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Introduction

Forests are seen both as an ‘amenity’ or source of natural capital, and as a ‘commodity’
of commercial interest.1 From the ecological or amenity perspective, forests absorb
carbon, regulate soil and water levels and nutrients, protect biodiversity, and improve
resilience and adaptation capacity. They protect against desertification, erosion and
avalanches, and act as windbreaks. All these factors make them indispensable for
combating climate change. They also contribute to human well-being and quality of
life by providing clean air and recreation and ecotourism facilities. From the economic
or commodity perspective, forests form the basis for timber production, paper, nontimber forest products (NTFPs) and biomass for energy purposes.
Seeing forests as an amenity as well as a commodity could lead to both clashes and
synergies in terms of defining the ultimate goals of sustainable forest management.
Although European Union (EU) policy aims to give equal weight to the two perspectives,
in practice, commercial interests have tended to dominate at the cost of ecological
ones. This is particularly concerning given that forests can help mitigate the effects of
climate change, but are also under threat from climate change itself. European forests
are losing out in terms of health and biodiversity. Over-intensive production patterns
have undermined forest capacity for mitigating climate change and forest resilience
towards its impacts. This trend is compounded by the rising demand for woody
biomass for generating energy.
In light of all these developments, it is becoming increasingly important to devise an
effective, informed, coherent and well-coordinated EU-wide response to ensure forest
protection. Without clear ecological priorities, EU forests will be degraded further, as
will their capacity to mitigate climate change and help us adapt to its impacts. Longstanding biodiversity targets will also not be met.
In this report, we elaborate further on these issues, outline why existing forest-related
policies have been inadequate, and recommends policy actions that are urgently
needed to protect forests in the EU.

1
EU policy options for the protection of European forests against harmful impacts; AlbertLudwigs-University Freiburg & Ecologic Institute Berlin, September 2009 (Commissioned by DG-ENVI).
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I: European Forests Context and Developments

Forests and other wooded land (OWL) in the EU now cover 155 million hectares (ha)
and 21 million ha respectively. Together they make up more than 42 per cent of EU land
area.2 About 60 per cent are privately owned, with ownership structures varying widely
between Member States. Forests are of considerable importance to the wood-based
industry, and will be of increasing importance to the biomass industry. While NTFPs
(like berries, nuts, mushrooms, medicinal herbs and resins) generate economic gain
at comparatively little environmental cost, insufficient attention has been devoted to
making this sector more viable. Yet the economic value of NTFPs in Europe (including
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) countries) in 2000 was 24 per cent of the
economic value of timber.3 While intensified timber production patterns are catering
to increased consumption and generating material wealth, they are damaging the
forest environment – often in irreversible ways.
In general, forests in the European Economic Area4 are intensively managed, with
only five per cent being ‘natural’ or undisturbed by human activity.5 Measures to
enable more efficient timber production have led to human-induced changes in tree
composition and structure, like the replacement of indigenous species and the creation
of uniform structures. Even-aged stands dominate and selected breeds are replanted,
instead of allowing for natural regeneration. Combined with intensification measures
like shortened rotations, whole tree harvesting and the removal of dead trees, this
has accelerated the loss of biodiversity and reduced forest capacity for soil and water
regulation as well as forest resilience against fires, storms and climate change. These
vulnerabilities are made worse by increased fragmentation of EU forest habitat. The
increase of game density to levels higher than the forest ecosystem can cope with has
also interfered with the ecosystem’s natural dynamics.

2

TBFRA 2000 - http://www.unece.org/timber/fra/welcome.htm

3
European Forest Sector Outlook Study 1960-2000-2020, Main Report, UNECE (2005). These
values may be even higher as the statistics may not have captured all the trade in NTFPs.
4

This includes all the EU countries as well as Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway.

5
EU policy options for the protection of European forests against harmful impacts; AlbertLudwigs-University Freiburg & Ecologic Institute Berlin, September 2009 (Commissioned by DG-ENVI).
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There has been an estimated increase in total forest cover in the EU of around five per
cent since 1990. However, the rate of increase has declined and data from 2004 to 2007
indicates that the trend may even have reversed.6 Wood volume and carbon stock are
also reported to have been growing, though again the same data shows a decline in
this trend in recent years. Moreover, forest cover and wood volume are not necessarily
indicative of forest health: the planting of monocultures and the introduction of alien
(and often invasive) species, for example, increase forest cover and wood volume at
the expense of forest resilience, fertility and biodiversity.
It is also important to recognise that the recent growth of stock began from a very low
level – brought about by centuries of large-scale felling for agriculture and charcoal
production. Original forest cover in Europe is estimated to have been about double
the current value.7 Though the percentage of fellings to increment has recently been
relatively stable at around 60 per cent, this percentage was forecast to increase to
between 70 and 80 per cent by 2010.8

Forest in
Slovakia
Image: Leontien
Krul

6
Informal Submission (to the UNFCCC) by Sweden on behalf of the European Community and
its Member States on Forest Data, Bangkok, September 2009 (Swedish Presidency of the European
Union).
7
Williams, M: Deforesting the Earth: from prehistory to global crisis (University of Chicago
Press, 2003).
8

Progress towards the European 2010 biodiversity target; EEA Report No 4/2009.

8

Forests in Danger: Failures of EU Policy And what needs to change

It needs to be kept in mind that these are EU-wide averages with huge internal
variations: national utilisation percentages vary from 103 per cent (Portugal) and 86
per cent (Sweden) to 16 per cent (Cyprus) and 26 per cent (Italy).9 In particular, the
EU’s Renewable Energy Directive10 which will incentivise the use of biomass for energy
purposes is expected to further increase the utilisation percentage in coming years.
Moreover, though a low and stable utilisation percentage is a necessary condition for
sustainability, it is not a sufficient indicator of forest health and biodiversity protection.
It also does not reflect the increased fragmentation of EU forests and the consequences
for resilience and biodiversity. Finally, there are indications that in the near future, the
effects of climate change could cause forests in the EU to stop functioning as carbon
sinks, and become net emitters instead.11
There is therefore clearly a need for improved forest protection and management in
EU countries. However, a lack of clarity continues to prevail regarding the goals of
truly sustainable forest management. Advocates of the ‘commodity’ perspective seek
improvements in forest management in terms of profitability for owners and a sustained
timber supply for the forestry industry. Those supporting the ‘amenity’ perspective aim
to transform forest management to preserve biodiversity and natural forest dynamics.
While economic interests and the commodity perspective have prevailed in the past,
the amenity-oriented perspective is increasingly gaining importance within European
societies. However, increased European – and global – demand for biomass, timber
and other forest products, is likely to intensify the conflict over whether sustainable
forest management should improve economic or amenity interests.
Since the 1990s, most EU countries have been changing the institutional setting for
forest management and protection via policy changes and structural transformations
of state forestry services. In the context of the aforementioned conflicting objectives,
these changes follow two major and often conflicting trends.12
(1) Multifunctionalism: the result of a paradigm shift in interpreting the concept
of sustainable forest management, replacing the sustained yield of timber with
multipurpose forestry and ecosystem management as objectives.
(2) Economisation and re-monofunctionalism: the result of economic globalisation,

9

TBFRA 2005: Temperate and Boreal Forest Resources Assessment, FAO/UN-ECE (2005).

10
Directive 2009/28/EC on the promotion of the use of energy from renewable sources and
amending and subsequently repealing Directives 2001/77/EC and 2003/30/EC
11
Storms can cause Europe-wide reduction in forest carbon sink; A. Lindroth et al., Global
Change Biology 2009-15.
12
EU policy options for the protection of European forests against harmful impacts; AlbertLudwigs-University Freiburg & Ecologic Institute Berlin, September 2009 (Commissioned by DG-ENVI).
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restructuring to optimise profitability in the context of changing political and
market economy developments.
Multifunctionalism gives equal importance to ecological, economic and social
considerations. This type of approach has, however, not yet been implemented
because measures addressing ecological concerns have always been inadequate.
In other words, forests in the EU are being exploited but not adequately protected.
Social concerns have also been neglected. In the race to remain competitive, the
forestry industry in Europe shed around 400,000 jobs in ten years (1990-2000), a trend
set to continue: it is expected that by 2010 only 3.5 million people will be working in
the forestry sector.13 In short, there has been no real balancing of all forest functions.
Neither Member State policies nor EU policies have been able to protect EU forests
from degradation. This has had detrimental ecological and social impacts on forests
and forest communities. In the following pages, we describe the various factors that
necessitate urgent action to protect forests in the EU.

