist from the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health also 
participates in the meetings and activities. The Branch Committee on forestry and occupational safety and health 
inspectors (labour inspectors) arrange annually a seminar where current topics are dealt with. 

At national and regional level there are many official advisory committees and councils covering e.g. training and 
education, occupational safety and health, and occupational health services. 

In Finland the coverage of organised employees and employers is high. Even the Association of Machine 
Entrepreneurs covers about half of the number of machine entrepreneurs and well above half if we count in the 
logging volume of these enterprises. This organisation structure provides a good basis for constructive co-
operation and mediation of interests.  

Some of the practical initiatives to strengthen social sustainability in the forestry sector: 

• A review and barometer on working conditions in the forestry sector is under preparation. 

• Discussion on social sustainability and the social responsibility of enterprises is becoming more visible than 
before on the agenda. 

• The quality of work and working conditions is being given more emphasis in the revision of the NFP. 

• Employment in wood production and also to some degree in other uses of forests is understood as part of the 
social and economic sustainability of the whole society – and this should never be forgotten.     

• Partnership and participation in the improvement of working conditions in the forestry sector will be fulfilled 
together with the stakeholders, including employers’, employees’ and entrepreneurs’ organisations. 

 



Partnership in Forestry, Brussels, 2-6 June 2002 
Page 138 

 
 

FORESTRY CONTRACTORS – LINK IN THE FORESTRY-WOOD-CHAIN (CHALLENGES-

THREADS-VISIONS) 

Mr. Barrie Hudson, Chief Executive, Forestry Contracting Association Ltd, the United Kingdom 

 

SUMMARY 

The operations sector of the forest industry in Europe has followed worldwide trends with a decrease in the 
numbers of direct employees and a corresponding increase in the use of private sector SMEs in the form of 
entrepreneurs (contractors) working in multi-functional forestry operations.  The increase in SME activity has 
advantages in terms of flexible working and worker productivity, but there are significant dangers of 
discontinuous employment and exploitation, reduced opportunities for training and reduced quality as a result, 
together with concern on falling health and safety standards and environmental implications arising from 
increased pressures on the workforce. These are allied to the risks involved in the entrepreneurial activity of the 
self-employed contractor with attendant problems of finance for both capital investment and working capital.  In 
addition, there is the lack of coordinated research and development into technological developments in harvesting 
and haulage systems. 

Contractors are playing a more and more important role in the wood supply chain. They are a major driving force 
for innovation in the wood production chain. 

• Contractors invest in and contribute to the improvement of advanced forestry technique in most European 
countries and regions.  

• Contractors strive for improving qualification of their workforce, what is becoming more and more important 
as forestry is aiming at nature-oriented management, thus requiring higher skills and qualifications from all 
actors in the production chain. 

• Forestry contractors, like SMEs in wood processing, account for the preservation of employment in rural 
areas.  

The drawing together of SMEs into entrepreneur associations in a number of countries offers an infrastructure 
capable of providing information and representation formerly provided by the employer companies.  The 
European Network will enable information dissemination between members within the Network, and between the 
Network and opinion formers in Europe, to enable coordination of action necessary for the economic 
development of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in European Forestry.  

 

 

The following are power-point slides presented at the workshop. 
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PARTNERSHIPS IN THE MOBILISATION AND USE OF TIMBER - STRATEGIC POSITIONING OF 

FORESTRY ALLIANCES IN AUSTRIA 2002 

Mr. Martin Höbarth, Federal Silvicultural Association, Austria 

 

SUMMARY 

Because of the conditions imposed by globalization it is necessary to accelerate cooperation.  Strategies have to 
be realized to strengthen cooperation within forestry, including all structures of forest ownership. The 
competence in forest management, logistic and on the roundwood market can only be retained in the future if 
forest unions operate rapidly.  Vertical cooperation within the whole chain of custody has to be intensified as 
well.  Partnerships for example with the public, the tourism sector and NGOs could be another contribution to 
strengthen family forestry in rural areas. 

 

PREAMBLE 

Income from forestry is becoming increasingly important for mixed farming and forestry operations, so that it 
often forms their basis of existence. Timber production will also remain the primary source of income for the 
majority of the operations in the future. Alternative sources of income, such as cooperation with the tourist 
industry, should be developed. 

The further utilization of forests for production is of primary economic interest. On the one hand, this prerequisite 
sustainably secures the natural resources for the growing domestic wood-processing industry. On the other hand,0 
it is a motor which creates and secures jobs in structurally weaker rural areas. The maintenance of a diversity of 
forestland and cropland is also the precondition for a prospering tourist industry. 

By purchasing domestic timber, the wood-processing industry is making an important contribution towards the 
diversity of forest communities and forestland in Austria. 

Globalization – i.e. the orientation towards world market prices – is forcing the wood-processing industry to 
undertake budget cuts and economizing measures. These are reflected in international mergers and cooperatives, 
as well as in expanding capacities. 

Approximately 170,000 forest owners have around 1,500 sawmill enterprises as their business partners in the free 
market with an annual timber yield of 14-15 million cubic meters.  In the year 1955, Austria still had around 
5,400 sawmill operations, which produced around 7 million cubic meters. Since that time, a marked shift has 
taken place towards production in large enterprises with an annual yield of over 100,000 cubic meters. The 30 
companies in the pulp and paper industry have an annual demand for around 6 million cubic meters of industrial 
wood. This industrial wood is mainly purchased from two companies. The five board- manufacturing enterprises 
finish their products at ten different production sites in Austria and process around half a million cubic meters of 
timber. 

The growing issue is how to meet the customers' increasing demand for wood as quickly and efficiently as 
possible by using domestic timber. This is taking place under enormous international competition in the industry 
and requires great flexibility by the processing industries as well as the timber suppliers. The demands to deliver 
the required volumes of timber at a certain quality in the shortest time possible, as per contract, are overtaxing the 
individual forest owners as well as the existing purchasing structures in the processing industries. In agreement 
with the processing industries, the forest owners are called upon to build up well-performing marketing structures 
or quickly further develop any existing structures.  

Forestry cooperatives serve as local nuclei of operative performance, which can develop their full efficiency in 
cooperation with forestry associations and their organizational units on local, district and provincial levels. 

 
 



Partnership in Forestry, Brussels, 2-6 June 2002 
Page 150 

 
 

I) THE PRESENT SITUATION 

The rapid developments over the past ten years have resulted in deep-lying changes in the roundwood market. 
Under the sign of globalization and increasing concentration in the wood-processing industry, forest owners are 
currently confronted with internationally active large-scale buyers and suppliers. This has clearly changed their 
market position in the forestry sector. 

In small-scale forests belonging to farmers, according to the specific income structure of mixed farming and 
forestry enterprises, utilization of increment amounts to around 53%.  Thinning reserves of approx. 65 million 
cubic meters mainly belong to small forest owners. In Austria – as well as in many other densely forested 
European countries – they are a symbol of hope and the potential for an increased timber yield. It will be 
necessary to quantify the actual operability of the presently unused potential. 

In Austria, mixed farming and forestry operations are characterized by: 

• a large number of forest owners 

• small-sized forests (small-scale forestry operations) 

• small marketing volumes per forest owner 

• discontinuous utilization; often only amounts to small percentage of total income  

• increasing number of private, non-productive forest estates 

• low level of mechanization; poor forest access 

• lack of time and manpower for logging 

• underestimation of specific potential for operational utilization  

• high level of identification with forest property 

For the reasons mentioned, forestry alliances (forestry associations and forestry cooperatives) have been created 
with the active support (consulting) of the Chambers of Agriculture in all provinces as a result of the need for 
action. The forestry associations present themselves today as expert organizations belonging to the agricultural 
chambers or the Federal Silvicultural Association. These alliances are the reaction to changes in the form of the 
opportunity for structural and factual codetermination of processes. In this sense, it is furthermore necessary to 
continually adapt to the changing demands. 

II) GENERAL FRAMEWORK 

The forestry associations are strong marketing and contact partners in business and politics. The have the 
competency to optimally deal with their members' coordination tasks in the chain of value-added business 
activities. Their primary goal is to make the most efficient use of the already low manpower capacity 
towards improving the financial success of the forest owners, thus optimizing forestry management. 

In order for the forestry associations to better fulfill their task as the interface between their members and the 
economy, the following developments need to be called for: 

2.1 Horizontal Cooperation 

Both in terms of timber marketing, as well as sharing of forestry equipment among enterprises, cooperation 
between the different ownership categories (forestland owned by farmers or large forestry enterprises) leads to 
increased competitiveness in the forestry branch. In terms of the buyers, industrial structures have been 
established which can process several 100,000 cubic meters of timber annually per business operation. On the 
other hand, the suppliers hardly have any individual operations that can market volumes of this size. 

In order to achieve cost reductions with highly specialized forestry technology, a corresponding utilization of the 
forestry equipment has to be achieved on an annual basis. In small-scale private forests, this is often only possible 
by sharing equipment with the other categories of forest owners. Already existing and newly created equipment 
capacities in small-scale and large-scale forests can be optimally utilized by this means. 
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Horizontal cooperation greatly increases reliability towards the wood-processing industry by creating speedy 
individual delivery capacities. 

The forestry associations are therefore open to all forest ownership categories, independent of the expanse 
of forestland belonging to each individual operation. The forestry associations intend to increase their 
interprovincial activities on the timber market. 

The wood-processing industry is called upon to make use of the services provided by the forestry 
associations, since only the strengthening of these structures can improve or secure the required continuity 
of timber shipments on the medium term. 

2.2 Vertical Cooperation 

The goal of cooperation among forestry operations of various production levels is to improve the competitive 
situation and increase the market potential. This results in cost reductions, task distribution in the production 
program and cooperative improvement of the innovative capacity. It is most effectively achieved by means of 
assigning strategic core competencies and capacities to the corresponding business partner. 

For forestry associations, this means that timber has to be made available to the respective buyer in the 
framework of the contract at the required volume and time (or time period) and in the required quality. 

A particular concern of the forestry associations is to optimally provide the local sawmills with roundwood, 
independent of their cutting capacity and market position, in order to achieve the broadest possible structure of 
buyers. In the scope of this cooperation, reliability, flexibility and the securing of planning are required for buyer 
and seller. The forestry associations ensure this performance for the sellers by means of a corresponding 
organizational structure on the local, district and provincial levels. 

Further interesting cooperative possibilities are found in mutual development, testing and introduction of new 
technologies in forestry practice, such as electronic data exchange.  

Business enterprises live from innovation. In order to be successful on a medium term in the global market,  
continual investments need to be made in product innovation and product development. As the first link in the 
wood-product chain, forestry should also be able to profit from such achievements. In the development of 
products made of heavy timber, forestry alliances should make a corresponding contribution. 

2.3 Forestry Services 

Forestry alliances are modern service providers. Numerous services are offered by the forestry associations in the 
form of forestry competence, logistic competence and marketing competence. All services (coordinating the use 
of forestry equipment, timber marketing, logging, cooperative purchase of operating resources, e.g.) are 
significantly strengthened by horizontal cooperation, independent of forest size. 

Forestry competency is the expert capability of forest management. This includes everything from training and 
advising members to the management of forestlands in the scope of management contracts.  

In this connection, forestry associations will specially focus on those forest owners whose income no longer 
comes from forestry and who no longer live on their rural property (private, non-productive forest 
estates). 

The increased application of high technology in small-scale forests is one of the reasons for the positive 
tendency in the reduction of forestry accidents. This is only made possible through forestry cooperatives 
and the use of best trained workers. 

Logistic competency involves the efficient coordination of logging, from the marking of trees to marketing. In the 
scope of forestry alliances, the forest owner managing his forest himself, as well as those who contract logging to 
third parties or forestry associations and their sub-organizations or forestry cooperatives, all have their place.   

The process of logging, from the marking and felling of trees to their delivery ex works, is taken over by 
the forestry associations under consideration of the buyer's diverse requirements. Based upon these 
activities, forestry associations generally constitute coordination and intermediary centers (i.e. logistics 
centers). 
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Marketing competency is the actual strength of the forestry associations. It involves the members giving their 
organization the mandate to market their timber competently, reliably, without complication and at the lowest 
possible cost. In addition to this internal competency, the external market competency is decisive for the 
marketing partner. The precondition is that the corresponding volume is made available in the quality required at 
the time agreed upon as per contract. 

In the scope of cooperative timber marketing, the forest owner has the complete freedom of decision 
regarding the tasks which he does himself or contracts others to do. 

As calculable and reliable partners, forestry associations and their sub-organizations (e.g. forestry cooperatives) 
are at the focus of the wood-processing industry. Each individual member profits directly from the economic 
benefits of the marketing activities. In a timber trading transaction, reliability on both sides in terms of contract 
and delivery time, is the precondition for economic benefits on the side of the buyer as well as the seller. Free 
riders, who only profit selectively from the advantages of the association without contributing anything 
themselves, endanger the above objectives and risk their reliability as a cooperative partner of the wood-
processing industry.  

Functioning cooperatives, integrated and organized on a local, district or provincial level, would be able to 
exploit a substantial timber potential of around 50% of the total Austrian forestlands at a justifiable cost.  

Quality labels are of growing importance for increasing the market shares of forestry cooperative 
members. They serve to label special qualities (e.g. firewood) or domestic timber in contrast to foreign 
imports (e.g. markers indicating the origin of Christmas trees). Comprehensive synergy effects result when 
uniform quality labels are used all over Austria. In order to strengthen the market competency, uniform 
quality labels are being used by all the Austrian forestry associations. 

2.4 Training and Further Education  

Continuous, future-oriented further development and economic growth require solid training and education in 
order to keep up with the changing circumstances. Continuous further education plays a central role. It should not 
be a question of chance as to whether or not and when activities are conducted by forestry cooperatives. This not 
only touches silvicultural issues, but essentially technology and business management, as well. Most effective – 
since they are opinion-forming – are training programs in the framework of forestry cooperatives. Mental factors 
which oppose further exploitation can be reduced here. 

One of the major obstacles for comprehensive further education is the daily work necessary in the farming 
operation. More courses need to be offered on site. A corresponding concept for training and further education is 
being developed by the forestry associations in cooperation with the agricultural chambers. 

The poor utilization of the potential in forests owned by farmers is often due to lack of manpower capacity. 
Corresponding technological know-how, such as logging by third parties, could make use of the reserves. A 
correction of the vocational image is needed. Professional, modern logging work requires thorough technological 
and silvicultural know-how and should have a better image. The chance lies in the quality of the services 
provided. The premium system developed by the forestry association of Styria holds advantages for both 
forest owners and logging companies. Corresponding fair wages should also ensure a good quality of work. 
It is therefore to be applied Austrian wide.  

2.5 Target-Oriented Growth of Forestry Cooperatives 

Training and further education, as well as market competency, are also in direct relationship to the growth of 
forestry alliances. 

The smallest units in the scope of forestry alliances, the regional forestry cooperatives, receive the most effective 
training, which is regionally coordinated by professionally active group managers. This activity represents a 
serious source of income for them. Initial forms of support are especially important in this connection.  

The economy is carried by corresponding growth. After a phase of consolidation, forestry alliances should best be 
organized in the respective legal form according to their objectives. 
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Individual forestry cooperatives acting on their own contradict the basic concept of forestry alliances, may 
constitute a risk and are not able to benefit from the advantages of larger mergers on a medium-term basis.  

Qualitative growth goes before quantitative growth for the forestry associations. This is not only valid for 
the absolute number of forestry cooperatives, but particularly for their activities in timber marketing and the other 
diverse services they offer to the cooperative, as well as to third parties. 

2.6 Subsidies 

In order to compensate for structural weaknesses, targeted subsidies will also be of great significance in the future 
to ensure the further development of forestry cooperatives and their organizations. 

To achieve a sufficiently professional and comprehensive state, conceptual/organizational work and logging are 
to be promoted for demonstration purposes. After an initial phase of promotion, the business activities should be 
carried by their own momentum. Subsidies for logging work that diverge from the above-named examples 
("normal logging work") will not fulfill the objective in this connection. 

The forestry associations contribute their services and competency to organize their members' common activities 
in close cooperation with the promotion offices.  

Founding new forestry cooperatives will fulfill the objective, if this takes places with the expert advice of the 
corresponding forestry association. After a comprehensive state has been achieved – parallel structures are to be 
avoided – the main focus of future subsidies should be on the development and improvement of these structures. 

2.7 Legal Framework 

Forest owners identify themselves highly with their private property. They have at their disposition a potentially 
productive forest, which cannot be reproduced according to will. This should compel the owner to use a rational 
and sustainable approach towards his forest in his own interest, as well as for the purpose of achieving an income. 
Interference with private property may violate the forest owner's liberties and weaken the potential performance 
of the entire economy. 

Additional limitations to forestry, which go beyond the present ties with the social environment, can be 
counterproductive in terms of a stronger utilization of potential increment. The protection of private 
property is thus a primary political task. 

Farmers and foresters, in particular, are repeatedly under pressure to find an alternative income to their customary 
work. Numerous legal aspects hinder further pursuit of this. Forest owners must be given easier access to 
alternative sources of income. 

2.8 Development of New Fields of Business and Forms of Marketing 

The opportunities for development of roundwood sales are limited. Forestry associations are therefore called 
upon to take steps towards stronger marketing of wood products. One example is participation in establishing and 
managing the utilization of fuelwood projects (thermal energy contracting). 

The willingness to use innovations is called for. Flexibility in adapting structures and statues to the changing 
conditions is the precondition. When expanding the services offered, the organizational form of a "society" may 
not be a long-term solution. The acquisition of a business concession should not present an obstacle. 

III) FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS UP TO 2010 

According to the opportunity to force the above-named developments, various scenarios are possible for the 
timber yield from Austrian forestry cooperatives. It can be assumed that in the framework of forestry 
cooperatives, a large degree of actual increased volume would otherwise not be utilized and would remain as a 
theoretical potential in the forest. 

1st Variant: 800,000 cubic meters annually (cooperatively marketed timber volume) 

If the respective measures are not taken, further development will be at a slow pace and will not far surpass the 
present volumes. 
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2nd Variant: 1,500,000 cubic meters annually (cooperatively marketed timber volume) 

If some opportunities for promoting structures are not provided or put to use, it must be assumed that the 
development of utilizing the potential yield will remain clearly under that which could possibly be realized. 

3rd Variant: 2,500,000 cubic meters annually (cooperatively marketed timber volume) 

A realistic variant under the condition of the broadest possible implementation of structural development in the 
wood-processing chain, as well as with structural promotion. 
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Partnerships in the delivery of non-wood goods and services 
 

Ms. J. Levinson (Australia): “Partnerships in forestry – South-Western Australia – a regional 
perspective”  

Mr. M. Vanwijnsberghe (Belgium): “Arriving at a new management scheme for the Forêt de Soignes 
- Capital Region of Brussels” 

Ms. Ch. Jenssens (Belgium): “Social learning and urban forestry planning – the case of urban forest 
planning in Flanders”, a paper co-authored by Prof. D. Wildemeersch 

Ms. E. Kopylova (Russian Federation): “Building partnerships for forest conservation and 
management in Russia” 
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PARTNERSHIPS IN FORESTRY – SOUTH-WESTERN AUSTRALIA – A REGIONAL PERSPECTIVE 

Mrs. Julia Levinson, Executive Officer, Timber 2002 Inc., Australia 

 

1. INTRODUCTION: 

Thanks to the organisers – Matthias 
Lovgren and Nico Coppe and to the 
Flanders Forestry Community for 
organising and hosting this seminar. 

My interest in attending this seminar 
from Australia was generated by the 
topic of PARTNERSHIPS in forestry.  
There is a need to develop strategic 
relationships in this industry by 
embracing the social aspects of forestry 
through communicative processes over 
time.  

In my home state of Western Australia a 
prime focus for forestry development, 
management and processing in the new 
millennium is addressing the 
communities’ needs and expectations in 
and around forests and plantations and 
looking after the people who work in the 
industry at all levels.   

 

From listening to yesterday’s presentations there are generic issues and familiar key words common across the 
globe: 

The new role of foresters 

Adaption to and acceptance of change – change being inevitable 

Common goals – delivery of goals and outcomes 

Shared risks and benefits 

Participation 

Partnering – to name a few. 
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2. WEBB SITE FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ON TIMBER 2002 

From my background as a Social 
Geographer and in a position as 
Executive Officer of the Timber 2002 
Committee, I work within a framework 
of social forestry with foresters, social 
scientists, agricultural scientists, 
commercial and legal representatives, 
which emphasises the broad nature of 
this industry and the range of academic 
disciplines involved.  This illustrates the 
importance of academic partnering to 
understand the intricate details common 
to social forestry in order to make it 
work.  Social forestry addresses ‘place’ – 
site and situation, ‘time’, culture and 
politics whilst working within the realm 
of the technical and scientific aspects in 
forestry development, management and 
processing.  

 

The maintenance of partnerships and the processes towards sustainable outcomes are derived through our least 
mentioned working relationships between the academic disciplines involved in building a unified forestry 
industry.  The geographer, behaving as a realist, asks the questions: 

Why have partnerships? – Cooperatives? 

Who are our partners? – Triple Bottom Line? 

Where are our partners? – Think locally – Act Globally? 

Timber 2002 is a partner in the industry in its own right by providing a forum and Roundtable approach to 
address common issues and provide equity of the decisions taken.  The Committee provides an open and 
unbiased process, relating closely to Gerard Buttoud’s ‘mixed model’ example where we provide the link 
between decisions and communication, communication being the key success to partnerships.  

My presentation is designed to bring to you tangible evidence that the concept of partnerships works and acts as a 
mandate to continue towards sustainable outcomes.  Madam Furuberg mentioned yesterday whilst writing her 
speech, not realising that the Norwegian forestry industry had actually been successfully operating through 
partnerships for a long time, the recognition of which had gone unnoticed.  The very reason that we are all here is 
to recognise partnerships which is a quantum step towards the delivery of the forest ethos.   

Whether through multi-functional forestry or specifically commercial plantations, from presentations yesterday I 
learn that the industry popularity has decreased, largely through corporatisation, politicising the forestry industry 
and having new drivers in the Conservation Movement.  Although these processes are inevitable as we enter into 
‘global organisation’, to acknowledge that our industry is declining in its recognition as being sustainable and 
ongoing is a start.  It must be addressed and strategies delivered to ensure that the industry continues.  Because 
there is a changing face of forestry maybe we need to adopt a different approach and as mentioned yesterday, we 
are reticent to address change and slow to adopt new ways of thinking. 

The difficulty the 18 European nations will have in their partnership approach will be the ability to speak with 
one voice where there are many different political and cultural differences to overcome.  Australia is a politically 
sound country so it has been relatively easy to work within a partnership regime, and necessary due to the size 
and distances we face in a country many times greater than that of many of the countries you represent. 
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3. FORESTS OF AUSTRALIA  

Courtesy of the Bureau of Resource 
Science 

There are 18 Regional Plantation 
Committee partners across regional 
Australia, operating according to the 
climate and rate of forestry development 
in their regions.  Note the varsity.  Farm 
Forestry and plantation establishment in 
Australia is addressing the natural 
resource management problems which 
have become apparent due to the clearing 
of land and the diverse land use 
management practices as a consequence.  
By focussing on sustainable outcomes 
encompassing the Triple Bottom Line, 
the environmental, commercial and 
social benefits are being addressed and 
delivered accordingly through the 
establishment of tree cops in our vast 
rural landscape. 

 

By developing a national inventory, the input of which is present on this frame, assists the Federal Government to 
ascertain national wood flows and also understand the amount of carbon sequestered in our crops planted after 
1990 to address the environmental values attained through the Kyoto Protocol. 

4. WESTERN AUSTRALIA 

Courtesy of the Great Southern 
Development Commission 

Timber 2002’s Regional Partnership:  

Timber 2002 has developed its 
stakeholder partnership operating as a 
community and industry based 
organisation, meeting regularly in 
Albany on the south coast of Western 
Australia.  Albany is the administrative 
centre for the Great Southern and South 
Coastal regions covering an area of 
38,917 square kilometres (2 ½ times the 
size of Flanders), representing only 1.5% 
of the state’s total area.  The population 
of the region as at 2000 stood at 54,128, 
less than 1% of the population of 
Flanders.    
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The region has a rainfall distribution from 1500mm in the western areas to 350mm in the east with soil types 
ranging from duplex sand over clay to acidic quartz based sands, reflecting the range of species planted across the 
region.   

By the year 2000, a $60M investment was estimated in commercial private forestry establishment in the region 
creating around 230 full time and 500 part time jobs.  Plantation forestry includes mainly Eucalyptus globulus or 
Tasmanian Blue Gums grown in the higher rainfall areas specifically for pulpwood, exported to Japan for fine 
paper production.   

In 2001 the plantation estate in the region, including the large plantation investment companies and small farmer 
growers was estimated at 120,000 hectares and producing a mean annual increment of  

20m3 per hectare on average with a range of 30mai – 15mai, yielding around 3.5 million tonnes woodchips by 
the year 2008. 

5. PARTNERSHIP STAKEHOLDERS 

Forest industries in Australia are 
subjected to intervention by three levels 
of government; Local, State and Federal 
with most industry forestry operations 
controlled by the WA State Government 
under regularly renewed licence 
arrangements or contracts.  The 
partnership approach in this state is 
contingent upon a close working 
relationship with the government so that 
policies are developed in keeping with 
industry needs and expectations. 

Pluralism in the private forestry industry 
where there is a multiplicity of 
stakeholders generates competition for 
the resource and competing processing 
opportunities.  Consequently, it is 
important for us to work with a range of 
stakeholders.   

 

The Government approach is on product delivery from the utilisation of forest residue from waste to high value 
sawlogs, a process of sustainable production which drives the timber economy.  Plantations are commercial 
products within themselves, generating a broad stream of products aligned with forest management practices.  It 
is the demand for those products that will affect the market share. 

The Industry is driven largely by outside investment within a range of options from taxation incentives through 
prospectuses, financial government incentives for growers to salinity credits and carbon credits in the future. 

