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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The workshop built on Parliament's own-initiative Report on the Commission Green Paper 
on ‘Forest Protection and Information in the EU: Preparing forests for climate change’. It 
was chaired by Kriton Arsenis, who opened the workshop with a short discussion on forests. 
He emphasised that while there is a great diversity of forest landscapes in Europe, all 
forests share the common threat of climate change.  
 
Michael Hamell began the first session, “EU Forests: State of play”, by presenting the 
Commission Green Paper. He emphasised that the purpose of the paper was to launch a 
debate and that it was not an attack on subsidiarity, but rather a question of where the EU 
could help, and the information it could provide in view of the challenges faced by climate 
change. He presented the first results of the Green Paper consultation, explaining that 
people generally agreed on a need for harmonised forest information and continued support 
for research, but mostly disagreed on how the challenges should be met.  
 
Marcus Lindner presented a research perspective and discussed the different impacts that 
climate change could have on European forests in different bioclimatic zones (Boreal, 
Temperate Oceanic, Temperate Continental, Mediterranean and Mountainous Regions). A 
changed climate may lead to shifting species suitability across Europe and an increased risk 
of both fire and drought in the Mediterranean region could even lead to a die-back of 
sensitive species in that region. Focussing on the socio-economic adaptive capacity of 
forests, he concluded that the Mediterranean and Temperate Continental regions are the 
most vulnerable to climate change and highlighted the fact that while  some preparatory 
work has been undertaken on how to react to disturbances caused by climate change 
across Europe, no information about how to adapt management to ecosystem services 
exists.  
 
Georg Winkel’s presentation highlighted the fact that current EU forest policies seem to be 
united in diversity. He shared two prominent perspectives of viewing the forest: the 
‘commodity’ versus ‘amenity’ perspective, which changes how different stakeholders view 
threats and protection. He shared the concept of a “Forest Framework Directive”, which 
could be a legally-binding common framework for protection at the Community level with a 
high degree of flexibility regarding implementation at the national level. He concluded that 
there is a trade-off between effectiveness and feasibility in all policy options because of 
different stakeholder interests, but that there is a need to reflect on a more coherent 
approach. 
 
In the first round of questions and answers, Ms Cristina Gutiérrez-Cortines, MEP, 
emphasised the need to see what is happening on the ground and the need to enlarge the 
idea of forests, because, although they may share the same aims, different areas require 
different policy instruments. Ms Catherine Soullie, MEP, spoke about the different 
properties of conifers versus deciduous trees for soil acidity and argued for a ban on the 
displacement of olive trees. In response, Mr Hamell recognised the need for greater 
consistency between agriculture and forestry policies and the need for more research on 
the ground. Mr Lindner responded to the effect that small-scale forest owners in the North 
and the South are often not in the position to apply the same proactive management as 
large holders. 
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Jacqueline McGlade opened Part 2 of the session, “Adapting forests for climate change”, 
with an informational presentation about what is happening on global and international 
levels for data collection. She presented GEO—the Group on Earth Observations—as a tool 
that could be useful at the European level for land cover. She presented a new collaborative 
project on the Boreal forest, where data will be exchanged freely between the EU and 
Russia and emphasised that the real challenge is not mapping the forest once, but coming 
up with authentic, verified change mapping. She concluded that there is a lot going on in 
relation to the collection of data and that being vigilant on information is very important. 
 
Bernard de Galembert presented a perspective from industry. He explained that sustainable 
forest management is critical for adapting forests to climate change, and that to this end 
the right enabling policy framework is needed. Currently, multiple jargons, fragmentation 
and missing coordination plague forest policies, as well as the focus on a limited 
perspective, which misses out on other opportunities and benefits forests might provide. He 
discussed what policies are needed from an industry perspective; including the need for 
better data and better statistics, improved coordination, recognition of regional 
specifications and keeping what works well, especially the Forest Europe process. A CAP on 
forests is not seen as desirable. He explained that the paper industry is increasingly 
squeezed between a global market on the one hand and local sourcing on the other hand, 
and that policy might provide a bridge between these two perspectives.  
 
Veerle Dossche gave a presentation on behalf of FERN and Birdlife International. She 
focused on maintaining biodiversity as an essential mechanism of forests. According to her, 
current forest-related policy is a confusing web that has left the field open for a lack of 
coherence and coordination. She sees a gap between sustainable forest management on 
paper and what is happening in the field. She welcomed the Green Paper and pointed out 
its strengths, for instance recognising potential gaps in supply for bioenergy and the wood 
sector, but felt that more links could be made between climate change and biodiversity 
protection. She argued for a sincere discussion about sustainable forest management on 
the ground and for an effective, informed and coherent policy approach with clear 
ecological perspectives. 
 
A number of questions were raised in the second question and answer period, including a 
question from Ms Marita Ulsvkog MEP, asking where the "red lines" are for maintaining 
biodiversity while also being careful about the economic and employment importance of the 
forest industry. A number of attendees from Greece spoke about forest fires and 
overcoming the North/South divide. Mr Scoullos shared information about the importance 
of the forest industry for job creation and the need for a common European approach that 
clearly distinguishes between forests as a means for adaptation and the adaptation of the 
forest. Other attendees focused on the importance of forestry for rural development, and 
shared positive examples of small-scale forest owners taking pride in their sustainable 
forest management. The need for a clearer definition and the question of who has the final 
word, the public or private sector, was brought up. In a final comment, a high school 
student from Santorini High School, Greece, argued that the best means of combating 
climate change is investing in education and in the next generation. The speakers were 
given an opportunity to respond to questions. Ms Dosche made the final point that a 
discussion about the level of sustainable supply forests can provide is currently missing. Mr 
Hamell saw a need for improved information but a divergence in the way forward from the 
comments made. Mr De Galembert reminded listeners about the need to address where 
food, fibre and fuel will come from on a finite planet with a growing world population.   
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Mr Arsenis concluded the workshop by thanking everyone for their participation, 
emphasising that he would take all contributions into consideration when drafting the 
Parliament’s report: Although a lot of different points were expressed, he felt that there is 
room for convergence, and he will aim for an effective proposal with maximal convergence. 
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WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS 
 

Background 
The workshop built on Parliament's own-initiative Report on the Commission Green Paper 
on ‘Forest Protection and Information in the EU: Preparing forests for climate change’. This 
report was published in March 2010 with the purpose of launching a debate on options for 
an EU approach to forest protection and information in the framework of the EU Forest 
Action Plan. It noted that 42% of the EU’s land area is covered by forests and other wooded 
areas and that forests serve a multitude of inter-related social, economic and 
environmental functions. It focused on how climate change would modify the terms of 
forest management and protection in Europe and what the EU should do to enhance its 
contribution to Member States’ forest-related initiatives.  
 

Welcome and opening 
Kriton Arsenis, Rapporteur (MEP) 
 
Kriton Arsenis opened the workshop with a welcome and a short discussion on forests. He 
spoke about the personal relationship all people have to the forest, but how it means 
something different to everyone. He mentioned the great diversity of forest landscapes 
across Europe, and the diversity of needs that those forests have. But, he sees a common 
feature, and that is the common threat of climate change. While this threat may manifest 
itself differently, there are also some common threats; for example illnesses and 
infestations. He emphasised that forests are something we share and that we need to co-
decide on what policy tools we need. He also emphasised that he was there to listen, and 
that he would take all contributions into consideration when drafting the European 
Parliament’s report. He briefly introduced the speakers.   
 

Part 1: EU Forests: state of play 
 
Presentation of the Commission Green Paper on 'Forest Protection 
and Information in the EU: Preparing forests for climate change' 

Michael Hamell, Head of Unit European Commission DG ENV.B.1 
 
Michael Hamell presented the Commission Green Paper on 'Forest Protection and 
Information in the EU: Preparing forests for climate change'. He emphasised that the 
purpose of the paper was to launch a debate on options for an EU approach to forest 
protection and information and that subsidiarity is precious to Member States; the Green 
Paper was not an attack on it, but rather an analysis of where the EU can help and the 
information it could provide in view of the challenges faced by climate change.  
 
He referred to the Green Paper as the first fairly significant paper on forests in quite a 
number of years. It describes the situation, relevance, functions, challenges, and an 
overview of tools available to deal with the challenges, and raises a series of questions 
about climate change and forestry.  
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The functions of forestry include economic, social and environmental aspects, and there is 
not enough information on a number of functions, for instance on weather regulation in 
Europe. Climate change will bring enhanced challenges, for instance in the form of storms 
and fires; the question is how to begin to better address a situation that is already bad.  
 
