
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bernd Markus Liss  
Frank Hofmann 

 
 
 
 
 

Monitoring of the National Forest  
Programme of Germany  

 
Proposal for an Approach and Procedures 

 
 

July 2002 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Contribution to the COST E19 – Meeting 
Savonlinna/ Finland 
4 – 6 April 2002 
 

 
UNIVERSITY OF FREIBURG 
INSTITUTE OF FOREST POLICY 
GERMANY 

GERMAN ASSOCIATION OF DEVE-

LOPMENT CONSULTANTS AGEG 
(COOP.)  
NATURAL RESOURCES AND RURAL 

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMEMT 



Bernd-Markus Liss & Frank Hofmann: “Monitoring of the National Forest Programme of Germany” 

 1 

 
 
Contents 
 
 
1. Background............................................................................................................................... 2 
 
2. Monitoring – international references.................................................................................... 2 
 
3. Monitoring – why and what?................................................................................................... 3 

Why monitor?........................................................................................................................... 3 
What should be subject to monitoring?.................................................................................... 4 

 
4. Proposal for Approach and Procedure ................................................................................... 5 

Process monitoring: .................................................................................................................. 5 
Monitoring of implementation: ................................................................................................ 6 
Approach to a system of impact monitoring: ........................................................................... 7 

 
5. Conclusions ............................................................................................................................... 7 
 
References...................................................................................................................................... 9 
 
Appendix: Extracts on the topic of monitoring from documents of IPF, IFF and UNFF.... 10 
 
 
 
 
Authors 
 
Dr. Bernd Markus Liss  
German Association of  
Development Consultants (AGEG)  
Galgenweg 29  
 
D – 86899 Landsberg/Lech  
 
Tel.: +49 (0)8191 942010  
Fax: +49 (0)8191 942009  
e-mail: bernd_liss@compuserve.com 

Frank Hofmann  
University of Freiburg  
Institute of Forest Policy  
Bertoldstr. 17  
 
D – 79100 Freiburg  
 
Tel.: +49 (0)761 203 3720 
Fax: +49 (0)761 203 3705 
e-mail: Frank.Hofmann@ifp.uni-freiburg.de 
 

 
 
The authors would like to acknowledge ideas and comments provided to a first version of this 
paper by Dr. Thomas Schneider, Hamburg, and Kerstin Bernecker, Herrsching. 
 
 
 
© by Bernd Markus Liss & Frank Hofmann 
Reproduction is allowed as long as source is properly quoted 



Bernd-Markus Liss & Frank Hofmann: “Monitoring of the National Forest Programme of Germany” 

 2 

Monitoring of the National Forest 
Programme of Germany – Proposal 
for an Approach and Procedures1 
 
 

1. Background 
 
Under the leadership of the Federal Ministry of 
Food, Agriculture and Forestry BML2, the socie-
tal dialogue process for elaborating a national 
forest programme (NFP), according to the con-
cept of the Intergovernmental Panel on Forests 
IPF of the United Nations, was started in autumn 
1999. In a continuous process, the NFP should 
develop progressively the consensus of all inter-
est groups for a forest policy that meets the ob-
jective of sustainable forest management within 
the framework of sustainable development in 
consideration of ecological, economic, and so-
cial aspects. Therefore, political guidelines for 
action and appropriate proposals for their im-
plementation should be elaborated at the na-
tional level. The intention is to include the re-
sults of the NFP process in the “National Strat-
egy for Sustainability”, which is being elabo-
rated under the lead of the Government Chancel-
lery since 2001, in order to establish political 
coherence with other sectors. 
 
The first phase of the process was finished in 
October 2000 after a total of nine "Round Table" 
conferences with the participation of a multitude 
of actors involved in forest policy. The results 
obtained by then were documented and pre-
sented to the public (BML, ed., 2000). At the 
beginning of the second phase in April 2001, 
and following upon the analysis of the previous 
process, the actors of the NFP agreed on a man-
datory guideline  to be the basis of the devel-
opment of the future socio-political dialogue 
within the framework of the NFP. This “Man-
ual3“ includes under point 7 the following state-
ment about monitoring: “The process as well as 
the implementation of the proposals for action 
are being monitored. The monitoring results are 
presented to subsequent Round Tables. The 
Round Table determines three actors for this 
                                                                 
1 A first version of this paper was presented at the 12th 
Round Table of the NFP Germany  
2 Since 2001: Federal Ministry of Consumer Protec-
tion, Food, and Agriculture (BMVEL) 
3 National Forest Programme (NFP) Germany – 
Manual for the Second Phase, adopted at the 10th 
Round Table, Bonn on 2-3 April 2001. 

task. The prerequisites for the monitoring of the 
implementation of the proposals for action are 
to be fixed in the pertinent discussions on the 
contents of technical issues.“ 
 
At the 11th Round Table, the actors of the NFP 
asked the group of authors to develop a proposal 
for the monitoring of the NFP. The paper in 
hand is providing a first basis for discussion. 
 

2. Monitoring – international references 
 
Based on the UNCED Forest Principles (Rio, 
1992), the proposals for action of the Intergov-
ernmental Panel on Forest IPF (1995-1997) and 
of the Intergovernmental Forum on Forests IFF 
(1997-2000) represent the most concrete and – 
since being adopted by the international com-
munity of States – the most important results of 
the international dialogue on forests. The en-
couragement of countries to elaborate and im-
plement national forest programmes is to be 
regarded as the most important component of the 
IPF/ IFF proposals for action, to which basically 
all other country-specific proposals for action 
can be related. 
 
Statements on the subject of monitoring are 
found in both the final report of the IPF and the 
one of the IFF, as well as in the recent decisions 
of the United Nations Forum on Forests 
(UNFF). 
 
In this context one should differentiate 

(a) statements on the monitoring of national 
forest programmes, hence the monitoring of 
the process and its effectiveness (e.g. IPF 
Final Report para. 8, 17(c), (d), (f); IFF Fi-
nal Report para. 10), including relevant in-
ternational co-operation (IPF para. 71, 138),  

(b) statements on the monitoring of the imple-
mentation of the IPF proposals for action 
(IFF Final Report chapter I B. para. 10–15 
and para. 17(a), (b), (d)), and 

(c) statements on the monitoring of the impact 
of actions, e.g. monitoring of the forest con-
dition or forest health (e.g. IPF Final Report, 
para. 48-50; IFF Final Report para. 7) or on 
the progress towards sustainable forest man-
agement by implementing the outcomes of 
international negotiations (e.g. IPF Final 
Report para. 147; IFF Final Report para. 10), 
as well as in view of changes in market con-
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ditions with implications on sustainable for-
est management (IFF Final Report para. 38). 