13

UNECE (2005): European Forest Sector Outlook Study 1960-2000-2010. Main Report, Geneva.
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II: Problems facing forests in Europe

Loss of biological diversity
Biodiversity in all its elements (genes, species and communities) is essential if we are
to improve resilience to changing environmental conditions and stresses (floods, fires,
pests and disease outbreaks).14 It provides a host of ecosystem services ranging from
the provision of food, fertile soils, clean air and water to raw material for clothes and
medicines. Biological diversity also sustains the economy and improves the quality of
life. By providing a buffer against the impacts of storms, floods and climate change,
it saves considerable financial costs. In many areas, national parks, which conserve
biodiversity, also drive the local economy.
Despite this, biodiversity loss caused by many different aspects of human behaviour
is a real and persistent problem.15 Habitat fragmentation and loss, invasive species,
pollution, unsustainable production and consumption patterns, overexploitation
and climate change all contribute, often amplifying the overall impact by generating
feedback effects. Climate change, for instance, leads to biodiversity loss, which in turn
reduces resilience to climate change.
Forests are among the world’s most bio-diverse terrestrial ecosystems. The capacity of
forests to recover following disturbance is dependent on having a bio-diverse forest
stand, as well as biodiversity on a larger scale such as in the “landscape” and wider
bioregion. Bio-diverse forests are more biologically productive than monoculture
plantations and provide larger and more reliable carbon storage, especially in old-age
forest systems,16 but forests in the EU are steadily losing their biodiversity. Of the forest
habitats that have been integrated into the Natura 2000 network, 35 per cent have the

14
Adaptation to Climate Change in agriculture, forestry and fisheries: Perspective, framework
and priorities, Interdepartmental Working Group on Climate Change; FAO (2007).
15

Progress towards the European 2010 biodiversity target; EEA report No 4/2009

16
Forest Resilience, Biodiversity, and Climate Change: A Synthesis of the Biodiversity/Resilience/
Stability Relationship in Forest Ecosystems, Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)
2009.
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‘unfavourable bad’ conservation status17 and 28 per cent the ‘unfavourable inadequate’
status;18 only around 20 per cent have the status ‘favourable’.19
The composition and structure of forests in the EU have been greatly altered by human
economic activities - mostly to enable more efficient production of timber and other
wood-based products. Thirty per cent of pan-European forests are now dominated by
single tree species, 50 per cent are forests of two to three species, 17 per cent are made up
of four to five and only three per cent with six-ten tree species.20 The growing demand for
timber has led to the replacement of indigenous species with newly introduced ones that
promised greater output. The replanting of selected breeds stops natural regeneration,
simplifies the genetic resource base and reduces resilience and adaptive capacity. About
87 per cent of European forests (excluding the Russian Federation) are even aged.21
Across Europe, 20-30 per cent of forest cover has been found to be at the threshold
after which it will not be able to maintain several bird and mammal species.22 Species
loss has been primarily due to loss of habitat caused by increased mechanisation of
forestry practices, notably in countries such as Sweden and Finland. A Plantlife study
demonstrated that poor forestry practices threaten over 40 per cent of the important
plant areas in South East Europe. Deforestation and intensified forest management are
the main activities responsible.23
It is not only habitat loss, but also the fragmentation of natural habitats that has played
a major role in the loss of biodiversity in Europe. For example, the beech forests of
southern Germany are really a mosaic of beech, cherry and other species that rely
on a succession cycle stretching over hundreds of hectares and taking three to five
hundred years to complete. Fragmentation of the forest means the mosaic cannot be

17
Article 1 of the Directive defines the term conservation status taking into account parameters
such as the extent of the area in which the habitat/species is found, the surface of the habitat area, its
structure and functions (in case of habitat), the size of the population, its age structure, mortality and
reproduction (of species). The four status are favourable; unfavourable-bad, unfavourable-inadequate
or unknown.
18
Report from the Commission to the European Parliament: Composite Report on the
Conservation Status of Habitat Types and Species as required under Article 17 of the Habitats
Directive; COM(2009) 358.
19
Composite report on the Conservation Status of Habitat Types and Species as required under
Article 17 of the Habitats Directive. COM(2009)358
20

State of Europe’s forests 2007. MCPFE report

21

State of Europe’s forests 2007. MCPFE report.

22
European Forests, Biomass and Broader Ecosystem Services, Speech by EEA Executive
Director Jacqueline McGlade (Brdo, Slovenia, 11-13 April 2008) available at http://www.eea.europa.
eu/pressroom/speeches/european-forests-biomass-and-broader-ecosystem-services
23
Radford, E.A. and Odé, B. Eds (2009). Conserving Important Plant Areas: investing in the
Green Gold of South East Europe. Plantlife International, Salisbury.
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completed and animal and plant species are lost or put at risk.24 There has been a steady
increase in the fragmentation of EU forests: the number of forests covering more than
500 ha decreased by 30 per cent in the last decade.25 Many red-listed forest species
survive in small and isolated remnants of natural forest that were once continuously
distributed and housed large and dynamic populations. Since re-colonisation is no
longer possible, the survival of the entire species is threatened when one of these
isolated populations becomes extinct. This is referred to as part of the ‘extinction debt’,
and has been found to be of particular concern for species associated with deadwood
or other special wood types.26
The presence of deadwood is synonymous with invertebrate biodiversity; it provides
a habitat for a wide array of organisms. Quantities of deadwood in Europe decreased
rapidly for a century and a half before starting to increase slowly in the period 19902005. They remain well below optimal levels from a biodiversity perspective in most EU
countries.27 Available deadwood in Europe is estimated at 10 per cent of what would
have been naturally expected.28
Climate Change
A major problem facing Europe’s forests is climate change, which is seriously aggravating
forest vulnerability. Forests are particularly sensitive to climate change because the
long lifespan of trees does not allow for rapid adaptation to environmental changes.
This is particularly important because, apart from contributing to mitigation activities
by sequestering carbon, healthy and resilient forests play a crucial role in helping
human societies adapt to climate change. Natural forest soils contain a high level of
organic matter, which regulates the nutrient and water content of the soil. Forests
also stabilise the soil, thus reducing the effect of climate change related disasters like
storms and floods, erosion, landslides and avalanches. The status of forests as zones of
high biodiversity further emphasises their role in improving ecosystem resilience as
genetically diverse populations and species-rich ecosystems have greater potential to
adapt to climate change.

24
European Forests, Biomass and Broader Ecosystem Services, Speech by EEA Executive
Director Jacqueline McGlade (Brdo, Slovenia, 11-13 April 2008) available at http://www.eea.europa.
eu/pressroom/speeches/european-forests-biomass-and-broader-ecosystem-services
25

Forest patterns, fragmentation and connectivity; JRC ISPRA (2008).

26

Rödlistade Arter i Sverige 2005  The 2005 Redlist of Swedish Species; Ed.: I. Gärdenfors.

27

Progress towards the European 2010 biodiversity target, EEA report N°4/2009

28
EU policy options for the protection of European forests against harmful impacts; AlbertLudwigs-University Freiburg & Ecologic Institute Berlin, September 2009 (Commissioned by DG-ENVI).
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Forests are thus both particularly vulnerable to climate change and crucial for dealing
with its impacts. Insufficient forest protection aggravates climate change, which in
turn destroys forests, leading to a feedback cycle that accelerates global warming
and reduces the adaptation capacity of ecosystems and human societies. This makes
coherence and coordination between climate change policy and forest policy of
paramount importance. Forests’ vulnerability to climate-related risks has been
amplified by over-intensive management for commercial gain by the forestry industry.
The introduction of more uniform structures and intensive harvesting have led to a
reduction in forest resilience, biodiversity and natural regeneration, thus increasing
vulnerability to climate-related events and compromising adaptive capacity.
BOX 1: CARBON STORAGE AND FORESTS
The conservation of old undisturbed forests and their biodiversity offers the
opportunity to sequester carbon, since older forests store much more soil carbon
than younger ones, and can accumulate it for centuries.29 Keeping old forests
therefore contributes to mitigating climate change and should be an EU priority.
Planting trees is also often said to halt climate change. However, as Cambridge
University botanist Oliver Rackham, says: ‘planting trees to mitigate climate change is
like “drinking more water to keep down rising sea levels”.30 Whilst it is impossible to
accurately measure the amount of carbon stored in forests, it is estimated that between
2000 and 2005, the annual increase of carbon storage in forests was less than 10 per
cent of the CO2 equivalent emissions,31 32 of the EU Member States (EU-27). Planting
trees to combat climate change is in some cases wrongly used as an excuse to cut
down existing forests. Several studies, including one by the University of Lund, have
shown that it can take up to thirty years before the carbon emissions released from the
soil and biomass when logging old trees can be compensated by planting new trees.33
Other studies give a longer time frame, it all depends on the specific situation.

29
Jonsson, M. & Wardle, D. , Structural equation modelling reveals plant-community drivers of
carbon storage in boreal forest ecosystems. Biology Letters (2009).
30

The Guardian, 28 March 2006.

31

EU Green Paper on Forest Protection, page 11.

32
EU policy options for the protection of European forests against harmful impacts; AlbertLudwigs-University Freiburg & Ecologic Institute Berlin, September 2009 (Commissioned by DG-ENVI).
33
Lindroth, A., Skogens kolbalans ur ett klimatperspektiv (The forest carbon balance from a
climate perspective), University of Lund (2009).
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Another problem with trying to use forests as carbon sinks is the lack of permanence –
no forest type can be assured to be a long-term stable carbon sink. Research has clearly
shown the lack of permanence in both temperate and boreal regions.34 Boreal forests
alone are estimated to hold almost a third of the Earth’s vegetation and soil carbon,
making them the world’s largest terrestrial carbon storehouse (although most of them
are outside Europe).35 More carbon is stored as soil organic matter in boreal forests than
as biomass in the trees. The underlying peat soil, which is very deep, contains decaying
plant matter in permafrost that can, in principle, store carbon for thousands of years. With
northern regions heating up faster than temperate areas however, the peat could thaw
and start releasing its carbon. This “feedback effect” whereby increased temperatures
lead to increased release of carbon could potentially be a climate change tipping point.
There are other problems in southern European forests. As climate change brings
more droughts, higher temperatures and increasingly windy periods, the number and
intensity of forest fires, already very prominent, are set to increase. This will turn forests
in the Mediterranean from a carbon sink into a carbon source.
Though EU forests are still net absorbers of carbon, research shows that climate change
and age-class distribution effects could easily reverse this situation in the future.36
Climate change is already leading to the migration of forest species, and the subsequent
loss of forest resilience and disruption of population dynamics could lead to species
extinction and other adverse effects. Climate change related increased migration
of pests and pathogens is also compromising forest resilience. Outbreaks of the
European spruce bark beetle, which has been benefitting from warm and dry summers
and storm events in large parts of Europe in recent years, are expected to increase
with climate change.37 The forests of Central and Northern Europe are expected to
be increasingly predisposed to fungal diseases that benefit from the longer growing
seasons associated with higher temperatures and increased precipitation in summer.
All EU forests stand to suffer from climate change due to the impacts described above,
be it through increased storms, fires, pests or diseases. The nature and magnitude of
these challenges will be vast and no forests in the EU could be said to be prepared.

