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Abstract 
 
The interactions between humans and forest ecosystems in Europe are relatively intense. In 1998, 
the Council Resolution on a Forestry Strategy for the European Union was adopted aiming at 
establishing a framework for forest-related actions in support of sustainable forest management, 
based on the co-ordination of the forest policies of the Member States and Community policies 
and initiatives relevant to forests and forestry.  
 
This paper analyses several aspects of the governance theory, namely: possibilities for 
articulating a common set of priorities for society; openness and participation in the area of forest 
policy. Institutional framework, composed of formal and ad-hoc institutions, is reviewed and, 
using the results of the internet-based stakeholder consultation, the opinions of stakeholders on 
the need of and possible areas for improving governance aspects in the field of forest policy are 
presented. 
 
The discussion indicates that the existing structures of the institutions for stakeholder 
participation in EU forest governance are sufficient. However, the improvements in functioning 
of these structures may be made. Development of the EU Forest Action Plan provides an 
opportunity to institutionalise some of the more loose co-ordination elements and extend the co-
ordination and cooperation institutions and processes in the field of forest policy into a more 
formal framework of open co-ordination. However, in order to do so, an active participation and 
commitment from all of those involved in forest policy and decision making on the Community 
level is necessary. 
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Introduction 
 
The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment reports that over the 50 years, humans have changed 
ecosystems more rapidly and extensively than in any comparable period of time in human history 
(Millennium Ecosystem Assessment 2005). Global Forest Resources Assessment 2005 found that 
deforestation worldwide, mainly conversion of forests to agricultural land, still continues at an 
alarmingly high rate of about 13 million hectares per year (FAO 2005a). In order to avoid the 
degradation of ecosystems while meeting increasing demands for their services, Millennium 
Ecosystem Assessment report states, changes in institutional governance frameworks may be 
required to create enabling conditions for effective management of ecosystems (Millennium 
Ecosystem Assessment 2005). 
 
The interactions between humans and forest ecosystems in Europe are relatively intense. Forests 
and other wooded land cover 42% of the European Union’s land area, which is slightly over 4% 
of the world’s forests (FAO 2005b). Having 4% of the world’s forests, EU inhabitants make up 
over 7% of the total world’s population. If on average in the world forest area per capita is 0.6 
hectares, this figure in Europe is almost twice as low, being only 0.35 hectares of forest land per 
capita. Rural regions in the 25 Member States of the EU represent 92% of the territory and over 
half of the European population live in rural areas. 
 
Governing forests for multiple benefits of European societies is about striking a balance between 
the provision of economic, environmental and social functions. As a consequence of long forestry 
traditions in the EU member states, on the one hand, despite the global trend in deforestation, 
forest area in Europe is expanding (FAO 2005a). An average annual volume of timber harvested 
in the EU is only slightly over 60% of the annual forest growth (FAO 2005b). On the other hand, 
the EU is also one of the largest producers, traders and consumers of forest products in the world. 
The EU now produces about 20% of the world’s industrial roundwood, being second biggest 
producer after the USA. The EU is now the world’s biggest sawnwood producer. The EU-25 
produced 28% of the world’s total paper and paperboard in 2003. 
 
Forest policy in the EU since 1957 has been largely a matter of national competence. Since 1988, 
the Community attempted to adopt a more coherent approach to its forestry projects, with the 
Commission publishing a Communication (COM(88) 255) on a Community strategy and action 
programme for the forestry sector (European Parliament 2004). In 1992, Community measures in 
forest sector entered an even more ambitious phase, strengthening measures to protect forests 
from atmospheric pollution and fires (Regulations No 2157/92 and No 2158/92), and co-
financing forestry research under the EU’s research and development programmes in the fields of 
agricultural and environmental research. In 1998, the Council Resolution on a Forestry Strategy 
for the European Union (Council of the European Union 1999) was adopted aiming at 
establishing a framework for forest-related actions in support of sustainable forest management, 
based on the co-ordination of the forest policies of the Member States and Community policies 
and initiatives relevant to forests and forestry.  
 
