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The forest policy framework sets overall legislative, administrative, stimulation, communication and other
conditions for forest management. It is an essential component of sustainable forest management, considering the
environmental and socio-economic conditions at international, national and sub-national level.

Key messages
• National forest programmes serve as a framework for adaptation of forest legislation, cross-sectoral discourse
platforms and exchange mechanisms.
• Research, inventory and forest management planning usually have specific independent structures, under
the responsibility of a ministry.
• Restrictions on on institutional budgets and staffing reduce capacities for adaptation and further development of stimulating policy tools.
• National forest laws are in force in all 31 reporting countries.
• Climate-change and biodiversity-related measures dominate in the implementation of international
commitments related to forests.
• Almost all countries reported the use of grants and subsidies for specific measures, and more than half also
reported tax measures.

Forest Policy and Governance

• The current national forest inventory, monitoring and assessment systems are considered sufficient to fulfil
information and communication needs by 18 of the 30 reporting countries.
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Indicator 1: National Forest Programmes
or equivalent
Key findings
NFPs are a well-established concept for implementing
SFM across FOREST EUROPE signatories. They
serve as the framework for adaptation of forest laws,
discourse platforms, and exchange mechanisms,
and provide – together with operational instruments
such as C&I – structure to national and/or subnational
SFM initiatives. FOREST EUROPE’s definitions and
guidelines serve as a major input to NFPs activities.
There is a variety of ways to approach: NFPs are
mainly used to develop strategic documents that
relate to forests and give recommendatory or even
compulsory guidance to forest policy. Funding
for such activities may vary from targeted, bulk
allocation of forests funds, to external sources, while
long-term funding might still be challenging. In
general, NFP development appears to be dynamic
as they are required to undergo evaluation, to adapt
to emerging needs and to be responsive to crosssectoral challenges. 14 countries show such changes
in order to respond to new experiences with NFPs,
new demands for forest stakeholder interaction or as
adapted instrument national forest governance.
Introduction
National Forest Programmes (NFPs) have been
demonstrated as instruments for supporting forest
policy and governance since FOREST EUROPE
Vienna Resolution 1 in 2003. NFPs are key processes
designed to provide guidance, cooperation and
modalities for policy planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation at national and/or
subnational level, and a participatory forum for forest
stakeholders. The information on the status of NFPs
is based on 31 national responses to the enquiry on
qualitative indicators.
Status
NFPs have a high level of acceptance as a major
forest policy tool in the reporting countries.
NFPs are one of the instruments with the highest
implementation rate as shown by earlier reports.
The recent enquiry demonstrates that 27 out of 31
countries reporting have a NFP in place, while in two
it is under development, and in one in preparation in
the course of new forest law. Generally, a high level of
acceptance for NFPs as a major forest policy tool can
be stated. It can also be shown that in the majority of
countries (21), the ministries responsible for forestry
constitute the main formal decision-making body for
NFPs. Alternative ways for facilitating NFP processes
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embrace in some countries high-level approaches
such as the parliament (1) or the government (2)
being directly responsible, multi-ministry councils
or similar (3), or broader bodies with members
also from outside ministries (3). In this respect, the
funding situation for NFP processes is diverse: in 12
countries there are directly allocated funds for NFP
implementation, while in others NFP is part of the
bulk allocation of forest funds of the administration,
or external funding sources (of combined with public
funding), with no regional patterns to be observed.
This relates both to the conduct of the process itself,
and the consequent implementation measures as
defined in NFPs. In contrast to the last SoEF report in
2015, funding problems for NFPs were not stressed in
the survey, although five countries did not provide
further information, so maintaining a continuous NFP
process might still be a challenge for some countries.
In a majority of reporting countries, NFPs are
directly linked to national/sub-national strategic
instruments that address forests in a prospective
way (e.g. a national strategy, white paper, forest policy
programme). Further, in a majority of countries NFPs
appear to be recommendatory instruments (19),
while in 12 countries they have a compulsory nature.
Examining the reference and inclusion of FOREST
EUROPE in the main NFP-related policy documents
there is a gradient of impacts. FOREST EUROPE’s
definition of SFM and the criteria and indicators for
SFM find broad resonance in NFPs. The influence
of other FOREST EUROPE instruments, such as the
guidelines for NFPs, Classification of Protected and
Protective Forests and Other Wooded Land, or the
Pan-European Operational Level Guidelines for SFM,
on NFPs is limited. The Pan-European Guidelines
for Afforestation and Reforestation receive an only
limited reference. To provide further context, the
results of the enquiry showed that a majority of
countries (23) reported on other relevant overarching
sectoral or non-sectoral policy instruments that
encourage SFM implementation beyond NFPs. NFPs
will have to be coordinated with instruments such
as those relevant to agriculture, climate change and
LULUCF, Natura 2000, bioeconomy or forest sector
reform plans.
Finally, as NFPs have a history of about 15 years now,
countries were asked about the evaluation of existing
NFP processes. 17 countries reported a periodic, prespecified evaluation on the implementation of NFPs,
others have irregular non-specified procedures.

