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1. Preface
This document was elaborated by the European Forest Institute and FOREST EUROPE Liaison Unit Bratislava as a background document for consideration of the FOREST EUROPE
Expert Level Meeting (ELM) held on 19-20 March 2019. The objective of this discussion paper
is to call for increased policy support for improved, collaborative and science-informed
management of the extraordinarily increasing forest disturbance risks in Europe.
The discussion paper is based on the premise that FOREST EUROPE signatories and
observers due to unprecedented extent and intensity of forest disturbances across Europe,
might seek for the adoption of a ministerial resolution on mobilising knowledge and
expertise in managing forest disturbances in order to enhance the resilience and adaptive
capacity of European forests, at the Ministerial Conference in October 2020. Furthermore, it
is foreseen that the establishment of the European Forest Risk Facility will add value to
existing national initiatives, resources and capacities through increased transnational
collaboration, capacity building and knowledge transfer within the science-policy-practice
interface.
At the Madrid Ministerial Conference, the ministers responsible for forests expressed their
commitment to enhance the protection of forests and to this end strengthen cooperation in
the region. In the Madrid Ministerial Resolution 2 “Protection of forests in a changing
environment”, the ministers, inter alia, committed themselves to:
§

further develop pan-European approaches to forest protection as an integral
part of SFM to: i) address new, varied challenges and threats posed to European
forests, including climate change, and to further strengthen the role of sustainable
forest management to this end; and ii) to iincrease the work on adaptation of forests
and forest management to climate change.

§

strengthen cooperation in the pan-European level, more specifically to share
experience in the region and to promote interaction between research, policy and
forest management about forest hazards.

Following the outcomes of the Seventh Ministerial Conference, the Expert Level Meeting held
in May 2016 in Bratislava approved FOREST EUROPE Work Programme 2016-2020 in which
necessity to address protection of forests in changing environment including their adaptation
to climate change was reiterated by signatories and observers.

In addition, countries agreed on actions for future direction of FOREST EUROPE calling
for the support of proactive science-policy dialogue for knowledge management,
forecasting and response formulation to the broader societal challenges by engaging relevant
partners (notably EFI).

FOREST EUROPE Liaison Unit Bratislava and European Forest Institute might take
advantage of using future joint activities (Side meeting of the forthcoming Think-Forest/
FOREST EUROPE event in Prague on 4th of April 2019 or Expert Group Meeting in Turkey in
September) to elaborate further on the submitted paper following the guidance of the Expert
Level Meeting.
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Executive Summary
Why a European Forest Risk Facility?
The unprecedented intensity and spatial coverage of forest disturbance impacts across Europe
poses a significant challenge to forest policy and the forest sector in Europe. For traditional
crisis management it is becoming increasingly demanding to handle large-scale events. This
endangers not only the provision of vital ecosystem services, but also the availability of
renewable resources and climate change mitigation effects. The challenges from increased
disturbance risks - amplified by climate change - can only be successfully addressed through
increased trans-national collaboration and support, capacity building and
knowledge transfer, leading to better informed decision making in a holistic forest
disturbance risk management with strong emphasis on prevention and preparedness.
What will a European Forest Risk Facility do?
The European Forest Risk Facility aims to facilitate state-of-the-art management responses in
handling the increasing risks from forest disturbances in Europe. It will do this using activities
that are fully complementary to existing emergency services, including:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

providing science-based best practice guidance to inform policy makers and forestry
practice on how to enhance forest resilience and foster the adaptive capacity in the
forest sector in response to increasing forest disturbance risks,
supporting cross border cooperation for disturbance risk management,
promoting risk prevention and preparedness to improve the ability to cope with
future disturbance events,
supporting and facilitating research, knowledge generation and ensuring transfer /
information sharing through capacity building and fast tracking of experiences,
speeding up the responses to new and unexpected events/topics by mobilizing
specialists,
stimulating the develop of innovative practices aiming at increased forest resilience
and adaptation to climate change,
empowering personal and institutional expert capacity in disturbance risk
management by organizing training workshops and exchanges of experts,
engaging in public relations and media outreach to keep all actors well informed.

What will be added value for European countries?
•
•
•

Science based recommendations how to manage forest risks and disturbances at
policy and operational level,
Peer-learning among countries/sharing good and bad practice experience and
approaches to risk management (prevention, preparedness, response, recovery),
Increased capacity of countries to better communicate the forest disturbance risk
issue to policy-makers and broad public.
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2. The challenge
Forests provide Europe’s societies with a broad spectrum of essential ecosystem services. They
are the source of one of Europe’s most valuable renewable resources, wood. At the same time,
they form a significant part of biodiversity, provide crucial protective functions for societies,
and are a critically important green infrastructure for recreation and climate regulation. Yet,
forests are increasingly affected by three main forest disturbance risk complexes: (i) droughts
and wildfires, (ii) windstorms, (iii) biotic threats, and their complex interaction.

