ECE-FAO Forestry and Timber Programme

Strategic Review 2013

Questionnaire for Teams of Specialists - Outlook Studies

At the joint meeting in Antalya in October 2011, the ECE Timber Committee and the FAO European Forestry Commission approved the methodology and timeline for the Strategic Review of the joint ECE/FAO integrated programme on Forestry and Timber. This exercise is usually undertaken every 4-5 years and will determine priorities up to 2017.

As part of this strategic review, ECE/FAO Teams of Specialists were requested to provide feedback into  this process. To this end, and to facilitate internal consultation, the TC and EFC bureaux prepared the set of questions below.

Summary

8 responses, most involved since the beginning of this ToS in 2008, 3 even earlier with the previous ToS. Background of respondents is quite varied. 

Few formal channels seem to exist to both prepare the meetings and to disseminate the results at the country level. I.e. it is up to the correspondents to choose how actively they are involved. Not much feedback on the ToS work (mainly EFSOS report) has been received yet. Use of results by universities, companies and scientific community is reported, invitations for presentations at seminars were received. 

Resources seem to be a limiting factor mostly for members of the core group, and less so for the country correspondents (mostly indicating receiving enough support at home). Involvement of country correspondents is probably related to the weight individual members/countries give to attending the meetings, linked to the respective importance of the forest sector. Some respondents indicate that a next EFSOS round should not be started without more budget. Current work relied (extremely) on patchwork, using existing approaches and models which were not designed to be used together in a consistent way. More money should be invested to develop a cohesive approach. Means for extra budget could be sought in industry/private companies, or by strongly requesting governments for more contributions.

Quality of the team leader is assessed roughly at 3.5 on a scale of 1-5. Sharing of information and stepwise results was clearly lower (2.4) and should get more attention in a next EFSOS round. Overall quality of the main output (EFSOS main report) is judged at 4.2 (5 responses). Also the level of expertise is judged at 4.2 (5 responses). Marks for support by UNECE/FAO secretariat are around 4.3. Mandate and procedures are clear for half of the respondents, but unknown to the other half. 

Points that worked well:

•
Definition of scenarios and implementation in models

•
Discussion and exchange during meetings, especially core group meetings.

Points that should be improved:

•
More emphasis on including ecological knowledge in the models.

•
Include more info on effect of climate change

•
More emphasis on international aspects (globalisation)

•
Not enough time for real discussion points during the meetings

Regional coverage is generally regarded as OK, with the exception of Russia and to a lesser extent Mediterranean/Balkan countries. One respondent sees no problem with different visibility of different regions, linked to the importance of the forest-based sector. One respondent indicates too much influence of the EU in the setup of the scenarios. (reaction of ToS leader: is also influenced by the limited resources available, for a large part EFSOS has relied on outcomes and methodologies of EU-funded projects).

Information on the respondent: 

1. Name  and position/title (please refer to the note above should you wish to remain anonymous).

8 responses were received. 

2. Of  which ToS are you a member?

All are member of the ToS on Forest Sector Outlook Studies. One respondent is also member of the FCN ToS. Replies concern Outlook ToS only.

3. How long have you been a member of this ToS? 

7 respondents are member since 2009 when the Team started. One joined in 2010. At least 3 indicated involvement in earlier Outlook studies.

4. In your position, do you have a direct influence on the implementation of the outcome of the ToS work in your country? Please elaborate.

(multiple answers were provided, in brackets the number of answers)

· No, scientist without direct influence in policy making (2)

· Not relevant (1)

· Use of material in teaching (2)

· Use of material in proposal preparation (1)

· Use of material into the FTP (1)

· Indirectly by communication of results to/being related to policy making agencies (2)

· Yes, direct influence to policy makers (2)

Personal Motivation/inputs

5. What is your main motivation in participating in the work of the ToS? 

Please provide list and rank each item from 1 to 5 (1 being lowest motivation, 5 highest motivation).

