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5. Perspectives on implementing 
criteria and indicators for sustainable 
forest management in Europe

This chapter investigates the various perspectives 
on implementing criteria and indicators (C&I) for 
sustainable forest management (SFM) in Europe. 
It is divided in four major sections. The first sec-
tion provides insights into the MCPFE Commit-
ments and presents the views and opinions of the 
interviewees on the clarity and visibility of the 
MCPFE declarations and resolutions. The sec-
ond one comprises the results from the national 
assessments, and highlights the main trends in 
C&I implementation at national level. In order 
to achieve a better understanding of the various 
aspects associated with the national implementa-
tion and to identify regional issues relevant for the 
various regions in Europe, three regional work-
shops were held in spring 2013 – the outcomes 
are presented in the third section of the chapter. 
The last section presents the results of the expert 
interviews on implementing the pan-European 
C&I for SFM1.

5.1 Implementation of 
MCPFE Commitments 

5.1.1 State of MCPFE Commitments and 
associated achievements and challenges

The political commitments in relation to the de-
velopment and further improvement of the pan-
European C&I have been outlined in the 1998 
Lisbon Declaration, L2 Resolution “Pan-European 
Criteria, Indicators and Operational Level Guide-
lines for Sustainable Forest Management”, and 
in the 2011 Oslo Ministerial Decision: European 
Forests 2020. The MCPFE analyses conducted 
in 2003, 2007 and 2011 have shown that a wide 
range of actions have been undertaken across the 
countries with respect to implementation of the 
L2 Resolution: e.g., development and implemen-
tation of national C&I sets, international reporting 

1 The methodology for the national assessments and the conducted interviews 
are presented in chapter 4. 

of C&I (i.e., State of Europe’s Forests), quality and 
adaptation of data, dissemination and adaptation 
of the pan-European Operational Level Guidelines 
(PEOLGs), common definitions, evaluation indica-
tors and data, etc. Nevertheless, there are a vari-
ety of challenges that have been reported by the 
countries, e.g., necessary additional parameters 
and guidelines, continuous monitoring systems, 
financial support, the collection of data, outside 
or even within the forestry sector at national and 
sub-national levels, or of indicators related to 
multi-functional forestry or biodiversity, and lack 
of institutional, informational or financial facilities 
(MCPFE, 2003a). To gain a deeper understanding 
on actual achievements and associated challenges, 
particularly in relation to their relevance, clarity 
and visibility (publicity) (questions 9 and 10 in the 
Interview questions – see Annex 1) of the outlined 
declarations and resolutions, the interviewed ex-
perts were asked to express their views and opin-
ions on the subject. 

Out of the 40 interviewees, 34 provided answers 
to questions 9 and 10; according to most of them, 
the MCPFE declarations and resolutions are seen 
as a foundation for implementing SFM in Europe. 
Even though the declarations and resolutions are 
non-legally binding instruments, they are treated 
with the utmost seriousness by most FOREST 
EUROPE signatories. Nevertheless, nearly all the 
respondents commented rather on the importance 
of FOREST EUROPE as a political process promot-
ing SFM throughout the pan-European region and 
enhancing cross-border cooperation on forest poli-
cies between different actors. In that context, the 
MCPFE declarations and resolutions on sustain-
able forest management (Helsinki 1 Resolution) 
and criteria and indicators (Lisbon 2 Resolution) 
are viewed as effective and their added value is 
highlighted in terms of:
• providing a conceptual and normative guidance 

for the development of tools and policies for 
SFM (e.g., criteria and indicators, operational 
guidelines, national forest programmes);
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• influencing forest policy decisions on SFM re-
lated issues;

• serving as a framework for dialogue and com-
munication on SFM and relevant issues (e.g., 
ecosystem approach);

• identifying needs and topics relevant for the sus-
tainable development of the European forests.

However, against the achievements and impacts, 
particularly at pan-European level, 29 out of 40 in-
terviewees explicitly noted that FOREST EUROPE 
is weakly positioned at European Union (EU), na-
tional, and sub-national levels as well as in nearly 
all topics outside the core forest policy area (e.g., 
biodiversity, climate change, energy). In other 
words, the MCPFE declarations and resolutions 
are eminent, clear and easily understandable main-
ly for policy makers and other relevant stakehold-
ers involved in the high-level pan-European forest 
policy area, but not for the stakeholder groups at 
EU, national and sub-national levels (e.g., citizens, 
forest owners, managers) both within and outside 
the forest sector. The main challenges arise from a 
few areas where the relevance as well as visibility of 
the pan-European process and its declarations and 
resolutions could be strengthened and improved. 
These include:
• The non-legally binding nature of the MCPFE 

declarations and resolutions;
• Communication and collaboration with other 

forest-relevant sectors (e.g., climate change, en-
ergy, biodiversity);

• Participation of a wide network of relevant ac-
tors at EU, national and sub-national levels;

• Information dissemination (i.e., FOREST EU-
ROPE publications) and the tailored products 
for different target audiences (e.g., economic, 
environmental and social actors);

• Financial resources of FOREST EUROPE and its 
structure (i.e., rotation of secretariat)

• The role of the forest sector in national econo-
mies (i.e., visibility is higher in more advanced 
countries with strong forest sectors).

Concerning the clarity of the C&I for SFM rel-
evant MCPFE documents, and in particular the 
L2 Resolution and the 2011 Oslo Ministerial De-
cision: European Forests 2020, there is a strong 
consensus among the experts that there is room 
for improvement with regard to reaching a wider 
target-audience inside and outside the forest sec-

tor. In that context, the lack of clearly defined ob-
jectives, targets and measures with respect to SFM, 
and the implementation and further development 
of the pan-European C&I is seen as one of the big-
gest obstacles. In addition, the lack of explanatory 
definitions on common terminology, e.g., “princi-
ple”, “criterion”, “indicator” and “verifier” was also 
explicitly highlighted by some experts. 

5.1.2 State of the pan-European C&I for 
SFM reporting for the SoEF reports

For the 2011 State of Europe’s Forests report, the 
information on the pan-European qualitative indi-
cators for SFM was provided directly by the coun-
tries (38 out of 47 national reports (including the 
European Commission). These countries represent 
nearly 97% of forest area of the FOREST EUROPE 
region (excluding the Russian Federation). There 
has been a significant improvement in informa-
tion availability for 2010 for the different qualita-
tive indicators as compared to the situation in 2007 
when the percentage of the represented forest area 
was 79% (excluding the Russian Federation). The 
response rates for all indicators in 2010 are much 
higher than those in 2007. Major reasons for the 
increased coverage of information are thorough 
review and validation process carried out jointly 
by UNECE/FAO and EFI, improved institutional 
capacities across countries and increased commit-
ment to report on qualitative indicators. The de-
tailed representation on the data completeness of 
the qualitative indicators can be found in Table 5. 
The green shading indicates a higher coverage of 
requested answers, while the red shading indicates 
incomplete data.

Data availability regarding qualitative indicators 
emerges positively from 2007 to 2010. For both 
reporting years data on part A. Overall policies, 
institutions and instruments for sustainable forest 
management appears more complete than for part 
B. Policies, institutions and instruments by policy 
area, although the highest response rate for any 
indicator was 81% (Table 5).

The distribution of the data completeness re-
garding the quantitative indicators is presented in 
Table 6. The data is presented in accordance with 
the regional classification2 used in the State of Eu-

2 North Europe (NE), Central- West Europe (CWE), Central- East Europe 
(CEE),South-West Europe (SWE), South-East Europe (SEE).
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Table 5. Results for qualitative indicators for the years 2007 and 2010 including legend for color code 
(in percent).

Indicator 2007 2010 
A1. National forest programmes  66.7 80.9 
A2. Institutional frameworks 66.7 80.9 
A3. Legal/regulatory frameworks and international  
committments 66.7 

80.9 

A4. Financial instruments/economic policy 66.7 80.9 
A5. Informational means  57.8 80.9 
B1. Land use, forest area  and OWL 57.8 74.5 
B2. Carbon balance  55.6 76.6 
B3.Health and vitality 57.8 72.3 
B4. Production and use of wood 57.8 76.6 
B5. Production and use of NWGs, recreation 57.8 74.5 
B6. Biodiversity  57.8 78.7 
B7. Protective services  60.0 72.3 
B8. Economic viability  60.0 70.2 
B9. Employment 60.0 72.3 
B10. Public awareness and participation 57.8 72.3 
B11. Research, training, and education 57.8 72.3 
B12. Cultural and spiritual values 57.8 70.2 
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Table 6. Results for quantitative indicators for the years 2000, 2005 and 2010 including legend for color 
code (in percent).
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rope’s Forests reports. There was a high variability 
in data availability between the different report-
ing years; this is mainly due to data availability 
during data compilation for SoEF 2011. The data 
availability also varied between the different For-
est Europe regions. Regionally, there is a lack of 
information for South-West-Europe amongst all 
criteria for every point in time. Data completeness 
is higher for South-East-Europe but there are still 
gaps. Northern Europe provided the most com-
prehensive data, while Central-West- and Central-
East-European countries report adequately for 
most indicators. Across all regions there is a pro-
gressive improvement in the data completeness 

when comparing the respective reporting periods. 
As regards the indicator set, it can be seen that Cri-
terion 1 stands out with regard to the completeness 
of records since information for all sub-categories 
is covered well by all regions. Information on Crite-
rion 2 is provided by International Data Providers 
mainly, and data for Criterion 3 and 4 seems to be 
scarce. Information on indicators for Criterion 5 is 
adequate although there is room for improvement. 
Data completeness for Criterion 6 is satisfactory at 
an overall level, and has been improving.

In terms of data quality a rough analysis was 
done based on the preparatory work for the as-
sessment chapter in SoEF 2011 (Table 7). It can 

Table 7. Data quality estimation for indicators – number of indicators lacking 
reliable data (relative color code to reflect regional situation).
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be observed that the greatest concerns about data 
quality are for indicators 3.4 Services, 5.2 Protec-
tive forests – infrastructure and managed natural 
resources, 6.4 Expenditures for services, 6.10 Ac-
cessibility for recreation and 2.2 Soil condition. In 
general, criterion 6 needs the strongest enhance-
ment in data quality.

5.2 National perspectives on 
implementing criteria and indicators 
for sustainable forest management 

5.2.1 General introduction

The national assessments in our study aimed to an-
swer three principal questions: (i) To what extent 
are the pan-European criteria and indicators, or 
national sets derived from it, being implemented at 
national and sub-national level in the 46 FOREST 
EUROPE countries?; (ii) To what fields are C&I at 
national and sub-national levels being applied?; 
and (iii) What factors influence the effectiveness 
of C&I? 