The Community is driven by the environmental benefits of a burgeoning timber industry.  Whether the trees are 
planted for aesthetic purposes, addressing land degradation or for generating employment, the community 
benefits all round.  There is a need however, to be circumspect on the emotive argument which has entered the 
industry.  In hindsight we have allowed the commercial forestry industry to become politicised, to be used to 
comfort the emotions of those who are either ignorant of the facts or unaware that the native forest industry in 
Australia has been one of the most professionally and sustainably managed resource in the world. 
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6. PARTNERSHIPS – FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

There are 2 prime Federal forestry 
legislations operating nationally. 

In Australia, a most successful national 
strategic partnership was developed in 
1996 to deliver a massive revegetation 
campaign driven by commercial 
plantations.  The ‘Plantations for 
Australia  The 2020 Vision’ came about 
through significant consultation with 
governments, industry and the 
community to create a national target 
achieved by planting an average of 
80,000 hectares of commercial tree crops 
annually so that by the year 2020, the 
plantation resource across Australia will 
be trebled.   

The Vision is the overriding policy for private forestry development and the benchmark on which partnerships to 
achieve that target have been developed.  By creating a national strategy, collaboration between industry, 
governments and the community has been a significant factor in enhancing the contribution private forestry has 
made and will continue to make to the Australian economy, rural communities, the environment and regional 
development. 

How do we in our vast country comply with such a regime?  The regional approach has been a most successful 
outcome of the Vision.  Regional Plantation Committees operating to advance the development of private forestry 
by working together encouraging networking and communication through facilitation, coordination and 
cooperation through regional committees supported and driven by the 2020 Vision.  A strategic role of the Vision 
therefore, emphasises the importance of collaboration through partnerships which is the theme of this seminar.   

Regional Plantation Committees (RPCs) manage themselves according to the private forestry needs of their 
regions, acquiring a broad membership of stakeholders thus delivering the outcomes reflected in the Vision’s 
target.  RPCs work at the Federal level by providing information to the Federal Department of Agriculture 
Fisheries and Forestry Australia on: 

• Wood flow plans statistics to measure export potential 

• Plantation and farm forestry inventories 

• Road infrastructure and transport issues 

• Planning and co-ordination issues 

• Forest product development and Marketing 

• Investment opportunities 

• Research and development to be national and strategic 

The Forest and Wood Products Industry Action Agenda – Forest and Wood Futures, a Federal Government 
initiative addresses the vision of maximising sustainable and profitable activities for tree growing, value adding 
and marketing of Australian forest products.  We are predominantly price takers, relying on single markets for 
our produce with the emphasis on exports.  Due to the size of our population in WA, we are able to adequately 
supply the local market in most forest products.  With investment funding however, which is also an issue 
indirectly related to population we will be able to extend our resources to supply overseas markets in many forest 
products from trees planted and managed as crops on previously cleared agricultural land. 
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7. PARTNERSHIPS – STATE GOVERNMENT 

The benefit of having a close relationship 
with the WA State Government is gained 
by addressing the Triple Bottom Line 
issues through tree crop establishment: 

Environment – Land Degradation, 
salinity, erosion 

Social – Employment 

Economic – Industry Development 

The competitive strengths of the WA 
commercial private forestry industry 
are: 

• WA is a cost-competitive location 
for wood processing and is within the 
cost effective South East Asian and 
Indian Ocean Rim shipping lanes 

  

• The perception of sovereign risk is low due to the government being an assured regulator of supply. 

• The environmental benefits of plantation establishment – reduction of high water table, reduced wind 
erosion, reducing the increase in salinity, carbon sequestration. 

• WA has an adequate capacity to develop large scale resource projects e.g. pulp mill, biomass power stations, 
LVL plants and encourages investment in rural areas.  

• Forest products come from privately owned and managed plantation resource, not from native forests. 

• A stable and supportive government for developing export industries 

• The $50M investment long term of infrastructure in the great Southern region. 

• Favourable distance to overseas markets. 

To take full advantage of the opportunities presenting themselves as the private forestry industry matures, several 
issues are being addressed: 

• Under-investment in infrastructure development 

• The slow response from government 

• Community perceptions and lack of knowledge and understanding of timber industry development  

• High energy and labour costs 

• Providing training and education needs 

• Employment requirements 

• Investment, marketing and value-adding 

• Plantation resource – number hectares, site and situation for a state data base 

• Planning 

• Infrastructure needs - ports 
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8. PARTNERSHIPS – LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Partnerships with Local (regional) 
Government: 

• Promotion of the Industry Code of 
Practice 

• Road transport and maintenance 

• Planning and co-ordination 

• Community issues –  

o Good Neighbour Agreement an 
approach to address community 
perceptions and cooperation in;  

o Population and depopulation 
including isolation issues,  

o Aerial spraying and plantation 
management issues 

 

o Competing land uses i.e. viticulture, aquaculture 

• Employment and training 

• Fire control 

• Infrastructure 

The 12 municipalities with which Timber 2002 has a working relationship have the potential to provide the 
region with a wide variety of timber resource to supply a growing market, in the event that the State Government 
has been committed to reduce the native forest timber supply.  The major examples being Blue Gums - E. 
globulus, Maritime Pine - P. pinaster, P. radiata, oil mallees, southern sandalwood - Santalum spicatum, and a 
wide variety of hardwood sawlog species, managed as integrated tree crops.   

9. STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP EXAMPLE 

Courtesy of Forest Products 
Commission, Albany Plantation Export 
Company, Toll Albany Bulk Handling 

Illustrating a very successful partnership 
program developed over the past 12 
years with the WA Government, 
Japanese paper and trading companies, 
Oji Paper Company and Itochu 
Corporation and Toll Logistics supplying 
port infrastructure and loading facilities. 
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10. PARTNERSHIPS – COMMUNITY 

• Assist in understanding the industry 
– delivery of information Master 
Tree Grower Program – extension 
programs to farmers and private 
growers 

• Assist with the Conservation 
approach to environmental issues – 
mono-cultures 

• Provide a Roundtable approach to 
discuss community needs and create 
a community ownership in decision 
making 

 

11. PARTNERSHIPS IN THE COMMNUNITY 

STRATEGIC OUTCOMES 

A well informed community can assist 
the industry in advancing development.  
Consultation and a sense of ownership is 
crucial in enhancing good relationships 
with the community. 

 

12. THE ROUNDTABLE APPROACH 

Roundtables – the Development of 
Milestones 

Roundtables address the needs from the 
community to engage in debate and 
decision making.  They provide a 
coalition of stakeholders, government, 
conservationists and small business 
working towards common objectives.  
The preliminary stage of sourcing 
community views and the 
commencement of building a web of 
relationships is a process which gives 
community effort and input a chance to 
be recognised and utilised.  Consultation 
is an important component of ‘a duty of 
care’ to the wider community, reflecting   
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community’s changing expectations as we become more global.  This is a process designed to assist in political 
decisions which should include a strategic consultation process as political decisions and industry development 
should be transparent.   

(Biomass Roundtable partnership process with the Australian Centre of Renewable Energy, Stanwell Corporation 
and Timber 2002 attached). 

13. PARTNERSHIPS - INDUSTRY: 

In order to deliver on outcomes within 
the above initiatives, Timber 2002 
follows objectives which have been 
recognised by the community, industry 
and government as a whole of industry 
approach through maintaining our 
partnerships. 

Economic: To encourage the 
development of commercial timber on 
previously cleared agricultural land for 
the purposes of export woodchips, higher 
value added products and to ensure that 
adequate infrastructure and a skilled 
workforce is I place to be investor, 
employer and export ready. 

 

Environment: To promote a diverse range of commercial species and forestry design across all soil Types and 
rainfall zones in helping to rehabilitate degraded farmland. 

Political: Commonwealth – to achieve the objectives of the 2020 Vision  

State – to support relevant government agencies and provide a regional forum through which policies, issues and 
programs are developed.  

Local – to provide an industry forum to debate and find solutions to regional issues. 

Social: To provide independent information about opportunities with respect to training, employment and small 
business and address concerns that are likely to be expressed. 

STRATEGIC OUTCOMES  

• Industry has a strategic role in: 

• Assisting with community issues 

• Providing a forum in which issues 
can be discussed between all 
stakeholders  

• Employment generation 

• Infrastructure development 

• Economic growth 

Issues for industry to consider in the 
future: 

• The growing dependence and 
community demand for recycled 
paper products.  
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• The need for large investment into infrastructure 

• The local cost of production compared with other less developed countries 

• The potential for world pulpwood prices to decline due to oversupply 

• The depletion of native forests for pulpwood supply in Indonesia and the occurring financial difficulties 

• Distance of resource from processing 

• Labour and transport costs 

PARTNERSHIPS – INDUSTRY EXAMPLES 

Courtesy Mt Romance Sandalwood 
Factory 

A program between government and 
private industry to develop one of the 
most lucrative forest products industries 
in WA where sandalwood products are 
exported world wide for both medicinal 
and cosmetic products. 

 

  

Courtesy Southern Aboriginal 
Corporation 

Noongar aboriginal community, 
traditional land holders, demonstrating 
milling operations and equipment to 
manufacture their own products. 
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Courtesy Commonwealth Science and 
Industry Research Organisation 

Dryland salinity is WA’s most serious 
problem in rural areas.  Agricultural land 
is being lost to high water tables from 
cleared vegetation bringing salt to the 
surface and rendering soils incapable of 
production.  Our partnerships with 
research organisations play an important 
role in enhancing the future sustainability 
of the industry.. 

 

  

Courtesy Great Southern TAFE 

Training in the industry and maintaining 
a skilled worforce to be ‘employer 
ready’. 

 



Partnership in Forestry, Brussels, 2-6 June 2002 
Page 167 

 
 
 
18. PARTNESHIPS IN FORESTRY - CONCLUSION 

The future of private forestry in Australia 
will be grown and harvested from private 
rural land where the need for 
revegetation is greatest.  With a serious 
salinity problem resulting from previous 
deforestation, the region has had to 
address as a matter of urgency, private 
forestry development in the lower rainfall 
areas where the challenges are more 
specific.  Investment opportunities are 
not so attractive due to the longer growth 
period for sawlogs, however, with the 
growing interest in carbon trading, the 
opportunities in these drier regions for 
private forestry are substantial. 

 

19. FINAL COMMENT 

Courtesy Department of Conservation and Land Management 

Trees working for farmers, catchments and the community.   

The common picture throughout this presentation shows my children entering a plantation drawn by the need to 
discover what lies within.  This is an industry for the future and we are responsible for putting strategies in place 
which will support our future workforce who will benefit from the decisions we make today.  

As my decision to attend this Seminar was made on the concept of ‘partnerships’ and it has taken 30 hours of 
travel and transit to get here, I cannot emphasise enough the importance of maintaining this approach. We need to 
think locally with regional outcomes and act globally as no longer are we isolated meeting domestic needs.   

The value of information exchange and networking enhances partnerships and the need to maintain strategic 
communication and participating towards a common goal, will enhance the opportunities for ourselves and more 
importantly our children in the forest industries. 

  

I thank you for the opportunity to speak 
today and invite you to visit Western 
Australia so we can share with you our 
industry and fine forest products from 
timbers unique to the world.  And more 
so to indulge in the most challenging 
partnership of all and that is ourselves. 
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An investigation of environmental views via three Roundtables 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

ES1 - Background 

The production of energy from biomass sources, such as agricultural residues or short rotation tree crops, is one 
of the promising renewable energy sources currently available to replace the use of fossil fuels. Biomass can be 
converted into a range of energy forms, including electrical and heat energy, liquid and gas fuels, and charcoal. 
On a world scale the International Energy Agency estimates that biomass energy sources have the potential to 
meet 40% of all present energy consumption, and that already these sources are second only to hydro-electricity 
as a supplier of renewable energy to commercial users. 

There are additional environmental and economic benefits associated with the production of renewable energy 
from biomass. As a rationale for increased tree planting, biomass production can assist with the reduction of soil 
salinity and acidity, the mitigation of soil erosion, the utilization of wastewater, the sequestration of atmospheric 
carbon, and the creation of employment and new industries in rural areas. For example, the large scale planting of 
mallee eucalypts in Western Australia for the production of eucalyptus oil, activated carbon and bio-energy, has 
the potential to reduce salinity in Western Australia’s low rainfall zone, while sequestering atmospheric carbon in 
the mallee rootstocks.  

Despite these economic and environmental advantages, biomass projects have often been controversial, for 
example where:  

• biomass projects make use of waste products from logging of old growth forests - or it is feared that logging 
of old growth forests will be encouraged by the addition of biomass electricity production to the income 
stream from such logging.  

• biomass is co-fired with gas, enabling an essentially fossil fuel based activity to appear 'green'.  

• many people in the community identify burning of any material for electricity as producing local pollution, 
even if it is derived from a sustainable fuel source.  

• local air pollution concerns have implicated the use of domestic wood heaters in many municipalities 

Thus biomass projects have often had difficulty in being acknowledged as 'renewable', environmentally friendly 
or 'clean' energy sources by the community.  

 
ES2 - The WA Biomass Roundtable Project  

In light of the opportunities in biomass energy and the perceived issues in the community with respect to biomass 
energy developments, the Australian Cooperative Research Centre for Renewable Energy (ACRE) Ltd. carried 
out three Roundtables in three localities (Perth, Manjimup, Albany) during June 2001.  

The broad aim was to solicit the views of environmentalists and key community members and decision-makers 
regarding local biomass energy developments. Therefore, invitees / participants were drawn largely from the 
sector of the community with environmental interests.  

The objectives of the Roundtables were to: 

1. Provide ACRE with an understanding of some community perspectives of what constitutes acceptable 
biomass energy developments. 

2. Identify issues related to biomass energy projects and approaches to biomass energy projects that would 
address the concerns of the community. 

3. Develop a constructive dialogue and collaborative network with environmental groups and Green politicians. 

4. Identify various forms of acceptable biomass fuels. 

The three roundtables (Perth, Manjimup, Albany) were held on June 1, 5 & 6 respectively.1 The Perth meeting 
was organized with the assistance of ACRE and held at the ACRE Directorate, Murdoch University. Julia 

                                                 
1 Attendance lists for these meetings are found in Appendix 1 of the main document. 
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Levinson, Executive Officer of Timber 2002 assisted with the organization of both the Manjimup and Albany 
meetings, which were held in the Agriculture WA Offices in those 2 towns. 

The key deliverable of the project is:  

• A summary report of the 3 Roundtables (Perth, Albany and Manjimup).  

This will contribute to ACRE's and its participants understanding of WA community views on biomass energy 
developments and assist ACRE in developing future biomass projects and research which take community views 
into account. 

Intended uses of this summary report include:  

• Provide input to WA policy development. 

• The summary report may form the basis of input from ACRE to the WA government, which is similarly 
seeking to understand community views on acceptable biomass energy developments.  

• Inform ACRE's future research/market development in biomass energy.  

• Inform ACRE about further academic and applied research in biomass energy. 

• Inform ACRE about the potential to hold similar Biomass Roundtables in other States.  

ES3 - The Data Collection Approach: Focus Groups 

The Biomass Roundtable project was an applied study carried out on a limited budget and tight time frame. It was 
based on an established data collection approach in the social sciences, that of 'focus groups' or 'group 
interviews'. While focus groups are often used in conjunction with other methods (e.g. survey, individual 
interviews, participant observation) they are also recognized as the principal source of data in self-contained 
studies. The usual goal of such self-contained focus groups is to learn about participants' attitudes and opinions 
on the topic of interest, which clearly describes the intention of these Biomass Roundtables. It is a technique that 
has been used in applied social research and marketing as early as the 1920s. 

There is a long tradition of using focus groups as a preliminary or exploratory method. Focus groups are often 
used to identify new areas of investigation and action, as much as providing solutions in themselves. In this 
study, that would seem to be the case, as will be discussed in subsequent sections. 

ES4 - Role of ACRE 

As a research center whose charter includes assisting the development of a wider market for renewable energy 
products and services, ACRE is in a good position to be an impartial arbiter of such a Roundtable. ACRE does 
not have financial investment or involvement in biomass projects in WA at this time.  

It was noted that there might be scope for similar Biomass Roundtables inviting environmental organizations, 
community members and Green politicians to express their views to be held in other States. Not only will the key 
stakeholders be different individuals but also it is highly likely that the environmental concerns will vary 
considerably from state to state.  

ES5 - Participants 

Given the goal of the Roundtable - to solicit views from the community with regards to acceptable biomass 
energy developments - invitees / participants were targeted from certain sectors of the community.  For the Perth 
Roundtable invitation list, ACRE relied largely on the suggestions of representatives of the WA Conservation 
Council and the WA branch of the Australian Conservation Foundation. Timber 2002 was responsible for 
inviting participants to the Manjimup and Albany Roundtables. 

Invitees came from local government (councilors and advisers), state government (MLA and their advisers, 
government research organizations) and environmental non-government organizations. Some participants had no 
formal affiliation but were active in the community on the issue. Industry participants were not sought, as it was 
perceived that including industry representatives might inhibit the free exchange of views from the group of 
interest and could be difficult to facilitate.  
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However, due to the great interest in the Roundtables and the way the news spread in the community about this 
event, we did find that we had some 'self-invited' participants that had commercial or personal interest in 
attending.  

ES6 - Summary of Perth Roundtable 

The Perth Roundtable was divided into three small groups for the 'brainstorming' part of the Roundtable. Each 
group then reported back to a large group plenary session. Common themes from the three groups were: 

• Participants were united in their opposition to the use of native forests for biomass. 2 

• Multiple benefits (environmental, production and social) from biomass energy production were expected 

• Multiple use / multiple products from biomass crops to enable economic viability. 

• Small scale localized production. 

• Benefits to local community development; e.g. jobs, new industry. 

• Selected crops need to be based on a whole life cycle analysis. 

• Biomass fuel source from a diverse range of native species, preferably perennials. 

• Some participants considered that the fundamental problem of salinity reduction needs to be addressed in any 
new crop industry. Therefore biomass crop selection should be restricted to deep-rooted species.  

ES7 - Summary of Manjimup Roundtable 

Information provision was a recurring theme. The participants requested general technical information about 
biomass energy options, as well as regional specific data, in order to assess the local opportunities for biomass 
energy. While much of the general technical information is readily available, it needs to be brought together, 
condensed and presented in a form that is accessible to the interested layperson in the community. Regional 
specific information may also exist but in some cases new research / data collection may be required.  

The Manjimup Roundtable highlighted that there were diverse and sometimes conflicting views on the issue of 
biomass energy in the local community. An overall observation was that the participants were quite focused in 
their discussion on the timber industry. This no doubt reflects the current employment base in the region, the 
high value that the invitees put on the native forests remaining untouched and sensitivities regarding the Regional 
Forest Agreement. 

Despite a perceived need to be more technically informed, this group made many of the same observations as the 
Perth group with regard to what constitutes acceptable biomass energy developments, e.g. local job benefits, 
multiple benefits, no use of native timbers.  

The Manjimup participants proposed that: 

• ACRE (or some other organization) develop a biomass / renewable energy information strategy(s) for the 
South West community to enable them make informed decisions for the future.  

ES8 - Summary of Albany Roundtable 

As in Manjimup, there was a call for technical information with regards to biomass and independent assessment 
of the local biomass opportunities. This would assist the community in further refining its views on biomass 
energy developments. An independent consultancy/study of the specific biomass options and project proposals 
available to the local community would be advantageous. This report would be geared towards community 
representatives and local council. 

ACRE was invited (in association with the Great Southern Development Commission and Timber 2002 Inc) to 
assist in the development of a local sustainable energy policy in the Great Southern region. This would be part 
of a community consultative process.  

The group proposed that such a consultative process on biomass / sustainable energy policy would include the 
following features:  

                                                 
2 It is worth noting that the Climate Action Network Australia (CANA) has developed criteria for biomass fuels projects that they would be prepared to 
recognize as environmentally positive. A copy of these principles can be found in Appendix 3 of the main document. 
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• Formation of a consultative committee in association with the Great Southern Development Commission, 
Timber 2002 Inc. and ACRE. 

• Provision of information about generic biomass technologies relevant to Albany region. 

• Resource the development of a regional sustainable energy strategy, so that the community can be proactive 
rather than just responding to proposals. 

• Early involvement of the community in any specific industry development proposals. 

ES9 - Summary of all three Roundtables 
Multiple benefits were a common expectation of biomass energy development. In this regard, three themes were 
generally noted:  

1. Desire for regional development to be an integral part of biomass energy developments. This was in terms 
of local jobs, creation of a new industry, and improvement of local electricity supply. 

2. Need for demonstrated environmental benefits - or at least environmentally neutral impacts - of biomass 
energy developments. This was in terms of impact on native forests, salinity plantings of biofuels, local air 
and water quality 

3. Need for demonstrated economic viability of biomass energy projects. This was in terms of the scale of 
biofuels required, the production and handling costs of fuels, the desirability of demonstration plants and the 
need for R&D support for local biomass industry development.  

A recurring theme of all three Roundtables was the general support for sustainable renewable energy 
projects. There were mixed views on the acceptability of wood waste as a biomass fuel.  In general the 
utilisation of wood waste was acceptable as long as it did not originate from native forests or 'unsustainable' 
plantations. In this case, the nature of what constitutes 'sustainable' plantations needs to be clarified. However, it 
was recognised that the most bountiful resource was likely to be plantation residues and these had the greatest 
short term potential to support local projects. For example, native woody species were an acceptable source of 
biomass fuel if they were part of a broader environmental rehabilitation, e.g. salinity plantings of mallee that were 
coppiced periodically.  

Biomass fuel sources other than trees were also of great interest, especially if they could provide an alternative 
cash crop for farmers or alleviate waste disposal such as the use of municipal waste or agricultural residues.  

The two regional Roundtables (Manjimup and Albany) understandably had a focus on the implementation of 
biomass energy on a local level. As a result participants at these Roundtables had a great interest in receiving 
technical information and analyses of cost/ benefits and local impacts of such developments. They were perhaps 
less inclined to consider the 'big picture' and more interested in the application of biomass energy to their 
particular circumstances. Nonetheless, all three groups had surprisingly similar view of what the 'big picture' 
issues are. 

ES10 Possible Next Steps 

Suggestions from the participants about what actions need to be taken to realize sustainable energy developments 
included a range of legislative, market-based and education initiatives. Some initiatives clearly fall within the role 
of government to provide. Whether other actions are within the role of developers to provide is a decision for the 
individual organisation.  

A key outcome was the demand for general technical information about biomass technologies as well as 
regionally specific data about the potential of biomass energy developments in the Great Southern Region. 
Specific education and information proposals included:  

• Quantifying the local biomass resource available, including agriculture waste residue, plantation timber waste 
and municipal waste  

• Audit of local energy needs, energy resources , salinity and re-vegetation requirements 

• Study of the local economic and environmental impacts (positive and negative) of biomass energy 
developments in the region, including uses of waste heat. 
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• Study of viability of methane extraction from municipal landfills in local towns. 

• Develop a community education program aimed at farmers, politicians and general public about biomass.  

• Audit of local salinity and re-vegetation requirements and how this links with biomass energy. 

• Assess the potential lost opportunities if biomass power generation is not introduced into the region. 

• Do an independent assessment of community acceptance of renewable energy and biomass energy, in 
particular. 

• Refocus agriculture studies on sustainability rather than productivity. This would include social and financial 
support for farmers to assist in changing the use of their land and changing their farming practices to long 
term crops.  

Early involvement of the community in any biomass developments, e.g. through working with the shire group 
and the Rainbow Coast Regional Council, was seen as crucial in the acceptance of biomass projects.  This could 
include resourcing the local community / shire council to develop its own sustainable energy policy and 
principles for energy developments. This could lead to community 'ownership' of biomass power generation, e.g. 
by involvement in growing biomass crops; having some financial stake in the project; benefit from sale of 
Renewable Energy Certificates / carbon credits / salinity credits.  

Pilot or demonstration projects were seen as a good way to achieve a local outcome. A combination of industry 
and government could fund these. Therefore, R&D funding was needed for such projects.  In this context it was 
felt that R&D support for industry needs to be improved.  

On a broader level, it was suggested by some participants that:  

• Stronger federal legislation would be needed to establish stronger targets for energy from renewable sources. 
A portfolio approach was suggested which defines quotas for energy from different sources, e.g. biomass, 
solar, wind, etc. 

• Salinity funding needs to have a more commercial focus and more funding for research and development. 

• Pricing system of energy needs to reflect true values of society to include environmental and social impacts 
of particular fuels, e.g. tax environmentally negative fuel sources (such as oil and coal) and subsidize ‘green’ 
sources. and local rural energy generation. 

• The State Forest Products Commission should be privatized / commercialized to 'level the playing field' with 
private timber growers. It was pointed out that the as FPC does not have to operate at commercially profitable 
levels it is able to harvest (state-owned) native forest and plantation timbers at less than the cost of privately 
grown plantation timbers. This undermines private plantation developments. 

Timber 2002 indicated that if native plantation timber is to become a major contributor to biomass energy 
developments it needs to distinguish itself more clearly from native forest issues.3 

Timber 2002 felt that information should be communicated to the community about:  

• the environmental benefits of using native timber plantation waste for energy vis a vis fossil fuels.  

• the economic and employment benefits of promoting a biomass renewable energy industry based on 
plantation waste 

All in all, there was a great diversity of views making it difficult to generalise about community views about 
biomass energy developments. A collaborative and consultative approach to the community through providing 
ongoing dialog and information is a positive approach.  

The following diagram gives a 'snap shot' of the issues raised at all three Roundtables. 

                                                 
3 See Appendix 6 of the main document for a Statement by Timber 2002.  
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Biomass 
Energy…. 

 
Multiple Benefits Expected ….