Figure 1. Timeline of major disturbance events in European forests 1990 to 2018.

Though disturbances are an integral part of natural development cycles of forest ecosystems,
in managed forests which provide vital services to human society, they are often regarded as
disruptive and are frequently negatively affecting not only forest owners but whole societies.
Climate change is further accelerating the extent and intensity of these disturbances.

Figure 2. Average temperature in the period April to August from 1893-2018 at Potsdam, Germany: A
clear warming trend is visible since 1980. The year 2018 was truly exceptional, drastically increasing
the temperature deviation from the average of 1893-1922 compared to former hot years (Rahmstorf,
20191).
1

Rahmstorf, Stefan, 2019. https://scilogs.spektrum.de/klimalounge/hitze-ohne-ende/
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Forest disturbances today and in the future

Catastrophic disturbance events, such as windstorms (Lothar, Kyrill, Gudrun, Klaus as well as
severe regional storms in Slovakia 2004 (Alžbeta) and 2014 (Žofia), Slovenia 2014 and 2018,
Belarus 2016, Poland 2017 and Italy 2018) and wildfires (Greece 2007, Portugal 2003, 2007,
2017, Sweden and Greece 2018) have affected whole regions, crucial infrastructure,
livelihoods, properties and have tragically been accompanied by the loss of lives (Figure 1).
For 2018, exceptionally large volumes of damaged trees have been reported. Those include
storms, drought and bark beetle affected timber of more than 8 million cubic metres in
Austria, 15 million for Italy, 18 million for Germany, 25.000 ha of burned area in Sweden, for
instance.
The extensive bark beetle infestations in the Czech Republic are not yet quantified but will be
in historical dimensions.
What set 2018 apart from past experiences was not only the number of disturbances, but
also the extent of damage, the number of human fatalities (the Attica fire in Greece alone
killed 100 persons), and the fact that severe disturbances occurred all over Europe, often in
locations that have not experienced similar events before.
Box 1:
Increased share of salvage cutting due to biotic and abiotic disturbances – the
case of Slovakia
Since the Alžbeta windstorm struck Slovakia in 2004, the country suffered from an
unprecedented frequency and intensity of bark beetle outbreaks. The trend in salvage
fellings since 1960 (Figure 3) highlights the disturbance interactions as bark beetle
outbreaks followed the damage caused by abiotic agents (wind in particular). It should be
noted that the bark beetle outbreaks were affected not only by increased temperatures, but
also favoured by changes in forest management as nature conservation policy newly
introduced in 2004 delayed or prevented the removal of infested trees from the forest in
protected areas..

Figure 3. Development of the salvage fellings according to main groups of damaging agents. While
storm damages caused large amounts of salvage felling also in the past, there has been a very
significant increase in damages from biotic agents during this century. After large disturbance events
such as the storms Katarina, Alžbeta or Žofia, salvage fellings often peak in the year following the
event. The cumulative amount of salvage fellings across all damaging agents exceeded 50% of all
recorded fellings since 2005. Over the last recorded decade (2008-2017), the share of salvage fellings
in total harvest was on average 54.7% across all species and 77.2% for coniferous species.
Source: National Forest Centre; Forest Protection Service, 2018
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For 2019, if the weather conditions are favourable for various bark beetle species, we can
expect a severe increase in mass outbreaks across Europe. These disturbance trends do not
halt at country borders, and therefore ask for increased collaboration across Europe. We are
not only observing an increase in frequency, intensity and interaction of different disturbances
(e.g. storm and bark beetle; drought, wildfire and bark beetle), but also shifts in patterns and
seasonal occurrence (e.g. winter fires in Norway; increased occurrence of wildfires in Sweden,
United Kingdom, Ireland, Germany and Poland; windstorm Italy 2018). Noticeable is the
accelerated spread of damaging biotic agents and invasive species (Ash Dieback, Pinewood
Nematode, Asian Longhorn Beetle). Such developments can become especially serious for
those regions and countries where experience and knowledge as well as legislative settings of
dealing with such new forest risks are less developed. If such events will continue to occur
across Europe with rising frequency and severity, they become a serious threat to many of our
much-needed ecosystem services that our forests provide not only as a renewable resource
that is crucial for bio-economic development. This is particularly alarming in the light of
increased evidence that climate change amplifies extreme events (Figure 2) and the slow
implementation of global efforts to curb greenhouse gas emissions, which question the ability
of the world community to contain climatic warming below 2° C (i.e. almost twice the current
level of warming) compared to pre-industrial states. To mitigate these growing disturbance
threats, we will have to invest in enhancing the resilience and adaptive capacity of European
forest landscapes as integral part of sustainable forest management. Promoting intelligent
handling of natural disturbances will require well adapted prevention measures which
contribute towards reducing the negative impacts of disturbances. Furthermore, it will
prepare us better to more effectively manage the next windstorms, wildfires, or biotic pest
outbreaks.

