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1. Report objectives and structure 

This report is part of the FFEM Project (FGEF Project – French Global Environment Facility), entitled 
“Optimising the production of goods and services by Mediterranean woodland ecosystems in a 
context of global change” and in particular, Component 3 (Appendix 1), which has the overall aim of supporting 
and improving governance models for woodland ecosystems at an area level in order to promote local-level 
strategies for reducing anthropogenic pressures on these ecosystems while ensuring that the goods and services on 
which users depend can be maintained in the long term. 
 
This report is for everyone concerned and interested in the management of Mediterranean woodland areas: 
managers, public or private owners, companies or individual or collective users in all sectors of activity, including 
agriculture, water management, protection of fauna and flora, forestry, tourism, leisure, etc.  
 

Objectives 

 
1) To present a range of relevant participatory governance and management approaches and tools applied mainly to 
the management of woodland and agricultural areas, and used in various places around the world (e.g. Chartes 
Forestières de Territoire (CFTs - Local Forestry Charters), Community Forests, Model Forests, etc.), by focussing 
particularly on analysing their strengths and weaknesses, contexts and application conditions, geographical scope and 
the key stakeholders involved. 

 
2) To make recommendations for facilitating the design and implementation of a methodology and tools for 
participatory governance and management, which are suited to the specific nature of the Mediterranean region, and 
particularly to that of the countries involved in the project and their pilot sites.  

 
We use the term “management” here in the broadest sense, to include socio-economic and environmental 
diagnostics activities, development and planning activities and the implementation, monitoring and evaluation of 
specific forest management activities (e.g. silvicultural practices, fire prevention, habitat protection, etc.). 
 
This report does not aim to present an exhaustive list of participatory governance and management initiatives, or 
help readers or potential users choose a methodology from those presented. There are a multitude of initiatives 
around the world, and none are perfect, in the sense that they have no flaws or weaknesses, could meet any 
objectives and could be reproduced in any context. Furthermore, comparing initiatives using objective criteria is a 
complex business due to their varying contexts, experiences, degrees of maturity and organisational structures, and 
the varied nature of information available to the public.  
 
This document rather aims to present a fairly broad range of initiatives that have been implemented in a variety of 
spatial, temporal and cultural contexts for managing public and private forest areas, together with their strengths 
and weaknesses, which area managers could use to develop participatory governance methodologies and tools 
adapted to their needs, objectives and resources. 
 
This report has eight sections and three appendices, which include a presentation of Component 3 of the FGEF 
project (Appendix 1), method sheets (Appendix 2), which present some participatory methodological approaches 
and tools that are particularly relevant to the context studied and which will be used while preparing the 
methodologies to be adapted to the pilot sites, and also the questionnaire sent to National Thematic Advisors on 
aspects of governance in the pilot sites (Appendix 3).  
 
Section 1 presents report objectives and structure. 
 
Section 2 explains the methodology used to write it.  
 
Section 3 presents a general introduction and initial discussion of the issues around the participatory governance 
and management of woodland areas in the current context of global environmental and socio-economic changes.  
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Section 4 deals with the concept of participatory governance, more generally at first and then focusses on its 
application in Mediterranean woodland areas.  
 
Section 5 then suggests ways in which participatory governance and tools can facilitate the sustainable management 
of natural resources in the Mediterranean region, based on the analysis of various international initiatives where this 
type of governance has been used successfully in various planning and management processes, structures and tools. 
This section provides a methodological framework for the participatory governance and management of forest 
areas, highlighting the involvement and engagement of area stakeholders in the various phases of the process, from 
initial diagnostics to the implementation, monitoring and evaluation of actions  
 
Section 6 presents a range of particularly relevant participatory governance and management initiatives chosen 
from a number of international projects analysed. It does not attempt to provide a comprehensive list of initiatives 
as they are many and varied, but rather aims to present a fairly large range of initiatives/experiences that have been 
successfully implemented and where the lessons learned could be capitalised, taken and used in the Mediterranean 
context, and particularly in the FGEF project pilot sites.  
 
Section 7 presents a summary of information received from the National Thematic Advisors (Algeria, Lebanon, 
Morocco, Tunisia, Turkey), following a questionnaire into the participatory governance and management of the pilot 
sites in their countries. This information was supplemented and adjusted following the workshop that took place in 
Antalya (25-27 June 2013).  
 
Finally, Section 8 concludes the report and presents some methodological recommendations with regard to 
important aspects to consider when creating and implementing approaches for the participatory governance and 
management of woodland areas in such a way as to promote the involvement of stakeholders throughout the entire 
process and taking into account their varying, and sometimes conflicting, interests. 
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2. Methodology used to develop this 
report 

The report and method sheets (Appendix 2) are part of the general process shown in Figure 1. Their content is 
based on the following activities: 
 
1) In-depth literature review of participatory forest governance initiatives (methods and tools). This 
review mainly covers initiatives in Mediterranean woodland areas, but also initiatives applied in woodland and non-
woodland areas in other regions in the world that may provide new and additional aspects that could potentially be 
transferred to the Mediterranean region, and in particular to the pilot sites. It identifies their primary objectives, 
strengths and weaknesses, the main stakeholders involved, the contexts and conditions for application and the 
institutional, legal, technical and financial frameworks required for their implementation and success. This literature 
review uses both scientific and technical sources (e.g. articles, research reports, internal reports from forestry 
services and ministries, reports from international organisations), from both Northern and Southern Mediterranean 
countries. It also includes the experience of international experts from a variety of disciplines, who are familiar with 
participatory approaches in Spain and France, and in FGEF project partner countries. 
 
2) Consultation via questionnaire (Appendix 3), of FGEF project partner country Thematic Advisors, 
who are able to provide the information required on governance of the pilot sites, and who have solid experience 
of participatory processes. This consultation added to the literature review and provided additional data and points 
of view on participatory approaches, real examples of successes or failures in the regions affected by the project, 
and the purpose of the participatory approach on the pilot sites. 
 
3) Critical analysis and comparison of the participatory governance and management initiatives 
identified by combining information from the literature review, the experiences of team experts and their respective 
institutions (CTFC and COFOR International) and the data obtained from the consultation of the Thematic 
Advisors and other experts involved in participatory governance initiatives, in order to identify the lessons learned 
for each initiative and the aspects that could be transferred to the pilot sites. This analysis helped identify and 
compare the main strengths and weaknesses of these initiatives, the factors that determined their success or failure, 
the area stakeholders involved in implementing them and the relationships between these stakeholders, and evaluate 
the possibility of applying the participatory methods and tools analysed on the pilot sites, in accordance with their 
socio-economic, environmental, political and institutional contexts.  
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Figure 1. Methodological approach used to perform Phase 1 of FGEF project Component 3 (step 1 
comprises the writing of this report and method sheets) 

Amélioration et finalisation du rapport et des fiches techniques en intégrant les réflexions 
de l’atelier ; développement des méthodologies adaptées aux sites pilotes par les experts 

des pays partenaires, avec le support du CTFC et de COFOR International 

STEP 2 

Recherche bibliographique et consultation d'experts concernant 

les initiatives de gouvernance et gestion participative des territoires 

Compilation des informations, analyse et élaboration du 
rapport préliminaire et des fiches techniques sur les initiatives et 

outils participatifs 

Questionnaire adressé aux 
référents thématiques 

concernant la gouvernance et 
gestion des sites pilotes 

Regional workshop 
 

- Presentation of the main results of the preliminary study 
- Presentation of a few case studies by participatory management approach experts 
- Description of pilot sites by local experts 
- Methodological recommendations 
- Conclusions on methodology and the range of tools to be adopted for the pilot sites  

Réunions nationales de définition des méthodologies et outils adaptés aux sites pilotes 

Finalisation et validation des documents méthodologiques pour chacun des sites pilotes 

   STEP 1 

STEP 3 
 

  

Literature review and consultation of experts on 
participatory area governance and management initiatives 

Questionnaire for 
Thematic Advisors on pilot 

site governance and 
 

Compiling of information, analysis and drafting of the 
preliminary report and method sheets on participatory 

Improvement and finalisation of the report and method sheets by incorporating 
feedback from the workshop; development of methodologies adapted to the pilot 

sites by experts in the partner countries, with the support of the CTFC and COFOR 

National meetings to define the methodology and tools adapted to the pilot sites 

Finalisation and validation of methodological documents for each pilot site 
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3. Introduction - Why is participatory 
governance important? 

Mediterranean forests are multifunctional areas as they perform multiple ecological, economic, landscape and social 
functions. They hold enormous wealth in terms of both tangible products, such as wood, cork or animal fodder, and 
environmental services that are extremely important for the socio-economic well-being and development of 
societies, such as water-cycle and climate regulation, soil and biodiversity conservation, carbon sequestration and 
climate change mitigation and increased beauty of the landscape.  
 
The ways in which natural resources are managed in the Mediterranean are constantly changing and are the product 
of each society’s history and its relationships within the area and with the outside world. In the current context of 
global changes, i.e. under the combined effects of climate change, changes to soil use and cover and socio-economic 
changes, managers of natural resources in general, and forests in particular, must face new challenges, which is made 
more difficult due to significant doubt about the medium and long term effects of these many changes. There are 
many unanswered questions: what are the possible impacts of stopping forestry activities on the health and vitality 
of forests? Will forest fire prevention and suppression policies remain economically viable in a context of increasing 
heat waves and longer risk periods? Will the forestry activities of local communities be sustainable given the 
forecast increase in aridity? With social and economic development, will the increasing demand in recreational use 
from urban populations be compatible with the traditional activities of rural areas?    
 
Global changes can also significantly increase the vulnerability of forest ecosystems and irreversibly compromise 
their multifunctional nature and the sustainability of forestry management. This vulnerability has an economic (e.g. 
increase in costs of forestry programmes), environmental (e.g. increase in the intensity of extreme events, such as 
fires and storms, and the irreversible loss of forest cover) and social impact (e.g. populations exposed to many 
natural risks, and migration as traditional activities for resource use are abandoned).   
 
New challenges relating to the management of woodland ecosystems in the context of global changes undeniably 
require the active participation of both public and private stakeholders in the area who are affected by the use, 
development, management and conservation of forest resources and woodland areas. The participation of a larger 
range of stakeholders helps pool efforts and resources, stimulates the economic exploitation of goods and services 
and the generation of revenues and socio-economic opportunities, and may even facilitate access to funding. This is 
particularly relevant in the Mediterranean context, which is characterised by a wide range of functions, uses and 
users, where the direct profitability of forestry activities does not always maintain a sufficient flow of economic 
resources to support forestry policies and public development programmes. 
 
Participatory governance is an approach to consultation and decision making that involves the stakeholders and 
people affected by management of the areas in a coherent and accountable way. It offers tools to involve and jointly 
empower all area stakeholders, by establishing rights, but also obligations, and by promoting more efficient 
management of available public resources. By involving stakeholders and taking into account their various interests 
and visions, better integrated/cross-sector policies can be created and applied that are better adapted to social 
demands and which take into account traditional activities. This improves the legitimacy of actions performed by the 
government and public institutions in the areas, creates alliances and synergies between private economic 
stakeholders and civil society, and reduces the social and economic costs associated with implementing 
development programmes.  
 
Participatory governance implies collective, dynamic and adaptive learning that requires time, during which the 
preferences, representations, strategies and roles of the social stakeholders may change. By involving stakeholders 
in both defining sustainable development policies and alternatives and making decisions, but also in implementing and 
monitoring them, it is possible to reduce the social, economic and environmental vulnerability of an area and the 
people who live there and/or depend on it. Taking into account various visions and interests, jointly identifying 
issues, threats and opportunities, and building a shared vision of a better future greatly improves the ability of 
stakeholders and areas to anticipate and adapt to changes, thus improving their resilience and sustainability. For 
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example, in the governance of local communities, the communities must not only be considered an integral part of 
the problems to be resolved, but also as key stakeholders in developing and applying solutions.   
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4. Participatory governance - concept 
and role in area forestry management 
in the Mediterranean region  

4.1. Governance concept  

The word governance is derived from the Greek verb [kubernào] meaning “to guide, to lead”. This term has grown 
in popularity since the late 20th century and its use has spread to civil society, sociologists, scientists and 
cooperation agencies. Widespread use has led to various definitions and interpretations of the concept. Graham et 
al. (2003, p. 2) define governance as “the interactions among structures, processes and traditions that determine 
how power and responsibilities are exercised, how decisions are taken, and how citizens or other stakeholders have 
their say.” Scholte (2005) defines governance in a general form as “processes whereby people formulate, implement, 
enforce and review rules to guide their common affairs.” The World Bank (1994) expands the concept of 
governance by defining it as “the traditions and institutions by which authority in a country is exercised for the 
common good.” This includes (a) the process by which those in authority are selected, monitored and replaced, (b) 
the capacity of the government to effectively manage its resources and implement sound policies, and (c) the 
respect of citizens and the state for the institutions that govern economic and social interactions among them.  
 
The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP, 1997) explains that governance is “the exercise of 
economic, political and administrative authority to manage a country’s affairs at all levels. It comprises the 
mechanisms, processes and institutions through which citizens and groups articulate their interests, exercise their 
legal rights, meet their obligations and mediate their differences.” 

 
As for the term “governance”, there are also several interpretations of what constitutes “good governance”. Good 
governance is largely determined by standards and values that are specific to each society, which is why it is difficult 
to define homogeneous models.  
 
The United Nations (2011) proposes eight major characteristics of good governance, with which the values and 
standards of each society must comply (Figure 2): Good governance is “participatory, consensus orientated, 
accountable, transparent, responsive, effective and efficient, equitable and inclusive and follows the rule of law. It 
assures that corruption is minimized, the views of minorities are taken into account and that the voices of the most 
vulnerable in society are heard in decision-making. It is also responsive to the present and future needs of society” 
(UN-ESCAP, 2007). 
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Figure 2. Characteristics of good governance (Adapted from UN-ESCAP, 2007) 

4.2. Participatory governance 

The participation of the various stakeholders in decision-making and implementation processes is one of the 
founding principles of good governance. It helps enhance awareness-raising and learning processes, and therefore 
the quality of decisions, contribute to independence and promote democratic citizenship (FAO, 2000; Stringer et al. 
2006; Kuper et al., 2009). Participation is key in order to increase the social acceptance and legitimacy of the 
planning process and to guide public support for planning decisions, and consequently achieve the efficient and 
profitable implementation of actions (Bulkeley and Mol, 2003).  
 
Public participation is a way of acting and working. It must be based on mutual trust, communication and 
cooperation between all people involved in the process. It demands that efforts be made by the organisers and 
participants, and requires clear understanding of the participatory approach and possibilities for participation. The 
organisers must consider the participatory process an important task and have an attitude that encourages mutual 
understanding and collective problem solving. Participants must feel that they can take part in the process in order 
to have an equal chance of expressing their opinions and interests, depending on their resources.  
 
The participation mechanisms used in decision making vary depending on three important factors (Fung, 2006): 
a) The extend of participation, i.e. which stakeholders can and want to take part in discussions and decision 
making, depending on their interests and legitimacy, and how can we involve them?; b) Communication 
procedures, or in other terms, how participants communicate and make joint decisions; c) The scope of power, 
i.e. the way in which decisions are linked to policy or public action.  
 
According to Fung (2006), there are five common mechanisms for selecting participants: a) Self-selection, 
which is the most frequently used method, whereby participants themselves choose to take part. In this case, the 
richest and best educated tend to participate more than those without these advantages; b) Selective 
recruitment, which consists of selecting participants from groups who have fewer possibilities to take part. This 
can be achieved via incentives to attract subgroups who tend to participate less; c) Random selection of 
participants, like the “citizens juries” method, which consists of forming a temporary assembly, selected by 
random draw or another indiscriminate method; d) Selection of lay stakeholders, who are often unpaid citizens 
who have a deep interest in some public concern and thus are willing to invest substantial time and energy to 
represent and serve those who have similar interests or perspectives but choose not to participate); e) Selection 
of key or professional stakeholders, who represent various organisations in their activities. 
There are various communication and decision making modes, and ways in which participants interact within 
a venue of public discussion or decision. The majority of those who attend public hearings and community 
meetings do not put forward their own views. Instead, they participate as spectators who receive information 
about some policy or project. Discussions, on the other hand, are organised to allow participants to explore, 
develop and perhaps change their preferences and perspectives. They encourage participants to learn about issues 
and, if appropriate, transform their views and opinions by providing them with educational materials or briefings and 
then asking them to consider the merits and trade-offs of several alternatives. Participants usually discuss these 
issues with one another (often organised in small groups) rather than simply listening to experts and politicians. 
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Mechanisms employing these first three modes of communication often do not attempt to translate the views or 
preferences of participants into a collective view or decision.  
 
Some modes of communication, however, do attempt to develop a collective choice through a combination of three 
methods of decision making: a) Aggregation and bargaining, the most common mechanism. Participants already 
know what they want, and the mode of decision making aggregates their preferences into a real choice. The 
exploration and give-and-take of bargaining allows participants to find the best available alternative to advance the 
joint preferences they have; b) Deliberation and negotiation: participants deliberate to figure out what they 
want individually and as a group. In mechanisms designed to create deliberation, participants typically absorb 
educational background materials, exchange perspectives and experiences, and explain the reasons for their 
interests. Two features distinguish the deliberation mode. First, a process of interaction and exchange that precedes 
any group choice. Second, participants in deliberation aim toward agreement with one another on the basis of 
reasons, arguments and principles (though they do not always reach consensus); c) Technical expertise: many 
public decisions are determined not through aggregation or deliberation but rather through the technical expertise 
of officials whose training and professional specialisation suits them to solving particular problems. This mode 
usually does not involve citizens.  
 
There are a variety of possible relationships between participation and political decisions (Figure 3). In some 
instances, participation does not aim to influence policy or actions, and participants instead hope to derive 
personal benefit or fulfil a sense of civic obligation. Other participatory mechanisms exert a communicative 
influence on the authorities by mobilising public opinion to formulate a collective decision. Advice and 
consultation is a third common mechanism through which participatory forums exert influence on public 
authority, and where officials preserve their authority and power but commit themselves to receiving input from 
participants. Sometimes, citizens who participate join in a kind of co-governing partnership in which they join 
with officials to make plans and policies or to develop strategies for public action. At a higher level of 
empowerment, participatory bodies occasionally exercise direct authority over public decisions or resources.  
 

 
Figure 3. Extent of Authority and Power (Adapted from Fung, 2006) 

4.3. Participatory governance for forest management 

Increasing and sometimes conflicting demand for the many goods and services with which ecosystems provide 
populations requires participatory governance systems that are capable of ensuring sustainable management and use 
of natural resources and areas, by best reconciling environmental, economic and social issues. It is therefore key to 
promote the active involvement of the various stakeholders who have an interest in the management of natural 
resources and in having a governance system that helps clarify the rights, responsibilities, interests and relationships 
between the various area stakeholders concerning the way in which resources should be managed and used.  
 
Public participation in the forest planning and management process must be seen as an opportunity to significantly 
improve forest management. It strengthens the social sustainability of decisions and strategies, increases stakeholder 
and population awareness of forestry issues and the recognition of mutual interests, helps gather detailed 
quantitative and qualitative information on the reality of areas and thus strengthens knowledge of their natural 
resources (FAO, 2000).   
 
Since the late 20th century, a certain number of international institutions (e.g. the United Nations, the European 
Commission, the World Bank, the International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED), the Food and 
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Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO)) have made considerable progress in defining the key aspects 
of forest governance and supporting learning and reform towards a governance system that supports the sustainable 
management of natural resources, particularly in developing countries. 
 
Tools developed to ensure good governance of forest management include forest certification systems, such as the 
Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), created in 1993 by international non-governmental organisations (WWF and 
Greenpeace), or the Programme for the Endorsement of Forest Certification (PEFC), founded in 1999 at the 
initiative of European forest owner associations. Although these models are widely used, they often focus more on 
the sustainable management of forests rather than governance and participation of the various stakeholders. 
 
In 2005, the International Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO) produced a document, entitled “Revised ITTO 
criteria and indicators for the sustainable management of tropical forests” (ITTO, 2005), including indicators and 
criteria to assess forest governance, with the primary aim of producing a tool for the monitoring and assessment of 
forest management. The same year, the IIED developed the “Pyramid” approach as a diagnostic and planning tool 
for good forest governance. This approach presents the different aspects required to assess governance at different 
levels, but has only been tested in Brazil. 
 
In 2009, the World Resources Institute (WRI) developed the “Governance of Forests Toolkit: a draft framework of 
indicators for assessing governance of the forest sector” (WRI, 2009), as part of the “Governance of Forests 
Initiative”. It is specially designed for the total assessment of forest governance as a common challenge in forest 
management. Although still in the development phase, it has been used as part of a pilot process in Indonesia and 
Brazil. The FAO and World Bank (2011) also developed a shared framework for assessing and monitoring forest 
governance. This tool aims to help describe, diagnose, monitor, evaluate and produce reports on the state of 
governance in the forest sector in different countries, and can guide government and non-government stakeholders 
who are interested in the characteristics and quality of forest governance in a given country. The framework can 
also be used for different interest groups in order to organise, analyse and communicate information about forest 
governance. 
 
Although these approaches all consider participation to be a cross-sector aspect of the governance of natural 
resources, no in-depth analysis has been performed on the importance of participatory governance and on the way 
in which public participation in the management of natural resources can be promoted.  
 
The Forestry Commission (FC), the government department responsible for coordinating forest management in the 
United Kingdom, published an especially useful toolbox encouraging the involvement of communities and the 
general public in planning and carrying out forestry activities (FC, 2006; FC, 2011). It offers advice to help plan public 
participation and proposes a range of techniques to help stimulate the engagement of area stakeholders. A list of 
tools promoting stakeholder participation is presented in Sheet 8. 
 
Examples of participatory activities in which the public can be involved, with different levels of involvement, are 
presented below (Table 1).  
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Table 1. Opportunities for public engagement in forestry (Adapted from Forestry Commission, 2011) 

 Inform Consult Involve 
Partnership 

(Collaborate) Empower (Control) 

   

Taking 
part 
(e.g. 

events) 

Helping 
plan 

Helping 
manage  Lease Ownership 

Forest 
management 

plan 

 
       

Health 
improvement 

activities 
(e.g. health 

walks) 

  

 

     

Learning 
activities (e.g. 
Forest School) 

  
 

     

Volunteering         

Community 
woodland   

 
     

Community-
based business      

 
  

 
The various stakeholders generally participate at different times in projects and have different levels of participation 
(trade-off and engagement) and varied decision-making powers. Some stakeholders take part throughout the entire 
process, whereas others only participate occasionally; some are actively committed and accept responsibilities by 
getting involved in specific activities, whereas others are less active and follow the process from afar. The Forestry 
Commission proposes a wheel of inclusion, which breaks down the circular and iterative process of planning and 
implementation into three phases: a start, middle and end (Figure 4). Engagement can be long term, but there is 
always a final phase when it is important to assess the way in which the process has been implemented, in order to 
continue with improved participation.  

Figure 4. The wheel of engagement (Adapted from Forestry Commission, 2011) 

4.4. Participatory governance in the Mediterranean 

For centuries, Mediterranean forests have been moulded by the long and intensive interaction and co-evolution 
between human activities, natural elements (e.g. fire and water) and ecosystems, giving rise to mosaics of tree and 
bush plantations and pastures of herbaceous and woody plants (Montero & Cañejas, 1999, Naveh & Carmel, 2003). 
Today, more than ever, human activities place significant pressure on ecosystems, which too often leads to their 
decline and the loss of goods and services, on which the economic and social development and well-being of 
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societies largely depend. Changes in socio-economic activities, combined with climate change and modified land use, 
have caused different problems in the North and South. In Northern and Western Mediterranean countries, the 
rural exodus has led to an increase in forest surface area. Forests are often not managed adequately, in part due to 
a lack of profitability and financial incentives, which increases the risks of forest fire and affects water resources 
(EFIMED, 2009). In Southern and Eastern countries, the conversion of many forests into pastures and agricultural 
lands, and uncontrolled logging has led to a decline in woodland areas and has intensified desertification, affecting 
soil and water resources (FAO, 2013). 
 
Mediterranean forests are less productive than other European forests, but they offer goods and services that are 
very valuable for local populations and closely associated sectors of society. It is therefore necessary to implement 
participatory governance approaches that aim to inform and involve stakeholders in the relevant areas more, in 
order to take into account their visions and interests, and to find solutions that will help to reduce anthropogenic 
pressures and reconcile the environmental, social and economic issues. These collectively generated solutions help 
ensure the multifunctional and sustainable management of ecosystems and the provision of goods and services and 
the well-being of societies in the long term. The report on the State of Mediterranean Forests (FAO, 2013) and the 
Mediterranean Forest Research Agenda (EFIMED, 2009) underline the strategic importance of promoting good 
forest governance and tax and institutional reforms in areas, and the importance of the participation of all 
stakeholders in decision-making processes, in order to meet the strategic objectives. 
 
Governance and participatory management are relatively recent concepts and are still little applied in Mediterranean 
countries, particularly in the South. However, several participatory natural-resource management initiatives have 
been reported. In Northern Mediterranean countries, some initiatives were analysed during the GOFOR project 
“New Modes of Governance for Sustainable Forestry in Europe” (Hogl et al., 2008) and QUALIGOUV project 
(AIFM, 2012) “Improving governance and quality of the forest management in Mediterranean protected areas”, that 
aimed to launch cooperation between Northern Mediterranean countries to improve governance and the quality of 
forest management in protected areas.  
 
Some initiatives for the participatory management of areas, particularly forest and agricultural areas, are presented 
in this report: the Chartes Forestières de Territoire (CFT, Local Forestry Charters) developed in France (e.g. Albères 
and Aspres Cork Oak Forest) and Morocco (Bouhachem Nature Park); the Model Forests in Moroco (Ifrane) and 
Turkey (Yalova), and currently being created in France (Provence-Alpes-Côte d’Azur region) and implemented as 
part of the Mediterranean Model Forest Network; Schémas d’Aménagement de Massif (SIAM, Mountain Forest 
Planning Plan); Schéma Stratégique de Massif Forestier (SSMF, Mountain Forest Strategic Plan) (e.g. in the Alps); and 
Concerted Operations for the Planning and Management of the Rural Space (OCAGER), implemented by the 
Languedoc-Roussillon Regional Council. 
 
Smaller-scale initiatives that focus on the management of forests, water and natural and historical heritage exist in 
various Southern countries, but are little known internationally. For example, in Turkey, a participatory governance 
model was introduced on the Cumalıkızık site, in order to ensure the conservation of its historical and natural 
heritage (Tas et al., 2009). In Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia and elsewhere, the management of water resources can 
generate lots of conflict and increasingly involves stakeholder participation (El Alaoui, 2004) through the use of 
participatory tools suited to national and local contexts. 
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5. Processes, tools and governance for 
participatory development of areas  

This section presents a detailed but flexible methodological framework, which is particularly focussed on forests and 
structured into five main phases, in order to implement a participatory approach to development of areas and 
natural-resource management, using a collective and adaptive learning process and continuous 
improvement (Figure 5): 1) Share area diagnostics; 2) Decide on strategic focuses, guidelines and objectives for 
development and management; 3) Draw up action plans; 4) Implement the actions and monitor them regularly; and 
5) Evaluate the actions (intermediate and final evaluation). These phases, which are summarised in Sheet 1, are 
common to the various participatory governance and management initiatives studied (see Section 6), and form a 
structure that is used worldwide. However, there are a few variations and the phases are not necessarily 
implemented in order and can sometimes occur in parallel and feed into one another (FAO, 2005; AIFM, 2012). The 
different phases and the overall resource development and/or management project are generally coordinated and 
run by recognised, legitimate and dynamic organisations, using governance structures that involve the various 
stakeholders, and which are fairly varied depending on the type of initiative (Figure 6). This section focusses on the 
methods and tools available to promote the participation and involvement of stakeholders throughout the 
process. A non-exhaustive list of these methods and tools is presented in Sheet 8. 
 

 
Figure 5. Phases of the participatory process for area development and the management of natural 
resources 

5.1. Governance structure for the participatory initiatives 

5.1.1. Possible components in the governance structure of an area development 
or natural-resource management project. 

The participatory initiatives analysed have varying governance structures, but often have similarities. The structure is 
closely linked to stakeholder objectives, needs and capacities, as well as the number of participants, the type of 
people involved and the legal status of the lead body (which promotes the initiative and is responsible for its 
successful completion).  
The governance structure may include a combination of the following bodies (Figure 6): a steering 
committee or management committee, most often comprising elected officials, representatives of government 
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services and people who represent the range of different interests of the stakeholders involved, which steers and 
manages the process, drives the project forward, helps reach a consensus and has the greatest decision-making 
power; a consultative technical committee, comprising experts on environmental, socio-economic and political 
aspects, who give their opinion on the proposed management or other activities to the various bodies; a scientific 
committee, comprising recognised researchers representing the academic and research/innovation sector, who 
give their opinion on the scientific accuracy of work and decisions; a stakeholder committee, comprising 
representatives of stakeholders and their interests, which prepares decision making and the terms of reference for 
the working groups; working groups, comprising stakeholder committee members, which work on the technical 
aspects of sector-specific or cross-sector themes; a lead body, in particular via a Coordinator, which mobilises 
stakeholders, drives the work forward and ensures the cohesion and efficiency of the bodies and processes. 
Sometimes, committees are created to meet specific needs, such as the certification committee created for the 
Living Forests project in Norway to work specifically on the regulatory aspects relating to forest certification.  

Figure 6. Example of a governance structure for participatory natural-resource management  

5.1.2. Steering structure 

Steering is the process that gives direction and support in implementing the area management/development initiative 
and can have various forms. Two main participatory steering structures stand out amongst the governance models 
analysed: the steering committee and the stakeholder committee. 
 
 The steering committee (or management committee) is a governing body that has the final responsibility for 

all aspects of governance and management. It generally comprises key political stakeholders in the natural-
resource management process, particularly local and regional elected officials, and also includes people who 
represent the range of different interests of the stakeholders involved, who are represented in greater number 
in the stakeholder committee. For example, in the Urbión Model Forest, this body includes the area’s elected 
officials and representatives from the forestry departments, wood industry associations, and NGOs or 
environmental protection associations. Members of the steering committee are usually chosen during annual 
stakeholder meetings. The steering committee selects its chairman. The number of members can vary greatly. 
Some committees have 5 or 6 members and others, over 50. Although the steering committee has the greatest 
decision-making power, its decisions can be called into question during stakeholder committee meetings which 
all interested parties can attend.  

 The stakeholder committee is formed by a large variety of area stakeholders, e.g. stakeholders in 
environmental fields, hospitality, tourism, silvicultural activities and also funders and scientific and technical 
partners. This committee generally gives recommendations and issues opinions on questions relating to 
strategy, guidelines and implementation of the Action Plan, and the drafting of policies, via occasional meetings 
or forums. The steering committee chooses whether to validate these recommendations or not, or this is 
performed by the stakeholder committee itself if it serves as the steering committee. Decision-making rules 
can be defined within the stakeholder committee itself, for example, a voting system and/or consensus-based 
decision making. 
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In some Model Forests and most Chartes Forestières de Territoire (CFTs, Local Forestry Charters), the lead body and 
the stakeholder committee is the same thing. It is slightly different for Community Forests in the United Kingdom. 
The participatory and decision-making process is managed by the “community group”, in close relationship with 
national forestry services (Forestry Commission). The community group comprises representatives of the various 
interests and has a more or less formal structure, e.g. a charity or not-for-profit company, social enterprise, limited 
company, cooperative, etc., depending on needs and potential access to national and European subsidies. Final 
decision-making power generally lies with the managers, who are elected by members of the groups. However, all 
members can attend manager meetings and make their opinions heard.   
 
Typical meetings when the various committees meet are as follows:  
 
 Annual meetings: the steering committee and stakeholder committee meet at least once a year to take 

stock of the activities carried out, actions and results obtained, and to present the plans that will be 
implemented throughout the year to come. These meetings are important as they help to both monitor the 
implementation process and give stakeholders the chance to show their actions and activities to a large 
audience, which rewards their efforts and creates a feeling of emulation. They also mean that the stakeholder 
committee can discuss and debate strategic and operational issues in front of decision-makers (steering 
committee). 

 Strategic meetings: the steering and/or stakeholder committee meet separately to study activities, project 
development, new proposals, conflicts, financial reports, etc. 

 Extraordinary meetings: in some instances, the steering committee and the stakeholder committee 
organise intermediate meetings to discuss urgent topics or issues. Having more frequent meetings can often be 
advantageous in the early stages of the process while strategies, technical and scientific objectives, Action Plans 
and other strategic aspects are being determined, and while partners are creating partnerships. 

5.1.3. Working groups 

In parallel to the steering committee, working groups comprising specialists are generally set up and organise 
themselves to work on the technical and scientific aspects of the projects, propose solutions to specific issues in the 
area or discuss certain themes in greater depth in order to contribute to discussions between members of the 
stakeholder committee. The stakeholder committee determines the creation of groups and the themes to be 
discussed, depending on needs, and offers advice and guidelines. The groups meet periodically as needed. In general, 
and particularly for CFTs, the Coordinator has an important role in organising and coordinating the groups’ work.  
 
The decision to create working groups lies with the stakeholder committee, whose members offer to manage them 
and contact other interested partners and experts. The number of groups can vary. Eight working groups were 
created in the Yalova Model Forest, representing the main economic, social and environmental interests of the area, 
whereas the Urbión Model Forest has only 3 groups. Working groups are essential as they help discuss specific 
problems, guide decision making on the basis of scientific and technical information, and ensure that new actions are 
prepared and carried out. 
 
If required, working groups contact specialists (e.g. researchers, legal experts, etc.) in order to improve their 
knowledge of a specific subject. They sometimes consult civil society, such as in the Urbión Model Forest, where 
there was a consultation into payment for harvesting mushrooms in public areas.  

5.1.4 Consultative technical committee and scientific committee  

There is often at least one permanent technical committee with a consultative role. Many projects request the 
contribution of a group of technical and/or scientific experts (e.g. researchers, experts on specific themes) who 
offer advice at the request of the working groups, stakeholder committee or steering committee. Members of this 
committee share their expertise and experience and ensure that decisions and actions are technically and 
scientifically accurate. Due to their external perspective, they help ensure that activities run smoothly and are 
evaluated objectively. 
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5.1.5. Leading and coordinating the initiative 

Coordination provides dynamic support for the approach throughout the entire development, implementation, 
monitoring and assessment process. If required, the bodies responsible for the initiative frequently hire a 
Coordinator or Manager with relational skills, and often technical and sometimes scientific skills for projects with 
more in-depth research components. Coordinators are essential in order to create a link between actions and 
political decisions and drive initiatives and discussions forward. They play the role of mediator between the 
various stakeholders by helping to resolve conflicts and creating and strengthening synergies, in particular via 
networking and communication activities. Coordinators also have a key role in the organisation and coordination of 
working groups.  
 
In CFTs the role of Coordinators is to create or strengthen links between the various area stakeholders. They 
take part in steering committee meetings, organise stakeholder committee meetings, and support the working 
groups and various stakeholders, in order to stimulate the development of their activities and help them assume 
their responsibilities. For Model Forests, Coordinators are members of the association and are more or less linked 
to stakeholders, depending on the resources available, but should ideally remain neutral.  
 
From the various experiences analysed, and particularly for CFTs, it is clear that the more Coordinators are 
culturally and physically immersed in an area, while remaining neutral, the greater the project’s effectiveness and 
chance of success.  For CFTs, Coordinators are selected by elected officials, and their activities are not independent 
of policy makers who validate their work. The main role of Coordinators is to drive the project forward and they 
sometimes do not have advanced technical skills associated with the natural resources. The contribution of another 
expert (from within the lead body or elsewhere) is sometimes required to complete certain activities, e.g. writing 
reports and technical documents, preparing maps or carrying out botanical or fauna inventories. 
 
Networks often exist on a regional and national level to help Coordinators exchange their experiences and 
knowledge, discuss problems encountered and try to resolve them. CFTs are an example of good organisation 
where local Coordinators are managed by regional Coordinators, who themselves are under the responsibility of a 
Coordinator linked closely with the Government who works on specific themes, such as funding, area policies, 
standards, etc. In this instance, interactions are facilitated by the existence of a shared mailing list that Coordinators 
use to contact one another and find solutions to the problems that they encounter. 

5.2. Shared area diagnostics 

Shared area diagnostics is both a tool and a decision-making product that helps analyse and quantify the 
environmental and socio-economic resources of an area, understand the visions and expectations of the 
stakeholders who interact within it, and characterise current governance systems, in order to build on existing local 
dynamics. This helps identify the strengths, weaknesses, area economic, environmental and social issues, and 
problems, and helps create adapted intervention options. It offers explanations of past changes and estimates of 
future development in the area (prospective analysis). Area diagnostics is a tool that legitimises an overall approach 
in an area, find out about how it operates and promote mediation and dialogue between the various stakeholders 
within it.  
 
Area diagnostics provides in-depth and objective knowledge of the characteristics and population of an area. It also 
offers a platform for concrete discussion that can guide decisions on sustainable development of the area, direct 
investments towards actions that meet the needs and expectations of a large range of stakeholders, including local 
people who depend heavily on natural resources. Diagnostics can be divided into two conceptual phases: technical 
diagnostics and sharing the diagnostics, i.e. going further via shared discussion and a sense of stakeholder ownership.  
 
 Technical diagnostics has an environmental, economic and social dimension. It is based on the gathering and 

spatial analysis of objective and quantitative data (e.g. forest inventory figures or maps, censuses, statistics) and 
their analysis (using statistical tools, geographic information systems, etc.).  It helps ascertain the state of the 
area and its resources, structure and dynamics, and includes both a summary of the overall situation based on 
objective data on the state of the area and the pressures it is facing, and a review of responses in terms of 
actions or public policies that are carried out there. In parallel with an analysis of natural resources (e.g. 
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timber, biodiversity), technical diagnostics includes a study into the state of governance in an area: existing 
structures, active and recognised organisations, how decisions are made, political willpower and management, 
power relationships, local dynamics for specific themes, institutional and statutory framework, participatory 
management initiatives and existing collaborative approaches which the project can use, instruments to manage 
participation, etc. Diagnostics also provides an opportunity to analyse the constraints and needs in terms of 
adapting legal, institutional and financial frameworks, and required and available economic and financial 
incentives, in order to implement the project under consideration. 

 Sharing the diagnostics with stakeholders, area authorities and local people helps to enrich the technical 
understanding of an area and build diagnostics together. Sharing helps gather qualitative data through the 
consultation and participation of local stakeholders, for example in perceptions of the current state of the 
resource and possible future changes. It helps perform a cross-analysis (points of view of the various 
stakeholders) of the existing situation, potential for development and advantages of an area, in order to reveal 
its strengths and weaknesses and the opportunities and threats it is facing. The area’s issues, potential for 
development and priorities can be identified collectively and scenarios can be developed using the key aspects 
identified. The main steps for performing shared area diagnostics are outlined in the following part of this 
document. 

The diagnostics process for an area’s issues focusses on the negotiation and validation of concrete actions and must 
ideally be (adapted from FAO, 2011): a) Consistent, relevant, meticulous and feasible, to make the approach 
possible and effective, and to avoid omitting important aspects in understanding the dynamic processes in play; b) 
Transparent and accountable, by promoting access to data, stakeholder participation and creating and 
implementing a suitable communication strategy; c) Iterative/circular, so that the lessons learned in each step can 
feed into one another, and objectives and Action Plans can be revised and modified to take into account new 
information, or as a result of action evaluations; d) Simple, clear and practical to implement in order to involve 
a large range of stakeholders throughout the process, and so that they feel included, understand the issues and 
express themselves easily; e) Flexible and able to be adapted in terms of space and time, and reproduced in 
other local geo-political, agro-ecological, socio-economic and cultural contexts. f) Multi-sector, i.e. not focussed 
on a single sector or very specific objective, but covering all of the area’s components.  

5.2.1. Step 1: identify stakeholders and their roles, abilities, legitimacy and 
relationships 

It is essential to identify the various stakeholders affected by management of an area and to have a precise 
understanding of the relationships between them (synergies, conflicts, neutral relationships), in order to define the 
details of their involvement throughout the planning process (at which step they should be involved, to what extent, 
etc.). Stakeholders, be they individual or collective, have varying power to act and make decisions, varying resources 
and objectives, and therefore play a key role in an area’s dynamics.  
 
One of the tools for identifying stakeholders and their interactions is stakeholder mapping, outlined in Sheet 2. 
This tool helps to identify the key stakeholders affected by the process and strategic decisions, and to analyse their 
interests, abilities, legitimacy and influence on the development of the process that is being prepared. The result can 
be shown in picture form (Figure 7). Stakeholder mapping begins at the start of the diagnostics phase because it 
helps identify sources of information for technical diagnostics, but it is continued and supplemented throughout the 
process, after new data has been integrated or when new stakeholders participate.  
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Figure 7. Example of a “mind map” of stakeholders in the forestry sector.  It is possible to place the 
stakeholders who are more involved towards the centre and those less involved on the periphery. A 
colour code can be used to identify the main groups of stakeholders 
 
Once the stakeholders have been identified, it is important to involve everyone who is affected by the objective of 
the participatory approach in the process and discussions, whether directly or indirectly, in the short or long term, 
and whether or not they have the means of acting directly. Special effort is required to include minorities and 
groups facing exclusion. 
 
Among potentially interested stakeholders, it is possible to distinguish between “affected stakeholders” and 
“affected members of the public”, who must both be involved to ensure effectiveness and legitimacy. Affected 
stakeholders are those who have significant power to act on an area level, particularly policymakers and project 
leaders (social, economic, cultural, environmental stakeholders, etc. depending on the field of interest). Affected 
members of the public refers to individuals that are affected or could be affected whether positively or negatively by 
the decisions that will be made, and who have an interest in making their opinion heard. In particular, this comprises 
forest users (e.g. hunters, people who collect firewood or mushrooms, sportspeople using forests to run and 
exercise) and citizens in general.  
 
In order to enrich stakeholder mapping, collective discussion may be held on the future of stakeholders, particularly 
with regard to possible changes in their preferences and roles within the area and relationships they have with one 
another.  

5.2.2. Step 2: plan participation 

Understanding of stakeholders and their legitimacy, abilities and relationships helps the lead body create a proposed 
stakeholder participation plan for all of the phases of the participatory management initiative, which is then 
submitted to the steering committee for approval. Plans are determined by the following questions:  
 
 What are the objectives of stakeholder participation in the area management approach? (Why 

include stakeholders? What are the expected benefits and added value of their participation?) 

 Which stakeholders should be involved? (e.g. depending on their interest and legitimacy); 
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 What roles could they play / do they want to play in the process? 

 How will they be involved? (What tools will be used to promote their participation and encourage their 
contribution?) 