(d) Other statements refer to methods of moni-
toring and their efficiency (IPF Final Report 
para. 89(c); IFF Final Report para. 10), 
monitoring procedures, technical aspects and 
participatory mechanisms (IPF Final Report 
para. 58(b)(vi), 94(d); IFF Final Report para. 
10-14, 17(a), (b), 68) and the parameters to 
be used, mostly with regard to national crite-
ria and indicators for sustainable forest man-
agement (e.g. IPF Final Report para. 108; 
IFF Final Report para. 10, 15, 17(d)). 

 
The decisions of the first session of UNFF in 
June 2001, in particular the UNFF Multi Year 
Programme of Work (MYPOW) as well as the 
UNFF Plan of Action (PoA), which the minis-
ters are to adopt during UNFF-2 in March 2002, 
also refer to monitoring, mostly in connection 
with one of the main functions of the UNFF, 
namely to facilitate and promote the implemen-
tation of IPF/ IFF proposals for action as well as 
the related reporting, which still needs to be 
developed (see UNFF MYPOW, sect. B. 1-5, 
PoA, para. 6-10, 15, 22-24). At the national 
level, the decisions of the UNFF are relevant 
mainly with regard to reporting on the progress 
of implementation of the IPF/ IFF proposals for 
action. 
 
The original of the above cited text can be 
viewed in the Appendix to this paper. Here, only 
one important sentence of the IPF Final Report 
in relation to the subject of monitoring may be 
quoted. Proposal for action number 17 (f) reads 
as follows: “[The Panel] encouraged countries 
to elaborate systems, including private and 
community forest management systems, for 
planning, implementing, monitoring and evalu-
ating national forest programmes that identify 
and involve, where appropriate, a broad par-
ticipation of indigenous people, forest dwellers, 
forest owners and local communities in mean-
ingful decision-making regarding the manage-
ment of state forest lands in their proximity, 
within the context of national laws and legisla-
tion”. 
 
In this context, both IFF and UNFF emphasise 
that the added value of monitoring and reporting 
emerges mainly at the national level, namely 
through enhancing the efficiency of national 
forest programmes and of the efforts towards 
sustainable forest management. Therefore, exist-

ing systems should be used and harmonised, 
wherever possible, in order to avoid duplication 
of work (compare IFF Final Report para. 10, 
11). This is also of immediate importance for the 
monitoring system to be developed within the 
framework of the NFP Germany. 
 
In the past, Germany participated decisively in 
shaping the outcomes of the international forest-
policy dialogue and made a commitment for 
their implementation. Hence the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany has a certain (self-) obligation to 
report about the process of implementing the 
IPF/ IFF proposals for action, and consequently 
about the process of the NFP as an essential 
element of implementation. This was put into 
practice by the German government within the 
framework of voluntary reporting by countries 
to UNFF-2 (according to the UNFF decision No. 
1/3, Annex PoA, para. 9, 22, 23). A report on the 
German NFP was also included in the report on 
national forest programmes of the UN Secretary-
General to the UNFF-2. 
 
The development of a monitoring system for the 
NFP of Germany has been defined de facto 
within the agreed Manual for the NFP process. 
Now the question arises as to how and with what 
efforts this agreement can be honoured.  
 

3. Monitoring – why and what? 
 
Why monitor? 
 
Apart from the above reasons for monitoring on 
the basis of international and national (self-) 
commitment, the monitoring of the NFP is de-
signed to contribute to the added value at the 
national level. Considering the enormous efforts 
of time and money4 spent on the NFP process, it 
is justified to request a maximum of effective-
ness and efficiency of the process. 
 
Monitoring should first and foremost serve as an 
instrument to help actors to understand and ana-
lyse the impacts of the jointly agreed policy and 
to examine the effectiveness of policy with re-
gard to the achievement of objectives. More-
over, through monitoring critical factors influ-

                                                                 
4 It is estimated that one two-day Round Table Meet-
ing with about 50 participants costs about 75.000 
Euro. Additional costs are occurring in preparation of 
Round Tables, and due to a lot of activities in draft-
ing and reporting groups. 
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encing the success of policy with regard to the 
achievement of objectives – in the process of 
formulation as well as in implementation – can 
be identified, as well as external factors (e.g. 
other sector policies and processes) with signifi-
cant influence on the impact of policy. In addi-
tion, it is also essential to identify important 
external – desired and undesired – secondary 
effects of policies. Simultaneously, it is neces-
sary to ensure that the most immediate possible 
feedback is given to the actors, the "policy mak-
ers", in order that those may respond accord-
ingly and, if appropriate, intervene in a correc-
tive or enhancing manner. 
 
Additionally, monitoring should deliver indica-
tions to the actors themselves to assess the effec-
tiveness of their own participation in the process 
as well as of their actions. 
 
BÖCHER AND KROTT (2001) have been studying 
dialogue-oriented political processes in the 
German nature conservation policy of the nine-
ties. In their politico-scientific analysis on co-
operative processes and on negotiations for con-
sensus between societal actors as instrument for 
achieving goals of sustainability, they state that 
the success of negotiation – compared with the 
goals of the process – was insufficient. The rea-
sons for this were essentially the lack of manda-
tory goals and a time frame for their achieve-
ment as well as the lack of an agreement on 
monitoring the implementation of determined 
measures. According to their findings, results 
will be effectively promoted if outcomes of a 
political process are continuously monitored and 
an active follow-up takes place after the process 
of negotiation. In this context, the notification 
and realisation of monitoring measures for veri-
fying the compliance with agreed measures is an 
important factor for promoting the success of 
negotiations for consensus within the framework 
of "co-operative policy". 
 
Hence, monitoring is a fundamental step towards 
enhancing the effectiveness and efficiency of a 
process and its results. Within the framework of 
the German NFP process, this means that the 
fulfilment of the agreements on monitoring 
stipulated in the Manual may exercise a consid-
erable influence on the success of the NFP proc-
ess, not only with regard to the successful reali-
sation of the process but also in view of the im-
plementation of its results. Therefore, monitor-
ing must not be postponed until the termination 
of the process. Instead, interim feedback should 

be given regularly accompanying the progress of 
the process in order to positively influence its 
further course and the quality of its results. 
 
What should be subject to monitoring? 
 
In addition to its proper goals and contents, the 
monitoring of a NFP may also apply to the 
frame conditions under which the goals are to be 
achieved. In this context it appears very appro-
priate to apply the monitoring to those principles 
and elements of national forest programmes 
which were stipulated by the IPF. 
 
The principles of a NFP are: 

- National sovereignty and country leader-
ship in the responsible use of resources. 