34
Hyvönen, R. et al.: The likely impact of elevated [CO2], nitrogen deposition, increased
temperature and management on carbon sequestration in temperate and boreal forest ecosystems: a
literature review, New Phytologist 173(3): 463-480 (2007).
35
Olsson, R (2009). Boreal Forest and Climate Change, Air Pollution and Climate Series 23,
November 2009. http://www.airclim.org/reports/documents/APC23_borealforest.pdf
36
Storms can cause Europe-wide reduction in forest carbon sink. A. Lindroth et al., Global
Change Biology 2009-15.
37
Impacts of climate change on European forests and options for adaptation. Report to the
European Commission Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural Development (Agri-2007-G4-06)

Forests in Danger: Failures of EU Policy And what needs to change

Increased demand: bioenergy and wood products
The gap between supply and demand
The EU Renewable Energy Directive aims for the EU’s total energy consumption
to include a 20 per cent share from renewable energy by 2020.38 In 2006, this share
stood at 9.2 per cent.39 About 60 per cent of renewable energy production came from
bioenergy. About 80 per cent of this bioenergy is generated from woody biomass,
mainly for heating and electricity.40 The Renewable Energy Roadmap (2006) predicts
the share of renewable energy to be between 10.5 and 12.5 per cent in 2020 under
business-as-usual scenarios. According to the Roadmap, the use of biomass can be
expected to more than double to reach the 20 per cent renewable energy target in
2020.41
A recent McKinsey study commissioned by the Confederation of European Paper
Industries (CEPI) concludes that there will be a substantial mismatch between demand
for and supply of wood in the 16 European countries42 studied.43 Forest-based industries
including CEPI have forecast a 10 per cent increase in wood consumption for the pulp
and paper industry, 13 per cent for the panels industry, and 15 per cent for energy in
Europe in the next five years.44 Part of the additional demand expected by 2020 would
have to be met by intensified mobilisation of forest biomass, imports (only Russia is
estimated to have a significant surplus of biomass) and recovered wood. Even if 35 per
cent of the remaining biomass stock is employed, these sources together still leave a
gap of roughly 200-260 million m3 of wood, corresponding to 400-520 Terrawatt hours
(TWh) of renewable energy in the 16 countries.
Reports by the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UN-ECE) and the
Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) also suggest an imbalance between supply
and demand to meet existing material use and extrapolated renewable energy
needs, if the importance of wood in the biomass component of the total renewable

38

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:140:0016:0062:en:PDF

39
This is the renewable energy in final energy consumption. See www.energy.eu/#renewable ,
situation in March 2010.
40
Increased use of biomass: recommendations for ensuring it is environmentally responsible
and socially just, Bioenergy Briefing Note 4, FERN (December 2009).
41

COM(2006)848

42
Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands,
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK
43
Bio-energy and the European Pulp and Paper Industry –An Impact Assessment, Study
conducted by McKinsey & Co. and Poyry Forest Industry Consulting for the Confederation of European
Paper Industries (CEPI), 2007.
44

http://www.fao.org/DOCREP/ARTICLE/WFC/XII/0904-C1.HTM
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energy supply remains constant.45 Under this scenario, it has been estimated that,
due to steadily growing demand, the ratio of fellings over net annual increment could
temporarily increase in some European countries to over 100 per cent, causing a
decline in growing stock after 2020.46
Negative consequences of intensifying biomass production
Projections for increased biomass production are to some extent based on increasing
removal of forest residues left on the forest floor, complementary fellings, stumps and
coarse roots.47 Such removals have however, serious negative consequences for soil
organic matter, reducing fertility and the soil’s capacity to regulate water and nutrients and store carbon. They can therefore both aggravate climate change and reduce
the resilience of forest ecosystems to its impacts. The deadwood stock in European
forests may also decline as demand for wood increases. This has led the European Environment Agency (EEA) to warn against using deadwood as a potential bioenergy
resource.48
An increased demand for forest biomass may also increase the utilisation of European
forests… this may potentially conflict with biodiversity, in particular if the harvesting of
deadwood takes place. Preservation of biodiversity requires an increase in the amount
of deadwood in most types of European forest. If forest production is increased through
increased use of alien tree species and ‘improved’ genetic plant material this must of
course be combined with a risk and impact assessment on increased biodiversity loss.49
-- Jacqueline McGlade, Executive Director, EEA.

How much forest stock is available?
The forest utilisation percentage within the EU lies on average between 60 and 70
per cent. This combined with extra demand from the energy sector, has led interested
parties to plan to exploit the remaining stock. The EU Renewable Energy Roadmap
impact assessment assumes that most, if not all, of the (technically available) forest
biomass currently not used can be mobilised.50

45

www.unece.org/timber/docs/dp/dp-41.pdf

46
Hetsch S. Et all (2008). Wood resources availability and demands II – future flows in the forest
and energy sector. European countries in 2010 and 2020, Geneva.
47
Asikainen, A.; Liiri, H.; Peltola, S.; Karjalainen, T.; Laitila, J. (2008). Forest Energy Potential in
Europe (EU 27). Working Papers of the Finnish Forest Research Institute n° 69.
48

How much bio-energy can Europe produce without harming the environment? EEA (2006

49
European Forests, Biomass and Broader Ecosystem Services, Speech by EEA Executive
Director Jacqueline McGlade (Brdo, Slovenia, 11-13 April 2008) available at http://www.eea.europa.
eu/pressroom/speeches/european-forests-biomass-and-broader-ecosystem-services
50

COM(2006)848
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A study by CEPI on the other hand states that:51
We do not expect all technically available wood not harvested today to be mobilised
for use, either by the traditional industries or the energy industry… a 35 per cent
average mobilisation across Europe, and across different types of forest holdings is
more realistic but will still require significant efforts and widespread application of
best practices… the pulp and paper industry will also support the transition towards
renewable targets by working to ensure a higher outtake of fibres from existing supply
sources (e.g. accelerate the harvest of forest residuals and unused sources).

Given the problems adversely affecting forests in the EU and the negative impact of
over-intensive management on the protection of biodiversity, carbon storage and
forest health, a higher outtake rate (even the 35 per cent targeted by CEPI) from
European forests is likely to be unsustainable. The potential for additional mobilisation
is further limited by the scattered nature of forest ownership and the fact that not all
forest owners are interested in managing their forests.
Does woody biomass reduce carbon emissions?
In addition to discussions about availability, EU bioenergy policies are also criticised for
a major flaw in the way carbon savings from woody biomass are calculated. A recent
study from Joanneum Research demonstrated that different sources of biomass for
bioenergy have very different potential climate change impacts. Additional fellings52
for energy for instance create a “carbon debt”: the carbon is emitted upfront when
using trees for bioenergy while it takes many years for the carbon to be accumulated
again.53 The true climate impact of woody biomass in the short to medium term can, as
a result, be worse than the fossil fuel it is designed to replace, and therefore counteract
climate change objectives.
The fact that EU and Member States’ policies require a large percentage of renewable
energy to come from forests (woody biomass) without acknowledging the imbalance
between projected supply and demand to meet existing material use and extrapolated
renewable energy needs and without considering the upfront carbon debt of woody
biomass, poses a grave threat to Europe’s forests. The gap between EU policies and
the reality on the ground again shows that neither the EU nor its Members States are
prepared for climate change, nor have they put policies in place that allow EU forests
to mitigate the impacts of climate change. Adopted policies seem set to achieve the
opposite: the further decline of EU forests.

51
Bio-energy and the European Pulp and Paper Industry –An Impact Assessment, Study
conducted by McKinsey & Co. and Poyry Forest Industry Consulting for the Confederation of European
Paper Industries (CEPI), 2007
52
An increased demand for biomass for bioenergy could require an increase in the amount of
fellings from managed forests
53
Zanchi, G.; Pena, N.; Bird, N. (2010). The upfront carbon debt of bioenergy. Joanneum
research. www.birdlife.org/eu/pdfs/Bioenergy_Joanneum_Research.pdf

17

18

III: The need for monitoring and
coherence
Legal obligations for forest monitoring
The EU and its Member States have joint commitments as parties to global
environmental conventions on climate such as the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Convention on Biological Diversity
(CBD), to monitor and report progress over long periods of time. In particular, carbonrelated reporting on afforestation, reforestation and deforestation in the category
‘land use, land use change and forestry’ (LULUCF) is mandatory under article 3.3 of
the Kyoto Protocol, and most Member States have also selected reporting on Forest
Management as an activity under article 3.4 of the Protocol. Reporting to the CBD on
achievements towards the EU commitment on halting the loss of biodiversity is also
mandatory. Currently the EU and its Member States are not in any position to provide
coherent information concerning forests in the EU.

