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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The current document is one of the outputs of the project Implementing criteria and
indicators for sustainable forest management in Europe which had the main objective of
analyzing the implementation of criteria and indicators (C&Il) for sustainable forest
management (SFM) in the 46 signatory states of FOREST EUROPE. The present study
transcends the national boundaries of the FOREST EUROPE signatory states and analyzes the
implementation of the C&I for SFM at different geographic scales, and in particular it
addresses the sub-national contexts of Germany and Italy, and the national context of the
Russian Federation. These three areas have been selected as case studies for their
heterogeneity and diversity, especially concerning forest types and governmental-
administrative structures. The varying characteristics of the areas under study are reflected in
the differences among the national and sub-national C&I implementations which are
displayed and reflected upon in the current document.

In order to prepare the three case studies mentioned above, the authors of this report applied
two different methods of data collection. The first method applied for the German and the
Italian case studies concerns the distribution of an enquiry which asked the representatives of
the forest administrations to provide general information on the use of the C&I for SFM, and
specific data on five applications of the C&I identified in the working definition of this
project. The Russian case study has instead been compiled by scientific experts who collected
literature information on specific applications of the national C&I for SFM and on the
national experience with two international C&I processes (FOREST EUROPE and the
Montréal Process). On the basis of the collected data, three separate case study reports were
drafted and included in the current document; and the analysis has been enriched by a cross
case study comparison aimed at identifying similarities and differences among the three
different C&I implementation processes.

In general, the current document demonstrates that the SFM concept is broadly acknowledged
in the areas under study, and it generates consensus amongst different stakeholders of the
forest sector. The pan-European C&l set is well known amongst the actors of the forest
sector, and in many situations this set has been adapted to create national or sub-national C&l
sets which incorporate local features of forest management and policy. The C&I for SFM are
receiving increasing attention in forestry and forest-related contexts, and even though their
implementation is variously characterized in the cases under study, their relevance for forest
management and policy making is destined to increase in the future. The C&I for SFM are
less well known outside the forest sector, and in this context room for improvement
characterizes all the three case studies.

The application of the C&I for SFM in the sub-national context in Germany is characterized
by the fact that many German states developed sub-national C&I for SFM and that most of
these sets are inspired by the pan-European C&I. The main difference identified between the
sub-national and pan-European C&lI sets is that in many situations the adaptation of the pan-
European C&I to local conditions has meant that there are more indicators included in the
local set. This results in the availability of rather detailed sub-national C&I sets which often
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satisfy most of the pan-European requirements, but also enrich the information retrievable on
the implementation of SFM and its outcomes. With respect to the various applications of the
C&l addressed in this project, the German case study makes clear that the pan-European and
sub-national C&I sets are broadly used in the sub-national context as a framework for
dialogue and communication, especially to provide a structure for dialogue and support public
information. Concerning the reporting exercise for the State of Europe’s Forests (SOEF)
report elaborated in 2011 and based on the pan-European C&I, the German states and city
states encountered partial to significant challenges, mainly due to the incongruence between
pan-European and sub-national data collection systems. Despite these challenges, the study
indicated that there is a high degree of consensus over the usefulness of the C&lI for reporting
on the state and trends related to forests and forestry. With regard to progress towards SFM
and contribution to the development of forest policies, there was a broad use among the
German sub-national administrations. For assessing progress towards SFM, the respondents
suggested that the C&I approach was used in Germany even before the development of the
pan-European C&l, and that sub-national SFM assessment systems are still applied next to the
paradigm brought by the FOREST EUROPE process. For assessing the contribution to the
development of forest policies, the case study shows that the C&I have been more frequently
used to formulate and implement forest policies, and less to evaluate and monitor them.
Finally, it was clear that there was limited use of the C&I for SFM in providing information to
other sectors, and this is mainly due to the lack of knowledge on the C&I for SFM outside the
forest sector, and to the fact that other sectors rely on internally produced and more
specialized sources of information. Biodiversity and climate change are the two other sectors
receiving the most information through the C&I for SFM in the German sub-national context.

Compared with the German situation, the application of the C&I for SFM in Italy was
characterized by the fact that the C&I were mostly used in the context of forest certification
(10% of the national forests are PEFC certified) and less for the applications addressed by the
enquiry. This is demonstrated by the fact that only two Italian regions developed a sub-
national C&I set, and that no common approach in reporting on and assessing SFM has been
recorded by this study. The C&I for SFM were from moderately to hardly used as a
framework for dialogue and communication, even though the respondents recognized the
usefulness of the set for this application and expressed the need to improve the use of the C&I
in this context in the future. The respondents also underlined the usefulness of the C&I for
SFM for providing data for the SoEF report of 2011, even if the institutions they represent did
not directly participate in the reporting exercise. With respect to the assessment of progresses
towards SFM, the C&I are perceived as useful but actually used mostly in certified forests to
compare temporal trends. In the contexts of elaborating forest policies and providing
information to other sectors, the C&I for SFM are moderately used in the Italian sub-national
context. With respect to the sectors which benefit the most from data provided through the
C&I for SFM, the respondents mentioned the climate change sector.

The Russian Federation has a long lasting experience with the approach of the C&I applied
for monitoring and assessment aspects. Indeed the Russian Federation has relied on a national
set of C&I for SFM since the late 1990s. The C&lI set was developed to assess the efficiency
of the forest management policy and practices of the public administration managing state
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forests. The national C&I set was then adapted in 2012 and the modified set shows the
influence of two international C&I processes which are ongoing, and namely the pan-
European FOREST EUROPE Process and the Montréal Process. Despite taking inspiration
from these processes, the Russian national C&I set remains a tool to monitor forest conditions
and assess efficiency of forest management performance, and its use for some of the
applications addressed in this study does not take place in the Russian Federation. Moreover,
other important differences can be identified between the national and the pan-European C&l
sets; for example, the fact that the national set does not include many references to
environmental forest conditions like data on the watershed system. The influence of the pan-
European set on the developments of the Russian C&I set is most evident in the attempt to
harmonize data collection systems in the Russian Federation to satisfy the international
reporting requirements.

The comparison of the three case studies shows that despite the evident differences and the
varying levels of C&I implementation, there are also similarities. For example, sub-national
and national C&lI sets inspired by or linked to the pan-European set have been developed in
all the three areas under study. Also, the pan-European or derived national and sub-national
C&aI sets are widely perceived to be useful by the respondents of the German and Italian case
studies for most of the applications addressed by the enquiry. Finally, the reporting exercise
for the SoEF report of 2011 has stimulated a broad use of the C&I in the collection and
organization of data on the state of forests and forestry, and in some cases it has helped the
harmonization of the data collection systems of the countries under study. The pan-European
C&I for SFM have penetrated and diffused into the sub-national and national contexts focus
of this document and, even if there is still room for improvement concerning their application
with respect to many issues, their future implementation is certain to increase due to the high
usefulness attributed by the respondents to the set.
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1. INTRODUCTION TO THE CASE STUDIES: BACKGROUND
INFORMATION, SCOPE AND METHODS

This document is one of the outputs of the project Implementing criteria and indicators for
sustainable forest management in Europe, and it aims at analyzing the application of the pan-
European criteria and indicators (C&I) for sustainable forest management (SFM) through
three different case studies from the pan-European region — namely Germany, Italy and the
Russian Federation. The pan-European set of C&I for SFM are the result of a complex
participatory process, led by governments and brought forward by different forest related
stakeholders and experts with different backgrounds, opinions, interests and contributions.
The pan-European C&I set was first approved by the Ministerial Conference on the
Protection of Forests in Europe (MCPFE), held in Lisbon in 1998, and revised and improved
at the MCPFE held in Vienna in 2003. The pan-European C&aI set has served as basis for the
FOREST EUROPE/UNECE/FAO State of Europe’s Forests (SOEF) assessments in 2003,
2007 and 2011, and provided a framework for regional and national forest policy dialogue,
formulation, analysis and monitoring.

Despite the relevance of the pan-European C&I for SFM for forest management and policy,
there is little research going on with respect to the use and impact of the C&I. The project
Implementing criteria and indicators for sustainable forest management in Europe represents
the first effort to provide a review of the achievements of the pan-European C&I set. The
project had the two-fold objective of analyzing the implementation of the pan-European C&l
in the 46 signatory states of FOREST EUROPE, and fostering the use of these C&I with
respect to several applications. The main report’ of the above-mentioned project showed a
great variability in the way how SFM is interpreted in the different countries of the pan-
European region, and in the way this interpretation is implemented through the C&I. A closer
look at the implementation of the C&I for SFM in this region shows that further variations
exist in the way this implementation is conceived within specific geographical areas or
individual countries. This calls for an assessment of the use of the C&I in regional and sub-
national contexts, in order to record characteristic trends in the implementation of the pan-
European C&l.

The rationale behind the creation of the current document specifically follows the need to
analyze the implementation of the C&I for SFM across different geographic, administrative
and socio-political circumstances characterizing the pan-European region. This need is
satisfied in the current document by assessing the implementation of C&I in sub-national and
national contexts. To achieve this goal, this document collects three case studies on the sub-
national and national implementations of C&I for SFM, namely focussing on this
implementation in Germany, Italy and the Russian Federation.

The three geographic areas analyzed in the case studies present important geographic and
environmental, administrative, socio-political and governmental differences which contribute

! For the main report, please visit: http://www.ci-sfm.org/report.html
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to the heterogeneity of the information included in this document. In particular, Italy is
characterized by Mediterranean forests, while Germany and the Russian Federation are
characterized by temperate and boreal forests. From a governmental and administrative
perspective, Germany has a federal structure where the states and city states in which the
national territory is subdivided are responsible for forest policy making and implementation,
and enjoy a high degree of freedom concerning how to implement forestry and forest-related
regulations and guidelines produced at the federal level. Italy is a strongly decentralized
country, where the regions and autonomous provinces are delegated the task of dealing with
forest-related matters and therefore are directly accountable for the implementation of the
C&l for SFM. The Russian Federation, despite being formed by independent national
entities, has a rather centralized decision making structure which also affects the elaboration
and application of forest policies and regulations.

The three case studies have been selected for different reasons. One main general criterion
has been the high forest coverage which characterizes all the geographic regions. Moreover,
the selection has been driven by the possibility to detect and display various approaches to
C&I implementation in different political and socio-economic conditions, as the ones
characterizing the three case study regions. In this context, Germany and Italy were selected
in order to explore the implementation of C&I for SFM in traditionally decentralized forms of
government; and the Russian Federation was selected as example of maintaining a national
C&l set with a well defined objective and because of its engagement in both the pan-
European and Montréal Processes. Another distinction that can be made with respect to the
rationale of the selection is that Germany and Italy represent strong forest economies which
traditionally dominated the European context, while the Russian Federation is a global player
in the forest market. The outlined differences among the cases potentially represent a
difficulty for the comparability of the study results, but also constitute an enrichment for this
study and its aim of reflecting varying conditions for the implementation of C&I for SFM.

Next to the intrinsic differences among the geographic areas under study, it is important to
underline the differences which characterize the methods applied for the drafting of the three
individual case study reports presented in this document. The main difference lies in the fact
that two of the case study reports (the ones dealing with Germany and Italy) are created on
the basis of the answers provided to an enquiry by the representatives of the forest
administrations in the areas under study. For the Russian case study it was not possible to
distribute the same enquiry to the administrations responsible for forest management in all
the constituent entities of the Russian Federation. Instead, the Russian experts provided a
response at the national level under the project?. The case study report has been drafted by the
same experts who prepared this national response, considering additional literature and
practice-based information on the topics treated by the enquiry. The enquiries underpinning
this document and the three case studies were aimed at collecting information on the
following three issues: (i) to what extent the pan-European C&I, or sub-national sets derived
from it, are being implemented in the sub-national and national contexts under study, (ii) the
fields of application of C&I at the sub-national and national level, and (iii) factors influencing

? Work package 3: National assessments on C&I implementation
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the effectiveness of C&I. The respondents were asked to provide information related to the
five applications of the C&Il for SFM which characterize the working definition of
“Implementing C&I for SFM” created for the project Implementing criteria and indicators
for sustainable forest management in Europe. In particular, these applications concern the
following actions:

1) Provide a framework for dialogue and communication between policy makers,
inside and outside the forest sector, and other relevant stakeholders, on SFM and
forest policy development;

2) Monitor and report on the state and trends of the forest sector;

3) Assess progress towards sustainable forest management and identify emerging
ISSues;

4) Formulate, implement, monitor and evaluate national or subnational forest
programmes, policies and/or plans;

5) Provide information and/or assessment to indicator sets outside the forest sector
e.g. for sustainable development or biodiversity, or the forest sector in other
regions e.g. Montréal Process.

The enquiries provided both quantitative and qualitative data on the implementation of the
C&l for SFM. In particular, with respect to the quantitative data representing the main body
of information collected through the enquiries, the respondents were asked to indicate their
opinion on the use of the C&I on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 9 (to a great extent), with the
possibility to express a lack of opinion through the ranking 0 (do not know/no opinion). In
order to display the collected information in an easy-to-read format, the respondent’s answers
were grouped into five classes: great extent (rank 9-7), moderate extent (rank 6-4), minor
extent (rank 3-2), not at all (rank 1), and no opinion/no ranking. These classes are used to
create the figures and graphs included in this document. The qualitative analysis was
developed to complement and enrich the quantitative assessment, and to provide respondents
with the opportunity to explain the reasoning behind their answers. The qualitative data were
collected through the explanatory questions of the enquiry connected to the respondent’s
opinion about the use and usefulness of the C&I for SFM, and also through open-ended
questions. To display the qualitative information collected through the enquiries, we used a
thematic analysis to find recurring ideas and patterns for each section of the enquiry. More
information on the methods used for the data collection and analysis can be found in the main
report of the project Implementing criteria and indicators for sustainable forest management
in Europe.
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2. THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE C&I FOR SFM IN
GERMANY

2.1 Introduction: forest structure and political-administrative features of forest
management in Germany

Germany is one of the more forested Member States of the European Union. The national
forests cover about 11 million hectares, one-third of the German territory (German Federal
Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protection, 2011). The majority of German
forests are composed of mixed stands. About 28% of the tree species share is represented by
spruce, 23% by pines, 15% by beech and 10% by oaks (German Federal Ministry of Food,
Agriculture and Consumer Protection, 2011). Tree species’ composition varies according to
the geographic regions: the north of Germany is dominated by pine forests, deciduous trees
are abundant in the lower mountain ranges and coastal areas, while southern Germany is
dominated by spruce forests.

Forest management in Germany is a highly decentralized issue. The Federal Republic of
Germany was founded in 1949 as a federal state, and since the reunification of West and East
Germany in 1990, the Republic consists of 13 federal states or Lander, and three city states or
Stadtstaaten. Table 1 includes the names and abbreviations of the states and city states
conforming to the International Standards Organization (I1SO).

Forest cover varies greatly among the different states and city states as shown in Table 1,
ranging between 10% in Schleswig-Holstein, to 40% in Rheinland-Pfalz and Hessen (German
Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protection, 2011). In Germany, around
33% of the forest cover are state forests and owned and managed by the different member
states. Only around 3.7% of the whole forest area is owned by the federal state and managed
by the federal forest administration (BImA).

Germany is a federal republic, so power is shared between the central state (Bund) and the 16
member states (Lander). This affects also forest and nature protection legislation. Every
member state has its own forest (and nature protection) act that transposes the framework
guidelines included in the Federal Forest Act from 1975 (Bundeswaldgesetz (BWaldG) vom
2 Mai 1975), and implements more regional specific aspects of forest management if
necessary. The Federal Forest Act reports the main objectives of forest preservation and the
means to support forestry activities and to balance between stakeholder interests (Roering,
2004; German Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protection, 2011).
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Table 1. List of German states and city states with respective 1SO abbreviations, and abbreviation for the
department of the national forest authority which manages national forests; forested area cover in the German
sub-national administrations expressed as hectares and as percentage of forest cover over the total territory of
the administrative units; forest area managed by the German national forest administration. Sources: German
Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protection, 2004; German Federal Ministry of Food,
Agriculture and Consumer Protection, 2011.

Percentage of

States ICSo(()je gg;sste(f‘;rea in the forest cover in
the States

Baden-Wirttemberg BW 1362 299 38.1%
Bayern BY 2 558 461 36.3%
Brandenburg BB 1055733 35.2%
Hessen HE 880 251 41.7%
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern MV 534 962 23.1%
Niedersachsen NI 1159 522 23.5%
Nordrhein-Westfalen NW 887 550 26.0%
Rheinland-Pfalz RP 835558 42.1%
Saarland SL 98 458 38.3%
Sachsen-Anhalt ST 492 128 24.1%
Sachsen SN 511 578 28.7%
Schleswig-Holstein SH 162 466 10.3%
Thiringen TH 517 903 32.0%

Ciy S o o aminte (Ll

the City States
Berlin BE 16 000 18.0%
Bremen HB 0 0.0%
Hamburg HH 3000 4.0%

Forested area under Percentage of
National forest authority Acronym forest cover in

the authority (ha) Germany

Bundesanstalt fir
Immobilienaufgaben BImA 409 340 3.7%
Sparte Bundesforst

When looking at the relevance of the forest sector in the German economy, wood production
is still the main purpose of forestry in Germany. The forest industry provides 1.3 million jobs,
especially in rural and remote areas (German Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and
Consumer Protection, 2011). The timber stock is around 320 m%ha and is increasing
continuously. Beech is the predominant forest type, but for historical silvicultural reasons,
coniferous stands are still the most intensively used. However, over the last decades because
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of changing forest management goals and approaches, the number of mixed stands has
increased to 75% of German forests and their exploitation plays therefore a fundamental role
in forest economy (German Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protection,
2011). Besides wood products, German forests provide crucial services such as biodiversity
and nature conservation, recreation and rural development. About 0.9% of the German forests
are completely protected in a nature conservation system, and the aim is to increase this
category of forests up to 5% of the total forest area. About 17% of the German forest areas
are part of the Natura 2000 network. More than half of the national forest areas have a
priority management goal which focuses on recreation, and another significant proportion of
German forests are managed especially to preserve their water and erosion protection
functions (German Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protection, 2011).
Due to all these services and functions, forests are a very important ecosystem in a densely
populated country like Germany.

2.2  Contribution of the German administrative bodies to this case study

This case study aims at assessing the sub-national implementation of criteria and indicators
for sustainable forest management (hereafter C&l for SFM) in Germany. In order to
accomplish this goal, an enquiry addressing the application and use of C&I for SFM was
distributed to the 13 states and to the three city states which constitute the sub-national
administrative bodies of the German federation. Moreover, the same enquiry was also handed
out to the national forest authority (namely the Bundesanstalt fir Immobilienaufgaben Sparte
Bundesforst or BImA) which owns and manages national forests located in different parts of
Germany. A total of 17 enquiries were sent. The contact details of the actors responsible for
the application of C&I for SFM in the sub-national forest management arena were provided
by the Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protection (Bundesministerium
flr Erndhrung, Landwirtschaft und Verbraucherschutz hereafter referred to as BMELYV in the
text).