Pierre and Peters (2005, p. 6) argue that “understanding governance is basically a matter of 
understanding the nature of state-society relationships in the pursuit of collective interests”. This 
“pursuit of collective interests” generally involves four main components or activities: (1) 
articulating a common set of priorities for society; (2) creating coherence; (3) steering; and (4) 
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accountability (Pierre and Peters, 2005). A White Paper on European Governance, adopted by the 
European Commission in 2001, outlines five principles which underpin good governance: 
openness, participation, accountability, effectiveness and coherence (Commission of the 
European Communities 2001). 
 
In this paper we analyse to what extend the Community provides for articulating a common set of 
priorities for society and supports openness and participation in the area of forest policy in order 
to meet the other principles of good governance, such as effective steering and coherence. With 
the absence of a common Community forest policy, notable presence of instruments and 
activities originating from the other policy areas with varied Community mandates, varied 
situations in terms of the forest sector in the member states, and combination of multiple interests 
in forests and forest management, Community attempts to co-ordinate and steer forest-related 
policy and decision making resulted in a set of formal, ad-hoc, and informal institutional 
arrangements. In this paper, we review the existing formal and ad-hoc institutions for forest 
policy and decision-making at the Community level. Using the results of the internet-based 
stakeholder consultation, we present the opinions of stakeholders on the need of and possible 
areas for improving governance aspects in the field of forest policy. 
 
Community forest policy and related institutional framework 
 
Forest policy 
 
Policy-making and governance in general in the European Union is complex and varies by 
individual policy area (Wallace and Wallace 2000; Hayward and Menon 2003). In some, such as 
agriculture and fisheries for example, the Community intervention is strong, and the executive – 
European Commission - plays a dominant role, in others, such as e.g. employment and social 
policy, the Commission plays only a minor role, namely facilitating coordination.  
 
Presently, forest policy at the Community level is being dealt with by using the principle of 
subsidiarity and the concept of shared responsibility. Despite a limited number of directly 
forestry-related instruments, many instruments since 1957 were adopted in the area of forests and 
forestry and actions carried out on the Community level using the competences provided by other 
policy areas, such as agriculture, environment, energy, and internal market (Pülzl 2005).  
 
The main driving forces behind adoption of the EU Forestry Strategy in 1998 were the growing 
concern about the coherence between the forest policies of the Member States and forest-related 
activities at the EU level, as well as the rising profile of forests in international policy debates and 
initiatives on sustainable development. The Strategy emphasises the importance of the 
multifunctional role of forests and sustainable forest management for the development of society, 
and identifies a series of key elements, which form the basis for its implementation (Council of 
the European Union 1999). It maintains that forest policy lies in the competence of the Member 
States, but that the EU can contribute to the implementation of sustainable forest management 
through common policies, based on the principle of subsidiarity and the concept of shared 
responsibility. It also underlines the implementation of international commitments, principles and 
recommendations through national or sub-national forest programmes or equivalent instruments, 
and active participation in all forest-related international processes, and stresses the need to 
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improve co-ordination, communication and co-operation in all policy areas of relevance to the 
forest sector. 
 
Institutional framework 
 
Over the years of deliberations in the area of forest policy on the Community level, a set of 
formal institutions have been developed and ad hoc consultation and co-ordination measures 
have been applied in forest policy and decision making. The institutional mechanisms for co-
ordination and co-operation in the Community institutions, with the Member States, and 
consultation with relevant interest groups and stakeholders in the field of forest policy are 
presented below. 
 
Co-ordination within the Commission  
 
In order to improve the co-ordination between the Commission services responsible for relevant 
Community policies, an important step was taken in 2001, when an Inter-Service Group on 
Forestry was established. The main objective of the group is to improve internal coherence and 
hence better exploit the potential synergies between policy areas, by managing the information 
flow between the areas concerned and facilitating collaborative efforts. The experience with the 
Inter-Service Group has been very positive (Commission of the European Communities 2005b). 
The establishment of this group has been beneficial in terms of fostering co-operation between 
different EU policy sectors. Its activities have been centred around: co-ordination of actions and 
initiatives relevant to forestry and implemented in the context of the different Community 
policies; communication and co-operation between and with the Member States and other 
relevant interest groups, including stakeholders, making use of the relevant committees; 
information and communication activities (such as the preparation of joint publications, 
participation in conferences, etc.) to increase the visibility and public awareness of EU forestry 
activities and actions.  
 