Mr Hamell also presented the first results of the Green Paper consultation. The Commission 
received 262 replies, with the most coming from forest owners and private persons (90), 
governments and public bodies (56) and business and industry (48). The most responses 
came from France, Germany, Italy, Finland and Sweden. People generally agreed on a need 
for harmonised forest information and continued support for research, among other 
aspects.  They mostly disagreed on how the challenges should be met: i.e. the level of 
action (e.g. EU forest policy vs. Subsidiarity), protection by use or by conservation, 
intensification or close to nature management, for example. The next step is the 
preparation of a report on the stakeholder consultation (end of 2010) and a comprehensive 
report in 2011. Eventually, an impact assessment on possible measures may be carried 
out, a White Paper on forest protection and information produced and a legislative proposal 
formed (in that case, around 2012). To this end, the resolution of the Parliament will be 
very important for determining the next steps of the Commission.  
 
  
Impacts of climate change within 5 bioclimatic zones of European 
forests 

Marcus Lindner, European Forest Institute 
 
Marcus Lindner presented a research perspective and discussed the different impacts that 
climate change could have on European forests in different regions. A key background 
paper for his talk was a study he led on the “Impacts of Climate Change on European 
Forests and Options for Adaptation”, a study commissioned by DG Agriculture in 2008. He 
presented the different bioclimatic zones in Europe (Boreal, Temperate Oceanic, Temperate 
Continental, Mediterranean and Mountainous Regions) and explained that factors triggered 
by climate change (temperature, precipitation, etc.) will have different impacts in different 
regions. The vulnerability of different forests to climate change stems from their exposure 
to impacts and their sensitivity to those impacts.  
 
The key factors to which forests will have to adapt are temperature (with increases of at 
least twice to as much as 5 times) and more extreme weather events (for instance 
intensive storms will become more frequent). Shifting water availability could be very 
dangerous for forests. Across Europe a changed climate may lead to shifting species 
suitability, meaning that what is growing there now and what is suitable may not be 
optimally suited in 100 years. Mr Lindner pointed out a number of specific concerns in 
different regions. For instance, in the Boreal region harvesting may become more difficult 
on non-frozen soils and in the Mediterranean region there is an increased risk of both fire 
and drought; the latter could even lead to a die-back of sensitive species in that region.    
 
As regards adaptation, he brought up two perspectives; the inherent ability of forests to 
adapt themselves and the socio-economic adaptive capacity. As regards the latter, there 
seems to be a North/South divide as forest managers in the north have an economic 
incentive to manage their forests, while forest managers in the South are less active. He 
highlighted the fact that while some preparatory work has been undertaken on how to react 
to disturbances caused by climate change, no information about how to adapt management 
to ecosystem services exists. He concluded that the Mediterranean and Temperate 
Continental regions are the most vulnerable and need specific support. 
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Policy options for EU forest protection 

Georg Winkel, Institute of Forest and environmental Policy, University of Freiburg 
 
Georg Winkel’s presentation was based on the study of “EU policy options for the protection 
of European forests against harmful impacts”. He presented a few key aspects of the study, 
starting with an examination of forest policies in Europe. He highlighted the fact that EU 
forests are united in diversity, as are forest policies (i.e. with different command and 
control versus market-based mechanisms). He mentioned that knowledge is also diverse, 
and that this changes depending on where the priorities of policy in different Member 
States lie. He presented two prominent perspectives: the ‘commodity’ versus ‘amenity’ 
perspective. These change the way people view forests and what they see as threats 
(impacts that harm profitability versus impacts that harm forest diversity) and have 
implications for what forest protection means. Current EU forest policy is non-legally 
binding and mainly based on communication and coordination while indirect forest policy 
measures are spread across a wide range of different policy fields (e.g. bioenergy, nature 
conservation, regional development, etc.) and are inconsistently implemented.  
 
Mr Winkel explained that the report presented 4 options for a future EU forest protection 
policy and highlighted one of these options; namely, a “Forest Framework Directive”. The 
idea would be to create a common framework for protection at the Community level that 
would be legally binding with a high degree of flexibility regarding implementation at the 
national level.  
 
He explained that there is a trade-off between effectiveness and feasibility in all options 
because of conflicts between the interests of the different stakeholders, as well as between 
the amenity and commodity goals. He presented different scenarios for community action: 
an “Environmental policy framework”, a “Policy learning approach” and a “Selected issues 
approach”. He concluded that there is a need to reflect on a more coherent approach, and 
that there are different policy options to this end. 
 
Q&A, open discussion 

Ms Cristina Gutiérrez-Cortines, MEP, made a number of comments. She remarked on 
the need to be present on the ground to see what is happening there and the need to 
enlarge the idea of forests, in particular because some of the trees in the South, where she 
is from, are currently classified under agriculture. She emphasised the need to distinguish 
between different regions for policy making, because different areas, although they may 
share the same aims, require different policy instruments. She also commented on the idea 
that they know which varieties are suitable for their region and that it is a pity that 
European agricultural funds are used to remove old wine trees. 
 
Ms Catherine Soullie, MEP, endorsed the comments of Ms Gutierrez-Cortines and spoke 
about the disaggregated forests of France with different uses, for instance hunting. She 
also commented on the different properties of conifers versus deciduous trees for soil 
acidity and that there should be a ban on the displacement of olive trees. 
 
Mr Hamell responded to the effect that he takes the point about consistency between 
agriculture and forestry policies and how they might be brought together. He mentioned 
that in the very recent Commission Communication on the CAP proposal, high nature value 
areas are meant to be better protected and that he expects to see a greater linkage 
between forest and agriculture highlighted in Parliament's Resolution.  
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As regards the ‘North/South divide’, he hopes to avoid it in this case. He also takes the 
point on research into small trees and commented that we should expect more from our 
public forests. Beyond that he emphasised the point made by Ms Gutierrez-Cortines about 
more research on the ground as very important and indicative of the need for more 
information. 
 
Mr Lindner responded with the point that good management practices of the past may no 
longer be suitable in the future because of climate change, so that we have to be more 
proactive in the future. The second point he made was that the comment on small-scale 
forest owners as often not being in the position to apply the same proactive management 
as large holders was valid for both the South and the North. 
 

Part 2: Adapting forests for climate change 
 
European Forests in the context of the UNFCCC: the case of land use, 
land-use change and forestry (LULUCF) 

Jacqueline McGlade, Executive Director, European environmental Agency 
 
Jacqueline McGlade made an informational presentation to inform the hearing's participants 
about what is happening at global and international levels. She presented GEO—the Group 
on Earth Observations—as an important tool at the global level. While there is no 
coordinated GEO programme at the European level, a number of Member States are 
involved. She pointed out that where it could be useful at  European level is in relation to 
land cover. For instance, it could be used to harmonise and streamline what we would like 
to see if we move forward on an information basis. The challenge is to take normal 
mapping and make sure a methodology is used that is recognised internationally. At the 
GEO level, the Forest Carbon Tracking task has been observing forests and collecting 
information. The Joint Research Centre and the EEA have used inputs for example toward 
REDD. Ms McGlade stressed the point that they see their role in managing information so 
that it is purposeful. 
 
Ms McGlade discussed a further information gap, and that is the range of international 
forest classifications. She also presented a recent example of Russia and the EU working 
together to monitor for example air quality, as well as a new collaborative project on the 
Boreal forest. In this project, data will be exchanged freely between the EU and Russia to 
see how quickly a methodology can be developed for analysing change. She said that this is 
the real challenge—not mapping the forest once, but coming up with authentic, verified 
change mapping. She emphasised that it cannot all be done from space, but that a 
combination of space observations and land observations is needed. They are working with 
industry to develop monitoring that can be offered as a service, perhaps already by 2013. 
 
Finally, she concluded that there is a lot going on which could add to the information need 
in the next few years and that being vigilant on information is very important. 
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Adaptation options for European forestry 

Bernard de Galembert, Confederation of European Paper Industries 
 
Bernard de Galembert presented a perspective from industry. He explained the “4 Ss” of 
forests that benefit climate:  sequestration, storage, substitution of fossil fuels and 
substitution of non-renewable raw materials, emphasising that responsible sustainable 
management is critical to these benefits. He also spoke about threats and that the 
consequences of threats are creating a vicious circle with climate change.  
 
Mr De Galembert sees sustainable forest management as critical for adapting forests to 
climate change. This means for instance site-adapted management. He emphasised that 
this can happen with the right enabling framework and that right now we don’t quite have 
this policy context. He cited the example of multiple jargons, meaning that Member States 
aren’t using the same measurement units. There is also fragmentation and missing 
coordination in policies, so that it is not always clear who is doing what. He explained that 
European policies and instruments impacting forests exist in at least 7 Commission DGs.  
He discussed how focusing on a limited perspective, for example biodiversity, bioenergy or 
climate change, would overlook other opportunities and benefits forests might provide. He 
also mentioned that the recent CAP proposal mentions forests only once, despite the fact 
that forests cover 40% of European land use.  
 