The lack of harmonised and coherent EU-wide forest monitoring
Up until 2006, the Forest Focus Regulation (2152/2003/EC) funded an EU scheme
for broad-based, harmonised and comprehensive long-term monitoring of forest
conditions in the EU. In 2006, the Regulation expired, and since then there has been
no formal EU legislation or funding source with the aim of providing continuous and
obligatory forest monitoring.54 Working towards a European Forest Monitoring System
has since then been identified as one of the key actions by the EU Forest Action Plan set
up in 2006, but this has not yet been delivered (see chapter four for more information
about the EU Forest Action Plan and monitoring). A Life+ project (entitled FutMon) was
launched in 2009, but a project-based approach will clearly not achieve continuity and
harmonisation of forest monitoring in the EU. As stated in a study by the University of
Freiburg and the Ecologic Institute:55

54
EU policy options for the protection of European forests against harmful impacts; AlbertLudwigs-University Freiburg & Ecologic Institute Berlin, September 2009 (Commissioned by DG-ENVI).
55
EU policy options for the protection of European forests against harmful impacts; AlbertLudwigs-University Freiburg & Ecologic Institute Berlin, September 2009 (Commissioned by DG-ENVI).
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There is no common EU-wide monitoring standard and no coherent EU forest monitoring
system. Thus, the current institutional arrangement increases the risk of inconsistent
and fragmentary forest-related data and does not provide for a credible, knowledgebased implementation and development of forest (protection) policies in Europe.

There is not even a common definition of what a forest is (see box two on LULUCF
misreporting). This lack of common EU-wide monitoring seriously jeopardises the EU’s
above-mentioned joint commitments to global environmental conventions on climate
and biodiversity. This is also quite clearly spelled out in the University of Freiburg and
the Ecologic Institute report:56

As a consequence of the fragmented European monitoring arrangement, the knowledge
base of the harmful impacts of abiotic and biotic and/or of anthropogenic origin that
can threaten forests by reducing the quality and quantity of forest ecosystem services
and goods available to European society is inconsistent or even lacking on a European
scale. Thus it is not easy or perhaps even impossible to describe and evaluate e.g.
the effects of various forest management paradigms applied across the EU on carbon
storage or forest biodiversity, given the available data. In a nutshell, there appears to
be a significant amount of discrepancy between the actual state of forest monitoring
and current and future forest (protection) policy and information needs within the EU.

This is especially true in the case of the interplay between forest management and
climate change, carbon sequestration and biodiversity conservation, and soil and
water protection.57

56
EU policy options for the protection of European forests against harmful impacts; AlbertLudwigs-University Freiburg & Ecologic Institute Berlin, September 2009 (Commissioned by DG-ENVI).
57

Ibid
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BOX 2: LULUCF MIS-REPORTING
The Kyoto Protocol requires information on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions/removals
via LULUCF activities to be provided for five different carbon pools: above-ground
biomass, below-ground biomass, deadwood, litter, and soils, all of which display
a natural variability in terms of carbon flows.58 Apart from that, several factors such
as age, species, structure, soil condition, climate, and management, determine the
carbon uptake and retention time of natural ecosystems. Human-induced impacts on
the carbon flux from LULUCF can occur both directly via large-scale land use change,
particularly deforestation or urbanisation, and indirectly via the use of fertilisers, air
pollution or waste deposits.59 The impermanence of LULUCF elements like forests adds
an additional underlying uncertainty to the estimation of mitigation effects. This is
one of the reasons why FERN believes that LULUCF accounting should not be mixed
with carbon accounting from fossil fuels. At the EU level the situation is, however, even
more complicated.
A recent report by Ecofys60 shows that the EU’s LULUCF reporting is seriously deficient,
with not all countries reporting for the same years or according to the same baseline
assumptions. Even the most basic definitions, like what constitutes a forest area, still
differ among Member States. If Ireland’s definition were used, European forested area
would be roughly 5 per cent less whereas if the Luxembourg definition were applied,
it would be about 3 per cent more.61
The only harmonised EU-wide forest monitoring systems are specific programmes
addressing forest fires (EFFIS) and air pollution (ICP), both of which are partly
funded by the EU and were launched in 1985 under the Convention on Long-Range
Transboundary Air Pollution of the UN-ECE. There is also the European Forest Data
Centre (EFDAC), which aims to become a focal point for policy relevant forest data and
information.62 EFDAC mainly points to relevant forest information and provides a webbased tool for accessing information.
The Commission only has limited possibilities for action as far as the collection
and provision of data to the monitoring systems is concerned, because this is the

58
Sectoral Emission Reduction Potentials and Economic Costs for Climate Change (SERPEC-CC):
Land use, land use change and forestry (Ecofys, October 2009).
59

Ibid.
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Ibid.
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European Court of Auditors Special Report No 9/2004 on Forestry Measures within Rural
Development Policy.
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responsibility of Member States. Though not obliged to do so, some Member States
have committed to contributing to the EFDAC and EFFIS. The EFDAC was specifically
established to reduce the heterogeneity of various national and international data
sources. Its establishment was hailed with high expectations, but, as reported in the
Mid-term evaluation of the Forest Action Plan63 (see Chapter 4) in November 2009:

Though the establishment of the (EFDAC) prototype has performed well, regular policy
mechanisms for financing are still missing.

In conclusion then, the collection of useful forest data at EU level is beset with
deficiencies, and these hamper the ability of EU decision makers to make well informed
decisions.64 A common approach towards forest monitoring would have positive effects
by preventing distortion between different Member States’ reports, and allowing the
EU to meet its international commitments. It may also have a positive impact on future
EU and Member States policies as they would better reflect reality.

Spring flora in
the forest of
Honelles, Belgium
Image: Bernard
Van Elegem
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Pelli, P. et al. (2009), Mid-term evaluation of the implementation of the EU Forest Action Plan.
A study for DG Agriculture and Rural Development (AGRI-2008-EVAL-07).
64
EU policy options for the protection of European forests against harmful impacts; AlbertLudwigs-University Freiburg & Ecologic Institute Berlin, September 2009 (Commissioned by DG-ENVI).

22

IV: Current EU policies: how effective are
they for forest protection?
Introduction
The Treaties65 establishing the EU make no provision for a common forest policy.
Instead, EU forest-related actions have been undertaken through a confusing web
of other policies. Implementation of policies which affect forests is deferred to the
national level, which has left the field wide open for the rampant incoherence and
lack of coordination that has developed between sectoral policies affecting forests
(horizontal coherence) on the one hand, and national and EU-level policies and
programmes (vertical coherence) on the other.
In order to try and cut through the confusion of the myriad regulations and policies
that have an effect on forests, this chapter is broken up into five sections looking at:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Overarching forest policy
Rural development policy
Nature protection policy
Climate policy
Bioenergy policy

1. Overarching forest policy
The entry into the EU of forest-rich countries like Sweden, Finland and Austria in 1995
finally moved forests up the EU agenda. In response to the European Parliament’s
‘Thomas Report’ issued in 1997, the Commission came out with an EU Forestry
Strategy that was adopted by the Council in 1998.66 The rationale for this strategy arose
from concerns about the lack of coherence and coordination between national forest
policies and different forest related EU policies.

65
(TEU).

Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU); Treaty on the European Union

66
Council of the European Union (1998): Council Resolution (1999/C 56/01) on a forestry
strategy for the European Union.
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Though the non-legally binding Forestry Strategy represents the first significant attempt
to create an EU-wide framework for forests, its development and implementation have
left much to be desired. The strategy is governed by two guiding principles: forests
play a multifunctional role and forest management should be sustainable. However,
as observed in a Court of Auditors report on forestry measures in rural development:67
The concept of sustainable forest management remains vague because it is based on the
integration of aims (mainly economic, environmental and social) and intentions (e.g.
protection of biodiversity and productivity), which can be contradictory… it appears to
have been particularly difficult to obtain an appropriate balance between the economic,
ecological and social aims. Interested parties identify the balance in different ways
depending on their own interests, and conflicts between these stakeholders exist.

The Court of Auditors’ report also refers to the vagueness of the concept of
multifunctionalism. They state that the preponderance of such fuzzy concepts in the
Forestry Strategy makes it difficult to assess the added value of EU support, and has
facilitated a bias towards economic interests and the forestry industry.68
The Forestry Strategy has also purported to encourage a ‘participatory and transparent
approach for all stakeholders’, but this has been quite absent in practice, with economic
interests having the upper hand in stakeholder consultation processes.
A consultation on updating the EU Forestry Strategy started in 2004. The ‘EU
Communication on the implementation of the Forestry Strategy’69 revealed that there
was a need to strengthen coherence between EU policies, as well as coordination
between the European Commission and the Member States. It stated there had been
persistent requests from Member States and stakeholders to review the basic set-up
for coordination and cooperation, and suggested a more coherent and pro-active
approach to governing the EU’s forest resources. This eventually led to the tabling and
adoption in 2006 of the EU Forest Action Plan (EU FAP) for the period 2007-2011 (see
box three).
The EU FAP was intended to build on existing common EU and Member States’ policies
that incorporate forestry, such as the Rural Development Policy of the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP), Natura 2000, EU Climate Policy, the Cohesion Policy and the
Water Framework Directive. Direct EU funding for forestry being nonexistent, most
forestry measures and forest management schemes are funded via the forest-related
components of some of these schemes, and notably the Rural Development Policy.
67
European Court of Auditors Special Report N° 9/2004 on Forestry Measures within Rural
Development Policy.
68

Ibid.