Trends
Many countries reported changes in their NFPs
to adapt to new development.
Considering the long experience of countries with
NFP processes, 14 countries reported significant
changes since 2014. This may relate to the reshaping
of expiring NFPs, new forest-related laws, strategies, or
cross-sectoral initiatives.
More specifically, changes were reported on:

NFPs are at a mature state, and few are under
construction. Based on the results, several reasons for
investment in NFP processes can be identified:
• NFPs give shape and guidance to forest policy
processes and implementation,
• NFPs provide a common framework for action and
process structure with a baseline reference from
the FOREST EUROPE process, and a suite of tools
such as C&I for SFM,
• NFPs provide a platform for stakeholder
participation, exchange, collaboration, facilitate a
new modus operandi for discussion and decisionmaking, but it is important to not handle it as a sheer
top-down instrument,

• the set-up of NFP processes by creating broader,
cross-sectoral panels,

• NFPs, in principle, have the potential to bring new
topics on the political agenda, and define priorities
for implementation and action,

• the explicit inclusion of emerging developments
such as Natura 2000 or climate change,

• NFPs create opportunities for new partnerships
and coalitions beyond traditional pathways,

• the reshaping of national forestry goals and
objectives and adaptation of NFPs respectively,

• NFPs support a structured approach on forestrelated information and shaped forest inventories
a major information and monitoring tools as a
prerequisite for informed decision-making,

• the adoption of new forest laws and their impact on
NFPs consequently,
• the revision of long-term
programmes and plans,

strategic

forest

• the revision of NFPs after evaluating earlier efforts,
• new administrative set-ups and bodies governing
NFP processes,
• new action plans for implementing NFPs and
related SFM measures,
• a broadening of topics beyond forestry boundaries,
e.g. wellbeing, environment, and linking to
overarching agendas,
• the preparation for launching new NFPs.
Multiple added values of NFPs
NFPs appear as a well-established concept among the
FOREST EUROPE signatory countries. The enquiry
results revealed that in most responding countries

• NFPs may capitalise existing knowledge on forests
and bring it to the political sphere.
Finally, a continuous NFP process requires
adequate financial and human resources, strong
political commitment over longer periods, and a
substantial commitment by administration and
stakeholders. Currently, NFPs seem to have a high
standing as a forest policy instrument of choice
and should also prove their ability in moderating
and conflict resolution amongst emerging crosssectoral challenges that affect forests but go beyond
traditional responsibilities and claims to receive their
multi-sectoral recognition. Also, communication
with audiences outside the forestry sector, who are
not familiar with forest-related topics, will require
intensified attention and recognition in the further
design of NFPs.

Forest Policy and Governance

Evaluation efforts include scientific analyses,
stakeholder surveys, expert groups and advisory
boards to review NFPs processes, operational plans
and implementation actions, and the definition of
follow-up processes of NFP activities.
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Indicator 2: Institutional frameworks
Key findings
All 31 reporting countries confirmed that an
institutional framework for forestry is in place
although its organisational and administrative setup differs among countries. Administration of forest
policy and support for private forest management
are generally the responsibility of national ministries
or subnational ministries in countries with regional
or federal structures. Management of public forests
is mainly carried out by publicly-owned forest
enterprises or companies. Research, inventory and
forest management planning usually have specific
independent structures, under the authority of a
ministry. 22 countries reported 131 thousand public
forest-related staff, most of whom are engaged in the
management of public forests. As regards trends over
the past five years, half of the reporting countries
mentioned administrative reorganisations and
restrictions on budgets and staffing. Increasingly,
forest-related research focuses on emerging
issues, including climate change adaptation and
risk prevention, social aspects and bioeconomy.
Education and training continue to be of a high
priority.
Introduction
The forestry institutional framework in a country
includes the responsibilities and competencies of
different public and private bodies at various levels,
including the administrative set-up of forest policy
and its implementation,the organisation of public
forest management and forest-related research and
education. The information in this section has been
drawn exclusively from national responses to the
enquiry on qualitative indicators, describing the
framework in place and identifying major changes in
the last five years.
Status
National and sub-national ministries have a leading
role in forest policy formation and implementation.
Forest policy making and implementation are
executed by national ministries in most countries.
According to state political systems, this role may
be devolved to sub-national or regional level
bodies or to separate governmental agencies. Also,
legislative supervision and enforcement are usually
concentrated at the central government level, on
rare occasions at the sub-national level or separate
governmental bodies. Support for private forest
management is administered in roughly equal shares
by national ministries, sub-national ministries or
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other governmental or non-governmental bodies.
The management of public forests is conducted by
publicly-owned forest enterprises or companies,
acting at different levels of administration - national,
sub-national, regional, communal/municipal. Forest
management planning is mainly done by other
bodies than national ministries, namely by state forest
enterprises, state forest services or private companies,
sometimes also in their collaboration. Forest
inventories are conducted by specialised institutions,
state forest services or enterprises, or research
organisations as well as by private companies, under
the oversight of more political bodies at the national
or regional level. Forest-related research is often
performed by national or sub-national public forest
research institutions, universities and academies of
sciences or in private organisations (Figure 2-1).
The majority of public forest-related staff are in
agencies responsible for the management of publicly
owned forests.
20 countries, accounting for about 55% of Europe’s
forest area reported on total public forest-related
staff and indicated that 105 thousand employees
are working in the public forest sector (full-time
equivalent, FTE). In contrast to the data presented
under indicator 6.5, only those employed in the public
forest sector are listed here, not those employed in the
private forest sector. Moreover, many of the “public
forest-related staff” may be included in other sectors
of standard employment classifications (e.g. ISIC
or NACE), notably the government, administration,
research and education. The number of public
forest-related staff, and the ratio between staff and
forest area, differ significantly among countries
and is related to various factors such as national
forestry policy and administrative structure, area
of forests and ownership structure. The staff of the
agencies responsible for the management of public
forests comprise 63% of the total public staff. 10%
of public forest-related staff work in public forest
administration, and 6% in public forest research,
education and training institutions and other
specialised agencies. On average, there were 99 forest
administration staff and 57 public forest research
staff for a million hectares of total forest area in the 20
and 16 reporting countries respectively. The overall
average for 20 reporting countries was 1 235 public
forest management staff for a million ha of public
forests.