 When should they be involved? i.e. at which phases of the process (diagnostics, planning, performance, 
monitoring and evaluation), in order to find a compromise between widespread participation, that is harder to 
implement and presents a greater risk of conflicts and problems, and restricted participation, which is easier to 
apply, but less rewarding and leaves the door open to unexpected and/or unresolved conflicts at a later date. 

 How and to what extent should they be involved? (e.g. information, consultation, active involvement, 
partnership, decision making, etc.) 

These plans must be flexible, dynamic and able to be adapted throughout the various phases of the area 
development process, depending on stakeholder and area needs and specifics. This step also helps to plan and 
structure the involvement of the various governance structures and to clarify their roles in performing area 
diagnostics and more generally, in the overall development process. 

5.2.3. Step 3: identify area resources and issues 

Various tools may be used to identify the resources and social, economic and environmental characteristics of an 
area, and for woodland areas for example, conduct studies into timber resources (standing volume, quality, species 
available, biomass production potential, etc.) and into the entire forest and woodland sector (production, 
extraction, processing and sale of wood and non-wood products): 
 
 Literature review: consulting, summarising, organising and analysing forest, botanical and fauna inventory 

data, national statistics, scientific data or grey literature (e.g. reports, unpublished documents), etc. 

 Mapping: analysis of usage maps and ground coverage, urban development maps or satellite or aerial images 
for estimating ground coverage, relief, catchment area networks, size of infrastructure, etc. This mapping 
analysis can be an opportunity to involve stakeholders, given the visual nature of the tools used. Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS) can be used in a participatory way, as demonstrated by the Community Forest 
initiatives in the United Kingdom or the United States Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program 
(see Section 6). 

 Surveys and questionnaires: when information from literature is insufficient or not recent enough, it is 
often useful to perform surveys, preferably in the form of face-to-face interviews (or by e-mail, letter or 
telephone), on the basis of carefully prepared questionnaires, in order to consult local stakeholders, including 
populations, elected officials, private and public land owners, industries, etc. The form and content of 
questionnaires (the amount of information requested and the type of questions, whether open or closed, 
leading or not, etc.) must be adapted to the survey’s objectives, the target audience and the financial and 
human resources and time available. For the technical diagnostics in the Vallée de Carol CFT, a questionnaire 
for forest users was developed in order to better understand existing conflicts between users and to resolve 
them more easily. The questionnaires were distributed to all of the area’s town/city halls and some businesses, 
and the return rate was satisfactory.  

This first step offers an initial level of awareness of resources and issues in the area, and helps identify the aspects to 
study in more detail using other tools, which facilitates the following steps.  

5.2.4. Step 4: identify the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats and 
challenges of area management 

Once stakeholders have been identified and their relationships described, and the resources and issues in the area 
have been identified, strengths and weaknesses (internal analysis) and opportunities and threats (external analysis) of 
the previously defined area must be identified, both now and in the future, as these aspects are dynamic and change 
over time. For example, this can be done using a SWOT analysis (Sheet 3), which generates a matrix of 
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats, which are then weighted according to their relative 
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importance as perceived by stakeholders (Table 2), area development scenarios (Sheet 4), or radar charts for 
sustainability indicators (see the Imagine method, Sheet 5). There are various participatory methodological tools 
for identifying these aspects, which are presented below and frequently used in the initiatives analysed. 
 
 Structured and semi-structured interviews to find out more about the important points (Sheet 8.1): 

individual interviews that involve key stakeholders (scientists, area managers, etc.), which, depending on the 
needs and information required, aim to discuss a broad topic. Topics are discussed as the questions arise (in-
depth interviews) or by using a predefined flexible framework (semi-structured interviews) or a rigid structure 
that can easily be quantified (structured interviews). 

 Meetings and focus groups (Sheet 8.2): participants discuss specific issues and topics in depth, with the 
help of a qualified facilitator. At this stage of the diagnostics, gathering individuals from a variety of backgrounds 
who have rarely or never had the opportunity to meet and talk together can generate initial cross-sector 
discussion of the area. The technique can be used to analyse how stakeholders perceive the area’s strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities and threats (Table 2), get feedback on planning decisions, or as a test forum where 
key messages are tested before planning and implementing actions. Focus groups often comprise 5 to 15 
people who represent various points of view and interests. The tool can be applied with groups of experts 
who have knowledge of the topic under consideration or with representatives of a specific sector of society 
(e.g. forestry or tourism sector). Various tools are available for leading discussions, depending on the 
objectives. 

 Site visits and participatory initiatives: site visits are promoted in the various initiatives analysed as a 
demonstration and information tool. They can be carried out at any stage of the initiative, from the diagnostics 
to evaluation phase. For example, visits to Model Forests, CFTs or Community Forests have proven very 
useful, giving those who are interested the chance to see concrete examples of operation and management, 
which guides how they carry out their own diagnostics, strategic planning and the associated actions. These 
events are an opportunity to truly understand natural resources, share experiences and give a practical 
dimension to management guidelines and activities.  

Table 2. Example of a SWOT analysis matrix for the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and 
Threats of a woodland area 

INTERNAL 
FACTORS 

STRENGTHS 
(Characteristics of the area that give it a relative 

advantage over other areas, which can be 
verified) 

 
- High wood production 
- High production of non-wood products (pine nuts and 
mushrooms) 

WEAKNESSES 
(Characteristics of the area that give it a 

disadvantage compared to other areas, which can 
be verified to a certain extent and have an 

improvement margin) 
 
- Difficult to access forest interior 
- Limited variety of species 
- Few nurseries available 

EXTERNAL 
FACTORS 

OPPORTUNITIES 
(External factors that the area can use to its 

advantage) 
 

- Existing timber market with potential for growth 
- Increasing demand for non-wood food products 
- Increasing demand for leisure activities 

THREATS 
(External factors that could cause problems in the 

area) 
 

- High risk of wildfire 
- Low wood prices 
- Current national policies do not promote management 
- Excessive visitor numbers are damaging fragile ecosystems 

 
The shared area diagnostics phase is initially characterised by summary work and the writing up of the diagnostics 
by the body responsible for it, e.g., the lead body responsible for the initiative or any other outsourced 
organisation/person, using explorative activities carried out on the basis of information from the literature review, 
mapping exercise and interviews and meetings with stakeholders or visits to the relevant areas, etc. This work is 
then submitted to stakeholders, discussed between them and then improved on the basis of their feedback and 
comments. 
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5.3. Defining strategic choices: focuses, guidelines and objectives 
for development 

This phase involves defining a vision and strategic choices for responding to the issues identified during area 
diagnostics and, for the various focuses and guidelines, setting precise management and participation objectives with 
measurable results. This is a crucial phase in the planning process. Strategic choices must be consistent with the 
vision and priorities of the area’s main sectors of activity as well as the priorities of public authorities. It is therefore 
important to correlate the area’s own issues, as perceived and prioritised by stakeholders, with regional, national, 
European and international sustainable development issues. Some simple questions can guide discussion: What is the 
main strategic concern of the area’s stakeholders? What are the area’s possible futures? What have been the major 
(positive or negative) issues experienced over recent years? 
 
This phase helps stakeholders develop a relatively clear and shared vision of the medium and long-term objectives 
for area development and planning. Rules are also established to ensure management consistency for specific areas 
(mountain ranges, forests, municipalities, municipal groupings, regions, etc.). The document produced at the end of 
this phase serves as a basis for building an Action Plan or area social pact. Depending on governance initiatives, 
proposed actions have more or less strict regulatory implications. 
 
Stakeholder participation in this phase can be promoted via the following tools:  
 
 Meetings: to produce the area diagnostics, meetings must be organised with affected stakeholders who are 

included in the participation process The results of the diagnostics are generally presented and discussed 
during the first meeting in order to consolidate the shared perspective of the area’s potential, and to work 
together to define and prioritise the development focuses and guidelines and specific objectives. For the Alps 
Schéma Stratégique de Massif Forestier (SSMF, Mountain Forest Strategic Plan) the main forest stakeholders came 
together to specify precise strategic management guidelines and identify funding sources. Once guidelines have 
been defined, mountain management is obliged to follow them, but in return have more funding, which is also 
the case for the management of private forests in Catalonia by the Centre de la Propietat Forestal (CPF, Forest 
Ownership Centre). For Model Forests, stakeholders come together to understand each other’s point of view 
and reach a consensus on their vision of the area, shared values and the measures that must be taken to 
respect these common values. The strategic plan is the result of these many meetings. It usually presents a 
detailed description of the partnership and area, and outlines project objectives. These meetings are also the 
basis for creating or strengthening the partnership or association that will become the governance model lead 
body. 

 The scenarios method (Sheet 4): this is performed with stakeholders during meetings and workshops and 
helps explore various possible futures in the area, with a view to informing decisions and actions that will be 
taken at the present time. A scenario describes the logical path from a current situation to an imagined future, 
and must be relevant, consistent, plausible, transparent and useful. There are six key steps to consider: 1) 
Specify the issue and the system to be studied, 2) Determine the system’s key variables, 3) Produce “rich 
pictures” and brainstorm on possible futures, 4) Share the scenarios, 5) Compare the scenarios, and 6) 
Produce an overall scenario. This method is one of the key elements of the Imagine method (Sheet 5), which 
is briefly presented below.  

 The Imagine method, a participatory prospective analysis approach (Sheet 5): this is a multi-phase 
participatory method requiring a panel of tools developed by Plan Bleu (2013) to support area approaches and 
integrated area management in order to promote the conservation of natural resources. Imagine is based on 
previously completed diagnostics and helps describe, assess and examine the level of sustainability of a socio-
ecological system in the past, present and future by using sustainability indicators and participatory approaches, 
considering local stakeholders to be experts in their area. Until now, this method has been applied to 
Mediterranean coastal areas and has shown its advantages, particularly in producing shared area analyses 
(scenarios, Action Plans), by facilitating the participation of stakeholders in order to define strategies and more 
sustainable and desirable future scenarios. Imagine can also be used to draw up collectively defined and 
approved Action Plans. 
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5.4. Creating an Action Plan and Action Sheets  

This phase results in proposing and adopting concrete actions that aim to meet the objectives specified in the 
previous phase and produce tangible results. These actions particularly include technical actions fornatural-resource 
management (e.g. silvicultural actions, forest access planning, fire prevention, protection of water extraction and 
rivers, conservation of biodiversity, etc.), socio-economic development actions (e.g. structuring industries, 
developing markets, promoting artisanal activities and ecotourism, etc.), and, at the same time, any communication, 
awareness-raising and stakeholder capacity building activities and tasks associated with actually preparing the Action 
Plan and Action Sheets. 
 
There are three main steps: 1) Define and describe the specific activities to be developed, and identify the manager 
and partners involved for each of them; 2) Create a specific implementation schedule and indicators that will help 
monitor and evaluate them over time; 3) Specify a funding plan with a budget for actions that covers their 
performance on-the-ground and their monitoring/evaluation.  
 
The following is an example of a template for developing the Action Plan and each Action Sheet (Table 3). Further 
details are given in Sheet 6. 
 
Table 3. Guide for creating an Action Plan 

Specific result desired for Action X: 

Name and 
description of 
planned 
action 

Action 
performanc
e schedule 

Action 
manager and 
people 
involved 

Indicators for 
quantifying the 
performance and 
impacts of the action 
(physical and 
participation impacts) 

Action 
implementation, 
monitoring and 
evaluation costs 

Risks and threats 
that could 
compromise 
successful 
completion of the 
action and 
contingency plans 

5.4.1. Step 1: define and choose the specific activities to be developed 

The Action Plan involves defining specific actions and activities for management of the resource (e.g. the forest), 
socio-economic development, and communication, awareness-raising and capacity building activities that will be 
performed by the managers and various stakeholders taking part in the process. Planned actions must correspond 
fully with the focuses, guidelines and objectives established in the previous phases. During this phase, they will be 
defined precisely and assigned results and impact indicators and an implementation schedule. Actions must be based 
on sound technical and scientific knowledge to ensure that ecosystems are not threatened.  
 
It is vital to involve the affected stakeholders in proposing and defining the actions that will be implemented in the 
area, and in general, only a few of the many actions proposed are selected and then validated (either by consensus 
or majority), taking into account priorities and constraints (particularly financial constraints). Involving stakeholders 
in this stage helps them to take ownership of actions, at least in part (they become action “leaders”), and 
encourages them to feel responsible for their successful completion. This phase is important in increasing the 
visibility of future actions and helps the various stakeholders become aware of the actions led by other 
stakeholders, structure themselves and create synergies between themselves. 
 
Planning must be flexible and dynamic so that actions can be adapted and modified according to needs and contexts, 
and adopted by stakeholders more easily. The list of actions and the actions themselves are revised regularly (e.g. 
once a year for CFTs and once every 5 years for the SSFM), depending on climate variations, socio-economic 
context, available funding, etc.  
 
Actions must correspond to the strategic choices determined in a collective and participatory way during the 
previous phase, and should ideally serve the interests of several people or groups in order to pool efforts and 
resources and create synergies. For example, the creation of forest paths can benefit both forest producers, by 
facilitating access to wood resources and their extraction, and fire services in the fight against forest fires, or even 
sportspeople who go mountain biking. These various stakeholders can therefore prepare an action together and 
look for funders, who will be more inclined to fund this type of activity as it offers multiple objectives and benefits. 
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In the initiatives analysed, Action Plans are not generally “regulatory” and implementation is not mandatory. 
However, funding is subject to them being carried out correctly.   
 
There are various tools for involving stakeholders in this action planning phase: 
  
 Working groups: these are a key aspect that are common to the majority of initiatives and can be created at 

the start or during the process, depending on wishes and needs identified. Groups are generally small, which 
facilitates discussion and helps work move forward more quickly, sometimes contain experts, and work on 
specific themes (water, biodiversity, forests, climate, etc.) or cross-sector issues (management, communication, 
data integration, assessment, etc.). The groups create actions associated with the pre-defined guidelines, by 
using method sheets for example (e.g., CFT sheets), and can present them during general meetings in order to 
receive feedback and identify potential synergies with other actions. 

 General meetings: these meetings involve more participants (generally several dozen) and represent various 
interests and help pool activities between all stakeholders, share ideas and experiences, and assess and revise 
actions. In some instances, all stakeholders wishing to take part may do so, even individually, which can 
theoretically lead to large gatherings. For example, in CFTs information must be sent to Town Halls and 
Mayors must then publish it openly, so that all inhabitants can attend the general meeting if they wish to. That 
said, in reality, it is not often that all these people attend.  

 Logical framework approach: this is widely used around the world and can be performed in a participatory 
way. It helps logically plan the various strategic phases of a project, in particular its design, implementation, 
monitoring and evaluation. It consists of creating a summary table (Table 4), which is often required by funders. 
It helps external assessment teams analyse and compare the legitimacy of projects on the basis of their 
objectives, expected results and proposed actions, indicators and verification sources, external factors and 
risks to which they will be exposed, and contingency plans in place.  

Table 4. Table generated using the Logical Framework Approach (Adapted from the European 
Commission, 2004) 

General 
objective 
(strategic 

focus, 
guideline) 

Specific 
objective 

Expected 
results 

Actions to be 
developed 

Indicators 
that can be 
measured 
objectively 
and easily 

 

Indicator 
verification 

sources 

Pre-
requisites 

for carrying 
out activities 
and external 

risks 

Risk 
respons

e 
strategy 

GO 1  

SO 1.1 

Result 1.1.1 

Activity 
1.1.1.1 

Indicator 1 
Indicator 2 
... 

Source 1 
Source 2 
..... 

 

 

Activity 
1.1.1.2 

   
 

Result 1.1.2 

Activity 
1.1.2.1 

   
 

Activity 
1.1.2.2 

   
 

SO 1.2 Result 1.2.1 
Activity 
1.2.1.1 

   
 

SO 1.3 Result 1.3.1 
Activity 
1.3.1.1 

   
 

GO 2 SO 2.1      
 

 
 Participatory budget: this technique is recommended by the Forestry Commission (FC, 2011) and is 

particularly used in the development of Community Forests. It lets stakeholders and particularly civil society 
discuss the social and economic values that they associate with certain policies, activities or ways of carrying 
out actions. The aim is to guide debate and decisions in order to maximise collective, rather than individual 
benefits. This technique consists of involving small groups who represent a particular sector or theme and 
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members of the community who are affected by the issues discussed in order to assess their preferences in 
terms of forest use, planned activities, planting projects, landscaping and infrastructure options, and reach a 
consensus with regard to the distribution of financial resources between various alternatives for a given 
budget. 

 Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) (Sheet 7): this is a structured technique for organising, analysing and 
making complex, multi-criteria decisions, using an in-depth, systematic, rational and transparent process. This 
method is based on mathematics and psychology and is used throughout the world in the health, education and 
natural-resource management (especially forest management) sectors. It facilitates collective and participatory 
decision making, problem structuring and development of alternatives, group facilitation, consensus building, 
fairness, qualitative and quantitative information, conflict resolution, decision support and preferences 
structuring (Schmoldt et al., 2001).  

AHP users break down their decision-making problem into a hierarchy of sub-problems that are easier to 
understand, each of which can then be analysed independently: 1) overall goal / decision-making problem; 2) a) 
factors/criteria; b) sub-criteria (number of sub-levels as required); and 3) possible alternative actions for each 
criteria and/or sub-criteria.  
 
The four main phases, as outlined on Sheet 7, are as follows (Kasperczyk & Knickel, 2006): 
 
 Phase 1. Identifying and structuring the problem and selecting criteria and sub-criteria. 

 Phase 2. Setting of criteria priorities by pairwise comparison (weighting). 

 Phase 3. Pairwise comparison of options for each criterion (scoring). 

 Phase 4. Obtaining an overall relative score for each option (calculation of priorities and data interpretation). 

This is a relatively simple method that is easy to implement and describe, and there are various IT programmes to 
help perform it (complex calculations). It can be combined with a SWOT analysis (Strengths, Weaknesses, 
Opportunities, Threats) (Sheet 3) to analytically determine the importance of factors and/or assess similarities 
between SWOT factors and decision alternatives. 

5.4.2. Step 2: develop an action funding plan 

A specific budget is required to fund support for implementing the Action Plan in the short, medium and long term, 
and to ensure the effectiveness and continuity of the lead body for the initiative and its staff (Model Forest 
association, CFT Coordinators), which play a key role in meeting the objectives set. Funding may be private 
(owners, businesses, etc.), public (governments, local authorities) or a combination of these two sources, which is 
most often the case. 
 
For example, for CFTs or the CPF the lead body for the initiative is dependent on the Government and therefore 
has guaranteed and relatively stable sources of funding. However, funding for action development is not guaranteed, 
even though this tool is recognised by law.  Funders support the action because it corresponds with guidelines and 
not just because it is in the relevant geographical area. For CFTs, actions are planned for 5 years but stakeholders 
must prepare new adapted budgets each year and find funding to develop activities. Although stakeholders may 
develop actions independently, joint actions that benefit several people and pool efforts and resources are more 
easily financed. For the CPF, the organisation itself subsidises private owners to draw up the documents required 
for area development (e.g. management plans). 
 
For the Urbión Model Forest, funding is not guaranteed for the structure or activities. Funding comes from member 
contributions (adapted to each type of member, depending on their means) and local, regional, national and 
international subsidies. Some initiatives (e.g. Community Forests in the United Kingdom and the United States 
Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program) receive financial support from governments or not-for-profit 
organisations (e.g. the Woodland Trust), depending on the involvement of national or federal agencies (e.g. the 
Forestry Commission and Department of Agriculture respectively) in forest management, but funds are sometimes 
limited, and stakeholders are encouraged to seek alternative funding mechanisms. Member contributions, sale of 
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forest products generated by the activities and funding from outside the target areas are secondary sources that can 
ensure the continuity of initiatives. For the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program, the financial 
return generated by the management actions is one of the criteria for selecting and funding projects, which must be 
proven capable of being partially self-funded. 
The following tools can be used for preparing and discussing the budget needed to fund actions and to ensure that it 
is adapted to objectives, local needs and available resources: 
 
 Small committee meetings to prepare a detailed budget proposition. In the majority of the initiatives 

analysed, budgets for actual activities are mainly produced by the stakeholders who are directly affected, and in 
particular, by working groups (e.g. for Model Forests). 

 General meetings: decisions relating to budget approval are generally presented and discussed in general 
meetings (General Assembly for Model Forests), or approved by the Management team (e.g. social enterprises 
or limited liability companies responsible for managing Community Forests).  

5.5. Implementing and monitoring activities for the participatory 
management of woodland areas 

5.5.1. Performing technical actions for resource and area management 

Once an area’s strategic objectives and Action Plan have been approved, and the technical actions properly defined 
(schedule, budget, etc.), the actions should, as far as possible, be carried out within the specified timeframe using the 
available resources and in compliance with any special conditions set collectively by stakeholders. Carrying out 
actions requires qualified technical staff (forest experts, ecologists, public works companies, etc.), and also 
administrative and financial staff to ensure correct use of available funding.  
 
When actions are not carried out as planned, for example, following delays in engineering works, unforeseen 
climate events, staffing problems, etc., corrective measures must be taken as soon as possible in order to 
compensate for deficiencies and improve the situation. Potential problems must be foreseen as far as possible and 
mentioned in the Action Plan as threats to the successful completion of actions.   
 
Correct and successful completion of the technical actions is closely linked to supporting actions such as 
communication and awareness raising, stakeholder capacity building, networking and monitoring and evaluation. 

5.5.2. Communication and awareness-raising strategy and actions 

Communication and awareness raising for any area development project in general, and for participatory 
approaches in particular, involve increasing population and stakeholder awareness of the importance of the 
relationship between mankind and his environment, the consequences of anthropogenic activities on the 
environment, the area’s potential and the crucial role that their participation and involvement plays in its 
management. This is an extremely important factor in the participatory governance process as it helps promote the 
social compromise required for change. 
 
Communication in its various forms is a key tool for implementing good governance and participatory management 
of an area. It is vital to develop a communication strategy that is adapted to the area’s characteristics and the 
general public early in the development process and it is important to inform local people and make them aware of 
an area’s issues so that they are aware of the approaches, activities and actions, can get involved if they wish to, and 
do not feel excluded.  
 
There are two different levels of communication: internal communication between stakeholders who are 
directly affected and actively participate in the process, and external communication with “civil society” or the 
“general public”, independent of its interest in the issue discussed, in order to inform, raise awareness and promote 
acceptance, or at least prevent opposition. In order to maximise the quality and effectiveness of communication, 
there are important factors to take into account and some simple questions can guide these activities: What are the 
communication objectives (e.g. raise awareness, inform people about an action, promote involvement)? What 
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important messages do we want to communicate (e.g. a success, the start of an initiative, a significant event)? Who 
are the target audiences (e.g. experts or laymen, politicians or scientists, young people or adults)? What tools can 
be used, depending on available resources, to achieve maximum impact on target audiences? (Figure 8). 

 
Figure 8. Key questions to be asked in creating an effective and inclusive communication strategy 
 
All initiatives develop this type of strategy to a varying extent, depending on the priority it is given and available 
resources. For Model Forests in particular, a communication strategy is developed to determine communication 
objectives and issues, specify key messages, target audience and the most efficient ways of presenting them with 
information, and to produce a schedule. The communication strategy is often developed while doing action planning. 
It is essential to plan a specific budget for each communication and media activity, an aspect which is often 
overlooked.  
 
Various tools can be used to help promote active communication with stakeholders and the general public: 
 
 Communication via various multimedia tools: website, mailing lists, forum, press, radio, television, social 

networks, etc. All of the initiatives studied have websites, either individually or as part of the regional and 
national network site. In rural areas, it is also useful to use media that are well connected with local residents, 
such as local newspapers. The Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program introduced conferences 
for sharing experiences/lessons learned, where project managers, stakeholders and interested members of the 
general public could take part live (online or by telephone), and that they can access any time online (CFLRP, 
2013). 

 Communication via collective actions: events, stands, open days, site visits (e.g. on carefully selected pilot 
sites), poster exhibitions presented by their creators, building educational infrastructure, etc. It is important to 
design communication aspects in order to maximise their impact on the target audience. For example, the 
Urbión Model Forest created the “Model Forest Timber House”, a building made of wood and other materials 
from the area which offers visitors an interactive area. 

 Communication via promotional objects: the curiosity of the general public can be stimulated by 
bookmarks, pencils, brochures, booklets, leaflets, etc., which are not very expensive. 

COMMUNICATION STRATEGY 

INTERNAL COMMUNICATION 
 
  TARGET AUDIENCE? 
Stakeholders affected by local management 
and involved in the initiative 
 
  COMMUNICATION OBJECTIVES? 
Mobilise members, inform them, raise 
awareness, develop a sense of ownership of 
the initiative, etc. 
 
  EXAMPLES 
General Assembly minutes, telephone 
conversation, etc. 
 
  TOOLS USED? 
Reports, meetings, intranet, etc. 
 
  FREQUENCY? 
Bi-annual, monthly, occasional to discuss 
specific aspects, etc. 

 

EXTERNAL COMMUNICATION 
 

  TARGET AUDIENCE? 
General public, e.g. citizens, NGOs, etc. 
(specialists and non-specialists) 
 
  COMMUNICATION OBJECTIVES? 
Inform about the actions, activities and 
initiatives developed, raise awareness, 
promote their participation, etc. 
 
  EXAMPLES 
Press release, open day, lecture, etc. 
 
  TOOLS USED? 
Press, radio, television, website, social 
networks, etc. 
 
  FREQUENCY? 
At the start of the project, occasionally to 
communicate the results of an action, at the 

end to communicate results, etc. 
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5.5.3. Stakeholder capacity building 

Capacity building is usually associated with the continuous transfer of skills, knowledge and know-how, and 
technical, financial, legal, institutional and other training for individuals. FAO (2010) defines it as a process which 
aims to unleash, strengthen and maintain the capacity of people, organisations and society to facilitate self-
management. It has a key role in improving technical capacities and promoting area development. 
 
In the approaches analysed, various tools are used to build stakeholder capacities: 
 
 Workshops and seminars: these bring stakeholders together to work on cross-sector themes or specific 

subjects and share their experiences. Workshops that bring together project leaders and local service 
companies can be organised to make companies aware of the projects and outsourcing opportunities as in the 
Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program.  

 Conferences and congresses: this type of event is also frequently used and is typical for projects with a 
significant scientific or technical dimension. Relatively short oral presentations are given to the public.  

 Courses and study programmes: participatory management initiatives most often include training courses, 
which can be more or less structured and of variable length, in the form of short-term courses or long training 
programmes or study groups (small group of people who study together), as in the Living Forests approach. 
Training programmes for forest workers, owners, companies, teachers, etc. can focus on different aspects of 
forest management, including those relating to biodiversity, multifunctional management, forest certification, 
legal issues related to development, etc. These training programmes help explain the legitimacy of projects and 
the desired changes in practice to forest workers and prepare them for the introduction of standards. They 
also increase their trust in the scientific knowledge and the resulting recommendations.  

 Network of experimental plots: this type of initiative is not widespread because it requires relatively 
significant resources, but its impact is very positive. For example, it is mentioned in the CPF approach and in 
the QUALIGOUV Project (“Marteloscopes”) (AIFM, 2012). It consists of creating a network of demonstration 
plots for educational purposes, in order to inform and raise awareness amongst various groups with different 
levels of knowledge of forest management. A network like this also stimulates synergies between forest 
owners and research centres in order to resolve specific problems and promote experiments and the 
demonstration of sustainable forest management practices. It is also a place of communication and discussion 
between the Government, forest owners, research and companies.  

 Development of method sheets: these are technical instruments that are generally concise and easy to 
consult and use, which discuss real issues in the area (e.g. forest fire prevention via forest management, 
protection of a water extraction area) and specific management practices (silvicultural or agricultural trails, soil 
conservation, etc.). They are often produced with the participation of technical experts and in partnership with 
research centres.  

 Site visits: these generally target a limited number of people, due to the resources that they require, but the 
careful choice of participants (public authorities, network members, media, etc.) greatly maximises their impact 
(word-of-mouth/multiplication effect). They allow stakeholders to see the sites where the actions are being 
implemented and help them to get a better idea of activities, participatory processes and results, and 
strengthen their shared vision of the area.  

5.5.4. Networking 

Networking activities are developed in all initiatives and considered to be key factors for their success. They help 
share data, experiences and know-how, create and strengthen synergies with area and external stakeholders, find 
external funding, organise actions that go beyond the geographical areas in question, stimulate innovation, speed up 
problem solving and find solutions more quickly. 
 
Networking can take the form of the following activities: site visits and study trips during launch and performance of 
initiatives, taking part in conferences and open days, interactions via specially created platforms, networks and 
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mailing lists (e.g., the cross-sector negotiating forum with the CPF, International Model Forest Network, 
Community Forest Network, etc.) 

5.5.5. Participatory monitoring 

Participatory monitoring involves stakeholders in continuous progress assessment over time (results and 
objectives achieved) for the overall project, and particular actions, by collecting and analysing information to 
improve and/or redirect activities and take suitable decisions. Actions are monitored using reliable and easy-to-
measure performance, results, impact and context indicators that cover the environmental, social and economic 
dimensions of the project. The monitoring system must be simple and inexpensive. 
 
Monitoring activities are rarely mandatory and very often overlooked due to their requirements in terms of time 
and human resources, but also sometimes due to the difficulty of defining objective indicators that can be easily 
measured.  
 
The following simple questions can be used to guide the monitoring process: 
 

- What must be monitored or is desirable to monitor? 
- How can objective and quantitative monitoring be ensured? 
- What indicators should and could be measured and according to what criteria? 
- What reliable sources of data could be used to produce the selected indicators?  
- Who is responsible for monitoring? Should they be monitored? If so, how? 
- How will the monitoring data and results be presented and analysed? 
- What is required in terms of time and human, technical and financial resources? 

 
The participatory nature of monitoring encourages and guides discussion between stakeholders affected and 
decisions taken concerning their future and that of the whole area (Slocum, 2006). It helps: 

 
 

- Bring stakeholders together around their successes and stimulates a feeling of emulation; 
- Gather more data over wider areas and share monitoring costs (participation of universities, activist 

networks, etc.);  
- Avoid possible crises by bringing people together to discuss and think about solutions to major issues; 
- Provide more data that can help people determine the reasons for problems and ways to solve them; 
- Provide understanding of why a project is not working correctly and lead stakeholders to revise and readjust 

their objectives and actions. 
 
The most relevant participatory tools for monitoring are as follows:  
 
 Meetings: meetings, with variable frequency, are vital as they help stakeholders and decision-makers review 

activities, assess the economic, environmental and social benefits of the initiatives and readjust the objectives 
and Action Plan if required. For example, the Concerted Operations for the Planning and Management of the 
Rural Space organise meetings in the middle of projects, which helps quickly analyse the actions performed and 
the remaining actions on the basis of the criteria outlined in the action sheets. 

 Working groups: the data and information generated by these groups of experts representing various 
interests enrich surveys with quantitative data and consolidate recommendations. 

 Site visits: this tool is often used and has a particularly interesting practical and educational dimension. Site 
visits help managers to tangibly illustrate their results and stimulate a feeling of emulation among participants. 
They are also an opportunity for leaders and funders to partially assess the impacts visually (which is not 
necessarily objective and reliable). 

 Monitoring surveys (Sheet 8.1): surveys are frequently used, and if carried out by sufficiently trained 
individuals, provide good quality assessment at a reasonable cost. They aim to gather information to produce 
indicators, identify the main trends and quantify perceptions of the activities carried out. They can involve 
various different people, but each survey generally targets a fairly homogenous group, such as forest owners, 
professionals in the forest and wood sector, forest users, etc. 
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 Multiparty monitoring and assessment platform: this tool is particularly used by the United States 
Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program and the Community Forest initiatives in the United 
Kingdom. It contributes to the monitoring and assessment of projects, generates feedback and assesses the 
positive and negative ecological, social and economic effects of the projects. This platform gives the interested 
parties a space for dialogue and collaboration, facilitates discussions and adopting consensuses and agreements, 
reduces the risk of conflict and helps carry out beneficial collaborative management actions. Citizens (non-
experts) may be involved in monitoring/assessment activities when the indicators can be measured reliably by 
non-professionals and then checked by experts. This “citizen science” concept is currently being developed, 
particularly in monitoring fauna (e.g. butterflies and birds) and helps reward the efforts of passionate volunteers 
and reduce monitoring costs for lead bodies. For example, the Yalova Model Forest has a platform that 
involves area stakeholders in monitoring and preventing illegal wood cutting. Hill Holt Wood Community 
Forest (2013), an environmental social enterprise in England, has implemented a specific social audit, which 
consults stakeholders in order to quantify the environmental and social benefits, in parallel to the financial 
audit. 

 Sheets with performance indicators for the specific actions, which can be updated online: this tool 
is often used, especially by CFTs (EVAL tool). In this specific case, sheets are structured to monitor and 
measure three components: 1) Monitoring of actions using the corresponding indicators, defined nationally and 
adapted to the relevant region, if required; 2) Overall monitoring of the CFT, which provides a consolidated 
vision of its impacts using “aggregated” indicators which characterise the situation of the area before and after 
implementation; 3) Monitoring of the state of the forest in the area using a series of context indicators. 
Information is updated via an Internet platform which coordinators can access to voluntarily enter 
performance and context indicators. This platform lets them extract data and graphs for presenting results to 
stakeholders and the public, demonstrating successes and the legitimacy of funding, and identifying problems 
and reasons for failure. A methodological guide has been created to guide the qualitative assessment and 
improve the quantitative assessment of CFTs. 

5.6. Participatory evaluation 

Participatory evaluation consists of involving stakeholders and external agents in the process of evaluating the 
impact of a project, both in terms of results and objectives achieved, at a given moment in time (intermediate 
evaluation and final evaluation). Evaluation can be performed using reliable and easy-to-measure performance, 
results, impact and context indicators that cover the environmental, social and economic aspects of the project. The 
evaluation system used should be simple and inexpensive. 
 
The following simple questions help guide evaluation: 
 

- What must be evaluated or is desirable to evaluate during the project and at the end? 
- How can objective and quantified evaluation be ensured? 
- What indicators should and could be measured and according to what criteria? 
- What reliable sources of data could be used to produce the selected indicators?  
- Who is responsible for evaluation? Should they be monitored? If so, how? 
- How will the evaluation data and results be presented and analysed? 
- What is required in terms of time, human, technical and financial resources? 

 
The same tools and indicators can be used for evaluation as for monitoring. Involving external agents in processes is 
recommended in order to guarantee an independent viewpoint. An internal audit is the easiest to implement and 
can be performed by organisations that are directly linked to initiatives, such as the Mediterranean Model Forest 
Network. External evaluation is generally more expensive, but is used by some Community Forest initiatives, 
particularly when bodies are enterprises (Hill Holt Wood, 2013). 
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6. Participatory governance for the 
multifunctional management of areas – 
lessons learned from various 
international initiatives 

This section describes various governance initiatives that promote the participation of multiple stakeholders, 
representing the interests of various sectors of society with regard to the management of natural resources. The 
initiatives presented have been selected according to a number of criteria, in particular their geographical scope, 
their level of maturity and success, the type of resources (forest, farmland) and land (private or otherwise) 
managed, and their relevance to Mediterranean areas. They have then been grouped on the basis of their overall 
objectives. 
 
Table 5 below lists the initiatives considered, grouped by their objectives, and the countries where they have been 
applied. It lists the initiatives that are analysed in detail (the first seven) prior to those for which less information is 
available but which nevertheless provide some interesting and relevant examples in the context of the FGEF project 
(the last three).  
Table 5. Initiatives for participatory governance and management analysed in this report 

Overall objective of the 
initiative 

Name of the participatory governance initiative 
Countries 
involved 

Local stakeholder participation in forest 
management and conservation 

Model Forests (MF) France, Spain, Turkey 

Charte Forestière de Territoire (CFT, local forestry charter) France 

Community Forests (CF)  UK 

Stakeholder participation in the 
integrated management of natural 
resources and landscape 

Schéma Stratégique de Massif Forestier (SSMF, mountain forest 
strategic plan) 

France 

Opérations Concertées d’Aménagement et de Gestion de l’Espace 
Rural (OCAGER, concerted operations for the development 
and management of rural areas) 

France 

Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP) USA 

Forest owner participation in forestry 
development and policy 

Centre de la Propietat Forestal (CPF, forest ownership centre) Spain 

Stakeholder participation in specifying 
and applying certification standards for 
sustainable forest management 

Living Forests (LF) Norway 

Participatory management of forest fire 
risks 

Wildfire Groups (WG)  UK 

Grouping forest owners and sharing 
efforts and resources for operational 
and multifunctional forest management 

Association Syndicale Libre de Gestion Forestière (ASLGF, private 
association of forest owners for forest management) 

France 

6.1. Local stakeholder participation in forest management and 
conservation 

6.1.1. Model Forests 

6.1.1.1. General characteristics of the initiative  

Websites: http://www.mmfn.info and http://www.imfn.net 
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Location: the initiative is international and involves over 60 sites in 30 countries worldwide. 
 
Year created: 1992 
 
Preparation time: approximately one year for design and an additional year corresponding to the time between 
sending the application for recognition as a Model Forest and its acceptance by the International Model Forest 
Network which coordinates all Model Forests.  
 
Key figures: the number of Model Forests has grown rapidly since their creation, rising from 10 in 1992 to 60 (in 
30 countries) in 2013. This initiative affects approximately 108.5 million hectares and 8.1 million local residents.  
 
Sources of funding: Model Forests fund their actions through member fees, local, national and European public 
subsidies, and private contributions (gifts and sponsorship). 
 
Objectives: sustainable management of natural resources through local stakeholder participation.  
 
Geographical scope: Model Forests may correspond to an existing administrative unit, but they generally cover a 
group of administrative units. Some Model Forests are marked out by an ecological boundary, such as a catchment 
area or mountain range. 
 
Stakeholders involved: Model Forests include all local stakeholders, including the users, owners and managers of 
natural resources, the forestry industry and other industries, NGOs, local authorities, local communities, 
universities and research centres. The legal structure of Model Forests is a partnership grouping all stakeholders 
involved.  

6.1.1.2. Context and issues  

The term “Model Forest” appeared in 1991 in the context of an innovative Canadian government programme, 
whose main objective was to promote the creation of voluntary public partnerships for specific forests, in order to 
implement sustainable management policies for ecosystems, forest landscapes and natural resources in general. 
These “model” forests would serve as an example to enable others to be sustainably managed using common 
criteria, taking into account the social, environmental and economic needs of local communities and the long-term 
sustainability of large landscapes, of which forests are an important characteristic. While Models Forests are specific 
geographical areas, they are primarily collaborative approaches that bring together a wide range of people, sectors, 
values and interests within a given landscape.  They exist worldwide (60 sites in 30 countries in 2013) and are 
organised into Regional Networks (such as the Canadian, Mediterranean, African and Ibero-American networks) all 
under the umbrella of the International Model Forest Network (IMFN).  
 
All Model Forests have the following six characteristics: 
 
1. An inclusive, dynamic and transparent partnership in which stakeholders in the area's natural resources approve 

by consensus a process to specify sustainable-management priorities, objectives and practices. The partners 
include individuals, groups and bodies interested in decisions concerning the management of forestry resources 
and the Model Forest’s priority programmes. 

2. A commitment to sustainable forest management. 

3. An area sufficiently large and representative of the various forest uses and values for a specific region.  

4. A representative, participatory, transparent and responsible governance structure that encourages all 
stakeholders to participate fairly and efficiently in the programme of activities. Given that Model Forests have 
no legal authority over their area, forest owners and governments play a key role in each of these steps. Their 
support is necessary for the partnership to draw up an Action Plan. 

5. A programme of activities that reflects both the values and expectations of the partners, and the area’s 
management and development issues. The projects and activities are generally classified into various categories, 
including: 
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- creation and maintenance of the partnership, including conflict resolution, 
- applied research, 
- sustainable development of local communities and improving means of subsistence, 
- communication, awareness raising and knowledge transfer, 
- stakeholder capacity building, 
- networking, 
- monitoring and assessment to ensure that the desired results are achieved on the ground, 
- effective and transparent management and administration of actions and activities. 
 

6. A sharing of knowledge and experience, building capacities and networks at regional, national and international 
levels, in particular via regional networks and the national network.   

6.1.1.3. Implementation processes 

There is no standard model for creating Model Forests. Their form and function are moulded by the creativity of 
local partners and their local environmental, economic, social and cultural context.  
 
Nevertheless, certain phases are common to the implementation of most Model Forests:  
 
1. Become familiar with the approach 
A better understanding of the initiative can be obtained by communicating with the IMFN office and by consulting 
the website of the regional Model Forest Networks (such as www.mmfn.info) and documentation on Model Forests 
(especially that produced by well-established Model Forests).  Visits to Model Forests are very useful and mean that 
those interested can see concrete examples of operation and management, which can guide implementation of their 
own projects. 
 
2. Specify an initial group of stakeholders 
Stakeholders include individuals, groups and bodies interested in decisions concerning the management of forest 
resources and the initiative’s priority programmes. They do not necessarily live in the area involved. External bodies 
such as universities and research centres often participate. Furthermore, while certain stakeholders participate 
throughout the existence of a Model Forest, others may join or leave the initiative at various times depending on 
the issues, programmes and their expectations. The initial group of stakeholders may be deliberately limited, with 
the knowledge that it is destined to grow. The participation of new stakeholders is to be encouraged when gaps are 
detected in terms of technical or scientific knowledge or analytical skills. In general, stakeholders who actively 
collaborate in the definition of a common vision and handle questions of common interest are considered as 
“partners”, and are formally recognised in the governance structure. 
 
3. Choose an area for the Model Forest 
Model Forests are to be areas that represent the ecological and socio-economic values of given geographical 
regions. In general, they may include not only woodland areas but also agricultural land, rivers, lakes or towns. Their 
location and boundaries are established by the initial group of stakeholders on the basis of the recommendations of 
the International Model Forest Network, sometimes even before any contact with the Network. Specifying the 
area’s boundaries can be difficult and is directed both by stakeholder expectations and by the ecological, social and 
economic issues of the region involved.  The boundaries must be thoroughly substantiated. 
 
4. Organise meetings and workshops to discuss the creation of the Model Forest  
It is recommended that participatory workshops and meetings be organised with diverse groups of stakeholders, to 
discuss and reach a consensus regarding the strategies for implementing the Model Forest (such as vision, objectives 
and expected impact). These workshops and meetings are an opportunity to collectively examine stakeholder 
visions for the future – along with development objectives, the limits of the initiative, threats and obstacles – and to 
build a common understanding of the issues and a consensus regarding the actions to be undertaken. The number of 
workshops and meetings varies and depends on many factors, such as: a) the needs, questions and obstacles to be 
taken into account; b) the level of trust between stakeholders and their experience of working together; and c) the 
level of awareness of stakeholder needs and problems. The first workshop is generally an opportunity to validate 
the creation of a Model Forest and to specify the procedure to be followed. In general, the greater the number of 
stakeholders involved, the more complex and time-consuming the process. However, it is essential that all 
stakeholders who are affected and wish to participate be involved in the creation process in order to encourage 
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their commitment and be sure of their majority support. Substantial means must therefore be deployed to ensure 
effective and inclusive participation. 
 