Co-ordination with the Member States  
 
The EU Member States and the Commission co-ordinate positions prior to major forest-related 
international meetings in the Council Working Party on Forestry. The Working Party also deals 
with forest-relevant Commission policy and legislative initiatives. This group had existed on an 
ad-hoc basis for a number of years, but in 2002 a decision was taken for it to become a 
permanent Working Party within the Council. 
 
The Standing Forestry Committee (SFC), which brings together representatives of the Member 
States and which is chaired by the Commission, has a three-fold role: (1) it acts as an advisory 
and management Committee for specific forestry measures; (2) it is also an ad-hoc consultation 
forum that provides expertise in connection with the development of forest-related measures in 
the framework of various Community policies, such as those on rural development and the 
environment; (3) it provides a venue for exchange of information among Member States, and 
between Member States and the Commission. 
 
Over the years, the third role of the SFC, the exchange of information between Member States 
and with the Commission, has become more important, which is reflected in the increasing 
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number of presentations made by Commission staff from the different services (Commission of 
the European Communities 2005b). 
 
The organisation of periodic and informal meetings of Forest Directors by successive 
presidencies of the EU has also contributed to improving the exchange of information on issues 
of common interest. 
 
Communication and co-operation with stakeholders 
 
Co-operation and communication with stakeholders have taken place in the context of the 
existing committees. There has been a regular information exchange, co-operation and co-
ordination with forestry interest groups and stakeholders through the Advisory Group on Forestry 
and Cork. The Advisory Group includes representatives of forest owner organisations (public and 
private), forest-based industries, environmental NGOs, forest trade unions, traders and consumer 
groups. The group has 49 members; the seats among interests represented are distributed as 
follows: producers – 28; traders – 2; industry – 11; workers – 3; consumers – 1; 
environmentalists – 4. 
 
The Advisory Committee on Community Policy Regarding Forestry and Forest-based Industries, 
set up in 1983, involves representatives from the whole spectrum of EU forest-based industries, 
forest owners and other relevant experts. This body aims at providing an effective channel for co-
operation between the forest-based sectors and the Commission, as well as a platform for 
discussion between industry, the Commission and relevant expert organisations. In addition, a 
Sectoral Social Dialogue Committee was established for the woodworking industries in 1998, in 
which the organisations representing employers and workers of the woodworking industries at 
European level develop their social dialogue. It provides an appropriate forum for the discussion 
of issues linked to employment, working conditions, vocational training, industrial change, 
enlargement, etc. The Commission has used these committees as ad-hoc consultative forums in 
support of forest sector-related activities. 
 
The open internet-based stakeholder consultation in the context of the implementation report of 
the EU Forestry Strategy, presented below, is another step towards increased transparency and 
communication in conducting forest-related activities at Community forest policy network. 
 
Stakeholder consultation on implementation of the EU Forestry Strategy 
 
The Council Resolution on a Forestry Strategy has asked the Commission to present to the 
Council an implementation report five years after its adoption. This report was produced in 
March 2005 and took form of the Commission Communication to the Council and the European 
Parliament on the implementation of the EU Forestry Strategy (Commission of the European 
Communities 2005a) accompanied by the Commission Staff Working Document (Commission of 
the European Communities 2005b), providing a detailed review of the activities implemented in 
the context of the EU Forestry Strategy in the period 1999-2004. 
 
The existing formal institutional structures were used for consulting EU Member States and 
sector stakeholders in preparation of the above documents. In order to complement the formal 
consultation procedures, the Commission launched an internet-based stakeholder consultation on 
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the draft Commission Staff Working Document to give a broader range of stakeholders an 
opportunity to provide their input. The report from this consultation is used in this paper as a 
basis for learning about the opinions of the participants in the forest policy network on how co-
ordination and co-operation in forest policy and decision making could be improved. 
 