Mr De Galembert discussed what policies are needed from an industry perspective, 
mentioning the need for better data and better statistics, based on analysis. He also spoke 
about the need to balance the functions of forests and the potential positive strategy of 
cascading use. While he saw a need for improved coordination, he also discussed the need 
to recognise regional specifications and at the same time to keep what works well, 
mentioning the Forest Europe process. He shared CEPI’s perspective on forest policies, 
which includes the need to solve semantic issues and develop a framework. A CAP on 
forests is not seen as desirable. He talked about the position of the paper industry, 
squeezed between a global market on the one hand and local sourcing on the other hand.  
Policy might provide a bridge between these two perspectives. Finally, he concluded that a 
framework approach shouldn’t duplicate what functions well, and by this he referred 
specifically to Forest Europe. 
 
 
The role of biodiversity in enhancing forest resilience to climate 
change 

Veerle Dossche, FERN and on behalf of Birdlife 
 
Veerle Dossche gave a presentation on behalf of FERN and Birdlife International. She 
explained the background of both NGOs and thanked a number of further NGOs across 
Europe for providing photos. She then began by presenting biodiversity as an essential 
mechanism of forests. Biodiversity is understood as occurring at all scales (species to 
stand), and primary forests have clear biodiversity advantages over plantations. She 
emphasised that they see current forest related policy as a confusing web of policies that 
has left the field open for a lack of coherence and coordination. She often sees a gap 
between sustainable forest management ‘on paper’ and what is happening in the field. She 
explained that European forests are losing out in terms of health and biodiversity; there is 
a need for an effective, informed and coherent policy approach with clear ecological 
perspectives.  
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Ms Dossche also shared a number of examples of biodiversity in forests. She discussed a 
report produced by Birdlife called “Against the Grain” which concluded that sustainable 
forest management sounds good, but lacks specific content. The report includes case 
studies, for instance one concerning natural regeneration after fire in the Mediterranean 
region which may be more cost effective than replanting. She showed a slide from Sweden 
to demonstrate that most “old-growth” forests are heavily affected in Europe by logging 
roads. Another example showed different age intervals of the Swedish forest. A further 
example showed how afforestation efforts in Hungary in 2007 went primarily to non-
indigenous species, such as Robinia pseudoaccacia, classified as one of the 100 worst 
invasive species. A final example was biomass for bioenergy production; she emphasised 
that a number of studies indicate a gap between supply and demand between wood energy 
and the wood sector and she fears that it will lead to an intensification of forest 
management, with a negative impact on biodiversity and soils. 
 
As regards the Green Paper, she welcomed it and pointed out a number of strong points, 
including recognition of gaps in knowledge and potential gaps in supply. However she also 
pointed to a few weak points, including the fact that more links could be made between 
climate change and biodiversity protection, as well as the example that the publishing of 
the Biomass Report a few days before the Green Paper raises concerns about a lack of 
coherence in European policy. She recommended that more efforts should go into proper 
information systems, also on the level of biodiversity, but that we should go beyond that 
and do more to ensure effective, increased forest protection. She argued that there is a 
need for a discussion about sustainable forest management on the ground. She concluded 
that if forests in the EU are to be helped to adapt to and play a role in mitigating climate 
change, then forest protection and management practices across Europe really need to be 
improved. 
 
 
Q&A, open discussion 

Ms Marita Ulvskog, MEP, underlined that there are differences between the 27 Member 
States. 75% of Sweden is covered by forests, and there are good and bad examples of 
forestry in Sweden and in other countries. She asked where the red lines are when it comes 
to maintaining biodiversity, while also being careful about the forest industry, especially 
where it has such an economic and employment importance. She emphasised that the 
forest industry has to be careful with our future.  
 
Mr De Galembert responded to the effect that the paper industry is concerned and want 
the balance between the functions of the forest to be established in a proper way. For 
instance, the paper industry is making efforts towards recycling more and increasing 
certification to source materials sustainably. He reiterated his frustration with policies that 
are not necessarily following the same trends, strongly expressing the worry that there is 
no sustainability criteria for biomass for energy and that while the paper industry is trying 
to be responsible and sustainable, such safety nets in the energy sector are missing—he 
sees here maybe not a red line, but maybe a red light. 
 
Ms Nella Mikkola, Copa Cogeca, shared a perspective from the forest owners that she 
represents. They believe that the forest is an important natural resource, so that forest 
should be viewed as a whole. They see a potential for growth and employment in rural 
areas, making sustainable forest management an important player for EU2020.  
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She emphasised that management can have a positive role in fire prevention and argued 
that wood products should be recognised as carbon storage. She asked how Forest Europe 
would be taken into consideration by the Commission in future work and how  future CAP 
and rural development policies would recognise the contribution forests make. Finally, she 
asked how the Commission will promote the use of wood. 
 
Mr Martin Gaitlich, the Hellenic Society for the Protection of Nature in Greece, raised two 
issues. He began with the alien invasive species in Europe, arguing that there is already 
evidence that climate change is influencing this threat in the Mediterranean region. 
Measures need to be found for this problem. The second issue he raised is that forest fires 
are a natural, ecological phenomenon; they have influenced the forest landscape, especially 
in the Mediterranean regions, for many, many years. He doesn’t mean that we should not 
protect forests from fire, but that it should be included in forest protection by working 
together with this ecological fact instead of against it. Forest fires after a long period of 
time might be very dangerous. Certain native species are well adapted and we should 
remember that the rotation period is important when forming strategies. 
 
Mr Michael Scoullos, Board of the European Parliament Environmental Agency and the 
Mediterranean Information Office for Environment, Culture and Sustainable Development, a 
Federation of Mediterranean NGOs, raised more of a statement and a position towards the 
Green Paper; namely that he heard that the Belgian forest is the result of the initiative of 
King Leopold at a crisis period to create jobs. He believes that a lot of the management 
needed for forestry is a good opportunity for job creation, which is potentially interesting 
for some decision-makers. He explained that in April 1987 they organised the first 
international symposium for the formulation of a common European strategy for the 
prevention and the combat of forest fires in the Mediterranean Region in Greece. At that 
time, it was very difficult because of the North-South issue, despite acid rain being a 
problem for the Northern forests. He hopes that we have moved beyond this. Regarding the 
paper, he is a big believer in a common European approach; seeing more benefits than 
weaknesses because forests are one bargaining point for the European overall approach to 
climate change. Second, there is a need for a clear picture, with a distinction between 
forests as a means for adaptation and the adaptation of the forest. The most important part 
is the water issue. Finally, there needs to be a clear distinction between the types of 
forests; i.e. new plantations versus old-growth stands. 
 
A representative of Santorini High school, Greece, spoke about how climate change 
already affects and will continue to affect forests and asked about the Commission’s 
position on something that he considered to be very pertinent in Greece: forest fires and 
development plans after forest fires. He asked what the plans for reforestation are. When 
talking about forest protection, he emphasised that there have to be plans for reforestation. 
He added to Ms Gutierrez-Cortines comments about undergrowth, explaining that the 
grubbing up of old vines made many people in Santorini very unhappy. 
 
Ms Satu Lantiainen, the Bureau of Nordic Family Forestry (Norway, Sweden, Denmark 
and Finland), made two short comments. She agreed on the need for more coordination at 
the EU level when it comes to forest related policy, but believes that sustainability criteria 
for solid biomass would make it too complex. Instead, she thinks sustainability needs to be 
achieved in a different way. She also pointed out that forest owners are proud of their 
forests and want to take good care of their forests, so that some of the presentations  of 
mismanagement don’t tell the whole story.  
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An attendee from the Greek Council of State raised a few points. She explained that 
she is from the field of judicial control, which may provide a different perspective. She first 
queried the definition of a forest.  Greek law defines a forest differently from the 
international definition. She argued that it would be helpful for a more coherent definition. 
Second, she said that there is a conflict of uses regarding forests. She argued that it would 
be very useful to create a hierarchy of uses, with priority given to ecological uses and then 
the economic uses. She explained that her third question was especially important for the 
Mediterranean, and asked who has the final word, private organisations or public ones. She 
argued that the final word should stay in the public sector, especially in countries like 
Greece where there are a significant number of public forests and privatisation is always a 
danger. 
 
Mr Wendelin Gravenreuth, the Confederation of European Forest Owners, exaplained 
that he himself is a forest owner and stressed a few points; Europe is a densely populated 
area and because of this we have developed sustainable forest management with 
integrated functions. Secondly, forests have been growing over the last 50 years 
continuously in both area and standing volume. Finally, 17% of European forest area is 
under some sort of protection. He specifically asked Ms Dossche what she meant when she 
said sustainable forest management had failed.  
 