5. Prepare a Model Forest Strategic Plan 
After stakeholder agreement on the guidelines for forest development and the actions to be undertaken, the 
production of a Strategic Plan means that their vision and agreements can be given concrete form and their roles 
and responsibilities clarified. This plan, which can take several months to produce, generally gives a detailed 
description of the partnership and of the geography of the Model Forest, and specifies its objectives.  The 
“Framework for Model Forest Strategic Planning” provides useful information for drawing up a Strategic Plan 
(www.mmfn.info/sitio/ares/descargas/archivo/24_1.pdf). 
 
6. Launch the Action Plan 
Following approval of the Strategic Plan by the Model Forest’s General Assembly, the Action Plan can be 
implemented.  
 
Certain other plans and strategies may also be produced at this stage of the initiative: 
 

- Annual Work Plan: a detailed document giving the budget allocated to each activity to be undertaken 
during the year.  

- Impact Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for Model Forests: helps measure and report on the 
outcome and impact of activities compared to the Strategic Plan.  

- Communications Strategy: defines key messages and target audiences and identifies the best ways to 
deliver the messages to the audiences.  

- Resource Mobilisation Strategy: outlines the available and required resources for the programme, potential 
sources of funding available, and the role of stakeholders in mobilising the financial, human and technical 
resources needed to implement the Strategic Plan and achieve the desired results. 

6.1.1.4. Case study: Urbión Model Forest (Spain) 

6.1.1.4.1. General characteristics of the initiative 

Website: http://www.urbion.es 
 
Location: Region of Pinares in Burgos and Soria, Castile and León, Spain 
 
Area involved: 120,000 ha 
 
Year created: 2007 
 
Objectives: social, economic and environmental development of the area via a participatory approach to the 
multifunctional management of natural resources. The main activities on the site are forestry, mushroom harvesting, 
livestock rearing, hunting and leisure. 
 
Stakeholders involved: the main stakeholders involved are listed in Table 6.  
 
Table 6. Stakeholders involved in the Urbión Model Forest initiative 

TYPE OF 
INVOLVEMENT 

STAKEHOLDERS INVOLVED 

Lead bodies 
The regional government of Castile and León and Asociación Monte Modelo Urbión 
(AMMU, the Urbión Model Forest Association) 

Beneficiaries 
Local people, sector associations, local associations, wood-producer associations, 
savings banks, regional government, local government and local authorities 

Political partners Local government, municipalities and municipal groupings   

Technical partners 
Centro de Servicios y Promoción Forestal y de su Industria de Castilla y León (CESEFOR, 
service centre for the promotion of forestry and related industries in Castile and León, 
a non-profit organisation) and other members of AMMU have technical expertise 
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Funding partners 
Membership fees (tailored to the means of each type of member), local, regional, 
national and international subsidies 

Scientific partners University of Valladolid 

 

6.1.1.4.2. Governance structure 

Asociación Monte Modelo Urbión (AMMU, the Urbión Model Forest Association) is the lead body for the Model 
Forest and mobilises over 58 groups that represent various sectors and associations.  AMMU’s governance 
structure is as follows:  
 

 General Assembly: this is the Association's decision-making body and includes all members. Decisions 
are generally taken by simple majority vote during regular meetings (such as the AGM) or extraordinary 
meetings (as needed).   

 Directing Assembly: this is the body that manages and represents the Association. It is made up of at 
least four representatives from local government (two from Burgos Province and two from Soria 
Province), one representative of the forestry board, one representative of the wood industry associations, 
one representative from CESEFOR, and representatives of other sectors. Members exercise their 
functions without payment. 

 President: elected by the Directing Assembly from among the local government representatives 
according to a revolving presidency principle. The President is the Association's legal representative to all 
public or private bodies. 

 Working Committees: these are created to deal with issues that require special attention, or on the 
proposal of more than two members or at least one member of the Directing Assembly. Participation is 
voluntary. 

 Manager: chosen by the Directing Assembly using a transparent and competitive process, the Manager is 
responsible for monitoring and performance of the Model Forest’s policies and actions.  

6.1.1.4.3. Bodies and mechanisms for participation  

AMMU mainly uses three forms of participation: 1) General Assembly, during which the partners, who represent 
groups from various sectors of the population, meet regularly to cover subjects proposed by some of the 58 
partner groups; 2) Working Committees, which are created to seek solutions to specific issues. A partner 
volunteers to lead the group and to contact other interested partners and experts who can organise any training 
needed. There are currently three: the “Commission for Public Use”, the “Committee on Climate Change” and the 
“Broadcasting Commission”; 3) Consultations and meetings organised by AMMU with various members and 
local villages so that they can state their position on various subjects concerning the sustainable development of 
local resources via their local councils. For example, such a consultation was performed in 2010 regarding the 
regulation of mushroom harvesting and payment for environmental services.  

6.1.1.4.4. Communication, public awareness raising and stakeholder capacity building 

AMMU has created a Working Committee on communication and media (the “Broadcasting Commission”), to 
encourage stakeholder participation and promote the Model Forest. The actions undertaken are listed in Table 7 
below. 
 
Table 7. Communication and media strategy used by the Urbión Model Forest Association 

BROADCASTING COMMISSION: strategic plan and actions  

TARGET GROUPS MEDIA USED ACTIONS 
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Local individuals and 
groups 

• Partners 

• Voz de Pinares (local 
newspaper) 

• The Association’s website 

• Facebook, Twitter 

• Annual celebration of “Urbión Model Forest day” to reinforce the 
activities concerning natural resources (forestry management, 
conservation of environmental quality). This event is aimed at local 
communities. 

• Promotion of school exchange trips within the area and with 
students from urban contexts 

• Quarterly newsletter on the development of activities 

• Free monthly electronic newsletter  

Individuals and bodies 
that visit the area 

• Universities 

• The Association’s website 

• The confederation of forest 
owners associations 

• Forestry associations  

• Partners 

• Production of an information module on the Association and on 
local forestry management targeting an audience with no knowledge 
of forestry (paper format and 30 minute video). The document 
represents the Region’s viewpoint. 

• Production of an information module on the Association and on 
local forestry management targeting an audience with knowledge of 
forestry (paper format and 30 minute video). The document 
represents the Region’s viewpoint. 

• Production of a trail, with a guide, for an audience with no 
environmental knowledge 

• Production of a trail, with a guide, for an audience with 
environmental knowledge 

Individuals and groups 
outside the area 

• Regional Model Forest 
Networks 

• Forestry businesses  

• Regional government 

• Forestry associations 

• Participation in the Mediterranean Model Forest Network 

• Participation in the Ibero-American Model Forest Network 

• Participation in the International Model Forest Network 

• Participation in National Forestry Conferences 

• Participation in Regional Forestry Conferences 

General 

• Visitor centres 

• Schools  

• Local and regional 
environmental services 

• Partners 

• Publication of an informative, highly-accessible brochure on the 
Association and the area 

• Production of extension materials for participating in educational 
events on sustainable management 

• Running conferences 

• Running workshops  

 
The Urbión Model Forest initiative does not have a specific body for developing actions that aim to raise awareness 
and build stakeholder capacities. However, whenever the Working Committees consider it necessary, they invite 
experts and members also participate in conferences to promote the idea of Model Forests and make the Urbión 
Forest better known. 
 
6.1.1.4.5. Transparency mechanisms 
 
The Urbión Model Forest Association sends all its partners all documents produced (such as activity reports and 
annual budgets) by mail or e-mail. Furthermore, it has a web application that supplies full information on calls to 
tender for the cutting of building wood or firewood, the location of the commercial forestry plantations and forest 
roads. In this way, transparency is strengthened among neighbours who have user rights and who benefit from the 
economic resources of the plantations. This application also simplifies the process of keeping records of the 
companies that participate in calls to tender for timber harvesting and marketing.  

6.1.1.4.6. Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms  

The International Network and the regional networks require six-monthly or annual executive reports in order to 
monitor and assess the operation of Model Forests. In addition, an internal audit of the Urbión Model Forest is 
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performed by the Board of Directors, and activity reports and annual budgets approved by the General Assembly 
are sent to all partners annually. 

6.1.1.4.7. Strengths of the initiative and lessons learned 

 The initiative contributes to promoting the multifunctional use of forest resources and to a fairer 
distribution of the benefits associated with their use.  

 AMMU provides a forum for discussion which means that representatives of various sectors of civil society 
that do not usually connect – such as the Housekeepers Association and the Industry Association – can 
meet, discuss and collaborate in seeking solutions to achieve common goals.  

 The initiative encourages cohesion between the various layers of society that are linked to the landscape 
and area, and strengthens the autonomy of local stakeholders. Stakeholders take on ownership of the 
forest and its benefits, assume shared responsibility, and therefore have more interest in managing it 
sustainably.  

 In general, the initiative leads to solid, consensual agreements that are representative of the area. 
 While the Association's proposals do not imply legal obligations, they do exert pressure on political 

decision-makers as they are supported by many sectors of the population.  
 Work in networks encourages self-criticism and means that the lessons and successes of worldwide 

initiatives can be put to use and made known, to anticipate and overcome obstacles and avoid repeating 
errors.  

 The initiative builds stakeholder capacities and promotes environmental education and awareness raising, 
thus improving the commitment of stakeholders, and in particular civil society, to the development of 
shared resources. 

6.1.1.4.8. Weaknesses of the initiative 

 Urbión Model Forest participatory processes are relatively time consuming and in some cases the 
agreements obtained have limited impact and are not very representative of the area.  

 It is often difficult to raise sufficient funding to ensure that actions are performed and that the initiative 
continues; this requires strong mobilisation of stakeholders (in particular local authorities and national 
government).  

 Given that its proposals are not legally binding, the Association suffers from a relative lack of authority and 
responsability for managing the area, as its proposals are not leading to changes in laws or regulations.  

6.1.1.5. Case study: Yalova Model Forest 

6.1.1.5.1. General characteristics of the initiative 

Website: http://www.yalovamodelormani.org.tr 
 
Location: Yalova, Turkey 
 
Area involved: 79,185 ha 
 
Year created: 2011 
 
Objectives: promote sustainable local development, sustainable use of wood and non-wood forest products (such 
as mushrooms, medicinal and aromatic plants and wild fruit) and ecotourism.   
 
Stakeholders involved: the main stakeholders involved are listed in Table 8.  
 
Table 8. Stakeholders involved in the Yalova Model Forest  

TYPE OF 
INVOLVEMENT 

STAKEHOLDERS INVOLVED 

Lead bodies Yalova regional government and the Yalova Model Forest Association (YMFA) 
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Beneficiaries 
Local people, sector associations, local associations, councils, regional government, local 
government and local authorities 

Political partners 
Special Provincial Administration (SPA), municipality of Yalova, national board for provincial 
training 

Technical partners 
Yalova Model Forest Association - Forestry District Directorate, Provincial Agriculture 
Directorate, Provincial Directorate of Culture and Tourism, forestry cooperatives 

Funding partners 
European Union, Eastern Marmara Development Agency, UNDP, FAO, World Bank, 
TÜBITAK, KOSGEB fund, national funds, membership fees  
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Scientific partners 
University of Yalova, Ataturk Central Horticultural Research Institute, Aegean Agricultural 
Research Institute,  Düzce University – Forestry Faculty, Poplar and Fast Growing Forest 
Trees Research Institute in Izmit  

6.1.1.5.2. Governance structure 

As for the Urbión Model Forest, the key governance body and legal representative of the Yalova Model Forest is 
the Yalova Model Forest Association (YMFA). This is a non-government organisation that was put in place to ensure 
active stakeholder participation and collaboration. It includes over 40 partners, which represent various 
stakeholders involved in or affected by the sustainable management of the area; individual voluntary members are 
accepted. The Association’s governance structures are similar to those of the Urbión Model Forest Association (a 
General Assembly and a Directing Assembly), but the Working Groups are orientated towards themes with more 
strongly scientific and technical dimensions. 
 
YMFA is closely involved with the various local stakeholders. Given that forests belong to the State, the Association, 
while independent, is structured in compliance with state law and works in close cooperation with the Ministry of 
Forest and Water Management, and the General Directorate of Forestry. Furthermore, the provincial government 
and the private sector, in particular the Chamber of Commerce and the Yalova Industrial Association, have 
provided significant administrative and technical support for the creation of the Model Forest. YMFA provides a 
multi-stakeholder platform that facilitates mobilisation of the resources needed for sustainable management of 
natural resources. It has a Strategic Plan, which was produced using a participatory process involving all partners. 
They also specified, by consensus, the strategic objectives and activities to be undertaken. 

6.1.1.5.3. Bodies and mechanisms for participation 

Participation in the creation and development of the Yalova Model Forest occurs mainly via the voluntary scientific 
and technical Working Groups which support the performance of Strategic Plan actions. Eight groups have been 
formed, working in particular on aromatic and medicinal plants, mushrooms, rural tourism, wild fruits and 
beekeeping.  

6.1.1.5.4. Communication, public awareness raising and stakeholder capacity building 

YMFA shares information via magazines, newspapers, television, Facebook, and the websites of the General 
Directorate of Forestry and the Association. The Association is continuously improving its relationship with the 
Mediterranean Model Forest Network, the International Model Forest Network and other Model Forests, in order 
to facilitate the sharing of experience and know-how.   
 
In addition, YMFA consolidates its identity via communication and extension activities and resources (such as press 
releases and its website).  It collaborates with international and national institutions in research and development 
programmes. The majority of its activities involve the participation of various sectors of civil society. In order to 
improve the effectiveness of this participation, various activities are organised to build up the technical, economic, 
legal and other capacities of local stakeholders, including training in preventing and fighting forest fires, conserving 
bio-diversity, and sustainable techniques for mushroom harvesting. YMFA also promotes the voluntary participation 
of civil-society organisations that target the sustainable management of the area. One example is the creation of a 
participatory platform for the monitoring and prevention of illegal logging.  Furthermore, certain YMFA partners are 
involved in preparing proposals to amend current legislation, which would enhance the impact of the actions 
performed.  
 
The Association strives to offer society viable economic alternatives, for example in the context of a project to 
design roads and trails to develop ecotourism, or a feasibility study regarding the construction of a spa resort 
combining treatments, adventure and education. YMFA encourages and promotes research, and benefits from the 
highly active participation of its scientific partners, with the objective of supplying tangible, robust solutions to the 
problems associated with the sustainable management of the area. Seven research centres and universities 
participate; their main activity is research but they are also involved in institutional development and training on 
forest protection.  
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6.1.1.5.5. Transparency mechanisms 

The conclusions of the monitoring commission and general reports are made available to the public, and meetings 
are open to all stakeholders who wish to participate. 

6.1.1.5.6. Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms  

YMFA has two specific structures for monitoring and evaluating its actions:  
 

 Project Evaluation Committee: this evaluates the projects and activities undertaken by the Working 
Groups and informs the Directing Assembly of the results. It comprises members of the General Assembly 
and experts chosen by the Directing Assembly. 

 Monitoring Commission: this performs audits, at minimum annually, as specified in the Association’s 
Rules and Procedures. It comprises three permanent members elected by the General Assembly. Among 
other things, it must observe and assess the Strategic Plan implementation process. The monitoring is 
based on economic cost-benefit analyses, on analyses of the implementation of the suggested activities and 
on analysis of the data collected by other methods (such as surveys). This information is discussed during 
assessment meetings and workshops, and the conclusions are published annually. 

6.1.1.5.7. Strengths of the initiative and lessons learned 

 The Yalova Model Forest initiative encourages the participation of all the Association’s partners (there are 
over 80), in particular encouraging the participation of new members, who may join the Association as a 
body or as an individual.  

 The participation of relevant stakeholders in the Working Groups helps to develop their experience and 
capacities on concrete themes and in the area of project management (such as drawing up projects and 
preparing budgets).  

 Research is highly present and plays an important role in the initiative, meaning that science-based 
solutions can be applied to concrete issues regarding the conservation and management of natural 
resources. 

 The Association is very active, and although young, is already engaged in multiple activities and projects, 
moving from a mainly forest-oriented approach to an approach that integrates local socio-economic 
interests. The Yalova Model Forest initiative has very effectively mobilised new partners in the process and 
has created a common vision for forest management in the local community. 

6.1.1.5.8. Weaknesses of the initiative  

 The complexity of the participatory process, associated with the involvement of a large number of 
partners, and the diversity of interests at stake, is such that reaching agreement and consensus can be 
difficult. 

 This complexity in the implementation of participation leads to relatively high costs.  

6.1.2. Charte Forestière de Territoire (CFT, local forestry charter) 

6.1.2.1. General characteristics of the initiative 

Website: http://portail.fncofor.fr/afficherAccueilSite.do?idRubrique=166 
 
Location: France 
 
Year created: 2001 
 
Preparation time: approximately two years. 
 
Key figures: This is a France-specific initiative. In 2013, France was found to have 133 CFTs, representing a total 
surface area of 11.7 million hectares (21% of mainland France), including a forest area of 4.79 million hectares (31% 
of mainland France forests) with over 6,000 municipalities affected by the initiative.  Their state of progress varies 
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(see Figure 9). Other countries have used the CFTs as an inspiration for their own forest-area development, for 
example Morocco for the development of the Bouhachem site. 

 
Figure 9. State of progress of CFTs in France in 2013 (National Network of CFTs – FNCOFOR, 2013) 
 
Sources of funding: CFTs fund their actions thanks to European, national, regional and département-level public 
subsidies. The lead bodies self fund as per their Statutes, at 20% for public bodies and 5% for associations. 
 
Objectives: a CFT is an initiative that aims to provoke discussion over a relevant area to analyse the place of 
forest and woodland in this area, and draw up a shared project that makes forest and woodland an asset for local 
development.  
 
Geographical scope: the area covered by a CFT can vary widely, ranging from 1,000 ha to 32,000 ha.  
 
In practice, the boundaries of CFTs are generally those of the lead bodies themselves (Figure 10). 

 
Figure 10. Lead bodies for CFTs in France in 2013 (National Network of CFTs – FNCOFOR, 2013)  
 
Stakeholders involved: CFTs include all stakeholders associated with forest areas. These include municipalities, 
municipal groupings, metropolitan groupings, pays (sub-counties), regional nature parks, forest owners and 
managers, the State and its decentralised services, regional and general advisers, chambers of agriculture, 
professional bodies associated with forestry and the wood industry, farmers associated with forests (such as 
beekeepers and livestock rearers), environmental associations (such as conservationists, awareness raisers and 
educators), and representatives of users of forest areas (such as hikers associations, off-road clubs and citizen 
groups).  

6.1.2.2. Context and issues 

Sustainable forest management must meet society's current and future expectations. It can only be established in an 
area via consultation with all forest-area stakeholders. The CFT system, which was instituted by the French Act of 9 
July 2001 pertaining to Forestry Policy, means that forests can be placed at the heart of local development 
strategies, via understanding the issues and implementing a coordinated Action Plan over a relevant area. This 
instrument is to be adapted to the areas involved, via a voluntary initiative involving elected officials and local 
stakeholders. This method promotes partnerships and provides a flexible support tool for decision making.  
 
CFTs therefore meet several of the following objectives:  

Launching the initiative 
 
Drawing up the project 
 
Implementing the Action Plan 
 
Updating the CFT 
 
Implementing an updated Action Plan 

Municipal grouping 
 
Pays (sub-county) 
 
Regional Nature Park 
 
Metropolitan grouping 
 
Other 
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 Ensure that specific environmental or social requirements are met with regard to the management of 

forest and natural areas,  
 Contribute to local employment and development, 
 Improve the competitiveness of production industries, 
 Encourage forest owners to form technical and economic groupings, 
 Contribute to the sustainable management of the area and its resources.  

6.1.2.3. Implementation processes 

Local authorities take the role of lead body and an elected official is nominated as contact person for the initiative. 
Forest municipalities, who have coordinated the CFT network since its creation, define four major phases for the 
launch, implementation and renewal of CFT forestry charter: 
 
1. Inventory - Diagnostics 
The drawing up of a CFT assumes the production of local diagnostics of the forest, its economy and its development, 
along with an analysis revealing the local issues on these themes. While an exhaustive inventory is a pre-requisite, it 
should also include forecasting and be performed collaboratively, as the objective of these diagnostics is to identify 
the area’s strengths and weaknesses from various standpoints on the links between forest, industry, existing 
interfaces etc.  
 
2. Collaborative production of a Strategic Action Plan 
The Strategic Action Plan is produced in collaboration with local stakeholders and is based on various consultation 
bodies: 

- Steering Committee meetings comprising all stakeholders mobilised around the forest theme, 
- Thematic Workshops, 
- Closed meeting of local elected officials to set priorities for the actions to be implemented, 
- Meeting with all funding bodies to present the Strategic Action Plan. 

 
On the basis of the diagnostics, a consultation phase is initiated to specify both strategic guidelines and actions to be 
performed. These actions are presented as Action Sheets, forwarded to the Steering Committee so that consistency 
with the expectations of all local stakeholders can be ensured. Actions Sheets generally cover the following aspects: 
issues, guidelines, objectives, actions, context, area involved, targets, lead body, partners, coordination with existing 
structures, cost, potential funding, assessment criteria, and deadlines. Stakeholders are strongly encouraged to 
propose and produce the Action Sheets themselves, in order to ensure their maximum commitment to the 
performance of concrete actions on the ground and in the life of the CFT. 
 
3. Implementation of the Strategic Action Plan 
The Strategic Action Plan is implemented in collaboration with all local stakeholders after having been produced in 
accordance with the local priorities identified during the diagnostics and signed for a 5 year term.   
 
4. Renewal 
Renewal of a CFT is conditional on a complete evaluation of the initiative. This evaluation performed with the help 
of the national network of CFTs, is based on existing instruments. In particular, it uses the “Guide méthodologique de 
l'évaluation locale des Chartes Forestières de Territoire” (Methodology for local evaluation of CFTs) produced by the 
Fédération Nationale des Communes Forestières (FNCOFOR, the National Federation of Forest Municipalities) as a 
basis for a qualitative analysis and, for a quantitative analysis, uses the interactive monitoring and evaluation tool 
based on indicators produced in collaboration with other CFTs, regional networks and FNCOFOR. 

6.1.2.4. Case study: Albères and Aspres Cork Oak Forest Charter (CFT Aspres-Albères)  

6.1.2.4.1. General characteristics of the initiative 

Website: http://territoiresforestiers-languedocroussillon.eu/territoires-forestiers.php?NoIDT=2 
 
Location: Hills of Aspres and Albères, Pyrénées-Orientales département, France 
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Area involved: 16,000 ha 
 
Year created: 2003 
Objectives: the main objectives of CFT Aspres-Albères are: 1) Economically develop the wood sector; 2) Protect 
against natural hazards, 3) Develop and capitalise the area’s multifunctionality, 4) Protect and conserve the 
environment and landscape, and 5) Protect cultural heritage.  
 
Stakeholders involved: the main stakeholders involved are listed in Table 9. 
 
Table 9. Stakeholders involved in CFT Aspres-Albères 

TYPE OF 
INVOLVEMENT 

STAKEHOLDERS INVOLVED 

Lead bodies Pays Pyrénées Méditerranée (local government)  

Beneficiaries Local people, forest owners, local authorities, local associations 

Political partners Département, regional and national government, EU  

Technical partners 

Union régionale des Communes forestières du Languedoc-Roussillon (regional grouping of 
forest municipalities) 
FNCOFOR, Languedoc-Roussillon 
Fédération nationale des transformateurs du liège (national federation of cork processors)  
Chambre d’Agriculture des Pyrénées-Orientales (département chamber of agriculture)  
Chambre de Commerce et d’Industrie des Pyrénées-Orientales (département chamber of 
commerce and industry)  
Chambre de Métiers des Pyrénées-Orientales (département chamber of trades) 
Comité Départemental du Tourisme des Pyrénées-Orientales (département tourism committee)  
Centre Régional de la Propriété Forestière du Languedoc-Roussillon (regional centre for forest 
owners)  
Coopérative Forestière Pyrénées Roussillon (local forestry cooperative)  
Institut Méditerranéen du Liège (cork oak forest association)  
Office National des Forêts (French forestry office)  
Service département d’Incendies et de secours (local fire department) 
Association Initiation à la Forêt (forest promotion association)  
Association Bois Énergie 66 (local wood heating association)  
Fédération Départementale de Chasse (département hunting federation)   
 
Syndicat des Propriétaires Forestiers et Sylviculteurs des Pyrénées-Orientales (département union 
of forest owners and managers)  
Direction Départementale Jeunesse et Sports (département youth and sport directorate)   
Syndicat Intercommunal de Protection du Massif des Aspres (Aspres inter-municipal body for 
forest protection)  
Syndicat Intercommunal à Vocation Unique des Albères (Albères single-issue inter-municipal 
body)   
Syndicat de Gestion et d’Aménagement du Tech (river Tech management and development 
body)  

Funding partners 

Direction Régionale de l’Agriculture et de la Forêt (DRAF, regional directorate for agriculture 
and forestry)   
Direction Régionale de l’Environnement (DIREN, regional directorate for the environment), 
Direction Départementale des Territoires( former Direction Départementale de l’Agriculture et de 
la Forêt (DDAF, département directorate for agriculture and forestry). 

Scientific partners Not specified 

6.1.2.4.2. Governance structure 

The governance structure of CFT Aspres-Albères comprises the following:  
 

 Steering Committee: this is made up of all local stakeholders involved in the CFT (see Table 9). 
 Committee of Elected Officials: This brings together the elected officials of the area covered by the 

CFT. There is one representative per municipality. This committee takes political responsibility for the 
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initiative and has a monitoring role (for example, it checks that the actions are consistent with local 
forestry policy). It also draws up the agenda for Steering Committee meetings. A contact person (or 
President of the initiative) is selected from within the Committee of Elected Officials as a formal 
representative of the initiative. This person also chairs Steering Committee meetings.  

 Technical Committee: this groups a smaller number of stakeholders, with the task of determining the 
specific issues for discussion at the Steering Committee. Elected officials and technical staff are 
represented. Based on the guidelines of the Steering Committee, Technical Committees are formed to 
specify actions and their content.  These committees are implemented to address local issues, so their 
themes are specific to the area. This collective work means that the actions needed for local development 
are coordinated. For example, the creation of a forest road network may also have a role in protection 
against forest fires. 

 Working Groups: these groups organise themed meetings, as needed, to address specific problems.  
 Coordinator: facilitates the collective discussion and draws up the various documents for the CFT 

charter (such as the inventory/diagnostics, reports and the Strategic Action Plan); facilitates the working 
groups and ensures the participation of all local stakeholders and technical and funding partners; helps to 
define the medium- and long-term guidelines and strategies that aim to address issues for the development 
of the forest area, along with programmes of actions; prepare the Action Sheets and the proposals for 
agreements with funding bodies alongside stakeholders; performs communication and awareness raising 
actions; seeks funding and draws up applications; provides administrative support and coordination for the 
Steering Committee and Technical Committee. 

6.1.2.4.3. Bodies and mechanisms for participation 

Local stakeholder participation is performed via specific governance structures at various phases of the project. The 
number of meetings varies depending on the area and the state of progress of the CFT: 
 

 Project Launch Phase: distinct meetings for elected officials and other local stakeholders are organised 
to collaboratively specify the project’s geographical and functional scope.  

 CFT Project Definition Phase: in this phase, which lasts approximately two years, the Strategic Action 
Plan is drawn up in collaboration with stakeholders. Firstly, diagnostics are performed on the area. This 
includes a mapping and literature review, and a survey to identify local issues. The Steering Committee 
meets at three key stages in the project definition phase: at the beginning, to launch the initiative; after the 
guidelines have been specified, to validate the diagnostics and guidelines; and at the end of the phase, to 
validate the Strategic Action Plan and launch the implementation phase.  

 The Strategic Action Plan Implementation Phase: this phase is performed with the help of the 
coordinator, the key player in the correct implementation of the actions. The Steering Committee 
monitors the progress of the programme of actions annually. It reassesses the Strategic Action Plan, in 
particular with respect to changes in the local context. The Committee of Elected Officials and/or the 
Technical Committee meet(s) before the Steering Committee meeting to suggest items on the agenda, 
such as an assessment of the actions performed, new actions to be performed or funding.   

6.1.2.4.4. Communication, public awareness raising and stakeholder capacity building 

No communication strategy is defined as such. However, the CFT takes part in events as opportunities arise. For 
example, the fourth national meeting of CFTs took place on the CFT Aspres-Albères site, 8-10 February 2013. 
 
The CFT promotes its actions, for example by participating in the production of two catalogues of CFT actions, one 
at the département level, already published, and the other at the regional level, to be published in 2013. 
 
By participating in national and regional CFT networks, CFTs can benefit from the opportunity to discuss issues and 
share experience to improve the actions performed on their own areas. For example, the Languedoc-Roussillon CFT 
regional network, coordinated by Languedoc-Roussillon Forest Municipalities, has the role of organising: 
 

 Meetings for coordinators: thematic meetings approximately four times a year depending on 
coordinator demand, to discuss common issues. 
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 Meetings for elected officials: a meeting for the regional CFT contact people is organised annually with 
a view to providing them with local data and decision-making tools to help them optimise their local 
forestry strategy. 

 Exchanges of information: beyond these meetings, the sharing of experience and information between 
coordinators is facilitated, in particular via the development and coordination of an e-mail discussion 
forum and via the Languedoc-Roussillon region website. 

 On-site awareness-raising days: in order to address a specific issue identified on a site, day visits to 
other sites that have (or have had) the same issue are organised so that elected officials and technical 
partners can discuss the issue. The principle is to start from a project proposed by stakeholders and to 
bring complements and experience feedback with respect to this specific project. 

6.1.2.4.5. Transparency mechanisms 

The CFT presents all local stakeholders with an assessment of past actions and a summary of future actions, via an 
annual meeting of the Steering Committee. The web application Eval CFT (a name based on a contraction of the 
French for ‘together to capitalise on local actions of forestry charters’) provides the general public with access to 
key figures regarding CFTs at national, regional and local levels. 

6.1.2.4.6. Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms  

The Steering Committee and the Committee of Elected Officials have a role in monitoring and evaluation. During 
the CFT’s implementation phase, they meet annually to assess past actions and specify actions to be undertaken on 
the site under the CFT. 
 
After more than 10 years of implementing CFTs, an evaluation of the overall results is indispensable. Based on this 
observation, since 2010, the national network of CFTs, in partnership with the regional unions of forest 
municipalities, has been invested in developing and implementing practices and tools for monitoring and evaluation, 
and making them available to coordinators. Pilot CFTs, like CFT Aspres-Albères, have participated in the 
development of these practices and in testing these tools.  
 
The objectives of these practices and tools are: 1) Encourage local evaluation of CFTs and provide a shared 
standard (in particular common indicators), thus giving them reference points for specifying their objectives and 
evaluating their results; 2) Share and discuss the data gathered in the region and nationally, to enhance discussions 
and the work performed for networking CFTs.  
 
Currently, this has led to the development of a “toolkit” which takes the diversity of CFTs into account as far as 
possible. It has been designed such that each CFT can refer to it, regardless of its geographical and forestry context, 
its state of progress, its participatory approaches, its strategy and the contents of its Strategic Action Plan. It 
comprises two complementary and inseparable resources:  1) Methodology guidelines that introduce the concept 
and practice of local-project evaluation, with practical advice for monitoring and evaluating a CFT. 2) An online 
evaluation tool (EVAL CFT) for CFT coordinators, which allows the actions performed and the progress of the CFT 
to be monitored via specific indicators. It is expected to be made available to all sites in September 2013 (Figure 11). 
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Figure 11. Online evaluation tool for CFTs – EVAL CFT (http://chartes.communesforestieres.org) 
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CFT coordinators have private access to Eval CFT, which means that they can: 
 

 Input data, i.e. enter the actions performed in the context of the CFT that they coordinate and fill out 
national and regional indicators for the context, performance and results of each action, based on themes.  

 Consult data. 
 Export data in Excel format to perform statistical analyses. 

 
Coordinators should update the site annually so that CFTs can be regularly monitored. Once an action has been 
validated by the Steering Committee, it can be incorporated into Eval CFT.  

6.1.2.4.7. Strengths of the initiative and lessons learned 

 The CFT provides a space for collaboration and discussions that connect local stakeholders, mobilises 
them around the forestry theme and builds their knowledge and capacities. It thus facilitates the 
establishment of a reference framework for the site. 

 It helps stakeholders to understand the issues for all stakeholders present in the area and means that the 
economic, social and environmental demands regarding the forest, which are often vague and 
contradictory, can be specified, put in order of importance and aligned, prioritising those which are 
financially realistic and acceptable to all. 

 It means that concrete, consistent, defining actions can be performed on the site, with resources shared in 
performing the actions, and it facilitates the mobilisation of funding and aid for forestry investments and 
development projects. 

 The initiative contributes to improving the competitiveness of the whole forestry and wood industry 
sector. 

 Its new monitoring and assessment tools mean that the project can be adjusted to local needs in a context 
of rapid change. 

 The choice of geographical scope is crucial and must be guided by political backers (local elected officials), 
key issues identified (they determine the most appropriate scale of intervention) and local capacity for 
taking responsibility for the CFT (the skills and human and financial resources needed to ensure steering 
and coordination). 

 The coordinator, who is present locally, plays a key role in the success of the initiative, by stimulating 
collective discussions, coordinating the Working Groups and motivating stakeholders. 

6.1.2.4.8. Weaknesses of the initiative  

 The effectiveness of the CFT may be limited by a lack of political will, the absence of a Steering Committee 
able to involve key partners from launch phase through to implementation, inadequate or inappropriate 
coordination, or a lack of monitoring and evaluation.  

 Obtaining consensus for the initiative’s implementation becomes more difficult if the number of 
stakeholders, and diversity of their interests, is large. 

 In the absence of specific funding for the coordination and performance of the actions in the Action Plan, 
seeking funds becomes a constant concern. 

6.1.3. Community Forests 

6.1.3.1. General characteristics of the initiative 

Name: the term “community forest” is used here in the wider sense to refer not only to officially designated 
Community Forests and (more recent) Community Forest Initiatives in the context of the Community Forest 
Programme (CFP) launched in 1989, but also to community managed forests outside this programme, called 
Community Woodlands in the UK. 
 
Website: Community Forests (England) – http://www.communityforest.org.uk; Woodland Trust (UK) – 
http://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk; Community woodlands (Scotland) – http://www.communitywoods.org; Llais y 
Goedwig (Wales) – http://llaisygoedwig.org.uk  
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Location: UK (England, Scotland and Wales). 
 
Year created: 1990 
 
Preparation time: varies depending on group dynamics and available resources. 
 
Key figures: there are currently eight officially-designated Community Forests (Figure 12), seven Community 
Forest Initiatives in England and over 700 Community Woodlands in the UK: 300 in England, 250 in Scotland and 
150 in Wales (Pollard & Tidey, 2009; Lawrence & Molteno, 2012). Their surface area varies from 1 ha to 110,000 
ha.  In the UK, of a total forest surface area of 2.9m ha, 35% is public property managed by the Forestry 
Commission, 44% individual private property and the remaining 21% either public property outside Forestry 
Commission management (local authority or other) or privately owned (such as by businesses, NGOs or 
associations). 

                   
Figure 12. Left: the eight Community Forests and seven Community Forest Initiatives officially 
designated as such under the English Community Forests Programme 
(www.communityforest.org.uk). Right: Community Woodlands (www.woodland-trust.org.uk) 
 
Sources of funding: varies greatly on a case-by-case basis. Community groups fund their actions thanks to national 
and EU public subsidies, private contributions (gifts and sponsorship), loans, membership fees, sale of forest 
products, etc. 
 
Objectives: the officially designated Community Forests are located in peri-urban areas and originally the issues 
mainly concerned landscaping and recreational activities. They were then broadened to include socio-economic 
aspects and conservation of biodiversity. Community Woodlands are located in peri-urban and rural areas, and have 
multiple and highly varied objectives, targeting economic development (use of wood and non-wood products), 
conservation of biodiversity and landscape, and providing leisure areas for local communities. The approach 
increases community trust and cohesion. 
 
Geographical scope: the initiatives are local, but umbrella bodies exist at the national level in England, Scotland 
and Wales. 
 
Stakeholders involved: the main stakeholders involved are listed in Table 10. 
 
Table 10. Stakeholders involved in community forestry in the UK 

TYPE OF 
INVOLVEMENT 

STAKEHOLDERS INVOLVED 

Lead bodies 

Government agencies such as the Forestry Commissions, Natural England or Scottish 
Natural Heritage 
Non-profit organisations such as the Woodland Trust 
Local communities (neighbours or interest groups) structured as associations, social 
enterprises, joint ventures, cooperatives etc. 
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Beneficiaries 

Local communities, local authorities, national agencies, national government, tourists, 
private or public owners or owners associations, managers, farmers or farmers groups, 
community farms, businesses, chambers of commerce, residents associations, sports 
and leisure clubs, nature conservation associations, parents associations, women, 
children, people with disabilities, religious groups etc. 

Political partners Local authorities, local, regional and national partners 

Technical partners Forestry businesses, external consultants 

Funding partners 
Central and local government, Forestry Commission UK, Natural England, European 
Commission, charities, fee-paying members, sponsors, etc. 

Scientific partners Universities, Forestry Research (funded by the Forestry Commission) 

6.1.3.2. Context and issues 

The concept of “community forests” originated in Asia several decades ago and was associated with rural 
development and developing countries. Nowadays, many other countries are using this approach and community 
ownership and management occupy increasingly important roles worldwide (FAO, 2010). Generally, communities 
and (private or public) forests are linked by more or less elaborate and rigid rules for decision making and use, 
which depend on aspects such as community structure, knowledge, culture, power dynamics, external bodies, 
politics, and learning processes.  
 

Community forestry refers to a participatory forestry aspect. By focussing on local communities as the key 
stakeholder ensuring long-term forestry management, participatory forestry refers to processes and mechanisms 
that enable people who are directly affected by the use of forest resources to participate in decision making 
regarding all aspects of forest management, from resource development to the planning and implementation of 
institutional frameworks.  
 
In the UK, the community forest concept appeared in the late 1980s through the Community Forest Programme1 
(CFP) launched in 1989 by the Countryside Commission (CC), the government agency responsible for rural access 
and landscape, in collaboration with the Forestry Commission, the government agency responsible for forest 
management and protection. The Community Forests created under this programme, twelve initially and currently 
eight, cover peri-urban areas and are partnerships with local authorities and local, regional and national partners, 
including the Forestry Commission and Natural England, with a shared 30-year vision. Their management is 
structured by government-approved Forestry Plans (Lawrence & Molteno, 2012).  
 
The main objective for these forests is the creation of networks of multifunctional spaces, and the improvement and 
development of the urban fringe landscape (such as restoration of fragments and habitat creation) and their social 
and economic environment (with regard to issues such as employment, rural diversification, education, leisure and 
health) (Lawrence et al., 2009; Pollard & Tidey, 2009; Lawrence & Molteno, 2012). Since the 2000s, additional 
aspects have been incorporated, such as social inclusion, environmental justice, combating and adapting to climate 
change, and green infrastructure. Through this initiative, thousands of trees have been planted, forest management 
quality enhanced, their health benefits increased (relaxation, social links, interaction) and the commitment, 
participation and involvement of local stakeholders and citizens in woodland policy and management improved. 
 
UK forestry priorities have significantly changed over recent decades: ecology and wildlife conservation in the 
1960s, attachment to natural landscape and rejection of artificial plantations in the 1970s, introduction of the 
community management concept in the late 1980s, and emphasis on the idea of the provision of goods and services 
(such as leisure, biodiversity and urban regeneration) from the 2000s (Lawrence et al., 2009).   
 
This has led to an extension of the concept of community forests, which has produced multiple initiatives called 
Community Woodlands and Community Forest Initiatives, to distinguish them from the officially designated 
Community Forests. To strengthen this vision, in 1996, the Forestry Commission published an initial guide for 

                                                        
1 The CFP’s vision is “to transform the landscapes closest to where most people live and work, assisting urban and rural regeneration and 
enhancing the health, well-being and quality of life of local communities”. 
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community involvement in forestry activities (FC, 1996) and, in 2011, a second guide with a detailed description of 
the participatory toolbox available (FC, 2011). In these documents, the term “community forest” applies to all 
forests managed by “community forest groups”, defined as groups that take an active part in forest management, 
whether they own the forest, rent it or work with the owner's permission. The specific management objectives and 
the degree of management control by the groups (groups of neighbours or interest groups) can vary (Ambrose-Oji, 
2013).   
 
Community forests are generally owned by the government, private owners, communities or social enterprises. 
Formal mechanisms exist to provide a framework for usage rights and facilitate management, such as loan leasing, 
collaboration with the owner, and written or verbal agreements. 
 
During recent decades, significant changes have taken place in the UK in terms of forest use and governance, partly 
linked to cultural changes and the increasing consideration of “social reality”, to changes in the economic situation 
(such as the drop in timber prices and forestry revenues), and to changes in the relationship between the State and 
civil society, and in power dynamics. While these have strongly changed and been redefined, they are often hard to 
identify clearly (Lawrence & Molteno, 2012). The recent trend is for decisions to be taken at a more local level, 
taking local contexts into account. Stress is put on identifying the key problems due to a lack of public participation 
and collaboration in forestry activities, on involving multiple partners and on community involvement. This new 
vision, and the new approaches to which it leads, requires institutional restructuring, a reassessment of the 
distribution of resources and a change in attitudes.  
 
Traditionally, the main objective was industrial wood production. However, communities are increasingly putting 
intrinsic value on forests, beyond this production and its economic value, which highlights the multifunctional nature 
of modern forestry. In Scotland and Wales, the productive use of forests is more significant than in England, but 
their use for recreational and educational purposes has also developed in recent decades. Forest owners and 
managers promote changes in management approaches, directed towards sustainable forest management, with 
increased collaboration and involvement of stakeholders from various sectors of society. They therefore facilitate 
and encourage visitor access, leisure activities and conservation (Weldon & Tabbush, 2004). 

6.1.3.3. Implementation processes 

Officially designated Community Forests were launched in 1990, through and under the Community Forest 
Programme, with a 30-year vision. They are the result of partnerships between local authorities and local, regional 
and national individuals and bodies, including the Forestry Commission and Natural England. There is no fixed 
mechanism for the Community Woodlands initiative, and they can take various forms depending on the type of lead 
body and its objectives. The creation of community forests of all kinds is generally driven by one of the following: a) 
politically-led approaches aiming to stimulate regeneration in areas that offer few social and environmental benefits; 
b) community-led approaches, motivated by economic, aesthetic, ideological or other objectives; c) approaches 
motivated by conservation objectives, led by NGOs that wish to interact with local communities (Lawrence & 
Ambrose-Oji, 2010). 
 