Limitations on how disturbances are managed now – what are current
shortcomings?

There are well developed response mechanisms and frameworks in place in civil protection
from local to national level, in the EU, Europe and internationally for reacting to large-scale
disasters. This accounts especially for operational level preparedness towards disturbance
risks and the response once they occur. One example are the fire and emergency services
responding to wildfires e.g. in the Mediterranean region. In forestry, risks are addressed at the
operational level by civil protection, forest research institutions, forest administrations and
forest district enterprises. They all build up their own extensive know-how and experiences
for operating at different levels. However, they are often not well interconnected with or aware
of one another and often focus mainly on one particular risk, topic or monitoring activity.
Enhanced coordination and exchange of know-how can help to increase the effectiveness and
efficiency not only in response and recovery but also in mitigation, preparedness and in the
overall response to disturbance threats. The challenge to be faced is on how to stimulate
regular, formal as well as informal exchange between these institutions in order to enhance
the understanding and potential application of each other’s expertise, knowledge and
technologies. Once such an interaction is established it will support the building of personal
relationships and a mutually trusted network. Such are a pre-requisite for support in times
when serious disturbance events occur.

The importance of prevention and preparedness

Historically, disturbance events in Europe happened at a much smaller scale and where seen
as something rather ‘external’. Response mechanisms were developed to ‘return to normal as
quick as possible’ (pre-disturbance situation), be it after a wildfire, after a windstorm or a
large-scale bark beetle outbreak. With increased frequency and severity of disastrous
disturbances, a new approach and way of thinking has been evolving: an acceptance that
disturbances are an integral part of forest ecosystems and will affect our managed forests. Thus
‘risk thinking’ is already part of daily forest management but will need to be further developed
and improved. This becomes even more relevant due to human influence and impact on
landscapes and forests (e.g. climate change, species composition, forest management
systems). Exceptional years, like 2017/2018, show that traditional response measures are
6

reaching their limits not only in Europe but also other regions around the world (e.g.
firefighting in the United States, Greece, Chile). As a result, an open and global discussion has
been initiated across the different disturbance types. The currently applied approaches in
disturbance response are understood not necessarily to be the most purposeful solution for
solving the emerging challenges. The role of prevention and mitigation of unwanted effects
caused by disturbances to our forests lies in adapted and well-designed forest management
schemes.
Such thinking is reflected in the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction2. It promotes
a shift of focus more towards preventing and mitigating disturbances allowing to be better
prepared to cope with them, i.e. increasing resilience and adaptability. The Sendai framework
provides a global mandate and reference for investing in a better understanding of risks and
their effects as well as developing and applying prevention, adaptation and mitigation
measures. To better integrate risk management into daily decision making, all phases of the
disaster risk management cycle - prevention, preparedness, response and recovery - should
have their adequate place in addressing disturbances. Such an integrated approach will
encompass (1) adequate, well trained and equipped response to disasters, (2) having in place
effective recovery mechanisms, (3) implementing adapted forest management measures to
mitigate disturbance impacts and (4) be best prepared for future disasters by having available
operational plans and procedures to act immediately after their occurrence.

2

United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction - Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction
(https://www.unisdr.org/we/coordinate/sendai-framework)
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3. Added value of a European Forest Risk Facility
The unprecedented intensity and spatial extent of forest disturbance impacts across Europe
poses a significant challenge to forest policy and the forest sector in Europe. For traditional
crisis management it is becoming increasingly demanding to handle large-scale events. This
endangers not only the provision of vital ecosystem services, but also the availability of
renewable resources and climate change mitigation effects. How can European forest policy
respond?
The challenges from increased disturbance risks, amplified by climate change, can only be
successfully addressed through increased trans-national collaboration and assistance,
capacity building and knowledge transfer, leading to better informed decision making in a
holistic forest disturbance risk management with strong emphasis on prevention and
preparedness.
Existing international support for managing forest disturbance risks focuses mainly on the
monitoring and forecasting of drought and fire risks (e.g. Copernicus emergency services, the
European Drought Observatory, European Forest Fire Information System). The European
Union Civil Protection Mechanism coordinates responses to disasters in Europe and has
frequently been used for emergency support, especially to fight wildfires. While the Civil
Protection Mechanism also targets the prevention of and preparedness for disasters there are
no established procedures existing to facilitate this part of disturbance risk management.
Consequently, to facilitate state-of-the-art management responses in handling the increasing
risks from forest disturbances in Europe, several additional activities are needed to
complement the existing emergency services:
•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•