The stakeholder consultation was launched on 13 August 2004, with corresponding information 
provided on the “Your Voice in Europe” and the Commission DG Agriculture and Rural 
Development websites. The deadline for contributions was initially set for 15 September 2004, 
but at the request of some stakeholders it was extended until 22 September. 
 
The relevant information provided for the consultation contained general information on the 
consultation and links to a privacy statement, the text of the EU Forestry Strategy of 1998, the 
draft Commission Staff Working Document and a list of questions for comments. Except for the 
Working Document, which was only in English, all documents were in three languages - English, 
French and German. 
 
To facilitate the analysis of the contributions and the processing of the responses, stakeholders 
were asked to answer a series of structured questions. The questions closely corresponded to the 
sections of the Working Document. On the emerging issues, the stakeholders were asked to list 
the “major needs to be addressed in the context of the EU Forestry Strategy in the future”. 
 
Stakeholders were asked to specify whether the input was individual or from an organisation, and 
if so, which one. They were also asked to provide contact information.  
 
Results 
 
Type of contributions 
 
There were 58 contributions, all but four were structured to respond to the questions provided in 
the questionnaire. Contributors can be grouped according to their type and the interests they 
represent, as follows:  
 

• Private individuals. In the last section of the questionnaire stakeholders were asked 
whether they were answering as an individual or whether they represented an 
organisation, institution or country. Most of those who answered as individuals were 
professionals (academics, members of associations, managers, etc.).  

• Private Companies. These contributors were from a whole range of private companies 
involved in various forestry activities (e.g. timber processing, consulting, forestry 
services). 

• Academia. There were contributions from research institutions and universities. 
• NGOs. About half of these were either international or national-level environmental 

NGOs. 
• Associations and federations.  There was a broad range of contributors, from landowner 

associations to an interest group within a political party. They are all involved in forestry-
related activities at international and national level. 
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• Government bodies. Besides government institutions, this category also includes semi-
governmental bodies, such as state-owned forestry companies. 

• Member States. Although Member States had an opportunity to report to the Standing 
Forestry Committee, they were also encouraged to participate in this stakeholder 
consultation. Three Member States sent comments. 

 
Figure 1 shows the distribution of contributions by type of contributor. 
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Figure 1. Number of contributions by type of contributor 
 
 
Analysis of responses 
 
Most contributions were well elaborated. In particular, the comments of NGOs and 
associations/federations were specific and exhaustive. There were some simple “yes” or “no” 
answers, but only in sections that were not of priority concern to individual stakeholders. On 
other sections full comments were provided. 
 
For the analysis: (1) all contributions on specific sections were combined; and (2) within each 
section, interrelating, specific and technical contributions were identified. Interrelating 
contributions were those that could be put together into separate sections or paragraphs on a 
single issue. As specific contributions were considered those relevant to individual areas, but 
which do not directly relate to the main body of the text in a specific section or to comments by 
other stakeholders. Technical contributions are comments on the text of the Working Document. 
 
Generally, most of the comments summarised were forward-looking and address the need for 
change in specific areas of the EU Forestry Strategy. The points addressed in the “General 
comments and emerging issues” section are points that did not directly relate to any of the other 
sections of the Working Document. A full summary of all comments is available in the 
stakeholder consultation report (Commission of the European Communities 2005c). Below in this 
section we only provide the comments which are considered to be of relevance to this paper. 
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General comments, co-ordination, communication and co-operation 
 
Generally, it was considered that despite the progress in the sustainable management of EU 
forests over the last years, the policy context has changed and new issues have emerged: the 
competitiveness and economic viability of sustainable forestry in many parts of the EU are 
increasingly being challenged in the global market place; the importance of good governance for 
the protection and sustainable management of forests is increasing, which requires additional 
skills and efforts from forest owners and managers; and there is a necessity to enhance cross-
sectoral cooperation, and coordination between forest policy and other policies that affect forests 
and forestry. 
 
It was stressed, that in the future, the EU Forestry Strategy should include specific measures to 
ensure coherence between various policies affecting forests, including EU policies on 
biodiversity, agriculture and rural development, environment, trade, energy, climate change, 
water and transport. Some stakeholders proposed more EU-level initiatives, such as a Community 
action plan, to serve as a basis for more coherent forest-related actions and to allow more targeted 
use of Community funds. It was also emphasised that the Strategy should also contain a vision 
statement aimed at the common citizen and it should be developed in an open, transparent and 
participatory fashion.  
 
