Strategic review of the Integrated programme of work of the UN/ECE Timber Committee and the FAO European Forestry Commission

(For background, see documents for the joint session, notably the draft programme of work TIM/2000/7:FO:EFC/00/9 and the session report)

Name: Aulikki Kauppila

Organisation: Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry

Country: Finland

1.
Core mandate

During the last strategic review of the programme, in the mid 1990s, it was agreed that the core mandate of ECE/FAO should be to “monitor and analyse sustainable forest management in the region”.  In addition, a forum for intergovernmental co-operation should be provided.   This mandate is reflected in the structure of the programme.

1A. Should this core mandate be maintained or modified?  

The present mandate is general enough to allow the changes we might wish in prioritisation, so we support maintaining it. It could, of course, be formulated in many ways, but at this stage we prefer to discuss priorities in practice, not spending the bureau meeting for formulations.

1B. If the latter, in what way?

2.
Priorities, notably support to the international forest dialogue at a global and regional level

“Highest priority” was attached to supporting the follow-up to UNCED (which has led to the foundation of  UNFF), and the Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe.  The role played by ECE/FAO in this respect is described in document TIM/2000/3  FO:EFC:/00/4 

2A.  Should highest priority continue to be attached to supporting the international forest dialogue?  

It is the highest priority which does not necessarily mean that it should have a very big share of resources. The present use of resources seems adequate.

2B.  Is ECE/FAO following the right strategy in this respect?

Yes.

2C.  In general, does the programme adequately reflect countries’ priorities? 

In principles yes.

3.
Outputs and resources

The outputs of the programme and the resources – in the secretariat and in member countries and partner organizations - allocated to producing each output are described on the attached table.  Concern has been expressed, inside the secretariat team and at the joint session, about over-stretching of resources, with possible negative consequences on quality of outputs and co-ordination between different parts of the programme.

3A. Is the balance between resources and output appropriate? 

Until now, the quality of output does not seem to have suffered from lack of resources in the secretariat, but it is evident that nothing can be added unless something is dropped out.

3B. If not, should some outputs be abandoned, modified or delegated to other organisations? 

Yes. The organisation should concentrate in its core activities where it has the comparative advantage, and when more capacity is needed in them, abandon those activities where it does not have the best expertise.

3C.  If so, which outputs? 

The organisation has comparative advantage in data collection and dissemination in forest and forest products markets. If less resources are given here, the usefulness of the output suffers easily. Continuation and good and even quality are essential.

As for seminars, workshops and ToS, the organisation as such does not have special expertise. The output may or may not be good, depending on the participants. More thought should be given to the themes so that the interested audience is large enough. Subsidiary bodies should not have quotas on how many seminars they are expected to organise.

3D. Is the allocation of resources between outputs consistent with the priorities of the programme?

Not with our priorities, but a detailed discussion is needed on what can work with less resources.

4.
Supplementary resources
The secretariat has frequently informed the Committee and the Commission that the quality of a specific output would be better if more resources than those available under the regular ECE and FAO budgets were made available.  In many case, countries have in fact made available extra resources in the form of funds, loaned personnel etc, a generosity which has made possible some of the most important achievements under the programme.  Nevertheless, resources (rather than access to skills, networks, problems with formal mandates, lack of consensus or other similar problems) are still usually the main constraint to achieving more ambitious goals 

4A.  How could extra resources be mobilised to achieve the objectives of the ECE/FAO programme?  

4B.  Is your country or organisation able to contribute extra resources?  
Sometimes yes, if we are interested enough. However, our ability is heavily dependent on the exchange rate of USD.

5.
Methods of work
The programme uses several methods of work, including regular meetings of statutory bodies, seminars and workshops, teams of specialists, special questionnaires, secretariat analysis etc.  The whole programme is reviewed and formally agreed by the Committee and the Commission at each session.

5A.  Are the right methods being used for each output?  

Not necessarily. The use of ToS should be considered more carefully because they are closed and mostly mean benefits only for those who participate.

5B. Could more innovative methods be found in certain areas?  

Yes. Possibilities of new technology should be considered through all activities as has been done by the WP on Mountain Watersheds. Networks and e-mail for example could in many cases allow a broader audience to benefit the work than ToS.

5C. Are the Committee and the Commission able to carry out their programme review function in a satisfactory way?
No. Parent bodies do not have enough of time to analyse the results because of too many working groups and teams.

5D.  How much of the work programme should be devoted to: a. meetings and discussion; b. data collection and dissemination; c. production of technical advice for countries; and d. analysis of information?

B is the first priority because ECE is unique there. C would need a lot more resources than TC has, so better avoid it. A to some extent, keeping an eye on what others are doing. D can be done by Members themselves.

6.
Alliances and partnerships
In addition to the core relationship between ECE and FAO, many other continuing partnerships have been developed,  including with ILO, for the Joint FAO/ECE/ILO Committee, with Eurostat, ITTO and other agencies in the Intersecretariat Working Group on Forest Sector Statistics, with MCPFE in a number of fields etc.

6A.  Do you believe that all these partnerships have been mutually beneficial and brought significant advantages to all partners?

Yes.

6B. Is there potential for building other strategic partnerships?  

6C.  If so, with whom, with what objectives?
7. Other
We would appreciate it if you would contribute any other comments or suggestions regarding the programme of work.

All administrative structures such as steering committees and bureau meetings should be checked because new technology gives less heavy and cheaper alternatives.

Please send your comments and suggestions to Kit Prins, by 30 December 2000:

E-mail: christopher.prins@unece.org
Fax: +41 22 917 0041