Figure 2-1: Institutional responsibility arrangements for main roles of government organisations, 2018

Table 2-1: Public forest-related staff in 2017
Total staff involvement

Data coverage as % of total
regional public forest area

Units

Forest administration

(1 000 FTE)

13

57

Management of public forests

(1 000 FTE)

83

65

Public forest research, education and training institutions

(1 000 FTE)

7

58

Other public forest-related workers

(1 000 FTE)

25

50

Policy administration and research staff

(FTE/million ha)

151

58

Staff managing public forests

(FTE/million ha)

1 235

65

Note: Figures on total staff in subcategories include total staff as reported by countries, some of whom only reported some of the
subcategories. For that reason, the subcategories do not add up to reported total staff and data coverage varies among subcategories.

Targeted forest education and training is offered
in a broad framework.
Highly qualified human resources provide an
important basis for sustainable forest management
and the maintenance of all forest functions.
Therefore, the importance of forest-related
education is highlighted in many national forest

programmes or strategies. In addition to academic
forest, education (undergraduate and graduate)
and postgraduate training for forest managers, a
wide variety of education and technical or other
professional on-the-job training are offered for forest
owners, forest workers, forest guards/rangers as well
as administrative and managerial staff, including
training on occupational safety and health. Forestrelated issues are also part of new school curricula
on sustainable development for students in several
countries, as well as public awareness-raising
campaigns.
Exchange with other sectors strengthens capacities
in the forestry sector.
Exchange and access to data and information from
experts and scientists in other related institutions and
sectors like biodiversity, nature protection, torrent and
avalanche control, tourism or bioeconomy are seen
as essential to capacity building in many countries.

Forest Policy and Governance

Forest related research attracts increasing interest in
some countries and focuses on adaptation to climate
change, on social aspects and on bioeconomy.
Of the 18 countries which replied on this topic, several
pointed to an increasing interest in forest-related
research, resulting in increased funding defined
in specific research strategies and programmes,
conducted at forest research stations or universities.
Particular issues in focus are climate change
adaptation and related risk prevention, social aspects
of forests, bioeconomy and related aspects of the
supply of wood as renewable material and energy
source.
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Trends
Many countries report on administrative
reorganisations and staff reductions, a few mention
major institutional changes over the last five years.
Of the 31 reporting countries, half indicated that there
had been no significant changes in the public and
private institutional framework, while the other half
reported many changes. These include:
• in North Europe, three countries reported on
new or merged forest-related public agencies and
changed responsibilities of respective agencies and
ministries concerning forest law administration,
forest policy, national forest programmes, statistical
services and research. State forest enterprises were
also merged and restructured,
• in Central-West Europe, four countries reported on
reductions of staff in administration and research.
Others reported a strong focus on climate change,
forest protection and education as well as new
government and forest enterprise arrangements
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and responsibilities,
• three Central-East European countries also
reported significant reductions of staff, as well as
government reorganisations to cover all forestrelated fields of activity such as forest policy, forest
management, supervision and also forest law
enforcement and trade, including enforcement of
the EU Timber Regulation,
• in South-West Europe, two countries reported on a
revised forest administration to increase efficiency
at regional and local levels. Regional forest policies
were incorporated in recently elaborated national
forest-related goals and targets,
• three countries in South-East Europe also
reported on considerable reductions in staff and
restructuring of administration, management and
research units. In one country, the concessionbased model of state forest management was
replaced by a state forest company founded in 2016.