Stakeholders in their comments referred to insufficient co-ordination, a lack of resources for this 
purpose, and the question of policy coherence in general. There needed to be more co-operation 
within the sector and more communication with the general public, with sufficient knowledge, 
expertise and competence applied to planning and decision-making on forestry issues. It was 
thought that a better system of communication and co-ordination would require more human and 
financial resources. However, efforts by EU institutions to further improve the situation were also 
noted.  
 
Several stakeholders urged the European Community to take a more active and greater co-
ordination and facilitation role in the development of the European forest sector. There were 
many specific suggestions on how to improve co-ordination, communication of and co-operation 
on forest-related issues focusing largely on possible changes in the EU institutions. 
 
Some considered that, for co-ordination of forest policy at EU level to have any real added value, 
there had to be a clear and visible mandate and an established co-ordination framework. The 
option of establishing a Committee of Members of the European Parliament dealing with 
forestry-related issues was also mentioned.  
 
As suggested, one improvement also might be to establish a horizontal co-ordination unit within 
the Secretariat-General, which could co-operate closely with the Commission departments 
involved with forests and forestry-related issues. Others suggested that forestry-related issues 
should be addressed by a separate Directorate-General, or else exclusively by one DG. It was also 
suggested that an EU Forestry Forum should be established to overcome the lack of 
communication at local and regional level.  
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The current integration of existing consultation mechanisms, the Council Working Group on 
Forestry, the Standing Forestry Committee, and the Advisory Group on Forestry and Cork, was 
seen by some as being insufficient in policy formulation. It was suggested that the Council 
Working Group on Forestry, the Standing Forestry Committee and the Advisory Group on 
Forestry and Cork should co-ordinate their activities pro-actively in order to avoid duplication 
and make policy formulation more consistent. It was also proposed that the combined expertise 
and knowledge of these three groups should be used for ex-ante policy advice. 
 
Discussion 
 
Among the main components of governance listed in the introductory section, were the: 
articulating a common set of priorities for society, openness and participation. These principles 
are closely interlinked with the other governance aspects, such as: creating coherence; steering; 
accountability; and effectiveness. In this paper we have reviewed the formal and ad hoc 
institutions for forest policy and decision-making on the Community level and, using the results 
of the internet-based stakeholder consultation, presented the opinions of stakeholders on the need 
of and possible areas for improving the Community-society relationship in the pursuit of 
collective interests of governing European forest resources. The issues of better articulating a 
common set of priorities in relation to forest sector, creating coherence, more effective steering 
and more accountability were brought up in the stakeholder consultation. 
 
Overall, the stakeholder consultation presented in this paper, attracted an interest of the forest 
sector stakeholders, but it is difficult to say whether the number of contributions can be 
considered as high, adequate or low, as this is the first time the Commission has launched a broad 
stakeholder consultation on forestry. Experience from internet consultations in other Community 
policy areas shows higher participation rates. On the other hand, this consultation requested 
qualitative input instead of the quantitative input requested in most other consultations. This was 
probably one of the reasons why there were perhaps not as many contributions. Some 
stakeholders also found the period for consultation too short. Additionally, some criticised that 
the Working Document presented for the consultation was available only in English. Besides all 
the above factors it just may be so that a small number of contributions were received due to a 
relatively small number of forest sector stakeholders on the Community level. The issue of the 
capacity of stakeholders to actively participate in policy and decision-making processes is 
addressed below in this section. 
 