Lawrence and Ambrose-Oji (2010) suggest a five-category breakdown of community forest types:  
 
1) Urban regeneration: forests in and around towns, the initiative comes from government organisations, the 
land is usually publicly owned, community groups are based on interest and are therefore informal, or sometimes 
with a formal management agreement; 2) Community resource: woods and forests that have been bought by a 
geographically defined community, with a range of objectives that include support for the local economy; 3) 
Economic partnership: publicly owned forests which a geographically defined community has agreed to manage 
jointly with the Forestry Commission. 4) Community place: usually smaller woodlands than the previous types, 
not usually owned by a community. They may be owned privately or publicly (often local government). The 
community group usually comprises those concerned about their local environment, and its involvement in 
woodland management tasks is more common than in management planning. The woodland is a context for 
recreation and conservation rather than economic activity; 5) Lifestyle alternatives: woodlands of various sizes, 
managed by groups seeking alternative lifestyles. They usually own the woodland or are partially economically 
dependent on it.  They may or may not have formally constituted organisations.  
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6.1.3.4. Governance structure 

Community forests are administered via more or less formal and varied structures such as charities, not-for-profit 
businesses (where profits are reinvested in management), social enterprises, limited companies, industrial 
companies, workers cooperatives, and associations with voting rights and decision-making mechanisms. The form 
adopted mainly depends on the objectives, needs and capacities of the community groups. The governance 
structure depends on the number of participants, the type of people involved and the legal status of the group 
(Weldon & Tabbush, 2004; Woodland trust, 2011). For example, in Scotland, communities must form companies in 
order to have the right to buy. These are limited companies with charity status, which limits individual responsibility 
and is often a requirement of funding programmes. Networks have been created to bring community forests 
together, for example the Woodland Trust’s Community Woodland Network (Woodland Trust, 2009) and the 
Countryside Agency’s Woodland Initiative Network (Natural England, 2009).  
 
In general, groups have forest management plans that guide their actions, with significant variations in priorities 
(such as timber or biodiversity) and level of detail. Decision making is the responsibility of directors, who are 
nominated and elected by the community group. The group is consulted regarding projects and objectives. All 
members may attend the directors meetings (which may be monthly). 

6.1.3.5. Bodies and mechanisms for participation  

Over recent decades, changes in political and social priorities have encouraged greater involvement of communities 
in forest management. However, the degree of participation of the various stakeholders involved in community 
initiatives varies greatly depending on the context and the particular forest under consideration, ranging from 
passive participation to active involvement in forest management actions and/or their funding. “Quantitative” 
methods involving a greater number of stakeholders are generally more representative and robust, whereas 
“qualitative” methods, which are more deliberative, are generally less so. In 2000, Forest Enterprise published its 
strategy on community involvement along with guidelines on participation methods and tools. Various other 
guidance tools have been published since (Hislop and Twery, 2001). 
 
Citizen participation is via community groups made up of people connected by their geographical origin, interests 
and objectives, a shared identify, or a combination of these. They are mainly made up of volunteers and have various 
names, such as Friends of…, Conservation Group, Environment Group or Volunteer Group. The groups take an 
active role in the management of the forest, which they may own, rent or work in with the agreement of the public 
or private owner. 
 
Consultation, i.e. actively seeking and considering stakeholder ideas and opinions before making plans, can take a 
wide variety of forms: working groups and workshops, focus groups, surveys/questionnaires (whether face to face 
or via internet, post or telephone), advisory or management committees, Delphi surveys, Co-view process, 
brainstorming, multiple voting, Ladder of Change, forums, direct telephone lines, various formal or informal 
meetings, citizen juries, participatory appraisal, participatory budgeting, real planning, response cards, site visits, 
stakeholder analyses, compromise/concession analyses, etc. 
Examples of Community Forests and local stakeholder involvement: 
 
Mersey Forest, England. At 110,000 hectares, this is the largest community forest in the UK and was one of the 
twelve original Community Forests. It was created in 1994, by the Countryside Agency and nine local authorities, to 
develop a network of public and private forests and open spaces, in order to meet a large range of social objectives, 
such as health, leisure, employment and social integration. The management team works in collaboration with many 
organisations, promoting aspects such as networking, information exchange, negotiations, and seeking financial and 
technical support. The involvement of communities and other stakeholders is an integral part of the sustainable 
development approach. Opinions are identified and taken into account via consultations (mainly questionnaires and 
surveys), and negotiations during meetings. The post of Community Development Officer was specifically created to 
increase the range of stakeholders involved. 
 
Grizedale Forest Park, England For this forest, the trend has been towards the Forestry Commission seeking 
greater stakeholder involvement in the development of plantation forestry.  It was initially opened up to walkers, 
then to cyclists and more recently to developments such as an aerial treetop assault course, a sculpture park, 
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educational facilities, and wildlife conservation.  It is managed by the northwest regional office of Forest Enterprise 
(FE). Management teams take responsibility for the designated functions of the forest alongside the relevant interest 
groups, such as timber harvesting (with timber growers and merchants), education (with schools and colleges), 
recreation (with tourist and recreational associations), and wildlife conservation (with wildlife and nature 
conservation groups). Each management team is involved with consulting its own “user group”. As it is located in 
the Lake District National Park (LDNP), the park’s rules and regulations apply. However, certain conflicts persist 
regarding the use of various goods and services (for example, aesthetics vs. timber production and extraction) and 
regarding policies and local expectations (national policy vs. local needs and expectations). 
 
Neroche Landscape Partnership, England. (http://www.nerochescheme.org). This large-scale landscape 
partnership initiative, on public land, is managed by Forestry Commission England and was originally funded by the 
Heritage Lottery Fund. Members of the community were committed to the initiative at a very early stage and later 
created the “Blackdown Hills Trust” to ensure the project’s continuity and continue to manage the landscape. 
 
Coppicewood College, Wales. A small group of individuals, interested in the traditional practice of coppicing, 
rented a forest from a private owner and set up as an educational charity. It manages the forest by using traditional 
coppicing techniques and hand tools, and offers training courses relating to forest management and crafts on the 
site. The initiative is mainly reliant on outside funding but currently partly operates as a social enterprise. 
 
Longwood Community woodland, Wales. The “Longwood” group, made up of stakeholders living in or near 
the forest, has a management agreement with Forestry Commission Wales to manage the forest for the benefit of 
the local community. This initiative was funded by Cydcoed, a large-scale EU and Welsh-Assembly funding 
programme, managed by Forestry Commission Wales between 2001 and 2008. The group has launched new 
projects which have made the forest a resource greatly appreciated by the community. It recently obtained a 
subsidy of £787,700 to buy the forest, develop a programme of activities and create joint ventures (such as a green 
burial site, educational programmes via the forest school, an outdoor theatre and an eco-camp site). 
 
Laggan Community Forest, Scotland. The aim of this community was to buy, or influence the management of, 
the public forest, in order to increase the economic benefits for local people. In 1998, an innovative management 
partnership was formed between Forestry Commission Scotland and the Community. Following the Land Reform 
Act of 2003, the community purchased three small forest areas in 2006, but continues to manage the greater part 
under a 25-year partnership agreement with Forestry Commission Scotland. 

6.1.3.6. Communication, awareness raising and stakeholder capacity building 

One of main challenges consists of providing communities with the necessary capacities in terms of knowledge, 
experience and resources, taking local realities and necessities into account. Stakeholders are made aware of issues 
and trained mainly via networking activities offered by national networks, which stimulate sharing of experiences 
and know-how. Websites are key resources, but complementary activities are sometimes organised. 
 
The Forestry Commission has documented and described in detail many tools for communication, information, 
participation and commitment, and conflict resolution, that it has brought together in a Toolbox (FC, 2011 
http://www.forestry.gov.uk/pdf/Toolbox_toolsheets_low.pdf/$file/Toolbox_toolsheets_low.pdf) to facilitate 
stakeholder involvement in the decision-making and management processes. These tools are flexible and can be 
adapted to local contexts. The Forestry Commission has issued recommendations regarding the use and 
implementation of these tools, depending on aspects such as the stakeholders involved and their preferences, the 
level of commitment sought, and the stage of the consultation.  
 
As a first step in participation, the Forestry Commission highlights the importance of effective communication, 
education and information provision, alongside the consultation itself. These activities affect the real involvement of 
stakeholders in the activity planning and implementation processes, an involvement that also depends on the way 
tasks are delegated within the group and the willingness of participants to accept greater responsibility. 
Communication and information transfer can also be effectively performed via use of tools such as leaflets, press 
releases in newspapers or on the Internet, posters, exhibitions (with or without staff giving explanations), radio or 
television broadcasts, websites, IT tools (such as GIS), participation in meetings, and open days (FC, 2011). 
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6.1.3.7. Transparency mechanisms 

Transparency of activities depends strongly on the context and category of forest. As officially designated 
Community Forests are managed by public authorities. Details such as their results, progress and processes 
implemented are made public and published on the Community Forests website (www.communityforest.org.uk).  
 
Community Woodlands have no real transparency obligations unless their funding or the land managed is public. 
However, they generally publish a minimum amount of information in order to improve their corporate image. 

6.1.3.8. Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms  

Methods for monitoring and reviewing a community forest’s impacts depend heavily on its context, the structure of 
its groups and their resources. Where monitoring of actions exists, it is written into the management plans. In 
reality, these generally expensive activities are little developed and only performed on demand or under constraint. 
There are no predefined indicators of success (Lawrence & Molteno, 2012). However, when activities are funded by 
public money, performance reports are produced and sometimes made public. In the case of businesses, audits may 
be performed to characterise the state of advancement of the activities and extent to which the objectives have 
been achieved. Generally, assessments focus on the short-term products obtained rather than on long-term effects. 
 
Increasingly, monitoring activities are used as tools to promote participation, in addition to providing information on 
the state of the forest. They are performed on the basis of relevant quantitative indicators, but certain qualitative 
social indicators are included. Monitoring also uses indicators to measure the degree of success of community 
participation. For example, a social audit is sometimes used (for example by Hill Holt Wood). In this case, social 
sciences come into play. 
 
Monitoring the impact of actions, such as the impact on biodiversity, sometimes involves groups of young people or 
university students, with the data gathered checked by competent authorities. The Forestry Commission promotes 
the idea of “citizen science”, i.e. the involvement of volunteers, sometimes non-experts, in the monitoring of certain 
indicators that can be easily and reliably measured without detailed knowledge. 

6.1.3.9. Strengths of the initiative and lessons learned 

 Community forest initiatives encourage bottom-up approaches, i.e. where the initiative mainly comes from 
local communities, keep society informed of the economic, social and environmental potential of forests 
and develop a forest culture. 

 The involvement of communities in forestry decision making and management means that social needs can 
be clearly identified and that, via active and flexible forest management, the multiple social, economic, 
ecological and cultural benefits that they offer can be fully appropriated.  

 Active public consultation and participation ensure the social, environmental and economic sustainability of 
community forest management. 

 Access, usage and operating rights are partially transferred to the community, which reaps the benefits of 
the actions in a more just and equitable manner. 

 Community management facilitates the access of local communities to information, know-how, training, 
technical support and funding.  Community participation is a source of innovative ideas and visions, 
dynamism and manpower, and creates social capital.  

 Stakeholders and their needs and expectations must be analysed, their opinions taken into account, 
feedback given and the objectives of their commitment regularly reviewed. 

 Efforts are made to adapt the participatory tools and methods to stakeholder needs, the problems faced 
and site specificities. 

 The development of social enterprises can produce a range of social, environmental and economic benefits. 
 It is essential that there is a compromise between managers and politicians on the final results of the 

approach, so that the “participation” is effective and real (to avoid creating false hopes and producing 
disappointment, leading to a loss of stakeholder confidence in participatory institutions and processes). 

 The initiative promotes networking among forest owners and community groups, for example via joint 
meetings and events, and by the creation of a national federating body that covers aspects such as 
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providing information, legal support and coordination between local institutions, and facilitates the forming 
of a shared identity. 

 While owning a forest may be attractive, communities often do not want to be the owners and other 
forms of use must therefore be considered. Furthermore, it is important that community groups have 
access to high-quality forests.  

 The initiative encourages the flow of information, experiences, know-how, equipment and capital between 
stakeholders and groups so that they can take on new opportunities (such as social enterprises). 

 General guidelines and toolboxes, which may be intimately linked with the current style of governance, are 
not always applicable to the new structure, and must therefore be adapted to local contexts. 

6.1.3.10. Weaknesses of the initiative 

 This approach involves small-scale local structures whose activities take place in the general context of 
European and International policy (up-scaling), which can generate conflicts of interest.  

 The “community” aspect requires that forest managers be able to mobilise and work with a larger range of 
stakeholders, including public services, private companies and community groups, with the objective of 
meeting the expectations of society.  

 The diversity of forests and communities means that there is no unique, simple, perfect approach.  
 Effective implementation of consultation and participation requires staff and funding, along with a certain 

expertise in the use of existing processes and tools. 
 Obtaining a consensus in planning and management, which is essential to the success of the approach, is 

more difficult if the number of stakeholders, and diversity of their interests, is large. 
 Public perception of active forest management is still relatively negative due to the lack of information 

concerning its benefits (the ecosystem services produced are rarely assessed and are little recognised). 
 Success requires strong local government and political will, and is dependent on participant motivation, 

acceptance of responsibilities, and relationships with forest owners, which affect the degree of autonomy 
of the groups and may support or hinder what they are trying to achieve. 

 Financial obstacles exist, due to high start-up costs (such as creating groups and buying land), a lack of 
working capital and cash flow problems aggravated by retrospective subsidies that affect the choice and 
range of management activities and social or financial interventions.  

 The status of the land and usage rights influence the actions. Often, groups do not want to own the forest 
and alternative forms of use are needed. 

 Commercial community management is viable, but start-up costs, the increasing price of land and the 
decreasing price of forest products are hindrances.  

 There is limited availability of commercially attractive and potentially profitable forests (in good condition, 
productive, of reasonable size and with easy access).  

 There is limited monitoring and evaluation of impacts and results, and it is dependent on obtaining external 
funding. 

 The management and use of forests leads to responsibilities and to social and technical risks that must be 
confronted by communities, who must be suitably equipped and trained. 

 Access to and use of governance instruments and institutions can be complex and time consuming. 
 The lack of networking and sharing of values, equipment and knowledge between forest owners and 

between community groups makes certain management operations difficult. 

6.2. Stakeholder participation in the integrated management of 
natural resources and landscape 

6.2.1. Schéma Stratégique de Massif Forestier (SSMF, mountain forest strategic 
plan) 

6.2.1.1. General characteristics of the initiative 

Websites: 
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http://www.crpf-lr.com/schema_strat.html; 
http://pyrenees.datar.gouv.fr/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=13&Itemid=18 
 
Location: France  
 
Year created: 2003 
 
Preparation time: approximately two years. 
 
Key figures: this is a France-specific initiative – currently, two mountain ranges out of five have an SSFM.    
 
Sources of funding: SSFMs are funded by regional government, national government and the Délégation 
interministérielle à l'aménagement du territoire et à l’attractivité régionale (DATAR, the French inter-ministerial 
delegation for regional development). 
 
Objectives: SSFMs take the form of a reference document that describes the strategic guidelines for the mountain 
range’s forestry policy. By including regional guidelines and the expectations of local stakeholders, it specifies the 
medium-term socio-economic issues and objectives for forests and the forestry and timber sector, and a forestry 
policy that is consistent with existing policies.  
 
Geographical scope: French law pertaining to the development of rural areas prescribes the production of an 
inter-regional management and development plan for each French mountain range: Alps, Jura, Massif Central, 
Pyrenees, and Vosges. An SSFM is to be the forestry section of this inter-regional plan. Currently, SSFMs have been 
produced for the Alps and Massif Central. Work on those for the Pyrenees, Vosges and Jura is underway. SSFMs are 
to provide a consistent inter-regional framework for local forestry policies across a mountain range.   
 
Stakeholders involved: forestry and timber workers, forest owners and managers, forestry businesses and users, 
sawmill owners and all other local stakeholders associated with forests, especially elected officials and socio-
professional stakeholders. 

6.2.1.2. Context and issues 

SSFMs are the forestry aspect of the inter-regional management and development plans for mountain ranges (as per 
Article 9b of the French Act pertaining to mountain development and conservation of 9 January 1989).  
 
In particular, an SSMF can be drawn up at the initiative of the forestry and timber sector with the main purpose of 
specifying, in a medium-term perspective, objectives and actions that contribute to: 
 

- the mobilisation of forestry resources; 
- consistency between various local development initiatives and between all aspects that contribute to forest 

development, the competitivity of the forest production sector, wood harvesting and marketing, and the 
development of uses for wood; 

- the drawing up of regional forestry guidelines by identifying priority actions according to the importance of 
various forest functions.  

 
In the case of the Alps SSFM, a collaborative approach has been undertaken with local stakeholders to draw up an 
Alpine forest project that covers: 
 

- the current concerns of society regarding issues such as sustainable management, greenhouse-effect 
mitigation, natural-hazard management, area and species conservation, demand for high-quality products, 
and renewable energy research, 

- sector issues regarding aspects such as the development of wood extraction from the mountain area, 
ageing tree populations, and the significant reduction in employment in the upstream industry. 
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6.2.1.3. Implementation processes 

There is a consultation phase prior to drawing up an SSFM, funded by regional and national government and the EU. 
Local elected officials, representatives of institutions, workers and associations concerned by the future of forest 
development participate in a wider discussion to identify, for the whole mountain range, issues and relevant 
solutions regarding the local economy and development associated with the wood sector (timber and firewood), 
along with the relationship between forestry and areas such as tourism, water resources, natural hazards, 
biodiversity and agriculture.  
 
The SSFM that results from the consultation process is a consensus instrument, which means that regional policies 
can be harmonised and that forestry and the wood industry can be integrated into mountain-range programmes and 
projects. The milestones laid down in the SSFM are designed to help local stakeholders in the implementation of 
forestry policies, and thus to serve as reference and guarantee points to facilitate obtaining funding, in particular 
when drawing up CFTs, plans de développement de massifs (PDM, local mountain-range development plans),  and 
plans d'approvisionnement territorial (PAT, local wood-supply plans) and wood industry clusters. 

6.2.1.4. Case study: Alps SSMF 

6.2.1.4.1. General characteristics 

Website: http://www.alpesboisforet.eu 
 
Location and surface area: 1.7m hectares of forest (i.e. 42% of the French Alps) 
 
Year produced: November 2004 to April 2006 
 
Objectives of the approach on the site: the Alps SSFM is the fruit of collaboration between forestry sector 
staff and other local stakeholders. Nearly 200 individuals and 60 bodies were mobilised to specify the guidelines for 
French Alpine forests, in particular with the aim of:  
 

- constructing a forestry policy for the range which coordinates with the development policies of both 
regions (i.e. Rhone-Alpes and Provence Alpes Cote d’azur-PACA regions), and with national and European 
programmes, 

- integrating forestry policy into area policies, 
- initiating a multi-year commitment that enables effective management. 

 
Stakeholders involved: the main stakeholders involved are listed in Table 11.  
 
Table 11. Stakeholders involved in the Alps SSMF 

TYPE OF 
INVOLVEMENT 

STAKEHOLDERS INVOLVED 

Lead bodies Le Comité de Massif des Alpes (the French Alpine-range committee)  

Beneficiaries Forestry and timber sector staff 

Political partners National, regional, département and municipal government 

Technical partners 

Comité national pour le développement du bois (CNDB, French committee for wood 
development), Union Régionale des Communes forestières (URCOFOR, regional union 
of forest municipalities), Office National des Forêts (OFT, French forestryoffice), Centre 
Régional de la Propriété Forestière (CRPF, regional forest ownership centre), CFTs, 
regional nature parks, home owners associations, environmentalists, forestry 
businesses 

Funding partners EU and national, regional and département government 

Scientific partners 
Institut national de recherche en sciences et technologies pour l'environnement et l'agriculture 
(IRSTEA – formerly CEMAGREF, the French institute for science and technology 
research into the environment and agriculture) 

6.2.1.4.2. Governance structure 
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The governance structure of the SSFM is represented in Figure 13. 

Figure 13. Work structures for the productions of the Alps SSFM (URCOFOR Provence-Alpes-Côte 
d'Azur and Rhône-Alpes, 2005) 

6.2.1.4.3. Bodies and mechanisms for participation  

For the Alps SSFM, this consultation process took place in three steps:  
 
1) Think tanks  

For a year, working groups, comprising stakeholders with a regional vision, were set up to: 1) formalise the 
process and specify the consultation methodology for implementing the SSFM; 2) identify priorities, articulate 
issues and produce guidelines for the Alpine forest. This initial consultation specified the areas that needed work 
for drawing up the plan and preparing for the next stakeholder discussions. 

 
As specification of the issues and objectives progressed, there was research into factual data, which was a 
secondary objective and necessary for characterising the French Alpine range, substantiating the issues, and 
determining and confirming future guidelines. 

 
2) Choice of guidelines, based on consultation with local stakeholders  

Range Committee Working 
Group on 

Resource and Environment 
Management 

Steering Committee 

Project group 
representing stakeholders 
and partners: Regions, Italy 

 

Range Committee 

Rhône-Alpes regional 
government 

Consultation with 
local stakeholders 

Departmental government 

 Living environment  
Led by the President of COFOR 05 (the Hautes-Alpes 
association of forest muncipalities) 

 Forests as sources of future products 
Led by the President of FIBRA (the Rhône-Alpes Forestry and 
timber sector association)  

 Habitat 
Led by the Director of the Vaucluse SMDVF (forest 
conservation and use association) 

 Prospective 
Led by the Director of URACOFRA (the Rhône-Alpes regional 

grouping of forest municipality associations) 

Service providers 
Consultants 

Standing Committee 

Think tanks 

PACA regional government 

Steering (approval, ensuring consistency with other range-level policies) 

Discussion, consultation (suggestions to the Project Group) 

Project group: guidelines, Action Plan (summary presentations to the committee and local stakeholders) 

Ensuring policy consistency 

 

 

Distribution of roles 

 

 Consultation with elected officials and stakeholders 
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Following the think-tank work, there was a consultation phase involving elected officials and local stakeholders. 
The purpose of this consultation was to specify the plan’s guidelines with a view to encouraging the production 
of local Action Plans in the range. For this, two days of debates were organised in order to: 1) specify the 
ecological, economic and social guidelines for the forest and timber sector for 2007-2012, 2) support local 
stakeholder dynamics by providing them with suitable funding and tools for their area, and 3) produce and 
declare targets for the local economy and forest environments.  

 
The consultation led to the production of the Alps SSFM, which is based on three summary documents 
produced during the prior discussion phase and on the minutes of the debates (from the consultation phase). 
This is a short document that specifies the priorities for the French Alps forest and timber sector. The following 
documents are associated with this document: 1) a reference document containing “goal sheets”, which clarify 
the SSFM, 2) a set of appendices (maps, figures and other information) which provide a detailed substantiation of 
the issues and objectives, and 3) a final document with examples of actions launched consistent with the SSFM 
guidelines. 

 
3) Production of an Action Plan for the practical implementation of the SSFM  

Once the SSFM had been drawn up, discussion took place to specify a strategy for practical implementation, 
which should lead to the production of Action Plans, for example on a CFT area, consistent with the policy 
guidelines specified in the SSFM (see Table 12). The SSFM means that funding bodies can offer consistent funding 
measures across the range. Political support via funding facilitates practical implementation of the SSFM. 

 
Table 12. Progress of the initiative and forecast schedule (URCOFOR Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur 
and Rhône-Alpes, 2005) 

 2004 2005 2006 2007-
2012 

 Autumn Winter Spring Summer Autumn Winter Spring Summer Autumn Winter  

Inventory and 
analysis of current 

           

Articulating the 
issues 

           

Consultations            

Pre-selecting options            

Defining Action Plans            

Drawing up the 
document 

           

Validation by the 
range committee 

           

Implementation            

6.2.1.4.4. Communication, public awareness raising and stakeholder capacity building 

There is no specific communication plan. However, the website www.alpesboisforet.eu provides information 
regarding the consultation process for drawing up the Alps SSFM and details thereof. 

6.2.1.4.5. Transparency mechanisms 

The Working Groups summary documents provide a synopsis of the key points of discussions between 
stakeholders and summarise numerical inventory data. These were support documents for the consultation phase. 
Two days of debates brought together 155 participants: scientists, associations, representatives of national and local 
government, and forestry sector staff met to draw up the proposals and identify the objectives that best fulfil the 
expectations expressed locally. Elected officials made up 25% of participants. Documentation concerning the project 
is made available to stakeholders via the website. 
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6.2.1.4.6. Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms  

Two monitoring bodies were involved in the process of drawing up the SSFM:  
 

 The Steering Committee performed an initial filtering of the proposals from the Working 
Groups/Think tanks prior their proposal to the Range Committee. Its role was to ensure that the 
proposed strategy is consistent with the objectives set and the area.  

 The Range Committee was the lead body, and therefore the final decision-making body. Its role was to 
make decisions that were consistent with the strategies of the PACA and Rhône-Alpes regional 
administrations.   

 
During the consultation phase, stakeholders specified the expected results so that they can evaluate whether the 
objectives have been achieved at the end of the Plan’s implementation.  

6.2.1.4.7. Strengths of the initiative and lessons learned  

 The SSFM mobilises local stakeholders from the forestry and timber sector and others associated with the 
forests into a collective discussion. It provides a framework and coordination for forestry actions 
performed on the scale of the range. 

 The SSFM specifies, in collaboration with future funding bodies, work guidelines consistent with the scale 
of a large mountain range, which corresponds to a real identified need. It facilitates the obtaining of 
funding, in particular during the formation of CFTs, PDMs, PATs and wood industry clusters. 

 The involvement of communities in forestry decision making and management means that social needs can 
be clearly identified and that, via active and flexible forest management, the multiple social, economic, 
ecological and cultural benefits that they offer can be fully appropriated.  

 The process makes use of stakeholder experience and enhances the SSFM, as local stakeholder 
participation is a source of innovative ideas and vision, dynamism and manpower. 

 This consultation process proved very positive for working at the scale of a large mountain range. The 
methodology, which involves first forming think tanks and then holding debate days with local 
stakeholders, meant that strategic policy guidelines that are valid for both regions can be specified in 
collaboration with local stakeholders. 

6.2.1.4.8. Weaknesses of the initiative  

 An SSFM applies to the forest of a large mountain range, specifying guidelines and directing funding, but it 
does not oblige the performance of concrete forestry actions. Local bodies must make use of it to 
implement their own Action Plans. SSFMs must therefore be supplemented by a new, more local, 
approach to governance. 

 It is difficult to specify a single, simple, ideal approach that applies to the diversity of forests in a mountain 
range. 

 Effective implementation of the consultation and participation requires staff and funding, along with a 
certain expertise in the use of existing processes and tools. 

 Success is dependent on the strength of political will. 
 Obtaining consensus for the initiative’s implementation becomes more difficult if the number of 

stakeholders, and diversity of their interests, is large.  

6.2.2. Opérations Concertées d’Aménagement et de Gestion de l’Espace Rural 
(OCAGER, concerted operations for the development and management of 
rural areas) 

6.2.2.1. General characteristics of the initiative 

Websites: http://www.reseaurural.fr and http://www.crpf-lr.com/ocager.html  
 
Location: France 
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Year created: 2005 
 
Preparation time: 1 to 2 years 
Key figures: late 2010, twenty OCAGERs in the Languedoc-Roussillon region (including those led by the Viganais 
grouping of municipalities and the Catalan Pyrenees Regional Nature Park) 
 
Sources of funding: OCAGERs are funded by the Languedoc-Roussillon regional government 
 
Objectives: OCAGERs are part of the region’s approach to local development.  They address rural issues: land 
access, country planning, water management, and risk management.  They are collective actions for rural 
development, based on a multi-sector (economic, social and landscape) strategy, in the context of a broad 
consultation with local stakeholders. 
 
Geographical scope: OCAGERs are specific to the Languedoc-Roussillon region, and the lead bodies are pays 
(sub-counties), inter-municipal cooperation bodies, regional nature parks or metropolitan authorities. 
 
Stakeholders involved: the main stakeholders involved are listed in Table 13. 
 
Table 13. Stakeholders involved in OCAGERs  

TYPE OF 
INVOLVEMENT 

STAKEHOLDERS INVOLVED 

Lead bodies 

Pays (sub-counties), regional nature parks, metropolitan authorities and municipal 
groupings, chambers of agriculture, forest municipality associations, livestock and water, 
environment and hunting sector professionals, and owners and managers of private and 
public forests 

Beneficiaries Regions, municipalities, municipal groupings and forest users 

Political partners Local elected officials 

Technical partners 
Nature parks, chambers of agriculture, environmental conservation associations, and 
hunters’ associations 

Funding partners National and local government 

Scientific partners Not specified 

6.2.2.2 Context and issues  

OCAGERs have been developed by the Languedoc-Roussillon regional government in the context of its economic 
development and country planning policy. They includes four aspects, which are often combined: land, water 
management, country development and management (mainly pastoral areas and sometimes forests), and prevention 
of climate hazards and associated risks. 
 
The implementation of OCAGERs takes place in the context of interest in local initiatives that address rural issues, 
in order to confront land pressure and the abandonment of agriculture.  
 
Actions are performed collectively and often involve several sectors. Their role is to develop areas that could be 
reinvigorated, while systematically including biodiversity management and conservation. Furthermore, the approach 
is intrinsically based on a broad consultation of local stakeholders on the actions to be performed on these issues. 
OCAGERs therefore provide local bodies with an operational management tool to dynamically conserve their area’s 
rural heritage.  

6.2.2.3. Implementation processes 

There are three phases to the implementation of an OCAGER (see Figure 14). 
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Figure 14. Phases of the Pays Corbières-Minervois OCAGER (Pays Corbières-Minervois, 2008 and 
2013) 
 

 Area diagnostics 
A consultation is organised to produce the diagnostics. The method used may vary depending on the area. 
The most widely used method involves performing a survey using questionnaires or interviews, which 
provides an initial understanding of the area: issues, actions, difficulties, needs, etc.  

 
 Specification of Strategic Policy Guidelines and Action Plan 

Following diagnostics, thematic Working Groups are organised to supplement the data collected for the 
inventory and to determine, with local stakeholders, the local issues and the actions to be implemented to 
address the area’s needs.  

 
 On the basis of the diagnostics, thematic Working Groups are formed for the issues.  

Technical data and discussion summaries from the Working Groups mean that the per-theme issues and 
final objectives can be identified and an Action Plan drawn up. The Action Plan often takes the form of 
Action Sheets. The contents of these sheets are specific to each local area. However, the aspects covered 
by the sheets are generally similar: Observations, Objectives, Location, Public, Description of the Action, 
Implementation, Schedule, Assessment Criteria, and Cost. 

 
As an example, an Action Sheet for the Lodévois Larzac OCAGER is shown in Figure 15. 

Area diagnostics 

Stakeholder surveys and thematic meetings 

Issues and strategic policy guidelines 

Thematic meetings and forums 

Action Plan and recommendations 

Stakeholder surveys and thematic meetings 

Steering committee 

Technical 

Municipal-grouping  
committee 

D N O S AJ J M A M F J 
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Issue 3: Rehabilitating and developing forests 
Action 32: Information and awareness raising for forest owners and users 

Thematic meeting on firewood 
Observations: Phase 1 identified a potential for the use of certain sectors for firewood and 

wood chips. 
diagnostic references: 2.3 Woodlands and forestry activities 

Objectives: - Make use of tree populations 
- Diversify agricultural activities 

Location: Lodévois 
map reference: none 

Public: Forest owners, farmers and livestock raisers 
project leaders: not directly involved 

 
 

Description of 
the action: 

Information and advice meeting on the possibility of producing firewood and 
wood chips, which could be organised around: 
- a site visit with a presentation of a firewood site 
- an indoor meeting covering: 

- technical aspects of production for maintaining and renewing populations 
and possibilities for additional value by integrating farm forestry with grazing 
(sylvopastoralism) 
- the status of farmers with respect to this type of production (as leases do 
not allow farmers to produce timber) 
- Energy Performance Plan 

- Use of wood chips produced under the Agir-Aster Programme 
  

IMPLEMENTATION 
Animation: Facilitation time: preparing, facilitating the session and producing copies of the 

technical documentation 
Works: None for this Action Sheet 

Project Owner: Communauté des Communes Lodévois et Larzac (CCL&L, Lodévois and Larzac 
municipal grouping) 

Contractors: CCL&L                                                                                            4 days 
Service provider                                                                               6 days 

Technical 
partners 

CRPF, CPIE des Causses Méridionaux (southern Causses permanent centre for 
environmental initiatives), Chamber of Agriculture 
OIER SUAMME                                                                                2 days 

  
FORECAST SCHEDULE 

Last quarter 2013 
  

EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR THE ACTION 
  

Fourth quarter 
2013 

Description of the process used 
Meeting attendance list 

  
ACTION COST 

  2013 2014 total 
Meeting time: 
- service provider  €2,673.00 €0.00 €2,673.00 

- CCL&L: agricultural technician - 4 days @ 
€158.91 

    €635.64 €0.00   €635.64 

ACTION TOTAL: €3,308.64 €0.00 €3,308.64 

Figure 15. An example of an Action Sheet from the Lodévois Larzac OCAGER (CPIE des Causses 
Méridionaux, 2012) 
 
The actions are implemented in collaboration with all local stakeholders via the themes covered and in accordance 
with the specified schedule. 
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6.2.2.4. Governance structure 
 
Generally, three governance structures are involved in the decision-making process: 
 

 The Steering Committee brings together all local stakeholders affected by the issue. It specifies the 
project’s general guidelines, approves the actions to be implemented and meets at the end of the initiative. 

 The Technical Committee groups a smaller number of stakeholders, with the task of determining the 
specific issues for discussion at the Steering Committee. 

 The Lead Body gives the document final approval. For example, for Pays Corbière-Minervois, the 
municipal-grouping and management committees of the Pays give final approval. 

6.2.2.5. Bodies and mechanisms for participation 

The governance structures meet at strategic points in the project’s development. For the Pays Corbières-Minervois 
OCAGER, the Pays called on consultants and involved the various governance structures at key points in the 
project. The consultants, who provided animation, met with the various committees throughout the process to 
make progress in the diagnostics with local stakeholders. They also organised Technical Committees to make 
progress on certain specific technical questions with professionals. Then, they had the results of their work and the 
Technical Committee discussions approved by the Steering Committee. A consultation with local residents and 
stakeholders who would potentially be strongly affected by the OCAGER was performed before approval by the 
municipal-grouping committee.  
 
The process as described in the framework document is given in Table 14: 
 
Table 14. Schedule from the framework document for the Pays Corbières-Minervois OCAGER (CPIE 
des Causses Méridionaux, 2012) 

Period concerned 
Governance structure 
involved in the activity 

Objectives set for the period 

January 2008 
Technical Committee 
(limited) 

Methodology adjustments 
Group operating procedures 

February 2008 Steering Committee 
Recap of objectives and diagnostics process 
Specifying individual areas of involvement 

April – May 2008 
Technical Committee 
(extended) 

Presentation of area diagnostics 
Adjustments / Preparation of the summary 
Choice of consultation methods  

June 2008 Steering Committee Presentation and approval of the diagnostics summary  

June-July 2008 
Technical Committee 
(extended) 

Examination of strategic issues 
Methods for user consultation / collaboration  

September 2008 Steering Committee 
Presentation of strategic guidelines and development scenarios 
Launch of the consultation with local people and stakeholders 
in the winegrowing sector 

October-November 
2008 

Technical Committee 
(extended) 

Feedback from the consultations 
Final report  

December 2008 Approval by the municipal-grouping committee 

6.2.2.6. Communication, public awareness raising and stakeholder capacity building 

Communication is often performed by the project’s Lead Bodies, via their website, newsletters, etc. 

6.2.2.7. Transparency mechanisms  

Transparency is mainly ensured via shared communication mechanisms. 
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6.2.2.8. Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms 

No specific mechanism has been specified for the monitoring and assessment of OCAGERs. Each area handles 
monitoring and evaluation in a manner appropriate to its context. For example, to ensure consistency in the 
implementation of its actions and to answer the concerns of its funding partners, the Lodévois Larzac OCAGER 
includes plans for a mid-term meeting to perform a quick assessment of the actions performed on the basis of the 
criteria specified on each Action Sheet. Following this assessment, a review of the remaining actions to be 
performed offers the possibility of adjusting the schedule on each Action Sheet, cancelling certain actions or 
postponing them. 

6.2.2.9. Strengths of the initiative and lessons learned 

 OCAGERs are multi-sector approaches which cover a large range of issues, the final objective of which is 
the development of a rural area.  

 The overall approach is “adaptable” to local particularities. Regional government is committed to funding 
all the Action Plans of this regional initiative. Thanks to local political will, areas have benefited from 
département and regional funding (20 to 60% of pre-tax costs for the diagnostics and 20 to 50% of pre-tax 
costs for development work) that can be taken as local aid. This approach means that concerted 
operational management projects can be implemented with funding transparency. 

6.2.2.10. Weaknesses of the initiative  

 This approach means that concrete actions can be implemented without any particular desire to create 
links between local stakeholders. 

 Success requires strong commitment on the part of local stakeholders, who take responsibility for the 
actions themselves. Their involvement is the prerequisite for the success of the initiative. Political support 
alone is therefore not enough. 

 Obtaining consensus for the initiative’s implementation becomes more difficult if the number of 
stakeholders, and the diversity of their interests, is large. 

 Successful implementation of concrete actions depends heavily on animationand the facilitator. 

6.2.3. Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP) 

6.2.3.1. General characteristics of the initiative  

Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/restoration/CFLRP (United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service) 
 
Location: this is a US-specific initiative with projects underway in 14 states in 2012: Arizona, California, Colorado, 
Florida, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Oregon, Washington, Arkansas, Oklahoma, Mississippi, Missouri and North 
Carolina. 
 
Year created: 2009 
 
Preparation time: approximately 1 year, but varies depending on project dynamics. 
 
Key figures: ten initiatives launched in 2009 and ten in 2012 under the programme, plus three initiatives launched 
in 2012 outside the programme. In terms of results achieved in 2012 (Forest Services, 2012): 7,949 jobs created and 
maintained; 2.66m m3 of timber sold and 1.16m tons of green biomass produced; $45.4m of partner and Forest 
Service investment to leverage federal plans;  $290m in labour income generated; wood removed and mega-fire risk 
reduced on 155,000 ha; 215,000 ha of wildlife habitat improved; 630 km of fish habitat restored; 9,600 km of 
eroding roads remediated or decommissioned to enhance clean water supplies; 4,610 ha affected by invasive plants 
treated. 
 
Sources of funding: the programme is mainly financed by federal funding but also by private funding. The 
Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Fund provides a maximum of $4m per annum per project.  It funds a 
maximum of ten projects nationally (and two within the same forest region) annually, covering 50% of 
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implementation and monitoring costs (it does not fund planning). The funding, approved by Congress and signed by 
the President, amounted to $10m in 2010, $25m in 2011 and $40m in 2012. 
 
Objectives: encourage various users of the space (such as federal and local authorities, forestry workers, sawmills, 
naturalists and ecologists) to work collaboratively on issues associated with the health of the forest, its sustainable 
management, and the reduction of fire risks on public Forest Service land near their communities. 
 
Geographical scope: the CFLRP can be applied to various ecological units (such as forest, catchment areas or 
nature parks).  
 
Stakeholders involved: the main stakeholders involved are listed in Table 15. 
 
Table 15. Stakeholders involved in CFLRP projects  

TYPE OF 
INVOLVEMENT 

STAKEHOLDERS INVOLVED 

Lead bodies 
United States Department of Agriculture - Forest Service 
Local authorities, local forestry workers, sawmills, conservation and nature 
organisations, private companies, sporting and leisure associations, etc.  

Beneficiaries 
States, private companies, local communities, municipalities, reservations, water 
suppliers, civil society, etc. 

Political partners Federal and state agencies 

Technical partners Associations, non-governmental organisations 

Funding partners 
States and external private funding partners (including purchasers of timber and 
biomass) 

Scientific partners Universities and research centres 

6.2.3.2. Context and issues 

The concept of collaborative management and restoration of forests has developed over the last 20 years, under 
the growing demand for civil-society participation in the management of federal land and for the implementation of 
alternatives for conflict resolution (Egan & Dubay, 2012).  
 
Certain regulations (such as the National Environmental Policy Act) oblige federal agencies to undertake 
consultation and participation processes, and provide recommendations to that effect. However, the level of 
participation and use made of stakeholder contributions varies. Also, there are situations where contributions by 
individuals and non-federal bodies are impossible.  
 
“Collaborative restoration” is a process during which multiple individuals and groups (“stakeholders”) with varied 
interests work together constructively on management issues and producing agreements, in order to reach 
consensus regarding the management of ecosystems and the development of new approaches which are scientifically 
credible and socially acceptable. 
 
In this context, the CFLRP was launched in 2009 by the US Department of Agriculture (USDA), with a 10-year 
vision to encourage the collaborative restoration of priority forest ecosystems on the basis of social agreements and 
current scientific knowledge.  
 
The Programme is based on collaboration between 145 bodies, including federal and state forestry services, private 
companies, local communities, municipalities, indigenous populations, water suppliers, associations and NGOs. It 
provides an institutional and funding framework for the implementation of various projects on National Forest 
System land.  
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The Programme’s specific objectives are:  
 

- Encourage ecological, economic, and social sustainability, 
- Promote job creation and maintenance, 
- Leverage local resources with national and private resources, 
- Reduce wildfire risks and facilitate the reduction of wildfire management costs, including through re-

establishing natural fire regimes and reducing the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire. This objective is a 
national priority and an important funding criterion, 

- Test, evaluate and demonstrate the degree to which various ecological restoration techniques achieve 
ecological and watershed health objectives, 

- Encourage utilisation of wood (timber, firewood and biomass) and non-wood forest products, along with 
forest restoration by-products to offset treatment costs, to benefit local rural economies, and to improve 
forest health. 

6.2.3.3. Implementation processes 

Various project proposals associated with the collaborative management of woodlands are presented each year and 
assessed. The projects are detailed in technical documents that present context and specific issues, proposed 
actions (via an Action Plan) and the budget, and that highlight the planned participation processes, both during 
implementation of actions and during their monitoring and evaluation.  
 