This enquiry, which was structured around the 
project’s working definition, was distributed to 
the 46 FOREST EUROPE national correspond-
ents during summer 2012, and 39 responses were 
received by the end of March 2013. This national 
level enquiry is available in the Annex 2. Over 80 
national specialists participated in completing the 
enquiry. The high response rate of 85% allowed a 
comprehensive insight into the extent to which the 
C&I have been implemented at national level. This 
section summarizes the outcomes of the enquiries, 
which were submitted by 38 FOREST EUROPE 
countries3 (from Belgium we received two submis-
sions, from Wallonia and from the Capital Region 
of Brussels). Eight countries did not respond to the 
enquiry: Georgia, Italy, Liechtenstein, Malta, Re-
public of Moldova, Monaco, Netherlands, Ukraine. 

The term “C&I sets” is used in the text as short-
hand for the expression “the pan-European C&I set 
or the national set derived from it”.

3 Albania, Andorra, Austria, Belarus, Belgium (Wallonia and Capital Region of 
Brussels), Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Repub-
lic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Holy See, Hun-
gary, Iceland, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Montenegro, Norway, 
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russian Federation, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, 
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, 
Turkey, United Kingdom.

The maps on the following pages represent the 
rankings for several enquiry questions (the number 
of relevant question is shown in brackets on the 
map). The national correspondents were asked to 
indicate their opinion on the use of C&I on a scale 
from 0 (do not know/no opinion), 1 (not at all) to 
9 (to a great extent). In order to allow trends to 
be displayed in an “easy-to-read” form the points 
on the scale were grouped into five classes: great 
extent (rank 9–7), moderate extent (rank 6–4), mi-
nor extent (rank 3–2), not at all (rank 1), and no 
opinion/no ranking. 

5.2.2 National C&I sets and their 
use among the respondents

More than two-thirds of the respondents indicated 
that the pan-European C&I set has served as a basis 
for the development of national C&I set. In over 
half of the countries the development and mainte-
nance of national C&I sets involves a broad range 
of stakeholders. In addition, the pan-European set 
has been used by half of the countries for publishing 
national reports. Nevertheless, only a few countries 
have produced national reports more than once. In 
one-third of the countries data collection has been 
modified at the national/sub-national level after 
2004 to allow conformity with the pan-European 
C&I set and to meet the variety of needs that have 
arisen since. 

a. National C&I and their differences to the pan-
European C&I
Since 2003, the pan-European C&I set has served 
as a basis for the development of national C&I sets 
in over two-thirds (64%) of the FOREST EUROPE 
countries (Figure 4). Most of the countries where 
no national C&I exist are planning to develop a na-
tional C&I set in the next few years.

The pan-European C&I and the national C&I dif-
fer between the reporting countries due to country 
specific additional indicators mostly related to: (i) 
the objectives of a National Forest Programme; (ii) 
new requirements for certification; and (iii) the im-
portance of forestry for society. In particular the 
additional national specific indicators, up to 255 in 
one country, are related e.g., biodiversity, carbon 
cycle, forest health, water, forest management, for-
est governance, climate change impact, ecosystem 
services and wood construction issues. 
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b. Main bodies involved in developing and main-
taining the national C&I set
The development and maintenance of the national 
C&I set involves a wide range of stakeholders ac-
cording to the respondents in about two-thirds of 
the respondents. This participatory approach, with 
up to 30 different stakeholders, involves minis-
tries, state/federal, sub-national and local authori-
ties, public associations, science community, forest 
industries, small- and medium-sized enterprises, 
private and communal forest owners, and NGOs. 
The inclusion of a wide range of stakeholders is 
considered by the countries as favorable for defin-
ing common objectives, priorities and goals of indi-
cators. However, there is now information on how 
much the different stakeholders have influenced at 
which point of the process in developing and main-
taining the national C&I set.

c. National reports
Comprehensive national forest reports based on 
the C&I sets have been published by 19 FOREST 
EUROPE countries (Figure 5). These national re-
ports are seen as a useful communication tool for 
policy makers and the general public; a minority 
of these countries have published the reports more 
than once, and some of reports are also available in 
English in addition to the native language. Never-
theless, the majority of the countries stated that a 
national/sub-national report structured according 
to pan-European C&I set is planned for the period 
between 2012 and 2015. 

d. Modified data collection
The data collection at the national/sub-national 
level has been modified continually in 13 countries 
after 2004 to allow conformity with the pan-Euro-

Figure 4. Existence of national C&I sets in FOREST EUROPE countries. 

existing and based on pan-European C&I set (25 countries)

existing, but not based (2 countries)

not existing (11 countries)

no response (8 countries)

Existence of national C&I sets

FIG 4 
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pean C&I set and to meet the variety of needs that 
have arisen since. For many countries the modifica-
tions include the integration of the C&I parameters 
in the design of the national/sub-national forest in-
ventories. Suitable mechanisms for collecting data 
for certain indicators – e.g., on non-wood goods 
(Criterion 3), services (Criterion 3) and socio-eco-
nomic indicators (Criterion 6) – are an exception 
within the countries. 

5.2.3 The C&I set as a framework 
for dialogue and communication

The C&I sets are used by the FOREST EUROPE 
countries mostly to support the dialogue and com-
munication with policy and decision makers and 
for the dialogue within the forest sector. For the 
dialogue and communication with policy and de-

cision makers the C&I sets are used for example 
to define forest legislation and its implementa-
tion, for forest decision making, or for revision of 
environmental guidelines and guidelines for best 
forest practice. Within the forestry sector, the C&I 
sets are used mostly for providing basic informa-
tion on forests at forest and wood sector forums, 
for improving technical regulations on forest man-
agement, for description of the SFM concept, and 
for preparation of forestry development and forest 
management plans and programmes. 

The FOREST EUROPE countries see the use of 
C&I sets to communicate with other sectors as chal-
lenging for two major reasons: (i) the means and 
channels to use C&I for communicating with other 
sectors are currently missing; and (ii) the limited 
influence of C&I on other sectors (e.g., environ-
mental sector). Similarly, the use of the C&I sets 

Figure 5. Existence of national report based on the pan-European C&I sets in FOREST EUROPE countries. 

national report existing (19 countries)

not existing, but planned (8 countries)

not existing and not planned (11 countries)

no response (8 countries)

National report structured according to C&I set (10, 11)

FIG 5 
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to communicate with the general public is rated by 
the majority of the reporting countries as the most 
challenging, mostly due to the limited availability 
of effective communication channels. 

a. Support policy and decision makers
The C&I sets are seen by over half (56%) of the re-
spondents as being to a great extent useful (Figure 
6) for providing information to policy and decision 
makers in a wide range of applications, e.g.,: 
• for development of strategic guidelines;
• for forest planning and decision making;
• for defining forest legislation and its implemen-

tation;
• for reporting the status of forests to authorities;
• for revision of environmental guidelines and 

guidelines for best forest practice; and
• for development of a National forest strategy. 

These reporting countries are using in a few cases 
a selected set of indicators (e.g., 1.1 forest area, 1.2 
growing stock, 1.4 carbon stock, 3.1 increments and 
fellings, 2.4 forest damage, 6.2 contribution of the 
forest sector to GDP and 6.9 energy from wood 
resources) to support policy and decision makers. 

Some 21% of the reporting countries viewed the 
C&I sets as being to a moderate extent useful to 
policy and decision makers, e.g.,: 
• for input to a starting phase of a forest policy 

related committee;
• for reporting to government officials;
• for a common general explanation; 
• as a tool for defending the SFM concept against 

competing ones in the fields of agriculture,  
nature conservation or sustainable develop-
ment; and 

• as a tool to explain the multi-functionality of 
forests. 

A few countries (10%) ranked the use of the pan-
European C&I or the national set to support policy 
and decision making as being to a minor extent use-
ful due to e.g., the fact that for many decades there 
have been positive development trends in a major-
ity of C&I – this has restricted the use of C&I as an 
argument to change major policy development.
 
b. Communication within the forest sector
The C&I sets are seen by half of the responded 
countries (54%) as being to a great extent a useful 

tool to communicate within the forest sector on key 
forestry issues (Figure 6). At national level, the sets 
provide basic information on forests: 
• at forest and wood sector forums;
• for improving technical regulations on forest 

management;
• for description of the SFM concept; and 
• for preparation of forestry development and for-

est management plans and programmes. 

In over one-fifth of the reporting countries the use 
of C&I sets was ranked as being to a moderate ex-
tent useful, due to following reasons: minor impor-
tance of the forest sector, the lack of information 
among many foresters on C&I concept, and the lack 
of threshold levels.

Countries that are using the C&I sets to a minor 
extent highlighted the following challenges: (i) use 
of the C&I sets only for certification and for creat-
ing awareness, and (ii) already existing platforms 
for dialogue with stakeholders within the forests 
sector to discuss SFM and forest policy develop-
ment without the explicit use of the pan-European 
C&I set.

c. Communication with other sectors
The communication with other sectors on key for-
estry issues using C&I is seen by the respondents as 
challenging. More than one-third of the respond-
ents are using the C&I sets to raise the awareness 
of forest sector issues with other sectors to a great 
extent, and more than one-third are using the sets 
to a moderate extent to minor extent (Figure 6). 

Among the countries the sets are used for provid-
ing information on forest issues to forest related 
sectors on e.g., biodiversity, rural development, 
farming and nature protection. Nevertheless, chal-
lenges are seen by the countries mostly by (i) the 
missing means in using C&I to communicate with 
other sectors, (ii) the existence of a C&I set for a 
particular sector (e.g., biodiversity), and (iii) the 
limited influence of pan-European C&I to other 
sectors (e.g., environmental sector).

A few FOREST EUROPE countries (5%) report 
on not using the set to communicate with other 
sectors.

d. Communication with general public
Within the pan-European countries there is a wide 
range of ways to communicate on forestry issues 
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with the general public, e.g., press releases, bro-
chures, comics, workshops, public events, and 
modern social media. Nevertheless, communica-
tion with the general public is considered by the 
countries to be the most challenging, due to the 
difficulty for the general public to understand C&I.

Addressing the general public on forestry issues 
is seen by about one-fifth the respondents as suc-
cessful (Figure 6). In about half of the countries the 
C&I sets are used to a moderate extent, including 
the use of selected indicators of public importance 
and the preservation and improvement of ecosys-
tem services and changes in forest cover. In six 
countries the C&I sets are used to a minor extent. 
Challenges are seen in these countries as related to 
the limited availability of adequate communication 
channels. 

5.2.4 Major challenges in 
providing information to State 
of Europe’s Forests 2011

Within the pan-European countries the following 
major challenges in providing information to State 
of Europe’s Forests 2011 were identified: (i) no data 
available for certain indicators due to the fact that 
those indicators are not assessed by national forest 
inventory or that national statistics are not com-
piled for certain indicators; (ii) the need to convert, 
adapt, extrapolate national data in order to fit the 

SoEF reporting tables; and (iii) difficulties with the 
terminology and definitions and the structure of 
the SoEF reporting tables in general. 