Changing modes of governance 
 
Decision making in natural resources is becoming increasingly difficult for land managers, 
scientists, politicians and the public (Janse 2004). This follows an overall trend of the state 
becoming more complex, with larger sizes and more heterogeneous polities (Fung and Wright 
2001). Contemporary established institutional arrangements, in the changing policy context, often 
lack the powers to deliver the required or requested policy results on their own, which makes 
them to take part in transnational networks of governance, in which power is dispersed (Hajer 
2003). The state, therefore, is weakened and this process coincides with the international growth 
of civil society, the emergence of new citizen-actors and new forms of mobilization (Hajer 2003). 
The discrepancy between institutional framework and the actual practice of policy making creates 
difficulties in solving problems both in legitimate and effective ways (Hajer 2003). This 
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discrepancy then is addressed and an “institutional void” filled by an emergence of active 
consumer organizations and NGOs. The modern policy making, extended beyond the sphere of 
“rule-creation”, seeks to avoid domination of policy deliberations by one actor and to raise 
awareness of interdependence (Hajer 2003). 
 
Non-state actors in environmental governance 
 
In the field of global environmental governance the influence of a variety of non-state actors is 
increasingly noted (Auer 2000). A number of studies have also emphasised the importance of 
NGOs and subnational administrations in the European forest policy process (Anderson et al 
1998; Weber and Christophersen 2002). In compliance with the overall trend, in the 
contemporary governance in the forest sector, the governments are advised to seek cooperation 
and joint resource mobilization together with policy actors outside of their hierarchical control 
(Glück et al. 2003). It is argued that effective public policy designs in the forest sector should 
ideally balance different interests and search for ways to solve problems created by the excessive 
influence of some and the lack of influence of others (Glück et al. 2003). In addition, Weber and 
Christophersen (2002), in the Community context, argue that the cooperation with organised 
European interests in the form of NGOs may serve the Commission as a catalyst for further 
integration and may open perspectives for increased input of state interests into the public 
political debate. 
 
Arentsen (2001) argues that despite a seemingly “voluntary” mode of governance, the 
combination of the hierarchies, markets and networks governance structures is necessary in order 
to attain environmental goals. Advocating for the role of NGOs as more equal partners in policy 
and decision making process also poses a question, of how these institutions themselves are 
governed and how accountable they are. It is argued that the recent engagements in mainstream 
politics and public service delivery have increased the resources available to environmental 
NGOs (Jepson 2005). For example, in the European Commission, the DG Environment alone 
made EUR 10.6 million available over a 4-year programme as core funding to ENGOs working 
together with this DG, (Weber and Christophersen 2002). As a result, several ENGOs have 
transformed themselves into organisations with international reach and influence, with annual 
turnovers of tens of millions of EUR and hundreds of paid employees (Jepson 2005). As 
increasingly these organisations become more like trans-national corporations or governmental 
agencies, the issue of transparency and public accountability is being raised. 
 
Another sign of warning is raised in relation to the grassroots forestry stakeholders. Weber and 
Christophersen (2002) indicate that in the past (1991/1992) the forestry stakeholders have failed 
to utilise all participation opportunities granted to them, resulting in declining offered 
participation opportunities and reducing their future potential influence. Fung and Wright (2001) 
indicate that it is expected that popular participation throughout the entire cycle of public action 
would increase the accountability of public power and the public’s capacity to learn from past 
successes and failures. However, it is questionable whether all participants can sustain their 
involvement in public action over time with a sufficient intensity to become effective monitors of 
the decisions they make (Fung and Wright 2001). It is argued that the lack of resources and 
initiative account for the limited access of forest owners on a European level to the political arena 
today (Weber and Christophersen 2002). Environmental NGOs, in comparison, have had 
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resources to utilise offered participation opportunities constantly extending their potential 
influence into the present (Weber and Christophersen 2002).  
 
A path towards improvement 
 
Hogl (2000) argued that despite the scepticism of some, global and pan-European processes 
contribute to change in the institutional framework, and subsequently, the policy output at 
national level. However, the same author assumed that EU forest policy making is deemed to be 
characterised by less stability, more actors, more fluctuation of actors, less institutionalisation and 
a greater variety of actors’ beliefs. 
 
In general, it seems that despite the complexity, the existing formal and ad-hoc institutions 
provide multiple channels for co-ordination and cooperation in Community forest related policy 
and decision making. A relatively low activity in the internet-based stakeholder consultation 
either indicates the faulty design of this exercise (very unlikely), which has prevented some 
stakeholders from taking part or low capacities of forest sector stakeholders for participation in 
transnational policy and decision-making. The latter, and more likely, argument leads to the 
assumption that the existing structures of the institutions for stakeholder participation in 
governance in EU forest policy network are sufficient. However, some improvements in the 
processes of co-ordination and cooperation in forest policy and decision making may benefit this 
policy area on a Community level. 
 