An Advisory Committee has been set up by the USDA to judge and approve the projects to be funded. The fifteen 
members of the committee represent various landscape, forestry and ecology interests: representatives of the 
forestry industry and conservation groups, and experts in areas such as rural economic development, restoring 
terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems, ecology and fire management, conservation and fauna and flora management, 
fish-related issues, biomass and wood use, and climate change mitigation and adaptation.  
 
The projects are assessed using six criteria: 
 

- The strength/quality of the landscape restoration proposal and strategy, 
- The ecological strength/quality of the proposal and strategy for landscape and ecological restoration, 
- The strength of the collaborative process and the likelihood of successful collaboration throughout 

implementation, 
- Whether the proposal is likely to achieve reductions in long-term wildfire management costs, 
- Whether the proposal would reduce the relative costs of carrying out treatments as a result of the use of 

woody biomass and small-diameter trees, 
- Whether an appropriate level of non-federal investment would be leveraged in carrying out the proposal. 

 
Five steps are planned for the development of a specific project: 

 
1 – Identify stakeholders and get them involved, 
2 – Produce a mutual understanding of the issues and a shared vision, 
3 – Specify objectives, indicators and measurements for the project, 
4 – Develop and implement a monitoring plan, 
5 – Learn from the monitoring and evaluation of the process. 

6.2.3.4. Governance structure 

In terms of general governance, the partnership comprises seven organisations, with the goal of ensuring the 
programme's funding and success: American Forests, Defenders of Wildlife, Forest Business Network, the Nature 
Conservancy, Society of American Foresters, Sustainable Northwest and the Wilderness Society. The Management 
Committee comprises one representative from each organisation. The Programme relies on the participation of 145 
member bodies from 22 US states.  
 
Federal agencies are authorised to collaborate with civil society via various laws and directives. Although the scope 
of authority of the agencies and the collaboration sometimes has blurred edges, it is the agencies that have decision-
making power and responsibility.  
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Collaboration efforts can take various forms, depending on the number of participants, the scope of the objectives 
and activities, the type of land ownership, the interest groups involved and the decision-making processes used. The 
governance and participation mechanisms are as follows:  
 

 Planning Committee and Advisory Committees: groups of experts who provide other agencies 
with advice and help in developing guidelines and plans, but which have no decision-making power. 

 Networks: groups of individuals with convergent interests and responsibilities, who exchange information 
and resources but with no decision-making power or role in the implementation of the projects (for 
example, the National Network of Forest Practitioners). 

 Joint management: a formal process involving people with legal authority and decision-making power, 
focussing on power sharing between government authorities or between an agency and user groups. 
These groups can develop and analyse restoration proposals, develop and ratify formal cooperation 
agreements, and share decision-making power between key stakeholders. 

 Partnerships: long-term local groups, which identify problems and needs, gather data, suggest 
management operations and develop management recommendations for specific geographical areas. These 
groups do not have decision-making power. The participants generally represent an agency or an interest 
group, but individual citizens can also participate.  

 
Each group may or may not formalise its governance framework in order to guide the collaborative process and 
planning efforts. This could involve identifying the participants, establishing rules of interaction, determining the 
technical and financial resources needed and available sources, organising meetings, identifying the needs for 
consensus, and selecting facilitators. 

6.2.3.5. Bodies and mechanisms for participation  

Stakeholders participate at various levels in the preparation, implementation and monitoring of the projects. The 
participation and collaboration structure varies between projects, but generally aims to encourage the participation 
of experts from various fields and representatives of various sectors and interests, who have varied amounts of time 
to dedicate to the project and varied levels of interests.  
 
It can involve the creation of a Steering Committee, which approves the recommendations of the specialist sub-
committees and then passes them on to the federal Forest Services. The sub-committees (e.g. for restoration, 
implementation, monitoring or communication) are made up of experts in various areas (such as forestry workers, 
industry or ecologists) and are the structure’s real workforce. The Steering Committee includes a wider range of 
representatives of various interests (such as government and local communities) and gives then the opportunity to 
follow and influence the recommendations of the sub-committees.   
 
The multi-party monitoring platform, presented in Section 6.2.3.8 “Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms” below, is 
an especially relevant collaborative structure as it contributes to resolving or avoiding conflict, facilitates the forming 
of consensus, and facilitates the adoption and performance of collaborative actions. 

6.2.3.6. Communication, public awareness raising and stakeholder capacity building 

Various activities are implemented to promote active stakeholder participation and the taking into account of their 
interests in management and restoration actions: 
 

 Communication via various media such as the website, press, radio and television. 
 Seminars for sharing experience (available on line), with public interaction on site, and via internet or 

telephone. 
 Workshops bringing together local service providers, so that they can be informed of the projects and, 

potentially, be mobilised as sub-contractors (as part of the objective of economic development and job 
creation). 

 Site visits so that stakeholders can see the site and get a better idea of the activities and their results. 
 Involving universities (staff and students) and volunteers who can help monitor fauna, flora, wood and 

water, or perform socio-economic studies, etc. 
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 Involving citizens in the discussions and, as far as possible, in the monitoring activities, if the indicators can 
be reliably measured by non-professionals (“citizen science”). 

6.2.3.7. Transparency mechanisms 

The Programme publishes a comprehensive annual report (CFLRP, 2012 and 2013) on the various projects 
underway and presents their advanced principles. This report is available on the Programme’s website. As individual 
projects are funded by public funds, all activities are recorded, presented and published as annual reports. Their 
Work Plans, based on a model supplied by the Programme, are also made public. 

6.2.3.8. Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms  

In the context of this Programme, a specific approach has been implemented to ensure collaborative monitoring and 
evaluation of the projects. This is called Multi-Party Monitoring and is a legal obligation. This platform provides a 
space for stakeholder dialogue and collaboration, facilitates discussions, the forming of consensus and the adoption 
of agreements, reduces the risk of conflicts, and enables collaborative appropriation of beneficial management 
activities. Multi-Party Monitoring contributes to the monitoring and evaluation of projects, provides accountability 
and assesses the positive or negative ecological, social, and economic effects not less than 15 years after project 
implementation commences. 

6.2.3.9. Strengths of the initiative and lessons learned 

 The activities are strongly inspired by scientific knowledge and take the values of local communities into 
account. 

 The collaborative process mobilises representatives of a wide range of socio-economic interests, including 
local communities. 

 The federal authorities (Forest Services) are strongly involved in giving administrative and technical support 
throughout the process of participation and production of recommendations. 

 Standards exist to provide uniform monitoring and evaluation of results. 
 Multi-Party monitoring and evaluation involves stakeholders with various standpoints and types of 

expertise, and uses measurable indicators that reflect ecological, economic and social aspects. 
 The governance structure means that a wide range of interests can be represented, local needs met, 

various stakeholders involved and space made for individuals or groups that have less time to devote to 
the project. 

 The Programme mobilises the human and financial resources necessary to involve dynamic and effective 
people, trained in the process coordination.  

 From the beginning of the process, the initiative draws up a communication plan, to identify aspects such as 
audience, message and media, and to provide the process with transparency. 

 The recommendations suggested should be sufficiently flexible to be adapted to on-site conditions.   
 Restoration and management activities should be based both on scientific data and on local community 

values. 
 A detailed monitoring and evaluation plan must be developed, by allocating the necessary financial 

resources and maintaining certain flexibility in the allocation of these resources over time. 
 Partnerships beyond the strict geographical scope of the project can break the circle of collaborators, and 

reach people outside the project (such as potential sponsors and resources) and allow for larger-scale 
operations (such as the control of invasive species). 

 The active seeking of external funding (outside federal funds) helps to ensure project continuity. 

6.2.3.10. Weaknesses of the initiative 

 The fund is only for land that is part of the national forest system; it does not cover planning costs, and 
only covers 50% of implementation, monitoring and evaluation costs for the restoration measures. 

 Federal agencies have final decision-making power and responsibility, and can choose the extent to which 
they integrate stakeholder views into their decisions.  
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6.3. Forest owner participation in forestry development and policy  

6.3.1. Centre de la Propietat Forestal (CPF, forest ownership centre) 

6.3.1.1 General characteristics of the initiative 

Website: http://www20.gencat.cat/portal/site/DAR 
 
Location: Spain – Autonomous Community of Catalonia 
 
Year created: 1999 
 
Preparation time: this varies and corresponds to the time that forest owners take to draw up management 
plans, plus a maximum of six months for approval by the CPF.  
 
Key figures: A total of 432,349 ha of private land is now covered by management plans overseen by the CPF, 
with 331 Plans Simples de Gestió Forestal (PSGF, simple forest management plans) and 2,893 Plans Tècnics de 
Gestió i Millora Forestal (PTGMF, technical plans for forestry management), which corresponds to 20% of the 
total surface area of Catalan forest (Figure 16). The trend is for the managed surface area to increase (Figure 
17). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Objectives: regulation and planning of forest management and promotion of conservation, along with 
sustainable development and improvement of private forests in Catalonia with direct participation of forest 
owners. 
 
Sources of funding: the CPF is a public body with its own annual budget subject to the financial monitoring 
stipulated in the Catalan Public Finance Act. Owners are responsible for the costs of drawing up and 
implementing (PSGF and PTGMF) management plans but can apply for CPF subsidies. 
 
Geographical scope: applies in the Autonomous Community of Catalonia in north-east Spain. 
Stakeholders involved: the main stakeholders involved are listed in Table 16. 
 
Table 16. Stakeholders involved in the CPF initiative in Catalonia 

TYPE OF 
INVOLVEMENT 

STAKEHOLDERS INVOLVED 

Figure 16. Private forest surface areas 
overseen by the CPF in Catalonia (CPF, 
2011) 

 

Figure 17. Changes in the number of forestry 
management plans and the forest surface area 
overseen in Catalonia over the period 1991 to 
2012 (CPF, 2012) 
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Figure 17. Private forest surface areas overseen

by the CPF in Catalonia (CPF, 2011) 

Figure 16. Changes in the number of forestry
management plans and the forest surface area
overseen in Catalonia over the period 1991 to 2012
(CPF, 2012) 
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Lead bodies Generalitat de Catalunya (Catalan regional government) 

Beneficiaries 

Private forest owners (the direct beneficiaries), forest managers, forestry-sector 
businesses and industry, local councils and authorities, forest protection 
associations involved in preventing and fighting forest fires, environmental and 
conservation groups, universities and other academic bodies, hunters’ 
associations, sports and leisure businesses, users of recreational services   

Political partners Catalan regional and local government  

Technical partners 

CPF technical services and specific support from research and development 
centres: Centre Tecnològic Forestal de Catalunya (CTFC, forest technology centre 
of Catalonia) and Centre de Recerca Ecològica i Aplicacions Forestals (CREAF, centre 
for ecological research and forestry applications).  

Funding partners Catalan regional government 

Scientific partners 
CPF technical services and specific support from research and development 
centres: CTFC and CREAF. 

6.3.1.2. Context and issues  

Catalonia covers 3.2m ha, of which 64% is forest (2,082,699 ha) most of which is privately owned (73%). This 
ownership is highly fragmented: 1.2% of properties exceed 100 ha, representing 42.5% of the total surface area of 
private forest, while 52% of properties have a surface area of less than 1 ha, together representing only 3% of the 
total surface area. 
 
For the area’s forests to be well managed, all goods and services that they provide must be taken into account. It is 
therefore indispensable to have tools that facilitate multifunctional management using sustainability criteria. In 
Catalonia, planning instruments exist for various levels, covering different aspects. Various documents may be used 
depending on the surface area managed and the level of technical specification of the management. Here they are 
listed from largest to smallest area covered and from least specific to most specific: two large-scale documents Pla 
General de Política Forestal (PGPF, general forestry policy plan) and Pla d’ordenació de recursos forestals (PORF, regional 
forest resources development plan), and three levels of forest management plan, Projecte d’ordenació forestal (PO, 
forest development plan), PTGMF and PSGF.  
 
The Catalan government has jurisdiction over most forestry management issues, transferred from central Spanish 
government. This is implemented via its Departament d'Agricultura, Ramaderia, Pesca, Alimentació i Medi Natural 
(DAAM, ministry of agriculture, livestock, fisheries, food and natural environment). The main objective of the CPF, 
which is part of the DAAM, is to promote the development and sustainable management of private forests.  
 
The CPF has organisational, financial and economic autonomy. It aims to integrate in a single organisation the 
various jurisdictions relevant to private forests, by unifying and rationalising administrative actions for planning and 
monitoring. Among its designated roles are the following: 
 

 Oversee, approve and monitor the implementation of forestry management instruments for privately 
owned forests: PTGMFs for properties exceeding 25 ha and PSGFs for properties smaller than 25 ha; 

 Promote sustainable silvicultural and forest management practices, and ensure transfer of technical 
knowledge in the forestry sector; 

 Apply instruments that promote forestry management, by facilitating the awarding of corresponding aid 
and incentives, and by ensuring the effective distribution of funds on the basis of the objectives pursued; 

 Participate in the preparation of regional forestry policy plans; 
 Inform and have a voice with regard to approval of statutory standards, management and planning 

instruments or projects concerning private forests. 

6.3.1.3. Implementation processes 

The CPF, as the representative of the government, and private forest owners are the parties most strongly 
implicated that interact within this model. Forest owners can voluntarily plan the management of their properties 
using the available forest management plans (PSGF or PTGMF as appropriate) which have a duration of 10 years and 
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must be approved by the CPF. These documents may be drawn up by the forest owners themselves or by 
independent consultants, but must be signed by the owners. Forestry management plans are approved by the CPF’s 
Board and published in Diari Oficial de la Generalitat de Catalunya (the official journal of the Catalan regional 
government). 
The CPF provides forest owners with the technical support needed for the preparation of management and 
development documents. On its website, it publishes the procedures to be followed to produce funding requests, 
draw up documents and submit them for Board approval, explains the advantages of management plans and owners’ 
rights and responsibilities, presents current standards, and makes the required documentation available to users. 
 
Via the management plan for their forests, owners commit themselves to proper implementation of the approved 
work in compliance with current forestry standards, the silvicultural techniques described and the plans and 
conditions set. They must communicate in writing their intention to perform work, change ownership or change the 
way the forest is used. Any modifications to the plans, to include other activities or to change their implementation, 
are subject to approval by the CPF. In return, forest owners acquire certain advantages, including faster 
administrative procedures, personalised multi-disciplinary technical advice, tax breaks, priority access to subsidies 
and larger subsidies (20-30% higher than for properties without approved management plans), and access to civil-
liability insurance that covers forest fires. 

6.3.1.4. Governance structure 

The management bodies for PSGFs comprise a Board of Directors, a President and a Managing Director, 
supported by a consultative body: 
 

 The Executive Board: this is the management and monitoring body, which comprises fifteen people, 
seven from the Catalan regional government and eight representatives of the private forestry sector, 
chosen from among forest owners with approved management plans. 

 The President of the CPF: this is the CPF's Chief Executive Officer, chosen using the same system as for 
the Board. 

 The Managing Director: this is a government official appointed by the DAAM, who leads the CPF's 
technical management, is chief of staff (currently of a team of 42) and acts as coordinator for the 
management structures. 

 The Advisory Committee: this body provides advice on questions associated with forestry management 
and comprises up to 21 members representing various social, economic and institutional stakeholders in 
the private forestry sector and its management (agricultural professional organisations, forest protection 
associations, environmental groups, universities and research centres, municipalities, wood industry 
unions, hunters’ associations, sport and leisure businesses and Consell de Protecció de la Natura (the Catalan 
nature protection council). There are regulations for the way its members are appointed and DAAM 
appoints them after they have been put forward by the bodies that they represent.  

6.3.1.5. Bodies and mechanisms for participation 

Forest owners actively participate in the various governance structures listed above. They are part of the Executive 
Board and collaborate in decision-making regarding forest planning and management at the scales of individual 
properties, comarcas (districts) and Catalonia as a whole.  They also influence decision-making regarding national 
forestry policy and contribute to all actions that the CPF performs to achieve its objectives. Among other aspects, 
forest owners participate in the drawing up of guidelines and technical documents such as management plans 
(PTGMF and PSGF), promote associations and forest groupings to optimise the marketing of products and help 
identify the expectations of forest owners, so that the CPF can set its research and development priorities.   
 
Forestry management plans cover 10 to 30 year periods and may be drawn up by the owners (who must sign them) 
or by third-party bodies. Their approval leads to a package of rights and responsibilities (Table 17).  
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Table 17. Rights and responsibilities of private forest owners following approval of a forest 
management plan 

RIGHTS 

 Full membership of the CPF. 
 Multi-disciplinary technical advice for the implementation of the approved development plan and of 

the forest management. 
 Possibility of updating and modifying the approved plan in accordance to the objectives set. 
 Revision of the plan after five years of implementation or under extraordinary circumstances. 
 Access to tax benefits (with regard to aspects such as transfers of assets, gifts and legacies, and tax 

offsets). 
 Priority access to forestry subsidies that are 20-30% higher than those for properties without an 

approved plan. 
 Access to insurance that covers civil liability and damage caused by forest fires. 

RESPONSIBILITIES 

 Correctly perform the approved tasks, in compliance with current forestry regulations, the 
silvicultural techniques described in the plan and any specific conditions that have been set. 

 Communicate in writing (letter or fax) any intention to perform a planned activity, a minimum of ten 
days prior to starting the work.  

 Request approval for any modification of the plans, to include work not initially planned or to change 
the way that planned activities are implemented, to adapt them to any circumstantial changes 
affecting the property. 

 Communicate any changes of ownership or of the structure of the property (such as sale, gift, 
inheritance or fragmentation) or any other circumstance that may affect the validity or 
implementation of the plans. 

 Implement the questionnaire regarding the construction of forest paths in areas of natural interest. 

 
Other stakeholders associated with the forestry sector participate in the governance of the CPF via the Advisory 
Committee (see Section 6.3.1.4.). The functions of this committee are as follows:    
 

 Collaborate in the promotion of the CPF’s objectives and purposes and the dissemination of the principles 
of forestry development and management; 

 Supply scientific and technical advice regarding silviculture and forest management, to ensure the 
sustainable management of private forests; 

 Examine and debate the basic guidelines necessary so that they can be incorporated into forestry policy 
and management plans; 

 Study methods for the rational use of resources and ways to make the production and environmental roles 
of forests compatible; 

 Make suggestions to the government regarding joint advocacy measures, and aid and subsidies for private 
forests, to promote their rational usage. 

 
The CPF is also involved in other Catalan forest sector participatory initiatives, such as the wood sector round 
table, the main body for the participation of professional bodies and forest-sector businesses in the development of 
forestry policy and the promotion and technical improvement of production, and the industrial processing and 
marketing of forest products. It involves representatives of the sector, including private and public forest-owner 
associations, forest products companies, industries that transform or use forest products, and forestry equipment 
companies.  

6.3.1.6. Communication, public awareness raising and stakeholder capacity building 

The CPF has a website where it publishes all the information it generates. In particular: 
 

 Its areas of activity: such as planning, rights and responsibilities of owners, advantages of having an 
approved management plan, sustainable forest management certification, and knowledge transfer. 
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 Technical and general-public CPF publications in the form of an electronic newsletter or review (paper or 
online): datasheets, and guidelines for species management, silvicultural practices and hardwood 
plantations. 

 A press room for dissemination of information on activities.  
 
The CPF has also drawn up a plan for innovation and technology transfer which aims to support the 
revitalisation of the Catalan private forest sector via: promoting research relevant to local needs (for example in 
deprived areas), leading awareness-raising, popularisation and knowledge transfer activities, and performing cross-
sector coordination. 
 
The collaborative network of forestry companies is one of the pillars of this plan and provides a platform 
for experimentation and demonstration of innovative forestry practices, as well as a meeting and 
communication point with owners, government and the research sector. 

6.3.1.7. Transparency mechanisms 

As a public body, the CPF has implemented intrinsic transparency mechanisms, in particular: 
 

 To be valid, the forest management plans must be signed by the owners, regardless of who drew them up. 
 Forest management plans are officially approved by the Executive Board and published in the official journal 

of the Catalan regional government.  
 Any aid granted for sustainable forest management is also published in the official journal. 

6.3.1.8. Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms  

The CPF’s technical advisors perform site visits to monitor activities and evaluate the extent and 
quality of implementation of the plan, based on the monitoring guidelines specified annually. In the event of a 
mismatch between the activities planned and performed, reports are issued showing how to adapt the actions to 
the criteria specified in the plan, and if they cannot be adapted, the infraction is communicated to DAAM’s land-
management services who can impose sanctions on the owner where necessary. 

6.3.1.9. Strengths of the initiative and lessons learned 

 The CPF is a powerful and effective instrument for the promotion of sustainable forest management and 
forest development culture in areas with significant private forest cover, which is often fragmented.  

 It was created under the subsidiarity principle to consolidate the participatory forest management dynamic, 
which gathers and involves forest owners in forestry policy, in compliance with the principles of 
coordination, efficiency and decentralisation. 

 The initiative means that forest owners can benefit from a government body that integrates the various 
jurisdictions that govern Catalan private forests, and which also promotes their interests during the 
forestry policy budgeting process.  

 The inclusion of forest owners in the CPF’s management bodies strengthens their integration in decision 
making and encourages joint responsibility in the development, approval and implementation of local 
forestry policy.  

 The fact the CPF has a plan for innovation and technology transfer means that it can bring together 
scientific knowledge and private-sector requests, thereby enhancing the applied aspect of forestry research 
in the area. 

6.3.1.10. Weaknesses of the initiative 

 The fact that a forest management plan has been approved for 10 years, and that its production has been 
funded, does not necessarily mean that the planned actions are performed. 

 As the CPF does not have the power to impose sanctions, performance of the planned actions is 
sometimes only partial or even non-existent. 
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6.4. Participatory management of forest fire risks 

6.4.1. Wildfire Groups (WG) 

Website: The website of Rural Development Initiatives (www.ruraldevelopment.org.uk) hosts the groups’ 
activities. 
 
Location: UK 
Objective: contribute to sustainable rural development by minimising the risks of forest fires. 

6.4.1.1. Description of the initiative 

Wildfire Groups and Fire Operation Groups are partnerships of public, private or volunteer bodies representing 
various interests, that work together on a range of issues associated with fires breaking out on mountains, in 
forests, on agricultural land, on moors and at the urban/rural interface, in order to assess the risks and reduce their 
frequency, intensity, propagation and impact. This type of collaboration allows the adoption of a multi-sector and 
integrated approach of the economic, social and ecological aspects of fires.  
 
Wildfire Groups appeared in the 2000s, following the extensive fires of 1999, 2003, 2004 and 2006, which 
reinforced the need for the Fire and Rescue Services and land management organisations to work together in a 
more strategic and operational manner. Their past experiences highlighted the need for partnership and a clear 
framework for joint working. 
 
These groups contribute to sustainable rural development by minimising the risks of fires and the losses caused to 
ecosystems, goods and local people. For example, in the North Pennines region (England), the Northumberland, 
County Durham and Cumbria groups perform activities in the following areas: 1) Reducing the risk of fires (in terms 
of them starting, their propagation and the damage they cause), by raising public awareness, education and 
recommendations in terms of land management and controlled burns; 2) Preparation: planning, training, sharing 
equipment and creating fire plans; 3) Improving response capacity by encouraging networking to facilitate the 
mobilisation of resources and expertise, and to respond more quickly to fires; 4) Networking, improving 
communication between group stakeholders, sharing experiences, expertise and resources. 

6.4.1.2. Governance structure and participation mechanisms 

The make-up of the groups varies depending on local circumstances, but they typically include representatives of 
public authorities, owners and managers of public forests, such as the Forestry Commission and the Ministry of 
Defence, along with forest workers, fire and rescue services, municipalities, managers of National Parks and Areas 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty, private forest owners, conservation organisations, owners of rural land, such as 
Natural England, the National Trust, the Wildlife Trust, the Moorland Association, the Royal Society for the 
Protection of Birds, the Country Land and Business Association, the National Gamekeepers Organisation, and 
private companies. 
 
In order to consolidate the participation process and ensure the cohesion of partnerships, the groups regularly 
organise meetings, have produced an address book, publish information on the Internet and in electronic 
newsletters, develop communication strategies and tools, organise fire risk awareness-raising events, workshops and 
site visits in order to publicise the lessons learned and good practices, and lead lobbying actions (RDI, 2010). 

6.5. Stakeholder participation in specifying and applying 
certification standards for sustainable forest management 

6.5.1. Living Forests 

Website: www.levendeskog.no 
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Location: Norway 
 
Objectives: participatively produce standards (with criteria and indicators) for the sustainable management of 
Norwegian forests. 

6.5.1.1. Description of the initiative 

The Living Forests project was launched in 1994in a context of increasing environmental and economic concerns, 
with a view to long-term forestry development. It had a budget of €3.5m (50% funded by forest owners and 
industry, 50% by the Norwegian government). The aim of the initiative was to: 1) create national and international 
confidence in raw materials from the Norwegian forestry industry, on the basis of sustainable management that 
respects the environment, 2) demonstrate the willingness and ability of the Norwegian forestry sector to implement 
long-term, sustainable management activities, via research and innovation, training and awareness raising. 

Development of the criteria and indicators that gave rise to the standards was based on research projects, pilot-site 
studies (to test the recommendations in terms of management methods) and detailed studies, along with results 
from various regions of Norway, which meant that recommendations based on science and observation could be 
formulated regarding the way to sustainably manage Norwegian forests.  

6.5.1.2. Governance structure and participation mechanisms 

Forest owners and the forestry industry initiated the process in 1994 and benefited from the collaboration of a wide 
range of partners representing the country’s economic, environmental, social and cultural interests. Various 
organisations took part in this project as members of the Living Forest Council: The Norwegian United Federation 
of Trade Unions, the Norwegian National Association for Outdoor Recreation, the Association of Inter-municipal 
Outdoor Recreation Boards, the Norwegian Forest Owners’ Federation, the Norwegian Forestry Association 
(NORSKOG), the Norwegian Biodiversity Network (SABIMA), the State-owned Land and Forest Company 
(Statskog SF), the Norwegian Pulp and Paper Association, the Norwegian Sawmill Industries’ Association, and WWF 
Norway. 
 
The governance structure was based around the bodies listed below, which involve approximately 90 people in 
total, including forest owners, the forest and timber industry, the Norwegian Ministry of Agriculture, trade unions, 
forest users, environmental organisations, and organisations promoting leisure activities: 
 

- An Advisory Committee: made up of experts, whose aim was to promote communication and trust 
between stakeholders, and to serve as a forum for debate to clarify any disagreements concerning 
interpretation of the consensus. It organised meetings twice a year at which approximately 200 
representatives of the sectors affected participated, 

- A Steering Committee: that led the project, involving the project’s funding partners and managing 
budget decisions, 

- A Scientific Committee: included ten leading researchers from different research institutes, 
- A Certification Committee: comprised nine members appointed by the Steering Committee, including 

representatives of economic, ecological and social interests, 
- A Secretariat, that managed administrative aspects, 
- Four thematic Working Groups for the following themes: market demands, criteria and documentation 

systems, competence building and information. 

The initiative was completed in 1998 with the approval of a wide range of criteria and indicators that gave rise to 
the 23 Living Forests Standards for Sustainable Forest Management in Norway, adopted by consensus between the 
thirteen stakeholder organisations after a month of negotiations. These Standards have been implemented nationally 
and forest owners must comply with them. They are closely connected to the ISO 14001 and Eco-Management and 
Audit Scheme (EMAS) environmental management systems, as well as the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) 
certification system. This project is no longer active and the Standards are no longer accepted by all stakeholders, 
but lessons can be drawn that are useful for the management of Mediterranean forests. 
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The documents produced (with criteria and indicators) were widely distributed and discussed in 1998 during a 
transparent consultation process that involved the 160 members of the Living Forest Council. Feedback was then 
incorporated providing a significant improvement to the document prior to final consensus on the standards.  

Circulation of information was encouraged throughout the process, which involved a vast range of stakeholders, 
so that the activities were transparent. The project published newsletters and fact sheets in Norwegian, English 
and German, took part in exhibitions and conferences in several European countries, and produced videos, books 
and other resources. A number of reports were also published, giving a more comprehensive description of the 
basis for the selection of indicators, the background for certification, and the outcome of the project. 

Capacity building among stakeholders and managers was one of the project’s priorities, given that forest owners 
are the decision makers. Courses, multi-year study programmes, and study circles (groups of around 10 people) 
were organised for forest workers (over 500), forest owners, companies, teachers and others (over 2000 benefited 
in total), on various aspects of forestry including biodiversity, multifunctional management and forestry certification. 
The aim of this process was to explain to forestry workers the scientific foundations of the project and the reason 
for the changes sought, to prepare them for the implementation of the Standards and to increase their confidence in 
the scientific knowledge and the recommendations to which it led. 

6.6. Grouping forest owners and sharing efforts and resources for 
operational and multifunctional forest management 

6.6.1 Association Syndicale Libre de Gestion Forestière (ASLGF, private association 
of forest owners for forest management)  

Website: http://www.foretpriveefrancaise.com/le-role-des-associations-syndicales-667946.html 
 
Location: France 
 
Objectives: conserve, restore and make use of natural resources (for example, by maintaining water courses, lakes 
or ponds, roads and other pathway networks, or developing private forests) to reduce natural hazards and health 
risks, pollution and other nuisances. 

6.6.1.1. Description of the initiative 

ASLGFs, a France-specific initiative, are a grouping of forest owners formed with the aim of performing a shared 
programme of forestry work over a given area. This legal structure means that forest owners can perform 
consistent joint actions across a mountain range, valley or catchment area, and benefit from certain types of public 
funding. Funding rules vary across départements and from year to year, depending on the availability of funding from 
public authorities (at the national, regional and département levels). ASLGFs act as Project Owners for the forestry 
work. They centralise their members’ forestry projects, request subsidies, choose service providers, give their 
agreement to projects and funding, select and pay contractors, and approves the work done. 
 
For example, in the context of the Garrotxes CFT, for which the lead body is the Catalan Pyrenees Regional Nature 
Park (in SW France), given the highly fragmented nature of private property, forest owners in the Ayguatébia-Talau 
and Railleu municipalities grouped to form the Association Syndicale Libre de gestion forestière des Garrotxes 
(the Garrotxes ASLGF) to manage the forest area together.  
 
With the help of a coordinator, this initiative was implemented using the following steps:  
 
Step 1. Economic assessment of the forests 
Localise the priority areas with regards to production (accessibility, volumes and categories of potential products, 
health of the forest and fire risks). 
 
Step 2. Land survey and animation 
Identify the affected owners within the survey’s boundaries. 
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Organise general information meetings on the management group project. 
 
Step 3. Land survey and animationDraw up the documentation for establishing the association. 
Help member owners organise the initial meetings for the creation of the association. 
 
Step 4. Wood marketing support for member owners 
Organise an initial sale of wood. 
Help member owners define plot perimeters and categories of potential products, and mark out and market the 
marked plots. 
Monitor the work alongside owners, draw up and check the technical specifications.  
Organise general information meetings for member owners, combined with site visits if necessary.  
 



  85

Step 5. General monitoring of the ASLGF  
Help member owners with the initial meetings of the Association. 
In the context of the CFT Action Plan, offer a training course to help with the operation of an Association. 

6.6.1.2. Governance structure and participation mechanisms 

An ASLGF is created by a minimum of three forest owners. Their membership form specifies the registered plots 
that they are « associating » (plots that can benefit from forestry work). Owners still own their plots. Membership 
fees are paid directly to the ASLGF, as per the Association’s regulations. The Statutes of the ASLGF specify voting 
rights and procedures. For example, voting can be “one owner one vote” or weighted by the surface area held by 
the owner.   
 
The governance structure of an ASLGF is as follows:  
 

- A General Meeting: this annual meeting brings together all members of the association to express their 
wishes for management, organisation, etc. 

- An Executive Board: this is made up of a smaller group of members elected by the General Meeting. 
The Executive Board is generally responsible for the day-to-day management of the Association.  

 
The Statutes of the ASLGF specify member rights and means of participation, for example “one owner one vote” or 
voting weighted by the surface area held by the owner.  
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7. Forest governance issues in the 
pilot sites 

The following section summarises the governance factors that characterise the pilot sites in Component 3 of the 
FGEF project. Information has been derived from questionnaires completed by the pilot site Thematic Advisors. To 
begin, a brief description of the pilot site is given, followed by the objectives of the governance and participatory 
management initiative in the area. The main stakeholders concerned are then listed along with the threats, conflicts, 
synergies and challenges associated with locally managing natural resources and particularly woodland areas. Finally, 
the existing participatory initiatives in the pilot sites are presented.  

7.1. Pilot site: Chréa National Park (Algeria) 

7.1.1. General description of the pilot site 

Total land area: 26,587 ha. 
 

Land area for Component 3: 26,587 ha (100% of the total area). 
 

Total forest area: 22,673 ha (85% of the total area). 
 

Ownership: the Government is the principal owner (70%). The remaining 30% is jointly-owned private land. 
 

Population: 1,200 residents in addition to visitors (national and international) to the National Park, estimated at 2 
million per year, mainly from Algiers, areas surrounding the Park and other regions of the country. 
 

Main ecosystems: forest ecosystems (cedar, holm oak, Sictus, cork oak, pine, Algerian oak), woodland ecosystems 
(maquis undergrowth, scrub, grass), aquatic ecosystems (wadis, lakes, riparian forests) and rock ecosystems (rocky 
terrain, caves). 
 

Socio-economic activities: subsistence agriculture, mountain arboriculture, beekeeping, small-scale cattle, sheep 
and goat farming, artisan work, tourism. 
 

Instruments relevant to the management and use of natural resources: various instruments exist at the 
national level (laws and decrees governing forests, fauna protection, hunting, etc.), regional level (e.g. wilayah 
development plan) and local level (e.g. decree pertaining to the creation of the Chréa National Park, the Chréa 
National Park management plan and the guideline on natural and protected areas).  
 

The following figure (Figure 18) shows the approximate location of the pilot site and its various ecosystems. 
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Figure 18. Location maps and ground coverage of the Chréa National Park pilot site (Algeria) 

7.1.2. Overall management and development objectives for the pilot site 

 Move away from mass tourism and develop ecotourism activities. 
 Efficiently combat the loss of biodiversity as a result of anthropogenic and natural pressures. 
 Promote the goods and services provided by the site and benefit from their advantages. 

7.1.3. Objectives specific to the participatory approach applied in the pilot site 

 Improve urban living. 
 Improve living conditions of the local population.  
 Improve access to and share the advantages associated with the goods and services provided by the site. 

7.1.4. Stakeholders involved in the management of the pilot site 

Government stakeholders 

 Chréa National Park  
 Executive departments of the wilayah (Hydro, Health, Education, Tourism, Public works, Agriculture, Youth 

and Sports) 
 Forest conservation in the wilayah (forest administration) 
 Popular Communal Assemblies (APC - Assemblées Populaires Communales) (local authority) 
 Civil protection, national people’s army 

NGOs and Associations 

 Environmental groups (biodiversity and forest conservation and public awareness raising) 

Universities and Research centres 

 Universities working on aromatic and medicinal plants, forest conservation and the protection of 
biodiversity 

LOCATION OF THE CHREA PARK 
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Users 

 Local population, visitors (general public), sportspeople, road users, school community, groups of people 
with respiratory problems, forestry companies involved in infrastructure and rural development work, etc. 

7.1.5. Threats and conflicts in the pilot site 

 Massive numbers of visitors (excessive amount of visitors): approximately 2 million visitors (national and 
international) come to the site each year, mainly from Algiers, and other regions of the country. These 
crowds put significant pressure on the environments (trampling, erosion, removing of forest products, 
waste/rubbish, etc.). 

 Theft and illicit harvesting of wood and non-wood products and sub-products: some products are illegally 
harvested and sold by the local population due to their abundance (lichens, holly, young cedars for 
Christmas, yew branches, wood, etc.) This excessive removal contributes to the deterioration of the site. 

 No property security: the local population is in the process of trying to reclaim land that was expropriated 
and compensated at the time of colonisation. The population also opposes all types of development 
projects on jointly-owned land. 

 Uncontrolled forest fires: often starting in the lower areas of the site and not controlled on the spot, they 
spread to the rest of the site and become blazes that are difficult to contain. 

7.1.6. Relationships between stakeholders within the pilot site 

Close relationships between area stakeholders are expected as part of the so-called Rural Revival policy aimed at 
creating more dynamic rural areas by implementing Projets de Proximité de Développment Rural Intégré (PPDRI – 
Integrated Local Rural Development Projects). PPDRIs are aimed at improving the living conditions of rural 
populations and include collective actions (construction of roads, schools and health clinics, electrification, etc.) and 
individual actions for owners (barn construction, improvement of small-scale livestock farming, development of 
rural habitat, etc.). PPDRIs are supported by the Government via regulatory, technical, legal and financial measures 
in order to ensure that projects run smoothly and that they are accepted by local populations. 

7.1.7. Pilot site management challenges 

The main challenge is to end excessive visitation (large numbers of visitors arriving at the same time) and decrease 
anthropogenic pressure on the Park's ecosystems. This particularly means acting outside the site, in areas of 
influence (mainly Algiers, but also the areas surrounding the Park), in order to develop and provide the residents of 
these areas with local leisure and recreation alternatives that will reduce pressure on the Park. 

7.1.8. Existing participation initiatives for the pilot site 

Within the Chréa National Park, there are various participatory initiatives with stakeholders involved in varying 
degrees of participation, from simple consulting (low participation) to active involvement in decisions and the 
implementation of actions (strong participation).  Initiatives work particularly through management plans, the 
implementation of the Rural Revival policy, the involvement of associations in the management process, partnerships 
between the Park and universities and the Park’s Steering Committee, which plays a major role in the local dynamic.  
 

 The Steering Committee was put in place when Chréa National Park was created in 1983 (legal obligation). 
Twice a year, the Committee meets with the Popular Communal Assemblies, Forest Conservation 
authorities (administration) and the executive departments of the wilayah. The meetings come up with 
consensus-based reports containing management recommendations. The Committee creates a framework 
for dialogue that generates specific management proposals without any obligation to implement the 
proposals.  
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7.1.9. Factors to be taken into account in defining the participation 
methodology in the pilot site 

Some important factors stand out from the analysis of questionnaires and information provided by the Algerian 
experts taking part in the regional workshop and can help contribute to defining a participatory methodology: 
 

 Clearly distinguish between the general management/development objectives for 
the pilot site and the specific FGEF project stakeholder objectives 

 
It is first important to clearly express the specific issues of the pilot site and the general management and 
development objectives (e.g. improve living conditions of the local population, develop ecotourism, improve 
management of the use and sale of wood and non-wood forest resources, etc.)  
 
Furthermore, these management/development objectives need to be distinguished from the specific Component 3 
of the FGEF project participation objectives, and an explanation needs to be given as to how considering the 
opinions of the stakeholders can help achieve management/development objectives.  
 
Therefore, it is good to define participation objectives in a more concrete manner. The “improvement of the urban 
environment" and “improvement of local living conditions” participation objectives could be made more specific by 
explaining how participation can contribute to achieving them (Why include stakeholders? What is the added value 
of participation?). For example, one participation objective could consist in “integrating the expectations and opinions 
of stakeholders in order to improve PPDRIs, their adoption and consistency at the Park level.”  When formulating 
objectives, it is important not to lose sight of the schedule and budget constraints associated with the FGEF project, 
etc. Furthermore, the “access to and sharing advantages of goods and services provided for the site” objective implies a 
participatory aspect but needs to be specified: how will participation facilitate access to the advantages of goods and 
services and their fair redistribution? Who will be able to access these benefits and who will be responsible for 
distributing them?, etc.  
 

 Specify the roles and responsibilities of the stakeholders in the participatory process 
and specify the governance structure planned for its implementation 

 
Once the stakeholders concerned by the initiative are clearly identified, it is best to clearly specify and clarify the 
terms for their participation (roles and responsibilities), particularly for businesses, administration sectors, visitors 
to the area and government support instruments (e.g. the National Information System for the Rural Revival 
Support Programme, SIPSRR). As far as the cited technical services are concerned, it is useful to specify whether 
they are solely National Park services, or technical services of other collaborating structures.  
 
In addition, it is essential to think about decision-making mechanisms and materialise the way in which the opinions 
of the various stakeholders will be used in decision-making (how much weight will they have) and the way in which 
decisions will be made (e.g. by consensus or another mechanism). The roles of the various stakeholders in the 
planned governance structure must also be defined (e.g. within the monitoring and evaluation committee, the 
scientific committee). 
 
It is useful to distinguish the internal stakeholders and participation strategy (within the Park) from the external 
stakeholders and participation strategy (outside the Park). Levels of participation must also be differentiated, the 
legitimacy of opinions that will be taken into account in decisions must be considered, and appropriate and targeted 
awareness raising and communication strategies must be adapted and/or developed.  
 
Finally, it is best to encourage coordinated participation between the various administrative divisions. Participation 
can stimulate discussions, collaboration and synergies between the various douars and wilayahs within or outside 
the Park, through collective activities aiming to identify and harmonise the needs of the Parks and bring consistency 
to the actions carried out. Activities that could consolidate the initiative include shared diagnostics, the identification 
of local expectations, the joint analysis of advantages, strengths, opportunities and weaknesses of the area (SWOT 
analysis), the collective definition of strategic goals and management alternatives.  
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 Plan the steps for the participatory approach on the pilot site 
 
It is important to specify and distinguish the various methodological steps planned as part of Component 3 of the 
FGEF by using the methodological framework presented in the report and shown in Sheet 1: What steps are 
planned? At which step of the initiative are we right now (e.g. diagnostics, identification of objectives, creating action 
plans, etc.)? It is therefore useful to start thinking about the work schedule and required resources, and plan the 
monitoring and evaluation of the planned steps. 
 

 Identify and describe methods (e.g. Imagine, AHP), tools (e.g. surveys, meetings) 
and instruments (e.g. management or development plans) to be used during the 
participatory process or which will be generated afterwards 

 
It is important to give a more in-depth explanation of the relevance of planned participation instruments, methods 
and tools, which must be adapted to the various phases of the participatory initiative. 
 
The Integrated Local Rural Development Project (PPDRI), an instrument already implemented in the country (not 
specific to the Chréa National Park), is a very useful participatory initiative that is apparently very well-organised 
and structured and provides consistency and financial sustainability to the activities in the area. The PPDRI is 
therefore worth being promoted as part of the FGEF.  
 
However, it is useful to identify the reasons why the PPDRIs already proposed in the area were not validated or 
why they did not achieve the desired objectives. This partial lack of success may be tied to the fact that the actions 
proposed are not sufficiently adapted to the regulations of the Park, that the stakeholders are not sufficiently 
involved in implementing it or are not involved early enough, etc. It is also essential to attempt to identify the 
limitations of the PPDRI in order to develop and adapt it to the planned participatory initiative. The planned 
participation tools must also be well explained.  
 