About two-thirds of the respondents have the 
opinion that the C&I sets can be used to monitor 
and report on the state and trends of the forest 
sector. Weaknesses are seen in the coverage of the 
indicator set.

Moreover, respondents see the need to revise to 
pan-European C&I set, making suggestions for im-
proving the existing set by harmonization of terms, 
definitions and harmonization on data collection 
and presentation, and enhancing the existing set 
with new indicators. 

a. Major challenges 
The FOREST EUROPE Report on “State of Forests 
and Sustainable Forest Management in Europe 
(State of Europe’s Forests 2011)” relies on data 
that is provided by FOREST EUROPE countries 
through a joint FOREST EUROPE/UNECE/FAO 
questionnaire on quantitative and qualitative indi-
cators. In addition, data/information on indicators 
2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 4.6, 4.7, 6.7, and 6.8 were provided 
to the report by the International Data Providers 
(EC JRC, ICP Forests, Bioversity International, 
EUROSTAT, FAO, UNECE - JFSQ and JWEE, and 
others).

Major challenges in providing information to 
State of Europe’s Forests 2011 were identified 

Figure 6. Number of FOREST EUROPE countries using the C&I sets: to support policy and decision 
makers; for dialogue within the forest sector; for communication with other sectors; and for communica-
tion with the general public.
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among the countries. In general, the challenges 
are related to lack of data for particular indicators 
because: (i) certain indicators are not measured by 
national forest inventory; and (ii) national statis-
tical data are not compiled for certain indicators. 
Further challenges mentioned were:
• the need to convert, adapt, extrapolate national 

data in order to fit the SoEF reporting tables; and 
• the harmonization of data collection terminol-

ogy and definitions.

b. Most challenging pan-European indicators to be 
reported to State of Europe’s Forests 2011 report
Respondents were asked about what were the most 
challenging indicators when providing information 
to the State of Europe’s Forests 2011 report. Based 
on the answers provided by the countries, the fol-
lowing challenging pan-European indicators, in 
terms of unavailable methodology to collect data, 

definition problems and comparability, can be 
identified (Figure 7): 
• indicator 6.4 Expenditure for services (15 re-

sponses)
• indicator 3.4 Services (9 responses) 
• indicator 3.3 Non-wood goods (8 responses)

Respondents had the opinion that criterion 6 (total 
36 responses), criterion 3 (total 23) and criterion 
4 (total 14) incorporate the most challenges, also 
due to the fact that these criteria include the most 
indicators in terms of number (C6 = 11 indicators, 
C3 = 5 indicators, and C4 = 9 indicators).

c. Monitor and report on the state and trends
Slightly less than two-thirds (63%) of the respond-
ents see the pan-European C&I set as a useful tool to 
monitor and report on the state and trends (Figure 
8). The considerable potential covering all main as-

Figure 7. Challenging pan-European indicators for countries on data that is provided by FOREST 
EUROPE countries through a joint FOREST EUROPE/UNECE/FAO questionnaire on quantitative and 
qualitative indicators.
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pects related to sustainable forest management is 
seen by most of these countries. In seven countries 
the indicator sets are used to a moderate extent to 
monitor and report on the state and trends, having 
the opinion that particular indicators lack in some 
cases sufficient focus, or that the indicators do not 
cover the whole range of the forest sector. 

d. Revision of the pan-European C&I set
The need for a revision of the pan-European C&I 
set is seen by some of the respondents. In general, 
suggestions include the further development on 
harmonization of terms/definitions and the assess-
ment of relevance of certain indicators. In particu-
lar, respondents suggest a revision of indicators on 
volume definitions, soil carbon pools, and forest 
types to ensure harmonization with reporting of 
greenhouse gas (GHG)/land use, land-use change 
and Forestry (LULUCF), Convention on Biological 

Diversity (CBD), social and cultural indicators, and 
ecosystem services. 

In addition, some new indicators were suggest-
ed to be included to the pan-European C&I set to 
cover currently missing elements, e.g., biomass 
production and extraction, climate change issues, 
valuation of ecosystem services and efforts to com-
bat illegal logging. Furthermore, there was a need 
identified by some countries to include national 
threshold values for indicators, as well as trade-off 
tools to be able to provide assessments for SFM. 

5.2.5 Use of pan-European C&I 
set in assessing sustainable forest 
management at national level

The pan-European C&I set is used by about half of 
the FOREST EUROPE countries to assess SFM at 
national level in National Forest Programme pro-

Figure 8. To what extent have countries used the C&I sets to monitor and report on the state and trends?

great extent (24 countries)

moderate extent (7 countries)

minor extent (2 countries)

not used (0 countries)

no opinion/no ranking (5 countries)

no response (8 countries)

Monitor state and trends (33 b)

FIG 8.
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cesses, forest policies and strategies. Most of these 
countries see that the pan-European C&I set is a 
useful tool for assessing SFM and helping to dis-
tinguish certain trends and to make comparisons, 
especially on the impacts of forest policy on the 
forests and forest management, or monitoring the 
development of forest area, biodiversity, landscape 
and employment.

Within the FOREST EUROPE countries the pan-
European C&I has been used to some extent to 
identify emerging issues and new challenges, e.g., 
identification of target values in forest dialogue 
groups, academic research projects on develop-
ment of a sub-national criteria set out of proposed 
set by different international institutions and an-
nual reports on the state of a country’s forests.

a. National assessment of Sustainable Forest 
Management (SFM)
The pan-European C&I set is used by 44% of the 
countries to a great extent to assess SFM at na-
tional level (Figure 9) for compiling background 
information prior to National Forest Programme 
processes, forest policies and strategies. According 
to the respondents opinion the pan- European C&I 
set help to distinguish certain trends and to make 
comparisons, especially on the impacts of forest 
policy on the forests and forest management or 
monitor the development of forest area, biodiver-
sity, landscape and employment. 

Countries that use the pan-European C&I set to 
a moderate extent to assess SFM at national level, 
use e.g., a limited number of the indicator set or 

use the set to assess forest management certifica-
tion systems. 

In a few countries the indicator set is used to a 
minor extent, because no regular national assess-
ment is performed, or limited number of indicators 
are assessed, or that there has not been any sys-
tematic assessment of SFM. However, a few issues 
have caught some attention, e.g., protected forest 
areas. 

It is worth noting, that few countries report that 
the pan-European C&I set is not used for the na-
tional assessments of SFM, due to the need to re-
solve issues related to the practical application of 
C&I before launching the national assessment of 
SFM or assessing SFM without the C&I sets.

b. Suitable for assessment of Sustainable Forest 
Management
Most of the respondents that report that the pan-
European C&I set is used to a great extent to assess 
SFM at national level, also ranked that the set is to 
a great extent suitable for assessment of SFM (Fig-
ure 9). Respondents report that the C&I set is used 
in the preparation and monitoring of forest poli-
cies and strategies, reporting on the condition of 
forests, setting the direction of forest management, 
publishing information about forests and forestry 
intended for political decision makers and other 
interested parties, identifying issues for research, 
and forest certification. These challenges are seen 
by those countries, where long time series are not 
available yet. 

Figure 9. Use of the C&I sets for assessing SFM at a national level.
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In about 25% of the FOREST EUROPE countries 
the indicator sets is seen as suitable to a moderate 
extent. Challenges are seen mostly in the lack of 
information for certain indicators and the need in 
the further development of the indicator set. In a 
few countries the indicator sets is seen as suitable 
to a minor extent.

c. Pan-European C&I to identify emerging issues 
and new challenges
Within the FOREST EUROPE countries the pan-
European C&I has been used to some extent to 
identify emerging issues and new challenges, e.g.,: 
role of forests as sink of greenhouse gas emissions, 
improvement of forest policy in relation to produc-
tion of energy from renewable sources and promo-
tion of green economy, development of species 
composition, biodiversity and deadwood issues, 
and the development of forest area. Nevertheless, 
some countries expressed the opinion that indica-
tors are an instrument for assessing and monitor-
ing, but not as a tool to identify emerging issues.

d. Formal processes to identify emerging issues 
and new challenges
A few respondents report using the pan-European 
C&I in formal processes to identify emerging is-
sues and new challenges, e.g., identification of 
target values in forest dialogue groups, academic 
research projects on development of a sub-nation-
al criteria set proposed by different international 
institutions, and annual reports on the state of a 
country’s forests.

e. Assessment progress towards SFM
Slightly more than one-third of the respondents 
see the pan-European C&I set to great extent as a 
useful tool to assess progress towards SFM (Figure 
10), seeing the great potential of using the C&I set 
for identifying emerging issues. Nevertheless, some 
respondents state that clearly defined political ob-
jectives (e.g., through thresholds, recommended 
trends in C&I) and defined importance (weight) of 
particular indicators (must be flexible for adjust-
ment to national/sub-national circumstances) are 
pre-conditions for progress towards SFM. 

Figure 10. To what extent do FOREST EUROPE countries consider the pan-European C&I set as a useful 
tool for the assessment of SFM?

great extent (15 countries)

moderate extent (13 countries)

minor extent (3 countries)

not used (0 countries)

no opinion/no ranking (7 countries)

no response (8 countries)

Useful tool to assess progress towards SFM (33 c)

Figure 10
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Figure 11. Criteria receiving more and less attention in the process of formulating, implementing, moni-
toring and evaluating national forest programmes and policies.
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The reasons stated for using the pan-European 
C&I indicator set to a moderate extent to assess the 
progress towards SFM are the lack of assessment 
methods and the lack of data for specific indicators. 
The respondents stress that at a strategic level the 
C&I set can fit the purpose, but on an operational 
level the recommendations on forest management 
(e.g., threshold values of forest certification) are 
seen as more important. 

5.2.6 Use of C&I set in 
national forest policies

In over two-third of the countries the C&I sets, 
have been used to formulate, implement, monitor 
and evaluate national or sub-national forest pro-
grammes and policies. Criterion 1, providing basic 
information on forest area and growing stock, is 
seen by the countries as being the most impor-
tant for that purpose. Slightly more than 50% of 
the countries view the pan-European C&I set as 
being to a great extent a useful tool to formulate, 
implement, monitor and evaluate national forest 
programmes. 

a. Reference to the pan-European C&I set in policy 
documents
More than two-thirds of the respondents men-
tioned that there is an explicit reference to the 
pan-European C&I set in major policy documents, 
including national forest programmes, forest laws, 
forest reports and forest strategies. 

b. The use of pan-European C&I to formulate, im-
plement, monitor and evaluate national or sub-
national forest programmes, policies and criteria 
considered during the process
In over two-thirds of the countries the C&I sets, 
have been used to formulate national or sub-na-
tional forest programmes and policies. In addi-
tion, over half of the respondents reported that the 
C&I sets have been used to implement, monitor 
and evaluate national or sub-national forest pro-
grammes, policies. 