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT BENEFITS
 

• improved electricity supply 
• community involvement and resourcing 
• small scale local electricity supply 
• Demonstration projects

ECONOMIC BENEFITS 
 

• new industry / new 
income source 

• jobs 
• opportunity for region 

to be a net energy 
exporter 

• supply RE certificates, 
salinity credits, carbon 
sequestration credits 

 
 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

BENEFITS 
 
• No native forests 
• Variety of native biomass 

fuel crops 
• Plantings to address 

salinity, e.g. deep rooted 
perennials 

• Local air and water 
quality 

Consideration of 
Related issues: 
Local energy 

efficiency & waste 

Information:  
• Technical  

• Local options & 
energy needs 

• Community

Proactive 
Community: 

Local 
Sustainable 

Diagram -  Benefits expected by the Community of Biomass Energy  Developments and Related Needs 
to Realise these Benefits 
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ARRIVING AT A NEW MANAGEMENT SCHEME FOR THE FORÊT DE SOIGNES - CAPITAL 

REGION OF BRUSSELS 

Mr. Stéphane Vanwijnsberghe, Forestry and Water Engineer, Institut Bruxellois pour la Géstion de 
l’Environnement, Belgium 

 

SUMMARY 

The new management scheme for the Forêt de Soignes in the Capital Region of Brussels is awaiting approval by 
the regional government.  The course followed to arrive at the scheme is a first in the forestry world in terms of 
public participation.  The various stages involved were: 

• Bibliographic research and analysis of available data; 

• Supplementary studies (phytosociological survey, landscape survey …); 

• Three-phase survey of intensity of public use: 

• Phase 1, establishing what recreational users did and how they behaved in the forest; 

• Phase 2, breaking down recreational users into groups by means of head counts at strategic locations; 

• Phase 3, assessing attitudes towards the forest, satisfaction levels and expectations of forest 
management.  This section was conducted by telephone survey. 

• Production of a draft management scheme. 

The draft scheme was then submitted to the government for an initial vote to throw it open for public 
consultation.  The consultation extended from 15 October to 15 December 2000.  The public were consulted by 
means of a folder, handed out in the forest and in public areas, which summarized the main points of the scheme.  
Presentations of the scheme were also given in the communes. 

During the public consultation exercise, the following were also consulted: 

• ministers from other regions with responsibility for the forest; 

• the forestry services from other regions; 

• the Ministries in Brussels concerned with the management of the site; 

• the advisory bodies in Brussels; 

• the various Brussels communes; 

• universities and research centres; 

• associations engaged in site-related activities: 

• nature protection associations 

• recreational associations 

• site protection associations. 

Their views were analysed and the management scheme amended accordingly.  The regional government is 
currently conducting a political debate on the scheme with a view to its approval for execution. 
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DEMARCHE SUIVI POUR LE NOUVEAU PLAN DE GESTION DE LA FORET DE SOIGNES 
– PARTIE DE BRUXELLES-CAPITALE4 

CONTEXTE GENERAL 

La Forêt de Soignes couvre 4.383 hectares. Depuis la fédéralisation de l’Etat national en 1983, le massif est 
réparti entre les trois Régions du pays : 56% en Région flamande, 38% en Région de Bruxelles-Capitale, et 6% 
en Région wallonne. 

La partie bruxelloise (près de 1.700ha) est la partie nord du massif, située aux portes de Bruxelles, à moins de 10 
kilomètres du centre de la capitale européenne. C’est la partie la plus imbriquée dans un tissu urbain densément 
peuplé. 

La Région bruxelloise comprend près d’1 million d’habitants, et près de 250.000 navetteurs viennent y travailler 
quotidiennement. Les espaces verts ouverts au public couvrent 2.779 ha, soit 17% du territoire régional, dont 
1.735 ha de forêt soumis au régime forestier. La Forêt de Soignes représente à elle seule 60% des espaces verts 
bruxellois ouverts au public. A la lumière de ces chiffres, on comprend l’importance de la Forêt de Soignes pour 
la Région de Bruxelles-Capitale. 

EVOLUTION DU CONTEXTE SOCIAL 

Dans l’histoire de la Forêt de Soignes, les objectifs de gestion ont fortement évolués. Jusqu’à la seconde moitié 
du XIXème siècle, ce sont les fonctions cynégétique et de production de bois qui ont orienté la gestion. A cette 
époque, les ventes en Forêt de Soignes représentent près de la moitié des recettes de l’ensemble des forêts 
domaniales5 et la chasse est réservée à la Couronne (depuis le rachat de la Forêt de Soignes à la Société générale 
par le roi Léopold Ier en 1843). Dans la seconde moitié du XIXème siècle, les préoccupations récréatives et 
paysagères se développent – ce qui coïncide avec l’apparition du secteur tertiaire (employés disposant de 
quelques loisirs) – et de nouveaux modes de transport (chemins de fer et tramway) rendent la forêt accessible à 
une classe moyenne de plus en plus prospère et importante. A partir de cette époque, les aspects récréatifs et 
paysagers prennent de plus en plus d’importance dans la gestion de la Forêt de Soignes jusqu’à devenir majeurs 
et reléguer les fonctions cynégétique et de production de bois au second plan. Aujourd’hui, l’abattage d’arbres 
vise d’abord à l’entretien du massif plutôt que la production de bois (néanmoins, en moyenne chaque année 
9.000m³ sont mis sur le marché lors d’une une vente annuelle au rabais d’arbres sur pied), et la chasse est 
suspendue depuis 1974 et interdite depuis 1991.  

Depuis les années 1970, la conservation de la nature occupe une place de plus en plus importante dans la gestion 
forestière (création de réserves naturelles et forestières). Récemment la Forêt de Soignes a été proposée au niveau 
européen comme zone spéciale de conservation6 (ZSC). Par ce classement on ne cherche plus uniquement à 
conserver la biodiversité, mais à la développer. Les démarches seront également entreprises – une fois le nouveau 
plan de gestion approuvé par le Gouvernement – pour faire certifier la Forêt de Soignes selon les principes de 
gestion durable7 développés par le FSC (Forest Stewardship Council). 

                                                 
4 Par Stéphane VANWIJNSBERGHE 
Ingénieur – responsable de département 
Institut bruxellois pour la gestion de l’environnement 
Département des Bois et forêt 
Gulledelle 100 
1200 BRUXELLES 
svn@ibgebim.be 
5 BILLEN C. (1995) – La presse bruxelloise et la forêt de Soignes, au tournant du siècle. In : La nature hors la ville. Les forêts péri-
urbaines. Centre national de la recherche scientifique, Institut d’histoire moderne et contemporaine, cahier d’études 1995 (forêt, 
environnement et société, XVIe – Xxe siècle) : pp. 67-69. 
6 Directive habitat 92/43 de l’Union européenne 
7 La gestion durable est, selon la définition donnée par la Convention d’Helsinki “la gérance et l’utilisation des forêts et des terrains 
boisés, d’une manière et à une intensité telles qu’elles maintiennent leur diversité biologique, leur productivité, leur capacité de 
régénération, leur vitalité et leur capacité à satisfaire, actuellement et pour le futur, les fonctions écologiques, économiques et sociales 
pertinentes, aux niveaux local, national et mondial ; et qu’elles ne causent pas de préjudices à d’autres écosystèmes”. 
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Cette évolution du contexte social – particulièrement marquée sur Bruxelles – permet de comprendre les 
difficultés qu’a eues l’Administration des Eaux et forêts (plus habituée à gérer des forêts selon un objectif de 
production de bois de qualité) pour faire approuver ses projets de plans d’aménagement pour la Forêt de Soignes. 
Par le passé, plusieurs projets ont été réalisés et discutés dans des Commissions d’aménagement, mais seul le 
projet de 1890 a été approuvé par le politique8. 

CADRE LEGAL 

La Forêt de Soignes est une forêt publique soumise au régime forestier (gérée par le service forestier régional). 
Le code forestier9 définit le cadre réglementaire régional qui doit permettre d’assurer la protection et la pérennité 
de l’espace forestier. L’article 31, de ce règlement précise que « …tous les bois et forêts soumis au régime 
forestier sont assujettis à un aménagement réglé par arrêté ministériel ».  

En Région bruxelloise, la réalisation de bon nombre d’interventions dans un espace vert (forêt, bois ou parc) doit 
faire l’objet d’une demande de permis d’urbanisme10. L’obtention du permis d’urbanisme prend au minimum 145 
jours.  

Si le site est classé – comme c’est le cas de la Forêt de Soignes11 - les interventions doivent faire également 
l’objet de l’avis du Service des Monuments et des sites qui détermine si elles doivent faire l’objet d’une 
autorisation du gouvernement12. L’exécutif prend un avis auprès  de la Commission des Monuments et Sites qui 
donne un avis conforme (avis que l’Exécutif est tenu de suivre). Pour l’obtention de cet avis, le délai varie entre 
90 et 135 jours. 

La Région de Bruxelles-Capitale s’est récemment dotée d’un Plan Régional d’Affectation du Sol (PRAS)13 qui a 
force de loi et renvoie aux législations présentées ci-dessus. 

Néanmoins, une fois le plan de gestion approuvé par le Gouvernement, le gestionnaire ne serait plus soumis à ces 
lourdes procédures. 

LE NOUVEAU PLAN DE GESTION 

Le nouveau plan de gestion14 de la Forêt de Soignes vise à faire évoluer le massif vers une FORET SOCIALE 
(selon la conception de ROISIN15) qui cherche à satisfaire les différentes fonctions aujourd’hui reconnues au 
massif – les fonctions paysagère, récréative et éducative, écologique – et à leur intégration cohérente dans une 
gestion durable du site (gestion intégrée et durable). 

ELABORATION DU PROJET DE PLAN DE GESTION 

Les étapes qui ont été suivies dans l’élaboration du projet de plan de gestion sont les suivantes : 

• Recherches bibliographiques et analyse des données disponibles 

• Réalisation d’études complémentaires (études phytosociologiques, étude paysagère…) 
                                                 
8 pour la partie flamande de la Forêt de Soignes, le gouvernement de la Région Flamande a adopté en 1993 un nouveau plan 
d’aménagement ; pour la partie wallonne, un nouveau plan d’aménagement est en préparation 
9 loi du 19 décembre 1854 
10 ordonnance du 29 août 1991 sur la planification et l’urbanisme et arrêté de l’Exécutif de Bruxelles-Capitale du 6 juillet 1992 qui 
détermine la composition du dossier de demande de permis d’urbanisme 
11 classée par l’arrêté royal du 2 décembre 1959 
12 ordonnance du 4 mars 1993 relative à la conservation du patrimoine immobilier 
13 Depuis 1995, la région de Bruxelles-Capitale s’est dotée d’un Plan Régional de Développement (PRD) dans lequel sont inscrites les 
options de développement de la région. Un Plan Régional d’Affectation du Sol (PRAS), opérationnalise le PRD en fixant, par zone 
d’affectation, les options de développement qui lui sont associées. Le PRAS, approuvé par le gouvernement, a force de loi. Il définit des 
prescriptions générales destinées à l’ensemble des zones ; il définit également, pour chacune des zones, des prescriptions particulières. 
14 L’élaboration de ce plan de gestion s’inscrit dans le programme LIFE-Nature « Aménagement des ZSC en Région de 
Bruxelles-Capitale (LIFE/NAT/B/5167) » 
15 « … Dès lors que l’on reconnaît à la forêt diverses fonctions aujourd’hui bien établies et que chacune de celles-ci sous-entend 
implicitement la satisfaction d’un besoin particulier de l’homme et de la société, c’est dans l’accomplissement de chacune de ces fonctions 
que la forêt remplit son rôle social » in ROISIN P. (1977) - La forêt sociale - le tourisme en forêt. Annales de Gembloux, 83 : pp. 69-76. 
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• Réalisation d’une étude de fréquentation du public. Cette étude a été confiée au Laboratoire de Psychologie 
Industrielle et Commerciale de l’ULB16 et comportait 3 volets : 

o volet 1, détermination des activités des récréants en forêt et de leur comportement. Plus de 400 
personnes ont été interrogées par questionnaire durant les mois de juillet, août et début septembre 
1998 ; 

o volet 2, répartition des différents types de récréants par comptage à différents points stratégiques 
(4 par brigade) de la forêt et à différents moments de la journée et de la semaine. Au total, 3853 
personnes ont été observées de mi-septembre à fin octobre 1998 ; 

o volet 3, évaluation des attitudes à l’égard de la forêt, du degré de satisfaction et des attentes en 
matière d’aménagement par la population de la région de Bruxelles-Capitale. Cette partie a été 
réalisée par enquête téléphonique au cours des mois de septembre et octobre 1998. Au total, 2490 
personnes ont été contactées et 621 personnes ont répondu au questionnaire proposé. 

• Elaboration d’un projet de plan de gestion qui a été discuté en interne de l’Institut. 

CONSULTATION PUBLIQUE 

Ce projet de plan de gestion a été soumis au Gouvernement pour obtenir un premier vote autorisant à ce qu’il soit 
soumis à la consultation publique. Cette consultation publique s’est déroulée du 15/10 au 15/12/2000. L’avis du 
public a été demandé via un folder résumant les grands axes du projet et distribué selon différents canaux : 

• en forêt la semaine et les WEs, 

• dans les maisons communales, 

• dans les lieux publics, 

• par demande téléphonique, 

sur le site web de l’Institut. 

Ce folder a été réalisé avec l’appui d’une société spécialisée en communication et en collaboration avec le bureau 
chargé de l’analyse statistique des résultats. 

La publicité pour la consultation publique a été appuyée par une campagne d’affichage en forêt (sur les parkings) 
et en ville, des encarts publicitaires dans la presse écrite et des spots radio. Ces différentes actions de publicité ont 
été confiées à des sociétés spécialisées dans ces matières. Au total, 20.000 folders ont été distribués.  

Des présentations orales du projet ont également été réalisées en soirée dans les communes. 

Le document dans son intégralité était consultable dans les communes et à l’Institut. Il pouvait également être 
commandé (à prix coûtant) directement à l’Institut. 

Le document dans son intégralité a été envoyé pour avis à différents organismes : 

• Cabinets ministériels des autres régions du pays qui ont en charge la forêt 

• Services forestiers des autres régions du pays 

• Ministères bruxellois concernés par la gestion du site 

• Instances consultatives bruxelloises (Commission royale des monuments et sites, Conseil supérieur de la 
nature…) 

• Communes bruxelloises 

• Universités et centres de recherches 

• Associations dont les activités sont liées au site 

                                                 
16 VAN DE LEMPUT C., SYLIN M. et SALENGROS P. (1998) – Etude sur la fréquentation de la forêt de Soignes. Rapport d’étude. 
U.L.B. Laboratoire de Psychologie Industrielle et Commerciale. Bruxelles, 170p. 
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o Associations de protection de la nature (WWF, AVES, RNOB…) 

o Associations liées aux activités récréatives (promeneurs, cyclistes, cavaliers, courses 
d’orientation…) 

o Associations de protection du site (Ligue des Amis de la Forêt de Soignes, Association pour la 
protection des arbres de la Forêt de Soignes…) 

Au total près de 4.000 avis ont été récoltés : 

• talons réponses des 20.000 folders distribués (dont une centaine étaient accompagnés d’un avis écrit plus 
détaillé) ; 

• 500 talons réponses de personnes qui ont consulté le folder via internet ; 

• 40 avis fouillés venant des organisations qui avaient reçu la version intégrale du projet de plan de gestion. 

Ces avis ont été analysés et un traitement statistique des réponses à permis d’en dégager les éléments importants. 

RESULTATS DE LA CONSULTATION PUBLIQUE 

Les résultats de la consultation publique ont été analysés par le Laboratoire de Psychologie Industrielle et 
Commerciale de l’ULB17. De façon très résumé, il ressort de cette analyse que le public bruxellois s’exprime : 

• pour que soit préservée l’ambiance forestière (et donc ne pas faire évoluer la forêt en parc : limiter le 
mobilier…) ; 

• tout en y assurant l’accueil du public pour la pratique d’activités de détente (en réglant les problèmes de 
conflits liés aux VTTs et aux chiens non tenus en laisse et non maîtrisés) ; 

• et en y assurant la conservation (voir favoriser le développement) de la diversité faunistique et floristique. 

Le public s’exprime également pour être mieux informé des travaux exécutés en forêt. 

Dans le cadre de cette présentation nous ne pouvons pas nous étendre sur les résultats de la consultation publique, 
ni aborder le « comment » ces avis ont été traduits en décisions opérationnelles dans la gestion du site. Ceci 
pourra faire l’objet d’un prochain exposé. 

ETAPES ULTERIEURES 

Le projet de plan de gestion a été modifié sur base des avis exprimés. Il doit encore faire l’objet de discutions au 
niveau du politique ; ce qui amènera à ce qu’il soit amendé. Modifié, il sera finalement déposé officiellement au 
Gouvernement régional pour être voté pour exécution. Une fois approuvé, il sera valable pour une durée de 24 
ans. 

                                                 
17 van de LEEMPUT C. et RENIERS J.-M.  (2001) - Dépouillement et analyse des questionnaires de participation à la consultation 
publique sur le Projet de plan de gestion de la Forêt de Soignes. Rapport d’étude. U.L.B. Laboratoire de Psychologie Industrielle et 
Commerciale. Bruxelles, 164p. 
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SOCIAL LEARNING AND URBAN FORESTRY PLANNING: THE CASE OF URBAN FOREST 

PLANNING IN FLANDERS 

Prof. Dr. Danny Wildemeersch and Ms. Christin Janssens, University of Leuven - Centre for Research on 
Adult and Continuing Education, Research Group ‘Society and Education’, Belgium 

 

SUMMARY 

Forest extension has become an important policy priority in Flanders (Belgium).  The presence of green areas in 
general and of urban forests in particular, is increasingly considered to be important for the liveability of the 
cities. 

Special attention goes to the reinforcement of the public support base for afforestation projects.  An adequate 
public support base is expected to be the result of the participation of various target groups and actors, such as 
politicians, experts, local inhabitants, and others.  Although the importance of people’s participation for 
sustainable development has become increasingly acknowledged, there is insufficient information about the 
multiple dimensions of such participation. 

In a current research project18 we attempt to gain insight into the way in which this participation can be realized 
and can contribute to policy processes with regard to afforestation and urban forests.  We therefore rely on the 
concept of ‘social learning’.  Social learning is about the learning processes of participatory systems that make 
use of the competencies of the stakeholders.  Central to the concept of social learning is the emphasis on the 
optimal use that should be made of the problem solving potential of the participatory system (e.g. a community).  
The basic assumption of the research project is that effective participation of different stakeholders in the public 
debate about urban forests can lead to processes of social learning and contribute to sustainable afforestation 
projects. 

In this presentation, we will show how we see these processes of debate and social learning and how these social 
learning processes can contribute to urban forest planning and implementation.  We will also point out how the 
integration of communication and social learning processes in policy planning entails new problems and 
dilemmas. 

 

REFLEXIVE MODERNIZATION AND SOCIAL LEARNING 

The complexity of present society confronts the authorities with their limits. In times of reflexive modernization 
(Beck, Giddens & Lash, 1997) policymakers have increasing difficulties to control social, economical and 
ecological risks and problems. Therefore they are in search for ways to improve the decision making process and 
to regain citizen’s confidence. Both objectives imply that authorities have to redefine their starting points and 
strategies. Traditional pathways and clear-cut problem solving procedures have lost their legitimacy. The 
conviction gained ground that the complex and dynamic problems of present day society cannot be solved by one 
(or a few) central ‘control rooms’, but that instead the solution for such problems is situated within the 
unpredictable dynamics of interaction among different stakeholders.  

In various domains of society increasing attention goes to ‘active participation’ of the actors involved. Emphasis 
is laid on the competences, responsibility and self-activity of the actors, who are considered as capable and 
invited to participate in all kinds of problem solving, decision making and learning processes (Baggen, 
Masschelein & Wildemeersch, 2000). We see that governments and policy makers increasingly invite the public 
to come to a common understanding of things to be done and about the role of each partner involved. It is 
important for such ‘interactive’ policy making processes, that citizens are actively involved in all stages of policy 

                                                 
18 The research project “Enlarging the public support base for the planning, implementation and management of urban forests in Flanders 
– Development of a communication model” is conducted by the Centre for Research on Adult and Continuing Education (University of 
Leuven) and the Flemish Forest Organisation and is supported by the Flemish Government. 
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making: the stage of agenda setting, the stage of developing the frameworks used to make policy choices and the 
stage of making policy choices.  

By emphasizing mutual interaction between all actors involved, authorities aim at meeting better the expectations 
of target groups and at improving the quality of policy planning processes. Debate and discussion are essential in 
view of inventing alternative futures, of discovering common interests and of creating mutual purposes, of 
challenging their belief when confronted with other points of view and of constructing competing visions of 
community, to transform conflict into consensus (Fiorino, 1997).     

To describe the (non-formal) learning processes that take place in these interactions and debates, we use the 
concept 'social learning' (Wildemeersch e.a., 1995, 1997; Wildemeersch e.a., 1998). Social learning is about the 
learning processes of participatory systems, which make use of the competencies of the stakeholders. It enables 
participatory systems such as groups, networks, organizations and communities, to cope with new, unexpected, 
uncertain, conflictual and unpredictable circumstances. Central to the concept of social learning is the emphasis 
on the optimal use that should be made of the problem solving potential of the participatory system (a group, a 
network, an institution, a community…).  Innovative learning by competent actors is therefore a common 
(central) characteristic of social learning. Learning in this approach is a process of ‘actively giving sense’ and is 
not longer based on pure 'expert based' objective knowledge. This learning process is an open-ended process: all 
actors together are faced with the never-ending task to search for new answers and new solutions again and again.  

A lot of initiatives of interactive policy making which are a response to reflexive modernization, can be 
characterized as social learning. Also the practice of ‘urban forest planning’ in which our research group is 
currently involved is an attempt to combine policy planning with learning processes.  

A MODEL OF SOCIAL LEARNING 

In our opinion social learning takes place in relation to four dimensions: action, reflection, communication and 
negotiation (see figure). Each of these processes is characterized by particular tensions. Social learning therefore 
is about finding optimal and dynamic balances between these tensions, in accordance with the peculiar conditions 
and needs of concrete contexts and challenges. 

The first dimension, the action dimension, is about the actual planning that takes place. Groups of different 
stakeholders negotiate with each other about what ends they want to achieve and what means are to be mobilized. 
This action or planning dimension reveals a tension between the (often contradictory) needs in a community and 
the competencies available to meet those needs. 

The second dimension is about reflection. In the first place interactive policy making relates to the development 
of adequate strategies to reach the goals of the planning. This activity mobilizes the traditional rational 
reflectivity. Next to that, such participatory processes need other forms of reflectivity, which have to do with the 
identification of the stakeholders with the planning, the group, the subject of policy. This identification is 
reinforced by various symbols, rituals and narratives, which emerge from the planning process. We call this part 
of the reflectivity 'aesthetic reflectivity'. The reflection dimension thus shows a tension between rational 
reflectivity and aesthetic reflectivity.  

The third dimension is about communication. On the one hand, all actors in the communicative planning process 
operate with their own hidden agendas and try to (unilaterally) control the debate. On the other hand, 
participatory planning presupposes the input of different perspectives and a close cooperation between ‘experts’ 
and ‘laymen’(multilateral control). 

The last dimension is about negotiation. Participatory systems are continually trying to reach agreement about the 
goals to be achieved and the means to mobilized. Yet, on the other hand, all groups are conflictual in nature: they 
deal with differences in perception, interpretation and interest among group members and among the group and 
external actors. Processes of social learning result from coping with tensions and contradictions rather than 
neglecting them, and consider conflicts as opportunities for learning. They balance between consensus and 
dissensus. 

Creativity, power and responsibility 

Inherent to social learning is that the actors involved develop creative answers to the challenges they cope with. 
In doing so, they face issues of power and responsibility.  
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Participation and social learning processes do not imply a power-free dialogue. Power interferes with the 
processes; both insiders and outsiders try to manipulate and to act strategically (Leeuwis, 2000). The actors 
involved have different capacities to act related to the sets of social and organizational relationships they 
represent in the interaction. These differences of ‘power’ affect processes of action, reflection, communication 
and in particular negotiation. Power is not given or taken away: it is always being negotiated.  

Social learning is incomplete when issues of responsibility are not taken into consideration. With respect to both 
the outcomes and the process, the participants share a responsibility as to whether what they do is right, just, 
human etc. (Cervero & Wilson, 1994). 

THE PUBLIC DEBATE ON THE ENVIRONMENT  

We currently apply the concept of social learning in a research project that deals with participation in the public 
debate on the environment. The basic assumption is that involvement of stakeholders and sustainability are 
inseparable. The solution of environmental problems requires a continuing effort of all stakeholders. Holemans 
(1999) argues that the model of a dialogical democracy offers the best chances for a more democratic approach to 
ecological problems. This requires the strengthening of the role of citizens and interest groups. Only by making 
them co-participants in the policy making process, a social support base can be developed to realize 
environmental changes. This can be made possible by the creation of ‘public spaces’ where individuals and 
interest groups have the opportunity to share and validate their stories, experiences, opinions and arguments. 
Only when citizens are involved in the debate, there are opportunities for the necessary change of attitudes.  

SOCIAL LEARNING AND THE PLANNING OF NEW URBAN FORESTS IN FLANDERS  

The research project we are involved in is about including different stakeholders in the planning and 
implementation of new urban forests in Flanders. In the research project we investigate how the planning process 
for new urban forests in Flanders can be enriched by a social learning process.  

The basic assumption is that participation of all actors involved (like forest managers, farmers, local inhabitants, 
vacationers, environmental activists…) will reinforce the public support for - and reduce the resistance against - 
urban forest planning processes.  

Background 

On the European as well as on the Flemish level, the importance of forest extension is increasingly part of politics 
of sustainable development. The presence of green areas in general and of urban forests in particular, becomes 
increasingly important for the livability of the cities. Therefore, the Flemish authorities aim at realizing 10.000 
hectares of forest extension on its territory. The creation of new recreational forests in the surroundings of the 
cities has the highest priority.  