- Consistency with the constitutional and 
legal frameworks of each country. 

- Consistency with and integration of inter-
national agreements and commitments. 

- Partnership and participation of all inter-
ested parties. 

- Holistic and inter-sectoral approach to 
forest development and conservation. 

- Long-term and iterative process of plan-
ning, implementation, and monitoring. 

- Integration with the country's sustainable 
development strategies. 

 
The elements of a NFP are: 

- National Forest Statement on important 
fields of action in connection with sus-
tainable forest management (vision, over-
all goals). 

- Sector review (collection of information, 
analysis, debate on forest issues, impor-
tance of forest and forestry for society, in-
ter-sectoral linkage and influence). 

- Formulation of future forest policies in 
important fields of action involving the in-
terested public (identification of actors), if 
necessary policy, legislative, and institu-
tional reform. 

- Development of strategies for sustainable 
development of the forest to ensure its 
ecological, economic, and social func-
tions.  

- Need for action – action plan.  
- Financing strategies, mechanisms, and in-

struments (framework conditions for pub-
lic and private investment, role of actors, 
internalisation of external factors). 
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- Implementation of specific measures and 
activities.  

- Monitoring and evaluation (M&E system) 
- Mechanisms to ensure participation and 

resolution of conflicts, for consultation 
and (cross-sectoral) co-ordination  

 
According to IPF, additional specific aspects 
should be considered such as: 

• decentralisation and empowerment of 
regional and local levels 

• recognition and respect for customary 
and traditional rights and forms of life 

• secure land tenure arrangements and 
rights of usufruct  

• ecosystem approaches that integrate the 
conservation of biological diversity and 
the sustainable use of biological re-
sources  

• sustainable provision of forest goods and 
services and their adequate valuation 

 
In accordance with the guidelines of the Manual, 
a distinction between the process of the NFP and 
its results must also be drawn in this connection. 
However, some of the above principles, ele-
ments, and specific aspects of national forest 
programmes refer to the process (partnership, 
participation, iterative action, steps of analysis, 
monitoring and evaluation), some apply to the 
concrete results of the process (formulation of 
goals, forest policies, bundles of action), but also 
to the impacts (e.g. sustainable provision of 
goods and services). 
 

Hence there is need for the monitoring of 
three different aspects of the NFP: process, 
results, impact. 
 
For all three aspects monitoring can only be 
achieved if standards of reference are identified 
– i.e. criteria for the process must be clearly 
defined and its results must be as concrete as 
possible with regard to agreements on goals and 
action – and if there are definitely determined 
objectively measurable and unambiguous stan-
dards that stand up to later factual re-
examination. These indicators must be defined 
by mutual agreement in the course of the NFP 
process in order to allow the agreed goals to be 
achieved, the results to be implemented and their 
impacts to be recorded. This is the only way to 
make the effectiveness of the process to be ulti-
mately measurable. 

4. Proposal for Approach and Procedure 
 
Process monitoring: 
 
A first step towards process monitoring was 
taken when the 10th Round Table discussed the 
strengths and weaknesses of the first phase of 
the German NFP process on the basis of a de-
tailed analysis carried out by HOFMANN AND 
LISS (2001). As an outcome of this discussion 
the participants agreed upon the already men-
tioned “Manual” for the future design of the 
NFP. The Manual defines certain frame values 
which were not codified before. Those include, 
for example, independent moderation/ facilita-
tion of the process, a decision on how to deal 
with minority votes, procedures to elaborate 
thematic background papers or the obligation to 
increase internal and external transparency of 
the process. 
 
As a reaction to the codification of the frame 
values some significant changes in the German 
NFP process could already be observed in the 
beginning of phase 2 (Round Table conferences 
11 and 12), that can be taken as a start for fur-
ther process monitoring. 
 

First of all, the moderation/ facilitation of the 
process by a professional and independent 
facilitator proves to be an important building 
block for the effective and successful execu-
tion of the Round Table conferences. Modern 
techniques of visualisation to reflect or sum-
marise discussions help to prevent non target-
oriented controversies and have a positive in-
fluence on the motivation of the participants. 
At the same time, the neutral status of the fa-
cilitator stops the existing allegation of bi-
ased moderation-behaviour and improves the 
overall contentment with the process. 

Second, the clearly defined guidelines on 
how to deal with votes of minority groups in 
the process make sure that all opinions are 
considered and documented equally. In this 
way the unsatisfactory “race” for the lowest 
common denominator can be prevented and 
the former allegation that some opinions are 
reflected stronger than others is invalidated. 

Third, a change of roles among some of the 
most important actors in the NFP process is 
observable. The Federal Ministry of Agricul-
ture and Forestry, for example, is not acting 
as an “almighty” administrational body any 
more as it did in the first phase of the NFP. 
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Instead it starts taking the role of an interme-
diary in the NFP and substantially contributes 
to conflict resolution in the course of the 
process. 

Fourth – and probably most important – a 
great number of state and non-state actors 
start changing their particular behaviour pat-
terns in the process. In contrast to the first 
phase of the NFP which was mainly charac-
terised by a sort of passive “consumer-
behaviour” (“...let’s see what the responsible 
administration is going to present...”) the par-
ticipants are now willing to take on responsi-
bility by themselves and substantially con-
tribute to the advancement of the National 
Forest Programme. Stakeholders from NGOs, 
forest owners or the forest administration of 
the “Länder” (federate states) now help draft-
ing background papers, write minutes of the 
Round Table conferences, work on final 
documents or co-ordinate additional working 
groups dealing with pending issues and spe-
cific questions. 

Finally, the NFP starts taking into considera-
tion issues having an impact on international 
policy aspects of sustainable forest manage-
ment, e.g. the change of German procurement 
policies with regard to illegal and unsustain-
able logging and trade of forest products. 
This means that the one-sided focus on 
purely national aspects related to forests and 
forestry is given up and the NFP acknowl-
edges Germany's global responsibility for the 
protection of all kinds of forests, world-wide. 
This is expected to broaden the discussion on 
forest-related policy in future.5 

 
Further process observation should be built on 
former results and should develop on this basis. 
For that purpose, a frame for both the contents 
and the time-frame of monitoring as well as 
mandates and responsibilities must be defined 
by the actors, together and by mutual agreement. 
It is suggested that reports be given periodically 
at the Round Table conferences of the NFP. 
Trends of the process can already be observed 
today. However, a final assessment as the result 
of continuous monitoring should only be given 
after another series of Round Table conferences 
(interim results) or on the termination of the 
second phase. The monitoring may then provide 
adequate evidence for enabling the actors to 

                                                                 
5 A more detailed analysis can be found in HOFMANN 
(2002). 

evaluate the process from the viewpoint of effec-
tiveness and efficiency. 
 