As for the structures that will manage the initiative, it is important to harmonise and coordinate the various 
Communal Rural Management Cells (CARC – Cellules d‘Animation Rurale Communales) in the Park by mobilising the 
appropriate participation tools, such as periodic meetings to increase collaboration and synergies. 
 
PPDRIs rely on popular communal assemblies (APC) as a participation instrument. However, it must be 
remembered that stakeholders do not all have the same capacity for organisation and participation. Every effort 
must therefore be made to give them the right resources to enable them to participate and make themselves heard. 
A specific budget, spaces for dialogue and sufficient participatory tools need to be put in place. It is also important 
to place particular focus on communication and awareness raising with stakeholders concerning the existence and 
functioning of PPDRIs, APCs and CARCs in order to improve their knowledge of these instruments and make it 
easier to appropriate them.  
 
Chréa National Park has a management plan that takes into account the participation of stakeholders. It would 
therefore be good to know and specify the specific way in which the results of the participation process will be 
included in the plan, and contribute to developing and implementing its actions.  

7.2. Pilot site: Jabal Moussa Biosphere Reserve (Lebanon) 

7.2.1. General description of the pilot site 

Total land area: 6,500 ha. 
 

Land area for Component 3: 1,250 ha (19% of the total area). 
 

Total forest area: 1,250 ha (19% of the total area). 
 

Ownership: Jabal Moussa is a biosphere reserve (declared in 2009) with four types of property with varying 
surface areas depending on the zone in question (central zone, buffer zone, development zone): private religious 
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property, private family-owned property (managed by family representatives), public communal property (local or 
federal governments) and private individual-owned property.  
 

Population: 8,379 residents (4,715 permanent) in addition to local, national and international visitors. 
 

Main ecosystems: deciduous forests (e.g. Quercus spp.), pine forests (e.g. Pinus brutia), mixed and riparian forests. 
Cultivated land and olive tree plantations occupy a small surface area.  Some species that are rare in Lebanon are 
present, including the maple (Acer spp.), the hop hornbeam (Ostrya carpinifolia) and ash trees (Fraxinus ornus). Oak 
trees are represented by Q. cerris in association with Q. infectoria on the north slope and Q. calliprinos on the south 
slope. The most common fruit trees are Prunus dulcis (almond tree), Malus spp. (apple tree), Pyrus spp. (pear tree), 
Pistacia palaestina (pistachio tree) and Styrax officinalis.  
 

Socio-economic activities: the main activities are agriculture (vegetables, cereals, tobacco, olive trees, 
grapevines, etc.) and livestock farming (goats and cows).  Some residents are teachers, work in hospitals, health 
clinics and the hydroelectric plant, or as forest rangers for the Ministry of Agriculture. The sale of forest or artisanal 
products (sauces, tea, embroidery, etc.) is an important source of income for the population of the site. 
 

Instruments relevant to the management and use of natural resources: there are various instruments at 
the national level (e.g. forest legislation, environmental protection legislation) and local level (e.g. Ministry of 
Agriculture and Ministry of Culture and Education regulations and decisions that give the site various protection 
statuses, with some including participation aspects). 
 

The following figure (Figure 19) shows the approximate location of the pilot site and its various ecosystems. 
 

 
Figure 19. Location maps and ground coverage of the Jabal Moussa pilot site (Lebanon) 

7.2.2. Overall management and development objectives for the pilot site 

 Sustainably manage the Reserve in order to conserve biodiversity, the landscape and natural resources, 
while improving the living conditions of local populations.   

 Integrate economic needs and conservation objectives in one overall sustainable management plan of forest 
resources for the Reserve.  

 Improve communication between managers and local communities in order to help the conservation 
efforts of the Association for the Protection of Jabal Moussa (APJM) and Government ministries (Ministry 
of Agriculture, Ministry of Environment) become recognised and accepted by local communities. 

7.2.3. Objectives specific to the participatory approach applied in the pilot site 

The overall objective of the participatory initiative is to increase the resilience of local stakeholders (public, 
logging/timber companies, etc.) in the face of external challenges through the following four specific objectives:  
 

 Provide local communities with support in optimising natural resources in order to mitigate the effects of 
climate change (e.g. deterioration of plant cover, soil erosion and landslides). 



  92

 Provide support in developing long-term economic opportunities for local stakeholders with a focus on 
sustainable development. 

 Provide support for more integrated and sustainable management of natural resources. 
 Provide support in order to develop suitable measures that integrate stakeholders in the decision-making 

process. 

7.2.4. Stakeholders involved in the management of the pilot site 

Government stakeholders 

 Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) and forest rangers 
 Ministry of Environment (MoE) 
 Ministry of Culture (MoC) 
 Municipalities 

NGOs and Associations 

 Association for the Protection of Jabal Moussa (APJM) 

Universities and Research centres 

 University of Lebanon 

Users 

 Private owners, herdsmen, firewood collectors, charcoal producers, hunters, pilgrims, logging/timber 
companies, open pit mining companies, ecotourists, local residents, local farmers 

Other 

 Religious institutions, police, affected bordering populations, honorary committee, international organisations 
(UNEP, IUCN, Plan Bleu, FGEF, etc.)  

7.2.5. Threats and conflicts in the pilot site 

 Overgrazing is one of the main threats for forest ecosystems and their fauna. Grazing is even prohibited in 
the central zone and rule violations are sanctioned by forest rangers and the APJM (herdsmen receive 
fines).  Pasture rotation is a proposed measure aimed at mitigating this threat and reconciling conservation 
issues with traditional pastoral activities. Herdsmen also sometimes poison wild animals, threatening the 
balance of these populations.   

 Deforestation, due to illegal logging for charcoal, lumber and firewood production.  These activities are 
significant sources of income for the local population but are controlled by the Ministry of Agriculture and 
the APJM. Both these institutions are therefore negatively perceived by the local population, as obstacles 
to their economic development. A potential measure for mitigating these threats is to improve silvicultural 
practices, including pruning and tree-cutting, and to integrate sustainable silvicultural practices into the 
forest management plan. 

 Illegal mining deeply transforms the landscape and negatively affects ecosystem goods and services 
produced on the site. This activity is authorised and strongly present just outside the Reserve but is 
practiced illegally by some on the inside to generate quick, significant income.  Eliminating all mining from 
the Reserve is therefore extremely difficult, even with Government intervention, which has been 
unsuccessful until now. 

 Illegal hunting impacts the balance of wildlife populations and the animal biodiversity of the site.  The 
Ministry of the Environment and the APJM are working on the issue but have yet to eradicate it from the 
Reserve.  

7.2.6. Relationships between stakeholders within the pilot site 

 The APJM and government organisations work together to protect the natural and cultural heritage of 
Jabal Moussa. In particular, the APJM informs the relevant ministries of illegal activities. 

 The APJM promotes (through the “Jabal Moussa” brand) and markets traditional food and artisanal 
products made by local populations to help them earn decent incomes.  
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 Ecotourism is a potential answer to meeting APJM conservation objectives, the economic interests of the 
local population and the educative and recreational aspirations of ecotourists. 

7.2.7. Pilot site management challenges 

 Promote the proper and rational use of forest resources according to the site’s biological capability: 
optimise resources as much as possible, while avoiding overuse and seeking sustainable development in the 
area. 

 Ensure the conservation of the Reserve’s area, and especially the central zone.  
 Abolish the presumptions and misconceptions of local communities concerning the concept of the 

biosphere Reserve and the conservation efforts of the APJM and the Ministries of Agriculture and the 
Environment.  

 Develop appropriate communication tools in order to better inform residents of initiatives and to help 
them regain confidence in the work of the government and NGOs. 

7.2.8. Existing participation initiatives for the pilot site 

Two participation initiatives have been developed in the pilot site: individual interviews with local figures in order to 
gain a clearer understanding of the needs of local communities so that they can be integrated into plans; collective 
meetings on the sustainable management plan for the Reserve. 
 

 Individual interviews with local figures (elected officials and religious representatives) were conducted 
between June and August 2012. This initiative was launched and led by the APJM as part of the five-year 
Action Plan and ten-year Management Plan. The aim was to gain a better understanding of the needs of 
local communities in order to integrate them into planning documents. What made this a strong initiative 
is that it enabled local figures to freely express their opinions during the individual interviews. However it 
was time-consuming and actual stakeholders were relatively poorly represented.  

 Collective meetings concerning the sustainable management plan were organised by the Ministry of 
Agriculture between June and August 1999 and involved elected officials and religious representatives. This 
initiative was part of the Management Plan for the Reserve. It brought together ministries and 
municipalities around the theme of conservation. However, it was limited in that the Management Plan was 
not communicated to the stakeholders concerned once it was completed and its implementation was not 
followed up.  

7.2.9. Factors to be taken into account in defining the participation 
methodology in the pilot site 

Some important factors stand out from the analysis of questionnaires and information provided by the Lebanese 
experts taking part in the workshop: 
 

 Clearly distinguish between the general management/development objectives 
for the pilot site and the specific FGEF project stakeholder objectives 

 
It is first important to clearly express the specific issues of the pilot site and the general management and 
development objectives (e.g. sustainably manage wood and non-wood forest resources, protect the Reserve’s 
ecosystems, optimise natural resources without overexploiting them, etc.)  
Furthermore, these management/development objectives need to be distinguished from the specific Component 3 
of the FGEF project participation objectives (e.g. encourage stakeholders to participate in improving decisions and 
management plans, in conflict resolution, etc.) and an explanation needs to be given as to how considering the 
opinions of stakeholders can help achieve management/development objectives, modify them or potentially propose 
new ones.   
 
As for the overall objective to “increase the resilience of local stakeholders in the face of external challenges”, it is 
essential to define the notion of “resilience” (what exactly does resilience mean?), and specify who/what is meant by 
“local stakeholders” and the “external challenges”.  
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As for the specific participation objectives proposed for the Jabal Moussa site during the workshop to “provide 
communities with support in optimising resources in order to mitigate the effects of climate change”, “provide support to 
sustainably develop economic opportunities for local stakeholders”, “provide support for more integrated and sustainable 
management of natural resources”, it is essential to define them more concretely and in terms of participation, to take 
into account the length of the FGEF project and the calendar and resource limitations. It is useful to identify how 
the participation of stakeholders can help mitigate the effects of climate change, develop opportunities, etc.  
 
The objective to “provide support in order to develop suitable measures that integrate stakeholders in the decision-making 
process” is very clear, but refers more to the way of incorporating the opinions of stakeholders in decisions rather 
than the actual objective of participation. For instance, this could be changed to “encourage stakeholders to participate 
so that they are actively contributing to making management decisions.”   
 

 Specify the roles and responsibilities of the stakeholders in the participatory 
process and specify the governance structure planned for its implementation 

 
With regard to the participatory initiative of the FGEF project, the Ministry of Agriculture is clearly identified as the 
main promoter/lead body, “in partnership with the APJM and other partners.” It is therefore important to specify the 
“other partners” and determine the shape that the partnership will take on in concrete terms by clearly specifying 
and defining the roles and responsibilities of the various stakeholders (degree of control, management role, decision 
making, etc.).   
 
It is also good to keep in mind that the success of the initiative will be determined by the legitimacy of promoter(s) 
and whether the various stakeholders recognise and accept them. It is therefore best to make these aspects a 
priority, particularly by establishing clear roles and responsibilities, and communication and awareness-raising 
actions. 
 
In general and in addition to the promoters, it is important to clarify and define the participation details for all 
identified stakeholders (when and how will they be involved?), as well as their roles and responsibilities.  It is 
therefore essential to start thinking about the decision-making mechanisms and materialise the way in which the 
opinions of the various stakeholders will be used in decision making (how much weight will they have) and the way 
in which decisions will be made (e.g. by consensus or another mechanism). The roles of the various stakeholders in 
the planned governance structure must also be defined (e.g. within the monitoring and evaluation committee, the 
scientific committee). 
It is best to clarify the role of stakeholders not explicitly mentioned during the workshop, such as the Church, 
municipalities (which own some land and hold decision-making power) or other ministries with jurisdiction 
(Ministries other than the Ministry of Agriculture may be concerned by the management of the Reserve).  It is useful 
to differentiate local stakeholders (e.g. herdsmen, charcoal producers) from those from outside the Reserve (e.g. 
bordering populations and tourists). Levels of participation must also be differentiated, the legitimacy of opinions 
that will be taken into account in decisions must be considered, and appropriate and targeted awareness-raising and 
communication strategies must be adapted and/or developed.   
 
It is essential to involve stakeholders concerned from the very beginning of the initiative so that they appropriate it 
more easily and gain increasing confidence in lead bodies. The list of stakeholders concerned must also remain open 
to the gradual inclusion of new stakeholders as the participation process evolves and since not all of them will be 
involved at every stage. 
 
Finally, it must be remembered that stakeholders do not all have the same capacity for organisation and 
participation. Every effort must therefore be made to give them the right resources to enable them to participate 
and make themselves heard. A specific budget, spaces for dialogue and adapted participatory tools need to be put in 
place.  
 

 Define the planned steps and phases for the pilot site participatory initiative 
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In order to plan the participatory initiative, it is important to specify the various methodological steps planned for 
the pilot site as part of Component 3 of the FGEF by using the methodological framework presented in the report 
and shown in Sheet 1: What steps are planned? At which step of the initiative are we right now (e.g. diagnostics, 
identification of objectives, building action plans, etc.). It is therefore useful to start thinking about the work 
schedule and required resources, and plan the monitoring and evaluation of the planned steps.  
 
Furthermore, it should be remembered that even if technical diagnostics have already been carried out, it is wise to 
update or adapt it and reconsider its geographical boundaries (what zone was involved?  Did it take into account the 
Reserve’s areas of influence?) in order to have them coincide better with the limits of the participatory initiative.  
 
As for the evaluation phase, the role of local populations in the process should be specified as their participation is 
apparently not included in this phase. Will they be involved? Will they be consulted? 
 
Finally, because populations are relatively wary of the institutions and activities in the Reserve, it is crucial that an 
efficient awareness-raising and communication strategy be developed to inform stakeholders and make them more 
aware of the benefits that the biosphere Reserve can contribute to developing in the area and promote their active 
participation in the initiative and in decision-making that will affect their own future.   
 

 Identify and describe methods (e.g. Imagine, AHP), tools (e.g. surveys, meetings) 
and instruments (e.g. management or development plans) to be used during the 
participatory process or which will be generated afterwards  

 
It is important to identify and detail the relevant participation methods and tools that will be used and adapted to 
the various phases of the participatory initiative. It is best to specify how they will be developed, organised and 
combined and what stakeholders will be involved (not all stakeholders will be involved at the same time). Individual 
interviews could potentially be used in addition to some tools, such as group discussions or meetings in order to 
identify opinions that may not have been expressed in public. Thought must be put into the different participation 
dynamics that are needed to ensure that participants express themselves freely and give independent opinions, 
particularly by developing group discussions involving people that do not have any vertical power relationships and 
are not interdependent.  
 
As for the instruments not explicitly mentioned during the regional workshop, it is wise to use and promote 
participation instruments already used in the area or instruments that already integrate participation, such as the 
management plans for the biosphere Reserve, by updating them and incorporating missing participation aspects. 
Stakeholders must also be invited to participate in defining the participatory activities to be developed in order to 
help them collectively appropriate the initiatives.  
 
As far as the proposal to institutionalise participation is concerned, it is important to properly define the degree of 
institutionalisation and identify whether specific regulations or standards will be developed or if existing ones will be 
amended.   

7.3. Pilot site: Mamora Forest (Morocco) 

7.3.1. General description of the pilot site 

Total land area: 131,760 ha. 
 

Land area for Component 3: 131,760 ha (100% of the total area). 
 

Total forest area: 126,200 ha (96% of the total area). 
 

Ownership: the entire site is Government-owned.  
 

Population: 71,000 households (all are users of woodland areas). 
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Main ecosystems: cork oak (Quercus suber) ecosystems, eucalyptus plantations, pine resin (Pinus spp.), leaf 
essential oils, and open areas. 
 

Socio-economic activities: extensive livestock farming, forest activities (e.g. logging, reforestation) and other 
activities such as beekeeping, the picking and sale of truffles, acorns, aromatic and medicinal plants and other wood 
and non-wood products. 
 

Instruments relevant to the management and use of natural resources: there are various federal 
instruments regulating hunting, forest conservation and management, for instance the Dahir of 20/09/1976 
pertaining to the organisation of public participation in the development of the forest economy, and Order no. 
1855-01 of 21/03/2002 which sets the limits, terms and conditions for requesting and granting compensation for 
banning access to forests to be used for logging or regenerated. The local level includes a development report, a 
management plan and partnership agreements between managers and users.  
 

The following figure (Figure 20) shows the approximate location of the pilot site and its various ecosystems. 

 
Figure 20. Location maps and ground coverage of the Mamora Forest pilot site (Morocco) 

7.3.2. Overall management and development objectives for the pilot site 

 Reduce anthropogenic pressures on woodland ecosystems while ensuring that the goods and services on 
which users depend can be maintained in the long term. 

 Protect, conserve and develop forest resources. 
 Encourage the local population’s socio-economic development. 
 Promote ecotourism projects. 

7.3.3. Objectives specific to the participatory approach applied in the pilot site 

 Promote strategies at the local level to reduce anthropogenic pressures on forest ecosystems while 
ensuring that the goods and services on which users depend can be maintained in the long term.  

 Consult the local population and ensure that it is involved in the rational management of natural resources 
(surveillance, conservation, optimisation). 

 Collectively develop a business model (organisation of the entire sector) for marketing non-wood forest 
products. 

 Conduct an in-depth study of the excessive number of visitors to sensitive sites. 
 Integrate the contributions of Component 3 (participatory initiative) into the objectives of Components 2 

(socio-economic evaluation of goods and services) and 4 (carbon capture and REDD+).  
 Evaluate the participatory initiatives implemented in Mamora Forest and use them to adapt management 

programmes. 
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7.3.4. Stakeholders involved in the management of the pilot site 

Government stakeholders 

 High Commission for Water and Forests and Combating Desertification (HCEFLCD) (and Regional 
Departments for Water and Forests and Combating Desertification) 

 Provincial Council 
 Rural municipalities 
 Public services: Royal Gendarmerie (GR), Civil Protection (PC), Royal Armed Forces (FAR)  

NGOs and Associations 

 NGOs centred on forest conservation, fire prevention and control, the development of cultural, spiritual and 
educational services 

Universities and Research centres 

 National Forestry Engineering School (École Nationale Forestière d'Ingénieurs), Hassan II Agricultural and 
Veterinary Institute (Institut Agronomique et Vétérinaire Hassan II), various universities  

Users 

 Rural Communities, businesses, cork harvesting and production companies, hunting associations, Forest 
Groupement d’Intérêt Économique (GIE – Economic Interest Group), forest cooperatives, banned access 
compensation association  

Other 

 Consultants  

7.3.5. Threats and conflicts in the pilot site 

 Overgrazing: due to scarce pasture outside the forest, herds graze in the forest all year round, violating 
banned access areas. Overgrazing is four times more than the carrying capacity. 

 Anarchic use and excessive removal of wood and non-wood forest products (wood, acorns, aromatic and 
medicinal plants, etc.). 

 Excessive numbers of visitors to the forest for recreational use. 
 Use of land for various investment projects that can threaten conservation of the site.  
 Rejection by locals of forest regeneration programmes resulting in opposition to work and sabotage.  
 Water scarcity.   
 Biotic and abiotic damage caused by fire, insects, fungi and other diseases, the surrounding population, etc. 
 Loss of cork oak forest density: disease, parasitic attacks and blight, ageing stumps and absence of natural 

regeneration resulting in decreased tree population density and lost productivity. 
 Increased risk of forest fires. 

7.3.6. Relationships between stakeholders within the pilot site 

 Development of partnerships involving users in the management of wood and non-wood forest resources 
(including hunting resources) and socio-economic development (through forest GIEs). 

 Development of partnerships to purchase back user rights and compliance with banned access areas. 

7.3.7. Pilot site management challenges 

 Reconcile the need for sustainable management of forest resources with human development needs.  
 Organise Mamora sectors (asparagus, acorns, honey, truffles, etc.) 

7.3.8. Existing participation initiatives for the pilot site 

The site has several participation initiatives with varying degrees of participation, from simple consultation (low 
participation) to active involvement (high participation) in decision-making and implementing actions: organisation of 
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populations into banned access compensation associations, forest economic interest groups, participatory 
workshops to diagnose, identify, implement and evaluate forest conservation and development programmes, and the 
creation of hunting associations. 
 

 The HCEFLCD oversees the organisation of populations into compensation associations under “Order no. 
1855-01 of 21/03/2002, which sets the limits, terms and conditions for requesting and granting 
compensation for banning access to forest areas to be used for logging or regenerated”. Forest users and 
partners (Province, GR, PC, Equipment, etc.) participate in this initiative. The advantages of this 
mechanism lie in granting subsidies in kind and implementing development projects to benefit the local 
population. However, the amount of subsidies does not meet the expectations of local populations and 
the minimum surface area required for banned access areas is very small, therefore limiting the impacts of 
the initiative. 

 Forest Economic Interest Groups (GIE) were created by the HCEFLCD in order to organise the joint 
management of forest resources and contribute to socio-economic development. Forest users, forest 
cooperatives, the rural municipality and the provincial council participate in this initiative. The measure is 
governed by the Dahirs of 10 October 1917 and 20 September 1976. Its strength lies in the fact that the 
groups address local problems (infractions, forest health, fires, etc.) and contribute to improving the 
incomes of local populations by creating easier access to property (partnership agreements provide GIEs 
with forest plots), and facilitating the marketing of products and access to subsidies. Its weaknesses include 
its members' insufficient technical and material capabilities, internal organisational problems and a lack of 
motivation on the part of members to develop into a business enterprise. 

 The HCEFLCD organises participatory workshops to diagnose, identify, implement and evaluate forest 
conservation and development programmes as part of the National Forest Programme and the Ten-year 
Development Plan. Forest users and some consulting firms participate voluntarily in this initiative. Its 
strength lies in the fact that it creates direct contact between government representatives and local 
populations, and enables their vision, expectations and needs to be identified in order to improve the 
relevance and sustainability of projects. However, the local population does not fully support the initiative, 
particularly due to a lack of confidence in the Government. In addition, partners (forest users and 
consulting firms) have limited involvement in identifying and implementing development programmes and 
decisions are not mandatory.  

 The creation of hunting associations, supported by the HCEFLCD, is a voluntary initiative governed by the 
Dahir of 21/07/1923 on hunting policing and involves the participation of stakeholders interested in 
hunting and hunting management. It is used to organise hunting activities in order to rationally manage 
hunting resources and optimise them. However, the local population is rarely associated with the creation 
of farm-outs.  

7.3.9. Factors to be taken into account in defining the participation 
methodology in the pilot site 

Some important factors stand out from the analysis of the questionnaires and information provided by the 
Moroccan experts taking part in the regional workshop and can help contribute to defining a participatory 
methodology: 
 

 Clearly distinguish between the general management/development objectives for 
the pilot site and the specific FGEF project stakeholder objectives 

 
Firstly, it is important to clearly express the concrete issues of the pilot site and the overall management and 
development objectives identified. For instance, decreasing anthropogenic pressure on ecosystems while enabling 
users to benefit from goods and services, sustainably managing wood and non-wood forest resources, etc.   
 
Furthermore, these management/development objectives need to be distinguished from the specific Component 3 
of the FGEF project participation objectives (e.g. encourage stakeholders to participate in improving decisions and 
management plans, in conflict resolution, etc.) and an explanation needs to be given as to how considering the 
opinions of stakeholders can help achieve management/development objectives, modify them or potentially propose 
new ones.   



  99

 
In the specific case of Mamora Forest, participation objectives need to be expressed in a more concrete and 
detailed manner. The participation objective to “evaluate the participatory initiatives implemented for Mamora Forest and 
use them to adapt management programmes” seems to be more of an assessment (indeed a very important and 
necessary one) rather than a real participation objective.  
 
For the objectives to “collectively organise a business model for marketing non-wood forest products”, “conduct an in-depth 
study of the excessive number of visitors to sensitive sites” and “integrate the contributions of Component 3 (participatory 
initiative) into the objectives of Components 2 (goods and services) and 4 (REDD+)”, it would be best to make them more 
concrete while emphasising the participatory aspect and taking into account the duration of the FGEF project.  
 
Examples of participation objectives could include: “mobilise stakeholders concerned in order to collectively organise and 
validate a business model for marketing non-wood forest products” or “use a participatory initiative to determine and assess 
the impacts of excessive numbers of visitors to sensitive sites.” The last objective proposed (synergy between 
Components 2 and 3) could potentially be considered as a crosscutting element rather than an actual participation 
objective.  
 
For objective 2, “collectively organise a business model for marketing non-wood forest products”, it would be useful to 
specify whether the business model refers to the sector as a whole or the organisation of users into cooperatives 
or other structures (What is meant by “business model”?). 
 

 Specify the roles and responsibilities of the stakeholders in the participatory process 
and specify the governance structure planned for its implementation 

 
Various stakeholders were identified as participants in the initiative. Therefore, it is essential to detail their roles and 
responsibilities.  
 
The HCEFLCD is identified as the lead body, manager and main arbitrator of the initiative, however its role should 
be further specified. It would perhaps be preferable if it did not have both these functions and particularly the role 
of Coordinator in order to remain neutral and maintain credibility with participants. The roles of other stakeholders 
also need to be clarified, particularly those not specifically mentioned in the workshop, such as visitors, stakeholders 
from the tourism sector and NGOs (What is their expected role in the initiative?). It is also important to consider 
the role of universities and research centres in the initiative. All of these stakeholders can contribute to marketing 
non-wood forest products and promoting the economic development of the area, to monitoring and evaluating 
actions, etc. In addition, it would be useful to consider the involvement of other sectors and their representatives 
(e.g. the tourism sector via the Ministry of Tourism) right from the beginning of the initiative.  
 
Furthermore, it is good to be flexible and dynamic in planning for the inclusion of new stakeholders, remaining open 
to gradually incorporating them as the participation process evolves, and keeping in mind that not all stakeholders 
will be involved at the same time. 
 
It is appropriate to promote the organisation of the population into groups or organisations in order to coordinate 
participation as the population does not seem to be organised this way in the pilot site. It is therefore essential to 
encourage and improve the capacities of groups in order to make it easier for civil society to participate in decision 
making. 
 
It must also be remembered that stakeholders do not all have the same capacity for organisation and participation. 
Every effort must therefore be made to give them the right resources to enable them to participate in a fair manner 
and make themselves heard. A specific budget, spaces for dialogue and adapted participatory tools need to be put in 
place.  
 
The governance structure proposed for the pilot site includes a Coordinator, local steering committee, a technical 
committee and thematic working groups, which is perfectly coherent and appropriate. Therefore, it is possible to 
start defining the participation of stakeholders and their role in the governance structure, as well as their decision-
making power. This way, the rules and implications of participation will be clearly understood by all the stakeholders 
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in the area and they will be able to determine whether or not to make a commitment based on a well-informed 
decision.  
 
Furthermore, it is important to think about the decision-making mechanisms and materialise the way in which the 
opinions of the various stakeholders will be integrated into decisions (i.e. what will be the weight of their decisions, 
what documents will incorporate decisions, etc.) and the way in which decisions will be made (e.g. by consensus, 
deliberative decision making or another mechanism).  
 

 Plan the steps for the participatory approach on the pilot site 
 
It is important to specify and distinguish the various methodological steps planned for the pilot site as part of 
Component 3 of the FGEF by using the methodological framework presented in the report and shown in Sheet 1: 
What steps are planned? At which step of the initiative are we right now (e.g. diagnostics, identification of 
objectives, building action plans, etc.). It is therefore useful to start thinking about the work schedule and required 
resources and plan the monitoring and evaluation of the planned steps. 
 

 Identify and describe methods (e.g. Imagine, AHP), tools (e.g. surveys, meetings) 
and instruments (e.g. management or development plans) to be used during the 
participatory process or which will be generated afterwards  

 
It is important to give a more in-depth explanation of the relevance of planned participation methods and tools, 
while keeping in mind that they must be adapted to the various phases of the participatory initiative. As mentioned 
by Moroccan experts during the workshop, the planned diagnostics (supplementing the diagnostics conducted 
during the development phase) and the prospective SWOT analysis fit perfectly in line with the initiative.  This will 
therefore involve working on the participatory dimension of these activities. The assessment of past participatory 
experiences is also very relevant and will help identify their strengths and weaknesses and improve the 
methodology. To ensure that the initiative is properly executed, it would be useful to consider the different 
participation dynamics that would be necessary to ensure freedom of expression and independent opinions (e.g. by 
creating discussion groups with people that do not have any vertical power relationships and that are not 
interdependent).  
  
Finally, it is wise to use and promote instruments already used in the area if they explicitly take into account the 
participation of stakeholders, such as development plans or the Dahir of 20/09/1976 pertaining to the organisation 
of public participation in developing the forest economy. If possible, it would be interesting to update them and 
incorporate the missing participation aspects. 

7.4. Pilot site: Barbara Catchment Area (Tunisia) 

7.4.1. General description of the pilot site 

Total land area: 16,408 ha. 
 

Land area for Component 3: 5,065 ha (31% of the total area). 
 

Total forest area: 5,065 ha (31% of the total area). 
 

Ownership: Approximately 50% of the land is Government-owned (public land) and the rest is broken down into 
private individually-owned property (2.6 ha per household) and collective land used for pastureland (“rangeland”).  
 

Population: 6,980 residents (approximately two-thirds of residents are considered users of woodland areas). 
 

Main ecosystems: farmland (non-irrigated annual crops) and cork oak forests. Other ecosystems are present but 
occupy smaller surfaces: Algerian oak forests, pine tree plantations (e.g. umbrella pine), mixed forests, scrubland 
(Pistacia lentiscus, rosemary, heath, etc.), agro-forest areas, natural prairies, riparian forests, fallow land, etc. 
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Socio-economic activities: livestock farming (more than 40% of household income), agricultural activities (cash 
crops and market gardening), forest worksite work (e.g. cork extraction, civil engineering, security and 
reforestation), wood and non-wood product harvesting (e.g. firewood, aromatic and medicinal plants, wild game, 
cork, animal fodder).  
 

Instruments relevant to the management and use of natural resources: Forest Code (1988), National 
Forest Programme (PFN, 2007), Forest and Pasture Strategy (SFP, 2012-2021) and forest development reports 
(local level) developed in collaboration with various partners. These are part of the Regional Planning Development 
Scheme and are inspired by the strategies of the Direction Générale des Forêts (DGF – General Directorate of 
Forestry). 
 

The following figure (Figure 21) shows the approximate location of the pilot site and its various ecosystems. 
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Figure 21. Location maps and ground coverage of the Barbara Catchment Area (Tunisia) 
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7.4.2. Overall management and development objectives for the pilot site 

The overall objective is to sustainably manage natural resources and meet the expectations of the local population, 
particularly by:   
 

 Controlling and reducing erosion and mitigating the negative consequences on soil (loss and reduced 
quality) and dams (sedimentation and lost storage capacity). 

 Improving the income and living conditions of local populations. 
 Increasing the share of forest revenue in the national economy. 

7.4.3. Objectives specific to the participatory approach applied in the pilot site 

 Involve all stakeholders (e.g. administration, local population using forests, NGOs, local and regional 
authorities, etc.) in managing the natural resources of the site (shift from traditional administrative 
management of resources to co-management).   

7.4.4. Stakeholders involved in the management of the pilot site 

Government stakeholders 

 General Directorate of Forestry (DGF) 
 Office de l’Élevage et des Pâturages (OEP – Office of Livestock Farming and Pastureland) (independent national 

body under the authority of the Ministry of Agriculture) 
 Commissariat Régional du Développement Agricole de Siliana (CRDA - Siliana Regional Agricultural Development 

Commission) (representative of the decentralised services of the Ministry of Agriculture) 
 Office de Développement Sylvopastoral du Nord-Ouest (ODESYPANO - Office of North West Woodland and 

Pasture Development) (regional development body with some management independence)  
 Groupements de Développement Agricole (GDA - Agricultural Development Groups) (local organisations jointly 

managing an area and participating in programming and implementing socio-economic, natural resource 
management and public awareness-raising actions)  

 Forest rangers (hired to control the use of forests and their boundaries), watchmen at lookout posts (hired 
during the summer months for forest fire prevention) 

 Public services: education, defence, health 

NGOs and Associations 

 Association Tunisienne pour l'Auto-Développement (ATLAS - Tunisian Association for Self-Development) 
 Association pour la Promotion de l'Emploi et du Logement (APEL - Association for Employment and Housing 

Promotion) 

Universities and Research centres 

 National Institute for Rural Engineering, Water and Forest Research (INRGREF) 
 Tunisian National Institute for Agronomy Research (INRAT)  
 Tunis Faculty of Science 

Users 

 Local population living in or around forests that may or may not be organised into Agricultural Development 
Groups (GDA) or Sociétés Mutuelles de Service Agricole (SMSA - Agricultural Service Mutual Companies), logging 
companies, hunters, national and international visitors 

International lending institutions 

 Agence Française de Développement (AFD) 
 Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) 

7.4.5. Threats and conflicts in the pilot site 

 Overgrazing, significantly hindering natural forest regeneration. 
 Illegal and unsustainable exploitation of non-wood forest products. 
 Illegal land clearing and deforestation, particularly for firewood, timber and illicit charcoal production.   
 Forest fires, mainly caused by humans. 
 Sedimentation in the Barbara dam caused by upstream erosion. 
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 Conflicts between populations using the forest and logging companies. 

7.4.6. Relationships between stakeholders within the pilot site 

 Promotion by forest administration of the local organisation of populations/users into Agricultural 
Development Groups or Agricultural Service Mutual Companies, in order to make it easier for 
populations to legally access resources and improve their economic development. 

 Collaboration agreement between the General Directorate of Forestry and the ODESYPANO to improve 
forest resource management and ensure rural development. 

 Collaboration agreement between the General Directorate of Forestry and NGOs (APEL and ATLAS) in 
order to raise awareness in local communities with regard to the issues of sustainable natural resource 
management and to strengthen their ability to manage and optimise resources. 

 Development of local initiatives aimed at creating micro-enterprises, particularly for the use of non-wood 
forest products. 

7.4.7. Pilot site management challenges 

 Involvement of forest users and populations in forest management, which could be done by changing work 
methods and relaxing current regulations. 

 Improved partnerships with civil society and particularly with the relevant NGOs that lack resources but 
are dedicated to the development of the area. 

 Promotion of local development organisations in order to stimulate local initiatives and develop 
entrepreneurship. 

7.4.8. Existing participation initiatives for the pilot site 

Two major participation initiatives are in progress in the Barbara Catchment Area pilot site with varying degrees of 
participation, from simple consulting (low participation) to active involvement in decisions and the implementation 
of actions (strong participation): the realisation of forest management records and the formulation of Participatory 
Development Plans (PDP).  
 

 The forest management records, regulated by the Forestry Code of Tunisia, are drawn up at the initiative 
of the General Directorate of Forestry in partnership with the Regional Agricultural Development 
Commission (CRDA) and with the involvement of forest users (populations, businesses, GDAs, etc.). 
Although users are encouraged to participate in drafting them, there are not enough resources to 
implement them, thus achieving only partial concrete results in the field. 

 Created in 1998, Participatory Development Plans (PDPs) are supported by the ODESYPANO in 
collaboration with the NGO ATLAS and local people as part of investment projects.  Plans are elaborated 
under the management of a qualified team, however the limited support and lack of involvement of 
communities in carrying out actions creates significant setbacks.  

7.4.9. Factors to be taken into account in defining the participation 
methodology in the pilot site 

Some important factors stand out from the analysis of questionnaires and information provided by the Tunisian 
experts taking part in the regional workshop and can help contribute to defining a participatory methodology: 

 Clearly distinguish between the general management/development objectives for 
the pilot site and the specific FGEF project stakeholder objectives 

 
Above all, it is important to clearly express the concrete issues of the pilot site and the management and 
development objectives, e.g. “sustainably manage wood and non-wood forest resources while meeting the needs of local 
populations as well as possible” or “reduce sedimentation in the dam by slowing down soil erosion”, etc. 
 
Furthermore, these management/development objectives need to be distinguished from the specific Component 3 
of the FGEF project participation objectives (What are the participation objectives? What do they achieve?), and an 
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explanation needs to be given as to how considering the opinions of stakeholders can help achieve 
management/development objectives, modify them or potentially propose new ones. For example, one participation 
objective could be to “encourage the various stakeholders to participate in managing forests in order to improve decisions 
and management plans” or “encourage stakeholders to participate in order to better collectively optimise forest goods and 
services”.   
 
In the case of the Barbara Catchment Area pilot site, the only participation objective proposed is “the involvement of 
all stakeholders (administration, forest populations, civil society, NGOs, local and regional authorities) in the management of 
natural resources”, a relevant objective, but one that is quite broad. It would therefore be useful to identify and 
specify the concrete management/development problem(s) that needs to be addressed and improved through 
participation.  
 

 Specify the roles and responsibilities of the stakeholders in the participatory process 
and specify the governance structure planned for its implementation 

 
Once the stakeholders concerned by the initiative are identified, it is essential to clearly define their roles and 
responsibilities, particularly within the participatory governance structure that will be used (e.g. participation in the 
monitoring and evaluation committee and the scientific committee), along with the terms of their participation. 
 
Firstly, as far as backing the initiative is concerned, two structures are proposed to oversee it: the DGF and the 
ODESYPANO. However, a Coordinating structure is not mentioned. Therefore, it is important to specify the role 
of each institution and the degree of responsibility or coordination that they will take on from the beginning of the 
initiative and make sure that they are on the same page in order to ensure consistency and clarity (Are both entities 
lead bodies? Will one be responsible for managing the initiative or will another entity do it?). It is important to 
clearly distinguish between the role of lead body and manager by specifying who will manage the initiatives while 
keeping in mind that the Coordinator (structure or individual) must be dynamic, relatively neutral, attentive to 
participants and stimulate participation without monopolising discussions and/or acting in the place of stakeholders. 
This will help increase the credibility of the initiative, gain the trust of stakeholders and create an effective 
connection between local stakeholders and the local, regional and national administration. As for the GDAs, as 
mentioned during the regional workshop, it is important to consolidate their legitimacy in the pilot site in order to 
develop them and improve their operations.  
 
In general, it is crucial to define and plan in detail the terms under which the various stakeholders will participate in 
natural resource management. It is particularly essential to start thinking about the decision-making mechanisms and 
materialise the way in which the opinions of the various stakeholders will be used in decision-making (how much 
weight will they have) and the way in which decisions will be made (e.g. by consensus or another mechanism). 
These explanations will give stakeholders a better understanding of the rules for participation, their rights and 
responsibilities and encourage them to participate. 
 
It is also crucial that stakeholders be involved from the beginning of the initiative so that they fully appropriate it. It 
must also be kept in mind that the list of stakeholders concerned must also remain open to the gradual inclusion of 
new stakeholders as the participation process evolves and since not all of them will be involved at every stage. This 
is particularly important for the Barbara Catchment Area as major social changes have taken place since 2011, 
resulting in the emergence of new stakeholders on a regular basis.  
 
Finally, it must be remembered that stakeholders do not all have the same capacity for organisation and 
participation. Every effort must therefore be made to give them the right resources to enable them to participate 
and make themselves heard. A specific budget, spaces for dialogue and adapted participatory tools need to be put in 
place.  

 Plan the steps for the participatory approach on the pilot site 
 
It is important to specify and distinguish the various methodological steps planned as part of Component 3 of the 
FGEF by using the methodological framework presented in the report and shown in Sheet 1: What steps are 
planned? At which step of the initiative are we right now (e.g. diagnostics, identification of objectives, building action 
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plans, etc.). It is therefore useful to start thinking about the work schedule and required resources and plan the 
monitoring and evaluation of the planned steps.  
 

 Identify and describe methods (e.g. Imagine, AHP), tools (e.g. surveys, meetings) 
and instruments (e.g. management or development plans) to be used during the 
participatory process or which will be generated afterwards  

 
It is important to detail the participation methods and tools that will be used and analyse their relevance while 
keeping in mind that they need to be adapted to the different phases of the participatory initiative. It is good to 
specify the way in which they will be developed, organised and potentially combined, the stakeholders who will 
participate and the resources that will be required to implement them. To ensure that the participatory initiative is 
properly executed, it is also useful to consider the different participation dynamics that would be necessary to 
ensure that participants maintain their freedom of expression and independent opinions (e.g. by creating discussion 
groups with people that do not have any vertical power relationships and are not interdependent). 
 
The community development plan, the main instrument in consideration to be used to carry out the initiative, 
seems very relevant. However, it is important to explain how the local population and local representatives will be 
involved in designing, implementing, monitoring and evaluating it. It may also be interesting to use the management 
instruments that are currently being developed and/or implemented in the area (e.g. the forest and pastureland 
strategy) by updating them and incorporating the missing participation aspects, and having stakeholders participate 
in defining the activities that need to be developed. As for the creation of a communication and collaboration 
platform between the stakeholders of the community development plan, it would be useful to establish a protocol 
that governs its operation and guarantees that stakeholders are represented. It would ensure efficiency by clearly 
explaining the rules for participation (who participates, when, how, etc.) and the tools to be used for implementing, 
monitoring and managing it, etc. 
 
Finally, an important factor for the Barbara Catchment Area pilot site is the development of communication and 
awareness-raising activities aimed at increasing trust between natural resource users and managers and ensuring 
that the site is sustainably managed with the majority of support coming from its stakeholders. 

7.5. Pilot site: Düzlerçamı (Turkey)  

7.5.1. General description of the pilot site  

Total land area: 29,168 ha 
 
Land area for component 3: 29,168 ha (100%) 
 
Total forest area: 19,343 ha (66% of total land area) 
 
Ownership: Almost all of the land is owned by the State 
 
Population: 28,065 inhabitants in addition to visitors from the city of Antalya, located 10 km from the pilot site, 
and tourists (Turks and foreigners). 
 
Main ecosystems: principally Mediterranean vegetation comprised of coniferous forests (e.g., Pinus brutia); 
deciduous forests (e.g., Quercus spp.); mixed forests; crops; olive tree plantations; and diverse scrub vegetation 
(rosemary, etc.). Forests in the southern portion of the site are productive whereas those in the northern portion 
are degraded and less productive.  
 
Socio-economic activities: jobs are generated by forest services, the harvesting of non-timber forest products 
(acorns, pine nuts, aromatic and medicinal plants, honey, etc.), fuelwood gathering, and recreational activities 
(tourism and hunting). 
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Instruments relevant to the management and use of natural resources:  there are approximately a 
hundred regulatory instruments which govern the management and use of the natural resources on the site. These 
instruments include numerous laws relative to forest activities, grazing, mining, hunting, etc. Strategic plans and 
management plans provide a framework for silviculture, grazing, the protection of biodiversity, the fight against 
desertification, socio-economic development in villages, fire prevention, the development of non-timber forest 
products, etc. 
 