providing science-based best practice guidance to inform policy makers and forestry
practice on how to enhance forest resilience and foster the adaptive capacity in the
forest sector in response to increasing forest disturbance risks,
supporting cross border cooperation for disturbance risk management,
promoting risk prevention and preparedness to improve the ability to cope with
future disturbance events,
supporting and facilitating research, knowledge generation and ensuring transfer /
information sharing through capacity building and fast tracking of experiences,
speeding up the responses to new and unexpected events/topics by mobilizing
specialists,
stimulating the collaboration between research and operational-level disturbance risk
management to develop innovative practices aiming at increased forest resilience and
adaptation to climate change,
empowering personal and institutional expert capacity in disturbance risk
management by organizing training workshops and exchanges of experts,
engaging in public relations and media outreach to keep all actors and addressees
well informed.

To illustrate both the need for, and value of, such activities several actions were implemented
in the course of real disturbance events: (i) a rapid response mission was implemented in the
immediate aftermath of a severe ice storm in Slovenia 2014 (Box 1; cf. Annex 1); (ii) an
Exchange of Experts programme was set-up and conducted following the extensive winter
fires in Norway, 20143; (iii) an expert assessment was carried out with two professional crossborder study tours (Germany/France/Belarus) in 2018 related to post-storm management
3

http://www.friskgo.org/uploads/Case%20studies/Case_Study_Report_Norway.pdf
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following a disastrous windstorm in Belarus 2016 (cf. Annex 2); and (iv) European risk
management experts supported Northern Ireland in building a vegetation fire policy and fire
management capacity4 as well as Ireland in the development of a deer management policy and
guidelines through study tours and information exchange5. These examples above were all
carried out by the European Forest Institute together with a growing network of forest risk
management experts and stakeholders from Europe and beyond (i.e. facilitated and
implemented in the context the FRISK-GO6 and SURE7 projects). Similar actions do take place
in other national and European projects (see selection in Annex 3) but they often remain at an
ad-hoc level or are case study examples that rarely have continuity once projects end.
Box 2: Expert exchange following a severe ice storm in Slovenia (2014)
In late January, early February 2014, more than half of all Slovenian forests were severely
affected by a devastating ice sleet storm and that across all ownership types. The damaged
timber volume was estimated at 11 million m3 with an evaluated economic loss of more than
200 million euros. By contact February from different Slovenian institutions and
administrations the FRISK-GO project6 identified suitable experts who have already
extensive knowledge and experiences on such types of disturbance events. A mission to
Slovenia was conducted immediately in February and resulted in a jointly published expert
assessment. Subsequently, a group of ten experts from Slovenia participated in an exchange
visit to Germany in March 2014. Main goal was to learn about experiences and solutions
from their German counterparts in managing devastating windstorms (“Lothar”, 1999). The
experience exchanges covered topics like dealing with secondary damages, priority salvage
logging, timber transport, market and timber prices, subsidies, insurances, afforestation
programmes, natural regeneration and future risk and resilience management. The exchange
highlighted the need of collaboration with policy makers, research, forest managers,
contractors and economists when it comes to recovering from natural disasters. The joint
activities created new cross border networks between the various actors not only for the ice
storm of 2014, but for close collaboration for any future windstorms.

More information available in the RISKPlatform7

https://resilience-blog.com/2018/01/22/investigating-wildfires-northern-ireland-is-planning-to-develop-a-vegetationfire-strategy/
5 https://resilience-blog.com/2018/11/28/ireland-deer-management-in-native-woodlands/
6 Start-Up Project for a European Forest Risk Facility (FRISK-GO; 2013-2015)
4

7

https://www.riskplatform.org/
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4. Evolving idea and possible implementation of a European
Forest Risk Facility
4.1 Guiding principles of a European Forest Risk Facility
The objective of a European Forest Risk Facility is to enhance forest sector resilience by
supporting forest disturbance risk management in all phases of a disaster risk management
cycle. This implies addressing recovery, prevention and preparedness in addition to merely
responding to disasters. The following guiding principles apply in all activities of a European
Forest Risk Facility:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