69
Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament reporting
on the implementation of the EU Forestry Strategy, COM(2005) 84 final.
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BOX 3: THE EU FOREST ACTION PLAN
The EU FAP lays out four general objectives:
•

Improving long-term competitiveness of the forestry industry

•

Improving and protecting the environment

•

Contributing to the quality of life

•

Fostering coordination and communication

The EU FAP endorses the value of forests for society, and again recommends long-term
multifunctional forestry to fulfil present and future societal needs and support forestrelated livelihoods. It is, however, fraught with internal contradictions. The vagueness
of the concept of multifunctionality for example, raises serious questions about how
the potential conflicts between environmental, social and economic components
are to be resolved. The EU FAP, in this sense, attempts to please all stakeholders, but
seriously lacks a vision.
The mid-term evaluation of the EU FAP,70 in 2009, states that its activities have been
ineffective on most counts. Regarding key actions 6 and 7 (“Facilitate EU compliance
with the obligations on climate change mitigation of the UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol
and encourage adaptation to the effects of climate change” and “Contribute towards
achieving the revised Community biodiversity objectives for 2010 and beyond”), the
evaluation states:71
Currently the work programme of the Standing Forestry Committee does not make
explicit the linkage between the EU FAP and discussions in the Council, where forest
related topics are handled in the Working Party on Forestry, but also in several other
working parties and expert groups (e.g. relating to climate change, biodiversity,
energy, development)… The contribution of EU FAP to the reporting of biodiversity
goals is modest… At the mid-term there is no concerted action towards the aim of
strengthening the visibility of the EU in international forest-related processes through
the FAP framework. The estimation is that there is minimal, if any, change in the EU
profile due to the FAP.

69
Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament on an EU
Forest Action Plan, COM (2006) 302 final.
71
Pelli, P. Et all (2009). Mid-term evaluation of the implementation of the EU Forest Action Plan.
A study for DG Agriculture and Rural Development (AGRI-2008-EVAL-07).
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While “Promoting the use of forest biomass for energy generation” is a key action in the
EU FAP under the first objective (“Improving competitiveness”), the EU FAP does not
mention the ecological impacts of increased biomass production. However, as stated
in the evaluation:72
The conflicting demands on forest from climate change, biodiversity and particularly
renewable energy, have increased since the FAP was adopted in 2006.

About key actions 8 and 9 (“work towards a European Monitoring System” and “Enhance
the protection of EU forests”), the evaluation says:
An EU forest monitoring system has not been developed as anticipated. This is
mentioned by several Member States as a shortcoming compared to the expectations
raised when preparing the FAP... Since the Forest Focus Regulation expired in 2006,
there have been no financial means for ensuring sustained maintenance of forest
monitoring... the impact of the FAP on elaboration of a European forest monitoring
system is modest.

Finally, the EU FAP does not specify any clear actions, timeline or work programme.
Though fostering coordination and communication is one of its main objectives, it
does not provide a direct link with other policies and regulations that do have clear
targets, commitments and plans. In fact, the way it stands, the Forest Action Plan is not
an Action Plan at all and has not delivered on most of its own stated objectives.

72

Ibid.
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BOX 4: NATIONAL FOREST PROGRAMMES: AN EXAMPLE OF HOW
THE SUBSIDIARITY PRINCIPLE IS USED TO BLOCK EU COORDINATION
EU forest policies such as the EU Forestry Strategy and the EU FAP identified National
Forest Programmes (NFP) as one of the elements through which international
commitments, principles of sustainable forest management and recommendations
should be implemented. Stakeholders have in the past raised questions about how
the NFPs have influenced EU policies, and have stressed that there is a need for better
consistency between objectives of relevant EU policies and NFPs. They also state that
there should be regular monitoring of and reporting on the effectiveness of these
plans.73
The recent mid-term evaluation of the EU FAP again recognises the very different
approaches of Member States when developing their plans:74
NFPs cover a wide range of approaches to develop, program and implement forest
policies in a country. NFPs can be formal or informal governmental processes, with the
resulting documents formally adopted or not. Some countries indentified their NFP as
a set of policies or strategies addressing sustainable forest management.

Notwithstanding the lack of a coherent approach, Member States have so far not
been willing to improve coordination of the NFPs. Moreover, one of the key actions
of the EU FAP - to foster coordination of the NFPs - has not been properly carried out
in the past years, while this would be a precondition for NFPs to contribute to better
implementation of the EU Forest Strategy or the EU FAP.

2. Rural Development Policy
In the year 2000, a process called the Agenda 2000 CAP Reform split up funding for
agriculture into two pillars: Pillar 1 covering ‘Market and Income Support Measures’,
and Pillar 2 ‘Rural Development’. As direct EU funding for forests is nonexistent because of the lack of a specific legal basis, financing for EU forests comes mainly from
the Rural Development pillar of the CAP.

73
Report from the stakeholder consultation on the draft Commission staff working document
in support of the Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament
on implementation of the EU Forestry Strategy.
74
Pelli, P. Et all (2009). Mid-term evaluation of the implementation of the EU Forest Action Plan.
A study for DG Agriculture and Rural Development (AGRI-2008-EVAL-07).
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In the period 2000–2006, €4.8 billion of the Rural Development Fund was spent on
forestry measures. The European Court of Auditors75 severely criticised this spending
for a variety of reasons, among which were:
-

The vagueness of concepts like sustainability and multifunctionality.

-

Unclear sharing of management between the Commission and Member States
leading to lack of responsibility for meeting commitments.

-

The Commission based its forestry support on national or subnational forest
programmes, or equivalent instruments that were rarely available and when
available, were of varying quality.

-

Varying interpretations in prioritising land to be afforested.

-

Lack of clear criteria for project selection.

-

Uncertainty as to previous land use or whether the beneficiary was a farmer.

-

Weak and insufficient control systems operated by Member States.

For the period 2007-2013, a new Rural Development Regulation76 was adopted, which
– among others - re-grouped and streamlined forestry measures in order to promote
a better integration of forestry in rural development. The regulation includes over 40
possible funding measures of which a total of 20 have direct or indirect relevance to
forestry. The rural development fund has a budget of about €12 billion a year.77
In November 2008, the EU’s agriculture ministers agreed to a ‘health check’ of the CAP,
designed to modernise, simplify and streamline it. This provided additional funds
to allow Member States to respond to new challenges and opportunities such as
biodiversity, water management, climate change measures and renewable energy.78
It remains to be seen how this money will be used and whether forest protection,
which should be an important ingredient of many of these sectors, will be adequately
prioritised.

75
European Court of Auditors Special Report N° 9/2004 on Forestry Measures within Rural
Development Policy.
76
Council of the European Union (2005): Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 on support for
rural development by the EAFRD. Council Regulation (EC) No. 1698/2005
77

For the period 2007-2013.

78
Rural Development: 5 billion Euro in total injected into rural development programmes
following last vote on Health Check and Recovery packages changes. IP/10/102. Brussels (29 January
2010).
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The current Rural Development Regulation contains much enhanced environmental
provisions as well as a requirement for consultation with civil society actors at all
stages. NGO reports in the last few years have however demonstrated that there are
not enough incentives or safeguards in place to ensure that the policy effectively
contributes to enhanced forest protection and sustainable use. A FERN report published
in 200879 focusing on the forest impact of six80 different national strategy plans81 and
rural development programmes82 highlighted a number of concerns, including:
1. A large percentage of the funding being allocated to the large-scale planting of
alien and sometimes invasive species.
2. Insufficient money allocated by Member States to fund the Natura 2000
programme, designed to protect Europe’s most threatened habitats and species
3. A lack of congruence between the national rural development programmes on
the one hand, and the national forest programmes and the national biodiversity
strategies and plans on the other.
4. Rushed consultation processes in the lead-up to implementation of the
national rural development programmes, which has ignored many of the EU’s
own guidelines for a proper consultation process.
5. Funding allocated to bioenergy without criteria having been established for
sustainable biomass production.
As a follow up of this study, FERN produced a report in 2010 that focused on how the
national rural development programmes – and more specifically the forestry measures
– have been implemented in the same six countries.83 The most important conclusions
from this report are:
1. It is unclear how the extra funds (e.g. from the Health Check) for new challenges
(such as biodiversity loss) have been allocated.
2. The impact of national rural development programmes on forestry practices
has been limited, and negative in some cases.

79
FERN (2010). Funding forests into the future. How the European Fund for Rural Development
affects Europe’s forests.
80

Czech Republic, Bulgaria, Hungary, Portugal, Romania and Finland.
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National strategy plans outline national priorities for rural development. For more
information on national plans and programmes see FERN (2005), Funding Europe’s Forests. How to use
EU funds for sustainable forest management and nature protection and FERN (2008), Funding forests
into the future. How the European Fund for Rural Development affects Europe’s forests.
82
in which Member States explain how they will outline the national strategies through a set of
measures. For more information on national plans and programmes see FERN (2005), Funding Europe’s
Forests. How to use EU funds for sustainable forest management and nature protection and FERN
(2008), Funding forests into the future. How the European Fund for Rural Development affects Europe’s
forests.
83
policy.

