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Paper industry review of the EFORWOOD project 
 
Introduction 
As a partner of the EFORWOOD project, CEPI has been involved from the very beginning in 
some of the work packages and modules of the project. CEPI’s participation in the project 
was based on the felt need for a tool for sustainability impact assessment that could be used 
to assess the impact of policy developments on the sector. With the completion of the 
project, CEPI makes the following evaluation of the entire EFORWOOD project and its 
outcome. 
 
1° As to the process 
By gathering in the project consortium a very large number of relevant parties, from different 
categories, EFORWOOD has created a unique networking opportunity allowing the 
participants to improve the knowledge and relationships among the forest research 
community itself and with forest-related stakeholders (e.g. forest owners, forest industries, 
policy makers, etc.). Nevertheless, this large number of partners has been as well 
experiences as a constraint and adding to the difficulty to fulfil the tasks. Among the reasons 
for this situation, the difficulty and very long time to speak the same language and agree on 
some uniform semantics. Whilst the dialogue among research organisations seemed to be 
pretty smooth, the same is not valid for the communication with other stakeholders, in 
particular the industry partners. For the economic partners, the timing, the priorities, the 
culture never really matched the ones of the research community, hence leading to some 
misunderstanding and communication problems. The feeling of the industry of being 
disconnected from the process increased over time, notably because of the absence of 
intermediate results (the reason for this situation being that the different packages and 
modules were working in parallel rather than in sequence), not allowing the industry – as a 
potential use of TOSIA - to feed-back and propose possible corrective actions or shifts. The 
first results were – still very limited – were only available at a very late stage. 
 
EFORWOOD managed organising a very robust system for the gathering of data, with 
substantive documentation. But, by its own nature, such a project cannot gather figures and 
data that reflect the forest sector dynamics, the complexity of the trade-offs, the differences 
and specificities of the plants and mills. Neither are the market realities really built in the 
system. 
 
2° As to the outcome 
TOSIA is a very ambitious and complex product. Key elements have been developed or 
adapted for EFORWOOD and TOSIA: among them, the Multi-Criteria Analysis (MCA) has 
proved to be a very valuable tool. Next to TOSIA itself, EFORWOOD has delivered a range 
of side-benefits. During the process, EFORWOOD has given a chance to young researchers 
to be involved, notably via the EFORWOOD weeks. During the second half of the project, 
substantial communication efforts have been made to inform the partners (roadshows) but 
“marketing” vis-à-vis the potential users has been lacking. Material and information were also 



 

 

made available all along the project on the Homepage of EFORWOOD, as well as via a 
“Members only” section, which was appreciated. 
Still some uncertainties remain with respect to the final deliverable, notably with respect to 
the data accuracy, the conversion factors used, unclear boundary conditions and 
assumptions made for the models, compliance with the conditions applicable to Life Cycle 
Analysis. 
 
Finally, when developing such a complex tool, the balance between user-friendliness and 
robustness is difficult to find. Either the risk is to have over simplified data that might be 
misused or misguiding, in particular if it is to be used to take policy or investment decisions. 
Or, the user is unable to use a complex tool that requires training and assistance, in order to 
make sure that it is used in an appropriate manner.  The question is then whether, the “open 
source” approach adopted by the project promoters is compatible with such risks? 
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