During the past five years the Flemish authorities examined where and how city forests could be inserted in 
different regions in Flanders. Studies were conducted concentrating on finding the best sites for large-scale, 
recreational urban forests in areas that lack forests. By now several 'localization studies' have been finished. In 
these studies a systematic methodology has been developed to select the most suitable locations, aiming at the 
highest chance of successful implementation. This methodology is a stepwise multicriteria approach, that works 
with objective criteria defined by experts. The systematic approach of these studies ought to result in an actual 
extension of the forest area.  

Yet, in reality it seems that this is still a problem, due to the lack of a strong social demand for afforestation and 
due to strong tensions among different stakeholders such as the agricultural sector, the economical sector, the 
vacationers, the local inhabitants, the government, local politicians, environmental activists, and so on. An 
adequate social support base is expected to be the result of the participation of all target groups and stakeholders 
involved.  
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The research project 

Although the importance of people’s participation for sustainable development has become increasingly 
acknowledged, there is insufficient information about the multiple dimensions of such participation. With our 
current research project - “Enlarging the public support base for the planning, implementation and management 
of urban forests in Flanders - Development of a communication model”19 - we attempt to gain insight in the way 
in which this participation can be realized and can contribute to policy processes with regard to afforestation 
projects. We rely on the conceptual model of social learning. A social learning approach could be an interesting 
complement to the multicriteria approach used in the localisation studies. The intention of our research project is 
to examine how the model of social learning can play a complementary role with regard to the multicriteria 
approach and with regard to the implementation and management of afforestation projects (and other projects of 
nature development).  

Research stages 

The research project consists of three research stages. In the first stage of the research project (2001), we 
examined some 'good practices' and 'bad practices' with regard to the planning of new urban forests. In the second 
stage (2002) we conduct an action research in two locations, to experiment with an integrated model of a 
technical-rational approach and an approach of social learning. In the third stage (2003) we will optimize the 
integrated model and examine to what extent it can be applied to other projects of nature extension and other 
domains of sustainable development.   

Main conclusions of the first research stage 

In the first research year we examined some ongoing urban forest planning processes in Flanders. We did three 
in-depth case studies: the city forest of Kortrijk, the city forest of Gent and the city forest of Roeselare. In these 
three cases, a localization study for a new city forest has been going on or has been finished. These case studies 
taught us that policy makers and planners are often reluctant to take participation seriously and that opportunities 
for social learning are often not utilized.   

In all three case studies, the planning process (the search for a location for a new city forest) was limited to the 
level of administrators and policy makers. In the best case there was some consultation of important target groups 
but no sound, active involvement of interest groups and citizens. In each of the three cases it was a relatively 
small club of people who were leading the project, deciding about the agenda, about the phasing, about who was 
involved and who not, and so on.  

The planners have good arguments to limit the negotiations to a small group of 'experts' and administrators. To be 
able to justify the final decision, they want to prove that it is based on a good and systematic planning process, 
including objective criteria and rational considerations. Experts and administrators, who have no local interests, 
consider themselves capable of such an objective decision. But they are convinced that stakeholders and citizens 
have too many local interests and are emotionally too strongly involved, which entails the risk that the debate will 
be polarised. The planners are also afraid that active involvement of citizens and interest groups would end up 
with chaos, which would make the planning process unpredictable and unsystematic and would cause a loss of 
time. For this reason, in all three projects citizens and interest groups were not actively involved in the 
localisation of a site for a new city forest.  

When we look at the research findings from our case studies, all of the examined planning projects had to deal 
with resistance, especially from farmers who live and work in the area, but also even from nature conservation 
groups or local inhabitants. Especially the first city forest planning process in Kortrijk, which started in the early 
90's, was very difficult. As time and projects went by, the planners became aware that communication and 
participation of all actors involved was necessary. As a consequence, some (one-way) communication started 
towards target groups (farmers, nature conservation organisations…) and in a very limited way consultation, but 
still no genuine involvement.   

                                                 
19 The research project “Enlarging the public support base for the planning, implementation and management of urban 
forests in Flanders - Development of a communication model” is conducted by the Centre for Research on Adult and 
Continuing Education (University of Leuven) and the Flemish Forest Organisation and is supported by the Ministry of the 
Flemish Community (Ministry of Education). 
 



Partnership in Forestry, Brussels, 2-6 June 2002 
Page 184 

 
 

So we notice a severe dilemma with regard to the planning of new urban forests in Flanders. On the one hand, 
politicians and policy makers are aware of and strive for a sound and open-ended communicative approach 
(public debate) from the start of the planning process. On the other hand, we experience some reluctance to take 
participation seriously. Policy makers don’t treat citizens and interest groups as competent and equal partners in 
the decision making process. They fear the emergence of uncontrollable power mechanisms. They are afraid of 
the questions, uncertainty and resistance that an interactive planning process would evoke. Therefore, the debate 
is actually often limited to the level of administrators and to carefully selected partisans.  

This dilemma risks to end up with a self-fulfilling prophecy. Policy makers are disappointed by the prospect of 
resistance, emotional reactions and chaos and choose the easier way of negotiating with more or less like-minded 
actors, while communicating their plans to the outside world as soon as they have developed a solid and polished 
concept. They give up searching for scenarios for early and interactive involvement, because they believe that 
such an approach is deemed to fail. 

Yet, we believe that this dilemma is not unsolvable. In the current stage of our research project we want to 
experiment with an integrated model of an expert approach and a social learning approach. We hope to show that 
it is possible to debate intensively and constructively with citizens and stakeholders from an early stage of the 
planning process. However, this will always remain an exciting and vulnerable process that requires a 
continuously balancing between a lot of tensions and dilemmas.  

CONCLUSION 

To really value interactive policy making, it is necessary to deepen the democratic debate. Citizens and 
communities should be encouraged to engage in particular policy-planning processes that affect their own 
lifeworld. We therefore recommend a social learning approach of participation, involving various societal groups 
in the analysis and the solution of problems and developing multidimensional and transparent interaction and 
communication patterns between the diverse actors of policy making processes. The creation of opportunities for 
social learning is crucial to enhance the engagement of citizens in the civil society.  

As more parties gain influence and have an impact on the process of policy making, their interdependence also 
increases, resulting in an even greater degree of complexity. This may imply that the traditional agents of power 
(politicians) feel helpless as their direct impact on the decision-making process declines. The openness of 
interactive policy making processes might be threatening because it is uncontrollable and immeasurable. Policy 
makers therefore should learn to loosen control and to cope with the unpredictable and heterogeneous aspects of 
the public debate. The inherent dynamics of the public debate must be shown to full advantage. It is typical for 
the public debate that it is unpredictable and that the structure of responsibility is often unclear. Experiments with 
such an interactive approach are hard to fit into a formal frame. They tend to float a little. The rules of the game 
are developed and adjusted in the course of the interaction process. Hajer (2000) is right when he describes 
interactive policy making as ‘a public adventure with an uncertain end’. Yet, an open public debate - even a 
conflictual one - seems the only approach that offers the chance for a socially supported and sustainable outcome 
(Holemans, 1999). 
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BUILDING PARTNERSHIPS FOR FOREST CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT IN RUSSIA 

Ms. Elena B. Kopylova, Forest Programme Project Manager, The Word Conservation Union (IUCN),  

Representative Office for CIS, the Russian Federation 

 

SUMMARY 

Russian forests are widely recognized for their size and vastness, for their global importance, unique flora and 
fauna, as well as for the abundance of forest products and non-timber forest values.  However, political heritage 
of centralized planning, comparatively recent shift towards market economy and current political and economic 
instability is clearly diminishing the efficiency of forest management. 

We hope that The World Conservation Union-Canadian International Development Agency project on building 
partnerships in forest conservation and management launched one year ago will enhance openness and 
“transparency” of the decision-making process and will increase the level of governmental responsibility. 

We aim to create due conditions for partnerships between governmental and social organizations and to draw 
different social groups into the process of decision-making. 

The project consists of three components: 

1. PI (Public Involvement) component is focusing at the development of PI approaches Russia-wide 
(“macro” level). 

2. PA (Protected Areas) component deals with PA efficiency and is implemented by the experts of various 
protected areas (“meso” level). 

3. NTFP (Non-Timber Forest Products) component covers regional use of non-timber forest products 
(“micro” level). 

All the levels are connected, and the results are used in the whole project. 

 

 

The amount and condition of forest resources determine to a large extent the economic potential of the forest 
sector within a national economy. Information on forest resources is also needed to assess a country's ecological 
and environmental, as well as social performances. The simple fact that more than one fifth of the world's total 
forest area is located in the Russian Federation makes the investigation of Russian forest resources globally 
interesting.  

Some basic characteristics 

Russia occupies the 1/8th part of global land and most of non-tropical Eurasia. Its territory presents landscapes of 
8 natural zones and 89 administrative units.  

The forest fund, the widest area concept used in the forest-related terminology in the Russian Federation, covers 
an area of some 1.1 bill. ha, according to the latest State Forest Inventory. The forest fund consists of all forests 
and lands (including some water-bodies) allocated for the administration of forestry (about 70% of the total land 
area). Forests cover an area of 825 mill. ha. Coniferous forests are usually predominant in all of the four major 
regions of the country. 

Some 94% of the forest fund is governed and controlled by the Forest Service of Russia. Of the rest, 44 mill. ha 
are controlled by organizations belonging to the agricultural administration, formerly mostly by the kolhoz and 
sovhoz units. 

According to the 1993 State Forest Inventory, the growing stock of the major forest-forming tree species in the 
Russian Federation is 71.6 bill. m3. The so-called mature and over mature stands have a total stock of 41.5 bill. 
m3, with a mean growing stock of some 140 m3 per ha. Of the growing stock, less than one quarter is located in 
the European-Ural part of the Russian Federation. 
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Only 55% of the total forested area of the Russian Federation is considered to be potentially accessible 
ecologically or economically. The major part of these forests is located in the North European region and along 
the Trans-Siberian railway, areas that already were intensively logged during the past decades. 

The major forest-forming tree species found in the Russian Federation are the following: 

• Pine  Pinus sylvestris; 

• Spruce  Picea excelsa; 

• Larch  Larix decidua (europaea), Larix sibirica; 

• Fir  Abies alba, Abies sibirica; 

• Cedar  Pinus cembra var. sibirica, Pinus koraensis; 

• Oak  Quercus alba, Quercus pubescens, Quercus robur; 

• Beech  Fagus sylvatica; 

• Birch  Betula pendula, Betula alba, Betula ermani, and 

• Aspen  Populus tremula, Populus alba, Populus nigra. 

The forest fund is divided into three broad groups (I, II and III) of forests and seven categories according to the 
biodiversity, ecological, and social functions of forests and their location.  

Group I Forest: Protected Forests.  222 mill. ha (20%). These forests carry protective functions with restricted 
and limited usage regimes. Nature reserves and national parks belong to this group and they are protected for 
ecological reasons. A system of protected natural areas encompassing all natural zones and principal mountain 
massifs has been generated in Russia for more than 80 years. The area of the group I forests is being expanded. 
During the period 1993-1996, this forest group increased by 8 mill. ha, mainly because of an extension of areas 
under nature protection. The share of these forests is higher in the European-Ural region than in the other regions. 

Group II Forest: Protected Forests with Limited Commercial Value.  61 mill. ha (5.5%). These forests have very 
limited commercial value. Group II forests are protected for industrial and recreational reasons.  These forests are 
located in sparsely forested and densely populated areas. They consist mostly of forests with a limited exploitable 
value, in which final harvesting is allowed based on the principle of sustainable yield. They may contain areas of 
sensitive forests (river banks) where no clear felling is allowed. 

Group III Forest: Commercial Forests. 828 mill. ha (74.5%). These forests are designated for industrial use. 
Final harvesting is allowed. Felling is based on the demand of the forest-based industries.   

Adding Values to the Forests…… 

Apart from the economic, scientific, recreational, wildlife, spiritual and life support values, forests are noted for 
their non-timber forest products. The Russian Federation is enormously rich in non-wood forest resources, but it 
is obviously under-utilizing them. However, there is a growing understanding that underestimation of the non-
wood benefits of forests implies neglecting a source of wealth which may have considerable social and economic 
importance, especially at the local level. Inventory information on non-wood forest products in the Russian 
Federation is mainly based on expert estimations, and it is most likely to be of low accuracy. Non-wood products 
and hunting create significant values for the local communities that are highly dependent on forest resources for 
their livelihoods. Non-wood forest products include: 

• gum; 

• by-products, e.g., stumps, birch bark, coniferous twigs; 

• botanical extracts - mainly tannins and natural dye-stuffs; 

• fodder - mainly vitamin flour derived from foliage and used as supplementary fodder for livestock; 

• hay, mushrooms, berries, nuts, medicinal plants, moss, lichen, grazing, honey, and sap; 
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• decorative raw materials for ornamental and applied arts. 

There has traditionally been a strong demand for hand-made ornamental goods from the handicrafts industry in 
the Russian Federation, and this has been growing recently. Willow (osier) and birch bark baskets, wooden 
spoons and animal figures have been export articles for many decades. However, even if the Russian Federation 
is known for many of the non-wood products of forests, the commercialization of them is still a major challenge 
for communities, various institutions and entrepreneurs. If successfully carried out, the commercialization of this 
sector could secure and improve the livelihoods of important sections of the population, especially in remote 
areas. 

“Building Partnerships for Forest Conservation and Management in Russia” (IUCN/The World 
Conservation Union–CIDA/Canadian International Development Agency project). 

Recognizing this particular fact and putting a special accent on the community based development; a join project 
(Russia-Canada) was launched two years ago under the title “Building Partnerships for Forest Conservation and 
Management in Russia”.  The aim is to create due conditions for partnerships between governmental and social 
organizations and to draw different social groups into the process of decision-making. The project consists of 
three components: 

1. PI (Public Involvement) component is focusing at the development of PI approaches at Russia-wide  
(“macro” level); 

2. PA (Protected Areas) component deals with PA efficiency and is implemented by the experts of various 
protected areas (“meso” level); 

3. NTFP (Non-Timber Forest Products) component covers regional use of non-timber forest products (“micro” 
level). 

All the levels are connected, and the results are used in the whole project. 

NTFP component is carried out in Kamchatka (Far East) seeking the appropriate balance between AND looking 
for integration of conservation and use of biological diversity. The project proceeds through a series of “learning 
by doing” steps that will leave in place community capacity to develop further NTFP markets. In addition, the 
component also seeks to improve the enabling environment for entrepreneurship in these communities. We aim to 
have a few businesses up and running by the end of the project. Thus, the project contributes to the sustainable 
rural livelihoods enhanced through NTFP harvesting and marketing, and by fostering collaborative relationships 
to share knowledge and experience established with other NTFP user networks in Russia.  

Russia is currently going through a transition away from top-down, command-and-control style to a more 
pluralistic model of policy development and implementation. The difficulties are particularly acute in Russia 
since there is little tradition of involving the public in decision-making processes on natural resources 
management and conservation. Conscientious forest maintenance, sustainable use and augmentation of forest 
resources lead to the growth of social welfare. However, this will only be possible due to joint efforts of forestry 
professionals and the public.  

Forestry of today is very much dependent on the “psychological climate” of the society. It leans on people’s 
reactions when it comes to forestry measures and undertakings. Public relations aren’t developed in Russia, as it 
has never been an area of priority. Gaining almost no attention, it is regarded as unnecessary. Moreover, it was 
very often considered a conflict-related and ineffective activity. However, it is wrong to limit communication 
with the public and mass media simply to conflicts and extreme displays. Public involvement is not only a very 
helpful and progressive tool to achieve general understanding; it also ensures best possible results and helps to 
avoid conflicts. 

There have been several projects in Russia focused on increasing governmental accountability and transparency 
in general. Many of these have been focused on legal, economic and regulatory institutions. A few have focused 
on environmental and natural resource management decision-making. The IUCN project is focusing exclusively 
on fostering public involvement in forest management with support and cooperation from the highest levels of the 
federal forest management to stimulate institutional change.  

 

Trying to develop cross-sectoral cooperation, we share common visions working together with: 
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• Communities,  

• State Duma, 

• Ministry of Natural Resources, 

• Ministry of Environment, 

• Local administration, 

• Forest management units, 

• NGOs, 

• Business companies, 

• Industry, 

• Transportation agencies, 

• Communities, 

• Training organizations, 

• Academia, 

• Protected areas, 

• Health care organizations, 

• Travel agencies, 

• Mass media, 

• Religious groups (Buddistic representatives) 

 

We are sure that nowadays is the best timing to create due conditions for partnerships between governmental and 
social organizations and to draw different social groups into the process of decision-making. We hope this will 
increase the level of governmental responsibility, enhance openness and “transparency” in the decision making 
process, and will contribute to the increase of the efficiency of forest conservation and management.  
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Employment creation and rural development 
 

Mr. Robert Flies (European Commission): “Forestry and rural development at the EU level” 

Ms Vilija Augutavičienė (Lithuania): “Lithuanian experience and perspective on partnership in 
forestry” 

Mr. Edgar Kastenholz (Germany): “The role of forestry contractors in rural development” 

Mr. Mevlut Düzgün, (Turkey): “Employment and income generating opportunities for forest-
dependent rural communities through effective partnerships in state-owned forest administration” 

Ms. Christine Holding Anyonge and Mr. Dominique Reeb (FAO): “Partnerships in Forestry at FAO” 
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FORESTRY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT AT THE EU LEVEL 

Mr. Robert Flies, European Commission, General Directorate Agriculture, Unit F.1 "Environment and 
Forestry" 

 

SUMMARY 

The EU Forestry Strategy 

The EU Forestry Strategy is a dynamic process with the overall objective to ensure that Europe’s forests are 
managed in a sustainable way, while recognising their multifunctional role in society. 

This strategy encompasses both the forest programmes of the Member States and the forest-related actions at the 
EU level. Sectoral forestry policy lies hereby, with the Member States in line with the principle of subsidiarity. 
Furthermore, the EU can contribute towards the achievement of the strategic objectives by a number of actions 
and initiatives within existing Community policies. The multi-level activities are requiring strong, systematic and 
effective mechanism for co-ordination as regards forestry matters. 

The strengthening of co-ordination is also gaining importance, as the traditional policy structures related to the 
forestry sector have witnessed substantial changes during the last years. Economic, social and environmental 
policy areas are more and more interacting with one another, and are more and more influenced by increasing 
globalisation and greater urbanisation. Perception of the different values of forests and the multifunctional use of 
forests differ between increasing urbanised population and people living in rural areas. 

The linkages and interactions between an increasing number of policy areas, and of international and national 
political actors as well as the necessity to involve sub-national and local entities in shaping sustainable forest 
development in the EU will be highlighted. 

Forestry and rural development 

Rural areas include a great variety of cultures, landscapes, natural and socio-economic conditions. The multiple 
use of forests cover the economic functions by providing income, employment and renewable raw materials as 
well as the environmental and social functions by maintaining and creating ecological and amenity services. 

An integrated planning and management approach, involving different stakeholders in rural areas, depends on 
rural development forestry actions, based on Member States national and sub-national forest programmes and of 
commitments taken at the Ministerial Conferences on the Protection of Forests in Europe. Forest managers, local 
communities and the general public have to find at the regional or local levels ways to integrate economic 
strategies and conservation values as well as different land uses with more diverse social demands. 

Traditional sectoral forestry thinking is in this way evolving into a more comprehensive, integrated forest 
ecosystem management and territorial economic development concept. 

 

1. THE EU FORESTRY STRATEGY 

The Council Resolution of the 15 December 1998 on a forestry strategy for the European Union identifies as 
overall principles for action sustainable forest management and the multifunctional role of forests. This common 
strategy encompasses both the forest programmes of the Member States and a number of forest related actions at 
EU level. 

These national or subnational forest programmes, which are constituting the prevailing part of this strategy, are 
country-led and are broadly participation processes to formulate and implement related policies and instruments. 
Such a decentralised approach, which is in line with the principle of subsidiarity, is allowing to consider the wide 
range of different natural, social, economic and cultural conditions of the forests in the Community in the best 
manner. 
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On the other hand there is an increasingly complex array of legislation and support measures out of several 
Community policies that directly or indirectly addresses sustainable forest development and sustainable forest 
resources utilisation in the Union. This refers in particular to horizontal policies in areas such as land-use 
policies, regional development and environmental protection.  

As a matter of a fact, all Community actions that concern forestry, in one way or another, are deriving from 
broader intersectoral issues in the framework of existing Community policies, such as Internal Market, Trade and 
Competition, CAP and Rural Development, Environment, Enlargement, Research, Regional Policy, Development 
Policy, Energy… . 

The impact of such EU actions on the forest policies of the Member States may differ and can be characterised, - 
either by a legal framework, such as for example the competition rules, internal market or environmental policy 
directives,  - or by providing financial support to regional or national policies for facilitating the implementation 
by the Member States of defined Community objectives inherent to such respective EU policies. 

There is also more and more a tendency in policy making, at least on European and international level, that 
discussions are increasingly concentrated on integrated and cross-sectoral approaches and general horizontal key 
issues,- such as for example the overall sustainable development of our society -, which are disassembling 
traditional  boundaries between sectoral policies and which are leading to growing overlapping                
responsibilities inside different policy sectors for the formulation and implementation of relevant policy 
objectives. 

The emerging treatment of important and more comprehensive society issues in relation to the sustainable 
utilisation of our natural resources requires more efficient linkages and interplay between an increasing number 
of policy areas. Moreover the international commitments, EU policy issues, national and sub-national forest 
programmes of the Member States and the increasing importance of regional and local actors are all likely to play 
an essential role in shaping the sustainable development and management of our forest resources in Europe.  

2. FORESTRY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

The Community policy for rural areas has moved more and more away from the primacy of agricultural 
production and is now embracing, both a broader concept of rural development in adopting a more integrated 
approach and a more accentuated sense of the multifunctional role of agriculture within rural areas. It is quite 
evident that forestry, as an essential multi-purpose land use, as an significant employment sector and as an often 
considerable indirect economic component of rural economies, is brought into such an integrated rural policy 
domain. 

The relative importance of agriculture, forestry and other forms of land use varies greatly from region to region, 
depending on geographical, climatic conditions, as well as historical, social and economic conditions which is 
pleading for an great flexibility in drawing up such a policy. The practical difficulties in implementing the reform 
of the CAP have hereby proved to be substantial and the rural development policy is trying hard in finding ways 
to avoid weakening the social fabric in rural areas and to maintain employment and living standards. 

 The overall principles of the EU Forestry Strategy, e.g. “multifunctionality” and “sustainability” are reflected in 
rural development by bringing together economic, social and environmental objectives into a coherent package of 
measures with the aim to facilitate and support the implementation of the forest programmes of the Member 
States in their regions. The objectives of the forestry actions of the rural development programmes should at the 
same time contribute to more global issues such as sustainable development, climate change and biodiversity. 

For the Member States and the Community, the Rural Development Regulation (EC) n° 1257/99 thus emerges as 
an important vehicle for implementing the EU Forestry Strategy. 

Some basic principles of the Rural Development Policy should be remembered: 

The framework of the reformed rural development policy covers all rural areas in the Community; 

Given the diversity of the Community’s rural areas, rural development policy is following the principle of 
subsidiarity; which means it should be as decentralised as possible and with emphasis on participation and a 
‘bottom up’ approach; 
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Forestry is an integral part of rural development, however support for forestry should avoid distorting 
competition and should be market neutral; 

In article 29 of the regulation (EC) n° 1257/99, it is stated that support for forestry shall contribute to the 
maintenance and development of the economic, ecological and social functions of forests in rural areas and that 
such support, which is restricted to forests belonging to  private owners (or their associations) or to 
municipalities, shall promote the following objectives: 

• Sustainable forest management and development of forestry; 

• Maintenance and improvement of forest resources; 

• Extension of woodland areas; 

Furthermore these support schemes shall contribute to the fulfilment of the undertakings given by the Community 
and the Member States at international level. They shall be based on national or subnational forest programmes or 
equivalent instruments which should take into account the commitments made in the Ministerial Conferences on 
the Protection of Forests in Europe. 

In broad terms, the integration of  forestry aspects in the Rural Development Policy follows three pathways: 

• the afforestation of agricultural land (article 31), 

• silvicultural investments to improve the multifunctional role of forestry (article 30), and  

• the maintenance and improvement of the protection values of  designated forest stands (article 32). 

As a general principle, article 43 of the regulation (EC) n° 1257/99 is requiring that the rural development plans 
shall include a description of consultations and designation of associated authorities and bodies as well as the 
economic and social partners at the appropriate levels. 

The integrated rural development approach is in this way implying a greater emphasis on inter-linkages with 
other policy areas and land uses as well as on the socio-economic and ecological dimensions in putting into 
evidence:  

• the interdependencies of policies, - a need to combine different interests and to achieve economic, social and 
environmental objectives, 

• the regional diversity, - an acknowledgement of locally distinctive characteristics and priorities, problems and 
opportunities, 

• the bottom up approach, - an emphasis on active involvement and participation of local communities and 
self-help rather than reliance on external action. 

The forestry measures of the Rural Development Policy are however not meant to substitute the legal and 
political framework of the forestry policies in the Member States, neither to establish a common forestry policy 
through the backdoor. The rural development forestry measures are aimed to facilitate and support the 
implementation of the national or sub-national forest programmes of the Member States in areas where the 
Member States are identifying an synergy between the forestry incentives inside their National Forest 
Programmes and the objectives of the integrated rural development policy as laid down in the Council 
Regulation. 

The rural development programmes 2000 – 2006 are an important step forward to promote an integrated 
territorial policy and there are certainly a number of additional possibilities to improve the contribution of 
forestry to rural development and to establish greater coherence of forest policies and programmes and activities 
in other sectors, such as agriculture, environment, energy and industry in taking advantage of complementarities 
and synergies.  