FERN (2010). What changes are needed? The implementation of EU’s rural development
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3. Implementation of the rural development programmes has sometimes been
delayed. In some countries, the implementation had barely started, three years
after the start of the programming period.
4. The current regulation does not offer clarity about ways to ensure that the
forestry measures do support improved management practices. This has led to
financial support for projects having a negative impact on forests.
5. There are no clear guidelines to ensure that afforestation projects do not harm
the environment.
6. There has been insufficient consultation with civil society actors.
7. Virtually none of the countries have developed criteria for sustainable biomass
production, despite funding being available for bioenergy production.
3. Nature Protection Policy
In 2001, the EU set the target of halting biodiversity loss within its borders by 2010.84
This was part of the global objective of ‘significantly reducing the current rate of
biodiversity loss by 2010’ agreed to under the UN CBD. Two directives lie at the
core of EU policy for halting biodiversity loss, setting the same standards for nature
conservation across the EU-27. These are the Habitats Directive85 (1992) (which aims
to protect some 220 habitats and approximately 1,000 species listed in the directive’s
annexes) and the Birds Directive86 (2009) (which aims to protect all wild bird species
naturally occurring in the EU).
The EU has failed to meet the biodiversity target
Central to the Habitats and Birds Directives is the creation of an EU-wide ecological
network of protection sites – the Natura 2000 Network. It currently consists of over
25,000 sites covering around 17 per cent of the EU-27’s total land area. Forest habitat
types designated as Natura 2000 sites cover 14 million ha, constituting almost 20 per
cent of the whole terrestrial Natura 2000 network.87
Extensive consultations launched in 2003 revealed that though the policy framework
to meet the 2010 target was largely in place, the commitment by the EU and its
84

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/00200-r1.en1.pdf

85
Council of the European Union, Directive N° 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural
habitats and of wild fauna and flora, designated Special Areas of Conservation (SAC)
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Council of the European Union, Directive No 79/409/EEC on the conservation of wild birds,
designated Special Protection Areas (SPAs).
87
Green paper on forest protection and information in the EU: Preparing forests for climate
change. COM(2010)66
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Member states to implement this effectively was insufficient. Backed by a high degree
of support from various stakeholders, the EU then decided to redouble its efforts by
endorsing a new and comprehensive Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) in 2006. 88
Progress towards the EU 2010 target was assessed by the EEA89 in 2009 against a set
of 26 internationally agreed indicators selected within the Pan-European Streamlining
European Biodiversity Indicators (SEBI 2010) process, and subsequently adopted by
the EU. The assessment concluded not only that the target will not be met, but argues
that biodiversity loss can only be addressed effectively if the pressures that all sectors
of society have on biodiversity are targeted.
We must not focus all our efforts on preserving islands of biodiversity, while losing
nature everywhere else. In this regard sector policies – agriculture, fisheries and
forestry – play a significant role and need to be addressed at many scales: local,
regional, national, European and global. Other policies such as the cohesion policy and
the structural funds, as well as territorial policies should be further addressed in the
future with regard to their impacts on biodiversity.
-- Jacqueline McGlade (Executive Director, European Environmental Agency)90
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The European Union’s Biodiversity Action Plan: Halting the loss of biodiversity by 2010 – and
beyond (European Communities 2008).
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Progress towards the European 2010 biodiversity target. EEA report N°4/2009.
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Presentation by Prof. Jacqueline McGlade at Conference Biodiversity Protection – Beyond
2010 on 27 April 2009. http://www.eea.europa.eu/pressroom/speeches/status-of-europeanbiodiversity.
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This assessment was supported by the CBD’s Global Outlook report which points out
that biodiversity loss is so severe that we are nearing tipping points that threaten the
global objectives of food security, poverty eradication and population health. To tackle
biodiversity loss, it suggests we prioritise biodiversity in all decision-making processes
and in all economic sectors.91
No prioritisation of conservation inside or outside protected areas
While the EU has established legislation for the creation of the Natura 2000 network,
Member States have not allocated enough money to implement the network properly.
This suggests that Member States have not taken the 2010 target seriously enough,
and this has led to increased biodiversity loss across Europe.
Furthermore, there has been no effective EU legislation, nor effective policies requiring
Member States to conserve biodiversity outside of protected areas. The ‘ecosystem
approach’ required by the CBD - to which the European Community and all Member
States are signatories - requires the EU and its Member States to manage entire
ecosystems, keeping in mind that all their components are interconnected within and
outside protected areas.
Biodiversity conservation outside of protected areas has had even less attention than
the creation of a network of protected areas. This is, despite the need for the ‘ecosystem
approach’ being emphasised by the Ministerial Conference for the Protection of Forests
in Europe (MCPFE),92 and the EU’s Biodiversity Action Plan.93
Alien species
Another element of nature protection is halting the invasion of alien species.
The SEBI 2010 publication also reported on the impact of invasive alien species on EU
biodiversity:94
The threat of invasive alien species to biodiversity is just beginning to get wider
recognition. Without an early warning system, however, the swift responses that are
often key to successful control will be hard to achieve.

At the same time, a large part of funds under the rural development regulation are
allocated to the creation of plantations using alien, and sometimes invasive, species.
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http://tiny.cc/fmjxm.
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State of Europe’s forests 2007; MCPFE report.
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The European Union’s Biodiversity Action Plan: Halting the loss of biodiversity by 2010 – and
beyond (European Communities 2008).
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Progress towards the European 2010 biodiversity target. EEA report N°4/2009.
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BOX 5: FUNDS ALLOCATED TO PLANTATION DEVELOPMENTS
A European Commission analysis shows that a large proportion – roughly a third – of
the money for forestry measures under the Rural Development Regulation is being
allocated to afforestation.95
The overall objectives on afforestation in the rural development policy seem generally
clear, but there is no comprehensive set of rules stipulating that support for forestry
be conditional on not harming the environment. A 2008 FERN report studying the
rural development programmes of six countries96 found that a large proportion of
this funding was being allocated to afforestation with alien and sometimes invasive
species. The EEA is very clear about the negative impact of alien species. Biological
invasion by non-native or alien species is one of the greatest threats to the ecological
and economic well-being of the planet.97
Between 2007-2009, 45 per cent of funds spent under the afforestation measures in
Hungary went to plantations with mainly non-indigenous species. Foremost among
these is black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia) which is classified by the EEA as one of the
hundred worst invasive species in Europe.
Future plans?
In March 2010, EU Environment Ministers produced a resolution calling for a halt to
biodiversity loss and to the degradation of ecosystem services in the EU by 2020, and
for their restoration “in so far as feasible”. In their conclusions, the ministers recognised
again that “incomplete implementation of certain legal instruments and incomplete
and poor integration into sector policies” are among the main reasons that the EU
biodiversity target was not achieved.98 However, until the EU and its Member States
prioritise biodiversity conservation in all decision-making processes and in all economic
sectors, as clearly stated by the CBD secretariat, there is little hope of achieving even
the 2020 goal.99
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Report on implementation of forestry measures under the Rural Development Regulation
1698/2005 for the period 2007-2013. http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/fore/publi/index_en.htm
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FERN (2008). Funding forests into the future? How the European Fund for Rural Development
affects Europe’s forests’.
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98

http://www.europa-eu-un.org/articles/en/article_9571_en.htm

99

http://tiny.cc/fmjxm

Forests in Danger: Failures of EU Policy And what needs to change

4. Climate Policy
EU domestic climate policy focuses mainly on mitigation. The European Union
Emissions Trading Scheme (EU-ETS) is the EU’s key mitigation instrument,100 backed
up by additional policies on renewable energy, energy efficiency etc. The EU-ETS and
the EU Effort Sharing Decision (ESD) are the EU’s policy of choice to implement the
emissions reductions targets that the EU-15101 is committed to, under the UNFCCC’s
Kyoto Protocol. The Protocol requires the EU-15 to reduce their collective GHG
emissions in the period 2008-2012 to eight per cent below 1990 levels. The Protocol
allows Member States to include LULUCF activities to contribute to these emission
reductions.
Land Use Land Use Change and Forestry Problems
LULUCF has been one of the most contentious and intractable issues in international
climate change negotiations. Reasons for the contentions include the complexity of
the rules around accounting for the LULUCF sector; uncertainty with regards to how to
estimate emission removals; how to ensure emissions removals are additional to what
would otherwise have happened; the inability to ensure carbon stocks are permanent;
and the possibility of saturation of the capacity of forests as carbon sinks.102
While reporting under UNFCCC includes all emissions/removals from LULUCF,
reporting under the first commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol (2008-2012)
restricts mandatory accounting to Afforestation, Reforestation and Deforestation (ARD)
since 1990. In addition, many European Member States elected to report on Forest
Management, which is one of the voluntary activities. Unlike emissions from other
sectors, emissions/removals from LULUCF are accounted for by adding to or subtracting
from an initial assigned amount or baseline, i.e. the allowable level of emissions for the
first (2008-2012) commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol. Mandatory annual LULUCF
reporting under the Protocol starts in 2010.103

100

See www.fern.org and www.sinkswatch.org for FERN’s concerns with the EU ETS
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The fifteen countries that were EU Member States at the signing of the agreement.
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Joint Research Centre of the European Commission, see http://afoludata.jrc.ec.europa.eu/
index.php/public_area/reporting_requirements
103
Joint Research Centre of the European Commission, see http://afoludata.jrc.ec.europa.eu/
index.php/public_area/reporting_requirements
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Implementation of LULUCF by the EU and others has been highly controversial.
Concerns include:
•

Accounting for uncertain reductions and worse, failing to report and account
properly for emissions in the LULUCF sector allows emission reduction efforts
in other sectors to be undermined.

•

Accounting for emission reductions in all sectors is by proxy. When accounting
for fossil fuel and land based emissions however, the scale of errors that can
occur is extremely high. This means that claimed emission reductions from
LULUCF cannot be verified.