In the Commission Communication on the implementation of the EU Forestry Strategy 
(Commission of the European Communities 2005a) two proposals for action were outlined: (1) to 
develop an EU Forest Action Plan; and (2) to review the existing Community means and 
practices to facilitate co-ordination, communication and co-operation between different policy 
sectors which have an influence on forestry. These proposals are in line with the suggestions of 
the stakeholders identified in the context of the internet-based consultation. The underlying idea 
of the Action Plan is to provide the necessary impetus to transform the EU Forestry Strategy into 
a dynamic process capable of responding to the newly emerging policy context and delivering 
tangible outcomes. It is expected that the Action Plan will have a coherent set of actions, based 
on clear objectives interacting with and provide guidance to the objectives of other Community 
policies; the Action Plan should encompass both Community forest-related actions and forest 
related actions in Member States including national forest programmes. 
 
Despite the Community mandate held in individual policy areas influencing the field of forest 
policy, in general, forest policy and decision making resembles the environment of open co-
ordination (for main elements of open method of co-ordination see White Paper on European 
Governance (Commission of the European Communities 2001, p. 21)). The EU Forest Action 
Plan provides a possibility to institutionalise some of the more loose co-ordination elements and 
extend the co-ordination and cooperation institutions and processes in the field of forest policy 
into a more formal framework of open co-ordination. 
 
The development of the Action Plan further grants an opportunity for the forest policy area in the 
EU to strengthen co-ordination and coherence for the sake of better governance of European 
forests. The EU Forest Action Plan, using the existing formal and ad-hoc institutions, may still be 
able to pursue the coherence in steering, while allowing for democratic articulation of a common 
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set of priorities for society, openness and participation. At the same time, decisions, 
implementation power and responsibility may be largely devolved to national actors, maintaining 
centralized supervision and coordination. This framework, if created and implemented, would 
maintain the present application of the principle of subsidiarity in the field of forest policy, at the 
same time facilitating co-ordination and cooperation, allowing individual stakeholders more 
effectively participate in and influence policies, as well as sharing responsibilities of forest policy 
implementation between the Community, member states and stakeholders taking part in the forest 
policy network.  
 
Conclusions 
 
In this paper we analysed whether the Community provides for articulating a common set of 
priorities for society and supports openness and participation in the area of forest policy. We 
reviewed the institutional framework, composed of formal and ad-hoc institutions, and, using the 
results of the internet-based stakeholder consultation, presented the opinions of stakeholders on 
the need of and possible areas for improving governance aspects in the field of forest policy. 
 
The discussion indicated that the existing structures of the institutions for stakeholder 
participation in EU forest governance are sufficient, allowing for democratic articulation of a 
common set of priorities and support openness. However, the improvements in functioning of 
these structures may be made to facilitate co-operation and coordination in the areas of forest 
policy and to steer forest resources in the EU more effectively and coherently. The signs of 
caution were raised in respect of participation of Environmental NGOs and grassroots 
organisations in the governance in EU forests. To make the large ENGOs more equal partners, 
the issues of transparency and accountability must be addressed; and in order to ensure the 
effectiveness of the grassroots forestry organisations – their capacities to be active in 
transnational governance must be balanced with the participation opportunities. 
 
Development of the EU Forest Action Plan provides an opportunity to institutionalise some of the 
more loose co-ordination elements and extend the co-ordination and cooperation institutions and 
processes in the field of forest policy into a more formal framework of open co-ordination. 
However, in order to do so, an active participation and commitment from all of those involved in 
forest policy and decision making on the Community level is necessary. All actors in the field of 
forest policy must realise that the improved co-ordination and cooperation does not only mean 
more influence on the Community level. A stronger and more coherent voice in the priority 
setting is accompanied by more of a joint responsibility for follow-up and implementation. In 
order to be the equal partners, better capacities ought to be built and commitments made by all 
actors. 
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