to guarantee transparency in all its actions,
to be open to all interested in collaboration,
to ensure complementarity with existing initiatives and institutions
to be pro-active at all levels,
to promote best practices and ensure distribution,
to stimulate combining latest research findings, practical and tacit knowledge to better
address disturbance risk management, and
7. to synthesise outputs and knowledge and make them timely available for policy makers
and practitioners using tailored communication and outreach channels.
With these principles, a European Forest Risk Facility connects science and practice
knowledge and stimulates their exchange across disciplines, while ensuring well-designed
outreach to the policy level and affected stakeholders.
A European Forest Risk Facility acts as an honest broker at two levels. Firstly, it aims at
stimulating and facilitating collaboration at the interface between science, operational
management and policy by:
1. compiling lessons learned and good practice guidance for the main forest disturbance
threats,
2. coordinates the investigation of emerging cross-border forest risks through
transdisciplinary research combining scientific methods with tacit and practical
experience knowledge
3. building an online ‘shared-knowledge case’ platform for risk management and
decision support knowledge as reference for developing and formulating tailored
services and products,
4. mobilizing specialists and expert networks to provide guidance and their experiences
5. identifying knowledge gaps and communicating them to relevant actors
6. organizing events, training schools, field visits, exchanges of experts and on-site
education and learning, and
7. producing synthesis publications, offering tutorials and audio-visual material for
practice application and properly communicate them i.e. in local languages.
Secondly, a European Forest Risk Facility would pro-actively disseminate and synthesise all
relevant topical information and findings from research and practice to the policy level by
using the most appropriate outreach means available. Keeping policy makers up-to-date in the
best way possible is especially relevant as the effects of climate change and extreme weather
events have shown to become ever more prevalent over the past years and will most likely stay
on the policy agenda also in the years to come. This accounts specially to raising awareness on
the importance of risk prevention measures to making forests more resilient and by ensuring
better preparedness for the next disturbance events. Means to achieve this include e.g.:
1. written materials such as policy briefs, synthesised expert statements and reports,
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2. targeted events and discussion fora for policy and decision makers but also for affected
stakeholders and society at large
3. media outreach: press releases, newspaper and journal articles, media events,
websites, blogs, interviews, social media channels
4. audio-visual synthesis of the good practice guidance in disturbance risk management
Important to note is that any of the means above may find application at different scales and
contexts (e.g. local, national, regional, EU, European level).

Figure 4. Set-up of a European Forest Risk Facility and information flows.

4.2 Proposal for implementation
The organizational procedures for the European Forest Risk Facility should develop from the
understanding that there is a need to balance between an institutional set-up ensuring
credibility in the wider forest policy and risk management community to support decision
making processes and inviting also more informal engagement of forest risk practitioners in
the work of a facility. An operational European Forest Risk Facility will need both formal and
practical adaptive approaches to become accepted within the extensive network of actors and
stakeholders, varying interests, backgrounds and expertise. A stable political mandate and
sustainable operational frame is of paramount importance to ensure focus and longevity.
Based on a broad consultation process (during the projects FRISK-GO, Firefficient,
NetRiskWork, Plurifor, SURE and others; cf. Annex 3) separate, but cohesive organizational
levels were suggested as most practical, as a European Forest Risk Facility will need to act on
various operative levels with coherent but various objectives and target audiences. They
represent ‘network nodes and focal points’ within and for the forest policy and forest risk
management communities. Three organizational levels are proposed:
•
•
•

Level 1: A slim and flexible Secretariat of the European Forest Risk Facility operating
at the pan-European level;
Level 2: Thematic Network Nodes for Wildfire, Storms and Biotic Risks at 3 different
locations
Level 3: National network focal points of the European Forest Risk Facility
11

Secretariat of the European Forest Risk Facility
The European Forest Risk Facility Secretariat supports and coordinates thematic, national
and regional activities, services and products of both thematic network nodes and national
network focal points with their associated national networks. That requires a slim and
flexibly operating European Forest Risk Facility secretariat at pan-European level. The
secretariat will coordinate activities with the Thematic Network nodes and the National
Network Focal points, accompanied where relevant and supported by local expertise to ensure
presence, rooting and credibility with the respective communities at all levels. Based on an
extended consultation process it was determined that there is no pre-fixed model preferred
for national network nodes. The European Forest Risk Facility secretariat is entrusted with
administrative, organizational duties, and maintaining records. It oversees network partner
activities, supports and coordinates the actions of the established network and its
corresponding partners. The secretariat maintains the knowledge repository and translates
findings from science to practice and especially to the policy level. That outreach to policy is
needed to develop a stable and sustainable political frame and support for better forest risk
management. The secretariat is staffed by persons, who use a variety of project management,
communication, networking and organizational skills. These functions are entirely carried out
to assist the European Forest Risk Facility networking partners. It also deals with
correspondence, Public relations, Media Outreach, admits new partners, and organizes
meetings and events.
Finally, it supports and coordinates trans-national research and policy support activities.
Mobilization of experts for rapid response, assessment and support in times of crisis will be a
key function of this coordinating body.
The secretariat will have a requirement for three full time positions plus operational
funding.