Not all the administrative bodies contacted for this case study returned a completely filled in
enquiry, as shown in Figure 1. In particular, one state and one city state returned partially
filled in enquiries, one state and one city state participated in the project through a short
statement on the implementation of SFM in their region without filling in the enquiry, and
two states and one city state did not provide a response. This resulted in ten completely filled
out enquiries (namely by nine German states and by the BImA) —it is worth mentioning that
these states and the BImA account for about 92% of the total forest area in Germany. The
administrative bodies that did not contribute to the study are also amongst the German sub-
national units which have a low forest coverage. For this reason, the results of this case study
can be considered as representative of the characteristic implementation of the C&I for SFM
in the sub-national German context.
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Participation in the study

- Completely filled out enquiry (9 sub-national administrations)
- Partially filed out enquiry (2 sub-national administrations)
[ short on SFM (2 sub-national adr

Missing (3 sub-national administrations)

Figure 1. Participation of the German states and city states to this case study.
2.3 Sub-national C&l sets in Germany and their use among the respondents

Eight administrative bodies (seven states and the BImA) provided information on the use of
sub-national C&I sets, all declaring that such sets have been developed and are in use. The
seven sub-national administrations mostly include these sets in the regional forest law or in
forest guidelines elaborated at the level of the states. For example, Bayern referred to the
regional forest reports while Rheinland-Pfalz referred to the forest law of 2000 (LWaldG
Rheinland-Pfalz 2000). Also the BImA declared that the management of nationally owned
forests follows the adopted C&I for SFM, which are included in the PEFC regulations
adopted by this institution. According to the majority of the sub-national administrations that
provided data on this issue, as well as according to the BImA, the sets are directly inspired by
the FOREST EUROPE process. These sub-national sets have no or only small differences
compared to the pan-European C&I set. The most prominent differences relate to the use of
additional indicators, for example “forest area per capita”, “support of non-state forest”,
“private forest associations”, “density and construction and maintenance of forest roads”,
“specific forest types of historical interest”, “application of pesticides”, “proportion of area
covered by site mapping”. The two remaining states out of the seven which adopted a sub-
national C&I set declared that the set is not linked to the FOREST EUROPE Process, or it is

linked to this process only indirectly. The main reason for this is that the sub-national set was
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formulated prior to the pan-European one. Figure 2 displays the existence of sub-national
C&l sets and their relation to the pan-European set.

Existence of sub-national C&l set

- existing and based on p: P C&l set (5 sub:
D existing, but not based (2 sub-national administrations)
[ZZ] no response (9 sub-national

Figure 2. Existence of sub-national C&aI sets in the German sub-national administrations.

The need to modify forest data collection at the sub-national level to comply with the pan-
European set of C&I was highlighted by two states and the BImA,; the modification took
place in the year 2000 for one of the states, and in the period 2005-2010 for the other state
and the BImA. The modifications were especially related to criteria 4 and 5 of the pan-
European set. One state reported that the regional data collection was modified, but not to
mirror the outcomes of the FOREST EUROPE Process. In this context, several respondents
declared that the development of C&l is an ongoing process, and modifications reflect major
trends in topics important for forest policy and implementation, such as payments for
ecosystem services. Three states reported that they did not modify their data collection. Two
of these three states are the ones who declared that their sub-national C&I set was not
inspired by the pan-European set.

When asked to report on the stakeholders that participated in the elaboration of the sub-
national C&I sets mentioned above, two states and the BImA declared that they involved the
PEFC representatives in their regions, including private and public forest owners,
environmental NGOs, wood and paper industries, professionals and other social groups. In
addition, one state declared that both the representatives of PEFC and FSC were involved in
the development of the sub-national C&I set of the region. Three states reported that in their
region the development of the sub-national C&I set followed the procedure of elaborating the
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forest law, and can therefore be defined as a legislative process which involved all the
stakeholders relevant for this process. One state reported that the stakeholders involved in the
development of the sub-national C&I set are the same ones that participate in the creation of
reports on the state of the forests in the region - including forest owners, nature conservation
organizations, practitioners, policy representatives and scientists.

The enquiry also asked the German administrative bodies to provide data on the development
of sub-national reports on SFM in their region, and on the relation between these sub-national
reports and the pan-European C&I set. Eleven respondents provided information on this
topic, eight of whom declared that their reporting conforms to the C&I of FOREST
EUROPE. These are seven sub-national administrations and the BImA. In particular, the
BImA referred to the development of a federal report based on the pan-European C&l, and to
13 reports for the German states which have been based on the PEFC standards. Also, three
states referred to the same sub-national reports based on the PEFC standards mentioned by
the BImA, while one state referred both to the PEFC sub-national report and to another report
based on the FSC standards. Finally, two states declared that they developed sub-national
reports generally inspired by the pan-European C&lI, but they did not mention certification
standards. Among the eight administrative bodies which declared that they base their
reporting on the pan-European C&I set, two did not plan the timetable for the next reporting
phase, while other states declared they periodically create such sub-national reports (e.g.
every year, every three years and every federal legislative period).

The analysis presented here demonstrates that many of the German sub-national
administrations developed a sub-national set of C&lI, and that these sub-national sets are in
most cases inspired by the pan-European C&I process. In these cases, differences between
the sub-national and pan-European sets mostly concern the adaptation of the pan-European
set to regional and local characteristics; this results in the inclusion of additional indicators in
the sub-national sets in order to address SFM issues in the specific context. The German sub-
national authorities did not experience as much the need to adapt the forest data collection
system to the pan-European process. Another insight provided by this analysis is the high
visibility of the forest certification systems (mainly PEFC, and to a lesser extent FSC) in the
development and application of the sub-national C&I sets. PEFC and FSC representatives
were invited to participate in the development of the set in one of the states, and the reports
prepared under these two certification schemes were mentioned as important tools for
reporting on SFM by many respondents.

24  The C&l set as a framework for dialogue and communication in Germany

The 11 administrative bodies which provided information on the use of the C&I as a
framework for dialogue and communication (namely ten sub-national administrations and the
BImA) declared they use the pan-European C&I set, derived sub-national C&I sets or both of
these sets for the different specific C&I application addressed in the enquiry. In particular, six
states use the C&I sets to a great extent to support policy and decision makers, and used the



18 Implementing C&I for SFM: Case Studies from the pan-European region

C&l to define SFM in sub-national forest reports, forest programmes as well as in regional
forest legislations and policy documents. The BImA and two states use the C&I sets for this
purpose to a moderate extent, while two states used them to a minor extent. These last
administrative bodies declared that SFM is a widely accepted concept which is not under
discussion in the policy arena, and that the use of C&lI to specify SFM is not a usual practice
in their sub-national contexts. This information is displayed in Figure 3, which however
excludes the data provided by the BlaM and only focuses on the sub-national responses. Not
all of the ten states that provided a response included data on the different aspects of the use
of C&I as a framework for dialogue and communication; therefore the total sum of
respondents represented by the bars in the graph varies amongst the considered aspects.
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Figure 3. Number of German sub-national administrations using the C&I sets: to support policy and decision
makers; for dialogue within the forest sector; for communication with other sectors; and for communication with
the general public.

A similar proportion of administrative bodies uses the pan-European C&I set, the derived
sub-national C&lI set, or both of these sets to establish a dialogue within the forest sector. The
majority uses them to a great extent, and according to these respondents, the set is a basis for
financial support to programmes and it is also a guide-line to follow when talking about SFM
and forestry related issues in general. This last application is possible because all relevant
stakeholders in these sub-national arenas are aware of the C&I and their usefulness. Also for
this reason, the C&I sets can be used to minimize conflicts among different interests toward
forests.

With respect to communication with other sectors, Figure 3 shows that the majority of
respondents declared they use the sets only to a moderate extent for communication with
stakeholders outside the forest sector, and in particular with environmental NGOs. According
to this group of respondents, the actors who are interested in forest related issues are aware of
the existence and meaning of the C&I for SFM, and for this reason the C&I could be used to
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a moderate extent for establishing communications. For the communication with the general
public the majority of respondents reported a moderate use of the set for this purpose. Even if
the C&I sets support the implementation of laws and regulations, these tools are mainly used
for reporting rather than for communicating on the topics of the regulations.

When asked to assess the usefulness of the C&I set as a framework for dialogue and
communication and a basis for the implementation aspects addressed above, 12 respondents
provided their opinion (11 states and the BImA). The results of the case study demonstrate
that a vast majority of German administrative bodies states that the C&I are useful to a great
extent for this purpose. In particular, the BImA describes the C&I set as a provider of
“structure, comprehensiveness and definitions”, while other states refer to the opportunity
provided by the set to spread information to the public on forests and forestry. Other
important aspects addressed are the international dialogue which developed thanks to the C&l
set, and the way the set reflects the status and changes of the forest and forest sector. A point
which has been stressed is also the strength of the C&I in stimulating the dialogue within the
forest sector, but the lack of knowledge about the C&I outside the forest sector. This is an
aspect in which communication should be improved. Figure 4 shows the broad consensus on
the usefulness of the C&I for this application among the German sub-national administrative
bodies. Next to this category of respondents, a smaller proportion of respondents find the
C&I set as useful to a moderate extent for establishing a framework for dialogue and
communication. These respondents referred to the possibility of mapping and
operationalizing forestry-relevant topics without the need for adapting too much the set to
local circumstances. However, they look at the C&I as a strong basis for dialogue but not as a
means for establishing new frameworks of communication.
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Useful tool for dialogue and communication (33a)
- great extent (8 sub-national administrations)

- moderate extent (3 sub-national administrations)

l:l minor extent (0 sub-national administrations)

[ not used (0 sub-national administrations)

\:’ no opinion/no ranking (0 sub-national administrations)

[7777] no response (5 sub-national administrations)

Figure 4. To what extent do German sub-national administrations consider the pan-European C&I set as a
useful tool for dialogue and communication?

The analysis reported here shows that the C&I are broadly used in the forestry arena, both in
the policy context and in the communications between different actors of this arena. This is
mainly due to the fact that SFM is a strongly supported concept and this support is provided
by policy and decision makers, and also by practitioners working in the field. The C&I are
considered as a tool to conceptualize and operationalize SFM in the German sub-national
forest context. The C&lI sets are used for communication with sectors other than the forest
one and with the general public to a more limited extent. This result suggests that the
potential of C&I sets as communication tools could still be improved, mainly expanding the
knowledge about the SFM concept and the C&I among actors outside the forest sector.

2.5  Major challenges in providing information to State of Europe’s Forests 2011 in
Germany

When asked to provide data on the challenges faced in providing information to State of
Europe’s Forests (SOEF), the majority of administrative bodies declared they partially
experienced problems in providing information on the pan-European indicators to feed the
SoEF report. The incongruence between sub-national and pan-European indicators was
mentioned as one of the problems which make it complex and time consuming to report on
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indicators not included in the sub-national sets. Two states declared they experienced
significant challenges in reporting on the pan-European C&l set, especially with respect to
the effects of climate change on forests, while three states reported they did not experience
any problems in providing information for the SoEF.

With respect to the most challenging indicators during the reporting phase, the administrative
bodies which declared they experienced substantial or partial challenges in reporting on the
pan-European C&l differently referred to specific indicators included in the set. The two
most mentioned indicators are 6.11 “cultural and spiritual values” and 4.9 “protected forest”,
which represent a challenge for six states and the BImA. For indicator 6.11, no complete data
are available to the administrative bodies, or no systematic monitoring tools are developed at
the sub-national level. For indicator 4.9, difficulties arose because of problems in
harmonizing different classifications for protected forest areas, including sub-national
classifications and Natura 2000 areas. Another widely mentioned indicator is 6.4
“expenditures for services”, which represented an obstacle in reporting for two states and the
BImA. The main reason for the difficulties presented by this indicator is the overlap between
the financial supporting schemes (European, national and sub-national). The last indicator
mentioned by more than one state is indicator 4.3 “naturalness”, which represents a challenge
for three states insofar as the administrative bodies find it difficult to classify forest areas
under this indicator, and because the data collected at the sub-national level do not harmonize
with this specific indicator.

With respect to the possibility of using sub-national information sources relevant for
assessing SFM and their adaptability to the pan-European standard, three respondents
declared that they had difficulties because of the differences in definitions used in the sub-
national and pan-European contexts, while five stated they did not experience problems.
Finally, one respondent reported that no European standards were used for their reporting.

With respect to the usefulness of the C&I for SFM set as a tool for monitoring and reporting
on the state and trends of the forest sector, the majority of respondents (eight out of the 12
respondents that provided data on this issue) declared they found the set useful to a great
extent for this purpose, especially because the C&I set uses measurable quantities to represent
forest development. This application of the C&I set is described by several respondents as
likely to become more important in the future. With respect to the other administrative bodies
contributing to this section of the enquiry, three states declared they find the C&I useful to a
moderate extent as a tool for monitoring and reporting. The main reason provided for this
moderate use is the need for more detailed data than the ones collected through the C&I for
carrying out complete monitoring and reporting activities on the forests and their trends.
Finally, one state declared that they use the C&I set for monitoring and reporting only to a
minor extent, because the C&I do not play a fundamental role. Figure 5 shows the
perceptions of the different sub-national administrative bodies towards the usefulness of C&l
for monitoring and reporting on forests and forestry.
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Useful tool to monitor state and trends (33b)
- great extent (7 sub-national administrations)
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Figure 5. To what extent do the German sub-national administrations consider the pan-European C&I set as a
useful tool for reporting on the state and trends of the forest sector?

The case study shows that partial to significant challenges were met by the majority of
respondents in the provision of information for the SoEF report, mainly in relation to the
incongruence between sub-national and pan-European data collection systems and the need
for further efforts to satisfy the pan-European standards. In particular, the incongruence
between sub-national and European land classification systems, and the overlap between the
European, national and sub-national financing mechanisms represented an obstacle for
reporting. Despite these difficulties, the majority of respondents declared that the C&I for
SFM set were useful as a tool for monitoring and reporting on the state and trends of the
forest sector. The application of the set for this purpose was described as likely to have a
strong potential for the future.

2.6 Use of pan-European C&aI set in assessing sustainable forest management at the
sub-national level in Germany

With respect to the use of the C&I for SFM as a tool to assess progresses towards SFM at the
sub-national level, the majority of respondents (five states and the BImA) declared that in this
context they made use of the pan-European C&I set to a great extent, especially in PEFC
certified forests. More than one respondent belonging to this group declared that the national
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and sub-national contexts C&I for SFM have been developed with a more comprehensive
approach than the pan-European set. In this sense, the pan-European C&I represent a
completion of the already existing national and sub-national SFM assessment procedures.
Next to the above mentioned group of respondents, two states declared they made use of the
pan-European C&lI set only to a moderate extent for the assessment of progresses towards
SFM, mainly because the national and sub-national C&I were developed prior to the pan-
European set and with a legally binding approach. For this reason, the national and sub-
national set is more widely used in this context. Finally, one state used the pan-European C&I
set only to a minor extent, and one state did not use this set at all in the assessment of
progress towards SFM.

When asked about the use of the pan-European C&l set for the identification of emerging
issues, challenges and opportunities in forestry and forest related contexts, four respondents
out of ten (three states and the BImA) declared they did not use the set for this purpose, three
states declared they partially used it, while three states reported they did use the set for this
purpose. The six sub-national authorities which used or partially used the pan-European C&l
set for identifying emerging trends declared that all the important challenges related to
forestry are represented in the set, which - according to one of the respondents belonging to
this group - reflects “the work of a forest administration in the 21st century very well”. The
cultural and spiritual values related to forests and forestry are reported as an example in this
context. With respect to the existence of a formal process for the identification of emerging
issues, challenges and opportunities in forest management, half of the respondents declared
that such a formal process does not exist in their sub-national contexts. The other half of the
respondents referred that such a process exists and suggested as examples management plans
and certification processes. Some of the states reported examples of emerging issues
identified in current forest management, referring especially to the balance between
increasing wood demand on the one side, and forest functions like biodiversity conservation
and carbon sequestration on the other side.

When asked to provide their opinion on the usefulness of the C&lI set for assessing progresses
towards SFM, five out of the 12 respondents who contributed to this section of the enquiry
declared they find the set useful for this purpose to a moderate extent. The main reasons
provided for this moderate use were: (1) the need for more specific data to assess the progress
at the national level, while the C&I set is believed to be an adequate tool at the international
level; and (2) the need for consideration of “longer time frames and larger spatial areas” in
the assessment of progress towards SFM. Moreover, the C&I is described as “useful, but not
comprehensive enough”. However, this category of respondents reported that a wider use of
the C&I in this context could be made in the future, especially with respect to “historical and
cultural functions of forest”. A smaller number of respondents considered differently the
usefulness of the C&I set for the assessment of progress towards SFM. In particular, four
respondents out of 12 declared that they find the set useful to a great extent, because of its
role as a guideline and framework, and because it allows the development of the provision of
goods and services from forests to be described. Two respondents out of 12 declared they
find the C&lI set useful only to a minor extent for the assessment of progress towards SFM,
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while one state declared that the C&I set was not used for this purpose at all. The main reason
provided by this group of respondents is that SFM is well established in Germany and does
not need the C&I set in order to be assessed. Figure 6 displays the opinion of the sub-national
respondents on the usefulness of the C&I set for assessing progress towards SFM.

Useful tool to assess progress towards SFM (33c)
- great extent (4 sub-national administrations)

- ! extent (5 sub-national

\:I minor extent (1 sub-national administration)
\:l not used (1 sub-national administration)
l:l no opinion/ne ranking (0 sub-national administrations)

no response (5 sub-national administrations)
Figure 6. To what extent do the German sub-national administrations consider the pan-European C&I set as a

useful tool for the assessment of SFM?

Figure 7 summarizes the responses of the sub-national administrations with respect to the
suitability of the C&I set to assess SFM, and with respect to the usefulness of the set in this
context. When looking at Figure 7, it is important to remember that not all the sub-national
respondents contributing to this section of the enquiry provided data on the different aspects
of suitability, use and usefulness of the C&I set, and so the total sum of respondents
represented by the bars in the graph varies amongst the considered aspects. Interestingly,
similar proportions among the respondents were recorded with respect to the suitability and
actual use of the set in assessing SFM, while the set scored lower when dealing with the
usefulness of the set for this purpose.
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Figure 7. Use of the C&lI sets for assessing SFM according to the German sub-national administrative bodies.

The analysis shows that the C&I for SFM are broadly used to assess progresses towards
SFM, but that this assessment was being already carried out in the German sub-national
context also before the introduction of the pan-European C&lI. This assessment mainly relied
on sub-national evaluation systems which are also nowadays still considered by some of the
respondents as more suitable to the sub-national context. Also, when defining the better
suitability of the sub-national SFM assessment procedures, one of the respondents referred to
the legally binding feature of the sub-national SFM implementation and evaluation, which
makes it a better tool for the assessment of progress towards SFM. Finally, the short time
frame of the pan-European reporting system and the need for more specific data to assess
SFM in the sub-national context rather than the one collected through the pan-European C&l
were reasons why this application scored only moderately high among the respondents. As a
specific application, the use of C&I for the identification of emerging issues, challenges and
opportunity in the forest sector had also a moderate success among the respondents. This
result is supported by the fact that half of the respondents did not record the existence of
formal processes related to this specific application.

2.7  Use of C&I set in sub-national forest policies in Germany

Ten respondents provided data on the use of the C&I for SFM to support the development
and application of forest policies in the sub-national context. Eight respondents declared that
the pan-European C&lI set is reflected in sub-national forest policy documents, while only
two states reported their sub-national forest policies do not mirror this set. Among the
policies which generally reflect the pan-European C&l set, the forest report of the BMELYV of
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2009 (German Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protection, 2009), sub-
national forest acts and forest programmes, as well as business plans of regional forest
enterprises managing public forests and sub-national reports on forest conditions like the one
elaborated in Saarland (Ministry of Environment and Consumer Protection Saarland, 2011)
were mentioned. When asked about specific policy applications of the pan-European C&l set,
or of sub-national C&I sets derived from it, six states and the BImA mentioned that the C&I
sets are used directly to formulate sub-national forest programmes and policies; amongst the
programs and policies mentioned were the German national forest programme, sub-national
forest acts and forest laws, as well as reports on the state of the sub-national forests. Three
states declared they did not use the C&I sets to directly formulate programmes and policies.
With respect to the use of the pan-European or derived sub-national C&I sets for the
implementation of the above mentioned policies and programmes, five states declared they
use the sets for this purpose, while four other states and the BImA declared they do not use
them in this context. These figures reveal that in a high number of administrative bodies
forest policies and programmes generally refer or incorporate the C&I for SFM, while in a
lower number of administrations policies are directly formulated or implemented with the
support of the C&aI sets.