Indicator 3: Legal/regulatory framework: National (and/or sub-national) and international
commitments
Key findings

Introduction
Legal and regulatory policy instruments related to
forestry provide the legislative framework for forest
management. Also policy instruments of nature
protection, hunting or wildlife management are
closely related to forestry and their mutual alignment
and consistency is essential. FOREST EUROPE has
been instrumental in defining SFM and the related
pan-European criteria and indicators and laid the
foundations for a comprehensive consideration of
SFM in national legislation. In addition to national
policy instruments, international agreements
provide guidance also for forest-related activities.
Status
Forest laws are in force in all countries, amendments
often reflect international commitments.
Out of 31 countries, 27 reported that the national
parliament has enacted their forest legislation.
Principal acts are often complemented by
administrative decrees or regulations and in five
countries forest-related matters are also laid down in
their constitution. In principle, this does not make a
difference in the implementation of forest legislation.
In some countries with federal political systems,
forest authority is shared between national and
sub-national levels. Some reporting countries have
delegated powers to devolved administrations or
regional governments.
All reporting countries have forest laws in place. Two
thirds of countries reported that their recent forest

laws were enacted more than 10 years ago. Vast
majority (about 80%) of countries, however, have
amended existing laws not more than 5 years ago.
Many policy instruments refer to FOREST EUROPE
commitments.
Countries do refer to commitments made in the
FOREST EUROPE process in their legal or regulatory
acts. For instance, the SFM definition was referred to
in two thirds of countries.
The FOREST EUROPE Criteria and Indicators (C&I) for
SFM were fully referred to in the legal and regulatory
acts in about half of countries in all parts of Europe.
Countries referring to the C&Is also made reference
to the SFM definition (Annex Table 59). Pan-European
Operational Level Guidelines for SFM (PEOLGs) are
only marginally mentioned, e.g. in national strategic
documents or explanatory documentation that
accompany legislation. In addition, PEOLGs are
frequently found in PEFC certification schemes.
All countries are party to major forest-related
agreements in the United Nations.
Many forest-related commitments were made
during and after the United Nations Conference
on Environment and Development. Among them,
are found the Convention on Biological Diversity
(CBD), the United Nations Convention to Combat
Desertification (UNCCD) in those countries
experiencing serious drought and/or desertification,
and the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) with its Kyoto Protocol and
the Paris Agreement. All respective commitments
were signed by the responding FOREST EUROPE
signatories. Two regional conventions devised
specific forest protocols: the Alpine Convention
signed by countries in the Alpine region and the
European Union in the 1990s and the Framework
Convention on the Protection and Sustainable
Development of the Carpathians (Carpathian
Convention), signed in 2003 and adopted in 2006. It
was signed by all seven countries of the Carpathian
region. Several other forest-related commitments
were signed by the FOREST EUROPE signatories, such
as the UNECE Convention on Access to Information,
Public Particiption in Decision-making and Access
to Justice in Environmental Matters (Aarhus
Convention), the Convention on the Conservation
of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern
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National forest laws are in force in all 31 reporting
countries, mostly through their national parliaments.
About one-third of all countries have made
significant changes in their forest laws between 2015
and 2020. This also includes amendments of forest
laws in order to reflect national and international
commitments. Many policy instruments refer to
FOREST EUROPE commitments. In particular,
those countries, which incorporated a definition
for sustainable forest management (SFM) into their
legal and regulatory frameworks, also refer to the
implementation of criteria and indicators for SFM.
All reporting countries are party to major forestrelated international agreements and aim at their
implementation. Climatic change and biodiversity
related measures dominate the implementation of
international commitments into existing forest laws.
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Convention), the International Tropical Timber
Agreement, the Convention on International Trade
in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora,
the Convention on Long-range Transboundary
Air Pollution and the Convention on the European

Forest Institute. Among the reported non-legally
binding commitments are the New York Declaration
on Forests and the Amsterdam Declarations (Annex
Table 59).