In the context of formulating, implementing, 
monitoring and evaluating national forest pro-
grammes and policies, less than two-thirds of the 
respondents provided information on what crite-
ria received more attention or less attention. The 
majority of the respondents stated that Criterion 1 
received more attention at all stages of the process, 
and is seen as tool to provide basic information on 
forest area (1.1) and growing stock (1.2), two critical 
measures of SFM. Less attention was set during the 
process to Criteria 6, mostly due to the limited data 
availability (Figure 11).

c. The pan-European C&I set as tool to formulate, 
implement, monitor and evaluate NFPs
About half of the respondents see the pan-Euro-
pean C&I set to a great extent as a useful tool to 
formulate, implement, monitor and evaluate NFPs 
(Figure 12). Seven of the countries rate the C&I set 
as being useful to a moderate extent. Challenges 
are seen by these countries mostly in the lack of 
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available data. In five of the countries the C&I set 
is used only to a minor extent. 

d. Examples or lessons learnt from using the C&I 
sets at all stages of the process
A few of the respondents reported on examples 
or lessons learned from using the C&I sets. One 
respondent stated that for a country with a small 
forestry sector, meeting the monitoring require-
ments for all the C&I is challenging due to financial 
constraints. Another country expressed the opin-
ion that the indicators on age structure, increment 
and fellings, tree species composition, regenera-
tion, wood consumption enables measurable for-
est management goals and measures to be set at a 
national level.

5.2.7 Use of C&I to provide 
information to other sectors

It is clearly visible that information is required 
with fewer details for the other sectors, thus the 
reduced amount of information is not reflecting the 

added value of the pan-European C&I set. Some 
of these mobilized elements are used traditionally 
(e.g., forest area or protected forests), where the 
impact of the set is also indirect. The use of infor-
mation by the other sectors seems difficult due to 
two main limiting factors. Firstly, the inconsistent 
definitions developed by the different sectors un-
dermine the effective and uniform interpretation 
of the information; however the raw data comes 
from the same origin at national level. Secondly, 
the dialogue is not consistent between the forest 
and the other related sectors. The situation is com-
plex – with similar indicators being used for the 
forest sector at national and pan-European and 
international levels, and also for other related sec-
tors. Simplifying the situation is a challenge for 
the future. Better understating of the demands 
and supply possibilities of the sectors could lead to 
better harmonized and widely accepted definitions, 
but the precondition for this process is increased 
involvement and enhanced cross-sectoral commu-
nication. Cases of these dialogues are appearing, 
but not within an established framework or plat-

Figure 12. To what extent do countries consider the pan-European C&I set as a useful tool for formulat-
ing, implementing, monitoring and evaluating NFPs?

great extent (21 countries)

moderate extent (7 countries)

minor extent (5 countries)

not used (0 countries)

no opinion/no ranking (5 countries)

no response (8 countries)

Useful formulate, implement, monitor and evaluate NFPs and policies

FIG 12
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form. However, there are examples for national 
initiatives, which could improve the current state.

a. Use of C&I for providing information to the sus-
tainability sector
Only a few of the respondents are using the pan-
European C&I set for reporting to the sustainability 
sector, and only very limited elements of the in-
formation are used (Figure 13). Moreover, there 
is no clear link to the source and frame of these 
information elements, and therefore the contribu-
tion of the pan-European C&I set remains hidden. 
The international commitments in this application 
are only visible to a limited extent. Only a very few 
countries referred to the United Nations Millen-
nium Development Goal 7: ensure environmental 
sustainability, but the use for various national re-
ports was more often emphasized. 

b. Biodiversity
The information use for the biodiversity sector is 
more tangible, particularly related to the Conven-
tion on Biological Diversity (CBD). Some 10% of 
the respondents referred to the CBD reporting, but 
the direct reference to the pan-European C&I set is 
lacking. Use for various national reports was also 
emphasized by a few countries (Figure 13), but the 
dominant views suggest the indirect connections. 
In these cases additional barriers could be that no 
forestry experts are involved in the interpretation 
of the supplied data.

c. Climate change

Most of the countries highlighted specific examples 
for using the pan-European C&I set as a tool to pro-
vide information on the climate change sector. The 
respondents referred here mainly to the LULUCF 
enquiries, because often the same national experts 
are involved here as for the FAO FRA or the SoEF 
reporting. This level of involvement could be help-
ful to facilitate the communication between the sec-
tors with the support of the pan-European C&I set. 
However, the actual impact on the developments 
remains marginal, if any (Figure 13).

d. Other forest-related sectors
The further involvement of other forest-related sec-
tors using forestry information is either at an early 
stage or completely lacking. The most common 
references are to the energy, agriculture, rural de-
velopment and environmental sectors, which have 
mostly developed their own indicators sets (Figure 
13). There does not seem to be dialogue between 
these sets, because the national indicator sets are 
able to access the local data sources, and thus the 
forest sector has no or only limited involvement. 

5.2.8 Institutions responsible for 
aspects of C&I implementation

a. Institutions responsible for dialogue and com-
munication, for monitoring and reporting, and for 
reporting on the progress towards SFM and NFPs
For the majority of the FOREST EUROPE coun-
tries, the most common main institutions respon-
sible for dialogue and communication inside and 

Figure 13. Number of countries using the pan-European set to provide information to other sectors. 
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outside the forest sector, other stakeholders, and 
the general public on SFM and forest policy devel-
opment are different forest-related ministries and/
or authorities. 

In addition, countries stated that the following 
institutions are responsible for monitoring and re-
porting on the state and trends of the forest sector: 
forest-related research institutes and ministries, 
statistical offices, universities, and state forest ser-
vices. 

Reporting on the progress towards SFM and on 
the progress of NFPs and policies is carried out in 
the majority of the FOREST EUROPE countries by 
different forest-related ministries and/or authori-
ties.

b. Providing information outside the forest sector
A few respondents provided information on insti-
tutions that are responsible for providing infor-
mation and assessment outside the forest sector. 
Those institutions are mostly forest-related min-
istries. 

5.2.9 Contribution to promote sustainable 
forest management in Europe

Within the pan-European countries the C&I are 
seen as a tool to promote SFM e.g., in reaching a 
common understanding, provide a framework for 
dialogue and communication with forest sector 
stakeholder on SFM, and as fundamental frame-
work for the range of forest strategies and policies 
directly related to or within forestry (Figure 14). 

a. Promotion of Sustainable Forest Management 
by the pan-European C&I set at pan-European 
level
About 44% of the respondents have the opinion 
that the pan-European C&I set has been to great 
extent useful in promoting SFM at a pan-European 
level (Figures 14 and 15). Some of the countries see 
the strength of the pan-European C&I in reaching 
a common understanding, as a useful tool to pro-
vide a framework for dialogue and communication 
with forest sector stakeholders on SFM at a Euro-
pean level, and as a fundamental framework for 
the range of forest strategies and policies directly 
related to or within which forestry is an important 
element at a European level. Nevertheless chal-
lenges are seen here mostly in the gaps between 

facts on forests and public understanding of the 
forest sector situation. 

In about one-third of the respondents the pan-
European C&I set is seen as being to a moderate 
extent useful to promote SFM at a pan-European 
level. These countries see challenges mostly in the 
lack of available data and a lack of acceptance by 
other sectors (e.g., ecosystem approach). In addi-
tion, a few countries have the opinion that SFM is 
possible to be implemented even without any C&I 
set, if the political objectives and definitions of ba-
sic principles of SFM exist. Furthermore, it is con-
sidered that the pan-European C&I set has helped 
to improve international monitoring and reporting 
on forests, which can be considered as one of the 
main achievements of the process. 

b. Promotion of Sustainable Forest Management 
by the pan-European C&I set at national level
Over one-third of the respondents have the opinion 
that the pan-European C&I set is used to a great 
extent to promote SFM at a national level (Figures 
14 and 16). Some respondents see that the pan-Eu-
ropean C&I set is a useful tool at a national level to 
deliver a framework for dialogue and communica-
tion amongst forest sector stakeholders, allowing 
sectoral and cross-sectoral interests to more com-
prehensively appreciate and understand the SFM 
concept and its component elements. 

Figure 14. To what extent do C&I promote SFM 
at pan-European and national levels?
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Figure 15. To what extent do countries consider that the pan-European C&I set promote Sustainable 
Forest Management at the pan-European level?

Figure 16. To what extent do countries consider that the pan-European C&I set promote Sustainable 
Forest Management at the national level?

great extent (17 countries)

moderate extent (12 countries)

minor extent (1 country)

not used (0 countries)

no opinion/no data (8 countries)

no response (8 countries)

C&I promoted SFM at pan-European level (36 a)

FIG 15
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c. The use of the pan-European C&I set- other pur-
poses than to provide a framework for dialogue, 
monitor and report on the state and trends, assess 
progress towards SFM, formulate, implement, 
monitor and evaluate NFPs, and provide informa-
tion to other sectors
A few respondents suggested other purposes for 
which pan-European C&I set could be used. These 
include: 
• to develop new dimensions and orient activities 

like research/development and investment;
• for the dialogue at the international (regional) 

level, harmonious development of joint positions 
for UNFF;

• particular indicators could be used for the assess-
ment of progress in rural development strategies;

• to describe in more practical terms the main 
components of SFM for countries that so far have 
not already developed systems to systematically 
assess and evaluate progress towards SFM;

• to describe employment, social development, 
rural development policy, climate change ad-
aptation and mitigation, protection of water re-
sources; and

• to promote the forestry approach in other sec-
tors, e.g., on the use of sustainable biomass for 
bioenergy.

5.3 Regional perspectives on 
implementing criteria and indicators 
for sustainable forest management

To gain a regional perspective on the implementa-
tion of C&I for SFM, three workshops were organ-
ized in Zagreb (Croatia), Budapest (Hungary) and 
Estoril (Portugal). The objectives of these work-
shops were to discuss and describe aspects that: 
• define and understand the various aspects of the 

implementation of both criteria and indicators at 
national and regional levels;

• share experiences about national applications 
and identify common regional issues; and

• propose recommendations on fostering C&I 
implementation at national and pan-European 
levels.

These workshops furthermore aimed to facilitate 
information exchange between different stake-
holder groups and national correspondents. In 
total, aside from a number of international or-
ganizations and NGOs, 18 FOREST EUROPE sig-

natories contributed to the regional workshops 
(Figure 17).