A high school student from Santorini High School, Greece, argued that climate change 
and deforestation are really difficult problems to solve. But, he argued for what the next 
generation can do to help solve these problems. He cited the example of his friend, Felix 
Finkbeiner of Germany, who led the way in planting one million trees and has established a 
teenage ecological movement in many countries. He argued that we need to invest in the 
new generation, invest in education and invest in the right tools, and bring the right tools 
to the right people. As the next generation is the one that will have to deal with these 
issues, he sees this as the way to combat climate change. He ended with the plea to give 
young people the chance to do something. 
 
Ms Dosche replied that she is open for further discussion and is available by email. She 
said that her partner is also a forest owner so she has experience with in that area. She 
emphasised that she is open to a sincere discussion about the differences between 
sustainable forest management on paper and on the ground. As regards protected forests, 
she cited a study that found that two-thirds of  Natura 2000 forest areas were in bad 
condition. Over the last 50 to 60 years forests have been growing, but she argued that they 
started from a very low level and we will have to see if that trend continues. She also sees 
a difference between forests and tree plantations. Finally, she made the point that all 
discussions about timber and biomass start from a demand side and not from the 
perspective of what forests can sustainably supply, and this is an important conversation 
we need to have. With this knowledge, she argued, we could then have a discussion about  
the best use for the sustainable supply of wood, and address the conflicts between the 
wood-processing sectors and bioenergy.  
 
Mr Hamell reiterated again that the purpose of the Green Paper was to open questions, 
not provide answers. As regards internal coordination, he agreed that it is quite right that 
several DGs have responsibility in relation to forestry, but pointed out that as a result of 
the Forest Strategy and Forest Action Plan internal coordination has indeed been 
strengthened. In relation to the CAP reform paper, he mentioned that there is a clear 
indication that agriculture is to be understood generally as agriculture and mentioned the 
importance of forestry to rural development, which also wasn’t explicitly written in the CAP 
reform, but implied.  
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On sustainable forest management, he indicated that in the Green Paper there is an 
invitation to have a discussion about how sustainable management in forests could be 
improved. On the more subtle question of who is ultimately responsible, he reminded 
listeners that it is national policy; the role at EU level should be encouragement. He 
concluded from the comments made that he sees a need for improved information but a 
divergence in the way forward. 
 
Mr De Galembert responded to the comments about forest fires with the argument that 
there is an increasing number of human-induced fires with the purpose of converting land, 
and that this is something that needs to be addressed. He welcomed the words about 
creating jobs through forestry. As regards land conflicts and the need for a hierarchy of 
uses, he commented that by 2050 there will be 9 billion people living on earth with the 
same finite planet; as the land area will be the same, he asked from where we are going to 
obtain sufficient food, fibre and fuel.  
 
Mr Arsenis concluded by thanking everyone for their participation, both from the panel 
and the audience. He reiterated that he would take everything he heard into consideration 
and felt that although a lot of different points were expressed, there is room for 
convergence and for a proposal to have consensus. He will aim for an effective proposal 
with maximal convergence.  
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the Rapporteur Mr Kriton Arsenis and is open to the public. Interpretation in EN‐DE‐FR‐EL. 

Agenda 
14.00 - 14.05 Welcome by Kriton Arsenis, Rapporteur  
 

 Part 1: EU Forests: state of play 
14.05 - 14.20 Presentation of the Commission Green Paper on 'Forest Protection and 

Information in the EU 'Preparing forests for climate change' 
  Michael Hamell, Head of Unit, European Commission DG ENV.B.1 
 
14.20 - 14.35 Impacts of climate change within 5 bioclimatic zones of European forests 
  Marcus Lindner, researcher at European Forests Institute, EFI 
 
14.35 - 14.50 Policy options for EU forest protection   
                   Georg Winkel, researcher at Freiburg Institute of Forest and Environmental Policy 
 
14.50 - 15.10 Q&A, open discussion 
 

 Part 2: Adapting forests for climate change 
15.10-15.25 European Forests in the context of the UNFCCC: the case of land use, land-use 

change and forestry (LULUCF)  
Jacqueline McGlade, Executive Director, European Environment Agency, EEA 
 

15.25 - 15.40    Adaptation options for European forestry 
Bernard de Galembert, Forest Director, Confederation of European Paper Industries, 
CEPI 
 

15.40 - 15.55 The role of biodiversity in enhancing forest resilience to climate change 
Veerle Dossche, EU for est policy and biodiversity campaigner, FERN and Birdlife 

 
15.55 -  16.25 Q&A, open discussion 

 Closing remarks by Kriton Arsenis, Rapporteur 
 
Policy Department A-Economy & Science-ENVI sector: 
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Impacts of climate change within 5 bioclimatic zones of 
European forests 

Marcus Lindner, European Forest Institute, Joensuu, Finland (email: 
Marcus.Lindner@efi.int) 

Abstract 
Forests will have to adapt to changes in mean climate variables but also to increased 
variability with greater risk of extreme weather events, such as prolonged drought, storms 
and floods. The most important potential impacts of climate change on forests goods and 
services are summarized for the Boreal, Temperate Oceanic, Temperate Continental, 
Mediterranean, and mountainous regions. Especially in northern and western Europe the 
increasing atmospheric CO2 content and warmer temperatures are expected to result in 
positive effects on forest growth and wood production, at least in the short-medium term. 
On the other hand, increasing drought and disturbance risks will cause adverse effects. 
These negative impacts are very likely to outweigh positive trends in southern and eastern 
Europe. From west to east, the drought risk increases. In the Mediterranean regions 
productivity is expected to decline due to strongly increased droughts and fire risks. 
Planned adaptation to respond to climate change can either aim to reduce adverse impacts 
or increase adaptive capacity. Many adaptation measures are available already, particularly 
to respond to increased disturbance risks and to secure wood production. However, 
experience is lacking when and in what combination to apply alternative measures. There is 
still insufficient information on potential climate change impacts on other goods and 
services provided by European forests and how to secure these with targeted adaptation 
measures.  
 
Introduction 
Climate observations prove the existence of a global warming trend: global average 
temperature has increased by 0.8°C since 1900 and the 12 hottest years observed globally 
since 1880 all occurred after 1990. The European heat wave of 2003 was a drastic 
demonstration of the extent of impacts we need to expect more often in the future. Latest 
climate change scenario projections for Europe suggest that by 2100 temperatures will 
increase between about 2° C in Ireland and the UK, up to about 3° in central Europe and 
4°C – 5°C in the northern Boreal and parts of the Mediterranean regions. Forests are 
particularly sensitive to climate change, because the long life-span of trees does not allow 
for rapid adaptation to environmental changes. Associated with climate change there are 
several factors affecting forest ecosystems, which can act independently or in combination. 
Two decades of research have significantly improved our understanding of these basic 
impact factors. Rising concentrations of CO2 in the atmosphere will have positive effects on 
forest growth and will improve water use efficiency. Effects of increases in temperature will 
differ with location, because bioclimatic zones in Europe differ in their limitations for forest 
production. An increase in temperature alone would be beneficial for boreal and temperate 
conditions, but interaction with other climate or site related factors can alter the response. 
Climate variability is particularly important in connection with changes in precipitation, 
because extreme events such as extended droughts have much more drastic consequences 
on tree growth and survival than gradual changes in average climate conditions. Water 
limitation is expected to increase from the Temperate Oceanic to the Temperate 
Continental and the Mediterranean zone. In combination with increases in temperature this 
could lead to more droughts, especially in the Mediterranean and Temperate Continental 
zone.  
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The changes in climate will also have associated consequences for biotic (frequency and 
consequences of pests and diseases outbreaks) and abiotic disturbances (changes in fire 
occurrence, changes in wind storm frequency and intensity) which are likely to induce 
secondary forest damages.  

These different impact factors will affect European forests, however severity of impacts on 
forest goods and services will depend on the regional situation and the specific changes in 
climate. Vulnerability to climate change also depends on the ability of natural ecosystems 
and society to cope with the impacts. While many studies have investigated potential 
impacts of climate change, much less attention has been given to the adaptive capacity in 
the forest sector and few studies have assessed vulnerability of forestry to climate change. 
The regional context is important, as impacts can be both positive and negative and ability 
and strategies to cope with climate change impacts may differ.  

The study  ”Impacts of Climate Change on European Forests and Options for Adaptation” 
(commissioned by the European Commission DG for Agriculture and Rural Development in 
2008) reviewed the existing knowledge about potential climate change impacts in different 
European forest regions.   
 