Thematic Network Nodes of the European Forest Risk Facility
The operational Level 2 of the European Forest Risk Facility will be formed by thematic
network nodes, i.e. centres of excellence in a specific forest risk. Thematic network nodes
should have a pan-European focus and should adapt to trans-national, national, subnational
and local needs. These thematic network nodes perform research and outreach to policy and
practice. They are centres of excellence that facilitate capacity building and knowledge transfer
to policy and practice under the European Forest Risk Facility. They should have international
standing and European network capabilities, as well the possibility to bring together the
expertise from research and practice on a topic at the pan-European scale.
The requirements for those thematic network nodes are in the range of 2-3 fulltime
positions and related research and operational funding. Additional project funding for
research is supporting the service provision.

National network focal points of the European Forest Risk Facility
The national functions within a European Forest Risk Facility are rooted in the respective
countries. The working languages are both English and the respective national language. The
national focal points of a European Forest Risk Facility will need to be flexible and adapted to
specific situations and needs, on a case-by-case basis with demand driven by stakeholders in
the country. The set-up can differ between countries, build on existing networks and still meet
the same objectives. Depending on national funding and forest risk priorities the function can
be implemented, as one possible example, by a forest administration, a forest association, or
a forest research agency. Where national forest risk networks do exist, it seems a reasonable
approach to mandate the existing networks to cooperate closely with the national network
focal point of a European Forest Risk Facility. Cooperation across countries is important and
in certain cases, several national network focal points may cooperate at the regional level.
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The requirement for national network focal points will be 1 full time position plus
operational funding.

4.3 Funding Options
Adopting and subscribing to a common vision of a European Forest Risk Facility with the
mandate to cooperate and exchange experiences in forest disturbance risk management
should be implicit for all funding options. The different funding options vary especially in the
degree of voluntariness, the governance structures, and the extent of regional versus
centralised organisation. The Host Country Model with simple governance and funding
arrangements is considered the most realistic option.

Host Country model with distributed European Forest Risk Facility units
This model divides the European Forest Risk Facility into functional units including the
secretariat and the Thematic Nodes. Under the framework of the European Forest Risk
Facility, countries can fund national activities and establish network focal points in their
respective country. The nodes and focal points all cooperate under a common European Forest
Risk Facility frame, vision and mission. The host country model implies a ‘Host Country
Agreement’ in which the host country commits to fund one of the functional units of the
Facility. The country that hosts the secretariat would cover the working costs for the secretariat
and provides the infrastructure for an independent working environment. Similarly, the costs
involved for operating the thematic nodes can be covered by another regional or national host.
‘Strengths’ and ‘Weaknesses’ of the option:

+ efficient governance structure as the only contractual obligations occur between the

regional or national donor and the European Forest Risk Facility unit.
+ funding remains in the country of the donor and there is no need for membership
fees for countries that do not host a pan-European unit of the Facility.
+ national focal points can be integrated with existing national or regional institutions
that have already some national responsibility in forest disturbance risk
management.

- the funding commitment for pan-European units is concentrated on a small number
of donor countries.

- the direct funding of the host countries may imply weaker international governance
structures of the European Forest Risk Facility, unless a governing advisory board
would be established consisting of all countries that operate either one of the panEuropean units or a national focal point.

Multi Donor Trust Fund (MDTF)
A multi-donor trust fund model allows a variety of donors to pool funds and to jointly develop
a strategy and work programme for the implementation of the European Forest Risk Facility.
Countries and/or institutions can make donations to the MDTF. Strategic decisions are
required in the design of the MDTF to define the types of donors that can join the partnership
(including also private sector donors?) and to establish a modus operando for developing
(multi-)annual work programmes, including decisions whether contributions can be
earmarked for specific activities. In the example of the EFI MDTF for Policy Support all donors
are represented in a Trust Fund Steering Committee (“Steering Committee”), which directs
the strategic direction of the activities of the Facility. The Steering Committee provides a)
strategic guidance on the activities of the Facility funded by the Trust Fund; b) receives
information and gives feedback regarding the outputs, outcomes and impacts resulting from
the activities of the Facility funded by the Trust Fund; c) reviews and approves the work plan
13

for the activities funded by the Trust Fund. The budget would be administered by a European
Forest Risk Facility Secretariat. The overall budget allocation to activities and distribution to
partners is proposed by the Secretariat and needs approval by the Steering Committee.
‘Strengths’ and ‘Weaknesses’ of the option:

+
+
-

voluntary contributions, countries do not have long term obligations
flexible instrument that can be opened to include diverse donor contributions
the voluntary nature of contributions makes planning of activities problematic
the strong role of the Steering Committee requiring substantial resources in
operating the facility