	
	Average score

	Expert exchange of experiences and lessons learnt
	4.3

	Input to policy dialogue
	3.3

	Tangible outputs such as publications/reports/strategies
	4.2

	Exchange with other members of the same ToS
	3.0

	Exchange with members of other ToS
	2.4

	Contribution to the regional input at global level
	2.8

	Receive input/guidance for implementation at national level
	2.0

	Capacity building (training of trainers)
	1.2

	Contribution to the UNECE/FAO programme of work
	4.0


6. What is your present specific contribution to the ToS? 

Please answer “yes” or “no” to the following. 

	
	Total times “yes”

	Leading the ToS 
	2

	Actively participating in the ToS meetings
	7

	Following the activities of ToS without active participation
	2

	Contributing with own technical inputs/expertise
	6

	Co-organising meetings as host
	1

	Helping in dissemination of results (outputs?) of ToS
	8


Organisation of team/leadership

7. How are you organised at the national level in preparing the ToS meetings and sharing results at national level? 

(multiple answers were provided, in brackets the number of answers)

· Not applicable (2)

· Not answered (1)

· Informal, reporting to appropriate persons in agencies (1)

· Formal, by discussion with relevant persons/agencies (2)

· Preparation through working groups within network (not at national level) (1)

· Sharing results via lectures (1)

· Sharing results via preparation of articles (1)

8. Do you think you are receiving sufficient support from your own country to participate in these teams? What kind of limitations has your team experienced as regards participation of team members in your events (insufficient funding, lack of members’ interest etc.), if any?

· Support was sufficient (3)

· Support was sufficient, but policy restrictions on attending meetings (1)

· Financial restrictions regarding travel expenses (1)

· No interest at the ministerial level for support (1)

· Difficulty in prioritisation (1)

· Not applicable (1)

9. How would you suggest that these shortcomings be overcome?

· A wide communication/dissemination on the outcomes of the study/report, with an emphasis on policy recommendations, would help highlighting how it could support our own daily work.

· More use of video conferences

· More requests by UN secretariat to appropriate agencies

10. How do you share information from the ToS work within your own country? 

· Informal sharing of results with colleagues (within and outside the organisation) (5)

· Distribution of the report (2)

· Presentation of the results upon request (1)

11. What have been the resource implications to implement ToS work by your team? How much time and effort did you contribute to the ToS work? What about other resources?

· Team Leader: In total about 6 months. Time partly taken from employer (i.e. by not being productive on externally funded projects), partly through direct contracts, partly own time.

· Vice Leader: 

	
	Cost estimate (US Dollars)
	Explanation

	Own time
	55,000 
	Meeting attendance and preparation, research and writing of the NAFSOS

	Travel
	12,000
	 This is an estimate based on subtracting out additional participation in the Working Party on Forest Statistics, Economics, and Management, and related Timber Committee or UNECE-FAO sponsored workshops while in Geneva

	Contracts
	15,000 
	Assistance in accomplishing additional ToS related tasks

	Total
	82,000
	


· Other Core Group members: Roughly 2-3 weeks in 2011; For EFSOS II just advise activities at ToS and core-group meetings, no other resources available

· Other Team Members: Making a meeting room available, phone calls, meetings, overall the resource and time requirement is not signficant.

12. Would you consider language as a “critical problem” in your meetings, since ToS meetings do not normally benefit from full translation? If yes, what would you propose to mitigate this communication problem?

No (8)

13. How do you assess the leader/guidance of your ToS? 

On question 13, please provide list, ranking each item 1 (lowest quality) to 5 (highest quality) : 

	
	average score
	number of responses

	Overall guidance
	3.6
	7

	Sharing of information and stepwise results
	2.4
	7

	Scheduling and planning events
	3.7
	7

	Reporting/dissemination of results of ToS
	3.4
	7

	Organisation of events
	3.7
	7

	Output/result of the ToS
	3.7
	7

	Reporting to UNECE/FAO
	4.7
	3


14. Do you think that the ToS mandate, as expressed in the ToR, is clear for the team leader/co-leaders concerning planning, operational, communication matters, including reporting to UNECE/FAO?