Only three administrative bodies out of ten use the sets for monitoring forest policies and
programmes at the sub-national level, while only two out of ten use it for evaluating policies
and programmes. The comparison of these results with the ones reported in the previous
paragraph show a discrepancy between the use of C&I for formulating and implementing
sub-national policies on the one side, and for monitoring and reporting on the other side - the
first application being much more developed than the second one.
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Figure 8. Number of respondents who use the C&I for formulating, implementing, monitoring and evaluating
sub-national forest policies.

Figure 8 displays the difference in the answers provided by the sub-national administrations
concerning the four specific C&I applications of formulation, implementation, monitoring
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and evaluation of forest policies. The total sums of respondents differ for each specific aspect
of the use of C&l as a tool for supporting national forest policies. This is due to the fact that
not all the respondents who contributed to this section of the enquiry provided data for all the
aspects represented in Figure 8.

With respect to the usefulness of the C&I set in formulating, implementing, monitoring and
evaluating sub-national forest programmes, polices and instruments, 12 respondents provided
their opinion on the usefulness, half of which declared they found the C&I set useful to a
great extent for this purpose, mostly because the set provides “clear and easy to understand
indication of the meaning of SFM”. According to this group of respondents, however, their
usefulness in this context will need to be evaluated in the future. Three respondents out of 12
declared they consider the C&I set useful for the formulation and assessment of sub-national
forest policies to a moderate extent, while two respondents out of 12 reported a minor
usefulness of the C&aI set for this purpose. An example of the reasons provided for this minor
use is that topics and structure of the sub-national forest programmes follow their own
dynamics. Finally, one respondent declared that they do not find the C&I set useful for this
purpose at all. Figure 9 displays the opinions of the German sub-national authorities on the
usefulness of the C&I set as a tool for formulating, implementing, monitoring and evaluating
sub-national forest programmes, polices and instruments.

Useful tool to formulate, implement, monitor and evaluate NFPs and policies (33d)
- great extent (6 sub-national administrations)

- extent (3 sub-national admini: i

\:l minor extent (1 sub-national administration)

\:' not used (1 sub-national administration)

l:l no opinion/no ranking (0 sub-national administrations)

m no response (5 sub-national administrations)

Figure 9. To what extent do the German sub-national administrations consider the pan-European C&lI set as a
useful tool for formulating, implementing, monitoring and evaluating NFPs?
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The analysis shows that sub-national forest policies and programmes in Germany are broadly
inspired by the C&I sets, and implemented according to these sets. However, the monitoring
of and reporting on these policies and programmes is a less commonly used application of the
sets. A mentioned reason for this discrepancy is the independent structure of sub-national
forest policies and programmes, which can hardly be evaluated by applying an externally
provided set of C&I. In general, the usefulness of C&I as a supporting tool for sub-national
policies and programmes is something that the respondents would like to evaluate in the
future.

2.8 Use of C&I to provide information to other sectors in Germany

The enquiry asked the respondents to report data on the provision of information to the
sustainability sector and to the sectors of biodiversity and climate change. Moreover the
respondents were asked to name other sectors to which the C&I set can provide information.
Ten administrative bodies provided data with respect to the use of C&I for SFM in this
context, and the answers vary considering the specific sector addressed by the questions.

With respect to the sustainability sector, the majority of respondents (six out of ten) declared
that the C&I for SFM set is used to a great extent for the provision of information, and
especially used in this context are the national and sub-national forest reports which represent
important sources of information for this sector. In this context, two respondents mentioned
that the sustainability concept developed in the forestry arena during the 1980s, and it has
since been applied in German forest management. This justifies the idea that the development
of the pan-European C&l is in line with the German forest management tradition and the
whole German interpretation of the sustainability concept. The rest of the respondents
reported they use the C&I set for providing information to the sustainability sector to a
moderate extent especially in relation to certification (two respondents), to a minor extent
(one respondent) and not at all (one respondent).

With respect to the biodiversity sector, only one state reported that the C&I set has been used
to a great extent as a tool to provide information to this sector, especially in relation to the
reporting on the status of biodiversity in forested habitats. The majority of respondents were
divided between those who use the C&I set in this context to a moderate extent, those who
use it to a minor extent, and those who do not use it at all. Each one of these three categories
of respondents includes three respondents. The respondents who used the C&lI in this context
to a moderate and minor extent mentioned forest certification as a potential user of the
information generated by the C&I set on biodiversity, but they also reported that the
biodiversity sector - including the establishment and monitoring of the Natura 2000 network -
mostly makes use of internal and original sources of data.

When concerning the climate change sector, two out of ten respondents declared they use the
C&l set to provide information to this sector to a great extent, especially in relation to the
amount of timber harvested and to the carbon storage function of forests. No respondents
reported a moderate use of the C&I set in this context, while the majority of administrative
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bodies is divided between those who declared they use it to a minor extent and not at all (both
categories include four respondents). The main reason provided for such a limited use of the
C&l set to provide information to the climate change sector is that this sector mostly utilizes
internally collected data which are considered to be more detailed.

A few respondents reported the use of the C&I set to provide information to other sectors
which were not mentioned in the enquiry. In particular, two states declared they use the C&l
as a source of information for rural development and urbanization sectors, and also as a
means to overcome land exploitation. One state declared to use the C&lI set only to a minor
extent in this context, while three states declared they do not use the set at all. Finally, four
states out of the ten which participated in this section of the case study did not have an
opinion on the use of the C&I for SFM for the provision of information to other sectors.
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Figure 10. Number of respondents who used the C&I set for providing information to other sectors.

The analysis shows that the pan-European C&lI set is widely used only to provide information
for the sustainability sector, while it is used to a smaller extent as a source of information for
the biodiversity and climate change sectors. This is represented in Figure 10. The total sum of
respondents for the different sectors is not constant. This is because the respondents who
provided data on the use of C&I to provide information to other sectors varies according to
the sector considered.

These results show that in the German sub-national context the forest and forestry sectors are
embedded in the general sector of sustainability, but they are rather independent from the two
other sectors mentioned. A possible explanation of this situation is the fact that, as
commented by two of the states which took part in this case study, the C&I are practically
unknown to experts outside the forest sector. Another reason might be the highly developed
research, monitoring and reporting in the biodiversity and climate change sectors, which
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mostly rely on data internally generated in these sectors as these constitute more specialized
and detailed sources of information.

With respect to the usefulness of the C&I set in providing information to other sectors, 11
administrative bodies provided their opinion, five of which declared they find the set useful
for this purpose only to a minor extent, mostly because original sources of information
internally generated by other sectors are used in this context. This group of respondents sees a
great potential in the set to provide information to other sectors, but they report that the use
which is currently made for this purpose does not have a real application. Four respondents
out of 11 declared they use the C&I set for this purpose to a moderate extent, while other two
respondents declared they use it to a great extent. Figure 11 shows the opinion of the German
sub-national administrative bodies on the usefulness of the C&I for SFM for the provision of
information to other sectors.

Useful tool to provide information to other sectors (33e)
- great extent (2 sub-national administrations)

- mederate extent (4 sub-national administrations)

\:I minor extent (5 sub-national administrations)

‘:I not used (0 sub-national administrations)

l:l no ranking (0 sub-national ions)

no response (5 sub-national administrations)

Figure 11. To what extent do the German sub-national administrations consider the pan-European C&l set as a
useful tool for providing information to other sectors?
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2.9 Institutions responsible for the C&I implementation in Germany

Information on the existence and types of institutions responsible for the implementation of
the C&I for SFM was provided by 11 administrative bodies, a great majority of which
declared they have sub-national institutions in place which take care of this implementation.
However, the various applications considered in the enquiry resulted in different proportions
among the respondents who rely or do not rely on such institutions. Moreover the various
administrative bodies differently referred to national or sub-national institutions according to
the application taken into consideration.

For example, nine respondents have institutions that are responsible for the implementation
of C&l as a framework for dialogue and communication. The BImA and two states refer to
the BMELYV as well as to sub-national forest authorities like state ministries and state forest
services. Five states only refer to sub-national institutions like forest research institutes, state
forest authorities, and state conservation agencies. The BImA and one state also mention
private forest associations as responsible actors for this application of the C&lI. Interestingly,
some of the respondents mentioned not only institutional bodies, but also policy documents,
legislations and other types of governmental and business instruments as institutions
responsible for the implementation of C&lI as a framework for dialogue and communication.
Among these figure state forest reports, business reports of the state forest authorities, forest
programmes, forest acts, as well as reports on environmental monitoring, forest fire
monitoring, forest protection and other forest related reports.

Nine respondents reported the existence of institutions responsible for the implementation of
C&l as a tool for monitoring and reporting on the forest sector. This application is a
responsibility of the BMELV and of sub-national forest services according to the BImA and
three states, while it is taken care of exclusively by sub-national authorities according to two
states. Again, different types of policy and market instruments were mentioned by the
respondents among the institutions responsible for this application. For example, out of the
nine which declared they have in place sub-national institutions for the implementation of
C&I as monitoring and reporting tools, two states referred to national and sub-national forest
inventories and management plans, while one state stated that this activity is carried out
through the PEFC forest reports.

With respect to the goal of assessing progresses towards SFM, ten out of 11 respondents
declared they have institutions in place for this C&I application. Two states referred to the
BMELV, while six states and the BImA reported this is a task of the sub-national forest
administrations to be carried out at the forest unit level. According to these six states and the
BImA, management plans, forest laws, position papers on SFM and scientific research
projects are the practical tools used to assess the sub-national progresses on SFM. One state
declared that progress towards SFM is assessed thanks to the sub-national PEFC forest report.

Responsible institutions for the use of C&I as a means to implement and evaluate forest
programmes exist in nine out of 11 administrative bodies which participated in this case
study. This application is a responsibility of the BMELV according to the BImA and four
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states, while it is a task of the sub-national authorities according to the other four states. This
last group of administrative bodies mentioned regional guidelines for the protection of
biodiversity and forest management plans at the sub-national level as tools which support the
C&I implementation, as well as the periodic report developed for the European Commission
on the implementation of Natura 2000, as a practical means to assess the implementation of
forest programmes.

As a last assessed C&I application, eight respondents out of 11 reported they have sub-
national institutions responsible for the use of C&I as a means to provide information to other
sectors than the forest-based one. This is a national responsibility according to the BImA and
three states, which refer to the communication between different ministries such as the
BMELYV, the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety,
the Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development, and the Federal Ministry
of Education and Research. Three states out of eight assign this responsibility to the sub-
national level, mentioning as tools (1) the communication between national and sub-national
forest authorities, (2) the sub-national reports redacted for the national Ministries, and (3) the
sub-national sustainability strategies. One state mentioned the biodiversity sector and the
Natura 2000 reporting exercise as a possible sector that benefits from the information
collected through the C&I for SFM set.

This analysis shows that the percentage of sub-national administrations relying on specific
institutions for the implementation of C&I is very high. This is demonstrated by the fact that,
for the various applications, only one to three states explicitly declared they do not have such
institutions in place. The application which is supported by the greatest number of specific
institutions at the sub-national level is the assessment of the progress towards achieving SFM,
while the application that relies on the smaller number of sub-national institutions is the
provision of information to other sectors through the C&I for SFM set.

2.10 Contribution of the C&I to promote sustainable forest management in Germany

The enquiry asked the respondents to provide their opinion on the usefulness of the C&I sets
to promote SFM at the pan-European and sub-national levels. Different responses were
provided with respect to the two levels examined, as is shown by Figures 12 and 13. Ten sub-
national administrations and the BImA provided data on the pan-European level, while 12
sub-national administrations and the BImA provided data on the sub-national level.
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C&I promoted SFM at pan-European level (36a) Cé&lpr ted SFM at sub-nati level (36b)
- great extent (6 sub-national administrations) - great extent (2 sub-national administrations)

- moderate extent (2 sub-national nistrations) - moderate extent (3 sub-national administrations)
I:l minor extent (2 sub-national admi ations) I:l minor extent (6 sub-national administrations)

[ not used (0 sub-national administrations) [ ] not used {1 sub-national administration)
] noopi ranking (2 sub-national i [ no opinionino ranking (0 sub-national administrations)
[7Z77] no response (4 sub-national administrations) [7777] na response (4 sub-national administrations)

Figure 12. To what extent do the German sub-national Figure 13. To what extent do the German sub-national
administrative bodies consider that the pan-European administrative bodies consider that the pan-European
C&I set promote Sustainable Forest Management at C&I set promote Sustainable Forest Management at
the pan-European level? the sub-national level?

In particular, a broad number of respondents deemed the C&I set as useful to a great or
moderate extent to promote SFM in the pan-European context. These opinions were most
often related to the unifying role of the European Union and of pan-European processes like
FOREST EUROPE in generating a common basis for SFM. Instead, the respondents who
judged the role of C&I to promote SFM at the pan-European level as useful only to a minor
extent mentioned the rather abstract role of the C&I in such a broad geographic context.

Instead, when assessing the usefulness of the C&I set in promoting SFM at the sub-national
level, the majority of respondents believes the set to be useful only to a minor extent. The
main reason behind this opinion is that the implementation of SFM was already ongoing in
the sub-national context long before the introduction of the pan-European C&lI, and
“understanding, standards and awareness about SFM” were believed to be strongly rooted in
the German national and sub-national forest management approaches. For example, one of
the respondents states that “the mindset of SFM is hundreds of years old in Niedersachsen
and deeply embedded in the culture.” Certification principles like the FSC ones are reported
to be more useful than the pan-European C&I sets in promoting Sustainable Forest
Management at the pan-European level.
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Number of sub-national administrations
w

pan-European level sub-national level

B Great extent (9-7) Moderate extent (6-4) Minor extent (3-2) not used

Figure 14. To what extent do C&I promote SFM at pan-European and sub-national levels?

In conclusion, the C&I sets were considered to be more useful to promote SFM at the pan-
European than at the sub-national level; the role of the set in the broader geographic context
was perceived to be rather abstract. This is shown in Figure 14. The most important role
played by the C&I in the promotion of SFM is conceptual rather than substantial, and consists
in providing a common framework for this type of management, and in the fostering
discussions on this topic in the policy arena. In the practical context, the German sub-national
administrations mainly rely on the local SFM systems and on regional forms of promotion of
SFM.

2.11 Conclusions to the German case study

The assessment of the implementation of C&I for SFM in the German sub-national context
allows several interesting conclusions to be drawn. The most evident result is that the
German sub-national administrative bodies involved in this case study broadly acknowledge
the SFM concept in their political and practical forest management strategies. SFM attracts
strong consensus in forest policies and programmes, but also in management plans at the
stand level. With respect to the use of C&I as a tool for dealing with SFM related issues, this
case study records a high rate of acquaintance of the respondents with this tool and with the
ideas behind the development of the pan-European C&I. This is demonstrated by the high
participation rate recorded by the case study. Indeed, the respondents to the various sections
of the enquiry range between a minimum of eight and a maximum of 12, which can be
considered as representative of respondents for the German sub-national context (especially if
keeping in mind that the administrative bodies which did not participate in the case study
represent about 8% of the total German forest area).
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The acquaintance of the German sub-national administrative bodies with the pan-European
C&l for SFM is also demonstrated by the finding that the development of sub-national C&l
sets is quite common in the sub-national context, and that the sub-national sets identified by
this case study are often inspired by the pan-European C&I. International certification
schemes like PEFC are important tools for the linkage between the pan-European and sub-
national C&I sets, since the reporting under these schemes is often used also at the sub-
national level for the collection of data on the pan-European C&aI. In general, the certification
of German forests under the PEFC forest certification scheme is common practice, and this
facilitates the diffusion of the pan-European C&I for SFM in the sub-national forest
management.

Despite the widespread acquaintance with the C&I for SFM, the various applications of the
C&l examined in the enquiry scored rather differently amongst the respondents:

- The C&l are widely used as a tool for communication and dialogue within the forest
sector, but less widely used for communication with other sectors, and even less as
tools for communication with the general public.

- The C&lI are also widely used for reporting information on the forest sector and on
forest management, especially within the SoEF reporting exercise, but less in the
national and sub-national reporting contexts. The main reason for this is that many
sub-national reporting systems were developed before the pan-European process took
place, and in some cases they are believed to be more appropriate than the pan-
European ones.

- The C&I are moderately used for the assessment of progress towards SFM at the sub-
national level and the main reason provided is again the better suitability of sub-
national systems developed prior to the introduction of the pan-European C&aI.

- The C&I are broadly used for the development and implementation of sub-national
forest policies and programmes which are often directly or indirectly inspired by the
pan-European or sub-national sets of C&Il. However the C&I are less used for the
evaluation and monitoring of these policies and programmes.

- The C&I are limitedly used to provide information to other sectors like the
sustainability, climate change and biodiversity sectors, especially because these
sectors generate internal data and information which are believed to be more detailed
and specific.
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3. THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE C&I FOR SFM IN ITALY

3.1 Introduction: forest structure and political-administrative features of forest
management in Italy

The last Italian National Forest Inventory (hereafter NFI) reports that forested areas cover
35% of the total land, of which 29% are classified as forests and 6% as other wooded land
(Gasparini and Tabacchi, 2011). The national forest area is 10 467 533 ha, composed by 68%
of broadleaves and 32% of conifers. Private forests make up about 64% of the national forest
area, whereas the public administration owns 32% of this area (4% of the total forested area
is not classifiable). With respect to the elevation of forested areas, the majority of Italian
forests (71%) are located in areas below 1000 m above sea level (a.s.l.), while 20% are
located between 1000 and 1500 m a.s.l. Forests located above 1500 m a.s.l. are only found in
the regions of the Alps and Apennines. With respect to forest management types, coppice
management systems constitute 42% of the natural and semi-natural forests (corresponding to
3663 143 ha), with a distinctive predominance of coppice with standards which alone
constitutes 28% of the above mentioned coppice area. High forests occupy a total of
3157 965 ha, corresponding to 36% of the Italian forest area. Even-aged high forests are
slightly prevailing over uneven-aged ones.

Forest management in Italy is a very complex issue, especially due to the stratified
administrative structure of the Italian state and the decentralization process that occurred
during the last thirty years. Italy is governed by a central national government, and the Italian
territory is administratively divided in 20 regions, (five of which are constitutionally assigned
a broader level of autonomy than the others and are therefore defined as autonomous
regions), and in turn these are divided into provinces which include the territory of various
municipalities. Moreover, one of the autonomous regions, i.e. Trentino-Alto Adige,
transferred most of the legislative and administrative competencies (including forestry) to the
two autonomous provinces into which the regional territory is administratively divided,
namely the Provinces of Trento and Bolzano. Since 1977, through a Decree of the President
of the Italian Republic (Decreto del Presidente della Repubblica del 24 Luglio 1977, n. 616,
1977), the decentralization process from the national government to the above mentioned
regional and local authorities resulted in a mosaic of distinctive forms of institutional
organizations (Pettenella, 1994). Figure 15 shows the location of the autonomous regions and
provinces on the Italian map.
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Italian administrations
I Autonomous Provinces (2)
D Autonomous Regions (4)
[ ordinary Regions (15)

Figure 15. Administrative division of the Italian territory using abbreviations for the regions and provinces.