It is becoming increasingly clear in the international negotiations that the EU is
setting LULUCF rules not to report and account for emissions from land use and
forestry practices, but to hide emission increases. This will allow them to meet national
reduction targets more easily. If you add to this the lack of comparability between
emission reductions from reducing fossil fuel use and those from the land use and
forestry sectors, the inclusion of LULUCF in the Kyoto Protocol significantly weakens
action on climate change.104
In recognition of the complexity of including forests in the response to climate change,
the EU has excluded credits from avoided deforestation in the ETS until 2020.105
Concerns relate to issues around impermanence - forest fire or disease could destroy
the forest and release the carbon stored - as well as concerns over ‘cheap’ forest credits
flooding the market and crashing the price of carbon.106
As the Commission noted:107
Recognition of forestry credits in the EU emissions trading system (ETS) would not be
realistic at the present time. Emissions from deforestation are roughly three times higher
than the amount of emissions regulated under the EU ETS. As the EU ETS is currently the
only major operational trading system in the world, allowing companies to buy avoided
deforestation credits would result in serious imbalances between supply and demand in the
scheme. There are also unresolved monitoring, reporting, verification and liability questions.
Forestry credits are temporary and will then have to be replaced after a certain period.
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http://ec.europa.eu/environment/climat/pdf/com_2010_86.pdf
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http://forestindustries.eu/content/european-commission-says-‘no’-forest-credits-ets-untilafter-2020-cites-‘market-flooding’-an
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FERN Briefing Note: Counting the Cost (2009).

107
http://www.globalwitness.org/media_library_detail.php/673/en/commission_derives_
credit_for_keeping_forests_out_
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In anticipation of the next commitment period, the EU has also begun LULUCF reporting
on natural disturbances and harvested wood products (HWP). There is currently a debate
in international negotiations about factoring natural disturbances out from accounting,
such as forest fires or other non-anthropogenic (force-majeure) causes of forest loss. The
problem with natural disturbance is that recovery of ecosystem carbon takes longer than
the five year accounting periods and with the likelihood of incidents that could be described
as ‘force-majeure’ rapidly increasing as a result of climate change, distinguishing between
anthropogenic and non-anthropogenic causes of forest loss becomes an increasingly
arbitrary process. If accepted this will only further undermine the credibility of claimed
emission reductions from this sector and further undermine emission reductions from
fossil fuels. The focus of accounting needs to be shifted to making real efforts to reduce
anthropogenic emissions from the sector. This in many cases means reducing harvesting
rates and increasing the resilience of the forests and the carbon they store.
Reporting on HWP, to account for carbon stored in forest products, can be included
in a national inventory only where the country can document that stocks of longterm forest products are increasing. This has the potential to incentivise increased
harvesting rates without having to account for the potential emissions that are still in
the timber, with negative impacts to biodiversity.
In contrast to mitigation, adaptation108 has only recently gained recognition as part of
the EU’s climate policy, but the importance of EU forests for climate change adaptation
is still under-emphasised, and coordination with biodiversity policy is lacking. By
improving forest ecosystem resilience, biodiversity boosts both the long-term stability
of the carbon pool and adaptation capacity in the face of climate change.

5. EU Bio-energy policy
In February 2010, the European Commission launched a biomass report as a follow
up of the 2009 Renewable Energy Directive,109 which requested that the European
Commission report on a biomass sustainability scheme for energy uses of biomass,
other than biofuels and bioliquids (i.e. for electricity, heating and cooling). The
directive so far only has binding criteria for biofuels and bioliquids. The directive
clearly incentivises the production of biomass towards achieving the EU’s target of 20
per cent renewable energy by 2020. The projection in the Renewable Energy Roadmap
suggest that the use of biomass will more than double, to contribute to about half of
the 20 per cent renewable energy target by 2020.110
108
White Paper Adapting to Climate Change: towards a European framework for action:
Commission of the European Communities COM(2009)147.
109

Directive 2009/28/EC on the promotion of the use of energy from renewable sources.
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COM(2006)848.
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In the run up to the publication of the biomass report, energy ministers from several
Member States (the Benelux countries, the UK and Poland) called on the Commission
to introduce a harmonised system of legally binding sustainability criteria for biomass
production for electricity and heating. European NGOs also pushed for an ambitious
set of criteria to ensure that the production and use of biomass contributes to reducing
GHG emissions, does not compromise forest health and the protection of biodiversity,
and does not have negative social impacts.
The Commission’s biomass report proposed only recommendations for Member States
that wished to introduce biomass criteria at the national level. The Commission will
report back on the sustainability measures taken by national schemes by the end of
2011, and then possibly reconsider a harmonised system.
Problems linked with increased biomass mobilisation were already outlined in chapter
two. As binding criteria are lacking, much damage can be done to European forests and
forests globally. Even though studies are increasingly showing that projected demand
will exceed supply, the idea that wood biomass is inexhaustible still seems to underpin
the European Commission’s approach to biomass for energy production, as outlined
in chapter three. By only publishing voluntary recommendations, the European
Commission is ignoring and potentially also undermining some of its own policies.
Bioenergy strategies based on increasing harvesting levels for bioenergy might lead
to a depletion of the forest carbon storage capacity and so counteract climate change
objectives. The current bioenergy policy also increases the risk of unsustainable
forestry practices, thereby undermining EU policies on reducing deforestation111 and
on halting biodiversity loss.112

Conclusions
Lack of coherence
No regulation exists at EU level with the primarily aim of protecting forests. There are
various forest related policies and laws, none of which provides sufficient protection.
These include the Forest Action Plan (FAP), the EU Forestry Strategy, the Rural
Development Regulation of the CAP, the EU Biodiversity Action Plan and the EU Water
Framework Policy.
There is a clear lack of coherence between these laws and policies both at the EU level
and between the EU and Member States. National action plans for different policies

111
Communication on addressing the challenges of deforestation and forest degradation to
tackle climate change and biodiversity loss. COM(2008)645
112
Communication on options for an EU vision and target for biodiversity beyond 2020.
COM(2010)4
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such as rural development and biodiversity are not in line with each other and can
even be contradictory. This lack of coherence is clearly visible in the EU FAP itself,
which simultaneously pursues the two aims of forest protection and of improving the
long-term competitiveness of the forest sector. Since the EU FAP neither prioritises nor
makes any binding commitments regarding their achievement, actors and decision
makers at Member States level are free to pursue these two aims according to their own
priorities. Combined with increasing demand and global competition, this is likely to
result in deteriorating forestry management standards. The forecasted sharp increase
in demand for biomass as a result of Renewable Energy Directive is likely to aggravate
this tendency, especially given the absence of legally binding sustainability criteria for
biomass production. This is an issue that is not even under the current mandate of the
EU FAP.
Lack of political will
There is a clear lack of political will at the EU and Member State level to prioritise
forest and biodiversity protection, despite the negative climatic, ecological, social and
economic consequences this will have. This will also make forests even less resilient to
climate change.
This lack of political will is compounded by the fact that the EU has no power over
Member States’ forest policies. In the Council Conclusions on the Green Paper on
Forest Protection and Information in the EU, the Member States considered that
“further efforts and options for cooperation and coordination at the EU level within
the framework of the EU Forestry Strategy and EU forest Action Plan, with due regard
to the subsidiarity principle, should be pursued”.113 There is therefore little chance that
Member States will give some of their sovereignty to the European Commission to
enforce an effective forest protection policy.
The fact that there is no push for coordinated action is a clear sign that governments
are ‘sticking their head in the sand’ or playing what the French and Dutch call “Ostrich
politics”:114 not wanting to see the consequences of their own policies.

113
Council conclusions on preparing forests for climate change: forest protection and
information in the EU. Environment Council meeting. Luxemburg 11 June 2010.
114
Ostrich politics is an analogy to the fabled behavior of an ostrich who allegedly hides its head
in the sand in the hope that if it cannot see the enemy, the enemy will not be able to see it.

37

38

V: EU forest protection and climate
change; what needs to be done
In chapter 4 we described why existing EU policies are not sufficient to ensure forest
protection maintains existing biodiversity levels, and enables EU forests to be resilient
to climate change. Biodiversity conservation clearly improves forest resilience and
hence needs to go hand in hand with climate mitigation and adaptation measures.
In the EU White Paper ‘Adapting to Climate Change’,115 the European Commission sets
out a framework to reduce the EU’s vulnerability to the impact of climate change.
Council Conclusions116 emphasised the need to mainstream adaptation into all
relevant policies, e.g. by increasing the resilience of forests. The Commission’s recent
‘Green Paper on Forest Protection and information in the EU’, has as a subtitle ‘preparing
forests for climate change’.117
The discussion concerning EU forests therefore has to focus on the question of whether
additional action at EU and Member State level is needed to protect EU forests to
ensure they can maintain all their functions, including mitigating the negative impacts
of climate change.
This chapter outlines what needs to be done to ensure that EU forests get the protection
they require and move out of the danger zone. Based on the conclusions of the previous
chapters, it is clear that fundamental changes are needed. Attempting to only finetuning existing policies is equivalent to turning a blind eye to the deteriorating state
of forests in the EU.

Redefining multifunctionality: the need to prioritise environmental
benefits over purely economic objectives
Chapter four described the myriad EU policies affecting forests and explained how they
often work against each other. The closest we have to an overarching policy are the EU
FAP and the Forestry Strategy, but these have not achieved harmonisation, are not legally
binding and have clearly failed to enable the EU to meet its 2010 biodiversity target.
115
White paper on adapting to climate change: towards a European framework for action.
COM(2009)147.
116
Council conclusions on Climate Change: towards a comprehensive EU adaptation strategy.
Environment Council meeting. Luxemburg 25 June 2009
117
Green paper on forest protection and information in the EU: preparing forests for climate
change. COM(2010)66
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Terms like ‘multifunctional forestry’ and ‘sustainable forest management’, which are
meant to give equal weight to ecological, social and commercial objectives, have
failed to deliver. As explained in chapter one, measures addressing ecological concerns
have always been inadequate. In other words, forests in the EU are being exploited,
but not adequately protected, while social concerns have been neglected. The term
‘multifunctionality’ was also deemed too vague by the Court of Auditors’,118 making it
difficult or even impossible to assess the added value of EU support.
This is particularly concerning given that the UN Secretary General, has stated that
if we are to protect biodiversity and prevent the earth from reaching a tipping point
beyond which there is no return, biodiversity conservation must be prioritised in all
decision making processes and in all economic sectors.119
Protection for the long-term ecological, economic, and social interests of communities
and the environment, as opposed to short-term economic gain for industry, therefore
needs urgent prioritisation. The economic costs of irreversibly degraded forests,
permanently lost species, and decreased forest carbon uptake (or increased emissions)
will definitely dwarf any gains that may be incurred over the short-term by overintensive forestry. Prioritising environmental concerns is therefore paramount.