Climate change sensitivity, impacts, and vulnerability 

 

Figure 1: 
Relationship 
between climate 
change impact 
factors, 
sensitivity, 
exposure, 
potential impacts, 
adaptive capacity, 
and vulnerability 
as applied in the 
study ”Impacts of 
Climate Change 
on European 
Forests and 
Options for 
Adaptation” 
(Lindner et al. 
2008 and 2010). 

 
The concepts of climate change sensitivity, impacts, vulnerability, and other related terms 
are often used in different ways by scientific groups or policy makers. In the study, the 
methodological approach shown in Figure 1 was adopted, using the following terms: 

 Impact factors are climatic, physical, and biological variables that are influenced by 
climate change and cause the impacts in the system. 

 Exposure specifies the projected change of climate that is affecting the system. 
 Sensitivity describes the degree to which a system is affected, either adversely or 

beneficially. The effects of climate change may be direct (e.g., changes in forest growth 
in response to a change in temperature or precipitation) or indirect (e.g., damages 
caused by an increase in the frequency of fires or a new biotic pest species). 
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 Impacts are the consequences of climate change that are likely to affect forest goods 
and services and forestry activities, as a function of exposure and sensitivity to changes.  

 Adaptive capacity describes the ability of a system to adapt to changes in climate.  
 Inherent adaptive capacity summarizes the evolutionary mechanisms and processes that 

permit tree species to adjust to new environmental conditions. 
 Socio-economic adaptive capacity is the ability of human sectors, like forestry, to 

implement planned adaptation measures. 
 Vulnerability can be defined as the degree to which a system is susceptible to be 

affected by adverse effects of climate change. The vulnerability of a given system is a 
function of the climate variation to which this system is exposed (exposure), its 
sensitivity (together resulting in impacts on goods and services), and its adaptive 
capacity.  

 Risk is the potential adverse outcome of a particular impact.  
 Opportunity is the potential beneficial outcome of a particular impact.  
 
Potential impacts on forest goods and services in different regions 
 

 

Boreal  

Temperatures are projected to increase by 3.5–5°C with higher 
increase during winter (4–7°C) than in summer (3–4°C). 
Significant increases in yearly precipitation (up to 40%) are 
predicted. Winters are projected to be wetter. 

Wood production. Gradual increases in temperature and precipitation with a concurrent 
elevation in CO2 will enhance tree growth and timber yield.  

Non-wood forest products. A recent study has indicated that the autumn fruiting of 
mushrooms has been delayed in Norway, and that the delay coincides with the extension of 
growing season caused by climate change. Other non-wood forest products are also likely 
to be affected by climate change.  

Carbon sequestration. In parallel to increased growth and productivity, carbon 
sequestration rates will increase in boreal forest ecosystems under scenarios where there is 
moderate increase in temperature.  

Biodiversity. Broadleaved deciduous trees may expand their potential distribution ranges 
into the boreal forests. This could increase the tree species diversity and functional 
diversity. In addition, woody boreal vegetation is expected to spread into tundra at higher 
latitudes and higher elevations. Consequently, species adapted to open conditions will have 
to migrate north or to higher elevations.  

 

Temperate oceanic Annual mean temperature increases are 
projected to be 2.5–3.5°C, except for the UK and Ireland with 2–
3°C. Summers are likely to be dryer and hotter (up to 4°C 
increase). Extreme events are projected to become more 
frequent.  

 

Wood production. Most of the region is projected to benefit from increased growth rates 
under average climate conditions and thus also wood production increases. Negative 
impacts may occur in the southern and eastern parts of the region where water is a more 
limiting factor.  
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Carbon sequestration. Impacts on carbon sequestration are affected by management 
interactions and most of the region is benefiting from increased tree growth and 
productivity. However, the carbon balance may be negatively impacted by more frequent 
disturbances.  

Biodiversity. Natural species composition could shift from coniferous towards broadleaved 
species. Management effects will strongly influence the transition by either maintaining 
economically important species (e.g. Norway spruce) or by supporting the regeneration of 
new target species.  
 

 

Temperate continental The annual mean temperature increase is 
projected to be 3–4°C except for continental regions like 
Romania, where temperatures could increase by as much as 4–
4.5°C. Annual mean precipitation is expected to increase by up to 
10% mainly in winter, while there would be reductions in summer 
precipitation. 

 

Wood production. Results from the northeastern German lowlands suggested that wood 
production could decline by about 10%. In Austria impacts may become widespread and 
severe beyond a temperature increase of approx. 1oC (with no changes in precipitation).   

Carbon sequestration. The carbon balance may be negatively impacted by more frequent 
disturbances.  

Biodiversity. Climate change and the likely increase in disturbance frequency and intensity 
will benefit species that are adapted to disturbed and open forest ecosystems, whereas 
species depending on mature and closed forests may be negatively affected. Another effect 
is that beech could be replaced by oaks.  
 

 

Mediterranean Annual mean temperature increases throughout 
Southern Europe and the Black Sea region are projected to be 3–
4°C (4–5°C in summer and 2–3°C in winter). Annual rainfall is 
expected to drop by up to 20% (up to 50% less in summer). 
However precipitation is expected to increase in winter with 
higher intensity precipitation events.  

 

Wood production. Wood production may decline significantly under the projected climate 
change scenarios. Prolonged droughts will increase mortality, and increased forest fire risk 
will cause further losses in wood production.  

Non-wood forest products. A clear relationship between mushroom production and 
rainfall has been reported, suggesting that declining precipitation may negatively affect 
mushroom production.  

Carbon sequestration. Drought will negatively affect carbon sequestration rates and the 
net carbon balance will be strongly affected by forest fire disturbances. 

Biodiversity. The distribution of a number of typical tree species is likely to decrease in 
the Mediterranean. The increase in fire disturbances might affect species diversity, 
favouring disturbance tolerant species and negatively affecting species that are less 
adapted to fire disturbance regimes.  

Protective functions. Fire together with increased flooding is likely to lead to increased 
soil erosion risk.  
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Mountain regions Alps: During the 20th Century temperatures 
increased in the Alps by 1.5°C or about twice the global average. 
This increase in temperature has been detected at all altitudes 
with a slight tendency of increasing changes at higher altitudes. 
Similar patterns of change may be expected also in the future. 

 

Wood production. The projected climatic changes will lead to changes in productivity. At 
higher elevations growth of current forests will increase as a result of the extended growing 
season, whereas secondary coniferous forests at low elevation sites in drought prone areas 
will suffer from decreased productivity.  

Non-wood forest products. A pilot study in the Pyrenees showed a positive correlation 
between fungal fruiting and the rainfall just before and during the autumn fruiting period. 

Carbon sequestration. Due to enhanced productivity the forests in the European 
mountains are expected to maintain their function as a carbon sink. However, for the 
second half, increasing respiration rates and more frequent disturbances are projected, and 
therefore the sink function will decrease.  

Biodiversity. Impacts of projected climatic changes on biodiversity are not yet studied 
sufficiently. Actual species and habitat diversity will be determined by changing disturbance 
regimes and management activities.  

Water retention and provision of clear drinking water. Targeted research results are 
sparse in this area. Frequent and large-scale disturbances in mountain forests may 
negatively impact the functioning of water protection forests by reduced ability to dampen 
run-off peaks.  

Recreational use of forests. Not much targeted research has been devoted to the inter-
relationships of forest composition and structure and the perception by tourists in a 
landscape context. Large-scale disturbances with increased tree mortality may negatively 
impact the recreation function of forests. 
Protective function against natural hazards. Because of the fact that the hazardous 
processes themselves (e.g. avalanches, debris flows, flooding) are climate sensitive, it is 
difficult to address the impacts of climate change on the protective function of mountain 
forests. In general, an increase in forest cover in alpine and subalpine zones might enhance 
protective functions. 
 
Options for adaptation  
Adaptive capacity consists of the inherent adaptive capacity of trees and forest ecosystems 
and of socio-economic factors determining the capability to implement planned adaptation. 
The adaptive capacity in the forest sector is relatively large in the Boreal and the 
Temperate Oceanic regions, more constrained by socio-economic factors in the Temperate 
Continental, and most limited in the Mediterranean region where large forest areas are only 
extensively managed or unmanaged. Multiple adaptation measures have been identified 
targeted either to increase adaptive capacity or to decrease adverse impacts and/or to 
achieve benefits of climate change. Most measures are available to address disturbance 
risks, because past experiences can serve as a model for the future adaptation. Many 
strategies exist also to secure wood production. However, it is not always clear which 
measures to apply where and especially when: is it better to be proactive or to wait until 
damages occur? Least information and knowledge is available how to secure provisioning of 
goods and services under the future changing climate. 
 