With respect to the delegation of responsibilities from the Italian national government to the
sub-national administrative bodies, particularly after the passing of the Constitutional Law in
2001 (Legge costituzionale del 18 Ottobre 2001 n. 3), and of the subsequent legislative
decree (Decreto Legislativo 18 Maggio 2001, n. 227), the Italian sub-national administrative
bodies (20 regions and the two autonomous provinces of Trento and Bolzano) became the
main responsible actors in the forest management context. Despite their important role in the
management of the forest resources, the regions and autonomous provinces are not the only
administrative bodies who can exercise their power on forest management issues. For
example, some of the responsibilities are also assigned to the national policy level, and
mainly to two Ministries which hold competences in producing national legislation and
guidelines concerning forests and forestry, as well as in coordinating the regional forest
policies in light of commitments taken in the international context like the ones related to the
Convention on Biological Diversity or to the FOREST EUROPE process. These are the
Ministry of Agricultural, Food and Forestry Policies (MiPAAF) and the Ministry of
Environment, Land and Sea (MATTM). Moreover, another important function is played by
the national forest authority through the work carried out by the National Forest Service
(Corpo Forestale dello Stato or CFS), which takes care of the NFI. At last, a national
coordinating body (Tavolo di coordinamento forestale) was established in 2009 in order to
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coordinate forest related issues; however so far this institution has focused mainly on rural
development issues. The only activity currently going on with respect to the sustainable
management of the Italian forests regards the general implementation of the first National
Forest Programme (Programma Quadro per il Settore Forestale) (PQSF 2009). This
Programme was shaped around the EU Forest Action Plan and it was developed by MiPAAF,
MATTM, sub-national authorities and many other scientific advisory members. However, the
role played by these national bodies is rather limited, since the practical responsibilities for
forests and forestry are mainly delegated to the regional and local administrative bodies, i.e.
the Italian regions and autonomous provinces.

Table 2 shows the names, the abbreviations and the codes according the International
Standards Organization (ISO) of the Italian regions and autonomous provinces. Furthermore
the table reports the extension of forest area for each sub-national administrative body, as
well as the existence of the regional forest programmes (RFP) and of the sub-national forest
laws.

More than 90% of the Italian forest area is regulated by at least one kind of planning tool.
Operational planning is diffused over 16% of the forest area, with peaks in the northern
regions (up to 94% in Alto Adige) and lower frequency in the southern area. Moreover,
forests in Italy are subject to several regulations which for example impose restrictions to
forest management linked to the preservation of forest hydrogeological systems. About 87%
of the Italian forest area is affected by these restrictions with values above 95% in several
northern and central regions like Trentino Alto Adige, Veneto, Umbria and Tuscany. Nature
conservation restrictions are applied to one-quarter of the total forest area, with a higher
frequency in central and southern regions. About 8% of the total forest area is included in
national parks, while 7% of the total forest area is protected by regional nature conservation
systems in regional parks. A small percentage of the total forest area (about 1%) is protected
in other types of nature conservation systems like natural reserves or other types of protected
areas. Natura 2000 sites include about 20% of the total forest area.
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Table 2. List of sub-national administrations (autonomous provinces and regions) with respective abbreviations,
ISO codes, and the extent of the forest area (hectare and percentage of total area). The last column reports the
existence of sub-national forest laws and the sub-national forest programmes. LP stands for provincial law,
while LR stands for regional law.

sub-national programmes and

Region/Province Abbreviation Cli(d)e Forest area (ha) oot fo;erztaon ol policles
Forest law RFP
Bolzano BZ IT-82 372174 %0 LP n. 21 of 1996 No
Trento N IT-TN 407531 66 LP n. 11 of 2007 No
Abruzzo ABR IT-65 438 500 41 LR n. 28 of 1994 No
Basilicata BAS IT-77 356 426 36 LR n. 11 of 2004 ves
Calabria CAL IT-78 612 931 o LR n. 20 of 1992 ves
Campania CAM IT-72 445 274 3 LR n. 14 of 2006 ves
Emilia-Romagna ER IT-45 608 818 28 LR n. 30 of 1981 Yes
F”ucl‘:i?]/leigem Fve IT-36 357 224 * LR n. 9 of 2007 No
Lazio LAZ IT-62 605 859 % LR n. 39 of 2002 ves
Liguria LIG IT-42 375134 69 LR n. 9 of 2013 ves
Lombardia LOM IT-25 665 703 28 LR n. 27 of 2004 ves
Marche MAR IT-57 308 076 5 LR n. 6 of 2005 ves
Molise MOL IT-67 148 641 3 LR n. 19 of 2011 ves
Piemonte PIE IT-21 040 116 37 LR . 4 of 2009, No
Puglia PUG IT-75 179 040 9 LR n. 12 of 2012 ves
Sardegna SAR IT-88 1213 250 50 LR n. 24 of 1999 ves
Sicilia SIc IT-82 338171 13 LR n. 14 of 2006 ves
Toscana TOS IT-52 1151539 50 LR n. 39 of 2000 No
Umbria UMB IT-55 390 255 40 LR n. 28 of 2001 ves
Valle dAosta VDA IT-23 105 928 32 No
Veneto VEN IT-34 446 856 24 LR n. 5 of 2005 ves

3.2  Contribution of the Italian administrative bodies to this case study

This case study aims at assessing the sub-national implementation of the Criteria and
Indicators (C&aI) for sustainable forest management (SFM) in Italy. The representatives of the
sub-national forest administrations in Italy were asked to give their views on the topic. More
information on the enquiry and its structure, as well as on the analysis of the retrieved data,
can be found in the introduction to this compilation of case studies (section 1 of this report).
The enquiry was distributed to 19 regions and two autonomous provinces, and in total 21
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respondents were contacted. The Trentino Region has been excluded from the enquiry
distribution since the two Autonomous Provinces of Trento and Bolzano into which the
Trentino territory is divided hold forest management responsibilities; instead the enquiry was
sent to the representatives of the two autonomous provinces.

Out of 21 enquiries distributed, 16 respondents provided their feedback, 14 regions and both
autonomous provinces, Bolzano and Trento. Some of the respondents provided a completely
filled in enquiry, while others filled it in partially (Figure 16). In particular, in four cases, the
respondents partially filled in the enquiry but they provided a summary of the state of the
forest sector in their sub-national contexts. The missing answers in the partially filled in
enquiries mainly regarded explanations about the answers provided and the numerical
ranking required by some of the answers.

Participation in the study .
- Completely filled out enquiry (10 sub-national adrn_i_nistralions)
- Partially filled out enquiry (2 sub-national administrations)
|:| Short statement on SFM (4 sub-national administrations)

[777] Missing (5 sub-national administrations)

Figure 16. Number of Italian sub-national administrations that participated in this case study.
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3.3  Sub-national C&lI sets in Italy and their use among the respondents

Sub-national C&I sets have been developed in two regions, namely Umbria and Campania,
and in the two autonomous provinces of Trento and Bolzano. In the Emilia Romagna Region
the process for the development of the sub-national C&I set is in progress when the case
study was carried out. Figure 17 displays this information on a map. In Sardegna, the forest
administration adopts the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) Principles and Criteria which are
applied in almost 8000 ha of forests. These Principles & Criteria set the essential parameters
of environmentally appropriate, socially beneficial and economically viable forest
management, and their application is assessed by independent certification bodies.
Furthermore, two other regions (Friuli-Venezia Giulia and Veneto) adopted the Programme
for the Endorsement of Forest Certification (PEFC) system in a portion of their forested area
corresponding to about 25% of the total forest area in Friuli-Venezia Giulia (PEFC Friuli-
Venezia Giulia, 2012) and to almost 20% in Veneto (PEFC Veneto, 2009). Since 2005 the
Autonomous Province of Trento adopted the PEFC scheme covering 60% of the forest area
(PEFC Trento, 2013), while in the Autonomous Province of Bolzano the PEFC scheme was
adopted in 2004 and covers almost 80% of the total forest area (PEFC Bolzano, 2010).

Existence of sub-national C&l set

- existing and based on pan-European C&l set (6 sub-national administrations)
[: under development (1 sub-national adminisiration)

I:] no existing (9 sub-national administrations)

7 7/} no response (5 sub-national administrations)

Figure 17. Existence of sub-national C&I set and their relations with the pan-European set.

The adoption of the forest certification standards does not exactly correspond to the creation
of a sub-national C&I set, but it is a tool to support the implementation of SFM. The
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standards are developed by international, non-profit and non-governmental organizations
which promote SFM through independent third party certification in order to ensure
consistency with international requirements (PEFC International, 2012).

However, the PEFC scheme is based on the pan-European C&I for SFM, and hence, the use
of the PEFC standard can be considered as one way in which the C&I are made visible in the
forest management context. For example, PEFC Italia follows the pan-European C&lI for
SFM for the establishment of Principles and Criteria. However, because of the regional
specificities characterizing the Manuals of Sustainable Forest Management elaborated by
sub-national PEFC groups, there are differences in the application of this scheme among the
Italian regions. These manuals indeed delineate and build up linkages between the PEFC
standard and the regional and local laws, regulations and forest programmes and plans.

Although all the sub-national C&I sets identified in this case study are based on the pan-
European set, the differences between the sub-national and pan-European sets vary according
to the region considered. For example in Umbria there is no important difference between the
sub-national set and the pan-European set. The main feature characterizing the Umbrian C&l
set is represented by the fact that the different criteria are grouped and assessed according to
four classes as included in the report on the State of Umbria’s Forests (Servizio foreste ed
economia Montana- Regione Umbria, 2010):

1) Forest Resources (corresponding to pan-European criteria: C1 and C2);

2) Productive Functions (corresponding to pan-European criterion: C3);

3) Ecological functions (corresponding to pan-European criteria: C4 and C5);
4) Social Functions (corresponding to pan-European criterion: C6).

In Campania, the sub-national set is structured according to objectives, actions and measures
indicated in the General Forestry Plan of the region covering the years 2009-2013. Moreover,
the set is shaped following the pan-European set and it also mirrors the forest management
criteria expressed by the MATTM (Decreto Ministeriale 16 Giugno, 2005). Furthermore, in
Campania the application of the C&I is carried out through the implementation of the
Standards of Sustainable Forest Management developed for the Apennine and Mediterranean
forests (SAM). In particular, the SAM represent a tool for assessing SFM in the Apennine
and Mediterranean forests, and rely on indicators partially inspired by the pan- European C&l
for SFM. The main areas of overlapping between the two indicator sets are data on increment
and felling, forest fire control, forest structure, carbon stock, biodiversity, soil protection, and
productive functions related to both wood and non-wood forest products (Marchetti, 2004).
The main difference between the SAM and the pan-European indicators is that the SAM
indicators are equipped with benchmarks which allow quantification of the extent to which
the SFM principles are applied.

With respect to the two Autonomous Provinces of Trento and Bolzano, Trento developed a
set of indicators during the 1980s which is not directly connected to or inspired by the pan-
European set but which covers most of the pan-European indicators. The set is based on the
experience developed during the creation and application of forest management plans and
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mostly contains data on standing and growing forest stocks, without referring to economic or
social issues. Furthermore, in the period 2003-2005, the PEFC forest certification scheme
was introduced in Trento, and since then economic and social criteria have been added to the
sub-national C&I set which came to mirror the pan-European set. Also, in the Autonomous
Province of Bolzano the C&l set is closely based on the pan-European set. Also in Bolzano
the first document on SFM was developed in the late 1980s, but it has never been published.
In 2011 the forest plan at provincial level was published and based on the pan-European C&l
set (Ufficio Pianificazione Forestale, Provincia autonoma di Bolzano, 2011).

The stakeholders involved in developing the sub-national C&I sets vary among the various
sub-national administrations. These often include ministries, functionaries of regional forest
departments, representatives of the scientific community, local authorities like municipalities
and mountain communities, forestry operators, forest enterprises like the wood industries, as
well as unions of forest owners and farmers, non-governmental organizations (NGOSs),
environmental associations, outdoor recreation associations and forest certification groups. In
the cases of the Umbria region and Bolzano Province, all the documents related to the
creation of the sub-national C&I sets have been published on the official website of the
region and of the province, so that all interested stakeholders could be informed on the
process and eventually send feedback.

Concerning the creation of sub-national reports on SFM and their relation with the pan-
European C&I, 15 sub-national administrations provided information on this topic. Eight
respondents declared that no sub-national reports on SFM had been developed when this case
study was carried out. The remaining sub-national administrative bodies instead did develop
sub-national reports, and the majority (five out of seven) are directly inspired by the pan-
European C&I set. Among these seven respondents, the interviewees from the two
autonomous provinces declared the drafting of yearly reports. In particular, in the Province of
Trento the sub-national report refers to forest activities, while in the Bolzano Province the
report refers to the state of forests.

The analysis of the enquiries shows that the sub-national administrations in Italy have a great
interest in the topic of SFM and in the implementation of C&I. However, only a minority of
the respondents reported the existence of sub-national C&I sets. These sub-national sets are
strongly influenced by the pan-European set in the majority of the sub-national contexts
examined. In some cases, the pan-European set has been adopted only at the level of the
criteria. Furthermore, an emerging insight from the survey is that there is a great interest in
the application of forest certification schemes, and in particular of the PEFC standard which
certifies almost 10% of the total forest area, mainly in the northern part of Italy. Finally, the
case study reveals that the sub-national administrative bodies do not adopt a common
approach for reporting on SFM, but they mainly refer to SFM in their reports on forest
management and the state of forests.
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3.4  The C&l set as a framework for dialogue and communication in Italy

The enquiry asked the respondents to provide information on the use of C&l as a tool to
promote dialogue and communication on SFM. Sixteen sub-national administrations (14
regions and two autonomous provinces) provided information on this topic. The case study
reveals that both the pan-European and the sub-national sets of C&I have been used to
support dialogue and communication between forest policy and decision makers in 10 sub-
national administrations. Nevertheless the intensity of uses varies among the sub-national
administrative bodies from a minor to a great extent, with a majority of respondents reporting
a moderate use of the set (Figure 18). When looking at Figure 18 it is possible to notice that
the total sum of respondents varies according to the different aspects of C&I as a tool for
dialogue and communication. This is because not all the Italian administrative bodies
contributing to this section of the enquiry dedicated to this C&I application provided data on
the different aspects of the use of C&I. With respect to the administrations which use the C&I
more frequently to support dialogue and communication between policy and decision makers,
four regions reported that the C&I represent key principles in the Regional Forest Plans. With
respect to the regions which use the set more rarely, a lack of knowledge about the C&lI set
for SFM among the forest operators has been reported as a reason for this less frequent use.
One respondent declared that the use is limited to the criteria and it excludes the indicators.
Four respondents reported that the C&I set is not used at all in the context of supporting
dialogue and communication among decision makers.
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Figure 18. Number of Italian sub-national administrative bodies using the pan-European or sub-national C&l
sets derived from it as a framework for dialogue and communication.

The results concerning the use of both the pan-European and sub-national C&lI sets to support
dialogue within the forest sector show that the majority of respondents used the set to a great
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or moderate extent. Only two respondents declared a minor use in this context, and four
declared the set is not used at all for this purpose. Despite the lack of coordination among the
various administrations and stakeholders who deal with forest management, the set of C&l
for SFM has been depicted by the respondents as one of the most suitable tools for
communication and dialogue among the stakeholders of the forest sector. This can be
considered as true both at the vertical level (considering the communication between the
national and sub-national governmental levels) and at the horizontal level (considering the
communication between different sectors of the same administration dealing with forest
related contexts like forestry, agriculture and nature conservation). Indeed, the set has often
been used as a basis for several conferences organized at the regional level, including
stakeholders from the scientific community, forest enterprises, wood industry and other
interested actors.

Other tools mentioned by the respondents contributing to this section of the enquiry as
facilitating dialogue within the forest sector are the regional or provincial forest plans and the
regional or provincial forest maps when these are available. Furthermore each sub-national
forest service draws up a yearly forest activity report which mainly reports on forestry
interventions and production and sale of wood assortments (e.g. firewood and construction
wood). In these and other cases, due to the lack of complete knowledge of the C&I, the
dialogue amongst the forest stakeholders is not based on the pan-European or derived sub-
national C&I sets, but rather on informal and incomplete sets. For example, forest operators
in Lazio use part of the pan-European criteria in order to define best practices in forest
management, mainly within the Natura 2000 sites. In these areas a specific approach based on
nature conservation criteria is used to promote dialogue among forest operators and other
types of stakeholders outside the forest sector. Examples of these indicators include: (1) the
presence of old, large or rare trees; (2) areas with relevant presence of natural regeneration;
(3) mixed forested areas; and (4) forest area free from forestry interventions.

With respect to the communication with other sectors, the case study showed that the use of
the pan-European C&lI set or the sub-national set derived from it for the communication with
other sectors is poorly developed (Figure 18). The main reason for this phenomenon is the
lack of communication between different offices within the same sub-national administration.
For example, even if along the years the forestry measures included in the rural development
program have shown a general stronger link between the agriculture and forestry sectors, this
case study shows that the communication between agriculture, environment and forest offices
is still limited. This is also demonstrated by the fact that five respondents declared they had
no opinion on the extent to which the C&I sets are used for this purpose, and another four
respondents reported the sets are not used at all in this context. In five sub-national
administrative bodies, the use of the C&I set for communication with other sectors takes
place to a great extent, and the framework of the set is considered as a good tool particularly
for the implementation of certification processes and during the presentation of the state of
regional forests to other interested sectors such as energy, agriculture and environment.

The analysis of the respondents’ replies to the enquiries also shows that the C&I for SFM are
used to different extents as a tool to communicate with the general public (Figure 18). Four
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regions declared they do not use the C&I set for this purpose at all, while in three regions the
respondents had no opinion on this topic. Concerning the nine sub-national administrations
which do use the C&lI set as a tool to communicate with the public, the majority (five out of
nine) reported a moderate use, while three administrations reported a great use, and one
respondent reported a minor use. The same administration which declared a great use also
reported an intensive implementation of certification standards in their forests. The main
reason provided for this extensive use and for the relation with the implementation of
certification standards is that schemes like PEFC are broadly recognized by the public and
therefore represent an important tool to communicate with the public about SFM. Instead, in
the sub-national context where the C&I is more rarely used for the communication with the
public, important efforts are needed in order to involve the general public through the
organization of meetings mainly focused at presenting the state of the forests to the public.

Even though the use of both the pan-European and sub-national C&I sets in the context of
dialogue and communication can be define as moderate to poor, the sets have been widely
recognized to be very useful tools for improving dialogue and communication within the
forest sector, but also with other sectors (Figure 19). The case study reveals that 12
respondents consider the set to be to a great extent useful in providing a framework for
dialogue and communication, while two respondents considered the C&I set to a moderate
extent useful for this purpose. Several respondents declared that, if regularly used, the sets
could represent a good basis for dialogue. In addition, according to some of the respondents,
the C&I sets ensure dialogue between different types of stakeholders belonging to the
governmental or non-governmental arenas, since they summarize the state of forests and
allow sharing information during participatory processes. Finally, some of the respondents
recognized that it is important to employ the C&I set as a reference for all forest and forestry
stakeholders, but it is also important to improve the dialogue with the other sectors.
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[ great extent (12 sub-national administrations)

- moderate extent (2 sub-national administrations)
I:l minor extent (0 sub-national administrations)
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m no response (5 sub-national administrations)

Figure 19. To what extent do Italian sub-national administrations consider the pan-European C&aI set as a useful tool for
dialogue and communication?

3.5  Major challenges in providing information to State of Europe’s forests 2011 in
Italy

As stated in previous sections of this report, following the decentralization of responsibilities,
the Italian regions and autonomous provinces of Trento and Bolzano are the administrations
responsible for forest management and related issues. Nevertheless, the sub-national
administrations did not provide information to the SoEF report. Instead, the National Forest
Service was involved in the reporting process. The provision of data has been based on the
information collected through national surveys such as the NFI. The NFI is coordinated by
the CFS in cooperation with the Agricultural Research Council (Gasparini and Tabacchi,
2011).