A major challenge surely is to explore all possible ways and means, on regional, national and Community level, 
to maintain and develop in rural areas a sound political and economic framework enabling and motivating 
especially owners of small and fragmented forest areas to practice in an economic viable way sustainable forest 
management and to make long term investment in forestry. 

An important problem area, - in most of the European countries, perhaps with the exception of Sweden and 
Finland where the forest sector has an considerable economic importance on a national scale -, is how to find the 
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right balance between the rights and obligations of landowners and the increasing social demands from society to 
forests. 

Because our society is developing more and more contrasting views on the multiple functions of forests. The 
urbanised population, which is about 80% of the total population in the EU, at the same time that it is advocating 
a greater use of renewable and ecologically friendly raw materials, is considering forests mainly as space for 
leisure and recreation activities as well as manifestations of nature which are supposed to be largely free from 
human intervention, as places of contemplative reflection and of personal freedom.  

Such expectations from the society need to be weighed carefully against constitutional rights of ownership, and 
the responsibilities of landowners to choose the management options, which fits them best. Already today, a lot 
of small forest owners, which are the predominant type of forest ownership in the Union, are frequently not in a 
position to support the incremental costs of such external benefits without compensation with the result that they 
are simply no more interested in managing their forests in a sustainable manner. 

Only if we are able to set up an effective partnership between society and the forest sector which is recognising 
the role of forests as a key renewable resource and which endorses the responsibility of forest policies in 
implementing the integration of all forest functions at the appropriate local and regional level, we will be able to 
meet global concerns such as sustainable development effectively.  

Global problems doesn’t necessarily mean global or centralised recommendations and solution options for 
solving such problems. On the contrary, we are increasingly well positioned to use global advances in science 
and technology such as GIS or GPS, to develop more and better defined strategies on regional level for location 
specific forestry.  

This new evolving political framework of forest resources management, - both in its multisectoral dimensions as 
well as with respect to different political levels -, requires new approaches from landowners and the local or 
regional authorities, e.g. a commitment to an effective, efficient and transparent process steering on the part of 
public institutions, and a more collaborative decision-making involving the main users as well as other 
stakeholders of the civil society. 

In line with the Council Resolution on the EU Forestry Strategy, the Commission is invited to submit an 
implementation report of this strategy in 2003. The issues of cross-sectoral thematics, participatory approach and 
inter-sectoral multilevel coordination will be important elements in the context of the setting up of national or 
sub-national forest programmes in the Member States and by that essential questions to be dealt within the 
overall strategy. 

It is in my view obvious, that the linkages and interplay between an increasing number of policy areas, the 
superposition of international commitments, Community thematic issues and national political actors, - and the 
increasing importance of sub-national and local entities -, are all likely to play a powerful role in shaping the 
sustainable development of the forest sector in the coming years. The integrated territorial approach on regional 
level in the framework of the rural development policy may in this respect provide an adequate platform to meet 
these challenges. 
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LITHUANIAN EXPERIENCE AND PERSPECTIVE ON PARTNERSHIP IN FORESTRY  

Ms. Vilija Augutavičienė, Forests Department, Ministry of Environment, Lithuania 

 

SUMMARY 

State forests account for 50% of the total forest cover in Lithuania. State Forest Enterprises are responsible for 
forest management and protection, roundwood production and sales, forest road construction and maintenance, 
providing recreation and equipment as well as other forest-related activities. 

This paper is based on a survey conducted in Lithuania last year on the social aspects of forestry activities. The 
main objective of the survey was to find out how the activities in state forests were perceived and what were the 
expectations of the population. The analysis showed that the importance of the social aspects of forestry activities 
were perceived differently, whether the population was urban or rural and whether the population owned property 
or not. All social groups considered the economic function of the forest to be the most important, however, 
recreation is more important to the urban population. The importance given to education/labour market aspects 
depended more on the age and rank of a person rather than on the settlement type. The global population and 
enterprise managers are satisfied with the services provided by forest enterprises. Bureaucracy and the high price 
of services/wood production were the most important reasons for dissatisfaction.   

As regards supplementary services, the population would prefer new job opportunities and cheaper firewood. 
Enterprises would prefer cheaper wood than that offered by other sellers and reduced prices for people on social 
assistance etc. The population is less aware about other forest services such as consulting and education, chemical 
pest control and planting of recreation areas.  

The most convenient source of information on forest enterprises and the services that they provide was found to 
be the local press. Furthermore, the population would prefer to receive information on forest activities directly 
from forest enterprise employees. Demand for public participation in forest management and/or decision-making 
was not found to be so high. 

Generally, the analysis of the survey results show that the image of forestry in Lithuania is closely linked to the 
recognition of the local population as well as other user groups and to the potential of state forests to meet their 
requirements.  

 

INTRODUCTION 

The latter decade will remain as very significant for our country not only in the political meaning but also for 
national economy including forestry sector. 

The forests cover almost one-third of Lithuania’s territory and occupy about two million hectares of land. Over 
the recent years the felling account about 5 million m3 annually. Forestry and timber industry provides 
employment to some 55 000 people. The value added in forest and timber industry sector annually contributes 
about 3.0 % of gross domestic product in Lithuania. 

After the restoration of independence in 1990 have followed process of forests restitution and privatisation of 
wood industry. Since the beginning of land reform the ownership rights were restored to more than 164 thousands 
forest owners. The average area of private forest holdings is about 4 hectares. The share of private forests has 
reached 26 percent of total forest area. State important forests account for 50 percent. The process of restitution is 
still going on, so the other 24 percent of forests are reserved for restitution. 

The reforms have fostered the development of new commodity and producers interest groups. At the same time it 
was leading to an increasing attention of public and environmental organisations to forestry management. 
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SOCIAL EFFECT OF FORESTRY ACTIVITIES IN STATE FORESTS 

Fortunately, the reforms in state forestry sector were implemented step by step. Strong forestry traditions, 
education and extensive network of research institutions and application of available well experience have 
underlined further successful enough development of state forestry sector. 

Lithuanian State forests are managed by State Forests Enterprises responsible for state forests management and 
protection, round wood production and sales, road construction and maintenance, recreation and equipment as 
well as other forest-related activities. Plus state forest enterprises provide a variety of goods and services for 
citizens and other enterprises. 

The last year to order of Forest Department, Market and Public Opinion Research Company conducted a survey 
on social effect of forestry activities in state owned forests in Lithuania. The main objective of the study was to 
find out the existing and desirable social effect of activities in state forestry. In order to improve the relationships 
it is very important to clear up the values and expectations of citizens and society on forestry. The respondents 
were urban people who have visited the forests over the past 6 months and rural people, as well as managers of 
enterprises and organisations dealing with forest enterprises. 

The social effect of forestry activities was analysed by the following criteria: 

the level of effect :  

• economic (for enterprises and organisations, purchasing production and services); 

• individual (for residents – forest owners; people, purchasing production, and using services) 

the aspects of effect : 

• political – administrative;  

• economic; 

• recreational; 

• environmental;  

• education and labour market. 

To assess the benefits received from forests a list of functions of the forest was presented to the respondents and 
they were asked to rank the importance of each function. The results showed the following: 

 the economic function of forests is the most important to the population: the forest is important as a 
source of firewood and construction materials  and as a source of  forest goods (berries, mushrooms etc.); 

 next by importance comes the recreational function of the forest  (a place to rest);  

 third by importance comes extra job places. 

The study showed that the importance of different aspects of social effect of forestry activities and the way the 
respondents assess them largely depends on the life style  (rural or urban) as well as social status with regards to 
property  (owns a forest or not). All social groups of the population consider the economical function of the forest 
to be the most important, however, the recreational function of the forest is more important to the urban people. 
The importance of the education/ labour market aspect depends more on the age and position in labour market of 
a person rather than on the settlement type. Mostly middle-aged and those up to retirement age find this function 
important and relevant. 

Economic function of the forest is also the most important to undertaking (enterprises). Enterprise managers 
stress the importance of the forest being the source of construction material more often than population. More 
often than population, enterprise and organisation managers point to extra jobs created due to forestry activities 
as one more important function of forests. 

Similarly to population, managers assess the remaining recreational and economic functions (going for 
mushrooms, berries and other forest goods, using forest as a place for recreation and hunting area). However, 
there is a difference in assessing the level of importance of the recreational function performed by the forest, 
namely somewhat bigger share of managers assess the function as important compared to population. 
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The economic and recreation function of the forest such as hunting is less important both to population and 
enterprises surveyed. 

Surveyed population pointed out reasons for visiting forests by themselves or their household members visited 
forests in the years 2000 and 2001. Picking mushrooms is the most popular activity both among the city 
population and rural area population. Speaking about picking berries, it is less popular than mushrooms. Some 
respondents having the lowest household income gather mushrooms and berries for selling (this way they make 
some extra money). Going for nuts and hunting are the least popular activities to do in the forest for Lithuanians. 

During the study the level of public awareness about forest enterprises, forest districts and services they provide 
were assessed. Six out of ten respondents have used the services provided by forest enterprises. 

 Selling of firewood and wood for construction materials are the most important services of the forest enterprises 
available to the population. The rural people have used the above mentioned services most often and are likely to 
use them in the future. Transportation and selling of Christmas trees are two more services of the forest 
enterprises relevant to the population. Most often enterprises use the services of transportation, sawmill, 
permissions to cut wood and they also purchase wood. 

Unfortunately education, consulting and labour market services, chemical pest control and planting of recreation 
areas were pointed out as least familiar and thus least used services of the forest enterprises.  

The population and the enterprise managers are satisfied with the services provided by the forest enterprises. 
Bureaucracy and high prices of services/production were mentioned as the most important reasons for 
dissatisfaction. 

As extra services, the population would prefer new job places, cheaper firewood. Enterprises would prefer 
cheaper wood than offered by other sellers, reducing prices for socially supported people. 

It is interesting that the population and almost all interviewed enterprise managers are well aware of the location 
of their forest districts or forest enterprises. Six out of ten residents have dealt with employees of the forests 
districts and forest enterprises in one or another way (visited the forest districts or forest enterprises, dealt with 
the employees). 

For all respondents a local newspaper would be the most convenient source of information to find out about the 
forest enterprises and the services they provide. Besides, the population would prefer the forest enterprise 
employees to inform them about the activities of the forest enterprise as well. The enterprise managers would like 
to find such information on the Internet, receive by post or from the forest enterprise employees. 

The analysis of the survey results have showed that: 

 society’s interest in forests strongly related to primary use of wood production; 

 public is not sufficiently aware of non – wood products and services;  

 the image of forestry closely depends on the recognition of indigenous peoples and other users groups 
and the potential to meet public utility and needs; 

 public demand for public participation in forest management or decision making is not very high and 
depends on the social and political history and the socio-economic relevance of forest and forestry; 

 there is a need to increase public awareness about  forestry issues in general and about forest protection, 
biodiversity and nature conservation in particular. 

The findings of study demonstrate that insufficient communication and information creates main problems in 
dealing with society. And it is not only because of lack of skills and limited financial capacity, but also the lack 
of understanding the importance of public relations. It is evident that forest enterprises have to promote closer ties 
between provided services and their users.  

PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY SECTORS 

The major changes in ownership have created certain problems, which forestry administrations have to meet. The 
new private forest owners lack experience and know-how in the practical aspects of forestry, timber trade and 
traditions. Moreover the forest owners are not able to make their living from forestry activities and apply 
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advanced and effective forest management because of very small size of forest estate. This often leads to 
inefficiency in forest recourse management. In the light of past experience, private forest owners are sceptical 
about co-operation. 

Consequently we have had two unequal actors managing our forests: 

 inexperienced private forest owners with small size of forest estate; 

 educated and qualified, having modern technology and traditions state forests managers. 

And they turn to be as the partners responsible for forest management and they both have an interest in promotion 
of the use of wood. But in any case they act as the opposition in wood market. 

Partnership and communication between two sectors - state and private - is becoming increasingly important in 
sustainable management of forests and in improving public image of forestry as a whole. In Lithuania, where 
private sector initiatives are at the early stage of development, private forestry needs encouragement and 
assistance from State, and an attitude of co-operation and collaboration. To stimulate the links between 
governmental organisations and private forest owners, as well as appropriate relationships between private and 
state sector the Private Forests Division at Forestry Department was established.  

Until the beginning of this year State Forest Enterprises provided information and training services for private 
forest owners and the costs were met from existing budgets. But the increasing number of forest owners and 
private properties caused radical changes in forestry institutions. According the amended Forest Law, since 1 
January of 2002, State Environmental Inspection in addition to supervision functions provides consulting and 
training services to forest owners. And all those activities as well as some private forest extension services are 
financed from Special State Programme settled from State Forest Enterprises’ incomes (5 %). That is financing 
mechanism striving towards support for owner’s association and co-operatives to enable them to develop their 
activities and become self - supporting. 

In spite of determinate order, private forest owners still apply for assistance and advice to state forestry officers 
locally. So, two rivals in wood market are getting to be the partners in forest management. And that partnership 
highly depends on a good will of state forests managers in spreading of experience and knowledge, understanding 
each other and co-operation. Unfortunately, foresters lack skills and experience dealing with private forest 
owners. 

CHALLENGES AND PERSPECTIVE 

Public does not divide forest to private or state owned, and state forest managers realise that public attention and 
judgement, usually for badly managed private forests, is pointed to state forest sector.  So, the greatest present 
challenge for forest authorities and managers of state forests is to involve the new private forest owners in the 
sustainable management of their forests.  

One more challenge we face is to expand the openness and transparency of forestry sector. Without question, one 
way directed information appearing as propaganda and control of information flow lasted fifty years, have 
marked our community. We are learning to be the open society. Therefore there is a need of co-ordination, honest 
communication and co-operation aiming towards achieving understanding, acceptance for activities, and building 
confidence and partnership.  

At present the new Lithuanian Forestry policy statement as the separate document is presented to the public 
discussions and it is expected that the Government will approve it in this year. The new forestry policy among the 
other things defines effective dialogue between the forest sector and society. The main propositions of forest 
policy consider the opinion of all interest groups, combine and balance the interests of forest owners, managers 
and users, wood based industry, environmental organisations etc.  

The practice demonstrates that only new policy approach, actions and initiatives based on partnership could make 
the sector and its activities better understood and widely accepted as well as let avoid conflicts in the use of 
forests and forest resources. 
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THE ROLE OF FORESTRY CONTRACTORS IN RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. Edgar Kastenholz, Office for Occupational Safety and Work Organisation, Germany 

 

SUMMARY 

Forestry undeniably plays an important role in rural development.  But as far as employment and income for rural 
population are concerned, forestry and agriculture are losing more and more of their former predominance.  
Today, forestry in many industrialized countries offers employment for just less than 1% of the working 
population.  But although in many areas the number of people working in forestry decreased dramatically over 
the last decades, the importance of the forestry sector must not be underestimated.  Particularly in remote rural 
areas a considerable number of people still earn their living in forestry and in forest-based businesses.  
Furthermore, rural areas and rural social fabrics draw their identity from forestry and agricultural work, thus 
giving forestry work significance beyond its present quantity.  

Forestry work has undergone massive structural changes, heralded by the ongoing increase of productivity and 
with contract labour becoming more and more the standard mode for forest operations in many countries and 
regions.  Contracting enterprises today are among the major driving forces for innovation and development in 
forestry, particularly in forest operations. Contractors implement and invest in new technologies and are 
integrated in advanced logistical and timber utilization concepts.  Furthermore, forestry contractors have taken 
over the role from forest owners, or at least share their role, offering employment to a qualified workforce and 
retaining added value from forestry activities in rural areas.  Considering the general lack of employment 
possibilities in rural areas, forestry contractors might even be seen as a crystallization point for rural 
development.  

Even so, it is obvious that stable employment and decent working conditions in forestry contracting enterprises 
do not automatically follow in the wake of sustainable forestry and general rural development policy.  Until now, 
forestry work seems to have been rather marginalized in political concepts for rural development.  Hence, there is 
a crucial demand for gaining recognition of contract labour by political opinion formers, and for further research 
on the role of forestry work’s contribution to employment in rural areas, to improve the conditions for sustainable 
development and economic viability of forestry contracting enterprises.   

 

BACKGROUND 

Preservation and generation of employment and income is very much the order of the day in all European states. 
However, forestry and agriculture nowadays contribute to employment only to a very limited proportion. On the 
contrary, the decline of jobs in agriculture and forestry is still ongoing. Even the major means to strive for the 
preservation of social structures in rural areas, the subsidization of agriculture and to some extend forestry under 
EUs´ Common Agriculture Policy has failed - at least as far as employment and income in rural areas is 
concerned.  

But looking at the ongoing discussion on forestry and rural development it is undeniable that:   

• forestry plays an important role in rural development, 

• income for local population and the retainment of added value from forestry is recognized as one goal of 
rural development,   

• employment is still recognized as one important function of forests and forestry.  

Recognising that there are many different perceptions of rural areas and rural development and that there is a 
much wider debate on rural development going on, rural areas from a social point of view are among many other 
aspects characterized by: 

• rural exodus, 

• villages shifting to settlements of commuters, 
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• forestry and agriculture loosing their relevance for rural identity, 

• shift in functions of rural areas at large and in detail. 

It is obvious that this structural changes in the rural social fabric result from various factors, among which the 
tremendous increase of productivity in forestry and agriculture is one major driving force. Because globalization 
of markets for wood products enforce the demand for reducing costs throughout forestry and forest industries, 
production oriented forestry has preserved its economic survival until now mainly by rationalization of forest 
operations. Rationalisation and cost reduction could mainly be achieved by advanced mechanization of forest 
operations and outsourcing of forest work in more and more enterprises and countries followed by improvement 
of logistics in the whole wood processing chain, which seems to be the challenging concept for further economic 
benefit of the sector. 

EMPLOYMENT IN FORESTRY  

While forestry plays this important and well recognized role for production, recreation and environment 
protection it must not be overlooked that the whole concept of sustainable forestry with all its features depends 
crucially on the ability of the forestry sector to carry out all tasks - from management to the delivery of timber to 
the market – thus requiring the availability of a capable and qualified workforce. But the development of 
technical and logistical improvements and not at least advanced silvicultural concepts lead to further 
rationalization and with that to a further reduce of the demand for labour capacity in forestry work. It is common 
knowledge that the forestry sector today already contributes to national employment rates in most countries with 
less than 1%. And it can be presumed that the trend to a further decline of employment will continue.  

It is rather difficult to estimate the overall employment figures in European forestry, because most available 
statistics seem to be quite unreliable and data lack comparability. But at least, from recent enquiries carried out 
on behalf of the ILO, the size of the European forestry-contracting sector can be roughly estimated to round 
20.000 contracting enterprises with up to 100.000 people employed in forest operations. And because in many 
countries the forestry workforce has been outsourced, contract labour is more and more becoming the standard 
mode of operation in forestry throughout Europe, and with that the forestry-contracting sector represents a 
considerable share of forestry workforce.   

Still, considering only the quantitative aspect and from a general economic point of view, forestry work and 
forestry in whole could be valued as being marginal. But there are numerous and unquestioned reasons for the 
high economic, social and ecological valuation of forestry in European societies and economy.  

FORESTRY CONTRACTORS AS A DRIVING FORCE FOR INNOVATION AND A CRUCIAL RESOURCE  FOR 
SUSTAINABLE FOREST MANAGEMENT 

Looking at forestry and the wood supply chain one has to admit that in most cases not only the forest owners and 
the wood processing industry are driving forward innovation. Rather it is the forestry contracting sector that is - 
besides its increasing importance as the major labour resource for forest operations - a major driving force for 
innovation in the wood production chain.  

Contractors invest in and contribute to the improvement of advanced forestry technique in most European 
countries and regions.  

Besides their role in the further development of technical solutions contractors strive for improving qualification 
of their workforce, thus becoming more and more important as forestry is aiming at nature oriented management 
throughout Europe, thus requiring higher skills and qualifications from all actors in the production chain. 

Forestry contractors, like SMEs in wood processing, account for the preservation of employment in rural areas.  

FORESTRY WORK AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

As can be seen in all discourses on forestry and its contribution to rural development, the role of forestry is 
perceived differently, depending on the various representations of actor groups. Among the contested discourses 
that can be observed, a major trend is the increase of the perceived importance of environmental functions of 
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forestry. Not only that the expectation of the general public is focussed on forestry as a main source for recreation 
and natural environment, it is also a general focus of forestry and wood industry itself. More and more impact on 
forestry and wood industry is expected by nature conservation, biodiversity and nature oriented forest 
management. Despite nobody might deny the importance of a capable workforce as a crucially needed resource 
for sustainable forest management, the role of forestry work and with that of contractors as a impact factor is 
fairly undervalued.  

 However, the lack of employment possibilities in rural areas is in some regions accompanied by a lack of 
qualified labour to be recruited mainly by contractors. This seems to be a vicious circle that is powered by the 
general problems of rural development characterized mainly by rural areas being placed at a disadvantage in the 
fields of   

• income 

• education 

• social life 

• social safety 

Despite those difficulties there are challenges for strengthening the role of forestry work in rural areas for the 
benefit of the whole forest industry as a viable economical sector:  

Forestry is managing a renewable resource with a high social acceptance and positive image of forests as a multi 
purpose resource base (thus despite the slaughterhouse-paradox).  

Forestry is still anchored in rural social systems. 

Opportunities exist for risk-taking entrepreneurs to settle in niche-markets for forestry services, e.g. in 
combination with landscape and environment protection tasks.  

But on the other hand there are also threads for forestry work and employment in the forestry-contracting sector 
resulting from  

• low profitability of forestry as such and particularly of forest operations,  

• decreasing attractivity of forestry work (3-D-work) especially among for the young rural population, 

• an assumed substitution of local work population by migrant labour with migrant labour being a rather 
ambiguous issue: On the one hand the low reputation of rural labour in industrialized countries and a 
decreasing labour potential in rural areas due to the demographic development (low birth rates, rural exodus) 
leads to a rising demand for migrant workers, mainly from eastern European countries. On the other hand 
migrant labour is perceived as a thread for local workforce, particularly in rural areas.  

Given that there is a crucial demand for a qualified and capable forestry workforce in a viable forestry contracting 
sector it should be taken into consideration whether and how the general framework on national and European 
level can be amended to improve conditions for the development of SMEs in forest operations and for preparing a 
level playing field for forestry work throughout Europe.  

CHANGES IN POLICY AN RESEARCH FRAMEWORK 

Of course, compared to other economical sectors forestry plays a marginal role for employment in rural areas and 
therefore it seems to be in the logical frame of spatial planning that forestry besides agriculture is not recognized 
as sources for future employment. Hence forestry and forestry work is more or less marginalized not at least in 
social programmes, thus resulting in the undervalued role of forestry work in recent studies and projects 
concerned with rural development.  

While forestry in Europe is to some extend subsidized by national and supranational funding programmes, rural 
development policies and of course the European Common Agriculture Policy focus on the owners of agricultural 
land and forestry. Therefore subsidiaries are addressed to forest owners, primarily to small private owners – 
recognizing that small forest owners play a crucial role mainly for ensuring economical and ecological functions 
in rural areas. But from the perspective of forestry workforce and with the objective of contributing to the 
preservation of employment in a small but nevertheless important sector, it is worth considering that rural 
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development policy should not only focus on forest enterprises and landowners – though they play an important 
role as the primary producers - but that the forestry contracting sector is brought to the recognition of opinion 
formers in rural development policy, since success of the forestry production and delivery of services for society 
will strongly depend on how human resources available in rural areas are used.  

Although forestry work until now seems to be rather marginalized there might be a challenge to fill this gap by 
the forestry contracting sector, gaining that recognition from political opinion formers it deservers for its crucially 
required functions in sustainable forest management.  

Though it is obvious that stable employment and decent working conditions do not automatically follow in the 
wake of sustainable forestry in terms of biodiversity and nature oriented forestry, no recipe can be outlined here 
for further amendments of policy framework. But at least it is clearly visible that there is an urgent demand for 
further research on the role forestry work’s contribution to employment in rural areas. Therefore the European 
Network of Forest Entrepreneurs with support of the ILO and in co-operation with work scientists based at the 
University of Freiburg recently strive for implementing this subject into various transnational research 
programmes about forestry and rural development.  
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EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME GENERATING OPPORTUNITIES FOR FOREST-DEPENDENT 

RURAL COMMUNITIES THROUGH EFFECTIVE PARTNERSHIPS IN STATE-OWNED FOREST 

ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. Mevlut Düzgün, Division Director, Forestry Projects, Research Planning & Coordination Board, 

Ministry of Forestry, Turkey 

 

SUMMARY 

In Turkey, the majority of rural communities in remote areas are mainly characterised by forest villages and 
nomadic summer settlements, which consist of population ranging from a few households to a few hundred 
people.  Their life is deeply inter-linked with forests and wild ecosystems.  More than half of the country’s total 
30,000 villages are designated as forest villages (approximately 17,500), which are highly dependent on forest 
resources for their subsistence.  However, poor life conditions, inaccessibility to modern facilities, harsh 
environmental conditions, and insufficient infrastructure, are threatening the conservation and sustainable use and 
ecological functions of forest resources surrounded their habitations. 

According to the Turkish Constitution (Article 170), the State Forestry Organization has been given the 
responsibility to take measures towards the development of forest villages since the 1930s.  The aim is to reduce 
the harmful effects of rural people on forests, wildlife and other natural resources through effective development 
measures to the forest-dependent rural communities.  For that purpose, a special Fund entitled “Forest Village 
Development Fund”, a subject-specific General Directorate and a number of forest village cooperatives were 
established. 

Furthermore, some specific articles of Forest Law 6831 (valid since 1956) came into force in order to provide 
special employment privileges to forest villages and their cooperatives on forestry operations in state forests.  
Approximately, 500,000 villagers are employed annually in forestry sector related work.  As a means of 
developing efforts in the forestry sector, grant and credit schemes and varieties of income-generating activities 
were developed and implemented in all forest villages through hundreds of projects countrywide. 