· Yes (4)

· Partly only (1)

· not clear to me (1)

· not aware of the mandate (1)

· no answer (1)

15. Are procedures for reporting back to UNECE/FAO clear enough? If not, how could they be improved?

· Yes (3)

· Not sure (1)

· Don’t know (1)

· not clear to me (1)

· no answer (1)

· I don’t know them … which might be perceived as not clear enough … (1)
Thematic content of  your ToS

16. In your opinion, which topics/themes of the ToS were appropriate and successful (=strong points of ToS)  and should be continued for 2014-2017? 
· The focus of our ToS is fairly narrow, to produce outlook reports of the coming 2-3 decades of the forest sectors of the UNECE region. It was up to us to define some of the parameters, in consultation with the larger group of delegates to the ToS, on the most important aspects of such outlooks. I think the process worked well. 
· All prepared scenarios are very useful for future decision making as well as analysis of sustainability of the scenarios.

· Calculation with a scenario model, parametrized with data from national inventories, seems very good. However, there are some points which should be amended:
- the inclusion of more ecological knowledge in the models, which is essential for the judgement of sustainability. For the EFSOS-II it was ok as it is (more or less), but in future there will be more information from all the national and transnational research efforts still running at the moment, so that it might be possible to include more scientific know​ledge of climate change in a lumped way in the scenario models.    

· Production of scenario storylines and their implementation into the models available, production of main report.
· outlook study

· International focus of EFSOS II, rather than focus on Europe should be enhanced even more.
· YES - Focus of EFSOS ToS is quite clear

· Policy issues influencing (challenges and opportunities) the forest sector
17. Is all needed expertise in the ToS present, or is other expertise needed (may be from other sectors or disciplines) to better carry out the task of the ToS? 

· Yes, for the most part, but we had to contract out some of the work. 

· inclusion of more ecological knowledge in the models

· EFSOS is a flagship project which is not reflected in the financial commitment of the various countries. ToS members probably do not have the mandate or power to change this but should at least try. 

18. Do you consider exchanges and discussions within the ToS useful? 
Yes (4).

· Yes, these are valuable so that we can identify goals and objectives of the outlook studies, keep these goals and objectives in focus during the course of the report development, and so that we make adjustments along the way that satisfy as many participants as possible while at the same time adhering to scientific principles.
· Yes, but often there was not enough time for the real discussion points. Organizational matters can be shortened or carried out by e-mail-circulation.

· Exchanges within the Core Group were succesful and useful. Exchange with other ToS members was more difficult, especially on feedback to simulation results and scenario storylines.
· In the workshops and seminars, they are extremely useful.
19. What have been the deliverables and main outputs of the ToS? What impact have they made? Rank the technical quality of your major outputs at a scale of 1 (lowest quality) to 5 (highest quality).

· There are at least two outputs: the European Forest Sector Outlook Study II (2010-2030) and the North American Forest Sector Outlook Study (2006-2030), with a possible Russian Forest Sector Outlook Study to come later. I do not know what impact the EFSOS II has had, but it has served as the basis for some meetings and presentations in various European venues. It is too early, at this stage, to gauge the impact of the North American report, as it is in the typesetting phase.

· Quality judgement: average 4.2 (5 answers) 

20. Do you receive feedbacks/comments concerning the disseminated outputs, whether printed or online, of your team? If so, how do you discuss and take them into consideration for the subsequent team outputs?

· Yes

· No

· Informal conversations, comments received via electronic and written communications, and presentations at professional meetings are the primary means of receiving feedback. I will take them into consideration when preparing future studies. But I have also learned a lot about such studies in the course of the development of the completed two studies, which I will carry into the future. 

· Feedback is mostly by email or through personal communication. Usually rather superficial (well done). More detailed feedback is shared with the appropriate persons within the team.

· Comments relate to the usefulness of the report in policy discussions.

Structure of the Team

21. In your opinion, how representative is the composition of the team TC/EFC region-wise (e.g., in terms of how many of the countries in the region are represented; or what portion (forestland-wise or area-wise ) of the region is represented by members of the team)?