The 16 sub-national respondents confirmed that they did not provide information to the SoEF
report and therefore they did not face any challenges in this context. On the other hand, many
sub-national administrative bodies reported the existence of sub-national forest inventories
(RFIs), which are not linked to the NFI. Currently 11 sub-national administrative bodies have
finalized their RFI, while nine sub-national administrations have not yet implemented it.
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Finally, in two regions, the RFI covers only part of the regional forested area (Figure 20). The
reason for the missing linkage between the NFI and the RFIs is that the NFI is coordinated at
the national level, while the RFIs are coordinated by the various sub-national forest
administrations. Moreover, because the sub-national inventories are developed at different
times in the various sub/national administrations, it is more difficult to adapt them to create a
national inventory than simply realizing the NFI at the national level.

Regional Forest Inventory

~
- existing (11 sub-national administrations)
D partially existing (2 sub-national administrations)

:I no existing (8 sub-national administrations)

Figure 20. Regional Forest Inventories implemented in Italy (source INFC, 2005).

Because of their low involvement in reporting to the SoEF, most of the administrative bodies
did not provide information on the challenges related to specific pan-European C&I. Only
two respondents provided information on this topic, declaring that the most challenging
indicators are the ones belonging to indicators of criterion number five, such as indicator 5.1
“protective forests — soil, water and other ecosystem functions” and indicator 5.2 “protective
forests — infrastructure and managed natural resources”. Other challenging indicators belong
to criterion two (particularly indicator 2.3 “defoliation”) and criterion 6 (particularly indicator
6.3 “net revenue”). Data on these indicators are defined as difficult to collect.

Despite the fact they did not participate to the reporting for the SoEF, 16 respondents
provided information about the usefulness of the C&I set as a tool for monitoring and
reporting on the state and trends of the forests sector. The majority of respondents consider
the C&I set as a useful tool for monitoring and reporting on the state and trends of the forest
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sector, defining the set as greatly (six responses) or moderately useful (six responses) for this
purpose (Figure 21). Furthermore, according to some of the respondents, it is important to
have a common reference for all stakeholders in the forest sector, both within a single sub-
national forest administration and among different sub-national administrative bodies. In fact,
the respondents consider it very useful to have a common framework for monitoring the state
and trends of forests which allows for comparisons among different sub-national forest
contexts. Only two respondents declared that the C&I set is useful only to a minor extent for
monitoring and reporting on the state and trends of the forest sector. There are basically two
reasons for this: (1) the forest sector is badly structured, and (2) some indicators are perceived
as too scientific and the collection of data for these indicators is too complex. Furthermore,
according to some regions, the C&I set could be integrated with indicators on emerging
issues like the forest area which undergoes natural reforestation. In addition, some of the sub-
national administrations envisage the need for some revisions in the set. In particular, it could
be interesting for Mediterranean regions to have more detailed indicators about coppice
forests which represent the most important source of woody biomass, which becomes
particularly important due to current targets to increase the share of renewable energy in the
EU territory.

In conclusion, it was difficult to assess the major challenges to provide complete information
for the SOEF 2011 due to the fact that the sub-national administrative bodies were not directly
involved in this process. The main reasons for this are the lack of communication among the
different sub-national forest administrations and the many differences identified between the
existing sub-national information sources. Despite these considerations, the case study also
revealed that there is broad awareness on the important role that the C&I set could play in the
context of monitoring and reporting on the state and trends of the forest sector, if actually
implemented.
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Figure 21. To what extent do the Italian sub-national administrations consider the pan-European C&l set as a
useful tool for reporting on the state and trends of the forest sector?

3.6 Use of the pan-European C&lI set in assessing sustainable forest management at
sub-national level in Italy

The use of the pan-European C&I set or the sub-national set derived from it for assessing
SFM at the sub-national level differs among the administrative bodies considered. As shown
in Figure 22, 16 respondents provided information on this topic. Nine respondents reported
no use of the set at all for this purpose, while minor use was reported by two administrative
bodies, and moderate use by another two regions. The main reason provided for this limited
use is the insufficient knowledge on the C&lI set. Although the C&lI set is used for supporting
the establishment of the forest management framework at the sub-national level, it is rarely
used in the Italian sub-national context for the assessment of SFM. Moreover, the
respondents provided another reason for this type of use, declaring that a specific report on
the assessment of SFM is not elaborated in the sub-national contexts. Finally, three regions
declared they use the set for this purpose to a great extent, particularly through the
certification system. These last three regions declared that the compiling of information to
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satisfy the PEFC Italia indicators shows that the regional forest management is inspired by
SFM.

As reported above, specific reports assessing SFM at the sub-national level have not been
drafted yet. However, many of the sub-national forest related reports concern forest
conditions and cover most of the C&I included in the pan-European set, but without any SFM
assessment purpose. Only in the case of the implementation of certification systems, the
assessment of SFM is actually carried out. Because of this very limited use of the C&I set for
the assessment of SFM, it has been rather difficult for the sub-national administrations to
evaluate the suitability of C&I for this purpose. In fact, six respondents declared they had no
opinion about the suitability of the C&I set for assessing SFM at sub-national level. Another
three respondents considered the set not suitable at all for assessing SFM. Four respondents
considered the set to a great extent suitable for this topic and finally, three respondents
considered the set to a moderate extent suitable for this purpose. However, many sub-national
administrations are conscious that if actually used, the set could represent a very useful tool
for assessing the SFM (Figure 22). Half of the respondents (eight out of 16) considered the
set to a great extent useful and another six considered the set to a moderate extent useful for
this purpose.
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Figure 22. Usefulness of the C&I for SFM as a tool to assess progresses towards SFM according to the sub-
national Italian administrative bodies.

With respect to the use of C&I sets as a tool to identify emerging issues and new challenges
related to forestry, 16 respondents provided information on this topic. One respondent
declared that in his sub-national context the C&I set is used to a great extent for identifying
emerging issues. In fact, in this region the set represents the base for the rural development
plan. It is used to assess Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats, and to choose
options for forestry development. Seven respondents out of 16 declared that they use the C&lI
set to a minor extent for identifying emerging issues and new challenges related to forestry
(Figure 23). In particular, during the set up of the PEFC -certification sub-national
administrations identified some issues not covered by their traditional data collection and
monitoring, e.g. the use of modern technologies in logging and education of foresters.
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Furthermore, PEFC certified forests participate in the regional carbon market — for example,
in Friuli-Venezia Giulia where for the first time PEFC certified companies provide local
wood for construction contributing to the storage of carbon in harvested wood products.

Eight respondents declared that the set is not used at all to identify emerging issues and new
challenges. In some of these sub-national contexts, the challenges and opportunities are
evaluated through the annual reports on forest activities or through RFPs. Despite the
reported limited use of the C&I set for the identification of challenges in forestry, the set is
anyway considered as a helpful tool for this purpose, even though this important role is not
often explicitly recognized in forest policy. This is also the reason why the majority of
respondents (14 out of 16) reported that a formal process to identify emerging issues at sub-
national level does not exist. Often such a formal process exists for the agricultural sector,
within the rural development programme, which also addresses forest topics. Only in two
cases is there such a formal process: these are in the Friuli-Venezia Giulia and Valle D’ Aosta
Regions. In Friuli-Venezia Giulia the respondent declared that the local PEFC association set
up a consultation with regional stakeholders aimed at identifying emerging issues in the
forest sector like issues related to the carbon market and to non-timber forest products. In
Valle D’Aosta the respondent reported the organization of group meetings aimed at
identifying new challenges in forestry, involving different stakeholders of the forest sector in
order to include forest strategies within the rural development plan.
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Figure 23. To what extent have the Italian sub-national administrations used the pan-European C&l set or the
sub-national set derived from it to identify emerging issues and new challenges related to forestry?

In conclusion, there is a broad acknowledgement on the importance of C&I as a tool to assess
progresses towards SFM among the respondents, but often the use of the set for this purpose
is limited to certified forests. The widespread awareness of the importance of the C&I set in
this context is demonstrated by the fact that, when asked to judge the usefulness of the C&l
set for assessing progresses towards SFM, eight respondents out of the 14 who provided their
opinion on this issue declared that they find the set useful for this purpose to a great extent,
while six respondents stated that the C&I set is useful to a moderate extent (Figure 24). These
respondents stressed the role of C&I as a tool to compare temporal trends amongst different
sub-national administrative bodies. This is especially made possible by the quantitative
indicators of the set. In addition, the respondents stated that it is useful to have a common
framework for monitoring the progress towards SFM in line with the pan-European SFM
process. Some respondents finally highlight the important role of C&I as a common reference
for all stakeholders of the forest sector. At last, this case study detected the need for
additional efforts for the identification of emerging issues in the forest context, such as the
role of ecosystem services, the increasing demand for woody biomass, and the need to protect
hydrological and cultural forest functions.



Implementing C&I for SFM: Case Studies from the pan-European region 55

Useful tool to assess progress toWards SFM (33c)
- great extent (8 sub-national administrations)

[: extent (6 sub-nat | i

|:] minor extent (0 sub-national administrations) )

l: not used (0 sub-national administrations) =

[ no opinionino ranking (2 sub-national administrations)

nu P (5 sub-national

Figure 24. To what extent do the Italian sub-national administrations consider the pan-European C&l set as a
useful tool for the assessment of SFM?

3.7  Use of C&I set in sub-national forest policies in Italy

The respondents were asked to provide information on the use of the pan-European C&l, or
of sub-national sets derived from it, for the formulation, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of sub-national forest programmes, policies and plans. Seven respondents declared
that their sub-national forest policies explicitly refer to the pan-European C&I set. The
reference occurs mainly in the regional forest programmes, plans and forest laws. In the other
nine sub-national administrative bodies, the respondents stated that policies do not explicitly
refer to the C&I set, but in some of these cases the policies are based on international forest
policy, such as the EU Forest Action Plan, and on the SFM definition provided by the
FOREST EUROPE process. Other sub-national administrative bodies declared that although
the policies do not explicitly refer to the C&lI, the set indirectly affects the formulation of the
sub-national policies. For example in the Province of Trento provincial forest guidelines are
elaborated every five years (the last time in 2009) as a major policy instrument (Provincia
Autonoma di Trento, Dipartimento Risorse Forestali e Montane, 2009). These guidelines
cover most of the topics addressed by the pan-European C&I set, but set only qualitative and
operational targets like the elaboration of monitoring or information systems to control and
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prevent natural hazards, the improvement of forest planning methodologies, and the support
of new technologies for forestry operations. Moreover, in the same province, the sub-national
forest law of the year 2007 provides a definition of SFM which is very similar to the
FOREST EURORPE definition.

In detail, the use of pan-European or derived sub-national sets for formulating, implementing,
monitoring and evaluating the sub-national forest programmes, policies and plans varies
among the sub-national administrative bodies which responded to this section of the enquiry
(Figure 25).
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Figure 25. Number of respondents who use the C&I for formulating, implementing, monitoring and evaluating
sub-national forest programmes, policies and plans.

With respect to the formulation of sub-national forest policies, 10 respondents declared that
C&l sets are used in this contexts. The documents most frequently mentioned in respect to
this are the regional forest plans, forest laws and rural development plans. Often, the
reference to the C&lI is limited to the criteria level. Six respondents declared that the sets are
not used at all for this purpose. With respect to the implementation of the same policies, nine
sub-national administrations declared the set is used for this purpose, especially in the context
of forest management plans, forest laws, regulations and rules. Seven respondents declared
that the C&I sets are not used at all for this purpose. With respect to monitoring of sub-
national forest programmes, policies and plans, four respondents stated they use the C&I sets
for this purpose, mainly for monitoring the regional forest plans. On the other hand, the
majority of respondents declared that the C&I sets are not used for monitoring sub-national
forest programmes, policies and plans. Finally, with respect to evaluation of policies, five
respondents reported that they use the C&I set for this purpose. For example, in the
Autonomous Province of Trento the set is used to compare data related to different years, and
in a very general way they are used to evaluate the level of application and the results of the
strategies provided by the Forest Guidelines referred to above. Instead, 11 respondents stated
that the C&I sets are not used for evaluating sub-national forest programmes, policies and
plans.

In conclusion, only three regions (Friuli-Venezia Giulia, Umbria and Veneto) declared that
they use the C&I set in all the steps of forest policy making, i.e. formulation, implementation,
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monitoring and evaluation of forest programmes and plans. In the other administrative bodies
the C&I set is only used in some stages of sub-national policy making. Despite the rather
limited use of C&I in policy making, a positive outcome of the case study is that some of the
respondents who declared that the sub-national forest policies in their administrations do not
explicitly refer to the C&aI, also declared that the set should actually be more involved in the
making of national and sub-national forest policies. Eleven respondents declared that they
find the C&I set useful to a great extent for the formulation, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of sub-national forest programmes, policies and plans. This information is
displayed in Figure 26.

With respect to the C&lI that received more attention in the sub-national forest policy making
processes, the respondents who declared that the C&I set was used in this context also
reported that almost all the criteria of the pan-European set are considered in the various
stages of policy processes. The criterion that receives more attention in this context is C3
“Maintenance and Encouragement of Productive Functions of Forests (Wood and Non-
Wood)”. The respondents of this case study declared that the productive function of forests is
still the most important one. Criterion C1 “Maintenance and Appropriate Enhancement of
Forest Resources and their Contribution to Global Carbon Cycles” was mentioned by three
administrations. The attention given to this criterion is due to the fact that different types of
stakeholders would like to have information on the role of forests in sequestering carbon and
mitigating climate change. Other criteria that received attention were C4 ‘“Maintenance,
Conservation and Appropriate Enhancement of Biological Diversity in Forest Ecosystems”,
C5 “Maintenance and Appropriate Enhancement of Protective Functions in Forest
Management (notably soil and water)” and C2 “Maintenance of Forest Ecosystem Health and
Vitality”; all of these criteria were mentioned by two administrations. Finally, C6
“Maintenance of other Socio-Economic Functions and Conditions” has been mentioned to be
a problematic criterion which often appears difficult to measure. In some cases the
importance of social functions is not well understood and for this reason C&I that focus on
societal aspects receive a rather low attention in various sub-national policy making
processes.
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Useful tool to formulate, implement, monitor and evaluate NFPs and policies (33d)
- great extent (11 sub-national administrations)

- moderate extent (0 sub-national administrations)

l:l minor extent (2 sub-national administrations)

I:l not used (0 sub-national administrations)

:I no opinion/no ranking (3 sub-national administrations)

[7777] no response (5 sub-national administrations)

Figure 26. To what extent do the Italian sub-national administrations consider the pan-European C&lI set as a
useful tool for formulating, implementing, monitoring and evaluating NFPs?

3.8 Use of C&l to provide information to other sectors in Italy

This section describes the use of the pan-European or derived sub-national C&I sets for
providing information to other sectors, and in particular to the sustainability, biodiversity and
climate change sectors. The information provided by the respondents of this case study are

summarized and displayed in Figure 27.
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Figure 27. Number of respondents who used the C&I set for providing information to the sustainability,
biodiversity and climate change sectors, or to other sectors.

In the enquiries, the respondents depict a situation in which the forest sector is strongly
disconnected from other sectors. As is it possible to notice from Figure 27, for all the sectors
examined, a majority of respondents declared that the set is not used to provide information
to other sectors. With respect to the provision of information to the sustainability sector, six
respondents contributed to this section of the enquiry. In four sub-national administrative
bodies, the C&I sets are not used at all for providing information to this sector. The main
reasons are the lack of communication among the offices and the poor knowledge about the
C&I for SFM among the operators of the sustainability sector. One respondent declared that
in his sub-national context the C&I set is used to a minor extent for this purpose, while one
other respondent declared that the set is used to a moderate extent.

With regard to the provision of information to the biodiversity sector, seven respondents
provided information on this topic, four of them declaring a lacking use of the C&I in this
context due to the fact that the biodiversity arena relies on own more specific indicators. Only
one respondent declared the C&I set is used to a minor extent for providing information to
the biodiversity sector, in the situation in which the regional office of Nature Conservation
Service reports on the state of Natura 2000 areas. The respondent representing this
administration stated that difficulties arise in the provision of information to the biodiversity
sector, also because some indicators of C4 “Maintenance, Conservation and Appropriate
Enhancement of Biological Diversity in Forest Ecosystems™ are not suitable for this purpose.
Examples are indicators 4.4 “Introduced tree species” and 4.8 “Threatened forest species”.
Finally, two respondents out of seven, declared they use C&I sets to a moderate extent in the
provision of information to the biodiversity sector. The use in these cases is especially due to
the fact that the sets can be partially used to define targets and can support nature
conservation policies like Natura 2000.

With respect to the climate change sector, seven respondents provided data, three of which
declared that in their sub-national contexts C&lI sets are not used at all to provide information
to this sector. Two respondents out of seven instead stated they use C&I sets to a minor
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extent, mainly with respect to indicator 2.4 “Forest damages” which is one of the topics
addressed by the Kyoto Protocol. In one sub-national administration the respondent declared
that the C&I sets are used to a moderate extent, while one other respondent stated that in their
region the C&I sets are used to a great extent due to the fact that no other set of collected data
exists on the role of forests for climate change mitigation. The enquiry also asked the
respondents to mention other sectors which receive information though the C&lI sets. Only in
one region the respondent stated that C&I sets are used to a great extend for this purpose,
with particular emphasis on the energy sector.

In conclusion, the sector that the C&I set provides most information to is the climate change
sector, followed by the biodiversity sector. The majority of respondents had no opinion about
the provision of information to other sectors not directly mentioned in the enquiry. However
it is important to note that many respondents agreed that C&I can be a useful tool for
providing information to other sectors. Indeed, when asked about the usefulness of the C&l
for this purpose, 11 respondents provided their opinion (Figure 28). Two respondents
declared they consider the C&I sets to a minor extent useful for this purpose, without any
additional comments. Five respondents agreed that C&I sets are to a moderate extent useful
for providing information to other sectors, highlighting the need for better cooperation among
the administration offices. Four respondents consider the C&I sets of great usefulness for this
purpose. Among the last category of respondents, two reported that the C&I can be used for
identifying guidelines for the next rural development plan.
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Useful tool to provide information to other sectors (33e)
I oreat extent (4 sub-national administrations)
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:l minor extent (2 sub-national administrations)

[:l not used (0 sub-national administrations)

:I no opinion/no ranking (5 sub-national administrations)

m no response (5 sub-national administrations)

Figure 28. To what extent do the Italian sub-national administrations consider the pan-European C&lI set as a
useful tool for providing information to other sectors?

3.9 Institutions responsible for the C&I implementation in Italy

This section focuses on the existence and types of institutions responsible for the
implementation of the C&I for SFM. Sixteen sub-national administrations provided
information on this topic, showing a great variability of institutions which take care of this
implementation. Figure 29 shows the number of respondents who reported the existence of
institutions responsible for each application of C&I considered in this case study.
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Figure 29. Number of respondents who identified institution responsible for C&I implementation at sub-
national level.

With respect to C&I as a framework for dialogue and communication, the majority of respondents
reported the C&I are used in their sub-national contexts for this purpose. Some of the main sub-
national institutions used as examples of these responsible institutions are (1) the Territory,
Environment and Forest administration, (2) the Office for Forestry Policies, (3) the Forestry, Hunting
and Fishing Bureau, (4) the Forest Management and Wood Production Office, (5) Legnoservizi, a
social cooperative (6) the Regional Round Table for Forests, and (7) PEFC sub-national associations.

With respect to the institutions responsible for monitoring and reporting on the state and
trends of the forest sector, 12 respondents confirmed the existence of institutions in their sub-
national contexts. Some of the main sub-national institutions used as examples of these
responsible institutions are: (1) the Forest Office, (2) the Natura 2000 Office, (3) the Forest
Management and Wood Production Office, (4) Parks and Forest Resource Offices, and (5)
the Regional Office of the National Forest Service. In addition, the respondents also
mentioned policy documents, rules and other types of instruments as institutions responsible
for monitoring and reporting on the state and trends of the forest sector. The documents
mentioned are the reports on the state of forests at the sub-national level, forest activities
reports and the Manual for SFM developed for PEFC certified forests.