This paper provides some information about the forestry sector’s contribution to the well-being of rural 
communities in or around the forest.  It also examines the existing strategies and means developed taking into 
account the new challenges that are needed for sustainable management of forest resources and environmental 
protection in Turkey. 

Key words: Forest villages, forest village development fund, forest Law 6831, Ministry of Forestry, subsidies, 
partnership and participation, stakeholder. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Societies' demands for the social and environmental services of forest as well as for products will continue to 
increase and diversify. Therefore, the widening perception of the importance of forests and their role in the 
environment and the economy is becoming increasingly a matter of public debate. Moreover, the concern over 
damage to the forests, the meeting of the forestry-based needs of communities and their global impacts are 
underscoring the importance of forestry policies and their achievements over the world. 

In many countries of the world, local people have been blamed for bringing about environmental degradation. 
This is the basic assumption on which much rural development planning and intervention is still based on this 
false idea. As a result of this bias, many centralised state -oriented policies and measures are being taking against 
rural poor. However, the direct links between rural population and land degradation depend on various politic-
economic factors. Indeed, comprehensive studies have shown that the reasons of land degradation and 
deforestation in these areas strongly link to and remain behind their living conditions, growing population, and 
highly nature-dependency and unrealistic centralised policies of governments.  
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During the recent decades, assessments and evaluation of the forestry implementations have shown that policies 
and strategies to protect forest resources by preventing using of people were not successful. In the contrary, the 
importance of their interest in participating to management processes of local people on forest resource has been 
better recognised. This approach is leading to collaborative efforts and efficient partnerships to protect and 
management of resources especially based on development of local capacity and knowledge. 

There is an increasing interest in strengthening or creating collaborative management systems as a strategy for 
promoting socio-economic development and resource conservation through empowerment and partnerships. In 
addition, decentralisation has increasingly ensured to efforts to turn over the responsibility and authority for 
natural resource management to rural communities. This has led to a re-evaluation of the role of professionals, 
projects and other institutions in helping this transition to occur. (FAO, 1999).  

In Turkey, although the forest villagers have no direct rights on the management of forests located around them, 
the forestry sector have given priority them for employment in all forestry operations. The forestry sector has 
provided a number of privileges for utilisation as well as for special income from the state owned forest 
resources. This has created better relations and collaboration in protection and sustainable management of forests.  

2. SOCIAL DIMENSIONS OF FORESTRY; PEOPLE AND FORESTS 

Interactions between the forest and people have been well tackled by the sustainable forest management, which 
deals with well the social elements of the forestry debate. The social elements of sustainable forest management 
may be broadly defined as those with involve direct and indirect interactions. A close link exists between many 
of the social elements of sustainable forest management and the economic subjects. Policies for strengthening the 
economic development of the forest sector are unlikely to be successful in the long term unless they take account 
of the social impacts and concerns. A full consideration of the three supports of the sustainable forest 
management –environmental- economic - social and their integration at the management unit level will inevitable 
reveal a balance which depends on each particular case, at a particular scale (Timber Committee, 1998). 

Societies interest in forests reflect the individual and collective interactions between forests and people, which 
constitute a complex and dynamic process that changes according to society’s economic, cultural and 
technological development. However, some of these interests have to be dealt with in the policies outside the 
forest sector. Therefore, forestry sector should adapt their legal and planning framework, policies and the 
strategies to incorporate the social elements more fully. The sector also should consider how to co-ordinate and 
integrate policies to provide on appropriate answer to forest-related interests, needs and demands of society.  

In this regard, the third Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe (MCPFE) have paid special 
emphasise on the social dimensions of European forests and provided a decision, People, Forests and Forestry – 
Enhancement of socio-economic aspects of sustainable forest management. 

3. PARTICIPATION AND PARTNERSHIP IN FORESTRY 

Public participation, as a toolkit of forestry, is a valuable way of spreading messages to and of resource users and 
interested groups as well as raising awareness to promoting acceptance of forestry practices. This can led to 
alliances and partnerships for forestry in accordance with different interests. Voluntary public participation will 
only be successful if all parties perceive gains as exceeding their costs.  

Participation is however, understood and interpreted differently (e.g. informing, assisting, consulting, convincing) 
by different people and stakeholders. But the generally accepted meaning of participation can be defined as “a 
process through which stakeholders influence and share control over development initiatives and the decisions 
and resources, which affect them”. Participatory management requires partnership in decision-making, planning, 
implementation, utilisation, assessment and development stages. Similarly, partnership means sharing of not only 
benefits but also responsibilities and sacrifices. That means, who does not share responsibilities and sacrifices, 
cannot be a partner of a participatory action. 



Partnership in Forestry, Brussels, 2-6 June 2002 
Page 205 

 
 
3.1.The nature and the scope of participatory processes 

Participatory process is an important key-toolkit for supporting a collaborative management of natural resources. 
This process generally depends on the context, management policies, benefit-responsibility sharing procedures 
and the participants. Since societies all over the world are showing great interest in forestry matter, engaging the 
public in meaningful dialogue and participation are therefore an important challenge. In order to fit the existing 
weakness and deficit appeared on multiple benefits of forestry, the 3rd MCPFE called to communicate better and 
to build partnerships with groups inside and outside the forestry sector. 

Participatory development means projects or activities that are designed, implement, monitored, evaluated, 
adjusted through collaboration between the local people who will be affected and the institution that is supporting 
and promoting it (FAO, 1997). Partnerships in forestry are often the result of an accepted, flexible and multiparty 
involved participatory processes that supports collaborative management between both the sector and others as 
well as within the sector itself. 

There are many ways for people to participate in decision making about the use of natural resources. Wide range 
of approaches provided in decision-making processes that each influences differently the dimensions of 
participation from coerce, as the lowest level, to catalyse group decisions at the highest level (FAO, 1999).  

Recently, public interest and the concerns and intensity of public involvement in forest-related activities and 
decision-making processes in forestry have increased. Whatever the reason, this evaluation reflects profound 
changes in the functioning of modern democratic societies, as well as a clear transformation is society’s interest 
in forests and greater need for forestry to interact with the public. 

It has become increasingly recognised that a lot of attention is being paid to rural community analysis but often 
little attention is given to the application of the analysis results to planning and implementation initiatives. 
However, decentralisation has increasingly led to efforts to turn over the responsibility and authority for natural 
resource management to rural communities (FAO, 1999).  

3.2.The range of partnership at different levels 

Whoever the owner of the forests state, private, groups of society etc. the costs and the benefits taken place in the 
management of the forests are being shared in some degrees among the state, local communities, other parts of 
society, contractors, industry and the other interested groups. Since local communities get income from the 
employment opportunities in forest operations, forest-based industry use the products and the whole public those 
who are benefited from the variety of services (functions) of forest resources. In that regards, wherever the people 
living, whatever degrees they are interested in forestry and whoever the part of society they all should be the 
partner of forestry dialogue. 

Partnership schemes often differ in accordance with the areas where the basic forestry disciplines are the main 
concern (See figure below). In most cases, different parts and/or groups of the society are more interested in some 
specific forestry matters than the others. In the global scale, issues such as climate change, carbon flow, air 
pollution etc. are the main concerns. In contrary, land ownership, employment and direct use of forest resources 
are the predominant concerns in the local levels. Apparently, many subjects may overlap each other and there are 
not certain boundaries among the areas but this is the general tendency that occurs in actual terms.  

A wide range of different types of partnership in forestry may be taken place in various levels in accordance with 
the relevant parts of forest management processes. Forest land establishment, harvesting, conservation etc. as 
dominant partnership phases generally are seen in locality of forest areas, trade, utilisation, marketing basis 
partnership is often occur in out side of forest area. For instance, if the forestry concerns are relevant to the 
employment, fuelwood, direct use, land use types, protection, forest fires etc. then local and village level 
partnership and relation between local people (villagers) and the state forestry services come into exist. But more 
comprehensive issues such as landscape, forest based industry, scientific interest, research, biodiversity 
conservation etc. create broader level partnership patters in national and regional levels.  
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Figure: Forestry concern areas where the impacts of partnership types are occurred   

 

3.3. Stakeholder analysis 

A stakeholder is any individual, social group or institution that has interest in processes in the management of the 
natural resource concerned. This definition includes both intended beneficiaries and intermediaries, winners and 
losers, and those involved or executed from decision-making processes. (ILO, 2000). Management decisions can 
influence stakeholders directly or indirectly in a positive or negative way including those who can influence such 
decisions or those who would like to influence decisions. Stakeholder analysis is a tool for planning and guiding 
participation in natural resource management for identification who the stakeholders are in each case. It is done 
for particular setting, institutions and activities. 

Stakeholder analysis can be used to identify weak parties who may need special assistance and support in order to 
participate effectively. It can also be used to avoid the pitfall of bypassing powerful stakeholders and others who 
depend on and affect the resource in substantial way. 

On considering the partnership in forest management practices it is necessary to know who are the actors 
involved, interested or encountered in and their basic characteristics. The stakeholders as the partners of 
collaborative forest management can be grouped and sub-grouped as follows (FAO, 1999): 
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USERS Different interest groups (from local to global), different locations, different 
power etc. 
 

GOVERNMENT BODIES Politicians, policy makers, officers, field personnel, other government organs 
etc. 
 

DEVELOPMENT AND 
SUPPORT AGENTS 

International agencies, consultants, related projects, NGOs, non-profit 
organisations.  
 

OTHER  
PRIVATE 

Ordinary people, Private enterprises, other special interests etc. 

 

Users are the most complex group and the most affected group by resource management decisions. Because of 
the diverse range of interests they are generally heterogeneous groups. The most obvious sub-groups are those 
based on livelihoods. For example loggers, livestock owners, hunters, joiners, blacksmiths etc. could represent 
different interest groups as related to their use of particular forests.  

 

Governments groups include both the government with sovereignty over forests and other external governments 
that have various regional or international interests. The government is an important stakeholder because 
everybody else concerned with forest management has to work with it or through it to some degrees. 
Development and support agents provide funds and other services to national development programmes. 
Consultants hired to formulate, review, study and evaluate programmes. Private enterprises and entrepreneurs, 
individuals whose interests are separately form other organised groups, a donor, a researcher etc. represent large 
and complex group.  

 

There are significant differences between the role of stakeholders. Some of them only want to participate at 
particular moments, rather than be burdened with involvement in day-to-day management decisions. It is 
important that issues be considered in participatory process to establish (FAO, 1999); (i) who are the actors,  (ii) 
what their role and interests in collaboration and,  (iii) how they can be managed. 

3.4. The major partnership processes in the global forestry dialogue 

The FAO of the United Nations has launched partnership programs that are innovative and dynamic means of 
extending the scope, impact and sustainability of technical Cupertino among the nations, institutions, experts and 
all beneficiaries. The remarkable four major programs are; Technical Co-operation among developing countries 
(TCDC), Technical Cupertino among countries in Transition (TCCT), and The Program for Visiting Experts, and 
Young Professionals Program.  

FAO has also established another partnership program followed the recommendation of the Economic and Social 
Council of the UN (ECOSOC) named” Collaborative Partnership on Forests (CPF)” including the other 10 
member organisations. The mission of the program is to support the work of the United Nations Forum on 
Forests (UNFF) in promotion of the management, conservation and sustainable development of all forests and in 
the strengthening of political commitment to this.  

The FAO/ECE/ ILO Joint Committee on Forest Technology, Management, Training is an international basis 
partnership initiative as a forum for foresters and those interested in forestry. The joint Committee is a focus on 
exchange and co-operation between the practitioners, researchers and policy makers on priority topics in forestry.   

 The major areas where global partnership arrangements are exist. Some of them may not be related to forestry 
directly but many parts of these emphasise the role of forest as the key resource for sustainable development and 
environment conservation. 

- Partnership arrangements on conservation of forest and other natural resources. FAO, CITES, IUCN, WWF, 
Ramsar, CCD, CBD, FCCC, etc. 
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- Regional and global processes, Initiatives for development Criteria and Indicators on SFM.   MCPFE and other 
regional processes, Montreal, Canada-Costa Rica Initiative, IFF, IPF, UNFF etc.  

- Global Institutions on research, science and technology development on forestry.  IUFRO, FAO (TCDP, CPF, 
TCCT, FAO/ECE/ILO Joint Committee, UNU, CIFOR etc. 

- Forest Certification processes for better forest management. Forestry Stewardship Council (FSC), ISO 14000 
Environmental Management System Certification, African Timber Organisation (ATO), Canada Certification 
System, Pan-European Forest Certification etc.  

-Partnerships on trade and marketing of forest products, funding, technical co-operation etc. ATTO, ITTO, 
CITES, WTO, FAO, UNEP, IFAD etc.  

4. FORESTS, FORESTRY AND THE PROCESSES OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN TURKEY’S FORESTRY 

On looking back to the historical background of the forestry in Turkey, it can easily be understood that majority 
of forests and even state forest administrative bodies considered that villagers often were the trouble makers and 
that they could not be given responsibility in management of their surrounding forests. A hundred years ago, 
people used to utilise state forests without any management plan, any technical and other restriction as “free 
goods”. 

At the beginning of the 20th century, state authorities recognised that forests, were gradually getting decreased 
and destroyed by not only local communities but also. State authorities also recognised that if necessary measures 
could not been put in effect, loosing and/or degradation of existing forests and other natural resources, 
environment, ecology etc. would be the inevitable result and the situation would be continued. 

4.1 Forests, forestry and forest villages in Turkey 

Total forest area in Turkey, is about 20.8 million hectares, which represents 27 % of total country’s territory.  Per 
capita forest area is around 0.35 hectares. Forestry sector in Turkey contributes only 0.8 % to the GNP but this 
excludes the indirect and intangible benefits of forests. 51 percent (10.6 million hectares) of total forest is 
designated as productive forests while the remaining 49 percent (10.2 million hectares) is made up degraded 
forests, rangelands and eroded areas which of those represent unproductive forests.  

According to the latest figures, there are about 7.5 million people living in more than 17 000 villages in or around 
state forest in Turkey, which represents 11 percent of the country’s total population. Because of the numerous 
historical, social and natural factors, the economy of forest dependent communities has been slow in growth. The 
population in rural communities as well as forest villages largely remains poor, having little capacity for 
expanding production. Per capita gross income in these communities is still three or sometimes four times lower 
as much as the per capita national income of the country. The living standards of these communities have always 
been remained under country’s averages and their survival greatly depends on the forest resources since there are 
scarcity of alternative employment, arable lands and difficulties in accessibility to other facilities are evident.  

4. 2 Forest villagers as the major partner in forestry in Turkey 

Owning to the poor life standards and the increased basic needs of these communities, broad and direct relations 
have always come into existence between the forestry organisations and the villagers. In these communities, 
agricultural systems and poverty generally place severe stress on soils, cutting trees and villagers have often 
encroached on forest lands and shifting forest land to poor arable agricultural land. Agricultural production is 
barely or not sustainable at present level under the present conditions in those villages.  

During the last two or three decade’s institutional improvements and innovations highly appreciated by forestry 
authorities. These approaches led many changes and amend made on Forest Law and forestry regulations. They 
were generally adopted to fulfil the needs and expectations of forest villages in order to reduce the pressure and 
negative impacts on the forest resources and to let them get more economic and social benefits from these 
resources.  

The first “National Forum of Forest Villagers Turkey” was organised by the Ministry of Forestry in 1998. 
Around 31 000 representatives from 17 000 forest-dependent village communities and their co-operatives 
participated regional meetings in 75 provinces. Representatives from the regional meetings selected by villagers 
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met in the general meeting. The Forum has aimed at to provide and explore the ways and models how the public-
forest relations are made better from the viewpoint of forest villagers even the other interested groups. Policies, 
strategies and practices for people involvement in forest management are broadly discussed and useful outcomes 
for the future implementations realised during those meetings.  

The outcomes of the Forum shows that villagers, and their groups (e.g. village co-operatives)  -poor or rich, big 
or small, weak or powerful and NGOs - they are all reaffirmed their willingness for participation on forest 
management practices as well as taking responsibility in sustainable protection them.  

4.3 Forestry Sector’s contribution to the Forest Villages for establishing a collaborative forest management 

A great number of stakeholders have an important influence the forestry sector, these include farmers and 
grazers, wood-consuming industry, urban dwellers.  The idea and orientation of the state often form co-operative 
works and the level of partnership and participation in the forestry matters.  

Over the last decade, the Ministry of Forestry, Turkey has executed several foreign financed projects that focus 
on participatory approaches and methods. Some projects such as Development of Appropriate Community 
Forestry Models in Turkey, Forestry and Food Security in the Mediterranean Region, Eastern Anatolia 
Integrated Watershed and Bio-diversity and Natural Resource Management have highly introduced such 
approaches around the country.  

There are still suspect and opposition about participation among many Turkish foresters as well as confusion 
among the forest villagers and other stakeholders. Commonly accepted that, the major constraints for the 
development of sustainable forest management are external to forestry sector and the inadequacies in undertaking 
of necessary responsibilities. Stakeholders outside of forestry organisation (e.g. politicians and governments, 
other sectors, NGOs, private sector, local administrations and local communities) do not provide essential 
contributions. However, at this stage, without appropriate planning and implementations of pilot studies and 
seeing their successful results, it does not seem possible to break the current suspects, distrusts and oppositions 
and to create interest and commitment among the foresters and other stakeholders for introduction of true 
participatory policies and implementations. 

4.4 Sets of forestry policies and measures implemented as partnership tools in Turkey 

A large number of stakeholders have an important influence the forestry sector, these include farmers and 
grazers, large wood-consuming industries, urban dwellers, the tourism and hunting sectors, environmental 
interest groups etc. Since the demands and expectations of the various stakeholders and groups are inadequately 
rationalized by the current forest sector management systems, conflicts, inefficiencies and unsustainable practices 
are occasionally occurred. 

Partnership patterns happen mainly in accordance with the area of interest of public groups. For instance, if the 
forestry concerns are relevant to the employment, fuelwood, direct use, land use types, protection, forest fires etc. 
then local and village level partnership and relation between local people (villagers) and the state forestry 
services come into exist. But more comprehensive issues such as landscape, forest based industry, scientific 
interest, research, biodiversity conservation etc. create broader level partnership concerns in national and regional 
levels.  

People living in or around the state forest were considered the basic reason of forest destruction and harmful 
effects on forests. This was the common idea in the early twenty century. While the state realised that forest 
villagers were using them without any restriction they did not recognise the role of forests in their livelihoods and 
for the future generations.  Then the first comprehensive forest law, No 1316 put into force in 1937. This Law 
mainly consists of the provisions for exploitation, harvesting and strong protective measures of state forests 
particularly against local people whose life strongly depends on forests.  In 1956, the new Forest Law, No 6831 
came into force, brought a great deal of new approaches that ensure people get involved in forest management in 
many ways. Since then, a lot of amendments and changes occurred and some rights and responsibilities in terms 
of utilisation, conservation and benefits on the state forests were given to forest villagers even the other parts of 
society become more involved in forestry concerns.   

In accordance with the common forestry concerns in Turkey, the most relevant co-operative and joint work can 
be seen in forestry operations as follows: 
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The basic elements of forestry 
operations, activities and 

concerns 
 

Major partners and interested 
groups 

Forestry subjects, concerns 
addressed by related partnership 

WOOD AND NWFPS 
PRODUCTION  
AND OTHER 
FIELD OPERATIONS;  
 

- State forestry services and its 
field units  

- Villagers and their co-
operatives, 

- Private companies 

Types, standards and prices of wood 
products, harvesting, transportation, 
silvicultural practices, road and 
building construction 
Production costs, time and other 
arrangements related to forestry 
operations based field. 

TREE PLANTİNG 
AFFORESTATION, 
REFORESTATION, 
RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 
AND EROSION CONTROL  
 

- State forestry services and its 
field units,  

- villagers and their co-
operatives,  

- private companies, nursery 
owners 

Area selection  
Plantation patterns 
Tree species, 
rangelands management 
Nursery, the quality of reproduction 
materials 
Operational prices 

WOOD AND NWFPS 
MARKETING 
FOREST INDUSTRY 
IMPORT-EXPORT 
 

- Private Companies 
- Industry 
- Village co-operatives 
- Merchants-middleman 

Prices of forest products, 
Quality and standards 
Demands and supply 
products types and standards  

PROTECTION AND 
CONSERVATION OF FOREST 
RESOURCES  

- State forest Service 
- Villagers-village co-operatives 
- NGOs and other interested 

groups,  
- Legal bodies 
 

Forest fire preventing and fighting, 
Preventing illegal cutting and  
In-service training 
Erosion control and soil protection 
activities 
 

AWARENESS RAISING, 
EDUCATION, CAMPAIGNS 
RECREATION 
LANDSCAPE 
WILDLIFE 

- State forest Service 
- Schools-students, 
- NGOs, 
- Interested groups & 

individuals, 
- All society, 
- Media 

Promoting, strengthening and 
empowerment of the public interest 
on the importance and functions of 
forests and forestry through 
awareness raising by education and 
on-field activities, media 
programmes 

FORESTRY DIALOGUE AT 
ALL LEVELS 

- State forest Service 
- NGOs, 
- Other related bodies and 

interested individuals 

Involvement in international, 
regional and special forestry 
dialogues and mechanisms 

 

4.5 Major fields of contribution by Forestry Sector to forest villagers 

(i) Subsidies: As regard to the specific natural circumstances, subsistence and nature based living style, 
inaccessibility of the forest villagers and because of these conditions, strong relations, conflicts, between the 
forestry and the livelihoods of the people are inevitable. For that reason, Turkey’s forestry service felt that 
forestry sector, should support and generate some improvement measures for these people so as to get a 
sustainable balance for the maintenance of the forest resources. 

Contributions and supports to forest villages, and specific measures have been applied in accordance with the 
forest Law and legislation by the state forest services in Turkey. All forest villagers are being subsidised by not 
only employment opportunities but also through providing wood for construction and fuelwood for their own 
needs with highly discounted prices.  In this content, about 8 million cubic meter fuelwood and around 400 000 
cubic meter construction wood are being given to forest villagers annually. This amount refers approximately 
US$ 170 million as a yearly subsidy.  

(ii) Non wood Forest Products (NWFPs): They are another promising income generating resources and they 
create significant job facilities and income for the forest villagers and their co-operatives. In accordance with the 
forest law, villagers have some privileges for collection NWFPs in state forests the same as the wood products. 



Partnership in Forestry, Brussels, 2-6 June 2002 
Page 211 

 
 
Recently, villagers and co-operatives and their special associations have been encouraged and supported for 
domestication and cultivation some of the wild plants in their arable lands or in public lands by forestry sector 
authorities. As a result of these initiatives, there are some small-scale, co-operative based processing plants and 
factories for NWFPs were established recently. This kind of initiatives which are created mainly by the 
participatory approaches and effective partnerships between villagers and the local forestry units that contribute 
and provide more employment in these areas.  

(iii) Grazing in or around state forests is often tolerated by forestry sector. Livestock is one of the main income 
and job creating activity in forest villages.  Fodder production and free grazing in public rangelands are therefore 
important traditional land use patterns. In accordance with the forest and rangeland management plans, common 
grazing is supported more than individual. By doing this, co-operative and collaborative resource use, relevant to 
the technical measures, would certainly create positive relation between the sector and local communities. Thus 
better management of forests and rangelands would be reached.                                

(iv) Employment, in forestry based operations in the state forests, is another important contribution to the people 
living in forest villages. It creates relevant partnership and co-operative forest management strategies. Protection, 
harvesting, transportation, nursery, plantation establishment, national park management, erosion control etc. are 
the basis field works of forestry activities in which forest villagers and their co-operatives are employed. 
Approximately 140 000 labour are being employed annually by the forestry service. In this respect, special 
articles of the current forest law 6831 were introduced and being amended whenever is needed in favour of 
villagers and more and more rights and opportunities are being devoted to them. 

Better relationships and co-operative work between the sector, as the owner of forests, and the villagers as the 
main users of the resources are strictly needed wherever the main concerns are sustainable protection and better 
management of forests. For this end, special privileges are given by the certain articles (34, 40, 57 and so on) of 
the current forest Law (No 6831). In this respect, forest villagers are supposed to behave the state forest as though 
they are the owners through such measures and possibilities given to villagers of them. 

(iv) Socio-economic based contributions: Credits and grants provided through Forest Village Development 
Fund for the development and contribution to the forest villagers. Various small-scale income generating 
activities such as bee keeping, animal husbandry, diary production, carpet weaving, iron roof for buildings, 
energy saving stoves etc. are the more commons. The fund is financed by the forestry sector through its revenue 
from the forest products. Thus forest based revenue go back to the same areas where came from. This circle 
creates a promising collaborative approach as well as effective partnership between forestry sector and the 
villagers and the sector itself. These contributions that committed to forest villages, also prevent more or less out 
migration of villagers to the cities. 

4.6. Non-government organisations (NGOs) participating in forestry activities in Turkey 

A number of NGOs have actively been involved in the protection, conservation and sustainable development of 
forests and the number continues to increase. NGOs are generally considered as neutral and the voice of ordinary 
people in society. They also play important role in awareness and fund raising, public education and transfer of 
technology in forestry. In many cases, another important role of them is that they push government authorities to 
provide and implement transparency, open and shared policy and implementation schemes. Since they employee 
people from different sectors, they ensure different parts of society to get involved in forestry and come together 
through recognition their role in the viewpoint of multisectoral approach on sustainable forest management. 

The major and popular NGOs interested directly or indirectly in forestry in Turkey as follows: 

- The Chamber of Forest Engineers (OMO) and Association of Turkish Foresters (TOD).  They are the major 
NGOs as professional associations of foresters. They are directly dealing with forestry subjects, in terms of the 
forestry problems and the problems of forestry professional as well. 

– Turkish Development Foundation (TKV), specialised in rural development, poverty alleviation and socio-
economic field surveys on remote and rural areas since 1969.  The TKV has also carried out projects, research, 
training activities on poultry, handicrafts, bee keeping etc. mainly in rural areas in co-operation with other related 
organs. 