· sufficiently representative (3), but

· active participation to the meetings and via email is generally limited to a few countries.

· lack of involvement of members from southern Europe and the CIS

· No opinion/cannot answer (3)

22. Do you consider the current level of representation fair and satisfactory? If not, what sort of action do you think should be taken?

· Active involvement of non-core group members is limited, difficult to change that. Only if countries are convinced it has a benefit to them will they actively seek participation.

· No opinion/cannot answer (3)

· Yes (2)

23. Would you say there is regional bias within the team? (e.g. too  much emphasis on an individual country or a subregion, which overshadows subregions that need the attention of the Team?)

· Not sure (1)

· No opinion (2)

· No (2)

· Generally OK, Russian part is missing.

· no, not really, because it is ok for me that countries, in which the forest-based sector is more import, also have a higher visibility than others.
· Too little Mediterranean countries, too much EU. The direct or indirect influence of the EU was strong. If one see the EUs main aims for the turnaround in the energy politics, the scenarios and often the assumptions of the scenarios fit well in their policy aims (in short: as much as possible wood for energy purposes in the next years, while protecting some biodiversity …..) 

· emphasis currently is on northern and central Europe (regarding active participation)

24. Do you think that the composition of the team is critical with respect to the affiliation (government, universities or NGO’s) of the member specialists?

· No (2)

· I think that having representatives of governments, or people answering to member nations’ governments, is important for keeping lines of communications open. Having participation from academia and non-governmental organizations is also important, so that a large set of ideas and concepts are brought into the outlook studies. 

· I have no complete list. It is important is, that the national governments are responsible and they can delegate whoever is willing or able to contribute. So the composition is always a bit heterogeneous. That is why so less universities are present: they are not subordinates of their government (at least in the western world), and their contracts are often only temporary, so that the continuity is perhaps not given. Overall, the output is not a “reviewed paper”, so it is not very attractive for scientists from universities to participate.

· Core Group composition is critical in covering all aspects of the chain in the outlook. Composition of the whole Team will influence which aspects of the work will be evaluated more in-depth and is more prone to random processes (individual interests and expertise).

· cannot answer this question

· list of members not available from website
25. How “balanced” is your team in respect of the members’ affiliations (government experts, university experts and NGOs’ experts)?

· Balanced (3)

· Cannot answer (1)

· I saw a lack of participation by some (groups of) countries in the ToS.

· I have no complete list. It is important is, that the national governments are responsible and they can delegate whoever is willing or able to contribute. So the composition is always a bit heterogeneous. That is why so less universities are present: they are not subordinates of their government (at least in the western world), and their contracts are often only temporary, so that the continuity is perhaps not given. Overall, the output is not a “reviewed paper”, so it is not very attractive for scientists from universities to participate.

· Quite o.k., For EFSOS there is in addition the core-team the members of which are largely academic (which has to be that way).

26. Do you consider the level of “expertise” in your team as a whole sufficient for your work? (please rank in a scale of  scale of 1 – not sufficient -  to 5 – optimum level)



4.2 (5 answers)

Support from the  Secretariat

27. How do you assess of the support by the UNECE/FAO secretariat to your ToS?

Provide list, ranking each item 1 (lowest quality) to 5 (highest quality): 

	
	average score
	number of responses

	Overall guidance
	4.4
	8

	Providing timely information and documents
	4.0
	8

	Technical inputs/advice
	4.0
	8

	Preparation of minutes
	4.6
	8

	Organisation of events
	4.6
	8

	Guidance on reporting
	4.4
	8

	Distribution of ToS results
	4.3
	8


28. Do you see shortfalls, for example in terms of resources or mandate, and how do you think these can be overcome?

· Resources have been limited, a lot of the work by Core Group members depends on their own or employer’s time. Academic work is more and more project-based, with very limited possibilities to in-kind contributions.