Ten respondents stated they have sub-national institutions in place which are responsible for
assessing the progress towards SFM and for identifying emerging issues in the forest sector.
In particular, the respondents mentioned the Natura 2000 and Forest Conservation Offices,
the Parks and Forest Resources Office, the Service for the Development and Protection of
Mountains and Forests (Servizio valorizzazione e tutela della Montagna e delle foreste), and
the PEFC associations. In this context, the main documents that allow assessment of the
progress towards SFM are forest management plans, as well as forest maps at sub-national
level, state of forests reports, and reports on forest activities.

Thirteen respondents declared they have institutions in place which are responsible for the
formulation, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of sub-national forest programmes,
policies and instruments. In particular, in some of the regions a special commission has been
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established with the goal of assessing and approving the forest management plans. Other
institutions mentioned in this contest are Forest Offices, the National Forest Service, the
Natura 2000 and the Forest Conservation Office, the Parks and Forest Resources Office, and
the PEFC associations.

Finally, seven respondents reported that there are institutions responsible for providing
information to other sectors like sustainability and biodiversity. In particular, the regional and
provincial Environment Protection Agencies are responsible for environmental aspects with
particular emphasis on climate change, while the Natura 2000 Office deals with biodiversity
topics. In addition, the statistical institutions are mentioned as sub-national bodies which
provide information on different aspects including environment, society, economy and
energy.

In conclusion, the analysis of the enquiries highlighted that a quite high proportion of sub-
national administrations rely on specific institutions for the implementation of C&lI. In fact,
except three sub-national administrative bodies which did not mention the existence of
institutions, the 13 other regions and provinces reported the existence of institutions
responsible for different aspects of C&I implementation. The implementation aspect which is
supported by the greatest number of specific institutions at the sub-national level is the
formulation, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of sub-national forest programmes,
policies and instruments. The implementation aspect that relies on the smallest number of
sub-national institutions is the provision of information to other sectors through the C&I for
SFM set. Furthermore, in four of the five aspects of C&I implementation considered here, the
number of sub-national administrations that declared to have institutions responsible for these
aspects is higher than the number of respondents that declared not to have such institutions in
place. Moreover, many respondents indicated the same institutions as responsible for
different C&I implementation aspects. In some cases this is due to the fact that there are no
specific institutions for each implementation aspect, but rather general main institutions that
coordinate different offices and activities related to these aspects.

3.10 Contribution of the C&I to promote Sustainable Forest Management in Italy

This section assesses the contribution of the C&I set to promote SFM both at pan-European
and sub-national level. Fourteen respondents provided their opinion on this topic (Figures 30
and 31). With respect to the contribution of C&I to promote SFM at pan-European level 12
respondents consider the contribution of the C&lI set to a great extent useful to promote SFM.
The respondents state that the set represents a common reference well known among forest
experts and officers. In fact, these respondents are conscious that the C&I set has positively
affected forest policy developments across Europe and as a consequence the pan-European
definition and assessment of SFM. Only one of the respondent stated that the C&I set is
useful in this context to a moderate extent, and one respondent reported a minor usefulness of
the set for this purpose. The main justification for this rather limited usefulness is the lack of
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knowledge about the pan-European C&I set, which prevents the use of the set to promote
SFM at the pan-European level.
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Figure 30. To what extent do the Italian sub-national Figure 31. To what extent do the Italian sub-national
administrative bodies consider that the pan-European administrative bodies consider that the pan-European
C&I set promotes Sustainable Forest Management at C&I set promotes Sustainable Forest Management at
the pan-European level? the sub-national level?

The respondents provided a wider variety of answers when asked to give their opinion on the
usefulness of the C&I set in promoting SFM at the sub-national level. These differences are
mainly due to the different types of forests and different aims of forest management which
can be identified. Five sub-national administrative bodies consider the C&I set as a tool
which is to a great extent useful in promoting SFM at the sub-national level, even if the
promotion of SFM is not yet well implemented in practice. In this context some of the
respondents referred to the fact that the six pan-European criteria are included in the sub-
national forests laws and regulations, and in this sense they contribute to the promotion of
SFM. Four respondents consider the C&I set as moderately useful in promoting SFM at the
sub-national level, and some of them declare that improvements are needed in this sense.
These respondents mentioned that the set is not totally transposed in the regional forest law
and not all the indicators are used to ensure the implementation of SFM. Finally, six
respondents consider the C&I set as a tool which is useful only to a minor extent for the
promotion of SFM in the sub-national context. The stronger justification provided is the lack
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of knowledge of the C&lI set, and the fact that indicators are often applied at sub-national
level without a linkage to the pan-European set. Some respondents consider the C&I set
simply as a useful tool to communication, but not as effective in actually promoting SFM on
the ground.

In conclusion, the survey shows a great consideration of the C&I set as a tool to promote
SFM at the pan-European level among the respondents (Figure 30). However, the set is
considered less useful to promote SFM at the sub-national level. The lack of knowledge on
the pan-European C&I is a factor in this context. Indeed, although SFM as a concept is
commonly accepted amongst the forest operators in the various sub-national administrations,
the link with the C&I set is less well known. The respondents underlined that bigger efforts
for the assessment and promotion of SFM are required at sub-national level, in order to shift
from the conceptual framework of the C&I to a practical implementation of SFM.

3.11 Conclusions to the Italian case study

Since the initial stages of the pan-European C&I development, the implementation of the set
in Italy has remained a complex issue. As a consequence of the administrative
decentralization that has occurred in the last 30 years, the structure of the forest
administration is very fragmented. Sub-national forest policies and instruments differ
amongst the regional and provincial bodies examined in this case study. With respect to SFM
and the C&l, the national key document is the National Forest Programme (Programma
Quadro per il Settore Forestale — PQSF), which makes an explicit reference to the definition
of SFM developed by the Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe
(MCPFE) held in Helsinki in 1993, and to the pan-European C&l set adopted by the MCPFE
Expert Level Meeting in Vienna in 2002. Forest policies at sub-national level generally refer
to this PQSF and also to European forest policies like the EU Forestry Strategy or the EU
Forest Action Plan. However, the acquaintance with the C&lI set in the sub-national context
examined in this case study is still limited. For this reason it is possible to conclude that
efforts have been made concerning the implementation of C&I for SFM in lItaly, but still
there is room for improvement.

The mosaic of diverse forms of institutional organizations within a relatively small
geographical area affected the implementation of C&I. There are some regions where the
C&l implementation is well developed, particularly thanks to the work carried out by PEFC
certification associations. On the other hand, in some of the regions the implementation of
C&I can be considered to be just started. One of the main reasons for this limited
implementation is the lack of communication between the institutions and responsible offices
within and outside the forest sector, as well as between the national and sub-national
governmental levels. Furthermore, this case study detected a widespread lack of knowledge
on the C&I also amongst forest operators, which can be a reason for the rather limited
implementation of the set. Often the C&I set is seen simply as a communication tool which
supports relations between the forest scientific community and other forest stakeholders. In
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fact, in many regions the C&l is the basis of scientific conferences taking place at the sub-
national level and focusing on forest related issues.

The main lesson learnt from the analysis of the enquiries is that the important role of the C&lI
set is broadly acknowledged not only in providing a framework for dialogue and
communication between policy makers and other stakeholders inside and outside the forest
sector, but also for supporting dialogue between forest decision makers. In fact, all the
respondents have recognized that C&I is a very important tool for improving forest policy in
order to promote SFM. The recognition of the important role of the C&I set is one of the
reasons for the respondents to express the need for a better implementation of C&I at sub-
national level. Additionally, the case study showed that the use of the C&I set is expected to
become a prerequisite for the formulation and implementation of sub-national forest laws and
policies. In order for this to happen, several respondents reported the need to develop new
indicators which can be used to assess and improve the forest management of coppice forests
which are very common in Italy and which represent one of the most suitable sources of
firewood in public and private forests.

In conclusion, due to the different forest environments which are present in Italy, ranging
from the spruce—pine forests of the Alps to the mixed oak and pine forests of the
Mediterranean areas, and also due to the interest of several sub-national administrations in
adopting forest management and administration approaches based on the geographical
distribution of forests rather than administrative boundaries, it could be useful to implement
the C&I set according to the Forest Type approach rather than on the basis of the
administrative divisions of the Italian territory. This approach allows grading and comparison
of various types of forest management, on stand or landscape levels, with different objectives
both between and within regions (Duncker et al., 2012). Such a tool could support decision
makers in choosing the best options to achieve SFM with specific approaches in specific
forest types.
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4. THE SYSTEM OF CRITERIA AND
SUSTAINABLE FOREST MANAGEMENT:
APPROACH

INDICATORS FOR
RUSSIAN

The Russian Federation has a vast experience and historical tradition in the field of
accounting of forest resources, monitoring of forest ecosystems, forest inventory and
planning. The specifics of the Russian forest management structure is that the forest resources
of the country are spread across 83 constituent entities of the Russian Federation (Figure 32),
and they are unequal on forest management characteristics because of the various
environmental, economic and social conditions of these entities. Each constituent
entity/administrative unit subject, while basing on federal regulations, still has its own
legislation in the field of nature protection and uses, its own (regional) forestry
administration, its system of especially protected natural territories, forest plans, target
programs, and so forth.

eg,
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Figure 32. The constituent entities of the Russian Federation
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Federal _subjects of Russia).
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4.1 National C&l set in the Russian Federation and its use

The existence of planned forest management and forest inventory in the Russian Federation
allowed regular, generalized and detailed information to be collected about the condition of
the forests for governing bodies for a long time already. The process of collecting regular,
detailed information about the condition of forest resources started in 1888 (inventory data of
the Forest Department reports, see Tseplyaev, 1961); regular assessment of changes
impacting on forest ecosystems, including the influence of different types of forest use, the
analysis of fire danger on the basis of assessment of accumulation of combustible materials,
monitoring of forest fire location and development of forest fires and so forth, was carried
out. The statistical reporting in Russian forestry was from the very beginning focused not
only on assessment of forest resources, but also on registration of the field work carried out,
for the purpose of control of their related costs as well as for planning and substantiation of
calculation of federal subventions to the constituent entities of the Russian Federation for the
exercise their forest related responsibilities. According to these tasks, a set of indicators for
the state statistical reporting in forestry was developed. This set includes quantitative and
qualitative data of the amount of completed works, harvested wood, labour and salary,
number of employees, etc. After 1991 this set of statistical indicators was corrected almost
annually for the purpose of their adaptation to the quickly changing economic environment.
In the last ten years the requirements of the international forestry process (e.g. FOREST
EUROPE) were also taken into account in order to harmonize the indicators and to simplify
the process of international reporting on the forests of the Russian Federation.

Currently the main information on forests and forest management in the Russian Federation
is collected within the State Forest Register (SFR) and the system of forest monitoring
(Figure 33).

Forest Inventory

U Information about quantitative and
qualitative indicators of forest fund

State Forest Register:
(local, regional, federal levels )

Monitoring

U Forest inventory in zone of
intensive forest use

O Wildfire and forest-pathological
monitoring, monitoring of forest .‘___..
management, radiation
monitoring, etc.

U Designing of forest plots

Figure 33. Information streams of collecting and control of forest and forestry data.
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SFR is a systematized set of documented information about the forests, their use, protection
and reproduction, forest districts and forest parks (Art. 91 of the Forest Code of the Russian
Federation, 2006). SFR contains information about the following:

e structure of the state forestry fund lands, structure of lands of other
categories where the forests are located,

o forest districts and forest parks and their forest quarters and taxation strata;

e protective forests and their categories, merchantable forests, reserve
forests;

e especially protective parcels of the forests and zones with special
conditions of use;

e (uantitative, qualitative and economic characteristics of forests and forest
resources;

e use, protection and reproduction of forests, including forest seed
production;

o forest land leased to citizens and legal entities.

SFR is maintained in paper and electronic forms using software for filling and editing the
established forms and electronic transmission of documentary information. Maintaining of
SFR is carried out by regional authorities responsible for forestry in all constituent entities of
the Russian Federation. The accumulation and synthesis of the SFR information for the whole
of the Russian Federation is carried out by the Federal Forestry Agency (Rosleskhoz).

The Forest Monitoring System (FMS) includes all operating types of forest monitoring of:

o forest pathology condition;

e early warning system of forest fire;

o forest fire danger;

e detection and monitoring of active fires and estimating burned areas;

o forests use within the state inventory of forests, carried out by remote monitoring
methods;

e radiation monitoring of the forests.

Besides the task collecting data on separate types of forest monitoring, FMS provides
forecasting of state and dynamics of various indicators of forest fund land (i.e. all forest and
non-forest land serving management of the forest e.g. forest roads, rides, etc.) for the purpose
of improvement of state administration in the field of use, protection and reproduction of
forests and preservation of their ecological functions.

On the basis of the information collected, the Federal State Unitary Enterprise (Roslesinforg)
annually publishes the electronic report “The Basic Parameters of Silvicultural Activity”
(restricted: for official use only). The actual consumers of SFR and FMS information are the
decision makers in the field of forest management and this information allows detailed
analysis for the purpose of the further organization of use of the state forestry fund lands and
other forested lands.
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The state reporting based on results of SFR and FMS is carried out by different levels of
forest management: on the federal level the Rosleskhoz, on the regional level the constituent
entities of the Russian Federation and on local level the forest districts/forest parks are
responsible (Figure 34). The Rosleskhoz develops and approves methodical
recommendations for the preparation of the state reports on the results of SFR and FMS for
each level. At the federal level, the “Annual Report of Condition and Use of Forests of the

Russian Federation” (http://www.rosleshoz.gov.ru/docs/other/77) is created.

1stlevel [ The Federal Forestry Agency ]
Public autharity ofthe Terntnrl-al authorities DivE ion ofthe Ministry
Comstituent Entity ofthe R primdnadaor of Defence ofthe
2ndlevel ) . Russian Federation
Russian Fedaration Lol authorities
Forests located on
protected arem Forests onthe land of
Forests located onstate Forests located an the the MWlinstry of Defence
forestry fund lan lands ofsettlements
3rd lewel

Forest districts and Farest parks

Figure 34. Information streams of collecting and control of forest information. ﬁ data transfer; u data
validation.

Rosleskhoz consistently develops the Russian system of criteria and indicators (C&I) for
sustainable forest management (SFM). Rosleskhoz' order No. 21 of 02/05/1998 approved
C&l for SFM in the Russian Federation, developed by the All-Russian Research Institute for
Silviculture and Mechanization of Forestry as a version of Montréal Process C&I adapted for
the Russian situation. However, these were not legally confirmed by the Government of the
Russian Federation and were not implemented into the practice of forest management.

The further works on development and deployment of the Russian C&I were continued by
the Federal State Unitary Enterprise Roslesinforg. In 2005 indicators for assessing of activity
of forestry agencies of the constituent entities of the Russian Federation (Rosleskhoz' order
No. 23 of 05/28/2005) were developed and approved. A special form of operational reporting
of regional bodies of Rosleskhoz on these indicators was implemented. However, the
developed set significantly differs from the C&I of the Montréal Process and of the FOREST
EUROPE Process, as its initial purpose is not the complex assessment of the condition of
forest resources and forest management, but mainly the assessment of efficiency of
performance of tasks set by Rosleskhoz.
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The system of forecasting targets for indicators, defined by Rosleskhoz for each constituent
entity of the Russian Federation, was further developed in 2007 (Order of Ministry of Natural
Resources of Russia No. 87 of 04/11/2007 “About the approval of performance targets
indicators and forms of reporting of expenditure of subventions from the federal budget to the
budgets of the constituent entity of the Russian Federation for exercise of powers in the field
of forest relations by public authorities of the constituent entity of the Russian Federation and
about the achievement of performance targets”).

The decentralization of forest management, adopted by the 2006 edition of Russian Forest
Code, and other legislative innovations stipulated the existence of indicators for assessing the
exercise of powers delegated to the constituent entities of the Russian Federation. Eleven
such indicators were defined, which are still in use:

1. Volume of cuttings per hectare on forested lands of the state forestry fund
(m*/ha).

2. Ratio of the cost of 1 m® of timber cut to the rate of payment for a unit of
timber volume established by the Government of the Russian Federation
(%).

3. Volume of the Russian Federation’s income from forest use per hectare of
forest fund lands (RUB/ha).

4. Share of the area of forested lands lost due to fires (%).

5. Specific area of forested lands of the state forestry fund lost due to pests and
diseases (%).

6. Ratio of the area of artificial reforestation to the area of continuous cuttings
on forest fund lands (%).

7. Share of the area of valuable forest stands in forested lands of the state
forestry fund (%).

8. General average increment per hectare on forested lands of the state forestry
fund (m*/ha).

9. Forest cover ratio of the territory of the constituent entity of the Russian
Federation (%).

10. Share of forest legislation violations which were prosecuted (%).

11. Compensation of the damage from forest legislation violations (%).

Performance target indicators define the major directions and parameters of change of the
condition and use of forest fund lands. Considering the wide variety of the climatic, economic
and social conditions, the target values of the indicators approved by Rosleskhoz are defined
for each constituent entity of the Russian Federation. To make inter-regional comparisons
possible, the indicators are calculated in relative units (Figure 35).
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Figure 35. Forest cover ratio of the territory of the constituent entities of the Russian Federation, %.

The target values of indicators for constituent entities of the Russian Federation are
calculated based on data from study of forests of the region, like characteristics of admissible
volumes of wood harvest; long-term statistical data of amount and areas of fire sites and
outbreaks of pests and diseases; volumes of necessary preventive, sanitary and improving
actions for providing fire safety and increased sanitary safety in the forests; necessary timber
volumes to meet management plans; forest regeneration; etc. Target indicators are included in
the forest plans approved for each constituent entity of the Russian Federation. They are
differentiated by years for the ten-year period of action of the forest plan of the constituent
entity.

In 2008 the Ministry of Agriculture of the Russian Federation and the Ministry of Industry
and Trade of the Russian Federation approved the Strategy of development of forest fund of
the Russian Federation for the period till 2020, in which the following indicators of
development of forestry in the constituent entities and in the Russian Federation were
offered:

e area of forests cut by final cutting (1000 ha);
e area of forests restored (1000 ha);
e State budget’s income from forest use (RUB).

In 2012 the government of the Russian Federation approved the significantly updated edition
of “Criteria of assessing the efficiency of activity of public authorities of constituent entities
of the Russian Federation for exercise of delegated powers in the field of forest relations”.
This set of indicators was selected taking into account the possibility of use of the
information streams of FMS and SFR existing in Russian forest management. The
development of the new set of indicators was based both on Rosleskhoz’ practical experience
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and the analysis of the executive authorities’ efficiency in the constituent entities of the
Russian Federation between 2008 and 2011. The new edition was created taking into account
also the sets developed for the forests of Europe (FOREST EUROPE Process) and for the
temperate and boreal forests of the world (Montréal Process).

Now the Russian set consists of 32 indicators. The efficiency of activity of public authorities
of territorial entities of the Russian Federation in the field of forest relations is suggested to
be estimated by six themed groups (criteria). Each criterion reflects one of the strategic
directions of practical activities of government bodies of forestry at federal and regional
levels:

1. organization of use of forests on forest fund lands (4 indicators);

arrangements required to secure forest fire protection (4 indicators);

3. arrangements required to secure forest reproduction on forest fund lands (9
indicators);

4. arrangements required to secure forest protection from pests on forest
fund lands (4 indicators);

5. carrying out of federal state forest supervision on forest fund lands (6
indicators);

6. financial and economic organization of exercise the responsibilities, which
are delegated to the constituent entities of the Russian Federation in the
field of forest relations (5 indicators).

N

The further improvement of the set of indicators is expected. It may be noted that these three
national C&l sets are not significantly different from each other (Table 3), since they all have
ono common objective, which is determining the size of subventions.