-Association for protection of Natural Resources (DHKD), as a member of WWF and mainly involved in 
protected area management, biodiversity, wildlife, conservation of endemic species etc. 
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-Turkish Foundation for Combating Erosion, Forestation and Conservation Natural Habitats (TEMA). The 
objective of this NGO is combating erosion, reforestation, environment, and public awareness, project 
implementation on these fields and countrywide environmentally related training.   

-Foundation for the Protection and Promotion of Environmental and Cultural Assets (ÇEKUL). It was 
founded in 1990 aiming at to promote environmental and cultural values through project implementation, 
education, public awareness organising meeting and seminars, tree planting activities and national/international 
co-operation on these subjects.  

-Foundation for the Protection of Turkey’s Nature (TTKD), founded in 1955. The main objectives of this NGO 
are promotion of public awareness on the conservation of wildlife and other natural resources by training, 
publications, campaigns etc. The TTKD has also organised meetings, conferences, panels, etc. on related 
subjects.  

-Turkish Environment Foundation (ÇKAV), Environment Protection and Research Foundation (TEF) 
Environmental Education Foundation (TÇEV), Animal Protection Association of Turkey (THKD). All these 
NGOs dealing with environmental issues related to forestry implementation in Turkey. Since some of them are 
interested in special subjects of environment and nature, e.g. domestic and/or wild animal species, birds etc. some 
are active all environmental matters.  

5. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

- Important changes in forest policy have taken place due to the increased and diversified needs of society 
whereby environmental and social aspects of forestry and more interest of local communities are becoming the 
key issues of sustainable forest management 

- During the last two or three decades institutional improvements and innovations highly appreciated by 
forestry authorities. Approaches therefore led many changes and amend made on Forest Law and forestry 
regulations. Changes are generally adopted to fulfil the needs and expectations of forest villages. Thus, the 
pressure and negative impacts on the forest resources have been reduced through economically and socially 
adaptable and environmentally sound measures. 

- The forest policy and strategies in Turkey are mainly formed, constituted and implemented by the state 
bodies strictly taking into account the needs and priorities of country in the line with global dialogue. Changing 
needs of the society led to frequently amendments on the forestry policy and strategy. Strengthening of village 
institutions and in-village cooperation on initiatives to solve village problems should be given special attention in 
rural development programmes and efforts. 

- There are many ways for people to participate in decision making about the use of natural resources. 
There are also a wide range of approaches provided in decision making processes that each influences differently 
the dimensions of participation from coerce, as the lowest level, to catalyse group decisions at the highest level 
(FAO, 1999). 

- It is true that, some of these dimensions are more suited to promoting collaborative management than 
others in accordance with the actual conditions of the area where the resources are being managed. The most 
appropriate and preferred level of participation are sharing decision-making and catalysing group decisions in a 
collaborative management. Therefore the wider democratic and transparent participation and partnership should 
be achieved. 

- Major stakeholder groups should be encouraged to participate in transparent priority-setting, reconciling 
competitive uses of forest resources by different stakeholders and developing forest management plans. Proposals 
to amend forestry legislation, envisaging the involvement of village communities in forest conservation and 
management, are a positive development in direction of participatory management through clarifying the basic 
element of management. 

- Some part of society like village dwellers inside forests should have the right to get involved in forest 
management and decision making processes that highly affect their livelihood. Then effective and efficient 
participation and partnership could be achieved. Besides, there should also be good balance between the 
responsibility to be committed and profit making from the same resources being managed in a collaborative way.  
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-  Land allocation programme, which regulates where villagers can practice agriculture and forestry, needs 
to be more flexible and participatory and focus more on land use planning, rather than on allocating specific 
pilots to people. The government should also ensure that policies concerning timber and non-timber forest 
products do not lead to greater over-harvesting of these resources or increase the competition between poor 
people and powerful interest groups. 

- Basic mechanisms for a new communication and participation in forestry both in education and in the 
field, should be strengthened so as to mobilise public interest 

- Regarding to the forestry related education, it should be expanded and applied from national level to the 
forest management unit to develop skills to inform about the forest and to be partners of educators.  Forestry 
education should focus on dealing with people rather than with trees for much of their time. 

- By establishment of new institutional structure of the sector, notably formation the of Ministry of 
Forestry in 1970s, country's forests are being paid more attempts through large scale involvement of local people 
on the forestry practices such as regeneration, silviculture, afforestation, erosion control, protection measures etc. 

- The following facts should be given careful attention during the ongoing discussions on introduction of 
participation in Turkish forestry; (i) participation should be given as one of the basic national development 
policies, in the national development plan, (ii) if participation does not exist, influential groups could dominate 
the decisions in the direction of their expectations and preferences, (iii) stakeholders outside of forestry 
organisation (e.g. forest villagers, urban populations, NGOs, local administrations) are demanding more and more 
for getting involved in the forest management decisions, (iv) true participation couldn’t be achieved without its 
institutionalisation and legalisation. 
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PARTNERSHIPS IN FORESTRY AT FAO 

Ms. Christine Holding Anyonge, Forest Resources Division, Forestry Department , FAO Rome 

and 

Mr. Dominique Reeb, Forest Policy and Planning Division, Forestry Department, FAO Rome  

I INTRODUCTION 

Forestry has been part of FAO’s mandate from its establishment in 1945.  Forestry is specifically included in the 
global goals of the Organization in relation to its contributions to economic and social progress, to environmental 
stabilization and to the conservation, improvement and sustainable utilization of natural resources. 

The FAO strategic plan for forestry is the result of a process of consultation with member countries, institutions 
and individuals, which began in February 1996 and concluded with approval by the Committee on Forestry in 
March 1999. 

1.1 FAO mission and goals in forestry 

To enhance human well-being through support to member countries in the sustainable management of the 
world’s Trees and Forests. 

Goals 

The contribution of trees and forests to sustainable land use, food security and to economic and social 
development and cultural values at national, regional and global levels maximized.   

The conservation, sustainable management and improved utilization of trees and forest systems and their genetic 
resources. 

An increase in worldwide access to reliable and timely forest information.  

FAO uses the following strategies to implement its goals.  These are: 

1. to continue to execute its mandated roles efficiently and effectively 

2. set clear priorities 

3. build partnerships  

Building Partnership 

No single organisation has the necessary financial resources or the full range of technical skills needed to address 
all the global forestry issues adequately.  FAO will strive to reinforce and/or establish partnerships with other 
organisations carrying out related work.  In particular the FAO strategic plan for forestry states that it will seek 
strong partnerships among: 

• FAO Member Governments, universities, research centres and other institutions 

• International organisations, both within and outside the United Nations system 

• Non-governmental environmental, development and advocacy organisations 

• The private sector, including industry  
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1.2 National Forest Programmes 

The preparation of national forest programmes is guided by a series of basic principles that enhance the 
efficiency and effectiveness of national planning and implementation of forestry activities and contribute 
significantly to the achievement of forestry development. 

The application of the principles is adapted to the specific national context (political, social, economical and 
environmental) of the country concerned.   

Key principles are: 

• Sustainability of forest development 

• National sovereignty and country leadership 

• Partnership 

• Participation 

• Holistic and intersectoral approaches 

• Longer iterative process 

• Capacity building policy and institutional reforms 

• Consistency with the national planning framework and global initiatives 

• Awareness raising 

• National policy commitment 

• International commitment  

With reference to the title of this seminar this paper will focus on the first four principles. 

Sustainability of Forest Development. 

Policies, programmes and reforms developed and implemented during the process must be sustainable.  They 
must satisfy the needs of the present generation without jeopardising the capacity of future generations to cover 
their own needs. 

National Forestry program policies and plans should be economically justified and feasible, financially viable, 
socially acceptable, environmentally sound and institutionally sustainable.   

National Sovereignty and Country Leadership 

States have a sovereign right to use their forest resources in accordance with their own environmental polices and 
development needs.  The preparation of national Forestry programme is national initiative for which each country 
must assume full leadership and responsibility. 

In many developing countries and countries “in transition”, technical and financial assistance from external 
sources may be necessary, but the leadership for the preparation and implementation of the national forestry 
programme must remain in the hands of the country and its institutions.   

Partnership 

 National Forest programmes strive to bring together stakeholders at all levels (local, regional, national and 
international) in a joint effort to achieve sustainable forest development.  The strength of the partnership will lie 
in its ability to draw upon the specific capacity of the individual partners for its success.  Each must be allowed to 
assume specific responsibilities and undertake specific actions according to its own abilities and potential 
advantages.  

Thus, in many countries, strategic planning may best be led by central government institutions, (with the 
participation of all stakeholders) while operational planning will be carried out at regional and local levels.  
Implementation of the national forestry programmes may be left mostly to the private sector, community-based 
organisations and NGOs. National partners include politicians, government official, community –based 
organisations, local communities and populations, NGOs, private interest and users groups, private enterprises 
and associations.  
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Participation 

National forestry programmes are participatory processes.  From planning to implementation and including 
evaluation, these promote and assist, when necessary, the participation of all stakeholders. 

Public participation is required, amongst other issues, in order to: 

• Raise awareness of the imprint of forests and environment for the benefit of present and future generations 

• Enhance the dialogue between the forestry sector and other sectors of the economy in order to emphasize 
cross-sectoral issues and impact, to harmonize sectoral policies and actions, to ensure the full integration of 
the national Forestry programme within the national development Plan and harmonization with other 
planning initiatives that influence forestry activities.   

• Strike a balance between forestry development activities and conservation imperatives in the light of 
perceived needs (present and future)  

• Develop a sense of ownership of the national forestry programme and commitment to the proposed policies 
and programmes by all partners, not only government institutions.  

In support of the above the participatory forestry programme of FAO has the following principle activities: 

Participatory approaches for collaborative forest management 

A participatory process package for middle managers 

Conflict management in natural resource management 

Gender analysis in forestry 

Marketing analysis and development, community –based enterprises. 

II    DEVELOPMENT OF MULTI-STAKEHOLDER APPROACHES  

The national forest programme facility is designed to provide catalytic support to countries  (transition and 
developing) to mobilize and build capacities to better utilise available processes and knowledge required to 
provide enabling conditions for Sustainable Forest Management.  One of the key components of  aspects of the 
nfpf facility is the development of multi-stakeholder approaches. 

There follows the description of two ongoing initiatives in this area with regard to linking rural communities to 
markets. With the growing and ever faster move towards market economies, farmers require assistance in terms 
of market information and access.  Forest extension activities within the framework of national forest 
programmes, thus have a particular emphasis on partnerships that facilitate market access for farmers, forest and 
tree products producers and gatherers.  Four main foci areas are currently operational, these are: 

• Links between Farmers and the Private Sector 

• Joint Action Learning  

• Tree and Forest Product Clearing Houses 

• Equitable Tree Product Marketing Chains 

A brief description of recent activities within two of these broad headings follows:  

1. Meeting to develop joint action learning programme between farm foresters, private companies, 
research and extension agencies and NGOs.  

In May 2002, FAO and CIFOR jointly hosted a meeting on the above topic in Bogor Indonesia.  The meeting 
drew together participants from seven private companies  (two international, and five national), 1 government 
representative, 2 NGOs, two international research centres, one international research group, two FAO staff 
members, and one private consultant.  Other than the two hosting organisations and research  agencies, 
participants were drawn from Indonesia and South Africa.  

In 2000, FAO commissioned a report entitled "Global survey and analytical framework for forestry out-grower 
arrangements" led by Desmond and Race from the Faculty Department of the Australian National University.  
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This was a global overview from a postal survey and literature review.  The overview identified the need for clear 
mechanisms for mutually beneficial partnerships between tree growers and private industry. In the interim 
between the publishing of that report and now: 

IIED has conducted country case studies in several countries including: South Africa, India, China and Indonesia 
led by James Mayers and Sonya Vermeulen. A series of six detailed studies and around 60 examples of various 
types of partnerships are being published under the title: "Company-community forestry partnerships: from raw 
deals to mutual benefits".  

CIFOR has conducted a series of comparative case studies between Indonesia and Philippines led by Ani 
Adiwinata Nawir.  Publications are being prepared under the title Towards Mutually Beneficial Partnership in 
Outgrower Schemes.  

In consultation with the proposed participating agencies, who primarily are key institutions conducting research 
activities related to outgrower scheme issues, it was agreed that the appropriate time had come to take this issue 
forward and build on research already conducted by the various collaborating agencies.  Immediate and logical 
action would be to develop a joint proposal(s) for an action-learning programme based on guidelines for best 
practices drawn from various research initiatives.   

The objectives of the meeting were to achieve: 

A preliminary consensus amongst the parties, based on literature and case studies of participating organisations 
of the: principles, criteria and indicators and verification for mutually beneficial partnerships, and assessment 
criteria to identify potential sites based on socio-cultural, economic, institutional, and biological suitability for 
facilitating the scheme.   

Joint development of programme and procedures for developing a draft version of best practices for mutually 
beneficial partnerships, and a Programme of Action Learning of testing those guidelines and tools in partnership 
with private companies, research and extension  

Potential study site selections based on assessment criteria for a proposed Programme of Action Learning to test 
guidelines and tools in partnership with private companies, research and extension agencies  

Delegates were introduced to the framework of principles and indicators to assess forestry outgrower schemes in 
order to implement outgrower schemes based on best practices.  The delegates then split into groups of research, 
private sector, government, NGOs .  Each group worked through the framework and interpreted them according 
to their own perspective. An interactive plenary session followed, drawing in all experiences and a compilation of 
input was carried out.  The results of these deliberations were extremely interesting and will be summarised in the 
forthcoming jointly published proceedings of the meeting to be published summer 2002.  

Two aspects of the discussion in Bogor that was apparently different from previous meetings on the topic of 
community company partnerships, was that  

• the private sector in the form of  representatives from large multi-national companies involved in the forest 
sector were included in the meeting as stakeholders;    

• the basis of negotiation between the stakeholders was the use and application of the principles, criteria and 
indicators for best practices for mutually beneficial outgrower schemes based on the principles of  sustainable 
forest management.   

Stakeholder negotiation in mutually beneficial outgrower schemes 

The process of negotiations can be provisionally summarised in the diagram below.  The larger circle represents 
the arena for negotiations and can be at local, national or regional level.  This arena represents both the people 
and the natural resource base.  

For each of the stakeholder circles below, substantial additional information regarding: differing objectives of 
NGOs; research perspectives; private company motivation; government democracy and transparency etc. can be 
added.  From the meeting in Bogor, it is abundantly apparent that there is substantive common ground, between 
NGOs, government and the private sector.  Research, has a significant role to play, it can be provided by the 
private sector and by international research institutions in a complementary manner.  However, research is one 
stakeholder among many and requires also to negotiate its role and service function with the other primary 
stakeholders.   
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The principles of sustainable forest management on which best practices for mutually beneficial outgrower 
schemes are based include : economy; policy, socio-cultural  ecology and management.  Of these : management 
is actually the coordinating and driving force.  Management is represented by the small farm forester or the large 
scale plantation enterprise.  One role of management is to balance the implementation of the criteria of 
sustainable forest management.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The private sector may be the engine and coordinator of the application of sustainable forest management 
principles; however this can only function to the benefit of communities, their livelihoods and the sustainable 
management of the environment if the private sector or company is tied into a stakeholder negotiation process. 
The stakeholder negotiation process provides the counter balance for the companies actions and ensures SFM 
principles supporting socially and environmentally sustainable practices are adhered to.  

In the discussions in Bogor, both the private sector and NGO groups emphasised the importance of empowering 
communities to a level of knowledge and decision making capacity prior to the start of negotiation was 
emphasized.  From the experience of private companies it is to their advantage , and to the environmental and 
economic sustainability of the forest enterprise that the communities are fully conscious of the implications of the 
contract, and negotiate from a position of strength.  If there has not been equal negotiation at the onset, and 
communities become aware of exploitation later on in the process; individual court cases can arise communities 
also out and  then the company is liable to all kinds of court action.  (For example in the SAPPI scheme in South 
Africa, the company has 9000 individual contracts with small holders. Smith, 2002. It is in the principle interest 
of all parties that they negotiate an agreement from platforms of equitable power in the early stages. )    

The crucial role of the NGOs is in empowering the communities, and being present as facilitator for the duration 
of the contract.  Some private companies, perhaps in the interest of their shareholders, but  to the benefit of long 
term sustainable development fully support the empowerment of communities to negotiate effectively.  
Enlightened companies realise, it is not in the companies interest to have week negotiation partners or 
exploitative relations with small scale rural landholders.   South Africa in its initiatives in this area are in the 
process of demonstrating innovative private sector, community partnerships.    
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If there is to be sustainability and institutionalisation of approaches,  and changes of policy, then the government 
is the appropriate institution to create a conducive policy environment to allow the various stakeholders to 
function towards common goals. This conducive policy environment is created by government staff and officers 
being an integral part of the stakeholder dialogue.   As stated in the partnership component of the principles of the 
national forest programme above:  

“The strength of the partnership will lie in its ability to draw upon the specific capacity of the individual partners 
for its success.  Each must be allowed to assume specific responsibilities and undertake specific actions 
according to its own abilities and potential advantages.  

Thus, in many countries, strategic planning may best be led by central government institutions ( with the 
participation of all stakeholders) while operational planning will be carried out at regional and local levels.  
Implementation of the national forestry programmes may be left mostly to the private sector, community-based 
organisations and NGOs.” 

2. Operationalisation of Multi-stakeholder Implementation.  Farm sourced timber:  Opportunities and 
challenges for farm foresters and the timber industry in Kenya.     

Farmers may be keen to grow timber trees for savings (Chambers and Leach, 1989) if they have no superior 
strategy for savings, while rejecting growing of trees for cash income if they already have a successful strategy 
for earning cash income from off-farm labour or crops (Warner, 1995). However, with the decline in commodity 
prices of farmers principle cash crops e.g. coffee, farmers are increasingly viewing timber as an active cash 
generating farm enterprise.   This trend is further spurred by the decline in plantation and forest cover in tropical 
countries, opening opportunities for greater involvement of the small holder sector in timber production.  

There are several generic issues arising from this shift to small holder growing and these include:  

Quality: how to match market demand with what is feasible and possible to produce on farm, given farmers 
multiple objectives20.  

Farmers' organizations/joint ventures: how farmers who are interested, can form groups to facilitate 
marketing, transportation and accessing of appropriate technical advice 

Potential contribution of timber to farmers' financial portfolio:.  What potential role can timber play as a 
cash enterprise in a farmers range of enterprise options?  In what ways can timber enhance and complement 
existing enterprises on farm?  

Environmental concerns:  the richness of diversity of species; watershed functions; niche, above and below 
ground interaction of trees on farm, and in the landscape; larger national and global environmental concerns.  

Recognizing the emerging dynamic in the timber industry, the Meru timber marketing programme was initiated 
in 1999.  This programme implemented by Ministry of Agriculture, Forest Action Network, and ICRAF 
combines research, extension and advocacy activities to address emerging issues in the sector. Interlinked 
activities include:  the recording radio programmes and facilitating workshops to discuss forest policy as it relates 
to effects farm produced trees; timber felling and movement permits; training farmers in tree valuation and 
pricing, piloting the formation of farmers timber marketing groups, farmer-led market analysis and enterprise 
development, and improved market orientated silvicultural tree practices; documenting and analyzing the 
structure of timber markets linked to farms, identifying the range of potential market niches for farmers and 
developing a range of timber production protocols that would contribute to the financial objectives and enterprise 
portfolio of farmers in coffee based systems.  

Challenges to Extension. 

In the course of  the design and implementation of the Meru Timber Marketing Programme, several stakeholders 
meeting have been held.  This section draws in particular on the proceedings  of the stakeholder meetings held in 
Meru in July 1999 (Akinga 1999); and in Nairobi  in June 2001 (Holding and Carsan, 2001) 

 

                                                 
20 Small scale farmers, when considering timber as an enterprise, seek for a multipurpose tree that will complement other enterprises on the 
farm, yet yield timber as a final product, e.g. Cordia africana - fodder and timber; Grevillea robusta , fuelwood and timber.  (Michael Gitonga, 
Pers com. 2001) . 
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In the first meeting (Akinga, 1999) farmers and sawmillers identified a series of problems and solutions with 
regard to farmers entering the market for timber.   Farmers said they lacked valuation techniques; lack of 
knowledge of tree management; lack of knowledge of the market; poor prices received; siting of trees in places 
that are difficult to harvest (e.g near a house); sometimes there are conflicts with family or neighbours  in felling 
trees; permits required from the administration before trees can be felled and transported; and transportation.   
Sawmillers cited accessibility; red tape from the administration; poor quality of logs; no information on quantity 
or location of timber; economic distance to farms; presence of nails and other obstacles in the logs leading to 
damage of machinery; as their main problems.   

As solutions the farmers requested that the forest department provide information on pricing and techniques of 
valuation and tree management; that the farmers themselves form some kind of organisation to facilitate market 
linkages.  The sawmillers  suggested that farmers should clear access paths; that farmers are provided advice on 
management for improved quality; need for improved farm planning; farmers to group themselves around one 
collection point.    

The stakeholders meeting in June 2001 (Holding and Carsan, 2001) identified some additional emerging issues.  
Even if farmers are provided with the silvicultural advice for quality and optimum harvesting sizes,  according to 
the farmers prevailing strategy of trees as savings,  trees are likely to be harvested when the farmer requires cash, 
and not when the tree will obtain the best return in the market.  Harvesting of trees accelerate in times of need, 
such as the current prolonged downturn in coffee prices. There is thus a disparity between farmer decision 
making based on poverty and decision making based on optimal silvicultural decision that are possible when a 
household is financially stable.  

The key skills required by the extension service(s), or whichever agency(ies) are facilitating farmers linkages to 
the industry,  were therefore identified as : 

• Market assessment.  Skills in analysing the opportunities and constraints of various market options available 
to farmers in the technical, social, economic aspects of market analysis and the sustainability of the resource.  

• Mensuration and valuation techniques 

• Formation of farmers groups and joint ventures linking with industry.  

No one agency currently serving farmers has this range of skills.  If timber sourcing from farm is to be a viable 
source of supply for the industry, and viable addition to the farmers basket of livelihood options, innovative 
mechanisms that are a break from conventional extension are required.  To facilitate this transition greater 
cooperation between the arms of government responsible for extension with farmers (agriculture departments), 
and those responsible for the forest estate (forest departments) will be necessary. Streamlining of  agricultural, 
forest and environment policies with legislation applying to tree growing on farms would be an important first 
step in this direction.  

There are thus clear examples of government led multi-stakeholder partnerships both from South Africa and 
Kenya.  The negotiation of roles between government, NGOs, private sector and research  leading to an agreed 
framework of action ideally take place before any programme implementation or joint action learning activity 
commences.   These roles usually necessitate the drawing up of memorandum of understanding or contracts 
between the parties.   

III EMERGING PORTFOLIO OF FAO STAKEHOLDER PARTNERSHIP PROJECTS.   

(PARTICIPATORY FORESTRY AND FOREST EXTENSION) 

• Technical cooperation projects in Slovenia, and Czech Republic 

• Regional forestry programme entitled: Strengthening of Private and Community Forestry in selected 
countries of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE)  

• Technical backstopping to timber marketing programme in Meru District, Kenya 

• TCP on Private Sector – Community/Farm Forestry partnerships in Lambesi Province, South Africa  
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Tetsuhiko Yoshimura (Japan): “ Partnership between forestry and beef cattle industry for land 
conservation in mountain areas” 

Maria Odete Duarte (Portugal): “Information system on forest products price - from impossibility to 
opportunity” 
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PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN FORESTRY AND BEEF CATTLE INDUSTRY FOR LAND 

CONSERVATION IN MOUNTAIN AREAS 

Tetsuhiko Yoshimura, Graduate School of Informatics, Kyoto University, Kyoto, Japan 

Yasuhiro Sugimoto, Faculty of Agriculture, Miyazaki University, Miyazaki, Japan 

Kazuyuki Moriya, Graduate School of Informatics, Kyoto University, Kyoto, Japan  

Yasuyuki Tachiki, Graduate School of Agriculture, Hokkaido University, Sapporo, Japan 

 

SUMMARY 

The objective of this study is to clarify the effect and efficiency of weeding by cattle in plantation forests.  In this 
study, behavior observation was conducted, and additionally, Global Positioning System (GPS) receivers were 
attached to two cattle in order to find whether cattle were eating the undergrowth evenly or not.  As a result of 
field research, the cattle were eating the undergrowth for about 35 % of the daytime, and on the contrary, did 
nothing in the night.  The cattle were eating Japanese pampas grasses (Miscanthus sinensis) the most frequently, 
and followed bracken ferns (Pteridium aquilinum) and kudzu vines (Pueraria lobata).  Since the cattle liked to 
eat bracken ferns, attention must be paid to bracken poisoning if cattle are grazed in forests with a lot of bracken 
ferns.  According to the movement data of the cattle tracked by GPS, they walked in the study site unevenly.  
They were staying for long time around the two resting points as well as around a water tub for drinking.  In 
addition, the cattle were often using almost the same paths while they were walking.  After all, the cattle did not 
damage any trees and did not cause any soil erosion while they were walking around in the study site. 