Monitoring of implementation: 
 
The guidelines of the Manual, which were 
passed in mutual agreement at the beginning of 
the second phase of the NFP process, aim at the 
results being as binding as possible for all actors. 
Therefore, the broadest possible consensus and 
the highest possible degree of implementation is 
strived for with regard to goals, action, respec-
tive actors, time frame, and resource require-
ments. All this should also be documented in 
writing (see BMVEL (ed.), 2001).  
 
Compared with the above, the goals and propos-
als for action as yet agreed upon within the 
framework of the NFP are still not very concrete  
and, above all, are largely noncommittal.  De-
tailed measures have not yet been formulated, 
responsibilities and time frames for implement-
ing measures as well as necessary resources that 
are to be provided for that purpose have not yet 
been defined. Furthermore, there are no verifi-
able indicators at the level of the goals nor at the 
level of the proposals for action that allow the 
achievement of objectives to be monitored, let 
alone the impacts of the process and its results to 
be analysed. 
 
As a result, there is a general need to jointly 
solidify the former goals and results step by step 
and to provide them with adequate indicators of 
performance. However, since the OBJECTIVES 
of the NFP have not been formulated accurately 
from the very beginning, there is an urgent need 
of clearly defining these objectives first. This is 
the first and indispensable step since all further 
steps, whether they refer to the formulation of 
policies, to guidelines for action or to activities, 
depend on it. Therefore, in order to define the 
goals or a goal system for the NFP, it is recom-
mended to organise a workshop with the key 
actors (with equal representation of all relevant 
groups) whereby they tackle this task in a struc-
tured manner assisted by professional facilita-
tion. 
 
The actual monitoring system should then be 
developed step by step. This development is not 
intended to be a mechanistic approach in which 
certain aspects will just be crossed off the list, 
but is meant to be an iterative approach that 
gives the actors the opportunity of contributing 
to shape the process in the course of a series of 
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meetings, e.g. within the framework of the 
Round Tables, with adequate communication. 
Against this setting, certain "milestones", fixed 
points as concretely as possible, should be 
agreed upon during the process of continuous 
development of the monitoring system, in order 
to put the respective steps of progress of the 
process on a sound basis on which further steps 
can be built. A policy of gradualism is often 
more realistic in this connection than getting 
extreme demands accepted. When future goals 
and results are being formulated the definition of 
adequate indicators for their achievement and 
potential impact should also be taken into con-
sideration. 
 
Another crucial purpose of monitoring (and 
evaluation) is to continuously include the results 
of monitoring – whether of the process or of its 
impact – into the NFP process in order to pro-
gressively enhance its effectiveness. In this con-
text, the actors should create adequate room for 
feedback loops that are to be included in the 
process. It is also important that the actors keep 
reflecting their own role in the overall context. 
Therefore, the above mentioned periodical meet-
ings are also an opportunity for making the ac-
tors aware of the overall objective and their con-
crete contribution to it.  
 
The binding character of the results of the NFP 
process will have to be judged by the concrete-
ness of the respective statements and the extent 
of consensus. This will demand a certain will-
ingness to compromise from the actors in order 
to introduce items and contents at least partially 
and/or successively in an iterative approach. 
This also includes that the actors are willing to 
assume responsibilities.  
 
Approach to a system of impact monitoring: 
 
The development of a monitoring system for the 
NFP of Germany that addresses the impacts of 
the process, could roughly be subdivided in the 
following steps. 
 

- Clarification of goals and tasks of the 
monitoring system 

- Analysis of the initial situation, the politi-
cal framework, the objectives and actions, 
the actors and their role, the status of for-
mer implementation and results (note: this 
was and is being partially accomplished 
within the framework of the NFP-process) 

- Development of an impact model (identi-
fication of areas and ways of activity, 
formulation of impact hypotheses) 

- Selection of impact indicators (interim/ 
approximate/ final indicators, qualitative 
and quantitative indicators, application of 
criteria for "good" indicators) 

- Survey approach (definition of a survey 
approach and its methods, data/ informa-
tion requirements, planning of specific 
quantitative and qualitative data collec-
tion) (note: in this context, existing statis-
tics, data, and information sources should 
be taken into account, where possible, and 
in consideration of cost-saving aspects 
only those data should be collected which 
are absolutely required) 

- Data collection and implementation of 
surveys (use and completion of existing 
data, sources and information systems, re-
alisation of specific quantitative and 
qualitative studies) (note: see point 5.) 

- Compilation, preparation, and assessment 
of the data (primary and secondary data) 
(note: see point 5.) 

- Documentation, presentation, and com-
munication of the results 

 
In all steps, the involvement of and constant 
communication with the actors are basic re-
quirements for effective monitoring and feed-
back of its (interim) results to the actors. 
 
To attend and control the development process 
of the monitoring system it is recommended for 
operational reasons to appoint a small group 
from the circle of actors to be the focal point for 
the team in charge of the development process. 
 

5. Conclusions 
 
Only if the measures agreed upon in consensus 
negotiations and the personal contributions of 
the actors are subjected to long-term monitoring 
will the binding character of the agreements 
increase. Therefore, for each step within the 
framework of the NFP, i.e. for the agreements 
made within the framework of the content-
related priorities of the Round Table meetings, a 
long-term strategy of follow-up and monitoring 
should be developed that is supported by the 
actors and that is clearly integrated in an overall 
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(goal) system. This implies that agreements on 
measures of implementation are made as con-
crete and binding as possible, i.e. with broad 
consensus, and also include statements on the 
responsibilities for implementation. In addition, 
they should be provided with clear, realistic, and 
verifiable indicators. Only this way measurabil-
ity of implementation and, consequently, moni-
toring of performance can be ensured. 
 
As opposed to this, codes of conduct as a kind of 
self-obligation of actors as they are often strived 
at within the framework of NFP negotiations 
will most likely not be successful as political 
instrument due to the lack of control and the 
largely unbinding character of the measures 
(comp. BÖCHER AND KROTT, 2001). However, 
when the actors know that their efforts are going 
to be regularly checked they will be more will-
ing to actually implement them. In this context it 
should be reflected on what mechanism would 
be effective in the event that proposals for action 
should not be implemented or that some of the 
actors should not adhere to agreed measures for 
which they assume responsibility. 
 
The actors of the NFP should realise that re-
sources must be provided for the monitoring 
system and its effective use in the process. 
Therefore, agreements should be made as to who 
can render services or make (financial) contribu-
tions and to what extent, and which information 
in consideration of the proportionality of funds 
should be collected, analysed, and prepared in 
order to ensure adequate monitoring with regard 
to both the process and the implementation of 
the results. 
 