A clearcut
forest in
FInland.
Photo: Harri
Hölltä
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BOX 6: COSTS OF FOREST LOSS IN EUROPE
As far as we are aware, there has to date not been an analysis of the economic costs
of forest and biodiversity loss across Europe. As Jacqueline Glade from EEA points out
however:
In the context of increasing demand, production of wood and other traditional forest
resources will need to be balanced against biodiversity considerations, as well as other
services from the forest ecosystems, such as cultural and recreational services, carbon
sequestration, flood protection, and how in the case of the latter two these can in turn
insure against the impacts expected from climate change… The various elements of
the value calculations vary widely even across Europe, but they give useful insights
into what is at stake.
Non-timber forest products in Mediterranean countries have a value of around €25/ha/
yr, compared to €6-10/ha/yr in Sweden. The recreational value of forests per hectare
per year in Italy is €49-56, in Ireland €158, in Scandinavia just €9-13 and in England
€1,892. In Finland, watershed protection to protect old growth is valued at €5,275/ha/
yr. Carbon sequestration in Ireland is valued per hectare per year at €56, in Sweden
€6-10 and in the UK €177-261. Non-use values for forests in the UK are valued at
€564-1,536 compared to the USA where they contribute €787 towards GDP, and
where value is directly affected by accessibility and the size of the local population.120

The need for a common forest policy framework
Trade-offs inherent in policy decisions…. mean that we have to improve
substantially the knowledge base regarding ecosystem functioning and
services, including how these services contribute to our overall well-being
-- Jacqueline Glade from EEA121

Within the context of re-defining the multifunctionality principle, the lack of
coherence and coordination between the various sectors that affect forests should be
addressed. This lack of coherence remains one of the most serious shortcomings of the
current EU forest policy. Coordination of forest protection at the EU level is urgently
needed between the Forest Action Plan; EU Biodiversity Policy; the Renewable Energy
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http://www.eea.europa.eu/pressroom/speeches/european-forests-biomass-and-broaderecosystem-services
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Directive; the Rural Development Regulation and Common Agricultural Policy; the EU
position on LULUCF and adaptation; and the Water Framework Directive. Furthermore,
all these policies should be scrutinised as to what extent they contribute to improved
forest protection. Given the trans-boundary nature of threats to forests and the
inconsistencies and wide range of approaches that currently exist across Member
States and across the various forest-related sectors, this process of scrutinising should
be followed by the development of a transnational and integrated approach at the EU
level.
We therefore recommend that the EU develops a common forest policy framework
based on an analysis of which EU policies contribute to forest protection in and outside
the EU, and proposes a framework for action to meet the biodiversity 2020 target for
forests in the EU. The assumption is that this will then directly contribute to forest
resilience in the EU. The analysis should also consider how to change EU consumption
patterns, to make them sustainable.

The need for increased and streamlined funding for forest
monitoring and protection
Once there is agreement on the need for a coherent framework for forest protection,
financing becomes a key issue. For the EU to be able to meet its commitments under
international conventions like the CBD and the UNFCCC, substantially increased
funding will be needed for forest protection. Long-term funding is also required for
improved forest monitoring. The mid-term evaluation of the EU FAP states:
The Commission and MS need to address the long-term financing of a
European forest monitoring system. The lack of a stable and dedicated funding
source jeopardises the steady collection of harmonised forest data.

Funding currently available for forest protection comes from a variety of sources and is
not always used by Member States or allocated to forest protection. At the minimum,
funding therefore needs to be streamlined and deficiencies in the current funding
structure need to be pointed out.

41

42

Forests in Danger: Failures of EU Policy And what needs to change

The need to reduce demand for forest products
The debate about additional action for forest protection should go hand in hand with
a questioning of existing and projected consumption patterns in the EU. Competition
for land is already high and yet there is growing demand for timber, pulp and paper,
and increased demand for woody biomass for energy production. This puts additional
pressures on forests. The future demand for food, fuel and fibre will exceed supply,
both within the EU and globally (see chapter two). The current EU approach does not
recognise this fact and there is no serious attempt being made to use existing supply
as a starting point for defining acceptable demand, or even to look at how supply can
meet demand in a sustainable way.
As explained in chapter two, the projected use of biomass to meet the 2020 renewable
energy target would seriously compromise forest health, forest carbon storage capacity,
and forest biodiversity levels. Therefore, EU policies should concentrate on reduction
of consumption, including energy efficiency. The development of other renewable
energy sources addressed by the Renewable Energy Roadmap like wind, biogas and
geothermal energy will need to be accelerated to meet their expected share of the 20
per cent target. Given the demand-supply imbalance and the concern that sustainable
biomass production may never be possible - the share of other renewable energy
sources in the projected renewable energy mix needs to be increased. More money
needs to be invested in the above mentioned renewable energy options. Substantial
support such as subsidies and research will be needed to make these sectors take off
in the way that will enable them to help address climate change.

Recommendations on what should follow the Green Paper on Forest
Protection:
The follow up of the EU Green Paper on Forest Protection should signal a change
in attitude towards EU forest policy to enhanced forest protection. EU and Member
States multi-stakeholder processes should have the aim of meeting EU biodiversity
and climate goals. In particular, the follow up of the Green Paper should:
•

Recognise that the existing multifunctionality principle has failed to protect EU
forests.

•

Recognise that one of the main reasons that forest protection failed is the lack of
coherence between forest related policies.

•

Include analysis of EU policy impacts on EU forests in order to see if these policies
are coherent and if they guarantee forest protection.
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•

Include analysis of all EU policies that impact on EU forests and require Member
States to make national plans. This analysis should look at whether the policies’
explanations of how to develop national plans do enough to ensure there is
coherence between national plans and other work towards forest protection.

•

Include analysis of funding currently available for forest protection. This analysis
should then be used to point out deficiencies in the current funding structure and
come up with ways to streamline funding.

•

Include the need to develop plans to re-allocate existing funds which have negative
impacts on forests.

•

Propose new long-term funding for forest monitoring across the EU.

•

Include analysis of what measures are needed and take action to enable the EU to
effectively fulfill its legal requirements towards the CBD and UNFCCC.

•

Recognise that existing forestry practices are not sustainable.

Recommendations on forest related policies:
The new rural development policy, for the period 2014 – 2020, should reinforce EU
biodiversity and climate policies and not undermine them. In particular, it should:
•

Make it mandatory for Member States to allocate sufficient funding to effectively
implement the Natura 2000 network.

•

Make it mandatory for Member States to include forest environment measures in
their national rural development plans.

•

Ensure Member States achieve coherence between their national rural development
strategies, national forest plans, national biodiversity strategies, and national
renewable energy plans.

•

Ensure rural development programmes are only accepted by the European
Commission if they are backed up by an operational national forestry programme that
is benchmarked against an EU standard for national forestry programmes. This means
that the programmes should at least: have a clear legal status, be developed in a multistakeholder process, and contribute to achieving the EU 2020 biodiversity target.

•

Further strengthen the “participation principle” which should ensure participation
of stakeholders is not only guaranteed on paper, but is adhered to in practice.
A description of an acceptable consultation process should be included in line
with the Commission communication on a reinforced culture of consultation and
dialogue.122

122
Communication from the Commission: Towards a reinforced culture of consultation and
dialogue – General principles and minimum standards for consultation of interested parties by the
Commission. COM(2002)704 final. Also - European Governance, a white paper; COM(2001) 428 final.
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•

Specify that no EU RDP funding can go to bioenergy projects in countries that
have not developed sustainable bioenergy criteria in a multi stakeholder process.
Funding should also not go to bioenergy projects that undermine the EU 2020
biodiversity target or the EU policy target of keeping climate change below two
degrees.

•

Include a standard for good forestry practices which should be used to form the
baseline for support under all forest measures.

•

Ensure that afforestation protects the environment and does not harm biodiversity.
Subsidies for planting alien and invasive species should be stopped.

The new revision of the Renewable Energy Directive and Biomass Policy should:
•

Include an analysis of the level of energy consumption that could be considered
sustainable if we are to meet the EU policy target of keeping climate change below
two degrees.

•

Drop the target of ten per cent of renewable energy for transport and replace it
with a plan to make EU transport truly sustainable.

•

Ensure Member States develop renewable energy plans that are coherent with
biodiversity and climate policies.

•

By the end of 2011, include binding criteria for biomass based on an analysis of
what forests can sustainably supply without undermining the EU 2020 biodiversity
target and the goal of keeping climate change below two degrees. This will require
improved and more ambitious GHG methodologies, no-go areas and forest
management practices.123
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For more information see:
What changes are needed? The implementation of EU’s rural development policy. http://www.fern.
org/what_changes_are_needed
Funding Forests into the future http://www.fern.org/node/4198
Increased use of biomass: Recommendations for ensuring is it environmentally responsible and
socially just http://www.fern.org/node/4688
Volunteering for disaster – why biomass criteria must be ambitions and legally binding http://www.
fern.org/node/4611
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