The following figure indicates the approximate location of the pilot site and the ecosystems (Figure 24). 

         
Figure 22. Maps indicating site location and land cover for the Düzlerçamı (Turkey) pilot site  

7.5.2. Overall management and development objectives for the pilot site 

The following management and development objectives for the site are aim for the sustainable management of 
natural resources in a context of climate change and anthropogenic pressure:  
 

 Adapt forest management and forest ecosystems to climate change and mitigate climate change; 
 Improve the prevention of risk and damage from forest fires; 
 Reduce anthropogenic pressure on ecosystems; and  
 Improve the provision of ecosystem goods and services for inhabitants. 

7.5.3. Objectives specific to the participatory approach applied in the pilot site 

 Collect and gain insight on the preferences, opinions and expectations of stakeholders with the aim of having 
them taken into consideration by governmental organisations during decision-making processes with regard to 
the sustainable management of natural resources, and particularly in the definition of measures to mitigate and 
adapt to climate change. 

 Improve, through collaborative means, the decisions, plans and policies relative to natural resource management. 
 Facilitate the exchange, among stakeholders, of knowledge and experience on climate change and promote 

common and joint learning on problems and solutions (communication and awareness-raising). 
 Facilitate the resolution of disputes, increase the involvement of local actors in site management, and increase 

their trust in governmental organisations, administrators and decision makers. 

Antalya 
10 km 
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7.5.4. Stakeholders involved in the management of the pilot site 

Governmental actors  

 Ministry of Forest and Water Management: the General Directorate of Nature Protection and National Parks 
and the Regional Directorate for National Parks; the General Directorate for Forests and the Regional 
Directorate for Forests; the General Directorate for the Fight against Desertification and Erosion; the General 
Directorate for Meteorological Services ; the General Directorate for State Hydraulic Works  

 Ministry of Public Works and Habitat (General Directorate for Land Registration and Cadastre), the Ministry of 
Science, Industry and Technology, the Scientific and Technological Council, the Ministry of Food, Agriculture and 
Livestock,  the Ministry of Culture and Tourism, Ministry of the Interior, Radio and Television Supreme Council, 
the Turkish Statistical Institute, the Ministry of Transport, Maritime Affairs and Communication, the Ministry of 
the Environment and City Planning, the Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources, the State Planning 
Organisation, the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of National Education, the Ministry of Health,  the Ministry of 
Justice, the Ministry of Youth and Sports, and the armed forces 

 Local government (governor, local provincial authorities, municipal authorities, village authorities) 
NGOs and Associations 
 The Turkish Society for the Protection of the Environment and Forests, the Foresters’ Association of Turkey, 

the Turkish Society for Nature Conservation, The Turkish Foundation for the Protection and Promotion of the 
Environment and Cultural Heritage, The Turkish Foundation for the Control of Soil Erosion, Reforestation and 
the Protection of Natural Habitats  

 The Central Union of Turkish Forest Cooperatives and its local cooperatives  
 The Union of Chambers of Turkish Engineers and Architects, the Chamber of Forest Engineers, the Turkish 

Chamber of Agricultural Engineers, the Chamber of Landscape Architects of Turkey, the Chamber of 
Environmental Engineers, the Chamber of Architects of Turkey, workers’ unions, and civil servants’ unions. 

Universities and Research centres 

 The Eastern Mediterranean Forest Research Institute, the Southwest Anatolia Forest Research Institute  

Users 
 The local population, beekeepers, forest workers, shepherds and goatherds, gatherers, tourists, visitors to the 

park, etc. 
Private sector 
 Tourist agencies: hunting, recreational activities, environmental awareness-raising 
 Forest industry : logging and timber businesses (extraction and reforestation) and processing businesses  

7.5.5. Threats and conflicts relative to the pilot site 

 The lack of registers and cadastres (the rules relative to past use have not been written down) and the lack of 
awareness on the importance of protecting forests areas and of respecting the boundaries of protected areas. 

 The non-sustainable management of the fauna and the flora and of the protected areas within the Termessos 
National Park, in particular; the failure to address biodiversity conservation issues in forest inventories, planning 
and assessment studies, or in silviculture and reforestation activities.   

 The relative poverty of the local population living in or around protected areas, and their increased dependence 
on natural resources for subsistence which has led to the overexploitation and degradation of timber and non-
timber forest resources (illegal felling, overgrazing, the illegal occupation of land, etc.). 

 Biotic and abiotic damage caused by fire, insects, fungi and other diseases, air pollution, etc. 
 The effects of climate change (increased tree mortality, proliferation of parasites and diseases, etc.). 
 The effects linked to desertification. 

7.5.6. Relationships between stakeholders within the pilot site 

 Forest fire prevention: local inhabitants respond very quickly and collectively participate in the extinction of 
forest fires. They sometimes take action before state fire prevention authorities arrive at the disaster site. Local 
communities, incorporated as legal entities (e.g., associations, foundations), are employed and paid (e.g., fire 
fighters) by fire prevention authorities. These legal entities are subsequently remunerated to restore brunt 
forests. 

 The prevention of damage caused by biotic and abiotic factors: local communities, incorporated as legal 
entities are paid by forest authorities to protect forests against biotic and abiotic damage. 
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 Reforestation: public and private forest organisations support reforestation and restoration activities in forest 
areas located on public or private land by remunerating (through legal entities) local communities for carrying 
out these activities.  

 The creation of alternative sources of income: through forest organisations the local population is able to 
find seasonal employment in activities linked to the extraction and processing of timber (felling, transportation, 
etc.). Local inhabitants also obtain income from hunting and tourist activities (guided tours, the sale of local 
products). They also gather a variety of non-timber forest products which they sell at relatively low prices to 
forest organisations, in particular. 

 Sightseeing tours: tourist agencies and a variety of associations cooperate and organise recreational activities 
and guided tours to raise environmental awareness among local communities and tourists.   

 Raising awareness in local communities: non-governmental associations contribute to raising awareness 
among local inhabitants, especially with regard to their responsibilities in erosion control.  

 Industrial wood production: operating permits are sold to local inhabitants and to their cooperatives at 
relatively lo prices (prices are subsidised) and cutting permits for fuelwood are sold at low prices to village 
households.  

7.5.7. Pilot site management challenges  

 The safeguarding of protected areas and the observance of their boundaries. 
 The resolution of land ownership disputes. 
 Halting the expansion of intensive tourism establishments, of inhabited areas, and of construction in forest areas. 
 The conservation and safeguarding of forest biodiversity (fauna and flora). 
 Increasing the efficiency of forest fire prevention activities.  
 Stemming illegal felling operations and the illegal and improper harvesting of non-timber forest products. 
 Organizing grazing by installing fences in or near forests.  
 The rehabilitation of degraded forest areas. 
 The sustainable development and use of forest ecosystem goods and services. 
 The regulation of water resources and flood prevention. 
 Improving forest-village relations and contributing to the socio-economic development of local rural 

communities.  

7.5.8. Existing participation initiatives for the pilot site 

A variety of participatory initiatives have been undertaken in the pilot site, with varying degrees of participation on 
the part of the actors, and ranging from mere consultation (low level of participation) to active involvement (high 
level of participation) in decision-making and in the implementation of actions. In particular, activities to promote 
awareness-raising and capacity building for the actors involved in the prevention and control of forest fires, training 
and awareness-raising for hunters, as well as research project development in collaboration with universities.  
 
 The General Directorate of Forests organises annual meetings to coordinate activities related to forest 

fire prevention, in which local governments, ministries and general directorates are involved. Coordination is 
a legal obligation and enables participants, through representative bodies, to provide contributions which are 
essential to activities related to forest fire prevention in exchange for economic benefits. The measures 
proposed by experts at these meetings have been successfully adopted by participants.  

 
 Annual awareness-raising training and actions on forest fire prevention for the communities living in 

forest areas are organised by the General Directorate for Forests. This is a voluntary initiative in which local 
inhabitants participate every year, before the forest fire season starts. 

 
 The General Directorate for Forests oversees the participation and collaboration of local rural 

communities in activities related to the collective prevention of forest fires. This initiative, which calls 
for the strong involvement of local communities, is mandatory and covered by law. The driving force of this 
mechanism lies in the efficiency of the activities that are implemented. Its impact, however, is sometimes limited 
because the participatory approach is unappealing and because local communities are not very motivated and 
lack skills.  
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 A voluntary training and awareness-raising programme for hunters was created by the General 
Directorate for Nature Protection and National Parks in collaboration with other general directorates, hunters, 
hunters’ associations, and local communities to establish a framework for hunting, to improve its sustainability 
and to make it compatible with the other pilot site activities. 

 
 There are also a number of research and development projects led by the Southwest Anatolia Forest 

Research Institute in which local government, local communities and the Central Union of Turkish Forest 
Cooperatives participate. Local community participation in these activities varies from project to project, 
notwithstanding it has contributed to the mapping of land cover and use, to the identification of strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities and threats through collaborative SWOT analysis, and to the monitoring of deer and 
goat populations in protected areas. 

7.5.9. Factors to be taken into account in defining the participation 
methodology in the pilot site 

The section below covers some of the salient points of the analysis of the questionnaires and of the information 
provided during the regional workshop by Turkish experts, which may be useful for the definition the participatory 
method to be applied.   
  

 Clearly distinguish between the general management/development 
objectives for the pilot site and the specific FGEF project stakeholder 
objectives  

 
Initially, it is important to clearly describe the concrete issues on the pilot site and the current general management 
and development objectives which have been identified, for example, mitigate the effects of climate change, improve 
forest fire prevention, improve the management of timber and non-timber forest resources, etc.  
 
The distinction between management and development objectives and those specific to participation within the 
FFEM framework must be made clear (local actors’ participation to improve decisions and management plans, to 
resolve disputes, etc.). Moreover, explanations must be provided with respect to why taking stakeholders’ opinions 
into account can be instrumental to the reaching of management and development objectives or to their 
reformulation or to the proposal of new objectives.  
 
In the case of the Düzlerçamı pilot site, while the reasons for participation were relatively clearly expressed, further 
explanation effort would make these objectives more concrete and explicit. This especially applies to the stated 
participation objective, gather and gain insight into the opinions of stakeholders before governmental organisations make 
their final decisions on measures to mitigate the effects of climate change. It is important to define, plan and explain in 
more concrete terms the degree of participation for each stakeholder and the way their opinions will be gathered, 
analysed and taken into account in decision making. These explanations will help the actors concerned to 
comprehend better the rules for participation, their rights and responsibilities, and will promote their participation. 
 

 Specify the roles and responsibilities of the stakeholders in the participatory 
process and specify the governance structure planned for its implementation  

 
It is advisable to have the stakeholders concerned included in a flexible and dynamic way. A detailed list of the 
actors on the pilot site already exists. What remains to be done is to complete the list (Has anyone been left out? 
Are the actors representative of the full range of concerns and interests?, etc.), to analyse the intra-actor relations 
in greater depth (partnerships, synergies, conflicts, etc.), and subsequently to define their roles and responsibilities; 
bearing in mind that the list must remain a dynamic instrument to which new actors can be added as the 
participatory process evolves and that the actors will not all intervene at the same time. 
 
Also worth bearing in mind is the fact that the actors do not all have the same organisational or participation skills; 
this entails doing whatever possible to provide them the means they need to participate and to make themselves 
heard.  Funding, venues and times for exchanges, and appropriate participatory tools must all be planned for.  
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Equally important is to clearly set out which entity or entities are going to be leading the approach and explain their 
respective roles. A number of lead entities have been identified in the current paper, among them governmental 
bodies and universities. It is advisable, however, to avoid having too many lead entities because it makes it difficult 
for stakeholders to identify their interlocutors and dilutes the latter’s responsibilities. The specific role of each 
institution and the level of involvement it has committed to must be clearly defined from the onset.   It is also 
important, whenever possible, to maintain the same interlocutor throughout the process; when a change cannot be 
avoided it is essential that the discourse remain the same, in the interest of uniformity and clarity.  
 
It is of the essence to think through decision-making mechanisms and to establish in concrete terms the process for 
integrating stakeholders’ opinions in decision making (what weight will they bring to bear on decision making) and 
how decisions will be taken (e.g., consensus, or some other mechanism). The roles of the different actors within the 
governance structure must also be defined (e.g., participation in a monitoring and evaluation committee or in a 
scientific committee).  
 
Lastly, inter-actor coordination must be given special attention. There are many actors involved in the management 
of the Düzlerçamı pilot site, many of whom are governmental actors; this requires reflecting on how to coordinate 
the various ministries by using structures which have been adapted to enhance the functionality of the approach. 
 

 Plan the steps for the participatory approach on the pilot site 
 
It is important to specify the methodological steps planned for implementing the FFEM project component 3 on the 
pilot site.  The methodological framework contained in the report and described in the diagram on Datasheet 1 
(steps to include) may be used as a reference. Which step of the process are we at currently (e.g., assessment, 
establishing objectives, drafting of action plans, etc.)? It is useful to start thinking about the calendar for execution 
immediately. 
 

 Identify and describe methods (e.g., Imagine, AHP), tools (e.g., surveys, 
meetings) and instruments (e.g., management or development plans) to be 
used during the participatory process or which will be generated afterwards 

 
It is important to explain in greater detail the relevance of the methods and tools under consideration which must 
be adapted to the various phases of the participatory approach.  
 
The Analytic Hierarchy Process, the main tool advised for the execution of the process, is a very useful technique 
for decision making.  It is used to breakdown and structure problems, to establish objectives, and to choose from 
an array of management solutions. It is advisable, however, to specifically explain where and how participation 
comes into play in the technique; especially with respect to the creation and selection of alternatives and the final 
decision-making process: exactly who is involved is the process? How are the opinions and expectations of the 
actors gathered? How are they used? To what degree do they influence decisions? What weight do the actors 
effectively bring to bear in the establishment of objectives and in the choice of management alternatives? While the 
technique is very useful for the identification and evaluation of problems and local priorities, it is advisable to also 
use participation tools which will generate effective actor participation in the search for adequate solutions (e.g., 
during the drafting of action plans) and in the implementation, monitoring and evaluation of activities. 
 
As was pointed out by Turkish experts during the workshop, it would be appropriate to use and develop the 
participation instruments, such as management plans, which are already being used in the country, updating them 
and incorporating any missing elements relative to participation.  It would also be appropriate to provide for the 
participation of the actors in the definition of the activities which will have to be created and conducted.  
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8. Conclusion and perspectives: what 
steps are required for developing a 
participatory governance and 
management approach in the pilot 
sites? 

A range of participatory governance initiatives are presented in this report, focussing mainly on the management of 
woodland and agricultural areas, in a variety of spatial, temporal, environmental and cultural contexts. The aim is 
not to propose a specific and rigid participatory approach, but a variety of approaches, together with their strengths 
and weaknesses, that natural-resource managers and stakeholders in Mediterranean areas could use to develop 
participatory methodologies and tools adapted to meet their needs, objectives and resources. The concept of 
participatory governance, and particularly “good governance”, is relatively complex and involves a number of 
dimensions, with political, technical, social, economic, cultural and institutional implications, and involves a large 
variety of stakeholders with sometimes conflicting interests.  
 
There are a multitude of participatory initiatives around the world, each with a different level of structure and 
maturity, but no initiative is perfect and ideal. Learning is therefore a continuous process. Although not all these 
initiatives are successful, it is clear that the participation of society is a key factor in the development and 
management of multifunctional areas and shared resources. However, planning participation is far from being an 
easy task and needs to be thought out from the first steps of developing local projects and producing 
methodologies, throughout the entire process, from diagnostics to implementation, monitoring and final evaluation. 
This is why we focus on the importance of participation and ways of promoting it through the various phases of 
area development projects, i.e. during their creation, planning, implementation, monitoring, evaluation and 
continuation in the long term. This report does not pretend to offer “the ideal methodology” or “ideal tools”, but 
suggests a relatively flexible and dynamic methodology and tools that can be adapted to various social, economic, 
natural, political and cultural contexts, in order to promote the participation and involvement of a wide variety of 
stakeholders in area and resource management activities. 
 
In the hope of guiding managers and decision makers towards inclusive, fair, equitable and sustainable management 
of natural resources, this conclusion seeks to highlight the main activities to be taken into account when developing 
and carrying out area development and natural-resource management approaches. These activities are not given in a 
specific order and may occur in parallel. They are summarised in the following paragraphs and outlined in Sheet 9: 
 
Definition of the area and its areas of influence: 
 
 Specify the approximate boundaries of the area under consideration. It must be as homogeneous as possible, 

but does not need to correspond with administrative borders. Of course, these boundaries may change over 
time throughout the development process. The area of action may be set on the basis of its geography, socio-
economic climate, natural environment, cultural, political and administrative context, etc.  

 Also consider the immediately surrounding area and more distant regional, national or international areas that 
influence it as either sources of threats and pressures (urbanisation, tourism, etc.), or opportunities for 
development (markets for the sale of local products, know-how, technologies, staff, etc.). 
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Governance diagnostics (institutional diagnostics) and identification of lead body: 
 
 Perform an analysis of the state of governance in the area: existing structures, active and recognised bodies, 

how decisions are made, political will and leadership, power relationships, local dynamics for specific topics, 
institutional and statutory framework, existing participatory management initiatives and collaborative 
approaches which the project could use, participation instruments, etc. 

 Identify the body which will lead and coordinate the approaches and funding required for it to function 
correctly (in terms of effectiveness and inclusivity). In order for the approaches to succeed, local stakeholders 
must recognise the legitimacy of this body and trust it. It must be dynamic, qualified and experienced, have 
proven its credibility and desire/ability to motivate stakeholders, and ensure that their interests are taken into 
account in decision making, while also remaining aware that it is rarely possible to meet everyone’s interests at 
the same time. 

 Analyse constraints and needs in terms of adapting the legal, institutional and financial framework, and the 
economic and financial incentives required and available for implementing the project under consideration. 

Stakeholder mapping: 
 
 Clearly identify stakeholders within and outside of the area who are affected by the development actions, 

without forgetting less visible stakeholders and seeking to include minorities and groups facing exclusion. 

 Assess their abilities, legitimacy and current and potential role in the process, in order to assess the relevance 
of their involvement in the initiative and in decision making.  

 Analyse the relationships between the various stakeholders, past conflicts (and how they were resolved) and 
existing tensions, collaboration initiatives and synergies to be strengthened.  

 Try to express a future vision for these stakeholders (what is the current situation of stakeholders and what 
will it be like in the future?), while remaining aware that this vision might not necessarily be shared by the 
stakeholders themselves.  

Planning stakeholder participation throughout the entire process: 
 
 Determine which stakeholders should and could take part in the process, the phases in which they will 

participate, the aims of their participation, how they should do it, and their roles and responsibilities, while 
seeking to strike a compromise between the number of stakeholders and the needto take into account their 
visions and interests, and the time and human and financial resources available. Including and taking into 
account the interests of a larger number of stakeholders usually complicates processes, increases costs and 
requires more time and energy. 

 Identify a broad range of tools that could be used to promote and effect the participation of the various 
stakeholders at different times (potential tools and implementation schedule). 

 Set a budget for financing the participation of stakeholders in the various phases of the development process 
by considering the human and material resources required to ensure the success of the approaches. 

Diagnostics, definition of strategic development and resource-management choices:  
 
 Identify the area’s resources with the help of stakeholders and list its strengths and weaknesses, opportunities 

for sustainable development and the threats it is facing in order to improve understanding of its potential for 
development and issues in the short, medium and long term. 

 Work with stakeholders to identify the focuses, strategies and objectives for area development and specific 
resource management, in order to produce concrete and realistic Action Plans.  
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 Involve research centres and universities in discussions concerning natural-resource management and 
stakeholder involvement, in order to make sounder and more objective decisions and organise training 
programmes to develop stakeholder capacities and their knowledge of multiple disciplines. 

Performance, monitoring, control and evaluation of activities: 
 
 Set an effective and transparent monitoring and verification system for the approach and actions, involving 

multiple parties if possible. It must be based on easily measurable and verifiable indicators, consistent with the 
development objectives, quantifying the physical and financial implementation of actions, as well as describing 
the participation aspects (stakeholders’ inclusion, transparence, etc.). The involvement of universities, 
associations and activists in collecting monitoring data can help improve objectivity and quality and reduce the 
cost of monitoring activities. 

 Perform a participatory evaluation at the end of the project, and if possible during the project, involving 
external agents in processes as far as possible, in order to estimate the impact of the project in terms of 
results and objectives achieved using relevant indicators that can be easily measured and which cover the 
environmental, social and economic aspects.  

Communication, awareness raising and capacity building: 
 
 Actively inform stakeholders, public authorities and civil society of the action, its objectives, methodology and 

expected results. 

 Raise awareness among stakeholders affected and civil society in general of the role and importance of rational 
management of the area’s natural resources and of the importance of their participation to avoid the initiative 
becoming too sector-focussed and negatively perceived by civil society.  

 Take part in networks and forums to share and promote experiences, results, know-how, methodologies and 
tools, pool initiatives and collaboratively manage areas. 

 Organise training programmes, transfer of knowledge and know-how, and experience and data sharing to build 
stakeholders’ capacities in the technical, scientific, economic and social fields. 
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Annex 1. Timetable of component 3 of 
the FGEM project 

Component 3 of the project will be implemented in three successive phases: 

 
Phase 1: Capitalization on participatory approaches in the Mediterranean region and 
development of a methodological approach to be tested in the project’s pilot sites (April – 
December 2013) 

Phase 2: Implementation of participatory approaches in the 5 pilot sites (December 2013 – summer 
2015), Chréa National Park in Algeria, Jabal Moussa Biosphere Reserve in Lebanon, Maamora Forest in 
Morocco, Barbara watershed in Tunisia and Düzlerçami forest in Turkey. 
 
Phase 3: Regional feedback and experience-sharing workshop, and end-of-component reporting 
(autumn 2015) 
 

J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D

Phase 1

Capitalisation on participatory 

approaches in the Mediterranean and 

development a methodological 

approach to be tested in pilot areas 

Step 1
Selection of regional expert , 

preparation of background report

Step 2
Regional workshop to define 

methodology

Step 3
Definition of methodological approach  

(with final report)

Phase 2
Implementation of participatory 

strategies in 5 pilote site

Preparation and launching

Implementation (participative 

workshops and final reports)

Preparation and distribution of the 

report per pilote site

Phase 3

Regional feedback and experience‐

sharing workshop and end‐of‐

component 3 reporting

Regional workshop 

Preparation of synthesis report 
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Sheet 1. Methodological framework for participatory 
initiatives 

The methodological framework presented here is structured into five main phases guiding the 
implementation of a participatory approach for territorial development and natural resource 
management following a cyclical learning process and continuous improvement (Figure 1). Some of 
these phases may take place in parallel, for example the implementation phase (4) and the evaluation 
phase (5).  

Figure 1. The different phases of the participatory process for local development and natural 
resource management 

 

2) Decide on strategic 
guidelines and objectives 

for development and 
t 

4) Implement the actions as 
planned (such as forestry, 

communication, training or 
networking actions) and 

monitor them (via indicators) 

5) Evaluate the actions via 
performance and impact 
indicators (physical and 

participatory indicators) 

1B) Shared diagnosis 
Record stakeholder visions and 

interests and specify environmental, 

social and economic issues 

1A) Technical diagnosis 
Inventory: quantify resources, analyse 

context, identify stakeholders, 

perform governance diagnosis 

3) Specify actions and draw 
up action plans with 
schedules, budgets and 
monitoring/ evaluation 

indicators 
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Possible components of a governance structure for a territorial 
development or natural resource management project  

 
 

Example of governance structure 
 

 
 

 

Working Groups Manager 

PARTICIPATORY 
TOOLS 

 

 Regular (e.g. 
monthly) work 
meetings  

 Data sharing and 
analysis 

PARTICIPATORY 
TOOLS 

 
 Regular (e.g. monthly, 

annual) and strategic 
meetings with the 
committees, working 
groups and local 
actors 

Stakeholder 

Committee 

Steering Committee 

Advisory and/or 
Scientific 

Manager 
Coordinato

r 

Working 
Group 

Working 
Group 

Working 
Group 

Working 
Group 

Steering 

Committee 

PARTICIPATORY 
TOOLS 

 

 Regular (e.g. annual) 
and strategic meetings 

 
 

Monitoring and 
Evaluation 

C itt  

Stakeholder 

Committee 

PARTICIPATOR
Y TOOLS 

 
 Regular (e.g. 

annual) and 
strategic 

meetings 

Advisory / 
Scientific 

Committee 

Monitoring 
and 

Evaluation 

Committee 
PARTICIPATO

RY TOOLS 
 

 Kick-off, mid-
project and 
end-of-
project 
meetings 

PARTICIPATOR
Y TOOLS 

 

 Participation 
in meetings 
on request 

 Spontaneous 
advice 

Certification 

Committee 

PARTICIPATOR
Y TOOLS 

 
 Regular (e.g. 

annual) and 
strategic 
meetings 

 
 

Certification 
Committee 
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Phase 1. Perform diagnosis of the territory and of its 
natural and human resources 
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Step 1. Identify stakeholders, their roles, abilities and legitimacy 

Step 2. Plan stakeholder participation 

 Which are the stakeholders involved? 
 What are their roles in the current 

territorial dynamics? 
 What are their interests and abilities? 
 Do they have legitimacy to act?  
 What are the relationships between 

stakeholders? 

 Which stakeholders should be involved? 
 What roles could they and do they want to play in the process? 
 At what phases of the process should they be involved? 
 To what extent will they be involved? 
 How and in what ways will they be involved? 

Step 3. Identify local resources and issues at stake in the territory 

 What are the territory’s natural resources? 
(quantitative and qualitative assessment) 

 What are the territory’s cultural, social and 
economic resources? (quantitative and 
qualitative assessment) 

 What are the issues at stake in the 

PARTICIPATORY METHODS & 
TOOLS 

 

 Stakeholder map based on the 
literature, surveys and interviews 

Step 4. Identify the limits, conflicts, opportunities, synergies and 

challenges for the management of the territory 

 What is the territory’s potential for 
sustainable development and its 
opportunities? 

 What factors limit or impede local 
sustainable development? 

 What conflicts exist between 
stakeholders? 
Wh    b  

PARTICIPATORY METHODS & 
TOOLS 

 Structured and semi-structured 
interviews  

 Meetings and focus groups 
 Collaborative SWOT analysis  
 Site visits  

PARTICIPATORY METHODS & 
TOOLS 

 
 

 Literature survey 
 Mapping survey 
 Surveys and questionnaires 
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Phase 2. Specify strategic choices: development goals, 
guidelines and objectives 

 

 

Define strategic choices to address the issues identified during the 

territorial diagnosis 

 What is the main strategic concern of local 
stakeholders?  

 What are the area’s possible futures? 
 What have been the major (positive and negative) 

issues experienced over recent years? 

PARTICIPATORY 
METHODS & TOOLS 

 

 Meetings 
 The scenarios method  
 The Imagine method 
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Phase 3. Produce an action plan 
 

 

Adopt concrete actions to meet the specified objectives 
 

Specific result desired: 

Title and 
description 
of the 
planned 
action 

Schedule 
for 
performing 
the action 

Who is 
responsible 
for the 
action and 
who is 
involved 

(Physical and 
participatory) 
performance 
and impact 
indicators 

Costs of 
performing, 
monitoring 
and 
evaluating 
the action 

Risks and threats 
that could 
compromise the 
performance of 
the action 

Step 1. Specify the concrete activities to be developed 

 What technical actions are to be developed? 
 What awareness-raising and communication actions 

are to be developed? 
 What capacity-development actions are to be 

developed? 

Step 2. Develop the funding plan for the actions 

 What economic resources are needed to fund the 
various actions? (implementation, monitoring, 
evaluation and control) 

 What economic resources are needed to fund 

stakeholders’ participation? 

PARTICIPATORY 
METHODS & TOOLS 

 

 Participatory budget  

 General meetings  

PARTICIPATORY METHODS 
& TOOLS 

 

 Working groups  
 General meetings 

 Analytic Hierarchy Process 
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Phase 4. Implement and monitor actions, communicate 
and develop capacities 

 

 

Implement the actions 

 Involve technical, administrative and 
financial staff to ensure correct 
implementation of the actions 
suggested in the action plan, as per the 
objectives, planned schedule and 
available resources and methods 

PARTICIPATORY METHODS & TOOLS 
 

 Internal work meetings  
 Meetings with potential subcontractors 

for relevant services 

 Joint actions 
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Develop a strategy and actions for communication and awareness-

raising 

Develop stakeholder capacities 

PARTICIPATORY METHODS & TOOLS 
 

 Workshops and seminars 
 Conferences 
 Courses and study programmes 
 Networks of experimental plots  
 Technical sheets  
 Site visits and study trips 

 What capacities do local stakeholders 
lack?  

 Which stakeholders should be 
targeted? 

 What tools could be used for 
capacity development, depending on 
project needs and available 
resources? 

Network  
 

 Site visits, study trips during the launch and implementation phases of the initiatives, 

conferences, workshops, mailing lists, open days, etc. 

COMMUNICATION VIA: 
 

 Multimedia tools (website, mailing 
list, etc.) 

 Collective actions (stands, open 
days, etc.) 

 Office sundries (USB keys, etc.) 

 Which aspects require awareness-raising 
among the general public?  

 What are the key messages to 
communicate?  

 Who are the target audiences?  
 What tools can be used for maximum 

impact on the target population, depending 
on project requirements and available 
resources? 
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Perform participatory monitoring of actions 
 
 
 

 

 Participatory monitoring involves stakeholders in continuous assessment (of 
results and achievement of objectives) during the project or actions, by collecting and 
analysing data to improve and/or re-orientate the activities and take appropriate 
decisions. 
 

 Actions shall be monitored via reliable and easily measurable performance, result, 
impact and context indicators, covering the environmental, social and economic 
aspects of the project. The monitoring system must be simple and inexpensive. 

 What must be monitored or is desirable 
to monitor? 

 How can objective and quantitative 
monitoring be ensured? 

 What indicators should and can be 
measured, and according to what criteria?  

 What reliable sources of data could be 
used to produce the selected indicators?  

 Who is responsible for monitoring?  
 Should this person be controlled? If so, 

how? 
 How will the monitoring data and results 

be analysed and presented? 
 What is required in terms of time and 

human, technical and financial resources? 

THE PARTICIPATION OF STAKEHOLDERS IN THE MONITORING OF THE 
ACTIONS ALLOWS TO:  

 
 

 Group stakeholders around their successes and stimulate a feeling of emulation. 
 Gather more data over wider areas and share monitoring costs (participation of 

universities, activist networks, etc.).  
 Avoid potential crises by bringing people together to discuss solutions to major 

issues. 
 Obtain more data that can help people determine the roots of the problems and 

ways to solve them. 
 Better understand why a project is not working properly and lead stakeholders to 

PARTICIPATORY METHODS & 
TOOLS 

 
 Participatory platform for 

monitoring and evaluation  
 Multi-party monitoring 

programmes  
 Evaluation surveys  
 Working groups  
 Forms with action progress 

indicators, which can be 
updated on line  

 Meetings  
 Site visits 

 Logical framework method 
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Phase 5. Perform participatory evaluation 
 

 

Participatory evaluation 
 
 

 What has to be assessed or is desirable to 
assess during and at the end of the project? 

 How can an objective and quantitative 
evaluation be ensured? 

 What indicators should and can be measured 
and according to what criteria? 

 What reliable sources of data could be used to 
update the selected indicators?  

 Who is responsible for the evaluation?  
 Should this person be controlled? If so, how? 
 How will the evaluation data and results be 

analysed and presented? 
 What is required in terms of time and human, 

technical and financial resources? 

THE PARTICIPATION OF STAKEHOLDERS AND EXTERNAL AGENTS IN 
THE EVALUATION ALLOWS TO:  

 
 

 Provide a more accurate and more complete, transparent and objective 
evaluation of the results and impacts of the actions at the environmental, social and 
economic levels 

 Group stakeholders around their successes and stimulate a feeling of emulation. 
 Learn together about the mistakes and successes, so that the lessons learned can be 

put to good use in future projects 

PARTICIPATORY METHODS 
& TOOLS 

 
 External and/or internal 

audit 
 Meetings  
 Evaluation surveys with 

users of the area and its 
resources 

 Working groups  
 Site visits  
 Logical framework method 

 

 The participatory evaluation involves stakeholders and external agents in the 
process of assessing the impact of a project at a given point in time, both in terms of 
results and in achieving the objectives 
 

 The evaluation can be performed via reliable and easily measurable performance, 
result, impact and context indicators, covering the environmental, social and 
economic aspects of the project. The assessment system used must be simple and 
inexpensive 
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Sheet 2. Stakeholder mapping 

Description and aims of stakeholder mapping 

Stakeholder mapping helps to identify the stakeholders affected by the local development 
process and the strategic decisions, and to analyse their interests, abilities, legitimacy, influence and 
potential role in the approaches. This tool also provides the foundations and strategies to encourage 
the participation of stakeholders who may have conflicting interests, with a view to more pertinent 
decision-making.  
 
Stakeholder mapping begins at the start of the diagnosis phase (Phase 1) as it helps identify sources 
of information and resource people, and it is continued and supplemented throughout the process, 
given that new data is integrated and that new stakeholders may join the initiative. 
 

 

Figure 1. An example of a “mind map” of stakeholders in the forestry sector.  It is possible to 
place the stakeholders who are more involved towards the centre and those less involved on the 
periphery.  A colour code can be used to separate large groups, or to indicate stakeholders of 
greater weight, interest or legitimacy as a key structure in the dynamics (for example, the 
grouping of municipalities shown in red on this map).  

Stakeholders 
affected by 

forest 

Local 
users 

Economic 
interests Users of the 

catchment area 

Professional 
interests 

Regular 
local users 

Potential 
users 

Home owners 

Local 
communities 

Regular local 
users 

Potential 
users 

Forestry 

businesses 

Other 
businesses 

Public 
bodies 

Civil society 

bodies 

Hotel

Shops 

Equipment 

Silvicultura
l 

Forestry 
services 

Health 
authorities 

Leisure 

Conservation of 
plants and animals 

Sport 

Mushroom 

gatherers 

Grouping of 
municipalities 

Individuals 

Residents 
association 

Farmers 

Water 
conservatio

 

Nurseries 

Schools, 

Wood 
processing 
businesses 

Sawmills 
Paper mills 

Carpentry 

Hunters 

Firewood 

collectors 



  130

Method to produce the stakeholder map 

Step 1. Specify the objectives for stakeholder participation  

 Clarify the objectives and the reasons for stakeholder involvement 
 
-  Why is it desirable to involve stakeholders in the process?  
-  What is expected from this participation?  
-  What is the added value of this participation?  

Step 2. Identify the key stakeholders affected 

 Perform brainstorming sessions with associations, public and private institutions, 
research centres and universities involved in the sector.  
 

 Build up a mind map of stakeholders by initially identifying the major groups of 
resource (e.g. the woodland) users towards the centre of the diagram, then detailing these 
groups toward the periphery of the image. Where necessary, use colour codes and 
annotations, symbols, etc. 
 

 Take time to assess the initial lists of stakeholders and decide if there are less well 
known or less obvious stakeholders still to be identified. 
 

 Supplement the initial list from secondary sources (such as historical documents or local 
newspapers, etc.), government statistics and data, lists of organisations, etc.  

Step 3. Identify stakeholder interest in the proposed objectives and activities 

 Stakeholder interests can be identified via a focus group (Sheet 7.2) or a meeting.  
Stakeholders are classed according to their interest in the proposed objective or activity 
and their decision-making power, for example by using the following diagram. 

- 

Again Indiffere In favour 

Low 

Stakeholder interest in the objective or 

Medium 

High 

Forestry 
services 

Wood 
processing 
businesses 
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animal 

conservatio
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Step 4. Assess the influence and significance of those participating in the 
activities 

 The above diagram can be used in group discussions and meetings, and steps 3 and 4 can 
be performed using a matrix like the following:   
  

Criteria 
Stakeholde
r affected 1 

Stakeholde
r affected 2 

Stakeholde
r affected 3 … 

Influence. What is the influence of 
stakeholder X on the development 
of the activity? 

    

Significance. What is the 
significance of stakeholder X’s 
participation in the development of 
the activity? 

    

...     
 

Step 5. Implement a stakeholder participation strategy 

 Sort and classify the key stakeholders affected to identify (e.g. via a classification matrix): 
- when they will be involved, 
- to what extent they will be involved, 
- the way in which this involvement could change over time. 

Resources required to perform stakeholder mapping 

 Abilities of the staff responsible for the activity 

- Excellent facilitation skills are required. 

 Equipment required 

- Flipchart, post-it notes, pencils and, for group discussions, a suitable comfortable meeting 
room, along with participant incentives (such as refreshments).  

 Time required 

- Once the stakeholders have been identified, each step may take an hour or two. A complete 
analysis may take a whole day or more. 

Sources of useful information for stakeholder mapping 

Forestry Commission, 2011. Public engagement in forestry: A toolbox for public engagement in 
forest and woodland planning:  

 http://www.forestry.gov.uk/ 
 
FAO, 2013. Website. Participatory Project Formulation: 

http://www.fao.org/Participation/english_web_new/content_en/exercise_stake.html 
 
FAO, 2013. Website. Stakeholder analysis: 

http://www.fao.org/Participation/english_web_new/content_en/stakehold.html 
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Sheet 3. SWOT analysis  

Description and objectives of SWOT analysis 

SWOT analysis (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats) is a strategic analysis tool to 
facilitate decision-making.  It combines study of the strengths and weaknesses of an organisation, 
area or sector with that of the opportunities and threats of its context, to help formulate a 
development strategy. Strengths and weaknesses are internal factors that create or destroy value. 
Opportunities and threats are external factors that the area or organisation cannot directly control. 
The aim of the analysis is to enable both internal and external factors to be taken into account in 
the strategy, by maximising the potential of the strengths and opportunities while minimising the 
effects of the weaknesses and threats. 
 
SWOT analysis is primarily aimed at planning, to identify the strategic goals to be developed. It can 
be used to check whether the strategy implemented is a satisfactory response to the situation 
described by the analysis and can be used in assessment.  

Method to perform a SWOT analysis 

Step 1. Prepare the meetings 

Usually, this analysis is performed via meetings that bring together experts or people affected 
by the strategy. At this stage, decisions must be taken on the selection method for the group, 
its size and its possible breakdown into sub-groups (such as topics, regions or stakeholder 
categories).  Furthermore, preparation for the meetings shall be based on documentary analysis 
and on meeting with several key resource people. 

Table 1. Important points to examine during participant selection 
WHO ? HOW MANY ? 

 Fair distribution by interest group  
 Avoiding bias via the influence of certain 

stakeholders 
 Compliance with speaking time for all 

participants 

 How many participants are needed to ensure tha
local stakeholders are represented and that the 
analysis is viable? 

 How many analyses are needed to obtain a 
satisfactory result?  
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Step 2. Identify and study the four factors 

INTERNAL and EXTERNAL aspects of the desired activity must be distinguished and those 
that could promote or hinder local development or the activity must be assessed (Table 2). 

Table 2. SWOT analysis matrix for local strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats 

Internal 
analysis 

STRENGTHS 
These are the resources already available 
(high wood production, good mushroom 
production, etc.) 

WEAKNESSES 
These are the area’s deficiencies, and thus 
the needs (training, nurseries, extraction 
routes, etc.) 

Externa
l 

analysis 

OPPORTUNITIES 
These do not depend on the local area 
but may help the desired activity 
(increased demand for non-wood food 
products, existing market for timber with 
potential for growth, legislation that 
promotes these activities, etc.) 

THREATS 
These do not depend on the business but 
risk hindering the desired activity (high risk 
of fires, low wood prices, existing policies 
that do not promote management, 
excessive visitor numbers degrading fragile 
ecosystems, etc.). 

 

Step 3. Interpret and decide 

This involves studying how to make the best of the situation. During this phase, the ten 
possibilities offered by the analysis should be systematically explored. Ideally, this work should 
be performed by sub-groups during the meetings. 

Figure 3. Relationships between the elements of the SWOT analysis 
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Resources required to perform the SWOT analysis 

 Abilities of the staff responsible for the activity 

- Staff with coordination skills and, ideally, trained in this approach. 

 Equipment required 

- Office sundries (paper, coloured pencils, card etc.). 

 Time required 

- The number and duration of the meetings may vary greatly depending on the depth of the 
analysis.  

Sources of useful information about the SWOT analysis 

Jeune Chambre Économique Française (French Junior Chamber of Commerce), 2011. “Guide 
méthodologique pour une analyse du territoire” (Methodology guidelines for analysis of an area). 48 
pages (in French): 

 http://www.jcef.fr/communication/Guide_m%E9thodologique_prospective.pdf 
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Sheet 4. The scenario method 

Description and objectives of the scenario method 

The scenarios method is used to explore possible futures with a view to informing decisions on 
present actions. A scenario describes the logical path from a current situation to an imagined future. 
Building scenarios is particularly useful when analysis of past and present situations is inadequate to 
guide decision-makers on choices for the future, in particular where they are confronted with 
complex issues, where there is a high probability of major change, where the dominant trends risk 
being unfavourable and must be explored or where a long-term action is under consideration. 
Recourse to the scenarios method can provide planners with reference points to guide their 
considerations towards the various and contrasting future possibilities. The scenario building 
process can also help develop a shared vision among the participants. In particular, stakeholders 
involved in building the scenarios can better understand the issues and reasoning behind the 
strategies and policy decisions necessary to produce alternative futures.  

 
The five key qualities of a good scenario are as follows: 
 

 Relevance: the scenario adequately covers the initial question 
 Consistency: it logically combines the various assumptions to give a consistent 

representation of the system 
 Plausibility: it is assigned a probability of occurrence 
 Transparency: it is clear and substantiated 
 Significance: it is useful to help decision-making 

Method to implement the scenario method 

Usually, this analysis is performed via meetings or workshops that bring together relevant 
stakeholders or experts. There are several possible approaches, each with different steps for 
building scenarios. This sheet presents the steps used for building scenarios using the Imagine 
method.  

Table 1. Steps for building scenarios (Source: adapted from Plan Bleu, 2003) 
 

Step 1. Specify the problematic and the system to be studied 

 Before starting the analysis, the issues and the chosen perspective must be specified (i.e. 
time frame, geographical scope, etc.).  
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Step 2. Determine the system’s key variables 
 

 The participants must survey the variables, including the system’s stakeholders and 
groupings of stakeholders.  

 
 A retrospective analysis of the system variables can then be performed. Knowledge of 

past changes in the variable provides insight into the current situation in terms of long-term 
dynamics. This requires a certain amount of documentary research to gather data regarding 
the area’s internal and external trends, government statistics on demography, reports from 
focus groups, etc. This data is initially used to specify the assumptions from which the 
scenarios are to be produced, i.e. the logic of the scenarios. 