To avoid duplication of work, existing monitor-
ing systems and collections of information (e.g. 
forest area statistics, surveys on forest condition, 
monitoring of the impacts of air pollutants) 
should be included in the monitoring approach 
for the NFP. Furthermore, with regard to the 
reporting at the international level it should be 
examined as to what extent the monitoring of the 
implementation of the IPF/ IFF proposals for 
action could be linked to  the implementation of 
other forest-related international instruments 
(e.g. CBD), and whether and in what manner the 
relevant reports to international level could be 
harmonised as part of labour-saving measures. 
This request has existed for a long time and is 
being followed up within the framework of the 
UNFF. In this context, Germany could again 

decisively shape the discussion by presenting 
adequate models. 
 
Therefore, it is recommended to develop a moni-
toring system for the NFP that complies with the 
above requirements. For that purpose, the Round 
Table should schedule a discussion to put the 
suggested approach up for debate and to make a 
decision on the development of an appropriate 
procedure. Professional advice by experienced 
specialists is indispensable in support of the 
development and implementation of monitoring, 
also with regard to cost/ benefit efficiency of the 
NFP process. 
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Appendix: 
Extracts on the topic of monitoring from 
documents of IPF, IFF and UNFF 
 
 
IPF Final Report, Feb. 1997 
 
 
I.  IMPLEMENTATION OF FOREST-RELATED 
DECISIONS OF THE UNITED NATIONS CON-
FERENCE ON ENVIRONMENT AND DEVEL-
OPMENT AT THE NATIONAL AND INTERNA-
TIONAL LEVELS, INCLUDING AN EXAMINA-
TION OF SECTORAL AND CROSS-SECTORAL 
LINKAGES 
 
A.  Progress through national forest and land-use 
programmes 
.... 
 
Conclusions 
 
8. The Panel recognized the importance of 
comprehensive forest policy frameworks or "national 
forest programmes" for the achievement of sustain-
able forest management.  It agreed that the term "na-
tional forest programme" is a generic term for a wide 
range of approaches to sustainable forest manage-
ment within different countries, to be applied at na-
tional and subnational levels based on the basic prin-
ciples outlined below.  It emphasized that national 
forest programmes demand a broad intersectoral 
approach at all stages, including the formulation of 
policies, strategies and plans of action, as well as 
their implementation, monitoring and evaluation.  
National forest programmes should be implemented 
in the context of each country's socio-economic, 
cultural, political and environmental situation, and 
should be integrated into wider programmes for sus-
tainable land use, in accordance with chapters 10 to 
15 of Agenda 21.  The activities of other sectors, such 
as agriculture, energy and industrial development, 
should be taken into account. 
 
9. The Panel emphasized a number of specific 
elements that need to be considered during the 
development and implementation of national forest 
programmes, in particular the need for appropriate 
participatory mechanisms to involve all interested 
parties; decentralization, where applicable, and 
empowerment of regional and local government 
structures; consistent with the constitutional and legal 
frameworks of each country, recognition and respect 
for customary and traditional rights of, inter alia, 
indigenous people, local communities, forest dwellers 
and forest owners; secure land tenure arrangements; 
and the establishment of effective coordination 
mechanisms and conflict-resolution schemes. 
 

10. Regardless of the approach adopted by 
individual countries, national forest programmes, as 
long-term iterative processes, should recognize the 
following as key elements:  national sovereignty and 
country leadership; consistency with national policies 
and international commitments; integration with the 
country's sustainable development strategies; 
partnership and participation; and holistic and 
intersectoral approaches.  The Panel acknowledged 
the usefulness of testing and demonstrating the 
concept of national forest programmes on an 
operational scale. 
 
11. The Panel recognized the need for national 
forest programmes to be based on a sound economic 
valuation of forest resources, including 
environmental services and non-timber products.  It 
noted that national forest programmes can provide an 
effective link between strategic and operational 
planning.  They should be specifically designed to 
increase effectiveness and efficiency at the country 
level with a view to attracting increased domestic and 
external resources. 
 
12. The Panel also recognized the need for an 
external economic and commercial environment that 
is supportive of national forest programmes.  Their 
implementation will be affected by market forces, 
including international trade.  They need to be 
supported by a market context that enhances the 
economic values of forest resources and a price 
mechanism that promotes an adequate and 
remunerative return for the sustainable use of forest 
resources. 
 
13. The Panel stressed that funding, in particular 
the provision of external resources, including private 
foreign investment and official development 
assistance (ODA), is greatly facilitated by a clear 
commitment on the part of recipient Governments to 
the implementation of national policies and 
programmes that promote sustainable forest 
management in the forest and related sectors.  More 
efficient investment policies are needed for the 
successful implementation of national forest 
programmes. 
 
14. Because of the intersectoral nature of na-
tional forest programmes, the Panel stressed the need 
for national authorities to look into the institutional 
capacity of forest-related sectors to ensure the suc-
cessful implementation of such programmes.  It em-
phasized the importance of assessing and - where 
necessary - enhancing national capabilities at all 
levels to develop, implement, monitor and evaluate 
sustainable forest management. 
 
15. The Panel acknowledged that coordination 
among all interested parties at the national and 
international levels is crucial for sustainable forest 
management.  The Panel noted and welcomed further 
input from the Conference of the Parties to the 
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Convention on Biological Diversity with respect to 
forest biological diversity. 
 
16. Finally, the Panel noted the importance of 
improving regional and international cooperation for 
the exchange of information, technology and 
know-how by establishing appropriate networks to 
support national programmes for sustainable forest 
management. 
 
Proposals for action 
 
17.  The Panel: 
 
     (a) Encouraged countries, in accordance with their 
national sovereignty, specific country conditions and 
national legislation, to develop, implement, monitor 
and evaluate national forest programmes, which in-
clude a wide range of approaches for sustainable 
forest management, taking into consideration the 
following:  consistency with national, subnational or 
local policies and strategies, and – as appropriate - 
international agreements; partnership and participa-
tory mechanisms to involve interested parties; recog-
nition and respect for customary and traditional rights 
of, inter alia, indigenous people and local communi-
ties; secure land tenure arrangements; holistic, inter-
sectoral and iterative approaches; ecosystem ap-
proaches that integrate the conservation of biological 
diversity and the sustainable use of biological re-
sources; and adequate provision and valuation of 
forest goods and services; 
 
     (b) Called for improved cooperation in support of 
the management, conservation and sustainable devel-
opment of all types of forests, and urged all countries 
to use national forest programmes, as appropriate, as 
a basis for international cooperation in the forest 
sector;  
 