National Funding allocated to a European Facility
Individual countries formally join the Facility by signing a Letter of Agreement. National
membership fees are calculated using a common set of criteria (e.g. based on GDP, population
or contribution of the forest sector to GDP). Using the resources provided by the countries,
the Facility is established at one location (or at a small number of locations), from where the
secretariat operates, and all activities are coordinated. All member countries form the Steering
Committee which steers the Facility and approves work plans and budgets.
‘Strengths’ and ‘Weaknesses’ of the option:

+
+
+
-

country contributions are based on common principles
budget and work planning can be done based on stable contributions
efficient centralised implementation of the Facility
limited inclusiveness and low flexibility to account for national or regional interests
non-host countries need to provide funding outside of their country. This may lead to
countries refraining to join and creates limited ownership for the facility.
- many countries are obliged to contribute funding and experience with this funding
model shows that it can be time and resource demanding to follow up on pending
membership payments

Mixed model of central Facility secretariat and host country-based thematic network
nodes
This model is based on voluntary country commitments to establish thematic network nodes
of the European Forest Risk Facility combined with a jointly funded central secretariat.
Activities and cooperation are coordinated and supported by the Forest Risk Facility
Secretariat. The Secretariat itself can be financed through an overhead percentage of the
national funding schemes.
‘Strengths’ and ‘Weaknesses’ of the option:

+ this funding model allows to cater for specific country risks and interests
+ the funding commitment for operating the Secretariat of the European Forest Risk
Facility is divided between many countries, making the individual funding
contribution affordable.
- similar to the National Funding model, countries may not be inclined to hand out
payments for the operation of the Secretariat in another country.
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Project-funding based model
The lowest institutional and governance commitment for the establishment of a European
Forest Risk facility could be implemented through separate individual projects which are
funded by third parties. Many regions are recognizing the importance of the risk management
topic and therefore it is relatively easy to attract short-term funding for this work. In this
model, the regional and national projects are only loosely coordinated, but they all follow a
common vision of the functionality of the Facility. However, it must be stated, that this funding
model has the high risk of discontinuation of projects after short-term project durations, and
it could result in a Facility that is following project trends instead of shaping the trends.
‘Strengths’ and ‘Weaknesses’ of the option:

+ no country commitment needed
- Continuous project funding after a successful start-up phase might get difficult to

secure, because often it is not possible to renew specific project tasks in a follow-up
project.
- The dependency on third-party projects requires permanent proposal writing, which
is time consuming and distracts from the core duties
- It is challenging to develop a continuous red line of activities supporting the Forest
Risk Facility vision, as individual project scopes may need to be adjusted to regional
or national funding priorities.

Flexible arrangements in combination with a funding option
The outlined funding options could to some degree be mixed or combined. It should be noted
that additional instruments may also be used such as secondments of experts using national
funding or in-kind contributions, which is particularly beneficial for contributing regional
competence to pan-European Thematic network nodes. For example, it was suggested to
establish a Wildfire thematic node in Spain. As the Thematic Node should have a panEuropean scope, it would be helpful to get experts seconded e.g. from Scandinavia to
contribute expertise on wildfire in boreal forest conditions. Another opportunity could be to
combine targeted project funding with any of the other funding options. This would allow to
address specific risk management questions without long-term commitments.
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Annex 1: An example of the Exchange of Experts (EoE)- the Slovenian ice
storm
In late January and early February 2014, Slovenia was hit with an ice storm that caused
extensive damage that had never been experienced before. Approximately 10 million cubic
meter of timber was damaged: two thirds were broadleaves and one-third conifers. The
damage affected 600,000 ha, more than half of the forest area in Slovenia. The economic
damage for forestry was evaluated to be 214 million euros. In face of the catastrophe, the
Slovenian forest authorities asked for support from Dr. Christoph Hartebrodt from the Forest
Research Institute Baden-Württemberg (FVA) who was the contact person for the FRISK-GO
pilot liaison unit in Germany. The FRISK-GO was a project to build ground for the European
Forest Risk Facility. Dr. Hartebrodt had an extensive experience in storm damages in forests.
With the funding from the FRISK-GO, a team from FVA travelled to Slovenia in March 2014.
Later in April, a team of Slovenian forest professionals from different institutions (Slovenian
Forestry Institute, Slovenian Forest Service, Ministry of environment and agriculture,
Forestry Inspection, Agriculture and Forestry Chamber, Union of Slovenian Forest Owners
and Biotechnical Faculty) came to visit FVA facilities in Baden-Württemberg, with the help of
the funding from the FRISK-GO project. Both visits included lectures and visits in the areas
affected by storms. The exchanges were extremely beneficial. Having an experienced outsider
view on the damage was welcomed as it acted as an honest broker in a situation that could
potentially have tensions between different actors. Without imposing any ready-made
solutions, the exchanges provided different options and insights for all the actors. The major
concern was the organisation of the salvage operations to avoid the secondary damages caused
most notably by bark beetles. Special focus was on public relations and working with media,
cleaning up the infrastructure, preventing flood risk by removing trees and branches from
creeks and rivers, salvage logging of confers and matching activities between different actors.
The exchange included a unique possibility for practical communication, face-to-face
discussions and hands on experience in the forest, with storm damage experts. Participants
saw how storm management could be strategically planned and implemented with the
agreement of forest owners and locals. In summary, the exchange under the umbrella of the
FRISK-GO project was a good practice example of collaboration and cooperation: connecting
experts, actors and decision-makers from different countries in an informal setting to try to
go to the causes of problems, various options to manage the effects and speed up the
circulation of existing knowledge.