Table 3. Comparison of national C&aI sets for assessing the efficiency of activity of public authorities of the
constituent entities of the Russian Federation.

National C&I sets 2005 National C&I sets 2007 National C&I sets 2012

number of indicators 26 33 31

4.2  Comparison of the three C&lI sets for SFM: national, Montréal Process C&I set
and pan-European C&aI set

One of the most significant aspects to be mentioned when comparing the international and
Russian C&I sets is the need for specification of terms and definitions of the estimated
parameters. It is especially important for the comparative analysis of data. For example, a key
indicator in all international processes under consideration is the concept of “Area of forests”;
however the term “Forest” is treated differently by different countries. According to
approaches of FRA FAO and the FOREST EUROPE Process, bushes and city forests are not
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included in the concept of “forest” while Russian statistical reports, Montréal Process and
IPCC do not separate these concepts. In the processes of FAO FRA and FOREST EUROPE,
there is no “Forest Land” indicator. As a result, for example, Russian appraisal of area
covered by forests significantly differs from the international definitions.

Another important aspect which needs to be mentioned preceding the comparative analysis of
sets of indicators, is connected with the fact that the international sets of C&I were developed
as a system aimed at assessing of the condition and trends of forest resources, rather than at
assessing forest management in general and identifying flaws of the inventory/monitoring
system used in the country’s forests for obtaining data for such complex assessment. The
application of such sets help to check the complexity of the system of monitoring/data
collection applied in the country’s forestry and to miss no important aspects of SFM. The
requirement of periodic reporting allows tracing the trends of the major forest characteristics.
Such an approach is very important for initial formation of a national forest control system
and therefore it was used on a global scale for the organization of such systems in various
countries. It was especially important for many countries of Asia and Africa in which the
systems of forestry control were only just in the process of being formed.

Russia historically used another principle to create the system of national indicators. The
system of data collection was conditioned by the strict administrative management and state
ownership of the forests. Therefore, in these conditions the major task in creation of the
system of indicators was to form an objective assessment and justification of the state
investments into the constituent entities of the Russian Federation for forest management.
Thus, by means of a set of national C&lI, the federal governing body of forest management
(Rosleskhoz), basing on its understanding of the principles of SFM, sets forest management
tasks, namely “optimal/target” values of the set of indicators, to the constituent entities of the
Russian Federation and to their regional administrative bodies. Then Rosleskhoz controls
their execution. Thus, the system created in Russia is based on the scientifically grounded
long-term traditions of Russian forestry. However, the difficulties of defining the threshold
values for many indicators, heavy bureaucracy, and inward looking departmental approach in
their development lead to simplification/narrowing of the selected set of parameters.

The analysis of the Russian set of C&I shows that this set does not cover all aspects of
assessments realated to use, protection and reproduction of forests from the position of SFM
recognized by the international community: the Russian system does not include the
indicators assessing biological diversity of forest ecosystems, water preserving and soil-
protective functions of forests and their contribution to the carbon balance, as well as many
important socio-economic indexes. Without including of these types of indicators, it is
impossible to carry out a wide-ranging assessment. It is necessary to use the international
experience in order to improve the system of indicators for management efficiency. A
summary of the relation between the Russian C&l set and global and regional reporting
initiatives is presented in Annex 1.
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4.3  Use of C&lI in forest policies and in assessing SFM in the Russian Federation
The data collected within SFR and FMS are used for various purposes, including:

e Development of forest plans for the constituent entities of the Russian
Federation;

e Development of silvicultural regulations of forest districts and forest
parks;

e Development of projects of forest utilization;

e Design of specific forest parcels;

e Preparation of documentation on change of forest land to other land use;

e Planning of works on state inventory and planning of the forests,
monitoring of forest pathology condition, monitoring of forest fire danger
and other types of special inspection of the forests;

e Providing the international obligations of the Russian Federation on
international process on forests, climate change, preservation of biological
diversity, etc.

“Criteria and indicators for assessing the efficiency of activity of public authorities of the
constituent entities of the Russian Federation for exercise of delegated responsibilities in the
field of forest relations” is a federal level tool that uses data collected for SFR and FMS. The
main aim of the Russian criteria is the creation of comparable analytical information for
coordination of actions in the system of forest management and decision-making at the
federal level.

The Russian set of criteria for the assessment of condition and use of forests at the federal
level are used as information support for decision-making in the following areas:

e specification of the amounts of subventions from the federal budget to the
constituent entities of the Russian Federation to exercise their delegated
powers related to forests and forestry;

e interactions of Federal Forestry Agency with timber enterprises of Russia;

e observance of the basic conditions of the international obligations related
to forests and forestry accepted by the Russian Federation due to
ratification of UN conventions (on biological diversity, on climate change,
on combating desertification), as well as the decisions of UN Forum on
Forests.

The criteria for the assessment of management efficiency completely match the requirements
of the forest legislation of the Russian Federation. On this basis, the Federal Forestry Agency
forms the conclusions on the implementation quality of the decentralized responsibilities. It is
planned to use the information delivered by the indicators for justification of forests and
forestry related decision-making on withdrawal of responsibilities, preparation and making
corresponding submissions to the Government of the Russian Federation. Applying this set of
criteria will create additional incentives to improve public forest control.
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In the Russian Federation the approaches developed within the processes on SFM criteria and
indicators were used by the Russian office of the World Bank and WWF Russia for the
development of diagnostics of forest management quality in the forest sector. The World
Bank developed the PROFOR/Bank’s approach to create a governance diagnostics tool and
indicators measuring governance in a broad sense®. It has field implementation results in
Russia, which are high relevant to the ongoing work of the Montréal Process on developing
criteria and indicators for SFM, in particular Criterion 7.

WWEF Russia has developed a technique for rating public administration of forests in the
constituent entities of the Russian Federation. The development of the criteria for this rating
relied on Russian and international C&I for SFM.

The Russian and international approaches were also used during the creation of system of
Model Forests of Russia - in particular, Pskov Model Forest and Priluzye’s Model Forest.

4.4  Use of C&I by other sectors in the Russian Federation

Part of the indicators (for example, forest cover ratio of the territory of the constituent entity
of the Russian Federation, area of forests cut by final cutting, area of forests restored,
payment for forest use to the budgetary system) used for the preparation of the chapter of the
report prepared by Rosleskhoz, which are used by the Ministry of Natural Resources of the
Russian Federation in a number of reports: annual state reports “About the condition and
environmental protection of the Russian Federation”; national reports of the Russian
Federation to the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity; and also used by the
Federal Service on Hydrometeorology and Environmental Monitoring (Roshydromet) for the
preparation of the reports concerning Kyoto Protocol and the UN Framework Convention on
Climate Change.

Unfortunately, the Federal Agency of Water Resources does not include the parameters of
forest ecosystems in their strategy, monitoring and reporting. It is still necessary to develop
methodological approaches and overcome cross-sectoral barriers.

% For more information: http://www.profor.info/profor/knowledge/defining-forest-governance-indicators
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45  Sustainable forest management and prospects for the use of C&lI sets in the
Russian Federation

The last decades the global forest processes produced a lot of knowledge about forest
ecosystems and SFM. The amount of data collected about forests has increased tremendously,
and new information tools and technologies improved the possibilities for collecting,
processing, and analyzing forest-related information.

During recent years, the Russian system of C&I for SFM has developed more and more
actively and is being used more and more often for the monitoring of forest conditions and
for assessing the efficiency of forest management at regional and national levels.

It is promising that the methodological tools connected to the development and application of
C&I have been used in preparing national and regional programs, strategies and plans of
action, and for assessing the efficiency of exercise of the decentralized responsibilities.

The second positive trend of the last years is the harmonization of the national Russian
system of C&I with the international systems of SFM assessment.

This is promoted by joint work on a conceptual framework within the Montréal Process,
FOREST EUROPE and FAO. Harmonization of SFM reporting was discussed at the
seminars organized in 2012 in Russia in St. Petersburg and Suzdal.

4.6  Conclusions to the Russian case study

Historically the Russian system of data collection on forest resources was developed as a
system of monitoring carried out by the Federal Forestry Agency (Rosleskhoz) over the
subordinated (regional) structures in following a strict hierarchical administrative
management. The task of this system was to control the performance of the planned tasks and
the achievements (or presser vation) of the pre-defined levels of the indicators. Such an
approach differs from the C&I type of assessment used in the international processes, as it is
connected with the administrative management style. At the same time, the Russian approach
realizes a very useful idea of a comparative assessment and monitoring of the dynamics of
indicators in relation to reference (steady or target) level of each indicator.
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S. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS ON AND LESSONS LEARNED
FROM THE THREE CASE STUDIES ON THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF C&1 FOR SFM

The current document describes the implementation of the C&I for SFM in three geographic
areas belonging to the pan-European region, namely Germany, Italy and the Russian
Federation. The socio-political, administrative and governmental characteristics of the areas
under study are mirrored in the diverse processes of implementation of the C&I for SFM, and
allow identification of similarities and differences between the areas; these are summarized in
this concluding section. The section starts with general reflections over the various
approaches towards forest management and towards the application of the SFM principle that
emerge from the comparison of the case studies. Moreover information on the stage of
implementation of the C&I for SFM and the responsible institutions are also presented.
Specific conclusions for the five applications of the C&I used in this project to define the
implementation of C&I for SFM are then presented.

When reflecting on the special approaches to forest management characterizing the three case
studies, it is possible to state that in all the areas examined SFM is a widely accepted concept
which attracts strong attention and generates much consensus amongst forest owners,
practitioners, decision makers and other stakeholders of the forest sector. Germany, for
example, has a long lasting tradition related to SFM, and a few respondents of the German
case study declared that SFM was a valid principle in some of the German states also before
the Ministerial Conferences on the Protection of Forests in Europe (MCPFE) and the
development of the pan-European C&I for SFM. Forest certification (and PEFC in particular)
is also broadly applied both in Germany and Italy, and its rationale formally based on SFM-
inspired ideals and practical rules can be described as the application which increases the
visibility of SFM the most.

With respect to the implementation of the pan-European C&I for SFM in the three cases
under study, an important conclusion that can be drawn is that the functions and usefulness of
the C&I are widely acknowledged amongst the stakeholders of the forest and related sectors,
even though in some cases there is not an explicit link between the pan-European C&I and
the SFM principle. Indeed, the C&lI are believed to be good conceptual tools to promote SFM
in the pan-European policy arena, but their usefulness is perceived to be lower for sub-
national and national policy making because of the identified vagueness of the pan-European
C&l to support the achievement of SFM, and because of the preference towards sub-national
methods to achieve the application of this principle. The relevance of the C&I is however
demonstrated by the existence of specific institutions for the C&I implementation in all the
case studies. In Germany, for example, institutions are in place especially for the assessment
of progress towards SFM through the C&I, while in Italy institutions were created in
particular for the drafting of sub-national forest policies and programmes inspired by the
C&l.

Other interesting general points of reflection are related to specific applications and their
stage of implementation characterizing the various cases under study. In this context it is
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possible to highlight that both Germany and the Russian Federation have a long lasting
tradition concerning the implementation of the C&I approach for the assessment and
achievement of SFM. In these federal structures the implementation of C&I for SFM is
characterized by the creation of national (in the case of the Russian Federation) and sub-
national (in the case of the German states) C&I sets previously to the publication of the pan-
European C&I set. Most of the German states were already equipped with sub-national tools
for forest monitoring and adapted these, as well as the related data collection and analysis
procedures, to the pan-European paradigm after the publication of the pan-European C&lI for
SFM. The main differences identified between the German sub-national C&I and the pan-
European ones are the existence of a broader number of indicators in the German sets, which
are needed to highlight specific sub-national features. Instead in the Russian Federation the
national set and its use remained pretty much linked to domestic needs and traditions, without
being too much influenced by the pan-European C&I. In contrast to Germany and the
Russian Federation, Italy is at an earlier stage of the implementation process. In particular,
only two sub-national administrations have developed their own C&I for SFM and in the
other regions the applications of the pan-European C&I is mostly carried out in the field of
communication and information on scientific research projects.

The main result that can be extracted from the comparison of the case studies included in this
document is that great internal variability exists in the C&I implementation within Germany
and Italy. In the Russian Federation, the process of creation and revision of the national C&l
for SFM has been centrally regulated and determined. In Germany and in Italy, some of the
sub-national administrations are progressed far with respect to the implementation of the C&I
for SFM, having incorporated the sub-national or pan-European C&lI sets in their forest
activities and forest policy making. Instead, other administrations are lagging behind and do
not apply the C&I as frequently and meaningfully. The greater internal variability can be
indentified when assessing the different applications of the C&I individually, since most of
these scored rather differently amongst the sub-national administrations.

Here follows the list of conclusions that can be drawn with respect to the five applications
that build up the working definition of implementing C&I for SFM constructed for this
project. When possible, internal variability in a single national or regional context are
underlined, but mostly the following paragraphs are aimed at detecting cross-sectoral
similarities and differences amongst the three case studies.

The C&I as a framework for dialogue and communication. The case study of Germany
shows that a majority of respondents reports a wide use and a strongly recognized usefulness
of the C&lI for dialogue and communication within the forest sector. In particular, the C&l
provide a structure for dialogue and for the communication within the forest sector, but the
role of the set is limited with respect to communication outside the forest sector mainly
because of lack of awareness about this tool. The Italian case study instead shows greater
internal variability amongst the regions and autonomous provinces, which rated the use of the
C&l as a tool for dialogue and communication within the forest sector only from moderate to
poor, without showing a clear trend of responses; this supports the applicability of the C&I
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for this purpose in the Italian sub-national context. In the Russian Federation dialogue and
communication are not amongst the more relevant applications of the C&I for SFM.

The C&I as a tool to provide information to State of Europe’s Forests (SoEF) 2011. The
C&l for SFM have been used in all the cases under study to provide information to the SOEF
2011. Germany declared that partial to significant challenges have been experienced during
the reporting exercise. These challenges were mainly due to the differences between the pan-
European C&I and the sub-national C&I sets. In general however, the two case studies
strictly based on the enquiry distributed to the representative of the forest administration
reveal that the usefulness of the C&I in this context is widely acknowledged and
improvements in the reporting for SOEF should be applied in the future. With respect to the
Russian Federation, the country has a long tradition in the collection of information about
forests; the national data collection is not aligned completely with the pan-European
monitoring and reporting.

The C&I as a tool to assess progresses towards SFM. This is the application which scored
the highest with respect to both the use and usefulness of the C&I; however, cross-sectoral
differences can be detected amongst the case studies. While in Germany and the Russian
Federation the use of the C&I in this context is very broad and the set is used for different
specific purposes like the identification of emerging issues and challenges in forestry and the
evaluation of the forest management performance of the public administration, in Italy the
assessment of progresses towards SFM is limited to the areas of certified forests and the set is
not frequently used to identify emerging issues. In general, the pan-European C&I set is
perceived to be useful with respect to this application in all the areas under study, but a slight
preference has been expressed by the respondents towards the use of sub-national and
national C&I sets for the assessment of progreses towards SFM.

The C&I as a tool to formulate, implement, monitor and evaluate national forest
policies and programmes. The various stages of the development of policies and other
instruments used to regulate forest management scored differently amongst the various case
studies, and also show internal variability within some of the case studies. In particular, the
formulation and implementation of forest policies and programs based on the C&I for SFM is
broadly applied in the three cases under study; in Germany it scored much higher than the
monitoring and evaluation. In the Russian Federation the national C&I for SFM are used in
the creation of forest regulations and forest management plans at the local level, but also for
the monitoring of the regulations and plans. In Italy the various regions and autonomous
provinces responded differently with respect to the various stages of policy development
addressed here, and a small minority of respondents declared they used the C&I in all the
four stages.

The C&I as a tool to provide information to other sectors. This is the application that
scored the lowest in the three cases under study, especially because of the limited knowledge
of the C&I amongst actors outside the forest sector. In particular the German and the Italian
case studies all show a minor use of the C&I in this context, even though regional variability
of responses can be identified. In particular, Germany uses the C&I most of all for providing
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information to the sustainability sector which is broadly embedded in the national forest
sector, and less to climate change and biodiversity sectors. Italy instead provides more
information through the C&I to the climate change sector than to the other two sectors.
Reasons provided for the low level of communication between the forest and other sectors are
the limited cooperation between offices of the same national or sub-national administrations,
and the fact that other sectors rely on more specialized sources of information and on data
generated internally. In the Russian Federation the C&I is mainly used to control the
performance of the public administration managing state forests, and it does not include a
wide variety of environmental information such as data on biodiversity and water protection
in the forest.

The presentation of the three case studies and of the conclusions that are drawn in this section
of the document stimulate reflection over the numerous differences and similarities among
the implementations of the C&I for SFM characterizing the various areas under study. The
main differences are in the level of implementation reached by the sub-national or national
administrations addressed in this document, and in the number of applications which received
more attention in the different implementation processes. The strongest similarities are in the
types of implementation aspects in which the C&I are most widely used — i.e. the monitoring
and reporting on the state of forests and forestry as well as the assessment of progress
towards SFM. Another important similarity amongst the three case studies is that the
provision of information to other sectors is not a widely applied use of the C&I, and room for
improvement exists in the diffusion of information on the C&I and their usefulness amongst
sectors like the biodiversity, climate change and sustainability arenas and their stakeholders.
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ANNEX 1: RELATION OF THE RUSSIAN CRITERIA AND INDICATORS WITH GLOBAL AND REGIONAL
REPORTING INITIATIVES

Topic

Global Forest Resources Assessment
and Collaborative Forest Resources
Questionnaire (CFRQ) Variable

Corresponding/relevant
Montréal Process
Indicators

Russian Statistical
reporting

Russian Criteria & Indicators

I. Forest area
and forest
characteristics

1: What is the area of forest and other wooded
land and how has it changed over time?

2 - Maintenance of productive
capacity of forest ecosystems

State unified land fund of
Russia (State Forest Register,
SFR)

Indicator of Criterion 1. Organization of use of
forests located on state forestry fund lands

1.1 Forest area

1.2 Area of other wooded land

1.1.a Area and percent of forest
by forest ecosystem type,
successional stage, age class, and
forest ownership or tenure

SFR. Forest lands without
bushes and city forests

SFR. Bushes area

1.3 Area of other land

N/A

SFR. Area of other lands

1.3.1...of which with tree cover

N/A (relevant to 1.1.a)

SFR: city forests, other
perennial stands (state
unified land fund of Russia)

1.4 Inland water bodies

N/A

SFR. Water objects

1.5 Total country area

N/A

SFR. Total country area

1.6 Forest expansion

2.c Area, percent, and growing
stock of plantations of native and
exotic species

Main indicators of
silvicultural activities, 2000 -
2011, Roslesinforg, 2012

1.6.1 ...of which afforestation

2.c Area, percent, and growing
stock of plantations of native and
exotic species

Forest plantation on
agricultural lands

1.6.2...of which natural expansion of forest

N/A

expert estimation, SFR

1.7 Deforestation

N/A

N/A
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1.7.1...of which human induced

N/A

N/A

1.8 Reforestation

1.8.1...of which artificial

2.c Area, percent, and growing
stock of plantations of native and
exotic species

Main indicators of
silvicultural activities, 2000 -
2011, Roslesinforg, 2012
Reforestation

Criterion 3. Organization and providing of
forest regeneration on state forestry fund
lands

3a) share of area of written-off (failed)
plantations in the total area of plantations
created in current year, % <*>;

3b) share of area of written-off (failed)
plantations in the total area of plantations
created in last 10 years, % <*>;

3c) ratio of area artificial reforestation to area
of final cuttings, % <**>;

3d) completion of thinning cuttings in young
forest stands (I-1l age classes) provided by the
forest plan of the subject of the Russian
Federation, % <**>;

3e) share of area of reforestation in current
year to the total area of state forestry fund
lands designated for forest regeneration, %
<H*S,

3f) completion of reforestation provided by
the forest plan of the subject of the Russian
Federation, % <**>;

3g) increment of area of artificial forest stands,
% <**>;

Forest plantations

3h) ratio of area of young forest stands (I-1l age
classes) introduced in the category of
economically valuable stands to the area of of
state forestry fund lands designated for forest
regeneration, % <**>,

2: What is the area of natural and planted forest
and how has it changed over time?