     (c) Stressed the need for international cooperation 
in the adequate provision of ODA, as well as possible 
new and additional funding from the Global Envi-
ronment Facility (GEF) and other appropriate innova-
tive sources of finance for the effective development, 
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of na-
tional forest programmes; 
 
     (d) Encouraged countries to integrate suitable 
criteria and indicators for sustainable forest manage-
ment, as appropriate, into the overall process of the 
formulation, implementation, monitoring and evalua-
tion of national forest programmes, on a step-by-step 
basis; 
 
     (e) Urged countries to develop, test and implement 
appropriate participatory mechanisms for integrating 
timely and continuous multidisciplinary research into 
all stages of the planning cycle;  

 
     (f) Encouraged countries to elaborate systems, 
including private and community forest management 
systems, for planning, implementing, monitoring and 
evaluating national forest programmes that identify 
and involve, where appropriate, a broad participation 
of indigenous people, forest dwellers, forest owners 
and local communities in meaningful decision-
making regarding the management of state forest 
lands in their proximity, within the context of na-
tional laws and legislation; 
 
     (g) Urged countries, particularly in developing 
countries and countries with economies in transition, 
to include capacity-building as an objective of na-
tional forest programmes, paying particular attention 
to training, extension services and technology trans-
fer and financial assistance from developed countries, 
taking due account of local traditional forest-related 
knowledge; 
 
     (h) Encouraged countries to establish sound na-
tional coordination mechanisms or strategies among 
all interested parties, based on consensus-building 
principles, to promote the implementation of national 
forest programmes; 
.... 
 
48. The Panel emphasized the need to continue 
monitoring and evaluating the impact of airborne 
pollution on forest health wherever it has been 
demonstrated in the world, and the need for 
information on how the countries concerned have 
addressed such problems.  The Panel also stressed the 
need for continuing action to reduce airborne 
pollution, including the transfer and use of the best 
available as well as future environmentally sound 
technologies on mutually agreed terms.  The problem 
has to be solved by action outside the forests. 
 
49. The Panel stressed the need for international 
cooperation, including information exchange; 
research and field data collection; evaluation of the 
socioeconomic and environmental impact of airborne 
pollution on forests; studies of ecosystem function 
where pollutant deposition threatens sustainability; 
the development of methods for assessing and 
monitoring national level criteria and indicators that 
relate airborne pollution to sustainable forest 
management; the dissemination of information to the 
public; the provision of access to existing data by 
potential users, including managers and policy 
makers; and technical assistance in order to help 
build capacity for research. 
 
Proposals for action 
 
50. The Panel: 
 
 (a) Encouraged countries to adopt a 
preventative approach to the reduction of damaging 
air pollution, which may include long-range 
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transboundary air pollution, in national strategies for 
sustainable development; 
 
 (b) Encouraged countries to strengthen 
international cooperation for building scientific 
knowledge, such as techniques for monitoring and 
analysing airborne causes of deforestation and forest 
degradation, and to cooperate in activities related to 
the impact of air-borne pollution on forest health, 
including the provision of access to existing data by 
potential users, including managers and policy 
makers and the dissemination of information to the 
public; 
 
 (c) Recommended that existing regional 
programmes monitoring the impact of airborne 
pollution on forest health in affected countries should 
continue and be extended to other regions where 
necessary; 
 
 (d) Encouraged the development of methods 
for the assessment and monitoring of national-level 
criteria and indicators for airborne pollutants in the 
context of sustainable forest management; 
.... 
58. The Panel: 
.... 
 (b) Urged countries with low forest cover: 
.... 
  (vi) In particular developing 
countries and countries with economies in transition, 
to embark on capacity-building programmes at na-
tional, subnational and local levels, including espe-
cially existing national institutions, to promote effec-
tive participation in decision-making with respect to 
forests throughout the planning, implementation, 
monitoring and evaluation processes, and taking full 
advantage of the wealth of traditional knowledge 
available in the country; 
.... 
71. The Panel: 
.... 
 (b) Urged recipient and donor countries 
to jointly explore, as a priority activity, appropriate 
indicators for monitoring and evaluating the ade-
quacy and effectiveness of forest programmes and 
projects at the national and local levels, supported by 
international cooperation in financial assistance and 
technology transfer;  
.... 
89. The Panel: 
.... 
 (c) Urged countries, universities and 
relevant organizations and major groups to strengthen 
research on forest inventory and monitoring tech-
niques with a view to expanding the scope and im-
proving the quality of forest assessments; 
 
.... 
94. The Panel: 
.... 

 (d) Encouraged countries and regional and 
international research organizations to extend on-site 
research and to enhance its prioritization and the 
application of its results, with the involvement of all 
interested parties, in the planning, implementation, 
monitoring and evaluation of research so as to 
enhance its relevance and impact. 
.... 
108. While recognizing that national-level criteria 
and indicators may play an important role in 
clarifying issues related to forest certification and the 
labelling of forest products, the Panel emphasized 
that the development of criteria and indicators is 
primarily intended for promoting and monitoring 
sustainable forest management, and not for imposing 
certification or labelling schemes for forest products.  
Criteria and indicators are not performance standards 
for certifying management at any level, and should 
not be made a basis for restriction of trade.  The 
Panel also emphasized that criteria and indicators for 
sustainable forest management should not be used as 
grounds for conditionality in the provision of ODA. 
.... 
138. The Panel noted the need for enhanced 
international efforts in a number of interlinked forest-
related areas, including effective governance of 
international institutions, organizations and 
instruments dealing with forest issues; improved 
mechanisms for focusing, coordinating and 
monitoring the activities undertaken by agencies and 
to implement instruments on international forest-
related issues; improved participation of major 
groups in forest-related forums and processes to 
promote sustainable forest management; strategic 
data collection and analysis; projects to strengthen 
capacity-building, technology transfer and exchange, 
and human resource development, in particular at the 
national and field levels; improved coordination 
between international and bilateral funding agencies; 
and mo re focused and effective funding for and 
coordination of research and development in priority 
areas concerned with sustainable forest management. 
.... 
147. The Panel examined a number of options for 
action at the intergovernmental level to continue the 
intergovernmental policy dialogue on all types of 
forests and to monitor progress in and promote the 
implementation of the Panel's proposals for action.  It 
proposed the following options, which were not 
necessarily seen to be mutually exclusive: 
 