 28 



Proceedings of the Workshop on ‘Forestry Protection; preparing forests for Climate Change’ 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Conclusions 
Climate change poses great risks, but also some opportunities. The adaptive capacity is 
much higher in the Boreal and Temperate Oceanic regions. Consequently, the 
Mediterranean and Temperate Continental regions are most vulnerable to climate change 
and require specific support to secure provisioning of the whole range of forest ecosystem 
goods and services.  
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Policy options for EU forest protection 

Georg Winkel 
Institute of Forest and Environmental Policy, University of Freiburg 

 
Mail to: Georg.winkel@ifp.uni-freiburg.de 

 
Presentation to the 
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(ENVI) 

 

at the 
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preparing forests for climate change' 

 

Wednesday, December 1, 2010 
European Parliament 

Brussels 
 

This presentation is based on the study “Implementation of the EU Forestry 
Strategy: How to protect EU forests against harmful impacts?" that was compiled 
by the Institute of Forest and Environmental Policy, University of Freiburg and 
Ecologic Institute, financed by the Commission 
(http://ec.europa.eu/environment/forests/pdf/ifp_ecologic_report.pdf). Please note 
that this is only a draft text; contents may be changed in the final presentation. 

 

Forests and forest policy across the EU: an overview 

Europe’s forests as well as forest policies can be characterized by their ‘diversity’: First, 
there are very different ecological conditions, forest types and socio-economic demands on 
forests across Europe. Second, adopting a slightly different perspective, forests offer a 
plethora of ecosystem services to society, e.g. timber, recreation, biodiversity and carbon 
storage. Thus, forests are subject to diverse local forest management practices and ways in 
which forest management is organized. 

At the same time, forests and forest management are influenced by various political 
impacts at different policy levels. 

At the EU level, no common forest policy currently exists. Forest and forestry issues are 
instead addressed by several EU policies within the environmental, agricultural and energy 
fields. Among the most relevant forest-related policies at the EU level are the Common 
Agricultural Policy (CAP), water policy (mainly consisting of the Water Framework Directive 
(WFD)) and policy on nature protection, including Natura 2000. Furthermore, policies on 
renewable energies (e.g. the Renewable Energy Directive) lead to an increase in the use of 
biomass for bioenergy applications. Regarding EU climate policy, emissions and removals 
related to land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF) have not yet been included 
under the "Effort Sharing Decision".  
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The “EU Forestry Strategy” (1998) and the “EU Forest Action Plan” (2006) follow a 
voluntary approach and aim to improve the coordination of these policies by proposing 
forest-related actions to be carried out by the Commission and the Member States. 

At the national level of the EU member states, there are distinct policy approaches 
affecting forests and forest management. As a rule, different societal and economic national 
settings are reflected in the power structures of national forest policies. This again provides 
different degrees of influence to various interest groups and, eventually, results in different 
national (and subnational) forest policy priorities. These structures are also reflected by the 
variety of overall mode forest policy interventions follow (e.g. command & control vs. 
market-based approaches and ‘segregation’-based approaches that sharply differentiate 
between individual forests regarding the main ecosystem services they are expected to 
deliver and integrative approaches that address a variety of forest services within the same 
forest area). Finally, forest and forest-related policies are associated with different 
dominant types of knowledge, depending on the region or country (e.g. forest ecology or 
forest economics, or ‘social’ forestry): again, this notably influences the way forest policy 
institutions are designed. 

Across Europe, however, common trends can be recognized. For instance, two distinct 
perspectives on forests are frequently found at all policy levels: A ‘commodity’ 
perspective emphasises the forest economy and forest use, including socio-economic 
aspects such as secured property rights and forest-based rural development. In this sense, 
forest vitality, growth (productivity) and stability (‘forest health’) are especially taken into 
account; impacts on forests that are described as ‘threats’ are usually perceived as coming 
from outside of the forest sector (e.g. natural disturbances). An ‘amenity’ perspective 
emphasises the preservation of forests as naturally dynamic ecosystems as well as forest 
biodiversity. Accordingly, ‘threats’ are regarded as being caused by forest management 
itself, e.g. by intensive and production-oriented forestry, but also as coming from the 
‘outside’ (e.g. climate change). These differing perspectives result in different perceptions 
of the need for action. 

Finally, forests and forest management face a variety of challenges due to ecological and 
socio-economic developments. Some of these challenges have a distinctly European 
character, i.e. they affect forests all across Europe. Ecologically speaking, climate change, 
the loss of biodiversity, emissions and depositions can be listed; (socio) economic 
challenges are globalization/ Europeanization of markets and the forest industry and overall 
increases in the demand for forest products (e.g. bioenergy). As a final point, social 
changes must be mentioned: Urbanization across Europe increasingly leads to ‘new’ 
demands on forests as they are viewed a place for recreation or simply as ‘nature’. 

 

Forest policy coherence and the need for action at the EU level 

As described above, forest policy and protection measures at the EU level are currently 
widely spread across different policy fields. On one hand, while this reflects the diversity of 
demands on forests, including the amenity/commodity dichotomy, it also leads to: 

 Potentially contradictory policy objectives for forests without priorities being set (for 
instance within the different objectives and actions demanded by the Forest Action 
Plan); 

 Inconsistent enforcement due to measures being partially legally binding (e.g. 
Natura 2000), partially financially incited (e.g. forest subsidies via rural 
development policies) and predominantly voluntary (e.g. Forest Action Plan); and 

 Inconsistent and fragmentary control over achieving the set objectives (e.g. as the 
result of no coherent forest monitoring system existing that could serve the 
informational needs of European forest policy decision makers). 
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Given this evaluation, arguments for a more coherent approach for forest protection at the 
Community level can be derived from an ecological, economic and socio-political 
perspective. One of the main arguments in favour of a more coherent Community approach 
is the transboundary nature of and/or significance of several of the mentioned ecological, 
economic and socio-political challenges facing forests across the EU (in terms of causalities, 
the area in which they occur and/or their effects). Moreover, they may even partly 
compromise the ability of national or subnational forest policy makers to take appropriate 
policy actions in order to cope with these challenges. In this regard, ecologically speaking, 
challenges such as the loss of biodiversity, invasive species and forest fires can be 
mentioned. From an economic perspective, a common approach would reflect the 
increasingly ‘europeanized’ structures of the forestry industry and may have positive effects 
on the European Common Market by preventing distortion caused by different forest 
protection standards between the EU Member States. From a socio-political perspective, a 
coherent Community approach could respond to social changes across Europe and would 
likely reduce policy incoherency and strengthen the overall importance of forest-related 
policy issues as well as of the forest sector.  

However, it has to be kept in mind that there are also arguments against a Community 
approach. For example, it is argued that regional characteristics of forestry and forest-
based industries are different, resulting in a limited degree to which detailed regulation can 
be developed for a Community-based approach to forest protection. Resistance to a more 
integrated approach also comes from a lack of political will being demonstrated by some 
policy-makers, interest groups and Member States. In this regard, Member States with 
economically important forest sectors are particularly fearful that a common European 
approach to forest protection would emphasise ecological aspects and could thus 
compromise the competitiveness of their domestic forestry industries, or that a Common 
approach would mainly result in new subsidies for the economically weaker forest sectors in 
other countries. Finally, there is also a superordinated, general and strategic resistance in 
some Member States to assigning any new competences to the EU level, affecting decisions 
being made in the forest policy sector. 

 

EU policy options for forest protection 

In our aforementioned study, four policy options for forest protection at the 
Community level were developed and described in detail in terms of their overall policy 
rational, objectives, governance structure and implementation: these options were to: 

1) Continue and Improve the Current Approach; 

2) European Forest Monitoring; 

3) Forest Framework Directive; and 

4) Open Method of Coordination. 

These options differ regarding their probable effects and the degree of policy changes 
needed for their implementation. Thus, they respond to different possible evaluations of the 
need for action at the Community level as well as to related preferences for the mode of 
action. 

The Continue and Improve the Current Approach option builds on the current policy 
structures outlined above. It addresses some of the identified shortcomings in the forest 
and forest-related policies currently being applied at the EU level. In this approach, 
adjustments to increase the coherence of policy measures will be developed, thereby 
acknowledging the main goals of the different policies and the current distribution of 
competences. In order to pursue the objectives, a special inter-sectoral technical working 
group would be established under the SFC. This working group would be given a clear 
mandate to generate, coordinate and spread information and organise temporary working 
groups. 
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The European Forest Monitoring option is designed to overcome the current institutional 
and functional issues facing forest monitoring activities (e.g. different multi-lateral 
agreements at different levels and the fragmented monitoring of the quality and quantity of 
ecosystem goods and services). This option aims at filling the gap between the actual state 
of forest monitoring and current and future forest (protection) policy and informational 
needs within the EU. Thus,  a permanent, inclusive, harmonised and flexible monitoring 
system would be developed based on shared responsibilities between the Member States, 
EU institutions and a Common, independent agency at the EU level. 