Exchange visit by Slovenian experts to Germany.
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Annex 2: Exchange of Experts - Storm, risk and forest resilience
management across Belarus-Germany-France-Basque Country
Belarus faced a big windstorm in 2016 that caused widespread damage to their forests. To help
with forest recovery and preventing secondary damages in the future, the World Bank
approached the experts of the EFI’s Resilience Programme who helped the facilitation of
various exchanges of experts. In April 2018, a group of 14 professionals from the Belarussian
forestry sectors visited the Black Forest in Freiburg, Germany, and the maritime pine
plantations of Novelle-Acquitane, France, to learn from their experiences of various severe
storms, including “Lothar”, “Vivian”, “Wiebke”, “Klaus” and “Martin”. The exchange was
funded by the Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery (GFDRR). In Germany, the
visiting experts were hosted by the Forest Research Institute of Baden-Württemberg. During
the 2.5 days, exchanges to place on the storm event in Belarus and the development and
evolution of storm management in Germany. Special attention was given to effects on markets
and forest governance, bark beetle calamities and other secondary damages. In addition,
issues that were not directly linked to storm management, e.g. deer-silviculture management,
close-to-nature forestry and forest nurseries, were taken up following the requests of the
Belarussian experts. Field excursions included “wet-timber-storage facilities” and how they
can help support buffering the risk of secondary damage and keep timber off the market, a site
suffering from Ash Dieback causing severe economic losses to forest owners, and a site that
has been unmanaged after “Lothar” for close to 20 years now.

Exchange of Experts Belarus to Germany and France (and return visit to Belarus) organised for World
Bank

The exchange was a success in manifold ways. Seeing and better understanding how a
disturbance is dealt with in other countries (i.e. different administrative frameworks;
stakeholder involvement; diverging silvicultural systems; subsidy and insurance schemes
etc.), can help create a new understanding on how to further improve or develop forest risk
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management at home. Especially building better understanding what options are available for
recovery, prevention and preparedness were highlighted. Such open discussions and exchange
of experiences allowed all participants to enrich their knowledge. A return visit of French,
German and Latvian experts to Belarus took place in October 2018. In addition to a high-level
seminar, Belarus colleagues presented their approaches in dealing with the severe storm event
in 2016 during extensive field visits. Subsequently, there has been cooperation with Belarus
on workshops (storm and bark beetle). Further exchanges to Belarus are envisaged for 2019
on the topic of integrated fire management.
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Annex 3: A selection of projects and initiatives with similar objectives as
the European Forest Risk Facility
Project /activity

Funding and scope

Relevant output

AFORCE network (2009-

French funding;
national and European
scope

Knowledge transfer on climate change
adaptation and risk management based
on an active community of
organisations

KoNeKKTiW (2014-2020)

German funding;
German speaking
region

Knowledge transfer on climate change
adaptation and risk management based
on an active community of
organisations

NetRiskWork (2016-2018)

DG ECHO, European
scope

A consolidated net-work of risk
management experts, RISKPlatform
communication portal for sharing best
practices

PLURIFOR (2016-2019)

Interreg, SW-Europe

Analysis of 8 forest risk management
systems in SW- Europe and
development of new tools and improved
risk management plans

SURE (2017-2020)

German funding,
European scope

Best practice tools for four phases of
windstorm, wildfire and biotics risk
management

eFIRECOM (2015-2016)

DG ECHO

Guidelines for educators, journalists
and communities on efficient fire risk
communication for resilient societies

HOMED (2018-2022)

H2020

Online toolbox for emerging pest and
diseases

FIREFFICIENT (2014 – 2015)

DG ECHO

Operational tools for improving
efficiency in wildfire risk reduction in
EU landscapes

FIRE-IN (2017-2022)

H2020, European scope Development of a proven process for
organising Fire and Rescue
practitioners

FRISK-GO (2013-2015)

German funding,
European scope

ongoing)

Define and elaborate the core work
pillars of a European Forest Risk
Facility and develop a corresponding
operational business plan and structural
framework for the implementation
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