Figure 3-1: Legal and regulatory frameworks referring to the definition of SFM and C&I

Trends
About one-third of European countries made
significant changes in their forest laws between 2015
and 2020.
Changes in forest laws have taken place across
all European regions as a consequence of the
adoption of new forestry legislation or the revision
of older forestry legislation, to implement national
and international commitments. More specifically
the following reasons for legal amendments were
provided:
• to limit the administrative burden,
• to assign more responsibility for SFM to forest
owners and managers, and put more emphasis on
the social services of forests,
• to change the conditions for registration of physical
and juridical bodies performing private silvicultural
practices,
• to strengthen measures of control for timber
harvesting and transportation, including use of of
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GPS tracking systems,
• to set up a video surveillance system and rights of
forest guards for protecting and guarding of forest
territories,
• to define sufficient qualification for persons who
intend to perform private silvicultural practices,
• to introduce a legal basis for adopting the National
Forest Programme, to provide a possibility for its
State Forest Holding to support national parks
financially and to elaborate simplified forest
management plans for private forests,
• to introduce a pre-emption right for the State Forests
Holding to acquire private forest properties,
• to develop guidelines of good forest practise for all
forests,
• to rinitiate a
Administration,

reform

of

the

State

Forest

• to make land consolidations, an arrangement
of land ownership, land associations, and forest
sector funding for the provision of non-production
benefits and services from forests,
• to improve people’s access to forest resources,
• to strengthen law enforcement, stricter sanctions
against violations of the law are discussed in this
context, including the confiscation of transportation
equipment, and the application of criminal law and
thus the possibility of imposing multiannual prison
sentences,
• to strengthen the public's ability to influence the
approval process of forest operations as introduced
through Public Consultation and Appeals
Processes,
• to introduce financial means for silviculture,
because of climate change and forest protection,
• to make minor revisions including the update
of definitions, text revisions because of new
legislation.
Of all countries about two-third reported changes
in their forest laws, while about one-third reported
significant changes. In addition, two countries from
North and Central-East Europe made reference to the
preparation of a new national forestry code.

mitigation goals of the UNFCCC and the Paris
Agreement the following measures with implications
for forests were taken:
• devising a national climate change strategies
and development of national action plans on
adaptation to climate change,
• emphasising forest adaptation
research and ongoing monitoring,

measures

in

• evaluation of the adaptation measures taken in
forestry,
• providing financial means for increasing the
knowledge in forest production among forest
owners and others; contribution to global REDD+28
activities,
• launching of a ‘carbon farms’ project that aims at
enhancing forest carbon sequestration,
• implementation of the EU Regulation 2018/841
on the inclusion of greenhouse gas emissions
and removals from land use, land-use change and
forestry in the 2030 climate and energy framework
including the development of a Forest Reference
Level (FRL) and National Forest Accounting Plan
(NFAP),
• implementation of the New York Declaration on
Forests.

Finally, EU regulations and legislation related to
forests were implemented in the national legislation
of EU member states. In particular, the EU Timber
Regulation was incorporated into national legislation
of member states. EU legislation also led to changes
concerning plant health and nature conservation due
to the implementation of the Natura 2000 legislation.

Concerning forest biodiversity,
initiatives were reported:

the

following

Climate change and biodiversity measures dominate
in the implementation of international commitments
related to forests.
To achieve the adaptation and climate change

• setting national targets for different forms of
protection and agreed levels of retention measures
when conducting forest operations to achieve
Aichi targets.

• development of a new national strategies on
biodiversity protection,
• launching of national action plans for biological
diversity adjusted to national priorities,

Forest Policy and Governance

• development of a new biodiversity legislation,

Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement
of forest carbon stocks in developing countries
28
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Indicator 4: Financial and economic instruments
Key findings
Governments devote significant resources, of staff
and funds, to support sustainable forest management.
One approach is through publicly-owned forests,
which nearly two-thirds of responding countries
reported as being financially self-sufficient or profitmaking despite undertaking a number of activities
which are not profitable by economic criteria. In
other countries, additional financial support from the
central public budget is needed for the management
of publicly-owned forests in line with policies.
Governments use a few economic instruments to
help privately-owned forests achieve SFM and goals
of specific policies. Almost all countries reported the
use of grants and subsidies for specific measures,
and more than half also reported tax measures.
Several specific objectives for transfer payments
were reported, including conservation of forest
biodiversity, forest stand improvement, climate
change adaptation, protected areas and afforestation.
Transfer payments to private forests in support of
SFM were reported on average at EUR 25/ha of private
forest. Payments for ecosystem services are applied,
at the public or private level, in about half of the
responding countries. Significant changes reported
over the last five years include changes in tax
structure, an increase in funding for some countries
(notably for ecosystem services and climatic change
related measures), while one country reported a
significant drop in the available financial support
because of the difficult economic situation.
Introduction
Governments use financial and economic
instruments to achieve their policy goals, notably the
overriding goal in the forest sector, sustainable forest
management (SFM). Countries were asked to describe
the main instruments in place, and the number of
resources used to implement them, and identify
significant changes in economic policy related to
forests and forestry. 30 countries responded to this
part of the enquiry.
Status
In most countries, the management of state-owned
forests is financially self-sufficient or profit-making.
In some countries, there is financial support from a
state budget to meet policy objectives.
Managers of publicly-owned forests aim at
multiple objectives, notably the sustainable and