The Forest Framework Directive follows the rationale of providing common European 
objectives and standardisation, but combines this with a high level of flexibility regarding 
implementation with respect to the different natural, socioeconomic, cultural and 
institutional conditions in the Member States. The general goal of the directive would be to 
maintain and restore a ‘good status’ for all of the forests in the EU, in light of their social, 
ecological and economic importance, and make them resilient against harmful impacts by 
2030. In order to accomplish this goal, the directive sets six thematic common objectives: 
these objectives are, inter alia, the sustainable management of all EU forests based on a 
sound financial foundation, a stop to and reversal of the loss of forest biodiversity and an 
encouragement of broad societal participation within forest protection activities. These 
objectives are accompanied by four common forest protection instruments:  

 Common Sustainable Forest Management Framework; 

 European Forest Protected Area Network; 

 European Payment for Forest Ecosystem Services System; and 

 European Forest Monitoring System. 

Furthermore, the Forest Framework Directive envisions five national requirements 
necessary to achieve a sound implementation of the objectives at the Member State level. 
The requirements include: binding SFM minimum standards, SFM best practices strategies, 
forest adaptation and mitigation strategies against climate change, national forest 
programmes and participatory forest planning in public forests. 

Finally, the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) approach aims to improve communication, 
cooperation and coherence within European forest protection policy while respecting and 
even encouraging the competence and sovereignty of forest policies in the respective 
Member States. Through the OMC process, the different regional and sectoral perceptions 
of forest threats should be clarified in order to reach a common understanding about the 
needs and ideas for action at the Community and Member State levels. The OMC on forest 
protection will proceed in five steps that aim to formulate benchmarks and establish best 
practices. 

These policy options for forest protection at the Community level can be evaluated for their 
expected effectiveness regarding the overall goal of improving the status of European 
forests and for their feasibility in terms of the time frame of their implementation, their 
institutional compatibility and their foreseen acceptance by relevant stakeholder groups. In 
our study, we assessed these factors in an ex-ante evaluation based on twelve expert 
interviews. Some general conclusions have been reached: First, there is a trade-off 
between policy effectiveness and feasibility. In particular, the more ambitious a policy 
option is in terms of its effectiveness, the more likely it will contradict the established 
interests of different forestry related groups. Second, a similar trade-off exists between the 
goals of the amenity and commodity perspectives. For both issues, a careful balance must 
be found if the goal is to establish a Community approach for forest protection.  

As for the four options, while the Framework Directive approach generally seems to be the 
most effective, the Continue and Improve the Current Approach option seems to be less 
effective.  
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In terms of feasibility, however, the latter option might be the least difficult and the 
Framework Directive might be the most challenging option. While possible effects from the 
implementation of the Open Method for Coordination are indistinguishable and seem 
difficult to ascertain, the European Forest Monitoring provides a higher level of feasibility 
and has support from both the amenity and commodity sides of the stakeholder spectrum. 
However, it affects forest protection in an indirect manner by providing relevant 
information.  

 

Conclusions 

While forest protection policy serves both the commodity and amenity perspectives in 
terms of preventing harmful impacts on forests in the future, it is mostly related to the 
environmental aspects of forests and forest management. Thus, possible policy approaches 
to forest protection at the Community level will likely be based on environmental 
competences. In this sense, the issue of forest protection should be seen not as replacing, 
but as being a crucial element of an overall forest policy that addresses the ecological, 
economic and social aspects of forest management. In this regard, it may be advisable to 
combine a Community initiative on forest protection with, for instance, a Community 
initiative to strengthen forest-related rural development and the competitiveness of the EU 
forest sector. 

Three scenarios for political pathways are presented below, presuming the existence of 
different levels of political readiness for and resistance to major changes in EU forest 
protection policy. The first scenario, named the “environmental policy framework”, is based 
on the assumption that enough evidence and political support exist to implement a 
coherent environmental framework for forest protection at the Community level. Such a 
policy process would begin with the writing and acceptance of both a Green and White 
Paper and be followed by a co-decision procedure for a Forest Framework Directive under 
the environmental competence of the EU. For the second scenario, called “policy learning”, 
the Community might enter into a process that mainly orientates itself on the elements of 
the “Improved Current Approach” and the “Open Method of Coordination” options, striving 
for an iterative mutual consultation process with the Member States and relevant civil 
society stakeholders. This scenario implies that political support is not sufficient for the 
procedures in the first scenario to be implemented. In the third scenario, the “selected 
issues approach”, the Commission might choose specific forest protection issues that are 
largely uncontested in terms of their severity and causes on different temporal and 
geographical scales and enter into a process similar to those outlined in scenarios one 
and/or two. 

Forest policy at the EU level has, at least to a certain degree, been a ‘no go’ issue for many 
years and strong voices still oppose any ideas for stronger coordinating the demonstrated 
diversity of forest (protection) policy approaches at this level. Yet, the current situation of 
Europe’s forests with regard to the mentioned ecological, socio-economic and political 
dimensions has changed notably as compared to past times when a more coherent 
approach was being discussed, e.g. in the 1990s. Forest-based industry has been 
globalised, or at least ‘europeanized’. Ecological challenges have become more urgent and 
European societies have significantly changed their expectations regarding forest 
ecosystem services. Euorpen integration in many forest related policy sectors has continued 
and deepened. Bearing this in mind, the time may have arrived to consider a new and 
coherent approach to forest (protection) policy across Europe. Such an approach, however, 
will only be successful and effective if it pays heed to the diversity of demands on forests 
and provides a large amount of flexibility regarding national, subnational and local 
implementation and policy making, while not compromising agreed upon goals. The policy 
options introduced in this presentation could provide a toolbox for taking a step forward on 
this path. 
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Preparing forests for climate change 
 
 
The forest and climate interaction 
In its 4th Assessment report, the panel of climate scientists belonging to the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) identified forests and the related-
industries as an important – if not the most important – possible solution to the challenge 
we face of keeping global warming below 2°C, and ideally reversing it: “In the long term, a 
sustainable forest management strategy aimed at mitigating or increasing carbon stocks, 
while producing an annual sustained yield of timber, fibre and energy from the forest, will 
generate the largest sustained mitigation benefit”. 
 
With this statement, scientists recognise that forests and forest products can contribute to 
climate change mitigation in different ways: 

1. Forest ecosystems are absorbing carbon from the atmosphere and fixing it for 
decades. Considering that forests have been growing constantly in the EU, both in 
terms of surface and in terms of standing volume. An active and sustainable 
management of Europe’s forests can lead to maintaining or enhancing that climate 
benefit. This is the sequestration benefit 

2. Forest products made of wood store the carbon, as long as they are in use. Building 
with wood, but also, furnishing with wood and using paper contribute to delaying the 
impacts of climate change. The length of the delay will of course vary, depending on 
the product considered (IPCC assumes that the average half-life of solid wood 
products is 30 years and the one of paper and board products is 2 years). This 
benefit should be further recognised by favouring long carbon cycles for wood, 
hence favouring the material use of wood, rather than its direct incineration for 
energy recovery (“cascading use of wood” principle). This is the storage benefit. 

3. Wood and wood products are a very valuable biomass that can be used, when no 
longer usable for any material function, to produce energy either in its solid form 
(heat and electricity) or through conversion processes, as liquid fuels for transport 
or gaseous fuels. This is the energy substitution benefit. 

4. Wood coming from responsibly managed forests is usually less energy and resource 
intensive than other competing materials like plastic, glass, concrete, etc. Several 
studies have compared the environmental, energy and climate impacts of wood 
products and reach the same conclusion. This is the material substitution benefit. 

These four benefits – the four “S” (sequestration, storage, substitution for energy, 
substitution for materials) – can only be delivered if they are based on responsible 
management of Europe’s forests. But in reality, most of them have not been recognised by 
policy makers and are not reflected in the ongoing negotiations under the auspices of the 
UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). 
 
At the same time, it is likely – and we probably see today the first signs of this – that 
forests will increasingly be threatened by biotic and abiotic risks resulting from climate 
change. 
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These risks can be pests and diseases (e.g. the mountain pine beetle infection on the West 
Coast of Canada), natural disasters like fires (e.g. Portugal and Greece over the last years), 
storms (e.g. France or Sweden recently), droughts, frosts, landslides, etc., stands 
instability (as soils become softer with rains and warmer conditions), etc. On a longer term, 
some studies point at the fact that global warming might lead to a change in the species 
and species mixes, as well as to changes in the location of the forest stands. All this would 
have not only environmental consequences, but also social and economic ones. 
 