Key words: beef cattle industry, forestry, GPS, grazing, weeding 

 

INTRODUCTION 

In spite of the fact that the forested area covers 67 % (about 25 million hectares) of the total area of Japan, 
Japanese forestry has been in economic difficulty for long time.  The domestic production supplies only 20 % of 
the demand mainly due to the high production cost caused by higher labor wages and mountainous terrain.  
Decreasing timber prices and increasing age of forestry workers can also explain the difficulties of modern 
Japanese forestry.  Nowadays, many of plantation forests in Japan are left unused or abandoned without thinning 
and tending.  On the other hand, beef cattle industry in Japan is also under difficult economic conditions because 
of lower beef prices after the liberalization of imports in 1991 and BSE that occurred for the first time in Japan in 
2001.  In addition, contamination of underground water caused by manure from beef cattle is one of the most 
serious social problems in areas of concentrated cattle feeding.  Forestry and beef cattle industry are both main 
industries in mountain areas in Kyushu, western Japan.  However, they are both difficult to survive under difficult 
topographic as well as economic conditions.  Thus, cooperative production system of forestry and cattle grazing 
was introduced to Morotsuka village, which is located in steep mountain areas in Kyushu.  In this production 
system, cattle are grazed usually from May to November in younger forests surrounded by electric fences.  These 
cattle are expected to eat the undergrowth while they are grazed.  That is, cattle grazed in forests save forest 
owners paying the cost of weeding, and at the same time, they save cattle farmers the labor and cost required for 
manure processing and feeding.  Actually, in Japan, weeding work is often done on steep slopes under hot and 
humid conditions in summer (Yoshimura, 1998), and hardness of this work is one of the most probable reasons 
why a lot of plantation forests in Japan are abandoned without necessary thinning and tending.  Without such 
partnership between forestry and cattle grazing, it should have been difficult for both forestry and beef cattle 
industry to survive, and as a result, forests should have been devastated in the village. 

The objective of this study is to clarify the effect and efficiency of weeding by cattle by behavior observation.  In 
this study, we also used Global Positioning System (GPS) to find whether cattle were eating the undergrowth 
evenly or not. 
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METHOD 

The study site is plantation forests of Japanese cedar (Cryptomeria japonica) and Japanese cypress 
(Chamaecyparis obutusa) in Morotsuka village.  The area of study site is 1.4 ha (Japanese cedar: 1.28 ha; 
Japanese cypress: 0.12 ha), and the planting density is 2,500 trees/ha.  The slope of the study site is mostly 15 - 
25 degrees.  The total area of this village is 18,803 ha, and 95 % of the area is covered with forests, and it can be 
said that this village is the typical one in mountain areas in Japan. 

Two GPS receivers (Trimble GeoExplorer 3 with an external antenna) were attached to the two female cattle (A 
and B) grazed in the study site, and we observed and recorded cattle behavior at 1-minute interval, during which 
we classified their behavior into walking, standing, eating, lying and ruminating.  The behavior observation was 
conducted in the daytime from August 27 to 31, 2002, and it was also conducted in the night from August 31 to 
September 1, 2002.  In this study, GPS base station (Trimble 4600LS) was also set up in the study site for 
differential correction.  Table 1 shows receiver settings used in this research. 

Table 1. Receiver settings. 

Receiver type Elevation 
mask (°) 

PDOP mask SNR mask Logging 
interval (sec) 

GeoExplorer 3 15 25 1 10 

4600LS 10 12 0 10 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Figures 1 and 2 show the results of behavior observation of cattle (A) and (B) in the daytime, respectively.  
According to these figures, both cattle showed a similar behavior tendency.  They were moving mostly together, 
but there was a clear difference of their behavior in the fact that cattle (A) were often standing while cattle (B) 
were lying.  According to the GPS data, it was also found that the cattle did not move at all in the night.  As a 
result, they were eating the undergrowth for about 35 % of the daytime, and on the contrary, did nothing in the 
night. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Behavior observation of cattle (A).
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Tables 2 and 3 show kinds and frequencies of vegetation that the cattle (A) and (B) were eating, respectively.  
According to these tables, they were eating Japanese pampas grasses (Miscanthus sinensis) the most frequently 
and followed bracken ferns (Pteridium aquilinum) and kudzu vines (Pueraria lobata).  Although the cattle 
seemed to like eating bracken ferns, it is known that cattle are poisoned by eating bracken ferns.  The prominent 
feature of bracken poisoning in cattle is depressed bone marrow activity, which results in a lower than normal 
level of white blood cells and platelets (Majak and Hale, 2001).  Therefore, attention must be paid to bracken 
poisoning while cattle are grazed in forests with a lot of bracken ferns on the ground. 

Table 2. Vegetation eaten by cattle (A). 

Name Frequency Percent 

Herb   

Miscanthus sinensis 397 60.7 

Pteridium aquilinum 68 10.4 

Pueraria lobata 25 3.8 

Dioscorea japonica 19 2.9 

Others 1 0.2 

Tree and shrub   

Camellia sinensis 40 6.1 

Styrax japonica 11 1.7 

Ilex crenata 10 1.5 

Mallotus japonicus 8 1.2 

Figure 2. Behavior observation of cattle (B).
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Acer mono 8 1.2 

Quercus acutissima 6 0.9 

Rubus palmatus 6 0.9 

Others 19 2.9 

Unknown 36 5.5 

Total 654 100 

Table 3. Vegetation eaten by cattle (B). 

Name Frequency Percent 

Herb   

Miscanthus sinensis 379 65.5 

Pteridium aquilinum 49 8.5 

Pueraria lobata 43 7.4 

Others 11 1.9 

Tree and shrub   

Mallotus japonicus 24 4.1 

Camellia sinensis 19 3.3 

Styrax japonica 16 2.8 

Hydrangea paniculata 11 1.9 

Euscaphis japonica 6 1.0 

Others 11 1.9 

Unknown 10 1.7 

Total 579 100 

 

Figure 3 shows the movement data of the cattle tracked by GPS, which were differentially corrected and then 
transferred to GIS software (ArcView 3.1, ESRI).  According to this figure, the cattle walked in the study site 
unevenly during the research period.  They were staying for long time around the two resting points and around 
the water point where there was a water tub for drinking.  On the contrary, the cattle did not utilize the area in the 
upper-right corner of the figure, where slope is relatively steeper.  In addition, the cattle were often using almost 
the same paths while they were walking around.  It was found that typical cattle trails parallel to each other along 
contour lines were not identified in the study site. 

According to DelCurto et al. (2001), grazing management aimed at minimizing uneven use of rangeland requires 
an understanding of natural factors that influence the grazing patterns of live stock, and a series of pasture 
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characteristics that include but are not limited to slope, water availability, vegetation characteristics, shade, and a 
combination of one or more of these factors have been found to influence grazing distribution to a significant 
degree.  To clarify the effect of these factors on unevenness of utilization in the study site, further research is still 
required. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Movement data of the cattle by GPS tracking. 

CONCLUSION 

This study showed that cattle were weeding the undergrowth for about 35 % of the daytime, and on the contrary, 
did nothing in the night.  The cattle were eating Japanese pampas grasses (Miscanthus sinensis) the most 
frequently, and followed bracken ferns (Pteridium aquilinum) and kudzu vines (Pueraria lobata).  According to 
the movement data of the cattle tracked by GPS, they walked around in the study site unevenly.  However, further 
research is still necessary to identify factors that affect uneven utilization by cattle in the study site. 

Although forest owners often worry about tree damage caused by grazing cattle, the cattle seemed to walk 
completely avoiding needle leaves of Japanese cedar while they sometimes touched young trees of Japanese 
cypress.  After all, it was found that the cattle did not damage any trees while walking around in the study site.  In 
addition, forest owners often worry about soil erosion caused by cattle, but there was neither such a fact nor even 
a sign in the study site.  With respect to tree damage and soil erosion, we suggest that one or two cattle per ha 
should be grazed because there could be damage to trees and soil if more cattle are grazed. 

In the end, we would like to stress that trees and cattle in Morotsuka village are just growing in a natural 
circulation system, in which neither any machinery nor fossil energy is required.  In mountain areas in Japan, 
partnership between forestry and beef cattle industry can function successfully by benefiting each other, and 
thanks to this partnership, both industries will be able to survive against difficult topographic as well as economic 
conditions. 
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INFORMATION SYSTEM ON FOREST PRODUCTS PRICE - FROM IMPOSSIBILITY TO 

OPPORTUNITY 

Ms. Odete Duarte and Ms. Maria João Pereira, Direcção-Geral das Florestas, Lisboa, Portugal 

 

INTRODUCTION 

This paper aims at presenting a particular experience of pooling resources from the private sector and the public 
administrative service of forestry to have an information system rebuild from the ashes, in a collaborative and 
transparent attitude. 

The first part of this information system has the acronym of SICOP, “Information system on forest products 
prices”, and deals explicitly with gathering information about prices of raw materials at the forest production 
level. SICOP uses the new capabilities of the World Wide Web, from the record on-line of the collected data to 
the dissemination of this information world-wide free of charge. 

The project presents several interesting characteristics and brings an answer to several problems of the 
development of the sector in Portugal. We will try to select some of the aspects, while letting other areas 
incomplete, bearing in mind that it is integrated in a seminar on partnership for the forest sector problem solving. 

In Portugal the forest sector presents some characteristics that have to be explained in order to understand why 
new forms of financing action may be particularly relevant to the sector’s development. It is why we dare to 
present a first part with some historical background information that explains the poor information system that 
forest stakeholders have at hand. Some statistics will also set the frame of the structure of the private sector.  

We will then explain the main objectives that the design of SICOP tried to meet and why the target was set to the 
forest owner organisations from the very beginning. We will develop on the mutual benefits the private sector 
and the administration have the opportunity to gain with the particular design for the project. We will also stress 
that, under the Portuguese conditions, the quality of SICOP relies heavily on both its design and the way it was 
implemented, aiming at a true and co-responsible co-operation between equal partners. 

But the conditions, both institutional and financial, are always evolving and SICOP has drawn the attention of 
new potential users, now entering the system. We will briefly comment on the recent developments at the 
institutional level, with more responsibilities being now transferred to the forest owner associations, on groups of 
new stakeholders entering the system, as well as the need to take care of not jeopardising the main objectives of 
SICOP.  

1. SOME FACTS AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND THAT EXPLAIN THE SITUATION AT THE LAUNCHING OF THE 
SICOP PROJECT.21  

1.1  A short characterisation of the forest sector in Portugal 

Portugal, as many recently developed countries, presents dualistic realities and these express particularly well in 
the forest sector. The country has a marked split between North and South, reflecting very different structures of 
land ownership as well as production orientations in agriculture and in forestry. 

In what forests are concerned, the northern part has a minifundium structure of land ownership where about 90% 
of the holdings have less than 5 hectares. The production orientation is nowadays mainly timber, maritime pine 
and eucalyptus. Not long ago, forty years, forests were grown for the local provision of wood, fuel and building 
material, as well as for fodder and supplementary pasture for cattle. Traditional broadleaved species were still 
abundant, as oaks and chestnut. Historical reasons, industrial development interests and the fragility of most of 
the soils lead the public administration to huge investments in afforestation, especially in mountain areas, often in 
community owned land. Those afforestation were often mono specific maritime pine of seed origin. 

                                                 
21 The reading of this introductory chapter can be skipped by those well acquainted with the forest sector in Portugal and the 

social transition towards democracy. 
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More recently the development of foreign investment in the pulp industry and the relocation of a facility that was 
intended to be built in an African colony, has pushed to intensive afforestation of eucalyptus, more and more 
scientifically managed to provide the main product the industry requests, that is small round-wood of over 5 cm 
D.H.B. over bark. Hydrical stress, risky of frost and poor soils acted as natural constraints for the spreading of 
eucalyptus plantations, which concentrate in the Western part of the country. 

In contrast, in the Southern part of Portugal an open-field forestry has developed in the last 120 years. Its based 
on evergreen oaks, centred in the production of non-wood goods, with grazing cattle, and most specially 
autochthonous Iberian pig, followed by a publicly supported campaign for wheat production and other cereal 
crops. The oak trees (cork oak and evergreen oak) are very different in the potential products they can provide. 
Cork oak adapted better to agricultural depression of the low productive land and its bark, cork, became in many 
instances the only marketed product of real economic interest. There is also a trend to have more dense forests of 
cork oak and to postpone bark extraction in response for better price. 

The dualistic reality also describes the forest industry, either the wood based or the cork based one. The industry 
of pulp is very concentrated after the merging of the two big corporations, the public and private companies. The 
production of paper is more competitive, but when not vertically integrated with pulp production presents a poor 
relation with the matter at hand in SICOP, the market at producer level. The high concentration of the pulp 
industry is now present also for the wood-based panel industry. Both sub-sectors experienced a vertical 
integration with raw material supply, either by means of direct production or by means of rental contracts, but 
this trend is systematically decreasing. For sawmills, on the contrary, the structure is of small scale enterprises, 
with some few exceptions, poorly endowed in capital and using little management organisation and unskilled 
workforce. A big sawmill is now becoming active (2001), an investment made by the same group that dominates 
the wood-based panel industry. 

Forest under public administration and management accounts for scarcely more than 10% of the land with forest 
and has a small production. The market for wood is highly imperfect and dependent on intermediaries, sometimes 
contractors that have the valuable information of the needs of the demand. When compared with other countries it 
is also a very incomplete market (types of products, mean quality of wood) and the general level of information 
available is very poor, in particular for round-wood coming out of maritime pine stands. 

Portugal is not only the biggest producer of cork in the world but has also developed in the last 30 to 40 years an 
important industrial sector that transforms around 70% of the world production of cork. The traditional cork 
stopper industry at the origin was of very small scale, family based, work intensive. At the turn of the 20th century 
the rest of the industry was dominated by British and American capital that developed other cork-based products 
and with other scale of production. The applications of cork as subsidiary raw material for other industries have 
developed, but account for a small part in the volume of production and exports. The most important product 
continues to be the cork stopper, setting the standards for quality at the raw material market level. 

Even today, the cork stopper industry is less concentrated than the other industrial utilization of this non-wood 
product. The industry is mainly national capital based. In what concerns market power, very differently from the 
wood production, offer comes from concentrated land ownership that may exercise its power and postpone 
extraction without problems in this agro-forestry type of management with several cash crops.  

1.2 Political change and organisational capital. 

Historically too, Portugal lived under the longest dictatorship regime in Europe and the institutional framework 
created by the so-called “Estado Novo” was particularly state centered. All the economic activity was regulated, 
from licensing of industrial facilities, to the licensing of imports, to mandatory declaration of products of the 
primary sector. Farmers and forest producers had to fill in declarations of the production each year or, in the case 
of some important agricultural crops, had to sell to state owned or controlled agencies. This control by the state 
had two main consequences for the matters we want to report. The first is a particularly underdevelopment of we 
might call organization capital (Stiglitz, 1998) that is now beginning to change. The second is a mistrust of the 
interest of the administration in having the report on production or prices, and not only for tax purpose, as in 
many other countries. The adaptation of the administration and the civil society to a democratic regime has been 
long, not always straightforward, and many previous functions of the administration were left without a precise 
problem owner. 
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The information system on forests also had its problems, even if the status of the forestry administration never 
was really changed or questioned. Some funding problems too were present that showed to be important for 
downsizing the capabilities in information collection and dissemination.  

2. FOREGOING AND JUSTIFICATION TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SICOP 

The forest productive process has specific characteristics even in the case of non-wood goods, among which it 
can be detached the maturing physiologic moment that determines products gathering. 

Once forest is the raw material supplier of industry the economy evolution has been allowing and even imposing 
that provisioning is done from areas each time more distant, as result of the development of mechanisation, roads 
and ways of communication as well as the enlargement of the industry capacity.  

On the other hand, collection of forest products is strongly commanded by men wish and doesn’t obey to a 
natural scheduling.  

Both space scattering and time unevenness determines that forest information collection might be defined and co-
ordinated at national level. Additionally, the information is very diversified, once includes production, trade 
circuits, consumption, transforming industry and import and export trade.  

The collection, processing and production of information linked to the activity of the forest sector were a task 
traditionally performed by Administration, which developed to that an adequate structure. 

Meanwhile, changes in that structure had a profound effect on financial and human resources lading to a gradual 
decrease of quantity and quality of the information produced and finally to the existence of deep information 
gaps. 

The National Forest Authority (Direcção-Geral das Florestas) in charge of its responsibilities and as a 
consequence of the implementation of the National Forest Programme and the Portuguese Sustainable Forest 
Development Plan, restarted this interrupted process. 

Conscious of this difficult challenger had defined as a priority to obtain the information on the more pressing 
requests, starting by prices on forest products in the production.  

3. FRAMEWORK  

3.1 General principles 

The construction of this information system was based on the following general principles: 

• to contribute to the establishment of a more forest products markets transparency; 

• to support an effective definition of the forest economic policy; 

• updated, transparent and accessible information contributes to an increase of the market efficiency of the 
forest raw material; 

• a permanent observation of all complex activities developed in the forest sector is determinant for monitoring 
and carry out its plans and policies; 

• the dynamics in the price evolution and production costs is a very important indicator to that monitoring; 

• the private sector has an important role in all segments of the forest sector;   

• partnerships between Administration and all forest economic agents allows to increase the efficiency of 
information collection.          

The aims were defined on these purposes and essentially focussed as following:  

• to obtain information permanently updated; 

• to create a system based on the new technologies of information, allowing storage, analysis and processing of 
data as well as the dissemination of information in an easy and fast way (Annex I); 
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• to develop a methodology with a periodicity adequate to each product, which observing the aims, could gave 

guaranties concerning reliability and the credibility of the information produced.   

3.2 Reasons for partnership with forest owner organisations  

Forest owner organisations (FOO) are indispensable actors in the forest sector not only in the perspective of 
themselves but also in the Administration and others agents of sector. It’s important, as referred before, that 
Portuguese property structure is characterised by the preponderance, in number, of minifundium and by a 
pronounced abstention of private owners which detained about 80% of the forest area.        

A large proportion of them has to depend on subsidies and this dependence doesn’t allow them to play an active 
role and to prove its utility to the producers. 

Another important fact is that, traditionally, Portuguese forest owners are reserved in providing information to 
government agents, and for this reason FOO are the most appropriate interlocutor; being on the site they have the 
best conditions to remove such reserve and the best guarantee for data collection.  

On the other hand, FOO has the human resources and the potential know-how that are now lacking in the State. 

3.3. Advantages of partnership 

It was evident to the Administration the mutual benefits of this partnership. However in the case of the FOO such 
benefits weren’t that noticeable. They were much more concerned with problems directly linked to its 
implementation in the field and their associates. 

So, first Administration approach was to make them aware and to motivate them to the advantages with their 
participation in SICOP. 

Taking part in this project enables them to get financial support that will allow them to set free for a better 
performance of its tasks. 

It also could be a good opportunity for their technical reinforcement, which will generate acquisition of know-
how.  

Their participation could also reinforce a stronger bond with forest owners not only through direct contact with 
then during data collection but also when providing them with information at national, regional and mainly at 
local levels. 

Other important fact to put into consideration they could be participators of an open, dynamic, transparent and 
shared system of information and get methodology and training on it.     

Apart from this, it will provide them with a special opportunity to contact more frequently with others 
organisations of the same interests to exchange expertise and information among them. 

To the Administration the advantages of this partnership were evident as referred before. 

It will enable means of creating a system that permanently supplies updated information, allowing also the 
development of a precise action aimed to the needs of the producers and the market.  

The decentralised collection of data by the FOO will guarantee secrecy and unbiased information.  

On a global view this partnership could supply necessary information to carrying out plans and policies at 
different levels (local, regional and national) and the possibility in contributing to the transparency and efficiency 
of the forest raw materials market. 

4. THE CONCEPTION 

Naturally all that was mentioned before seems easy to implement. But in practice the process required a lot of 
effort and involvement between both sides. 

The objectives of this partnership were presented to each FOO and apart from common interests it was 
particularly stressed to them the profit of this useful tool, which will enhance the quality of the service given to 
their associates.  
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A large proportion of them acknowledged the importance of this vital tool, showing right away their interest in 
taking part in the project. However some of them weren’t able to collaborate immediately, as they didn’t have the 
necessary resources. In spite of it, the interest retained and after getting the minimal conditions they were later 
able to participate.  

The condition being set for selection and evaluation of the capacity of each FOO for participation in SICOP were 
as follows: 

• Has to be legally established; 

• Provide any type of forest service; 

• Importance of its area of influence and also its number of associates; 

• Market importance of these forest products; 

• Number and qualification of its technical and administrative staff; 

• Logistic support (computer, Internet connection, vehicle, etc.). 

Apart from the above conditions, each FOO has to appoint the technician responsible for data collection. 
Regarding this, it was stressed the importance of her/his qualities of objectivity, professional conscience and 
preciseness once the quality of the information being collected depends greatly on the scrupulous execution of the 
established norms. 

Another condition being set was that they have to register data through the SICOP web system (Annex II). 

The process above mentioned (contact, motivation, training) and at the same time the construction of the system 
took more than a year for accomplishment. 

The beginning of SICOP became a reality on the second quarter of 2000 with the effective involvement of 20 
forest owner organisations.  

Since then and with the collaboration of the FOO formerly involved (which had had an active role in the SICOP 
diffusion) the interest in the involvement was spread to new entities. At the end of 2001 there were a total of 33 
FOO and today they are 50.        

Many of the FOO taking part in this partnership collaborate exemplary by self-initiative in other actions that are 
responsibility of National Forest Authority with the forest owners. 

Today it’s widely recognised that SICOP has achieved its main objectives with success.   

Adding to this a group spirit is present at partnership level that is committed in SICOP’s development and 
credibility in terms of information recognition by the official entity. 

Due to complexity involving in the development of the system a Monitoring Commission was created, consisting 
of 5 representatives (4 from FOO and 1 from the National Forest Authority). 

The main objective of the commission is to avoid or managed conflicts arising from this partnership. These 5 
representatives promised to play an active role during its mandate and the other partnership entities have agreed 
to accept and execute any decision make by them. 

A Commission of Experts consisting of well-known professionals with profound knowledge of the market was 
also created. Its mission will be in methodology analysis and data validation. 

5. FUTURE PLANS 

The former project funded by structure funds of the Program Complement II came to an end and the new 
Program didn’t guarantee SICOP’s continuity. However the partnership has put a lot of effort to overcome it, and 
as result legislation was modified. Now SICOP is clearly referred in the Measure 3. of Operational Programme of 
Agriculture and Rural Development, in the Regulation “Promotion of New Markets and Qualification of Forest 
Products”.   

This partnership has no doubt guarantied the continuity of the process as it allows enlargement to the forest 
industry – door mill prices – currently in progress.  
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The new model is the result of a profound involvement and effective participation of all.  It is reflected by the 
partial substitution of role played by the Administration with respect to management of funds, which is under the 
responsibility of one forest owner organisation. 

Another notable change is that each FOO is now receiving 56,12 € for each inquiry - Administration paid 74,81 
€. This value will gradually decrease till the end of 2006. Administration will assure management of the system 
information, data processing and diffusion of information by the means already defined (www and pamphlets).      

Until the year of 2006 continuity of this system is assured through a project, which will be annually managed by 
a different FOO. 

There are intentions to implement the same structure for the forest industry organisations, for which works are 
already put into course. 

 

The experience and knowledge gained through this partnership allow to conclude that the possibility of a dream 
coming true … it only depends whether one grasp the right opportunity. 



Partnership in Forestry, Brussels, 2-6 June 2002 
Page 234 

 
 

Annex I : THE INFORMATION SYSTEM ON FOREST PRODUCTS PRICES ON THE WEB  

The diffusion of information trough the Internet includes prices of wood, cork, resin and pinecones. 

This information results from data collected in the Portuguese continental land by several forest owner 
organisations and is available to the public in general in the site http://cryptomeria.dgf.min-gricultura.pt/.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This information is available in both English and Portuguese version and is displayed in alphanumeric tables and 
also in thematic maps. 

The following page allows access to several options: 
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The last option, facultative, requires from users some type of information 

Enables to know the profile of  
SICOP’s users

Allows user to obtain additional 
information through e-mail 
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The user has several options from which he can select geographic level (continent, Nut II,  NUT III), specie 
(maritime pine, eucalyptus, etc.), year and quarter/s, unit (cubic meter, stere or metric tone), as in the following 
example. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

One can also consult, 

 

 

 

 

 

Frequency tables only present’s graphics for maritime pine, eucalyptus and cork. 
Maps show the spatial distribution in terms of the number and quantity of samples and its mean price only for 
maritime pine, eucalyptus, chestnut and oak wood and cork. 

 

wood cork resin pinecone

Links to information of 
each product 

Defines underlying objectives and principals to the creation 
of SICOP, FOO taking part in partnership & its contribution
in providing data and the factors of convertion used (wood) 
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For the remaining products, 

– Cork: reproduction and virgin 
– Resin 
– Pinecone 

 
The procedures are the same. 
These maps are also available at a smaller geographic level to which only the partnership entities have access, 
with view to a rapid control and spatial analysis of data distribution (as following exemple).  

 

Number 
samples 

Sample 
quantity 

Sample 
mean 
price 
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Annex II 
EXCLUSIVE ACCESS TO FOREST OWNER ORGANISATIONS 

FOR DATA REGISTRATION IN SICOP 
 

 
✓ Internet access ➪   SICOP server adress 
 
✓ Access to SICOP regristration form. 

 
✓  Identification of forest owner organisation through the code and password. 
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✓ Identification of the producer (code set by FOO ➪  guarantying confidentiality) and geographic and 

temporal reference (quarter/year), corresponding to the data collected.   
 

 

 
 
 
✓  Product selection: wood, cork, resin ou pinecone. 
 

 
✓ Registration of data collected by the FOO. 

 
 

Confirm that data is correctly registered: 
 

Inserir  ➪  data are accepted by the database. 
 
Gravar ➪  data is saved in the database. 
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✓ Other options  
 

Apagar ➪  delete all data in a selected row; 
 
Editar ➪  correction of any data within the selected row;  
 
Ajuda ➪  access to the procedure manual in case of any doubt; 
 
Gravar ➪  to save the data which was correctly recorded. 
 

✓ Access for registering data of other product ➪  throught the selection of  the new product and 
repeatition  of the same process. 

 
 
✓ Transfering data to SICOP database. 
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✓ The following links allow FOO to: 
 

 

➪  Nova Ficha – to register data of a new inquiry. 
 
➪  Ver Fichas  - diplays the all the inquiries already registered. 

 

 
or 
 
➪  Início return to homepage  

 