· Compared to NAFSOS, EFSOS II was operating on a shoe-string budget and forced to use existing approaches and models which were not designed to work together in a consistent way. 

· For the next EFSOS (if there is one planned) more budget should be set aside or forget it.

· I have the impression that more staff to support the work of the ToS would be welcome

· No (2)

29. In the case of lack of resources, do you have any suggestions on how to supplement them through alternative means? 

· No (2)

· Perhaps earlier communication with governments for specific contributions, specify what is needed, and in some cases specific persons. 

· Industry

· Policy prioritisation in the UN should be identifying forestry (which is a significant land-use) higher. Member States national experts could help staffing temporarily. Companies sponsorship ?

Impact of ToS/Communication

30.  How well are the outputs of the ToS being used in your opinion?

· I think it is necessary disseminate results on the national level and at the national language.

· OK

· public (policy, decision makers) should be made more aware of the outcomes, however, at the scientific level outputs are used

· Difficult to assess right now (too short time since publication). In general visible, but more active dissemination could be pursued (given the budget is there).

· They serve as a framework for the core-team

· Maybe not enough by policy makers and public authorities, but they are very often used and valued within our organisation (e.g. to reflect on the CEPI 2050 Roadmap towards decarbonisation of the pulp and paper industry)

31. How do you assess the communication of the work of the ToS internally with other ToS, within the forest sector and outside the forest sector? How can it be improved?

· can be improved, I would appreciate something like an information e-platform which can be accessed by all members to share information

· Exchange with other ToS have been extremely limited. Would need travel budget to visit other ToS meetings. Specific questions to other ToS would have helped. Time was too limited for that. In general visible, but more active dissemination could be pursued (given the budget is there).

32. How do you assess the impact of the work/results of the ToS inside/outside the forest sector, and how can it be improved? Please provide examples if available.

· The team’s work will likely have some impacts. One way to gauge it is to observe attendance at meetings where results are discussed. Another is to monitor citation statistics (this is a longer run process). Finally, discussions with professionals and policy makers might reveal something about its impact. All in all, however, I think that the impact of such reports is difficult to quantify objectively or empirically. 

· Impact is difficult to assess. Some feedback has been received. Invitations to present EFSOS in different seminars have been received (Netherlands, Switzerland). Overall impact will become visible only later, by checking number of references to the study (thesis reports, articles, etc.). 

· In my country many people in the industry and also ministry are not always aware of the wealth of information provided without cost by UNECE. Better public relations.

33. At the last session of UNECE/FAO TC/EFC in Antalya in October 2011, it was decided that the reports of the ToS will be shared and discussed in the annual meetings of the Working Party on Forest Statistics, Economics and Management (which is scheduled for March 2012). The objective is to identify possible synergies, and facilitate the exchange of experiences between ToS and delegations from member States. What has to be done to make this exercise useful and successful, by UNECE/FAO Secretariat and by the ToS?

· First, the leaders of all recent outlook studies must be present. Second, members of the larger ToS should be present in these discussions, perhaps asked to each contribute their own suggestions. Third, a brainstorming process could be used to identify some of the best ideas for pursuing future outlook studies, including more direct or joint modelling of the global forest sector for the development of a pan-UNECE study, for example. 

· Distribute executive summaries of the reports and invite to a 2-day meeting.  

· provide basic information prior to the WP in order to allow all participants a good level of knowledge
Conclusions

34. Please add  any other comments or information you wish to provide.

· My participation in the ToS on Forest Sector Outlook has been extremely valuable personally. I have enjoyed the professional (and personal) interactions with other members of the Team and with members of the UNECE secretariat (all wonderful people to work with). I have also learned how to be a better diplomat and contribute in a more effective way in evaluating and researching issues of international relevance and importance. I have increased my exposure to other cultures and ideas that I never would have attained otherwise. 

· In times of globalisation it is impossible to carry out a regional study without the complete international picture. But to take this seriously also means to set aside/invest more money to develop a cohesive approach rather than to rely on patchwork. Before any new EFSOS effort is started there should be a clear decision made on this aspect.
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