2 - Maintenance of productive
capacity of forest ecosystems

SFR. Origin of forests
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2.1 Primary forest

1.1.a Area and percent of forest
by forest ecosystem type,
successional stage, age class, and
forest ownership or tenure

N/A, expert estimation

2.2. Other naturally regenerated forest

N/A

SFR- Other natural forest

2.2.1...of which introduced species

N/A

N/A, expert estimation

2.3 Planted forest

2.c Area, percent, and growing
stock of plantations of native and
exotic species

SFR- forest plantations. forest
regeneration

2.3.1...of which introduced species

2.c Area, percent, and growing
stock of plantations of exotic
species

N/A, expert estimation

2.4 Area of mangrove forest

N/A

2.4.1...of which planted

N/A

2.5 Primary forest transition matrix

Il. Production

3: What are the stocks and growth rates of the
forests and how have they changed?

2 - Maintenance of productive
capacity of forest ecosystems & 5
- Maintenance of forest
contribution to global carbon
cycles

SFR. Volume and increase of
stands

3.1 Total growing stock

3.1.1 ...of which coniferous

3.1.2 ...of which broadleaved

2.b Total growing stock and
annual increment of both
merchantable and non-
merchantable tree species in
forests available for wood
production

2.c Area, percent, and growing
stock of plantations of native and
exotic species

SFR - Standing volume

- volume of coniferous

- volume of broadleaved
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3.2 Other wooded land growing stock N/A SFR - volume of bushes
3.2.1 ...of which coniferous N/A - of coniferous
3.2.2 ...of which broadleaved N/A - of broadleaved

3.3 Net annual increment

3.3.1 ...of which coniferous

3.3.2...of which broadleaved

2.b Total growing stock and
annual increment of both
merchantable and non-
merchantable tree species in
forests available for wood
production

SFR - average increment

- of coniferous

- of broadleaved

SFR - volume of top ten

3.4 Volume of top ten species N/A .

species
3.5 Above-ground biomass N/A Calculated on SFR data
3.6 Below-ground biomass N/A Calculated on SFR data
3.7 Dead wood N/A Calculated on SFR data

3.8 Carbon in above-ground biomass

3.9 Carbon in below-ground biomass

3.10 Carbon in dead wood

3.11 Carbonin litter

3.12 Soil carbon

5.a Total forest ecosystem carbon
pools and fluxes

Calculated on SFR data

Calculated on SFR data

Calculated on SFR data

Calculated on SFR data

5.b Total forest product carbon
pools and fluxes
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5.c Avoided fossil fuel carbon
emissions by using forest biomass
for energy

Calculated on SFR data

4: What is the status of forest production and how
has it changed over time?

2 - Maintenance of productive
capacity of forest ecosystems

SFR: The characteristic of
forests by their purpose:
protective forests and their
categories, merchantable
forests, reserve forests

indicator of Criterion 1. Organization of use of
forests located on state forestry fund lands

4.1 Production forest

2.a Area and percent of forest
land and net area of forest land
available for wood production

Production forests

1d) area of state forestry fund lands in lease to
total area of state forestry fund lands, % <**>.

4.2 Multiple use forest

Protective and reserve
forests

4.3 Forest area available for wood supply

2.a Area and percent of forest
land and net area of forest land
available for wood production

Production forests and part
of protective forests where
wood harvest is allowed

4.4 Value of most important commercial NWFP

2.e Annual harvest of non-wood
forest products

N/A

6.1.b Value of non-wood forest
products produced or collected

4.5 Total wood removals

2.b Total growing stock and
annual increment of both
merchantable and non-
merchantable tree species in
forests available for wood
production

Rosstat

2.d Annual harvest of wood
products by volume and as a
percentage of net growth or
sustained yield

Rosstat
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Ill. Protective
functions and
selective
ecosystem
services

5: How much forest area is managed for the
protection of soil and water and ecosystem
services?

4 - Conservation and
maintenance of soil and water
resources

SFR - Protective and
ecosystem functions of
forests

5.1 Protection of soil and water

4.1 Protective function

SFR - Soil- and water-
protective forests

5.1.1...of which production of clean water

4.1.a Area and percent of forest
whose designation or land
management focus is the
protection of soil or water
resources

- protection of water sources

5.1.2...of which coastal stabilization

4.2 Soil

- coast-protective forest belts

5.1.3... of which desertification control

4.2.a Proportion of forest
management activities that meet
best management practices or
other relevant legislation to
protect soil resources

- protection from
desertification

5.1.4... of which avalanche control

4.2.b Area and percent of forest
land with significant soil
degradation

- protection from avalanches
and mudflows

5.1.5...of which erosion, flood protection or reducing
flood risk

4.3 Water

- protection from erosion
and flood

5.1.6...of which other (please specify)

4.3.a Proportion of forest
management activities that meet
best management practices, or
other relevant legislation, to
protect water related resources

4.3.b Area and percent of water
bodies, or stream length, in forest
areas with significant change in
physical, chemical or biological
properties from reference
conditions
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5.2 Ecosystem services, cultural or spiritual values

6.4 Recreation and tourism

6.4.a Area and percent of forests
available and/or managed for
public recreation and tourism

6.4.b Number, type, and
geographic distribution of visits
attributed to recreation and
tourism and related to facilities
available

SFR - ecosystem functions of
forests, social and spiritual

6.5 Cultural, social and spiritual
needs and values

values of forests

6.5.a Area and percent of forests
managed primarily to protect the
range of cultural, social and
spiritual needs and values

6.5.b The importance of forests
to people

V.
Biodiversity/
Conservation

6: How much forest area is protected and
designated for the conservation of biodiversity and
how has it changed over time?

1 - Conservation of biological
diversity

State report of Ministry of
Natural Resources, SFR:
Data on zones with special

6.1 Conservation of biodiversity

conditions of use (federal,
regional and local especially
protected natural territories

1.1 Ecosystem diversity

(EPNT) and their protected
zones on state forestry fund
lands).

1.1.a Area and percent of forest
by forest ecosystem type,
successional stage, age class, and
forest ownership or tenure
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1.1.b Area and percent of forest
in protected areas by forest
ecosystem type, and by age class
or successional stage

6.2 Forest area within protected areas

1.1.c Fragmentation of forests

1.2 Species diversity

1.2.a Number of native forest
associated species

1.2.b Number and status of
native forest associated species at
risk, as determined by legislation
or scientific assessment

1.2.c Status of on site and off site
efforts focused on conservation of
species diversity

6.1 Conservation of biodiversity

3g) share of area of created artificial forests
1.3 Genetic diversity with the improved hereditary properties to the
total area of artificial reforestation, % <**>;

1.3.a Number and geographic
distribution of forest associated
species at risk of losing genetic
variation and locally adapted
genotypes

1.3.b Population levels of
selected representative forest
associated species to describe
genetic diversity

1.3.c Status of on-site and off-site
efforts focused on conservation of
genetic diversity
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7: What is the forest area affected by woody
invasive species? (No CFRQ variables)

N/A, expert estimation

7.1 List of woody invasive species

N/A, expert estimation

7.2 Area of forest affected by woody invasive
species

N/A, expert estimation

V. Disturbance
and forest
degradation

8: How much forest is damaged each year?

3 - Maintenance of forest
ecosystem health and vitality

Main indicators of
silvicultural activities, 2000 -
2011, Roslesinforg, 2012

Criterion 2. Organization and providing of
forest fire protection

8.1 Total land area burned

8.1.1... of which forest area burnt

8.2 Number of fires

8.2.1... of which forest fires

3.b Area and percent of forest
affected by abiotic agents (e.g.
fire, storm, land clearance)
beyond reference conditions

Total area of fires

2a) share of area of forests on forested lands of
state forestry fund lost due to fires, % <*>

- on forest lands

2b) ratio of average area of a single forest fire
of the current year to average area of a single
forest fire over the last 5 years, % <*>

Number of fires

2c) share of large forest fired (with affected
area more than 25 ha in ground protection
zone or more than 200 ha in aviation
protection zone) in total number of forest fires,
% <*>

- on forest lands

2d) share of forest fires put out within the first
days from the moment of detection (by
number of cases) in total number of put out
fires, % <**>.

8.3 Area of forest damaged by outbreak of: insects,
diseases and severe weather

3.a Area and percent of forest
affected by biotic processes and
agents (e.g. disease, insects,
invasive species) beyond
reference conditions

area of pests, disease and
storm weather damages .

Criterion 4. Organization and providing of
forest protection on state forestry fund lands:

43a) share of area of forests on forested lands of
state forestry fund lost due to pests and
diseases, % <*>
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4b) ratio of area of forest pathology surveys
conducted to the total area of forest pests
centers and of damaged and lost forests , %
<Rk

4c) ratio of area of sanitary measures carried
out to the total area of forest pests centers
requiring countermeasures and of damaged
and lost forests, % <**>

4d) ratio of area of eliminated forest pests
centers to the total area of requiring
countermeasures and of damaged and lost
forests, % <**>

3.b Area and percent of forest
affected by abiotic agents (e.g. Area of pests, disease and
fire, storm, land clearance) storm weather damages

beyond reference conditions

9: What is the forest area with reduced canopy

E t estimati
cover? (No CFRQ variables) xpert estimation

9.1 Area of forest with reduced canopy cover Expert estimation

MEASURING PROGRESS TOWARD SFM

i. National-scale enabling environment for SFM

VI. Measuring
progress 10: What forest policy and regulatory framework 7 - Legal, institutional and
toward SFM exists to support implementation of SFM? (No economic framework for forest Forest Code of Russia

CFRQ variables) conservation and sustainable
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management

10.2 Legislation and regulations supporting
sustainable forest management

10.2.1 ...of which in publicly owned forests

10.2.2 ...of which in privately owned forests

7.1.a Legislation and polices
supporting the sustainable
management of forests

Forest Code of Russia

10.1 Policies supporting sustainable forest
management

7.1.b Cross-sectoral policy and
programme coordination;

Criterion 5. State forest supervision (forest
guard) on state forestry fund lands:

5a) ratio of losses due to illegal cuttings to
wood harvest fees paied in Russian budget
system, % <*>

5b) ratio of illegal cuttings volume committed
by unknown violators to total illegal cuttings
volume, % <*>

5c) ratio of number of the registered forest
legislation violations committed by revealed
(identified) violators to total number of the
registered forest legislation violations, % <**>

5d) ratio of sum of compensated damage of
forest legislation violations to sum of the
caused damage, % <**>

5e) specific compensated damage of forest
legislation violations per federal forest
supervision and guard official, rubles <**>

5f) specific number of forest legislation
violations registered by public authority of the
subject of the Russian Federation per federal
forest supervision and guard official <**>
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10.1.1 ...of which in publicly owned forests

7.2.a Taxation and other
economic strategies that affect
the sustainable management of
forests;

10.1.2 ...of which in privately owned forests

7.3.a Clarity and security of land
and resource tenure and property
rights;

7.3.b Enforcement of laws related
to forests;

7.4.a Programmes, services and
other resources supporting the
sustainable management of
forests;

7.4.b Development and
application of research and
technologies for the sustainable
management of forests;

7.5.a Partnerships to support the
sustainable management of
forests;

7.5.b Public participation and
conflict resolution in forest-
related decision making;

7.5.c Monitoring, assessment and
reporting on progress towards
sustainable management of
forests.

11: Is there a national platform that promotes
stakeholder participation in forest policy
development? (No CFRQ variables)

Forest Code of Russia
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11.1 National stakeholder platform

Forest Code of Russia

12: What is the forest area intended to be in
permanent forest land use and how has it changed
over time?

Forest Code of Russia, SFR

12.1 Forest area intended to be in permanent forest
land use

N/A

All protective forests

12.1.1... of which permanent forest estate

N/A

EPNT

13: How does your country measure and report
progress toward SFM at the national level? (No
CFRQ variables)

7 - Legal, institutional and
economic framework for forest
conservation and sustainable
management

Report of Rosleskhoz

13.1 National forest inventory monitoring forest
area

7.5.c Monitoring, assessment and
reporting on progress towards
sustainable management of
forests

Report of Rosleskhoz

13.2 Other national field assessments monitoring

N/A Report of Rosleskhoz
forest area
13.3 Updates to other national sources monitoring N/A Report of Rosleskhoz
forest area
13.4 National expert estimate monitoring forest area | N/A Report of Rosleskhoz
13.5 Types of forest reporting progress used at N/A Report of Rosleskhoz

national scale

ii. Operational scale progress toward SFM
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14: What is the area of forest under a forest
management plan and how is this monitored?

7 - Legal, institutional and
economic framework for forest
conservation and sustainable
management

SFR: The characteristic of
forests by their purpose:
protective forests and their
categories, merchantable
forests, reserve forests

14.1 Forest area with management plan

14.1.1 ...of which for production

14.1.2 ...of which for conservation

7.1.a Legislation and polices
supporting the sustainable
management of forests

7.5.b Public participation and
conflict resolution in forest-
related decision making;

7.5.c Monitoring, assessment and
reporting on progress towards
sustainable management of
forests.

Area of forests where forest
inventory and planning was
carried out

Production forests and part
of protective forests where
wood harvest is allowed

EPNT forests and reserve
forests

14.2 Monitoring of forest management plans

14.2.1 Soil and water management

14.2.2 High conservation value forest delineation

14.2.3 Social consideration/community involvement

7.5.c Monitoring, assessment and
reporting on progress towards
sustainable management of
forests.

Area of annual forest
inventory and planning

N/A

N/A

N/A

14.3 Percent of area under forest management plan
that is monitored annually

7.5.c Monitoring, assessment and
reporting on progress towards
sustainable management of
forests.

Report of Rosleskhoz

15: How are stakeholders involved in the

management decision making for publicly owned N/A
forests? (No CFRQ variables)
15.1 Type of stakeholder inputs N/A N/A
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15.1.1 Planning phase N/A N/A
15.1.2 Operations phase N/A N/A
15.1.3 Review of operations N/A N/A
16: What is the area of forest under an
independently verified forest management
certification scheme?
16.1 Area of forest certified under an international N/A Report of Rosleskhoz
scheme
16.1.1... of which FSC N/A Report of Rosleskhoz
16.1.2... of which PEFC N/A Report of Rosleskhoz
16.2 Domestic forest management certification N/A N/A
Indicators of Criterion 1: Organization of use
of forests located on state forestry fund lands
Main indicators of and of Criterion 6: Financial and economic
17: How much money do governments collect from . . L . o .
and spend on forests? (No CFRQ variables) 6.1 Production and consumption | silvicultural activities, 2000 - | organization of exercise of powers delegated
’ 2011, Roslesinforg, 2012 to public authorities of the subjects of the
Russian Federation in the field of the forest
relations
VIL. 6.1.a Value and volume of wood
Economics/ and wood products production, Total forest management 1c) ratio of actual volume of harvested wood
livelihoods including primary and secondary income to the established admissible volume, % <**>;

17.1 Forest revenue

processing

2.d Annual harvest of wood
products by volume and as a
percentage of net growth or
sustained yield

1a) share of shortages of payment for forest
use to the federal budget in total amount of
due payments, % <*>
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6.1.c Revenue from forest based
environmental services

1b) ratio of cost of 1 cubic meter of harvested
wood to the rate of payment for unit of volume
of forest stands approved by the resolution No.
310 of the government of the Russian
Federation from May 22, 2007 "About rates of
payment for unit of volume of forest resources
and rates of payment for unit of area of state
owned forest parcel", % <**>;

6.1.d Total and per capita
consumption of wood and wood
products in round wood
equivalents

6a) volume of payments to budgets of the
Russian Federation from use of forests located
on state forestry fund lands per 1 hectare of
state forestry fund lands, rubles <**>

6.1.e Total and per capita
consumption of non-wood
products

6c) ratio of payments received by the federal
budget for use of forests located on state
forestry fund lands to total funds used by the
federal budget for exercising of powers
delegated to public authorities of the subjects
of the Russian Federation in the field of forest
relations, % <**>

6.1.f Value and volume in round
wood equivalents of exports and
imports of wood products

6d) ratio of payments received by budgets of
the Russian Federation for use of forests
located on state forestry fund lands to the total
amount of budget financing of exercising of
powers delegated to public authorities of the
subjects of the Russian Federation in the field
of forest relations, % <**>

6.1.g Value of exports and
imports of non-wood forest
products

6e) specific amount of payments received by
budgets of the Russian Federation for use of
forests located on state forestry fund lands per
regional official exercising of powers delegated
the subject of the Russian Federation in the
field of forest relations, thous. rubles <**>

6.1.h Exports as a share of wood
and wood products production
and imports as a share of wood
and wood products consumption
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6.1.i Recovery or recycling of
forest products as a percent of
total forest products consumption

6.3.e Distribution of revenues
derived from forest management

17.2 Public expenditures on forests

6.2 Investment in the forest
sector

6.2.a Value of capital investment
and annual expenditure in forest
management, wood and non-
wood forest product industries,
forest-based environmental
services, recreation and tourism

6.2.b Annual investment and
expenditure in forest-related
research, extension and

development, and education

Total forest management
costs

6b) expenses of public authority of the subject
of the Russian Federation which is exercising
delegated powers of the Russian Federation in
the field of forest relations per 1 ha of forestry
fund lands at the expense of subventions from
the federal budget and regional budgetary
means, rubles<**>;

18: Who owns and manages the forests and how
has this changed?

18.1 Public ownership

18.1.1... of which owned by the state at national
scale

18.1.2... of which owned by the state at the sub-
national government scale

18.2 Private ownership

18.2.1... of which owned by individuals

1.1.a Area and percent of forest
by forest ecosystem type,
successional stage, age class, and
forest ownership or tenure

Forest Code of Russia

Forest Code of Russia

Forest Code of Russia

N/A

N/A
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18.2.2... of which owned by private businesses
entities and institutions

N/A

18.2.3... of which owned by local, tribal and
indigenous communities

6.3.c Resilience of forest-
dependent communities 6.5.a
Area and percent of forests
managed primarily to protect the
range of cultural, social and
spiritual needs and values

6.3.d Area and percent of forests
used for subsistence purposes

N/A

18.3 Unknown ownership

1.1.a Area and percent of forest
by forest ecosystem type,
successional stage, age class, and
forest ownership or tenure

N/A

18.4 Holder of management rights of public forests

18.5 Public administrations

18.6 Individuals

18.7 Private companies

18.8 Communities

18.9 Other

1.1.a Area and percent of forest
by forest ecosystem type,
successional stage, age class, and
forest ownership or tenure

Main indicators of
silvicultural activities, 2000 -
2011, Roslesinforg, 2012

Local government

N/A

Private companies (lease)

N/A

N/A

19: How many people are directly employed in
forestry?

Main indicators of
silvicultural activities, 2000 -
2011, Roslesinforg, 2012

19.1 Employment in forestry

19.1.1... of which female

6.3.a Employment in the forest
sector

Employment in the forest
sector

6.3.b Average wage rates, annual
average income and annual injury
rates in major forest employment
categories
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6.3.c Resilience of forest-
dependent communities

20 What is the contribution of forestry to Gross
Domestic Product (GDP)?

20.1 Gross value added from forestry

Topic VIII: LOOKING FORWARD

21: What is forest area likely to be in the future?

Russian Federation Forest

21.1 Government targets/aspirations for forest area in 2020 and 2030

Sector Outlook Study to 2030
- FAO, 2012

21.2 Forest area earmarked for conversion