 (a) To continue the intergovernmental 
policy dialogue on forests and the consideration of all 
aspects and programmes aimed at the management, 
conservation and sustainable development of all types 
of forests in a holistic manner within existing forums, 
such as the Commission, FAO and their respective 
institutional structures, as well as other appropriate 
international organizations, institutions and 
instruments; 
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 (b) To continue the intergovernmental 
policy dialogue on forests through the establishment 
of an ad hoc open-ended intergovernmental forum on 
forests under the auspices of the Commission, with a 
focused and time-limited mandate, charged with, 
inter alia, reviewing, monitoring and reporting on 
progress in the management, conservation and 
sustainable development of all types of forests, 
promoting and monitoring the implementation of the 
Panel's proposals for action, and either: 
 
 (i) On that basis, considering and advising 

on the need for other arrangements and 
mechanisms, including legal arrangements 
covering all types of forests, and reporting 
on those matters to the Commission at the 
appropriate time in its work programme, 
which has yet to be defined; 

and/or: 
 
 (ii) Preparing the basis and building the 

necessary consensus for a decision to 
negotiate and elaborate possible elements of 
a legally binding instrument, reporting to the 
Commission in 1999 on its work; 

 
 (c) To carry forward intergovernmental 
policy action on forests through the establishment, as 
soon as possible, under the authority of the General 
Assembly, of an intergovernmental negotiating 
committee on a legally binding instrument on all 
types of forest, with a focused and time-limited 
mandate. 
 
 
 
IFF Final Report, Feb. 2000 
 
.... 
Programme Element I.  
Promoting and facilitating the implementation of the 
proposals for action of the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Forests, and reviewing, monitoring and reporting 
on progress in the management, conservation and 
sustainable development of all types of forests  
 
A. Promoting and facilitating implementa-

tion 
.... 
7. The Forum took note of the continuing 
monitoring of the effects of airborne pollutants on 
forests within member countries of the International 
Cooperative Programme on Forests (ICP Forests), as 
well as the establishment of new protocols dealing 
with nitrogen, heavy metals and persistent pollutants 
under the Geneva Convention on Long-Range Trans-
boundary Air Pollution, as well as the beginning of 
regional cooperation on a monitoring network on acid 
rain among countries in Eastern Asia. It noted with 
appreciation the offer by some countries to extend 

their cooperation to interested countries not presently 
participating in international networks. 
.... 
 
B. Monitoring progress in implementation 
 
Conclusions 
 
10. IFF recognized that there are various aspects 
to data collection, monitoring, assessment and report-
ing. One aspect relates to assessing progress in im-
plementation of the IPF proposals for action in terms 
of existing and, if appropriate, new legislation, poli-
cies, programmes and processes. Another aspect 
relates to assessing trends in the management, con-
servation and sustainable development of all types of 
forests as well as the state of forests, and to make the 
best use of criteria and indicators for sustainable 
forest management. IFF also recognized that the 
national implementation of criteria and indicators and 
assessing progress is affected by enabling conditions 
and mechanisms, including financial and technical 
resources. The primary value and benefits of review-
ing, monitoring and reporting is at the national level. 
Efforts should be made to make national data timely, 
accurate and internationally comparable, as well as 
transparent and accessible to all interested parties. 
 
11. The collection, assessment, monitoring, 
organization, reporting and dissemination of data can 
involve substantial costs and institutional capacity. 
Therefore, efforts should be made to avoid duplica-
tion by utilizing, where appropriate, existing report-
ing systems of international organizations and in-
struments, and by harmonizing, where appropriate, 
existing monitoring and reporting systems. 
 
12. There is a need to build and strengthen insti-
tutional, technical and human capacity at the national 
level to enable periodic monitoring of the state of 
forests in order to measure and report on policy effec-
tiveness and progress towards sustainable forest man-
agement as well as to identify priority areas of action. 
Monitoring, assessment and reporting activities 
should be integrated into national forest programmes. 
Approaches to strengthening national capacities 
should be practical and cost-effective. 
 
13. Cooperation, coordination and partnership 
among countries and between countries and organiza-
tions would assist capacity-building. In this regard, 
greater priority should be given by all countries to 
financial and technical assistance programmes and 
the transfer of technology to help developing coun-
tries to strengthen their capacity for reviewing, moni-
toring and reporting. 
 
14. There is also a need to develop a better 
common understanding of key concepts, definitions 
and terms at both the national and international lev-
els, as well as greater comparability of data that per-
mits aggregation at the regional and global levels. 
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This would assist countries in meeting the various 
demands for reviewing, monitoring and reporting on 
forests by international instruments, multilateral 
organizations and various regional and international 
criteria and indicator processes. 
 
15. Criteria and indicators for sustainable forest 
management are important tools for reviewing, moni-
toring and reporting on the state of and trends in all 
types of forests and for assessing progress towards 
sustainable forest management. Incorporating the 
results of criteria and indicators, for instance, in vol-
untary national reporting to the Commission on Sus-
tainable Development, as well as to the FAO global 
forest resources assessment, national forest pro-
grammes reporting, and the State of the World’s For-
ests reporting, would provide useful bases to assess 
progress towards management, conservation and 
sustainable development of all types of forests. 
 
Proposals for action 
 
16. IFF recalled the IPF proposals for action that 
are relevant to this category (in particular, 
E/CN.17/1997/12, paras. 17 (g), 17 (i), 70 (e), 77 (f), 
78 (b), 78 (c), 115 (a) and 115 (b)). 
 
17. IFF encouraged countries to: 
 (a) Prepare national information on the 
management, conservation, and sustainable develop-
ment of all types of forests as the basis for any con-
solidated information on forests at the international 
level. Adequate financial resources, both domestic 
and international, should be available for capacity-
building and implementation of national reporting 
initiatives; 
 (b) Make forest-related information for 
reviewing, monitoring and reporting progress in im-
plementation of sustainable forest management 
widely available and accessible to policy makers and 
to interested groups, noting the important role that 
subnational levels of government and interested 
groups play in contributing to assessment and infor-
mation gathering; 
 (c) Report on the implementation of 
IPF proposals for action in the context of reporting on 
forests to the Commission on Sustainable Develop-
ment at its eighth session, taking into account, where 
appropriate, the process used to assess the relevance 
of the proposals and priorities for action, the organi-
zations and interested parties involved, and noting 
progress made and the areas where new actions could 
be undertaken; 
 (d) Further develop and implement, 
with the support of international organizations, as 
appropriate, criteria and indicators for sustainable 
forest management, and use them as a basis for re-
viewing, monitoring and reporting national trends in 
the state of forests, as well as progress on the man-
agement, conservation and sustainable development 
of all types of forests; 

 (e) Encourage the donor community to 
assist developing countries in preparing national 
information and reports on forests, recognizing that 
information collection and reporting are costly activi-
ties. 
 