The text is based on the outcomes of these re-
gional workshops. Each workshop is described 
with a short summary and some of the proposed 
recommendations are presented4. More details 
on the workshops (e.g., proceedings and related 
documentation) can also be found on the CI-SFM 
project website.5 

5.3.1 Zagreb: A regional workshop 
for the Western Balkans

The participants that took part in the Zagreb work-
shop represented both the forestry and environ-
mental sectors operating in the Western Balkan re-
gion. However, few of the participants were directly 
involved in C&I implementation. Given the broad 
representation of stakeholders, the workshop was 
divided into three Working Groups (WGs). These 
WGs were tasked with addressing a different set of 
the five applications listed in the projects working 
definition (see chapter 4.1.2):6

• WG 1 focused on policy (application 1 and 4);
• WG 2 focused on monitoring and reporting (ap-

plication 2 and 3); and
• WG 3 focused on other sectors, particularly on 

the environment (application 5).

Results from the workshop demonstrate that there 
are only limited applications of C&I throughout 
most of the countries in the Western Balkans re-
gion. The main reason for this is principally due to 
a lack of awareness with regard to the implemen-
tation of C&I at the national level. Even more, the 
few examples of C&I applications in the Western 
Balkans were in fact indirect applications of C&I 
through certification (e.g., PEFC and FSC) or inter-
national and national reporting (e.g., FAO, UNECE 
or by relevant ministries or through forest manage-
ment plans). The main issues discussed during the 

4 Please note that the complete lists of recommendations are attached in Annex 
3.

5 See http://ci-sfm.org/events for more information. 
6 Application: (1) Provide a framework for dialogue and communication be-

tween policy makers, inside and outside the forest sector, and other relevant 
stakeholders, on SFM and forest policy development, (2) Monitor and report 
on the state and trends of the forest sector, (3) Assess progress towards 
sustainable forest management and identify emerging issues (4) Formu-
late, implement, monitor and evaluate national or sub-national forest pro-
grammes, policies and/or plans, (5) Provide information and/or assessment 
to indicator sets outside the forest sector e.g., for sustainable development 
or biodiversity, or the forest sector in other regions e.g., Montréal Process.
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workshop were consequently linked to the lack of 
implementation of C&I applications and the spe-
cificities of the Western Balkans region underlying 
this problem. The specific challenges of the region 
were primarily identified as institutional and gov-
ernance-related, in particular concerning the vari-
ous applications of C&I, and not the set directly. 
Examples include the lack of human capacities and 
awareness at all governance levels, challenges of 
cross-sectoral coordination and a missing common 
interpretation of indicators due to limited stake-
holder involvement.

5.3.2 Budapest: A regional workshop 
for Central and Eastern Europe 

The participants of the Budapest Workshop were 
(in comparison to the Zagreb Workshop) mostly 
national correspondents responsible for reporting 
to State of Europe’s Forest Report, or to the Global 
Forest Resources Assessment. Given the expertise 
represented, the workshop was able to address 
more specific and technical questions, even at in-
dicator level. The same format was applied across 

all workshops, but given a smaller number of par-
ticipants in this case, the Budapest workshop was 
divided into two Working Groups (instead of three) 
according to the same applications listed earlier.
• WG 1 focused on policy (applications 1 and 4);
• WG 2 focused on monitoring and reporting (ap-

plications 2 and 3);
• Both WGs were also requested to address appli-

cation 5.

Results from the workshop demonstrate that there 
is a significantly varied application of C&I through-
out most of the countries in the Central and East-
ern European region, ranging from limited (or 
indirect) to extensive applications. Austria and 
Slovenia reported on good practice applications of 
C&I, in contrast to a significant part of the Eastern 
European region that had limited or indirect ap-
plications. This was principally due to varied na-
tional frameworks as regards reporting on forests 
(e.g., Russian Federation) and a lack of awareness, 
human capacities and available resources (e.g., 
Ukraine and Belarus). The main challenges identi-
fied for not applying C&I are the lack of efficient 

Figure 17. Representation of the FOREST EUROPE signatories at the regional workshops.
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communication channels and awareness from the 
top (policy makers and ministries) to the bottom 
(stakeholders and NGOs). Furthermore, the dif-
ficulties in finding a common interpretation for 
C&I still remain a challenge for many countries 
in the region. This particularly applies for indica-
tor definitions and targets. Other challenges dis-
cussed were complimentarity in reporting (at the 
institutional level and by forest owners), such as 
the demanding reporting duties, and the lack of 
cross-sectoral communication. On the assessment 
towards sustainable forest management it was 
noted, that national or sub-national targets and 
thresholds should be the starting point to initiate 
this process. Therefore the pan-European C&I set 
is not seen as necessarily able to cover all the rel-
evant aspects, but should facilitate the dialogue at 
the national level. 

5.3.3 Estoril: A regional workshop 
for Western Europe 

The Estoril participants were mostly national cor-
respondents responsible for reporting to State of 
Europe’s Forest Report, but practitioners and re-
searchers joined the meeting as well. Given the ex-
pertise represented, the Estoril workshop was also 
able to focus on technical questions. The workshop 
was divided into two Working Groups in line with 
the previous events.
• WG 1 focused on policy (application 1 and 4);
• WG 2 focused on monitoring and reporting (ap-

plication 2 and 3);
• Both WGs were also requested to address appli-

cation 5.

Participants presented their national experience of 
implementing C&I (in Finland, France, the Neth-
erlands, Portugal, Spain, and United Kingdom). 
The project team reported for the first time on the 
ongoing pilot studies on sub-national implementa-
tion of C&I in Germany and Italy. These presenta-
tions demonstrate that there are significantly var-
ied applications of C&I throughout the countries 
represented, ranging from Northern to Southern 
Europe. The discussions and the outcomes of the 
policy group noted that C&I were, first and fore-
most, used as a framework for communication and 
dialogue on SFM. The main challenges were identi-
fied as the cost–benefit ratio of applying C&I and 

the mismatch between indicators and the priorities 
of policy makers. To address these policy issues, the 
development of clear C&I objectives would be nec-
essary. The participants also thought that there will 
be opportunities that may come out of the legally 
binding agreement (LBA) negotiations. Also the 
needed link between analysis and policy-making 
(e.g., policy relevance) was discussed. The moni-
toring and reporting group discussions remarked 
that some definitions for C&I should be made 
clearer for international reporting. It was also not-
ed that changes between reporting cycles should 
be avoided if possible. In order to strengthen the 
reporting aspects, the first recommendation con-
cerned the need to review the current set of C&I. 
More specifically, the availability of data, quality 
and possible interpretations should be taken into 
account. Secondly, additional work is needed to re-
solve discrepancies in monitoring and assessment, 
particularly to reach a common understanding on 
defining targets and threshold values at national 
or sub-national level. It was also emphasized that 
national correspondents should be involved in this 
process. Finally, discussions on forms of reporting 
and communication showed that it is important to 
have different types of outputs for different audi-
ences (e.g., European reports, brochures, leaflets 
and databases). It was further recommended that 
combined indicators or shortened sub-sets of indi-
cators can be extracted to simplify messages when 
trying to convey results. 

The above discussion points and recommen-
dations from the above described three regional 
workshops provide an overview of the main chal-
lenges in implementing C&I in these three re-
gions, including possible solutions in the form 
of recommendations. However, it was difficult to 
provide unified, region-specific recommendations, 
especially because the national conditions differ 
so much. The recommendations should therefore 
be taken as more general suggestions for how the 
implementation of the C&I set could be improved. 

5.4 Experts’ perspectives on 
implementing criteria and indicators 
for sustainable forest management

All the interviewees (40) expressed their views and 
opinions revealing interesting trends and patterns. 
In total, 30 out of the 40 experts rated their atti-
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tudes towards the usefulness of the pan-European 
set and the impacts and achievements for each 
of the five C&I applications, outlined in the pro-
ject’s working definition (see chapter 4.2). These 
30 respondents are highlighted in the graphs of 
this section, which is divided in three major parts: 
5.4.1 provides insights into the usefulness of the 
pan-European C&I, whereas the 5.4.2 presents the 
achievements, impacts and challenges for each of 
the C&I applications. Proposed changes and addi-
tions to the working definition are summarized and 
described in 5.4.3. It is important to note that some 
of the findings from the expert interviews are also 
found in the national assessments (see chapter 5.2).

5.4.1 Has the pan-European 
C&I set been useful? 

Since its development, the pan-European indicator 
set has emerged as an internationally agreed policy 
instrument to support SFM practices in Europe. Its 
usefulness has been widely discussed in the expert 
level meetings of FOREST EUROPE, in the State 
of European Forests Reports, and in international 

seminars of C&I application. However, there has 
been relatively little analysis of the practical im-
plementation of the pan-European C&I. Figure 18 
summarizes the views of the experts who rated the 
usefulness of the pan-European set in the different 
contexts. For the purposes of this study, “useful” 
has been defined as relevant, valid, easily under-
standable, cost-effective, and easy to measure. 

As can be seen, evaluations vary for each of the 
outlined C&I applications given the different ex-
periences and individual perceptions of the use-
fulness of the pan-European C&I. Nevertheless, 
no major differences were found, and overall, the 
usefulness of the indicator set is commented rather 
positively. Many interviewees stated that the pan-
European indicators provide a workable solution 
for their needs in relation to the five major C&I 
applications. This is particularly true for the use 
of the pan-European C&I as a framework for dia-
logue and communication. More than half of the 
experts strongly agreed that the C&I are useful in 
supporting and stimulating multi-stakeholder and 
collaborative discussions and negotiations about 
SFM and forest policy developments. However, it 

Figure 18. Usefulness of the pan-European criteria and indicators per application.
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has been argued that some of the criteria (e.g., C1 
Forest resources and carbon) and indicators (e.g., 
3.4 Services, 3.5 Forests under management plans, 
4.3 Naturalness) are not clearly defined and in-
formative enough (at least in part because of diffi-
culties achieving consensus during their drafting). 
Therefore, as one interviewee stated, it is difficult 
to measure them and indicators may be misleading 
and poorly understood by policy makers inside and 
outside the forest sector, other relevant stakehold-
ers and the civic society (see also section 5.4.2a). 

There is a clear consensus among the experts that 
the pan-European indicators have been quite use-
ful for monitoring and reporting on the trends and 
changes of the forest sector. According to many, 
the C&I set has significantly contributed to im-
proved information availability, quality and com-
parability across Europe which in turn has led to 
increased transparency and accountability. Never-
theless, the need for commonly agreed and scientif-
ic methodologies across Europe to monitor some of 
the indicators (e.g., 3.4 Services) has been strongly 
emphasized. In addition, it was frequently stated 
that although most of the pan-European indicators 
appear to be cost-effective as most of the countries 
are collecting the data for their own purposes, or 
data is extracted from the FAO FRA reports, in 
some cases additional work is needed and some 
indicators are expensive to measure (e.g., 3.4 Ser-
vices, 4.3 Naturalness) (see also chapter 5.4.2b).