efficient management of the forests for which
they are responsible but also to contribute to the
achievement of broader policy objectives such as
biodiversity conservation or landscape protection.
Management of publicly-owned forests may not
always be economically viable without support
from the general public budget. Circumstances vary
considerably as regards the potential profitability
of forest management and how public finance is
organised. 29 countries provided input on financial
arrangements related to state-owned forests and their
management.
In 18 countries the management of state-owned
forests is reported as being financially self-sufficient
or profit-making (although the enquiry did not go
into details about the accounting principles used, or
to what extent the public budget pays for ecosystem
services delivered by the state-owned forest
enterprise). Additional financial support from a state
budget to forest management is provided for nine
countries. Two Central-West European countries
reported their public forests were both profit-making
or financially self-sufficient and received additional
public funding (for knowledge programmes,
education, professional training and ecotourism).
Grants and subsidies are the most common financial
instruments to support privately-owned forests,
followed by tax measures.
To promote SFM in privately-owned forests,
governments may use regulatory tools, such as forest
laws, regulations, or compulsory forest planning
and/or provide economic stimulus to perform
certain desirable measures. 27 countries reported
on the economic instruments they used to support
specific operations. Grants/subsidies are the most
common financial instruments, reported by 24
countries, among which are all North and CentralWest European countries, followed by tax measures
(16 countries).
25 countries indicated the specific objectives for
which transfer payments were made: conservation of
forest biodiversity, forest stand improvement, climate
change adaptation, establishment or maintenance
of protected areas and afforestation. Compensation
measures for management restrictions or for the
provision of ecosystem services29 were mentioned
by five countries.

Strictly speaking, compensation measures are not exactly the same thing as payment for ecosystem services, described below, although there is
considerable overlap.
29
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Table 4-1: Objectives of transfer payments, by region
Objective

North
Europe

CentralWest Europe

Central-East
Europe

South-West
Europe

South-East
Europe

Total

Number of countries
Conservation of forest biodiversity

5

8

4

2

3

22

Forest stand improvement

5

7

3

Climate change adaptation

2

7

3

2

3

20

2

2

16

Establishment or maintenance of
protected areas

4

7

1

2

2

16

Afforestation

3

6

3

2

2

16

Reforestation

3

6

2

2

2

15

Forest inventory and/or planning
Protection of soil and water

2

7

2

2

1

14

1

5

3

2

1

12

Recreation

1

5

2

1

1

10

Other

2

2

1

1

1

7

Note: Based on data provided by 24 countries in total.

Public expenditure on SFM amounts to nearly EUR
5 thousand million in 10 reporting countries: transfer
payments are EUR 25/ha of private forest.
21 countries, accounting together for 64% of Europe’s
forest area, provided at least some data on public
expenditure on sustainable forest management
(Table 4-2). They were requested, for the first time at the
pan-European level, to provide data on operational
expenditure30, on transfer payments to private
forest owners31, the cost of forest administration
(excluding the cost of managing publicly owned
forests but including public administration, forest
research, education and training) and on total public
expenditure32.

2/ha of private forest in South-East Europe to nearly
EUR 60/ha in Central-West and South-West Europe.

The 10 countries which reported total public
expenditure (accounting for nearly 30% of European
forests) reported that it was nearly EUR 5 thousand
million around 2017. “Operational expenditure” was
reported at EUR 6.7 thousand million (13 countries,
49% of forest area), “transfer payments for private
forest owners” at EUR 2.1 thousand million (19
countries, 37% of forest area, but 79% of the area of
the private forest), and administration, research,
education and training at EUR 0.4 thousand million
(11 countries, 25% of forest area).

Trends
Funding has increased in five countries but dropped
significantly in one, and the tax structure has
changed in ten countries.
Ten countries reported significant changes in
economic policy during the past five years. Four of
them focused on new tax schemes: in two countries
new taxes for the forest owners were introduced,
while in two others taxation of forest owners were
reduced or simplified to facilitate an improved
ownership structure in the long term, with active
forest owners. In five countries, the funding has
augmented considerably, including for the provision
of ecosystem services and measures in the field of
climate change. In one country, financial support for
forestry dropped significantly because of the difficult
economic situation.