18. IFF encouraged ITFF member organizations 
and other relevant international and regional organi-
zations to consult with countries regarding collection 
and synthesis of national information in order to 
facilitate accurate reporting with a view to having 
countries verify the information synthesized, and give 
effective feedback on the overall results of data col-
lection and reporting and make such information 
widely available and accessible to policy makers and 
to interested groups. 
 
19. IFF encouraged countries, ITFF member 
organizations and other relevant international and 
regional organizations to: 
Develop harmonized, cost-effective, comprehensive 
reporting formats for collecting and synthesizing 
national forest information to meet the diverse de-
mands for reliable and timely data by various forest-
related international organizations and instruments. 
There is a need to incorporate information on relevant 
criteria and indicators for sustainable forest manage-
ment, including indicators on environmental, social 
and economic functions, such as non-wood products, 
forest resources and services, and the competitiveness 
of forest products at the domestic and international 
levels, into such reporting formats in order to reduce 
reporting burdens on countries and increase the time-
liness and consistency of reporting; 
(b) Improve the effectiveness of coordination 
and partnership within countries and with interna-
tional organizations and instruments as a means of 
building the capacity in developing countries for 
periodic and timely collection, review, synthesis and 
utilization of information related to sustainable forest 
management. 
.... 
38. Recent changes in the markets for forest 
products, such as those caused by the recent financial 
crisis, have raised concerns on the ability to continue 
the implementation of measures aimed at sustainable 
forest management but have at the same time in-
creased the need for it. The long-term impacts of such 
unpredictable events on efforts to promote sustain-
able forest management need examination and moni-
toring. Such situations highlight the need to develop 
strategies for sustainable forest management with a 
long-term perspective so that the negative effects of 
short-term market changes can be minimized. 
.... 
 
68. The involvement of indigenous people and 
local communities (including indigenous people and 
other forest-dependent people practising traditional 
lifestyles, forest owners and local communities, many 
of whom possess important traditional forest-related 
knowledge; see General Assembly resolution A/S-
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19/2, annex, para. 37) and the understanding and use 
of their traditional knowledge, as well as recognition 
of their rights to the natural resources in their tradi-
tional areas within national laws and jurisdiction, can 
support the formulation, design, implementation and 
monitoring of policies towards sustainable forest 
management. The sharing and application of this 
knowledge can help interested parties to avoid proce-
dures that impact unfavourably on ecosystems and 
local social systems. Traditional knowledge can 
complement new technologies, and might be adapted 
and used more widely. In this context, IFF recalled 
relevant IPF proposals for action (in particular, 
E/CN.17/1997/12, para. 40 (r)). 
 
 
UNFF First Substantive Session, 
June 2001 
 
UNFF multi-year programme of work 
.... 
 
B. Monitoring, assessment and reporting 
 
1.  Recognizes that monitoring, assessment and 
reporting are among the principal functions of UNFF, 
and are complementary to implementation of the 
IPF/IFF Proposals for Action as well as related to the 
overall review of UNFF at its fifth session, 
 
2.  Stressing the importance of the use of re-
gional and national criteria and indicators for sustain-
able forest management as a basis for reporting on 
sustainable forest management, 
 
3. Decides that UNFF’s function of monitor-
ing, assessment and reporting comprises the follow-
ing areas: 
 
• Progress in implementation of the IPF/IFF Pro-

posals for Action, 
• Progress towards sustainable management of all 

types of forests, 
• Review of the effectiveness, 
 
4. Calls upon member organizations of the 
CPF to facilitate efforts, including those by countries, 
to report on the implementation of the IPF/IFF Pro-
posals for Action, and to make easily accessible in-
formation on: financial resources, environmentally 
sound technology, to support national capacity build-
ing for forest-related information collecting and re-
porting in developing countries,  
 
5. Invites reporting from countries, regions, 
organizations and processes based on a credible, 
voluntary reporting system, with a focus on the im-
plementation of the IPF/IFF Proposals for Action, 
.... 

UNFF Plan of Action 
for the implementation of the IPF/IFF 
proposals for action 
.... 
Decision  
.... 
 
2. Invites Ministers to endorse the Plan of Action at 
the high-level ministerial segment at the second ses-
sion of the UNFF and consider transmitting it as one 
of the inputs of the UNFF process to the preparatory 
committee of the World Summit on Sustainable De-
velopment, recognizing that countries will proceed 
immediately with assessment, prioritization and im-
plementation of the IPF/IFF proposals for action in 
the context of their national priorities 
.... 
 
5. The target of the Plan of Action is progress on 

implementation of the IPF/IFF proposals for ac-
tion, and demonstrable progress towards sus-
tainable forest management, by 2005. 

 
 
Activities at the national level 
 
6. Countries will set their own national priorities, 

targets and timetables for the implementation of 
the IPF/IFF proposals for action, and systemati-
cally assess and analyze the IPF/IFF proposals 
for action in their national context. 

 
7. To facilitate the assessment, it may be helpful to 

cluster the proposals for action according to, in-
ter alia, the 16 elements listed in the report of 
the Secretary-General (E/CN.17/IFF/4). 

 
8. Countries will develop or strengthen, as appro-

priate, national forest programmes, as defined in 
the IPF/IFF proposals for action, or other inte-
grated programs relevant to forests, with the aim 
of achieving an holistic and comprehensive ap-
proach to sustainable forest management. 

 
9. Countries will, on a voluntary basis, report 

progress towards the implementation of the 
IPF/IFF proposals for action to the UNFF as 
soon as possible, and if practicable to the first 
Ministerial segment of UNFF. 

 
10. Countries will endeavour to involve relevant 

stakeholders in the implementation of the 
IPF/IFF proposals for action at the national 
level. 

.... 
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Elements 
 
15. The following 16 elements are an important tool 

for the implementation of the IPF/IFF proposals 
for action 

.... 
1. Formulation and implementation of national forest 
programmes 
.... 
10. Monitoring, assessment and reporting; and con-
cepts, terminology and definitions 
.... 
 
Activities Related to Reporting 
 
22. Reporting on progress in the implementation of 

the IPF/IFF proposals for action is based on 
voluntary reporting, including by sub-regional 
and regional groups and processes, drawing 
upon existing formats, as appropriate.   

 
23. Voluntary reporting by countries, regions, or-

ganizations and processes on their implementa-
tion of the IPF/IFF proposals for action should 
include achievements and identify gaps and ob-
stacles to implementation, inter alia, on means 
of implementation. The reports may be prepared 
in consultation with relevant stakeholders. Such 
voluntary reports would start at second session 
of the UNFF. 

 
24. Relevant stakeholders are encouraged to provide 

reports on their contribution to the implementa-
tion of the IPF/IFF proposals for action. 

.... 
 
 