Although the respondents’ attitudes towards the 
C&I effectiveness in assessing progress towards 
SFM were rather positive, many interviewees 
seemed quite reluctant in this regard. Concerns 
have been expressed particularly in relation to the 
current structure of the pan-European C&I. It was 
argued that the indicator set does not account for 
the non-linear relationships between the different 
components of SFM and does not show the inter-
linkages between individual indicators and the 
dynamic nature of the system. Furthermore, a few 
experts strongly emphasized issues related to data 
quality, lack of thresholds and scientific method-
ologies to identify any trends (positive or negative) 
in assessing the progress towards SFM. For this 
purpose, the existing pan-European indicators do 
not seem valid for making an objective assessment 
of SFM. 

Nevertheless, the significance of the pan-Euro-
pean C&I set has increased, particularly in relation 

to forest policy. There is a broad notion among the 
experts that the C&I for SFM provide a compelling 
normative framework for the development of na-
tional policies, laws, institutions and instruments 
towards multi-functional forest management. 
However, the actual operationalization of the indi-
cators to influence or change forest policies is still 
limited to a few countries (see also chapter 5.2.4d).

Regarding the use of the pan-European C&I to 
provide information to forest-related sectors, the 
majority of interviewees underlined the deficien-
cy of indicators for monitoring important cross-
cutting issues with regard to SFM (e.g., climate 
change, energy, biodiversity, agriculture). It was 
indicated that they have only been considered to a 
minor extent and many causal links have thus not 
been established yet (see also chapter 5.2.4e). 

5.4.2 Achievements, impacts and 
challenges per application 

a. As a framework for dialogue and communica-
tion between policy makers, inside and outside the 
forest sector, and other relevant stakeholders, on 
SFM and forest policy development 

Achievements and impacts
The pan-European C&I provide a structure within 
which a vast amount of information on different as-
pects of SFM is collected and analysed. This is fun-
damental for communicating key forestry issues to 
different stakeholder groups inside and outside the 
forest sector. In general, almost all interviewees 
consider the pan-European C&I as a communica-
tion instrument, which has contributed to systemic 
understandings of SFM across Europe, and hence 
have provided a common language and an impetus 
for advancing the knowledge on the matter.

Figure 19 summarizes the views of the experts 
who rated the impacts of the pan-European C&I 
as a framework for dialogue and communication, 
particularly in relation to their role in: 
• Stimulating and assisting discussions and nego-

tiations about SFM;
• Raising awareness and political commitment to 

SFM;
• Public/Stakeholder participation.

The majority of experts who rated the impacts as 
moderate and high explicitly stated that the pan-
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European C&I set has significantly contributed to 
discussions about SFM related issues and forest 
policy developments within the forest community 
itself. For example, specific indicators (e.g., Indica-
tor 4.6 Genetic Resources) have served as a good 
basis for discussions in international meetings or 
deliberative workshops, and for initiatives (e.g., 
EUFORGEN7) at pan-European and national lev-
els on establishing measures for promoting better 
management and forest policy developments, as 
well as a basis for data collection and the drawing 
up of country reports on forest resources and their 
management. A few experts particularly referred 
to the use of the pan-European C&I in the cur-
rently ongoing negotiations for a Legally-Binding 
Agreement (LBA) on Forests in Europe, as well as 
in the development of national forest programmes 
and policies in some countries (e.g., the Austrian 
Forest Dialogue). The pan-European C&I have also 
been used in raising awareness of SFM-related is-
sues, concerns and needs among the different 
stakeholder groups inside the forest sector and the 
civil society (e.g., in Spain) and as a communica-
tion instrument for interested groups to enter into 
dialogue with the policy makers and to influence 
political outcomes (e.g., in Finland).

7 The European Forest Genetic Resources Programme (EUFORGEN) has de-
veloped several databases on forest genetic resources (Ind. 4.6 Genetic Re-
sources) in Europe in collaboration with FOREST EUROPE Liaison Unit and 
UNECE/FAO Timber Section in order to facilitate exchange of information.

Challenges 
However, the experts who rated the impacts as 
rather low explicitly underlined that the pan-Eu-
ropean C&I set does not fully serve the needs and 
expectations of:
• Other forest-related sectors (e.g., climate change, 

energy, biodiversity, agriculture);
• Stakeholder groups (e.g., intergovernmental 

and non-governmental organizations, national 
authorities, relevant sub-industries, managers) 
from inside the forest sector, particularly at EU 
and forest management unit level; and

• Civil society.

The main reasons for this stem from shortcom-
ings of the current structure and content of the 
pan-European C&I. For example, the set lacks 
three essential characteristics for C&I: logical se-
quence, simplicity, and easy communicability. 
In view of this perspective, the information that 
the pan-European indicators present and sum-
marize, is too “technical” and too “prudent” and 
can be interpreted quite ambiguously by the dif-
ferent stakeholder groups and the society. In other 
words, according to the experts, one of the most 
prominent challenges for the pan-European set 
is that it may not carry the intended meaning to 
the audience. Good indicators should reduce the 
possibility for distortion of messages; and in order 
to be understood in the public sphere, a system of 

Figure 19. Impact of the pan-European C&I for SFM on dialogue and communication activities.
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visualization, and potentially aggregation is neces-
sary (see also 5.4.2c). Moreover, the formulation of 
indicators and the data collected are not in a format 
which is immediately usable by forest- related sec-
tors and stakeholders (e.g., environment, climate 
change, biodiversity, energy) and hence it is not 
very useful for cross-sectoral communication and 
other important dialogues taking place at the pan-
European level (e.g., the ecosystem approach) (see 
also 5.4.2d).

Other cited factors that impede the use of the 
pan-European C&I as a framework for dialogue 
and communication relate to:
• Impaired awareness of the existence of the pan-

European C&I, and misunderstanding of their 
objectives and limits, not only outside, but also 
inside the forest sector;

• Different interests of stakeholders which lead to 
unbalanced discussions and negotiations;

• The political, legal and institutional frameworks 
of countries;

• The institutional structure of FOREST EUROPE 
and different capacities and financial resources 
for information dissemination of rotating Liai-
son Units.

b. As a tool for monitoring and reporting on the 
trends and changes of the forest sector

Achievements and impacts
Since 1999 the pan-European C&I have served as 
a guiding reference framework for periodic moni-
toring and reporting, and the overall impact is 

considered moderate by the majority of experts 
(Figure 20). During the interviews, it became clear 
that various impacts could be linked with the use 
of the pan-European C&I as a tool for monitoring 
and reporting on the trends and changes of the for-
est sector. For instance, the C&I have significantly 
contributed to improving national forest invento-
ries and monitoring systems, as well as the avail-
ability, quality and comparability of forest relevant 
information between different countries in Europe. 
Another example of a positive impact is the estab-
lishment of European forest databases and infor-
mation systems such as EUFORGEN and EUFGIS8. 

Furthermore, many of the experts consider the 
pan-European C&I as highly instrumental for 
collecting and disseminating information on the 
trends and changes of the forests in Europe and 
their management (State of Europe’s Forests re-
ports 2003, 2007, 2011). Others put emphasis on 
the informed pan-European deliberations on SFM 
and forest policy developments (e.g., Ministerial 
Conferences and Expert Level Meetings on the Pro-
tection of Forests in Europe), and on development 
and follow-up of (pan) European guidelines (e.g., 
Pan-European Operational Level Guidelines for 
SFM) or legal arrangements (e.g., negotiations for a 
Legally-Binding Agreement on Forests in Europe).

In addition, the pan-European C&I set, or the 
derived national C&I sets, provide a balanced 

8 The European Information System on Forest Genetic Resources (EUFGIS) 
serves as a documentation platform linking national inventories on forest 
genetic resources in Europe.
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Figure 20. Impact of the pan-European C&I on monitoring and reporting activities.
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compendium of information for forest research 
and education purposes regarding all elements of 
SFM. It was also indicated that the C&I approach 
has stipulated the scientific discourse on monitor-
ing methodologies. 

Challenges
Despite the significant progress, the interviews 
considered that there is still much room for im-
provement with regard to monitoring and report-
ing. In addition to the experts who rated the im-
pact as very low (Figure 20), others highlighted 
the most prominent challenges encountered in 
monitoring activities. For example:
• Misinterpretation of definitions of some of the 

C&I and their operational contexts across coun-
tries (e.g., 1.1 Forest area, 3.4 Services, 4.9 Pro-
tected forests);

• No commonly agreed methodologies to monitor 
a number of environmental, social and policy in-
dicators and lack of verification of data;

• Lack of functioning and continuous national for-
est inventories in some countries; 

• Lack of coordination and communication within 
national forest authorities, between forest and 
other related information systems (e.g., econo-
my, biodiversity, energy, employment) in most 
countries, which results in reporting of incon-
sistent or contradictory information;

• Inadequate institutional capacities, particularly 
in Eastern European countries, to meet the in-
formation needs as regards to SFM. 

In addition, some indicators are not regularly or not 
at all produced by national forest authorities be-
cause they are not relevant in the national context, 
are not among the priorities of specific countries 
or are difficult or costly to measure. Lack of politi-
cal will and commitment to FOREST EUROPE may 
prevent countries from investing in collecting data 
for most of the indicators. 

As regards to the national reporting for FOREST 
EUROPE, there are disparities in national adap-
tation and implementation of the pan-European 
C&I across the countries. Several experts ques-
tioned the reliability of provided data noting that 
the pan-European indicators may serve as a way 
to legitimize forest policy without real progress to-
wards SFM. Concerns were also expressed about 
subjectivity and corruption of national reports in 

some parts of Europe. Other challenges emerge 
from a great variability in quality of information 
across national reports. Major reasons are the vari-
ous levels of preparation to answer the requested 
questions, the level of integration of different infor-
mation sources, and maintaining a regularity in the 
supply of qualitative and quantitative data. Further 
progress depends on the effectiveness of informa-
tion processes including institutional and financial 
arrangements, legal frameworks, and information 
dissemination strategies. 

c. Assessing progress towards SFM and identify 
emerging issues

Achievements and impacts
This category starts from the notion that it has been 
addressed in the L2 Resolution, 1998) “to assess 
and assist further progress in sustainable forest 
management, at the international and national 
levels”. Even though most of the interviewees iden-
tified the impact as high (Figure 21), there is strong 
consensus that the current C&I rather provide a 
framework for the assessment rather than an op-
erational approach. Experts see the role of C&I as 
a preparatory means to further refinement towards 
SFM assessment. By processing a wealth of forest-
related information and thus stimulating discus-
sion about goals and directions within the SFM 
context, important prerequisites are given that 
allow a step forward in evaluation in assessment. 
In that, C&I help to sharpen problem awareness, 
and facilitate a discussion on which achievements 
to reach within the forest-sector and a broader 
public. There is a debate about whether the C&I 
set may have been defined in the current form for 
purposes other than for assessment, and that one 
tool –as generic and overarching as the current C&I 
are – may not fulfil all demands simultaneously. 
If the level of application for assessment is judged 
to be more on the local level, pan-European C&I 
have had their merits to serve as a reference and 
baseline for further implementation.