Expenditure by public and private domestic or external sources of finance for operational forest activities. Note: The figures on operational
expenditure are not comparable between countries.
31
All government expenditures on direct financial incentives paid to non-government and private-sector institutions, enterprises, communities or
individuals.
32
Some countries reported total public expenditure as equal to one of the sub-components of total public expenditure, which would imply that the
missing sub-components were zero, although this appears unlikely.
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Transfer payments to private forest owners
were reported at EUR 25/ha of private forest and
administration (with research, education and
training) at EUR 7/ha. There are significant differences
between country groups in these ratios. For instance,
average transfer payments range from less than EUR

Payment for Ecosystem Services schemes are
operational in 16 countries.
Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) is a method
of providing support to forest owners in achieving
public policy objectives. 29 countries responded to
the request for information on PES. Of these, 13 do not
apply PES in their countries. However, PES schemes
are applied at the public level in ten countries.
PES schemes at the private level are applied in six
countries.
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Table 4-2: Ratios of public expenditure to the forest area, by region, around 2017

Region

The ratio of total public
expenditure (reported) to the
total forest area

The ratio of transfer
payments to the
area of private forest

The ratio
of administration costs to the
total forest area

EUR/ha forest

EUR/ha private forest

EUR/ha forest

North Europe

56.8

5.7

4.3

Central-West Europe

103.4

58.8

34.8

Central-East Europe

13.2

16.7

2.0

South-West Europe

97.2

59.3

6.6

South-East Europe

9.6

1.5

0.5

71.6

24.9

7.1

Europe

Note: Data coverage as % of total regional forest area and total regional private forest area, accordingly:
The ratio of total public expenditure (reported) to total forest area: NE 39%; C-WE 11%; C-EE 4%; S-WE 90%; S-EE 12%; Europe 30%;
The ratio of transfer payments to the area of the private forest: NE 96%; C-WE 44%; C-EE 86%; S-WE 86%; S-EE 18%; Europe 79%;
The ratio of administration costs to total forest area: NE 42%; C-WE 11%; C-EE 4%; S-WE 60%; S-EE 3%; Europe 25%;
“Total public expenditure (reported)” includes only those countries, which specifically reported total expenditure, i.e. not those who
reported only some components of the total.

Table 4-3: Financial arrangements related to state-owned forests, by region

Region

Profit-making/
financially selfsufficient

Reporting countries

Additional financial
support from the
state budget

Other

Number of countries
North Europe

7

Central-West Europe

8

Central-East Europe

8

South-West Europe

2

South-East Europe

4

3

1

29

18

9

Europe

5

2

33

2

5

3

5

1

1

1

2

Table 4-4: Financial instruments used to support private forest management, by region
Financial instrument

North
Europe

CentralWest Europe

Central-East
Europe

South-West
Europe

South-East
Europe

Total

Number of countries
Grants, subsidies

6

8

5

2

3

24

4

4

5

2

3

18

Loans

0

0

2

0

1

3

Tax measures

4

5

4

1

2

16

Other

1

2

2

0

2

7

CentralWest Europe

Central-East
Europe

South-West
Europe

Of which RDPF

Table 4-5: Payments for ecosystem services, by region
Financial instrument

North
Europe

South-East
Europe

Total

Number of countries

33
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At public level

1

4

2

1

2

10

At private level

1

2

2

1

0

6

No such payments

4

2

4

0

3

13

Two countries reported “additional financial support” as well as “financially self-sufficient” management of public forests.

Indicator 5: Information and communication
Key findings

Introduction
The demand for reliable and up-to-date forest data
and information has increased during the past
years for policy making, research and development,
education and training, advisory and extension
services, and for public awareness-raising. Forest
monitoring schemes provide data and information
on the state of forests and the effectiveness and
efficiency of sustainable forest management (SFM)
practices. Informational means are essential for
informing citizens and the public about forests and for
establishing a dialogue on forest focused and related
issues and priorities. These systems also contribute
to increasing the transparency of forest focused and
related policy-making.
Status
18 countries consider forest monitoring as sufficient
for their information and communication needs.
Of the 30 reporting signatories, 18 countries consider

their current national forest inventory, monitoring
and assessment schemes as sufficient, nine countries
as partly sufficient and three countries as insufficient
for information and communication needs. Reasons
mentioned by the reporting signatories for not being
sufficient are a recently started first national forest
inventory, missing or incomplete statistical forest
information for the socio-economic aspects due
to limited compatibility of decentralised surveys
or still not fully implemented newly developed
(e.g. web-based) recording systems. All reporting
signatories understand the importance of reliable
forest inventory, monitoring and assessment systems’
results for e.g. the detection of environmental
changes, for monitoring the effectiveness of
management measures, education purposes, or as a
base for investment measures.
Almost all countries provide public access to forest
inventory data and information.
Almost all of the reporting signatories (28 out of
30) indicated that there is full or partial public
access to forest inventory data and information
at national level (Figure 5-1). Data and information
(mostly collected by national forest inventories) are
aggregated and published on the national websites in
the form of reports, open databases, online-tools and
interactive maps. National forest inventory plot data
is usually not publicly available but can be obtained
on special request in a few countries. The ecological
data and information obtained from national forest
inventories are in most countries combined with
socio economic data from other national sources
(e.g. statistical authorities). Forest inventory data and
information is used e.g. for scenario modelling on
future forest development, estimations on future
harvesting volumes, and analyses of impacts of
forest-related policies.
Two-thirds of the reporting countries have a
formal governmental forest-related outreach and
communication strategy.
19 out of 30 responding countries from all European
regions stated that at least partly a formal forest-related
outreach and communication strategy exists which
is available in many cases on government websites.
In several of these countries, the communication
strategy is part of the NFP or a forest-related strategy.