The global warming can have both clear negative impacts on forests and some benefits as 
well. Whilst forests are known for playing a significant role in their interaction with water, 
this interaction might change, or even disappear locally, hence impacting of the 
hydrological conditions of a region or an ecosystem. Similarly, the possible change in the 
forest location and status would impact on the biodiversity that forests are hosting. The 
benefits – The four “S” – that are mentioned above would themselves be either weakened 
or cancelled, or income case, enhanced because of the impact of climate change on forests. 
In some parts of Europe, warmer and more humid weather conditions might lead to higher 
forest productivity whilst other parts of Europe would see more stress and dieback due to 
deregulated climate. 
 
The forest sector is aware of such risks. By committing to sustainable forest management – 
which is increasingly third party verified and certified – the forest sector is engaged in more 
site-adapted management, site and climate-adapted selection of the species, responsible 
production of wood and biomass for products and energy, together with the delivery of 
many other functions, goods and services that are part of the multifunctional role of 
European forests: biodiversity, protective functions, water cleaning and filtration, 
recreation, etc. 
 
But the risks resulting form climate change require an adaptive management approach that 
includes the analysis of the risks and the capacity to implement the appropriate response. 
Here as well the scientific community is exploring the possible options. 
 
The need for an enabling policy context 
The delivery of all forest functions, the adequate balance between them and the 
responsiveness of the forests, the forest owners/managers and the forest industries to the 
climate challenges require a conducive policy context. 
 
Today in Europe, we have 27 – even more, when the forest competence is decentralised 
(e.g. in Spain or Germany) – different forest policies, based on 27 different dataset and 
inventories, using different measurement units and definitions, run by more than 27 
different bodies and Institutions, each of them addressing very often only one aspect of the 
overall forest ecosystem and its various functions (biodiversity, bioenergy, climate change, 
rural development, trade, etc). And, we have no overarching approach. 
 
The best illustration of this can even be found within the European Commission, where not 
least than 7 Directorate Generals have somehow a say on forests and related issues. This 
reflects a fragmented approach, with fragmented budgets, leading to some lack of 
coordination, some overlapping, even some contradiction. 
 
When a biodiversity policy would favour lower impact management or even land set-aside, 
the bioenergy policy would advocate for more active intervention, more productivity, more 
feedstocks mobilisation, possibly some land-use change. 
When a Green Public Procurement Policy would promote/require the demonstrated 
sustainability of products and goods, the production of renewable energy from biomass 
would not be subject to any strict and binding sustainability criteria. 
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When a focus on climate change would see some benefits in enhanced carbon sequestration 
in forests, the bioenergy policy would possibly lead to a reduction of the sink effect by 
reducing the amount of standing volume in forests. 
 
When the Common Agricultural Policy of the EU – including the recently released 
Communication - places the emphasis on food production, it ignores other expected 
productions, as well as 40% of the EU land use which is forests. 
 
To overcome these obstacles, contradictions, uncoordinated approaches, we need: 

o Sound and robust knowledge: recent, regularly updated and consistent data ad 
statistics, that cover all aspects of forests and forestry, in their ecological, social and 
economic dimensions, ideally leading to sensible analyses that will help putting in 
place the relevant policies. 

o Balanced consideration for the different environmental, social and economic functions 
of the forests. 

o Promotion and enhancement of the forest goods and services and their benefits. The 
cascading use of resources, leading to multiplying the economic, environmental and 
social benefits, is a sensible approach in that respect. 

o Coordination and consistency among the policy making bodies and institutions and 
the policies themselves. 

o Adequate recognition of the regional and local specificities by embedding in any 
framework approach on forest a certain level of subsidiarity. 

o Clear identification of the actors, their competence, their responsibilities, their means. 
o Synergies rather than competition with other forest-related process and Institutions, 

at global (UNFF, CPF, FAO) or regional (UNECE, Forest Europe) level. 
 
As far as the European pulp and paper industry is concerned, the future of forests and the 
related sector in Europe and therefore, its ability to respond to and overcome the climate 
challenges, amongst others, requires a general acceptance of what sustainable forestry 
means and implies, of what is the right level of coordination, of what is an empowering an 
conducive policy environment, of whether and what kind of framework approach would be 
needed. Currently, the Institutions in charge of forests and forestry have a formal 
competence but don’t have the real power and authority to exercise that competence. In 
that context, since the pulp and paper industry is a global industry that has to compete 
with players all around the world within increasingly free-trade conditions, the Institutional 
and policy fragmentation of Europe with regards to forestry becomes a hurdle, a constraint. 
Therefore, some kind of a European-wide coordinated and consistent forest approach would 
be welcomed, under the condition that it doesn’t duplicate what is already in place and 
functions well (Forest Europe Declarations ad Resolutions), nor ends up in another level of 
constraints (e.g. a EU Common Forestry Policy). 
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Marcus Lindner 

 

Dr. Marcus Lindner is Head of Programme Sustainability and Climate Change at the 
European Forest Institute. Dr. Lindner studied forest science at the University of Freiburg, 
Germany and obtained a PhD from the University of Potsdam, Germany with a dissertation 
in Geoecology “The Impact of Climate Change on Managed Forests in Central Europe”. He 
has 18 years of experience in research on climate change impacts and the development of 
response strategies in forest management, forest sector sustainability assessment and 
environmentally constrained bioenergy potentials from European forests. Dr. Lindner 
recently coordinated the Study on Impacts of Climate Change on European Forests and 
Options for Adaptation for DG Agriculture and Rural Development. He is currently involved 
in a project funded by the EU 7th Framework Programme dealing with adaptation to climate 
change  in European forestry (MOTIVE - Models for Adaptive Forest Management; 
www.motive-project.net) and is deputy-chair of the working group on adaptation of the 
COST Action FP0703 Expected Climate CHange and Options for European Silviculture 
(ECHOES).  
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Georg Winkel 
 
 
Georg Winkel is assistant professor at the Institute of Forest and Environmental Policy at 
the University of Freiburg, Germany. He has a background in forest sciences and wrote his 
PhD thesis on the German nature protection policy in the forest sector. His research 
interests are the analysis of biodiversity, climate and forest policy at the international, 
European and national level. His special interest is policy analysis and the application of 
constructivist discourse theories and methods in environmental policy. Currently, he is 
coordinating a European research consortium, that conducts ecological, socioeconomic and 
policy research on the implementation process of the Habitats Directive in beech forests 
across Europe. Besides teaching and research, he gives policy advice to different 
governmental and non-governmental organizations. Georg Winkel was a member of the 
German delegation at different UN conferences, e.g., COP 9/Convention on Biological 
Diversity. 
 
Mr Winkel was the leader of a consortium which compiled a report an EU forest protection 
policy options for the European Commission.  
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Bernard de Galembert 

 
 
Born in 1966, Bernard de Galembert holds a Degree in Economics, with a specialisation in 
European Affairs. 
 
From 1991 to 1994, he worked as Chief Economic Adviser to the Confederation of European 
Sugar Manufacturers (CEFS). He wrote two books on subsidies and programmes in favour 
of companies in the EU.  
 
From 1994 to 1996, he joined the European Farmers’ Union (COPA-COGECA) where, 
amongst other things, he was in charge of setting up and managing the Working Group on 
Forestry. 
 
In 1996, he was as the President’s Adviser of the French Landowners’ Federation (FNPA). 
On the same year, he became Director General of a monthly trade magazine. He was later 
appointed Chief Policy Adviser of the European Landowners’ Organisation (ELO) in 1997. 
 
He joined CEPI as Forest Director in 2002. His competencies cover International (United 
Nations Forum on Forests, etc.) and European (Ministerial Conference on Protection of 
Forests in Europe, European Forestry Strategy, etc.) policies related to forestry, wood 
supply for the European Paper Industry, certification of sustainable forest management and 
Mutual Recognition of certification schemes, illegal logging, renewable energy sources and 
carbon sequestration in forests, etc.  
 
Bernard de Galembert also dedicates part of his time in CEPI as Research Director. 
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Veerle Dossche studied Bioscience Engineering, Land Management and Forestry at the 
University of Ghent (Belgium). She has almost 15 years experience as a forest campaigner 
in various international environmental NGOs, and has worked on issues such as 
certification, timber procurement policies and illegal logging and the related FLEGT process. 
She has also coordinated several NGO networks.  
 
Veerle is currently the coordinator of the European Forest Campaign for FERN, a Brussels 
based NGO focusing on forests and forest peoples’ rights in the policies and practices of the 
European Union. Her work there includes researching the impact of EU policies on forests in 
Europe and facilitating NGO work on EU forest policy issues.  
 
 
 