C&I currently raise awareness for single issues 
and allow for benchmarking evaluation indicator by 
indicator. They raise attention for certain aspects 
and display directions of development across Eu-
rope. A more holistic and systematic assessment of 
SFM is not supported due to structural shortcom-
ings (see also Chapter 3). Hence, the C&I can be 
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judged as only partially successful. A first attempt 
towards pan-European assessment has been per-
formed in the State of Europe’s Forests 2011 report. 
This was done in a synthesized way for European 
regional and was still in an initial stage. Further 
development work on this is recommended by the 
experts. The initial efforts also stimulated the fur-
ther work of the FAO/UNECE Team of Specialists 
on C&I on assessment routines for a pan-European 
SFM assessment. On the other hand, the request 
for national approaches has shown some first im-
pacts. For instance, Austria introduced a traffic 
light system into their NFP and forest reports to 
explore whether commonly agreed targets have 
been achieved. An example from Catalonia in Spain 
gives evidence that discussions on C&I helped op-
erationalize the debate on carbon sequestration in 
forests and create a dialogue on adaptive forestry. 

Challenges
A central finding of the expert interviews is that the 
potential of C&I to provide objective and evidence-
based assessment has not yet been fully reached 
(about one-third of the interviewees consider the 
C&I impact minimal). This may be due to devia-
tions from the original purpose, improper design, 
or lacking implementation. Challenges for SFM as-
sessment arise because:
• static information provided by C&I does not 

work as an early warning system and reflect the 
dynamics underlying the SFM concepts;

• the C&I set is too large for assessments and does 
not allow for unambiguous conclusions with re-
spect to progress towards SFM;

• data quality is partially weak and incomplete, 
which will hamper a comprehensive assessment;

• there has been no process on defining target/

threshold values for a desired future state of 
SFM;

• C&I are not flexible enough to represent a chang-
ing world with moving targets.

While the C&I set is considered to be too big to be 
handled in assessment procedure, certain aspects 
are missing (e.g., full coverage of the forest value 
chains). Missing functional links of indicators to 
SFM may weaken the explanatory effect of assess-
ments. The more indicators are proxies or surro-
gates the weaker are the analytical options for C&I-
based assessment. This also holds true for missing 
functional and systemic links between C&I, and 
among indicators. Loose links between qualitative 
and quantitative indicators support incremental 
assessment rather than holistic assessment. In a 
broader perspective we can summarize, that the 
more isolated C&I-based assessment is (e.g., in-
dicator from indicator, forests from land use) the 
weaker the analytical power will be.

The experts identified a number of methodologi-
cal and procedural challenges:

First, finding the right methodology might entail 
defining and operationalizing key indicators and 
their roles in a SFM system, and secure sufficient 
data quality. The latter has been mentioned in re-
lation to data availability of national monitoring 
schemes, whose heterogeneity hampers an assess-
ment approach. In this respect, many indicators 
are judged as not sensitive to temporal changes 
in the given reporting periods by the experts. This 
implies the need for comprehensive time series 
over a longer time period to make significant state-
ments about changes and trends, which could lead 
to a more focused discussion on achieved targets, 
short-and long-term goals, and the role that C&I 
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Figure 21. Impact of the pan-European C&I on assessing progress towards SFM.
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play in the SFM debate. For more local assessment 
applications, the need of sub-national and analysis 
on cross-regional and eco-regional scale has been 
emphasized to fully harvest the analytical insight 
of assessment procedures, e.g., in awareness-rising 
and policy-making based on wanted and unwanted 
trends.

The second major challenge was highlighted as 
to identify roles and responsibilities, and guarantee 
political commitment. Unresolved issues include 
who is to perform the assessment, who sets the 
benchmarks/target values/thresholds, and which 
bodies are to evaluate and sanction the assessment 
results. Currently, there is no interpretative power, 
and it is often difficult to even decide whether a 
trend is positive or negative. It is understood by ex-
perts that valid assessment procedures will evolve 
C&I from information to policy-support means.

An extensive debate on what is expected from for-
ests in Europe in the future would follow from this 
argument. In particular in the EU, we experience 
a strong cross-sectoral policy area in the absence 
of an official forest policy. In the understanding 
of many experts, discussions on a pan-European 
legally-binding agreement on SFM will refresh the 
discussion on the role of C&I in a different light. 
The inclusion of C&I in a legal framework will 
change their nature and will lead to a new under-
standing of the needs of C&I-based assessments.

d. Formulate, implement, monitor and evaluate 
national or sub-national forest programmes, poli-
cies, plans

Achievements and impacts
It was frequently stated during the interviews that 
C&I on the pan-European level are less a decision-

making instrument, but are rather a process that 
supports norm-creation and shaping of the dis-
course. In this regard, a majority of experts con-
sider the impact of C&I as moderate (Figure 22) 
and agree that the C&I are a potentially important 
instrument for fostering SFM implementation on 
national and sub-national levels in terms of a trans-
fer function and tool that contributes to increased 
awareness and political commitment to SFM. C&I 
represent a ‘soft’ mode of obligation to implement 
SFM in national policies. On the other hand, there 
is an increasing and demand for better information 
from the public and from national decision makers 
within the forest sector.

While the actual range of C&I implementation is 
diverse in different European countries (and more 
in-depth analysed by interviews with the national 
correspondents for C&I reporting and the regional 
workshops), some common impacts were identi-
fied by the experts. As a baseline, the concept of 
C&I has brought a new logic and way of providing 
structured information to the forest sector. This 
influences the mode of discussion on national for-
est programmes (NFPs) and helped broaden the 
debate on SFM from forestry-centred to multi-
functional forest management by introducing a 
common cognitive framework and language that 
may be used and understood by all participating 
stakeholders and interest groups. In the context of 
NFP and related policies, C&I can hence be judged 
as serving as a reference source in the development 
process of NFP. The strength of reference varies: 
C&I may be fully integrated into NFP, serve as a 
backbone for a new discursive structure, or simply 
inform the NFP process about crucial SFM topics. 
For instance, NFPs in Austria and Finland are fully 
building on the C&I structure, Italy is using them to 

Figure 22. Impact of the European C&I on national or sub-national 
forest programmes, policies and plans.
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identify SFM targets on a regional level, and France 
has reference to some of C&I, while others are too 
general for a more spatially explicit use.

Furthermore, the experts identified three other 
fields of use where C&I had an impact:
1. Use in national forest legislation, standards 

and/or regulations.

The experts made rather general comments with 
respect to insight into impacts of C&I on forest 
legislation, standards and regulations. However, 
there is a broad notion that the logic behind a C&I 
structured SFM concept and the increasing aware-
ness of SFM issues is shaping many initiatives in 
the (re)formulation of national legal instruments. 
There seems to be an overall red line of reference 
to pan-European SFM (and C&I) in many forest 
laws, with national specifications of course. The 
united commitment of European countries in the 
MCPFE process supports the acceptance and im-
plementation on a national level. By this path of 
influence, C&I can be judged as having an impact 
as part of the norm-creation process of a pan-Eu-
ropean process.
2. Use of the pan-European C&I for SFM, or a 

national set derived from it, in strategic plan-
ning of public forestry organizations.

3. According to the experts, the role of C&I for 
strategic planning of public forestry organi-
zations is only apparent in countries with a 
strong forest sector. There is little evidence 
on use of C&I as a definite planning tool, but 
there is certainly a trend in streamlining ter-
minology and data/information policies.

4. Role of the pan-European C&I for SFM in 
stakeholder involvement.

As related to NFP processes, it has been stated that 
C&I approaches shifted the discourse and gave new 
actors access to decision-making processes with a 
new balance achieved between traditional actors 
and other actors. The participatory power of C&I 
can be developed more on national and sub-na-
tional levels than on the pan-European level, and 
new modalities for stakeholder identification and 
involvement have been developed in the wake of 
NFP processes. This supports new modes of forest 
governance in terms of transparency and account-
ability of actions.

Challenges
Several interviewees rated the impact of the pan-
European C&I on national forest policies as low to 
not at all (Figure 22), and underlined a few factors 
that impede the use of the indicators. Nevertheless, 
the challenges identified by all the experts can be 
grouped into two main instances:
1. The fragmentation of forest-related policies 

in Europe; and
2. The maintenance of C&I implementation in 

national processes.

The first point is related to the standing of C&I in 
a fragmented policy landscape as regards forests. 
It is perceived that the less responding to these 
external policies and the more isolated within the 
narrow understanding of the forest that C&I are, 
the less credibility C&I will have for national im-
plementation, simply because the transaction costs 
for running C&I will be too high in relation to their 
utility. There is the view that if forest issues are de-
cided outside forest sectoral boundaries, there will 
be no need for sectoral C&I, as such the case e.g., 
in the European Union. For the national level such 
a situation would mean decreased political com-
mitment due to fading power of the C&I concept. 
This may also be due to multiple levels of forest au-
thorities in countries and different legal, policy and 
institutional frameworks. As well, a lack of legal 
recognition of the concept at the international level 
may weaken its implementation. It is still uncertain 
whether a legally-binding agreement on forests in 
Europe would strengthen the power of C&I. 

Secondly, the maintenance of C&I implementa-
tion in national processes can be summarized as a 
central challenge as stated by the experts. A general 
point refers to the political obligation and power of 
such an instrument and the commitment of nation-
al policy makers towards C&I support information 
provision and decision-making. 

In particular in times of crisis, soft, sectoral and 
costly policy instruments without much outside 
visibility may easily be ignored. Lack of applicabil-
ity of the C&I set on national/sub-national levels, 
little responsiveness to actual policy needs, weak 
embedding in broader context of national econo-
mies, and high costs and bureaucracy in data col-
lection and reporting may decrease the urgency for 
policy makers to implement C&I. In the context of 
NFP, lacking progress in C&I implementation and 
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little osmosis to the local and business levels may 
reduce stakeholder engagement into C&I imple-
mentation processes. 