Forest Policy and Governance

The current national forest inventories, monitoring
and assessment schemes are considered sufficient
to fulfil information and communication needs
by 18 of the 30 reporting signatories, while in
others, some gaps were reported or indicated.
Almost all of the reporting signatories indicated
that there is full or at least partial public access to
aggregated forest inventory data and information.
A formal governmental forest-related outreach
and communication strategy exists in two-thirds
of the responding signatories. These strategies are
often embedded, for instance, in National Forest
Programmes (NFPs). National reports on the status of
sustainable forest management (SFM) at national level
are at least partly issued in almost all of the responding
signatories. Two-thirds of signatories indicated
that there are national platforms for stakeholder
participation in forest policy development and/or
decision-making in their country. The information
needs and communication means have changed
for many of the reporting signatories since the past
years. The demand for reliable and timely forest data
and information has increased. For instance, recent
forest insect outbreaks, droughts or storms in many
European countries have brought forests into the
public discussion. Better outreach via social media
has increased the visibility of forest monitoring and
assessment results.
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Figure 5-1: Public access to forest inventory data and information, and existence of a national report on the status
of sustainable forest management, by country

25 countries issue a national report on the status of
SFM.
In 25 out of 30 reporting signatories, a national report
on the status of sustainable forest management is
issued (Figure 5-1). Countries mentioned that either
part or the whole pan-European set of C&I for SFM
are used in the national reports. Seven countries
reported or further specified that such reports are
issued annually, in the other countries the cycle is
five or ten years. Data and information are published
either in report form (incl. summaries, data and
information tables, graphs and conclusions) or only
data and information in open databases, online-tools
or interactive maps.
Stakeholders participation in forest policy
development and/or decision making is strong.
Two-thirds of the responding signatories (19 out of 30
located in all European regions) indicated that there
are national platforms for stakeholder participation
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in forest policy development and/or decisionmaking (cf. Indicator 1 on NFPs). Stakeholders (e.g.
local authorities, forest administrations, research
organisations, forest owners, forest industries and
forest-related sectors, NGOs, employer organisations,
entrepreneurs, youth organisations, leisure-time
organisations and associations) are invited by
ministries responsible for forest-focused and forestrelated issues (or other leading institutions) to
participate either in the creation or revision of existing
national forest programmes and/or strategies. In some
cases, also the public is invited to comment on the
drafts of national forest programmes and/or strategies,
e.g. via an online survey. One country stated that even
if there is no formalised platform for stakeholder
participation in forest policy development and/or
decision making existing, “participation is one of
the main principles for policy development for all
sectors”.

Figure 5-2: National platforms for stakeholder participation in forest policy development and/or decision making,
by country

Trends
might allow countries to quickly react to emerging
information needs related to forest focused issues.
Forest related communication has focused on
improving the outreach of forest-related information.
Almost half of the responding signatories (14
out of 30 from all regions) reported changes
in communication over the last five years.
These country-specific changes were increased
communication on wider aspects of forests and their
services, and a better outreach via social media to
increase visibility and to respond to the discussion of
forest resources and their use. Communication with
the public has increased in countries that face forest
fire risks, mostly in southern Europe. In conclusion,
it can be assumed that the demand for reliable and
timely forest data and information has increased
during the past years, e.g. for projections of forest
development under a changing climate. Recent
forest insect outbreaks, droughts or storms in many
European countries have brought forests into the
public discussion, not only to provide a state-of-theart picture but also to discuss the actions needed.
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Developments in informational means over the last
five years have focused on tailor-made information
and online tools.
In almost half of the responding signatories (14
out of 30 from all European regions) changes
in informational means occurred during the last
five years. These country-specific trends can be
classified into two categories. Firstly, on how data
and information are obtained, e.g. new information
and data are obtained through completed forest
inventories (including new measurement attributes
or forest inventory techniques), or better control of
forest harvesting activities through novel online tools
and GPS devices. Secondly, on how this obtained
information is presented, e.g. novel processes for
public consultation for the drafting of national
forest laws, or tailor-made statistical information
and statements for the wood processing and
service-providing sectors, or through tailor-made
information campaigns (e.g. online) increasing the
public awareness of forest ecosystem services.
Reporting signatories increasingly focus on an onlinepresentation of forest data and information, which
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