 
 It is important to have available the key data for each variable (for example, information 

on the affected stakeholders, relevant indicators, historical data, etc.). 
 
 The participants must identify the system’s key variables in order to reduce 

complexity. The main result of this initial phase is that the participants should have a clear 
grasp of the four or five key indicators that will serve as basis for the rest of the workshop. 

Step 3. Produce “rich pictures” and brainstorm on possible futures 

 This phase is the bridge between the present and the future. Several teams work in parallel 
to build mini-scenarios, focussed on specific variables, which will be compared in the 
next phase. Each team produces “rich pictures”, drawings that visually illustrate their 
discussions, questions and visions, based on the messages given by the key variables. These 
pictures provide a graphical representation (using pictographs, key words, humorous or 
satirical drawings, sketches, symbols, etc.) to aid understanding of complex situations. 

Step 4. Share the scenarios 

 At this stage, the various teams, who until now have worked in parallel, share the results 
they have obtained. The scenarios produced by each team are presented as contrasting 
visions of the possible future situation with respect to certain key indicators. It is desirable 
that the participants agree on the most plausible scenario.  

Step 5. Compare the scenarios 

 After the various teams have shared their scenarios, the work involves seeking the links and 
similarities between scenarios. Special attention should be paid to the following aspects: 
- connections between visions of the future, 
- similarities in terms of assumptions and underlying decisions, 
- differing points of view and assumptions, 
- the major changes anticipated. 
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Step 6. Produce an overall scenario 

 During another workshop, the initial scenarios are submitted to all participants, who this 
time are asked to build overall scenarios, including all aspects of the system studied, as 
represented by the key variables. Those scenarios from the previous workshop that are 
considered to be the most plausible must be re-examined, with the main topics (constraints, 
strengths, institutions and changes) drawn out by consensus, and the properties that 
emerge from these topics debated. 

 At least two overall scenarios based on these topics shall then be produced. They must 
include: the main characteristics of the image of the anticipated future, the key 
changes pertaining to the current situation, and the main processes and stakeholders 
(organisations, individuals and institutions) that are assumed to be significant in the future. 

Resources required to perform the scenario method 

 Abilities of the staff responsible for the activity 

- Staff with coordination skills and trained in this approach. 

- All members of the team must be open and able to work in a team.  

 Equipment required 

- Office sundries (paper, coloured pencils, card, etc.). 

- Facilities that enable convenient, welcoming meetings. 

- Meals and refreshments. 

 Time required 

- The workshops vary in duration. The development of each step may take from two hours 
(which does not allow for going into depth) to one or two full days (which allows for going 
into depth and thoroughly analysing the scenarios).   

Sources of useful information about the scenario method 

“La méthode des scénarios, outil d’une démarche prospective” (The scenarios method, a tool for a 
predictive approach):  

 http://breese.blogs.com/pi/files/methode_scnario.pdf 
 
“Méthodes participatives. Un guide pour l’utilisateur. Exercice de construction de scénarios.” (Participatory 

methods. A user guide. Scenario building exercise): 
 http://www.kbs-frb.be/uploadedFiles/KBS-FRB/Files/FR/PUB_1600_MethodesParticipatives.pdf 
 
A Practitioner’s Guide to ‘Imagine' – The Systemic and Prospective Sustainability Analysis: 

http://planbleu.org/sites/default/files/publications/cahiers3_imagine_uk.pdf 
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Sheet 5. The “Imagine” method: a systemic and 
prospective sustainability analysis 

Description and objectives of the Imagine method 

”Imagine” aims to bring together all local stakeholders and offers tools to describe, assess and 
explore the level of sustainability of a socio-ecological system (covering an area's ecosystem and the 
system of stakeholders involved in its management) in the past, present and future. This method 
uses indicators and a participatory approach, relying on local stakeholders who are considered 
experts from and in the area in which they operate. Plan Bleu developed, tested and consolidated 
this method of analysis to inform stakeholders’ strategic decision-making.  The aim of this approach 
is to help provide and familiarise stakeholders with integrated predictive-analysis tools so they can 
imagine possible future scenarios – based on past and current trends and emerging threats – and 
produce Action Plans to move towards to a desirable and sustainable future.  

Method to implement the Imagine method 

”Imagine” involves four successive phases and, ideally, five workshops involving local stakeholders 
(Figure 1). 

Figure 1. The four phases and five workshops suggested of the Imagine method (Source: Plan Bleu, 
2003) 
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The four phases of the Imagine method are as follows:  
 
Phase1. Consider together the socio-ecological system, the context and the main local 
issues, and attempt to understand them via various exercises, for example jointly producing “rich 
pictures” (Figure 2). The groups of stakeholders who participate in this phase and the first 
workshop are the project leaders and the main local stakeholders, who will use and implement the 
method, along with representatives of the various aspects of the project and interests in play. 

Figure 2. Examples of “rich pictures” produced collectively in preparation for shared diagnostics 
(Source: Plan Bleu, 2003) 

 
 
Phase 2. Connect and study the various aspects in play, identifying key sustainability 
indicators, clarifying their definition and assessing their value for sustainability. The groups of 
stakeholders who participate in this second phase and in the second workshop are the project 
leaders, the main local stakeholders (those who will apply the method), representatives of various 
aspects of the project and interest groups, and sometimes a team made up of experts and people 
affected and motivated by the project's performance. 
 
Phase 3. Model and explore via the pictorial representation of sustainability indicators 
and by using different scenarios to picture future changes (Figure 3). This phase involves the third 
and fourth workshops: during the third workshop, the indicators are represented graphically 
according to the various scenarios. The groups of stakeholders who participate are the project 
leaders, the main local stakeholders (those who will apply the method), representatives of various 
aspects of the project and interest groups, and a team of experts. During the fourth workshop, the 
various scenarios are shared and clarified. Furthermore, stakeholders in the scenarios and the 
general public are informed. 
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Figure 3. Radar charts from the scenario modelling and exploration phase (Phase 3), produced 
on the basis of the system description (Phase 1), sustainability indicators and associated 
threshold values, the upper and lower extreme values, and the bounding values of sustainability 
(Phase 2). They provide a visual image of the current situation and possible futures (Source: Plan 
Bleu, 2003) 

     

Situation in 2003          Current-trend situation in 2015  Alternative scenario 
in 2015 

- Source: Plan Bleu 
 

Phase 4. Suggest and act by developing an action and communication plan. This phase 
consists of a workshop to develop future actions for publicity and publishing stemming from the 
results of the Imagine activities, in order to communicate the messages to decision-makers and the 
general public. This leads to an indicator-monitoring programme, a schedule for reports and a 
system for revising and adapting the process. 

Resources required for performing the Imagine method 

 Abilities of the staff responsible for the activity 

- Staff with coordination skills and specifically trained in this approach. 

 Equipment required 

- Office sundries (paper, coloured pencils, card, etc.). 

 Time required 

- This process requires about 12 months. 

- Each workshop can be performed in one to two days. 

Sources of useful information about the Imagine method 

Details of the Imagine method. Plan Bleu’s website:  
 http://planbleu.org/en/outils-et-methodes/methode-imagine 
 
A Practitioner’s Guide to ‘Imagine' – The Systemic and Prospective Sustainability Analysis: 

http://planbleu.org/sites/default/files/publications/cahiers3_imagine_uk.pdf 
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Sheet 6. The action plan and action sheet 

Description and objectives of an action plan and action sheet 

Strategic guidelines and the operational actions to be performed must be specified in collaboration 
with stakeholders in order to deal with local issues. The action plan consists of deciding and clearly 
and precisely presenting the following, in line with the strategic guidelines: 

 Which actions are to be performed? 

 Who is to perform them? 

 When are they to be performed? 

 How are they to be performed? 

 Which physical, human and financial resources are to be used? 
 
The action plan is the plan that guides the day-to-day work. It operates well when all stakeholders, 
at national, regional and local levels, coordinate to take decisions on policy objectives, actions, 
implementation costs and deadlines. Local stakeholders can strongly contribute and decide on their 
role in the planning and implementation of the actions. All stakeholders can genuinely participate in 
the drawing up and performance of action plans via focus groups and working groups.   
 
On the basis of a jointly produced action plan, “action sheets” (Figure 1) shall be produced for each 
action, detailing its content, objectives, the areas involved, the monitoring indicators, its cost, the 
responsible stakeholders, etc. 

Method to draw up an action plan and action sheet 

Thanks to stakeholder focus groups, it is possible to: 
 

 Identify strategic guidelines suitable for the policy objectives and local context. 
 Identify specific actions to fulfil these policy guidelines. 
 Define at what scale (local, regional or national) each action will be applied. 
 For each action, determine who is responsible for decision-making and who is responsible for 

implementation, monitoring and evaluation.  
 Determine a strategy to implement each action. 
 For each action, draw up action sheets that include: a reminder of the issues and context, the 

local strategic guideline to which the action corresponds, its objectives, details of the action, 
area affected, targets, the action leader, partners, coordination with existing schemes, cost, 
potential sources of funding, evaluation indicators and criteria, and the schedule. The person 
responsible for the action shall produce the action sheet, in order to motivate them to 
maximum commitment to the performance of the action and to local life. 

 Decide on the schedule for implementing all actions in the area. 
 And thereby fill in the table below. 
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Table 1. Example of the basic content of an action plan (source, adapted from FAO, 2005, and Pays du 
Grand Bergeracois municipal grouping, 2007) 

Strategic guidelines 1: 

 Action 1 Action 2 Action 3 

Title of the action    

Description of the action    

Objectives targeted    

Areas targeted    

People targeted    

Level of implementation    

 Local    

 Regional    

 National    

Stakeholder responsible for decision-making    

 Project owner    

 Local party    

 Technical partners    

Strategy for implementing the 
recommendations    

Estimated cost    

 Year 1    

 Year 2    

 Year 3    

Sources of funding    

Implementation schedule    

 Short (1-2 years)    

 Medium (3-5 years)    

 Long (5+ years)    

Monitoring and evaluation indicators    

 Performance indicators     

 Result indicators    

 Impact indicators    

 Context indicators    

Foreseeable difficulties    
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Resources required to produce an action plan and action sheet 

 Abilities of the staff responsible for the activity 

- A coordinator must be able to lead the collective discussion by ensuring the participation of 
all local stakeholders and relevant local technical and financial partners. They must be able to 
stimulate and manage the debates, ensuring compliance with speaking times.  

- One person must draw up the strategic guidelines, and collaborate with stakeholders in 
drawing up the action sheets. They must be able to summarise this data and circulate it 
among local stakeholders. They must then seek funding and draw up funding requests with 
stakeholders. 

 Equipment required 

- Office sundries (paper, coloured pencils, card, etc.). 

 Time required 

- This process requires about 12 months. This varies depending on the context and on 
stakeholder involvement. 

Sources of useful information about action plans and action sheets 

FAO, 2005. Participatory policy development for sustainable agriculture and rural development. 
Rome, 66 pages:  

 www.fao.org/sard/common/ecg/2350/en/ManualEnglish.pdf 
 
Pays du Grand Bergeracois municipal grouping, 2007. “Plan d’Action de la Charte Forestière du sud du 

Périgord.” (Action Plan for the south of Périgord Forestry Charter). 58 pages:  
 http://charteforestieresudperigord.jimdo.com/charte-foresti%C3%A8re-du-sud-

p%C3%A9rigord/plan-d-action/ 
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Sheet 7. The Analytic Hierarchic Process (AHP) 

Description and objectives of the Analytic Hierarchic Process 

The Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) is a technique for organising, analysing and making 
complex, multi-criteria decisions, using a systematic, rational and transparent process. This 
technique is based on mathematics and psychology and was developed by Professor Thomas Saaty in 
the 1970s and has since been refined. It is used globally by governments, industries, etc. in the 
health, education and natural resources management, and in particular forest management sectors.  
 
It offers interesting possibilities for collective and participatory decision-making, the structuring of 
problems and development alternatives, group facilitation, consensus building, handling qualitative 
and quantitative data, conflict resolution, decision support and structuring of preferences (Schmoldt 
et al., 2001). It is relatively easy to implement and various IT programmes are available to help carry 
it out.  
 
The process involves breaking down the decision-making problem into a hierarchy of more 
comprehensible sub-problems (so that each one can be analysed independently), representing and 
quantifying their elements, connecting their elements to the general objectives and evaluating 
alternative solutions. 
 
The hierarchical structure is made up of a variable number of levels, each one subordinated to the 
preceding level: 1) overall goal – decision-making problem; 2) criteria (or factors) and sub-criteria 
(number of sub-levels depends on needs); and 3) possible alternatives for each criteria and/or sub-
criteria.  
 
Once the hierarchy is built, the decision-makers systematically evaluate the elements that comprise 
it by pairwise comparison and giving them a weighting coefficient (“priority”) with respect to their 
impact on the element above them in the hierarchy. To carry out the comparisons, the decision-
makers can use actual data or their own judgments about the relative meaning and importance of 
the elements. The opinions of stakeholders can be treated equally, or can even be weighted in 
accordance with their skills, experience, connection to the theme, interests, credibility, etc. This 
technique involves an adapted questionnaire in which participants must carry out redundant 
pairwise comparisons. 
 
The AHP can be combined with a SWOT analysis to determine the importance of the factors 
and/or evaluate the connection between the SWOT factors and decision alternatives. 
 
The AHP does not force participation but facilitates it and highlights the way in which the 
stakeholders’ contributions are incorporated into the decisions. However, the extent of 
participation in formulating the hierarchy, that is, in defining the criteria and alternatives, is 
extremely varied. The hierarchy can be developed by the highest level decision-maker (without 
participation) or else by involving stakeholders who not only bring their judgments but are also an 
integral part of formulating management solutions and alternatives. Users of the method can, 
consciously or not, direct and influence the contributions/judgments of stakeholders and bias the 
results (e.g. by using mail surveys and avoiding face-to-face interviews). 
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Method to perform the Analytic Hierarchic Process 

The process can be divided into four phases (Kasperczyk & Knickel, 2006) which include a 
questionnaire evaluating the stakeholders’ preferences. 
 
Phase 1. Identifying and structuring the problem and selecting criteria and sub-criteria. 

(1) Formulation of the decision-making problem: what is the question posed and what is 
the goal of the decision?  
(2) Identification of stakeholders: which stakeholders are affected by the problem and which 
of them jointly assist with the decision-making?  
(3) Identification of criteria: which criteria are really essential for answering the question 
posed?  
(4) Identification of possible alternatives: what alternatives are really taken into account? 
(For example, in the case of forestry, alternatives to extracting wood). 

 
Phase 2. Setting of criteria priorities through pairwise comparison (weighting). 

(5) Pairwise comparison and evaluation of criteria: which criterion is the most important, 
1 or 2? For each pair, the relative priority of the most important criterion can be quantified using 
the Saaty scale, with a weighting of 1 (both criteria are of equal importance) to 9 (extreme 
importance of one criterion in relation to another), and the secondary criterion of this pair is 
assigned the reciprocal weight (e.g. 1/9 if the score of the 1st criterion is 9). The weighting 
coefficients are then normalised and averaged.  

 
Phase 3. Pairwise comparison of alternatives for each criterion (scoring).  

(6) Comparison and evaluation of alternatives in pairs, criterion by criterion: which 
alternative best corresponds with criterion X: alternative A or alternative B? A score between 1 
(the 2 alternatives are equally good) and 9 (alternative is absolutely better) is given to the better 
alternative and its pair is assigned the reciprocal score. The scores are then normalised and 
averaged.  

 
Phase 4. Obtaining an overall relative score for each option (calculation of priorities 
and data interpretation). 

(7) Response to the initial question: what is the weighting of the alternatives and criteria? 
The alternative scores (calculated in step 6) are multiplied by the weighted criteria coefficients 
(calculated in step 5), in order to produce an overall score for each alternative. 
At this stage, a coefficient is calculated to judge inconsistencies in the stakeholders’ judgments 
and to validate or invalidate the final result. 

 
Sometimes, the least important judgments can be removed from the process and the priorities can 
be recalculated throughout the hierarchy, with or without changing the judgments. 
 
Figure 1 below illustrates, in a simplified manner, how the AHP can be used to choose a forest 
management alternative, depending on criteria, sub-criteria and priorities established in a 
participatory way. In practice, each alternative is assigned a final score from the calculations made by 
a software program depending on the judgment of stakeholders consulted, and the alternative with 
the highest score (in this example, alternative B) is selected.  
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Figure 1. Example of how the AHP is used to guide the management of a forest. The 
connections between the levels are non-exhaustive and depend on the context and figures 
corresponding to the weighting coefficients (“priorities”). For the sake of clarity and 
simplification, the sub-criteria coefficients are not given. 

 

Resources required to perform the Analytic Hierarchic Process 

 Abilities of the staff responsible for the activity 

- Someone trained to use the method, with basic knowledge in mathematics, science and 
sociology, able to produce the questionnaire and analyse the data, and aware of potential 
assumptions, limits and biases of this technique. 

 Equipment required 

- A computer and appropriate free software to analyse and present the data (e.g. on a JAVA 
platform). The calculations are complex and so appropriate software is required. 

 Time required 

- This technique is relatively straightforward but requires several weeks to prepare the 
structure, organise and carry out the interviews, and gather and analyse data.  

Sources of useful information about the Analytic Hierarchic Process 

KASPERCZYK N., KNICKEL K., 2005. The Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP). 8 p. 
 www.ivm.vu.nl/en/Images/MCA3_tcm53-161529.pdf 
 
SAATY T.L., 1980. The Analytic Hierarchy Process. McGraw Hill, New York. 
 
SAATY T.L., 2008. Decision making with the analytic hierarchy process Int. J. Services Sciences 1, 

No. 1: 83-97. 
 www.fcmfmpep.org.br/.../Artigo_Saaty_2008.pdf  

Sustainable site 
management 

GOAL / PROBLEM 

CRITERIA 

ALTERNATIVE
S 

Economic 
value 
0.300 

Ecological health 
of the forest 

0.400 

Level 1 sub-
criteria  

(Stakeholders) 

Wood 

industry 

Environmen-

talist groups 

Social 
requirement 

0.300 

Level 2 sub-
criteria 

(Management 

objectives) 

Urban visitors 

/ tourists 

Local 

residents 

Government 
/ Forest 
services 

Recreation Jobs Lands-
cape 

Biodivers-
ity 

Water 
Wood and 
non-wood 
products 

Management plan B 
Wood extraction at 50% 

of annual production 
0.550  

Management plan C  
Wood extraction at 100% 

of annual production  
0.100 

Management plan A 
No wood extraction 

0.350 
 



  147

 
SCHMOLDT D.L., KANGAS J., MENDOZA G.A., PESONEN M. (Eds.), 2001. The Analytic 

Hierarchy Process in Natural Resource and Environmental Decision Making, 1–13. Kluwer 
Academic Publishers. Netherlands. 

 www.srs4702.forprod.vt.edu/pubsubj/PDF/9501.pdf  
 www.srs4702.forprod.vt.edu/pubsubj/pdf/01t16.pdf 
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Sheet 8. Participatory toolbox 

The table below presents a range of tools that facilitate participation and communication, and 
indicates the various types of involvement that they allow. A greater number of stars indicates a 
greater efficiency of the method or tool for the activity considered. 
 

Participation and communication 
tools 

Inform Consult Involve Partner 

Analytic Hierarchic Process  *** **  

Conferences * * *    

Courses and study programmes   * * * * * * * * * 

Events * *  * * * * 

Consensus building  * *  * * * *  

Experimental plots   * * * * * * 

Face-to-face surveys and questionnaires  * * *   

Focus groups  * * *  

Imagine * * * * * * *  

Internal and external audits   * * * *  

Interviews  * * * * *  

Logical framework method  * * * * * 

Meetings (annual, extraordinary, strategic) * * * * * *  

Method sheets *  * * * * 

Multi-party monitoring programmes    * * * * * 

Newsletter  * *    

Online social networks * * *   

Open days * * * *   

Participatory budget  * * * * * * * * 
Participatory mapping and Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS)  * * * * * * 

Participatory platform for monitoring and 
evaluation 

  * * * * * 

Postal surveys and questionnaires  *   

Press *    

Radio  *    

Scenarios method * * * * * *  

Seminars  * * * * * * * 
Sheets with indicators of performance, 
results, impact, etc. * * * * * * * * 

Site visits  * * * *  

Stands * * *    
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Telephone surveys and questionnaires   *   

Website  * *    

Working groups   * * * * * * * 

Workshops  * * * * * * * 
 
The table below helps identify the most suitable tools and methods for the various phases of the 
process of participatory local governance and management. A greater number of stars indicates a 
greater utility of the method or tool for a given phase. 
 

Tools and methods for 
participation and 
communication 

Planning Impleme
n-tation 

Monitoring 
& 

evaluation 
Finalisation 

Conferences  * *  * * 

Consensus building * * * * *    

Courses and study programmes   *   

Events  * *   

Experimental plots   * * * * * * * 

Focus groups * * * * * *  

Imagine * * *    

Internal and external audits    * * 

Interviews *  * * *  

Logical framework * * *   * * 
Meetings (annual, extraordinary, 
strategic) 

* *  * *  

Method sheets  * * * *  
Multi-party monitoring 
programmes  

  * * * * 

Newsletter  * * * *  * * 
Online social networks (e.g. 
Twitter and Facebook)  * *  * * 

Open days  * * * * * * 

Participatory budget * * * * * *   
Participatory mapping and 
Geographic Information Systems 
(GIS) 

* * * * *   

Participatory platform for 
monitoring and evaluation    * * * * 

Postal surveys and questionnaires *  * * *  

Press * * * *  * * * 

Radio  *   * * * 

Scenarios method * * * * *  

Seminars * * * * * *   
Sheets with indicators of 
performance, results, impact, etc.   * * * * * 

Site visits * * * * *  * * 
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Stands  * * * * * * 
Surveys and face-to-face 
questionnaires 

* *  * *  

Telephone surveys and 
questionnaires  * *  * *  

Website  * * * * * 

Working groups  * * * * * *   

Workshops * * * * * *   
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Sheet 8.1. Surveys and interviews 

Description and objectives of the surveys and interviews 

Surveys and interviews are techniques for collecting ”live” data, i.e. data from stakeholders, which 
is then analysed. 
 
Surveys… 
 

- provide quantitative data that can be analysed statistically. 
- provide large quantities of data focussed on a specific group and are generally sent to large, 

randomly selected, samples. Can be performed face to face, by telephone or by post. 
- provide standardised, structured and objective data as each survey covers the same topics.  
- are called “unstructured” when the person questioned replies in their own words, 

“structured” when possible answers are given, or ”semi-structured” when there is a 
combination of the two. 

 
Interviews… 
 

- are more conversational, giving insight into stakeholders’ points of view and providing 
relatively qualitative data.  

- aim to elucidate various opinions and experiences on specific subjects.  
- are directed to specific people and may be performed face to face or by telephone (although 

the latter is inadvisable).  
- are called “in depth” when topics are discussed as the questions arise, “semi-structured” 

when they use a flexible framework and “structured” when they follow a rigid structure.  

Method to perform surveys and interviews 

Surveys Interviews 

 Identify the aims of the surveys 

 Produce the questionnaire and identify the 

representative sample 

 Test the questionnaire on a small sample 

of the population 

 Use the questionnaire 

 Statistically analyse the data 

 Identify the aims of the interviews 

 Produce the interview guidelines and select 

the sample  

 Start the interview (present the interviewer, 

state the purpose of the interview, mention 

the confidentiality agreement, thank those 

present...) 

 Perform the interview using the guidelines 

 Analyse the results of interviews (sometimes 

after transcribing them) 
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Resources required to perform surveys and interviews 

Surveys: 
 

 Abilities of the staff responsible for the activity 

- Production and testing of the questionnaire requires experts on the subject covered. 

- Ability to write concise, clear, simple questions for ease of understanding. 

 Equipment required 

- Office sundries required for writing and printing the questionnaires and for analysing the data 
produced. 

 Time required 

- Use of questionnaires generally requires no more than one hour per person questioned, and 
varies depending on the volume and type of data wanted and the type of survey. 

- Analysis of the surveys and production of robust, statistically-reliable results requires lots of 
time, i.e. several weeks. 

Interviews: 
 

 Abilities of the staff responsible for the activity 

- Ability to generate an atmosphere of trust for the interviewee. 

- Good ability to listen and openness to new ideas. 

- Ability to perform relevant and efficient interviews to obtain the desired information. 

 Equipment required 

- A recording device is required if the interviews must be recorded, which is usual for in-depth 
interviews. 

 Time required 

- The interviews usually take between 20 minutes and an hour. 

Sources of useful information about surveys and interviews 

FAO, 1990. The Community’s toolbox: The idea, methods and tools for participatory assessment, 
monitoring and evaluation in community forestry. FAO Regional Wood Energy Development 
Programme in Asia, Bangkok, Thailand:  

 http://www.fao.org/docrep/x5307e/x5307e00.htm 
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Sheet 8.2. Focus group 

Description and objectives of focus groups 

This is a technique where participants discuss specific questions and topics in depth, with the help of 
a qualified coordinator. Focus groups often comprise 5 to 15 people, who represent various points 
of view and stakeholder interests. The tool can be applied with groups of experts who have 
knowledge of the topic under consideration or with representatives of a specific sector of society, 
such as the forestry, agricultural or tourism sectors. Discussions are easier when the group is more 
uniform.  

Figure 1. Group discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of the introduction of a new 
crop in Chiapas, Mexico (Source: Soto, 2013) 

  

Method to organise a focus group 

Prior to the discussion During the discussion 

 Decide the purpose of the 
discussion 

 Decide who should be 
invited due to their 
knowledge of the topic  

 Specify the characteristics 
of the meeting (date, 
duration, number of 
groups, etc.) 

 Produce the invitations 
 Choose a technique to use  

 Thank the participants for coming and participating  
 Explain the purpose of the focus group and the aims of the 

meeting 
 Explain how the meeting will take place and how members can 

contribute 
 Specify the rules of debate 
 Encourage open participation 
 Set the tone by asking an opening question and ensuring that 

all opinions on this question are heard 
 Ask other questions generally 
 When all questions have been asked, ask if anyone has further 

comments 
 Explain to the group the next steps which will occur 
 Thank the group for coming and actively participating 
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Resources required for leading a focus group 

 Abilities of the staff responsible for the activity 

- A coordinator able to stimulate and moderate the debate and ensure compliance with 
speaking times, who is preferably independent and neutral with respect to the topic.   

- Someone to take notes on the significant questions and answers, and on factors that could 
help in understanding the information. 

 Equipment required 

- Facilities that enable convenient, welcoming meetings. 

- Incentives for participants, such as a breakfast. 

- Audio recording devices.  

 Time required 

- The discussions should take an hour or two.  

Sources of useful information about focus groups  

Elliott J, Heesterbeek S, Lukensmeyer CJ and Slocum N. 2005 Participatory Methods Toolkit. A 
practitioner’s manual. Slocum Nikki, Participatory Methods Toolkit: A Practioner's Manual, 
2nd edition, in collaboration with ViWTA and King Baudoin Foundation, Brussels, 210 p. 
(Available in English and French) 

 http://www.cris.unu.edu/sbook.175.0.html?cHash=4fd03ade56&tx_ttnews[tt_news]=467 
 
The Community Toolbox. 2013. Chapter 3. Assessing Community Needs and Resources. Section 6. 

Conducting focus groups.  
 http://ctb.ku.edu/en/tablecontents/sub_section_main_1018.aspx 
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Sheet 9. Reminder for the participatory management of 
territories 
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When identifying stakeholders... 
 Assess the abilities, legitimacy,  

current role and potential role of 
stakeholders  

 Analyse the relationships between 
stakeholders 

When planning the participation... 
 Determine which stakeholders should participate in the process 
 Identify each stakeholder’s objectives in the participation 
 Identify the phases in which they will participate, and how and why they will participate 
 Draw up a funding plan for the participation 
 Identify the tools to use to ensure effective stakeholder participation  

Monitor and assess the actions... 
 To quantify the effectiveness and impact of 

the activities and participation, and apply 
corrective measures if necessary 

Involve universities and R&D centres... 
 So that decisions have a sound, robust and 

objective scientific basis 
 To participate in monitoring and assessment 

 To produce innovation 

To ensure coordination... 
 Identify the structure responsible for 

coordinating the steps; it must be 
dynamic, effective and inclusive 

To implement the actions... 
 Identify stakeholders able to perform 

the actions, and the financial, technical 
and human resources required 

To define the strategy and action plans... 
 Identify strategies and objectives that are suitable 

for local development 
 Draw up concrete and realistic action plans 

For the territorial diagnosis... 
 Delineate the territory’s approximate boundaries and also identify its periphery and the 

zones that influence it 
 Identify the area’s resources 
 Identify strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats regarding sustainable 

development 
Id f  h  l l  For governance diagnostics... 

 Identify the governance structures and the 
institutional and statutory framework 

 Identify existing participatory initiatives and those 
which could be used as a basis 

 Identify active and recognised bodies 
 Identify the framework tools for the participation 

 Identify local power dynamics on specific topics 

Throughout the process, raise stakeholder awareness... 
 On the importance of rational management of local natural resources, and on the 

consequences of climate and socio-economic change 

 To avoid the initiative being too narrowly focussed and not well received by civil society 

Participate in networks and forums... 
 To share and make use of experiences, 

results, know-how, methodologies and 
tools, bring together initiatives, create links 

and collaboratively manage the areas 
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Annex 3. Questionnaire to consult pilot 
site thematic advisors  

QUESTIONNAIRE  

FFEM PROJECT – COMPONENT 3 

GOVERNANCE IN THE PILOT SITES 
 

Questionnaire filled in by (name and surname): 

Institution and position: 

At current position since: 

Email : 

Telephone number: 

Questionnaire filling date:  

Name of the pilot site: 

Pilot site total surface area (ha): 

Pilot site surface area considered for component 3: 

 

SECTION 1: MAP OF STAKEHOLDERS

 
Please answer the following questions in table 1. Columns 1, 2 and 3 must be filled in using 
their corresponding code. The codes are detailed below the table. Note that more than one 
answer is possible for each code. 
 
1. Column 0: Please list the different stakeholders involved in the pilot site.  
(We define a stakeholder as a person, group, organization, member or system who, by using 
or managing natural resources, has an interest in the pilot site.) 
 
2. Column 1: Please specify the stakeholder type by using CODE 1.  
(More than one code number is possible.) 
 
3. Column 2: Please specify the roles and interests of the different stakeholders at the pilot 

site by using CODE 2. 
(More than one code number is possible.) 
 
4. Column 3: Please specify the goods and services with which each stakeholder is involved 

through the development of its activities. Specify by using CODE 3. 
(More than one code number is possible.) 
 
5. Column 4: Please include all the remarks that you consider relevant to complete and 

detail the information given. 
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TABLE 1: Stakeholders involved at the pilot site (examples in blue) 
 

ID  0.STAKEHOLDER NAME (STK)  1.TYPE  2.ROLE 
3. GOODS AND SERVICES RELATED 

TO STAKEHOLDER USES & INTERESTS
4. REMARKS 

    Please, specify the name  CODE 1  CODE 2  CODE 3  Please, add any remark you consider of interest 

1  Farmers’ cooperative  7  1 , 2  4   

2  Shepherds  6  1  4   

3  Fire Prevention Service  3  1  9, 10, 14   

4           

5   

6           

7           

8           

9           

10           

..  Add rows if needed          

CODE 1 – Actor type    CODE 2 – Role    CODE 3 – Goods & services 
1  Local communities    1  Manager    1  Industrial wood     14  Health protection 

2  Tourists    2  Owner    2  Fuel wood     15  Safety 

3  National Government    3  Policy maker    3  Cork     16  Recreation 

4  Regional Government    4  User    4  Food     17  Tourism 

5  Local Government    5  Others (specify)………    5  Fodder and forage     18  Spiritual and cultural services 

6  Shepherds          6  Hunting and game products     19  Aesthetic services 

7  Livestock farmers          7  Pharmaceuticals, medicinal     20  Historical & educational services 

8  Farmers          8  Biodiversity conservation     21  Others (specify)………………………… 

9  Hunters          9  Forest conservation        

10  Fishermen          10  Fire prevention and/or suppression        

11  NGOs & foundations          11  Water purification/water quality          

12  Company           12  Carbon sequestration          

13  Producers associations          13  Soil protection          

14  Research centre/University 

15  Others (specify) 
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SECTION 2: OWNERSHIP AND FUNDING
 

1. Which types of land ownership are present at the pilot site?  
Mark with a cross in table 2. Specify the approximate surface (ha) of each type of ownership. 
Additionally, name the stakeholders that develop their activities or have a role in the various 
areas corresponding  to the different  types of ownership  listed  (e.g. management activities, 
control, conservation, exploitation). 
 

 TABLE 2:  Land tenure structure  

TYPES OF OWNERSHIP 
SURFACE  UNDER EACH 

OWNERSHIP TYPE 
(ha) 

STAKEHOLDERS 
INVOLVED  

(use the ID  from table 1) 

□ Public property ‐ Municipality     

□ Public property ‐ Regional government     

□ Public property ‐ National government     

□ Private property ‐ individual      

□ Private property ‐ community (through an 
agreement, association of cooperative) 

   

□ Private property  ‐ enterprises     

□ Private property  ‐ NGO     

□ Others (specify)…………………………………………     

 (Add rows if needed) 
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SECTION 3: RELATIONSHIP AMONG STAKEHOLDERS 
 
1. Are there conflicts or synergies among the different stakeholders?  
Please specify  in  table 3  the  type of conflict/synergy and  the stakeholders  involved. Please 
consider using the  letter (E)  for existing and (P)  for potential conflicts and synergies  in the 
pilot site. 
 
2. Which are the measures implemented to support conflict resolution or enhance the 

positive synergies?  
Specify  in  table  3.  Please  consider  using  the  letter  (E)  for  existing  and  (P)  for  potential 
measures. 
 
3. Please specify the efficiency of existing measures. Specify in table 3. Use a scale from 1 

to 3 where 1 indicates “the measure is not efficient at all”, 2 “the measure is partially 
efficient” and 3 “the measure is fully efficient”. Please briefly explain your choice. 

 
TABLE 3: Conflicts & Synergies between the different stakeholders (examples in blue) 

CONFLICT 
(Short description) 

STAKEHOLDERS 

INVOLVED (use the 
ID  from Table 1) 

PROPOSED 
MEASURES TO 

SOLVE CONFLICTS 

EFFICIENCY OF THE MEASURE 
(1‐3) 

(E) Livestock ranches freely on wooded 
lands during seasonal migration 
because the lack of water. 

1, 2 

(E) Fencing support 
mechanisms. 
(P)Establishment of 
water dispensers in 
arranged areas. 

3 – Excellent result, the 
measure has been adopted by 

the ranchers successfully 

       

SYNERGY 
(Short description) 

STAKEHOLDERS 

INVOLVED  (use the 
ID  from Table 1) 

PROPOSED 
MEASURES TO 
ENHANCE THE 
SYNERGIES 

EFFICIENCY OF THE MEASURE 
(1‐3) 

(P) Shepherds could participate with 
Fire Prevention Services in fire brakes 
fuel reduction. 

2, 3 
(P) Establishment of 
an incentive scheme 

Not applicable – the measure is 
not implemented yet  

       

(Add rows if needed) 
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4. Apart from previous conflicts, are there other threats that affect the sustainable 

management of natural resources at the pilot site? (Fill in table 4). 
Specify for each threat, the measures adopted to control  it and the  institution responsible 
for its control. If the measure is already applied, explain its degree of compliance. Use a scale 
from 1 to 3 where 1 indicates “the control measure is not applied”, 2 “the control measure is 
partially applied” and 3 “the control measure is very well applied”. Please briefly explain your 
choice. 
 

TABLE 4:  Control Mechanisms (examples in blue) 

MAIN THREATS  CONTROL MESURES 

RESPONSIBLE 
BODY 

(use the ID  
from Table 1) 

Degree of 
COMPLIANCE (from 

1 to 3)  
(Justify) 

1. Overexploitation of 
firewood by  local 
communities 

1.There is not any control mechanism  ‐  ‐ 

2. Illegal hunting  2. Hunting management plans  Forest Services 
1 – Lack of control 
means, there is still 

poaching 

3. Unsustainable forest 
management 

3.1 Forest Unit management plan  Forest Services 
3 –Quality control 
monitoring by 

independent experts 

3.2.Sustainable Forest Management 
Certification Schemes 

External Audit  2 – Lack of motivation 

       

  (Add rows if needed) 
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SECTION 4: MANAGEMENT REGULATION INSTRUMENTS  
 
1. Which are the main plans, strategies, laws and regulations governing the use and 

management of natural resources/ecosystem goods and services in the pilot site?  
Please  list them  in table 5 and specify the name and application scope  (C: country  level; R: 
regional level; L: local level). 
 
2. Which are the instruments, at the pilot site level, that support and protect property 

rights and land use rights?  
Please  list them  in table 5 and specify the name and application scope  (C: country  level; R: 
regional level; L: local level). 
 
3. Do the instruments referred to in questions 1 & 2 consider and allow for participation of 

stakeholders in decision‐making and implementation, as far as natural 
resources/ecosystem management is concerned? Specify in table 5. 

 
TABLE 5:  Management regulatory framework  

NAME, CREATION DATE & VALIDITY 
of the PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS, LAWS & 

GUIDELINES  
and NAME OF DOCUMENTS REGULATING PROPERTY 

AND LAND USE RIGHTS 

TERRITORIAL 
APLICATION 
FRAMEWORK 

(C,R,L) 

IS PARTICIPATION CONSIDERED IN THE 
DOCUMENT? 

 Forestry law Nº…  C 
□ No         
x Yes 

   
□ No         
□ Yes         

   
□ No         
□ Yes        

(Add rows if needed) 
 

4. Are these policies, laws and regulations consistent with sectoral policies or national 
development plans (e.g. urbanism, mining, agriculture, transport, energy)? (justify your 
answer) 

 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………… 
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SECTION 5: PARTICIPATION OBJECTIVES AND TOOLS 
 

1. Which are the objectives and expected results of the participation approach to be 
implemented in the pilot site in the framework of the project component 3?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………… 

 
2. Which are the current and past mechanisms/tools/initiatives in the pilot site that allow 

stakeholders’ participation in decision‐making and implementation processes (e.g. 
conflict solving meetings, consultations)? Fill all the questions specified in table 6. Insert a 
new table for each mechanism/experience. 

 

   TABLE 6: Participation mechanisms 

DESCRIPTION of PARTICIPATORY 
MECHANISM No. 1  

 

STARTING DATE  
ENDING DATE  

STAKEHOLDERS 
(use ID  nº  from table 1) 

NAME (use ID  nº  
from table 1) 

DEGREE OF INVOLVEMENT  
(mark with a cross) 

  □ Gives his opinion         
□ Participates in decision making 
□ Participates in execution 

  □ Gives his opinion        
□ Participates in decision making 
□ Participates in execution 

  □ Gives his opinion         
□ Participates in decision making 
□ Participates in execution 

  □ Gives his opinion         
□ Participates in decision making 
□ Participates in execution 

  □ Gives his opinion         
□ Participates in decision making 
□ Participates in execution 

  □ Gives his opinion         
□ Participates in decision making 
□ Participates in execution 

Who LEADS the initiative?   
Is the MECHANISM a VOLUNTARY 
INITIATIVE, a LEGAL OBLIGATION 

or OTHER? 

□ Voluntary initiative 
□ Legal obligation    
□ Other (please specify) ……………………………………………………………… 
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Which are the DOCUMENTS 
framing this mechanism? 
(e.g. legal act, management plan, 
voluntary agreement) 

 

Is the MECHANIM applied in the 
field? 

 

WEAKNESS of the MECHANISM   

STRENGHTS of the MECHANISM   

 

DESCRIPTION of PARTICIPATORY 
MECHANISM No. 2  

 

 

STARTING DATE  
ENDING DATE  

STAKEHOLDERS 
(use ID  nº  from table 1) 

NAME (use ID  nº  
from table 1) 

DEGREE OF INVOLVEMENT  
(mark with a cross) 

  □ Gives his opinion         
□ Participates in decision making 
□ Participates in execution 

  □ Gives his opinion        
□ Participates in decision making 
□ Participates in execution 

  □ Gives his opinion         
□ Participates in decision making 
□ Participates in execution 

  □ Gives his opinion         
□ Participates in decision making 
□ Participates in execution 

  □ Gives his opinion         
□ Participates in decision making 
□ Participates in execution 

  □ Gives his opinion         
□ Participates in decision making 
□ Participates in execution 

Who LEADS the initiative?   
Is the MECHANISM a VOLUNTARY 
INITIATIVE, a LEGAL OBLIGATION 

or OTHER? 

□ Voluntary initiative 
□ Legal obligation    
□ Other (please specify) ……………………………………………………………… 

Which are the DOCUMENTS 
framing this mechanism? 
(e.g. legal act, management plan, 
voluntary agreement) 

 

Is the MECHANIM applied in the 
field? 
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WEAKNESS of the MECHANISM   

STRENGHTS of the MECHANISM   

(Add tables if needed) 
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SECTION 6: COMPETENT AUTHORITIES

 
1. Which are the competent authorities that have the control over the following sectors? 

Please, mention the corresponding Ministry and General Direction in table 7. 
 

  TABLE 7: Competent authorities by sectors 

SECTORS 
COMPETENT AUTHORITY (Ministry and General Direction) 

(write the name & use the ID  numbers from table 1) 

Natural resources conservation     

Forestry    

Agriculture    

Livestock farming    

Fishing    

Tourism   

Urban and rural spatial planning    

Water Management   

 (Add rows if needed) 
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SECTION 7: MANAGEMENT CHALLENGES
 

1. Which are the main challenges faced to ensure the sustainable management of natural 
resources and ecosystem services in the pilot site? Specify in table 8. 

 
2. Which are the stakeholders that could take up these challenges? Specify in table 8. 
 
3. Which are the potential or existing barriers (economic, ecological, social...) that prevent 

taking up the challenges? Specify in table 8. 
 
TABLE 8:  Management challenges of the park (example in blue) 

MANAGEMENT CHALLENGES 
(Short description) 

STAKEHOLDERS INVOLVED 
(use the ID  numbers from 

Table 1) 

BARRIERS to 
take up the 
challenge 

Conciliate tourism activities and natural resources 
conservation 

1, 5 

Fragile 
ecosystems 
sensitive to 
trampling by 
tourists 

     

     

(Add rows if needed) 

 
 

‐ END OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE ‐ 
 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR KIND PARTICIPATION! 
 

Please return this questionnaire on 20 May at the latest  
by e‐mail to Marion BRIENS : mbriens@planbleu.org 