Regarding the national C&I processes, a harmo-
nized approach seems to be missing. There are dif-
ferent interpretations of the C&I for SFM in differ-
ent countries and confusion among stakeholders 
about concepts reported: e.g., the relation between 
C&I for SFM, national forest inventories, and cer-
tification. Further, there is little guidance on reso-
lution of conflicts among stakeholders and selec-
tive use of C&I focusing on interest representation 
rather than on comprehensive discourse on SFM.

e. Provide information and/or assessment to indi-
cator sets, policies and processes outside the forest 
sector

Achievements and impacts
The collaboration with other SFM processes main-
taining C&I is notable, and in this regard many 
experts consider the impact as moderate to very 
high (Figure 23). For instance, there are ongoing 
activities on streamlining and harmonizing C&I 
verification and reporting with e.g., FAO, UNECE, 
Montreal Process, ITTO. There is a UNECE Team 
of Specialists accompanying the further develop-
ment of C&I, and a joint forest resources question-
naire has been designed to make the FAO forest 
resources assessment (FRA) and pan-European 
C&I more compliant, and move towards a global 
forest resources assessment. However, linkages to 
global forest governance assessment frameworks 
(e.g., World Bank, Chatham House, UN-REDD) 
are under developed.

However, as mentioned earlier, C&I for SFM are 
primarily an instrument used in the forest sector, 
having been designed for forestry issues that have 
changed and evolved over the past 20 years. Fol-
lowing this line of interpretation it comes as no 
surprise that the impact of C&I in the world out-
side the forest sector is considered minimal by the 
experts who rated it as very low to low (Figure 23).

The main notion is that the pan-European C&I 
are not used or merged with other C&I sets, or sim-
ply unknown to other sectors. This could refer both 
to missing applicability of the C&I for cross-secto-
ral application and data demands, but also to the 
concept of SFM as such, which is not well-known 
or not accepted as a reference outside the forest 
sector. Hence, other sectors develop their own C&I 
sets and statistics without much interaction with 
the pan-European C&I set for SFM. Forest-related 
cross-cutting issues are hence reported from differ-
ent sectoral angles (e.g., bioenergy, biodiversity), 
which leads to limited comparability of data and 
inefficiency in data collection at the national level. 
There are some potential links (e.g., criteria C1 and 
C3) to EU resource efficiency policies (e.g., agricul-
ture, energy, land use), but they need to be further 
developed in terms of conceptual and statistical 
compliance with these systems. For instance, for 
climate change and energy issues a strong potential 
for collaboration and synergies in monitoring and 
reporting would exist, but there are doubts on the 
statistical validity of pan-European C&I to serve 
their purposes. Similarly there is a lack of efforts 
to link the pan-European C&I with EU biomass 
criteria. Parts of the C&I sets are reported to have 
been used or referenced in biodiversity indicator 

Figure 23. Impact of the pan-European C&I on indicator sets, policies 
and processed outside the forest sector.
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sets, e.g., in France and Austria. For more forest-
related policies or programmes such as the EU For-
est Strategy or the monitoring programme Forest 
Focus, C&I would serve as structural element in the 
discussions.

Challenges
Both sector-political and technical obstacles can be 
identified as reasons for the relatively low impact of 
pan-European C&I outside the forest sector.

It is not clear how the forest sector is perceived by 
other sectors and evidently this perception differs 
from its self-perception. This gap needs to be over-
come to open up for a cross-sectoral debate and 
exchange. However, different sectors have their 
own bureaucratic interests, constituencies, and re-
sources. While cooperation between sectors would 
save resource, it could reduce influence possibili-
ties, and interfere with stakeholder interests and 
sectoral resistance capacities. The lack of political 
(it is non-legally binding) and institutional strength 
of the FOREST EUROPE process currently dimin-
ish the power of the C&I outside the forest sector.

Another challenge is the conceptual validity of 
the pan-European C&I. It was mentioned that com-
pared to the rather technical and narrowly scientific 
approach of the Montréal Process, the development 
of the pan-European C&I was strongly driven by 
policy makers. This characteristic makes it difficult 
for other sectors to adopt such a C&I system, which 
is very forest-sector oriented. As consequence, key 
issues for other sectors and stakeholders are often 
not well-addressed.

There is the observation that pan-European C&I 
carry plenty of information that leads to a too com-
plex and imprecise picture with a lot of superfluous 
information for the use outside the sector, while on 
the other hand there is insufficient trust in com-
parable definitions, monitoring methodologies and 
interpretation capacity to be of cross-sectoral use. 
Evidently, there is a communication problem both 
on the C&I set as such, but also on the key elements 
of information it can convey.

Hence, it can be summarized that the current 
C&I do not respond to the needs of other sectors. 
For instance, biodiversity indicators do not give 
indications on special aspects requested by envi-
ronmental NGOs such as fragmentation or degra-
dation. Business and trade are missing the linkage 
of C&I to the forest value chain and the depiction 

of the impacts of changes along these value chains. 
Information on a cross-regional scale (e.g., biogeo-
graphic regions) is also missing.

In total, conceptual flexibility in the further de-
velopment of C&I and improved communication 
of the forest sector to other sectors pose the main 
challenges for use of the pan-European C&I set 
outside the forest sector. 

5.4.3 Towards a new definition on 
C&I for SFM implementation

a. General overview 
Interviewees were shown the project’s working def-
inition of implementing C&I and towards the end 
of the interview were asked whether they would 
add another application to the working defini-
tion, and whether they had any other comments 
or proposed changes. Of the 40 interviewees, 11 
said they accepted the working definition as it is 
without commenting, and 8 made no response to 
this question. The remaining 21 interviewees made 
comments and suggestions which are summarized 
in this section, although most of them (11 out of 21) 
stated that they were in general agreement with the 
working definition. 

In general, the discussion on implementing C&I 
led many interviewees towards consideration of 
the fundamental nature of the pan-European set, 
and what its objectives, functions and uses are, or 
should be. For instance, some distinguished be-
tween implementation of SFM, and implementa-
tion of the set of C&I. One interviewee defined two 
different concepts: “implementation” when objec-
tives are defined by those who drew up the set, so 
that actions can be compared to stated goals and 
“use” when the set’s objectives are not formally 
defined and actions vary according to the user so 
that success cannot be measured objectively. Oth-
ers considered the term “use” of C&I was more ap-
propriate than “implementation” as different ac-
tors – policy makers, forest owners, stakeholders 
and others – would use the set in different ways, 
and its objectives are not formally specified. One 
pointed out that SFM is about a balance of ben-
efits and that this balance cannot be defined only in 
technical terms, but is a matter for societal choices 
and political decisions. 

Furthermore, several experts stated that the 
pan-European set of C&I was not a regulatory or 
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financial instrument, or even guidelines towards 
SFM, but an informational instrument, and that 
this characteristic was correctly reflected in the 
working definition. 

One interviewee stated that the monitoring and 
reporting of progress towards SFM was the core 
application of the set. Another considered that 
there was overlap between the monitoring and 
reporting function and the assessment function, 
although others drew attention to the growing 
need for assessment, perhaps in the context of a 
compliance and implementation mechanism in a 
future legally-binding agreement on forests where 
signatories can demonstrate that they are achiev-
ing their commitments towards SFM. In the minds 
of the project team, “monitoring and reporting” is 
a descriptive term, whereas “assessment” is a nor-
mative term, comparing recorded data to some sort 
of a benchmark.

Several interviewees welcomed the wide scope of 
the working definition and the fact that it included 
communication and cooperation with other sec-
tors. One pointed out the fundamental difference 
between providing information to other sectors, 
each of which has its own requirements, and shar-
ing information with other forest sector processes, 
such as the Montréal Process, which is basically 
similar to the pan-European process.

Some interviewees pointed out that SFM on the 
ground, (i.e., at the forest management unit level), 
was achieved to a large extent through certification, 
which is based, at least for the PEFC, on C&I9. In 

9 In fact PEFC bases its principles on the Pan-European Operational Level 
Guidelines for Sustainable Forest Management (PEOLG), which are them-
selves based on the pan-European C&I. However the PEOLG, unlike the C&I 
set, are clearly normative, not purely descriptive.

the opinion of the project team however, while it 
is true that some certification schemes are based 
on C&I, certification is not a direct use of the pan-
European set of C&I. However, C&I could be used 
at forest management unit level as described in the 
previous chapters, but this level of application has 
not been included in the scope of this report, be-
cause the pan-European C&I are not intended for 
use at this level and do not set any standards which 
certification schemes could use.

One interviewee criticized the working defini-
tion for giving the impression that the indicator 
set could be used to evaluate national forest pro-
grammes, stating, correctly, that the qualities of a 
good national forest programme had been officially 
listed in one of the Vienna resolutions. However 
the working definition intended application 4 to 
refer to the use of the indicator set (and data struc-
tured according to the set) as one tool to support 
evaluation of NFPs, but not as the only tool used 
to evaluate NFPs. The working definition should 
ensure to remove this ambiguity.

b. Proposed changes and additions to the work-
ing definition on “Implementing Criteria and In-
dicators for Sustainable Forest Management in 
Europe” 
The suggestions that were made by the experts dur-
ing the interviews are summarized in Table 8; re-
sponses from the project team are also presented. 
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Table 8. Proposed changes and additions to the working definition.

Proposal Response by the project team

Include “society” to the list of groups concerned 
with dialogue and communication about the for-
est sector

Agreed

Insert a reference to “governance” alongside poli-
cies, NFPs etc., as it is not only formal documents 
and laws which determine how sustainable is for-
est management, but also institutions, attitudes 
and procedures, as well as other elements of gov-
ernance

Agreed. Good governance should be participatory, 
collaborative, multi-level, cross-sectoral and ac-
countable: the use of C&I can support all of these.

Consider more closely the specific needs of the 
other sectors, so that the data arranged according 
to the indicators may be more useful to them: this 
is probably not the case at present. One interview-
ee recommended a specific mention of a particular 
use outside the forest sector – sustainability crite-
ria for biomass. 

Agreed. With regard to sustainability criteria for 
biomass, this is undoubtedly important – and has 
already been discussed within FOREST EUROPE– 
but there is a risk in producing a closely defined 
list of specific users, such as sustainability criteria 
for biomass, as the list may become both overlong 
and too restrictive, with the danger of omission of 
important users.

One interviewee proposed a reference to “identi-
fying tools to evaluate forest ecosystem services”.

Not agreed, because this important aspect could 
be included under all the applications, and seems 
more a candidate for inclusion in a revised set of 
indicators than in the definition of “implementa-
tion”.

One interviewee stressed the importance of “policy 
coherence”, and asked whether improving policy 
coherence could be considered a function of the 
C&I set. 

Agreed. This dimension is increasingly important 
in view of the increasing fragmentation of policies, 
for the forest sector and for society as a whole.

One interviewee mentioned other functions, in-
cluding research, modeling, outlook studies etc. 

These are clearly relevant, but seem to be already 
included, under application 2 on monitoring and 
reporting. Nevertheless, it would be useful to make 
specific mention of these uses for the indicator set.

Specify the EU level, between pan-European and 
national levels.

Agreed


