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	Introduction


Background 
1. At the 34th Session of the UNECE/FAO Joint Working Party countries and other stakeholders called for continuing the work on forest ownership reporting. In response to these requests, the work on forest ownership related reporting has been introduced to the UNECE/FAO Integrated Programme of Work 2014-2017 agreed at the meeting of the ECE Committee on Forests and the Forest Industry (COFFI) and the FAO European Forestry Commission (EFC) in Rovaniemi, Finland, in December 2013. The collection of data on forest ownership was included in the list of activities to be implemented in 2014 and 2015. 
2. The overall objective of the forest ownership reporting is to learn about the relations between different forms of forest ownership and economic, ecologic and social aspects of forests as well as forest management systems. The forest ownership reporting will provide information for a better understanding of forest ownership in different member States. Furthermore the reporting will help identifying areas where data availability is lacking and needs to be improved.
3. The coordination of forest ownership reporting is carried out by the UNECE/FAO Forestry and Timber Section and the European Cooperation in Science and Technology Action on Forest Land Ownership Changes in Europe: Significance for Management and Policy (COST Action FACESMAP). This collaboration, while respecting the interests of both partners, shall distribute burden, improve completeness and meaningfulness of the reporting. 
4. To support the development of the Forest Ownership Questionnaire an informal Core Group was established. This Core Group comprises experts from the field of forest ownership: the Confederation of European Private Forest Owners (CEPF), the European Forest Institute (EFI), the European State Forest Association (EUSTAFOR), the Federation of European Communal Forest Owners (FECOF), the U.S. Forest Service, the Unión de Selvicultores del Sur de Europa (USSE) and the COST Action FACESMAP. 
5. Furthermore the authors of the questionnaire received advice and guidance during the Team of Specialists meetings on Sustainable Forest Management, the 36th as well as 37th Session Joint FAO/UNECE Working Party on Forest Statistics, Economics and Management and the Seventy-second session of the ECE Committee on Forests and the Forest Industry (COFFI). Prior to the main data collection, Germany and Sweden financially supported the development of the questionnaire. Furthermore Sweden conducted a pilot reporting on the draft version of the questionnaire.

Reporting Guidelines and Format

6. The questionnaire is split into two parts, the quantitative part (p. 7-36) and qualitative part (p. 37-43). Correspondents of the UNECE/FAO are kindly asked to report on the quantitative and qualitative part of the questionnaire. COST Action FACESMAP correspondents are invited to support UNECE/FAO correspondents in this task, in particular in reporting on the qualitative part. For that purpose a UNECE/FAO FTS correspondent is encouraged to approach the COST Action FACESMAP correspondent after receiving the contact details from the secretariat and guide the joint work. During the joint reporting process the secretariat will act as a facilitator and support both correspondents in coordinating the joint reporting process.
7. In the case of a lack of response from UNECE/FAO correspondent, a COST Action FACESMAP correspondent would be asked to answer the questionnaire’s questions. In this case a report will have a status of a desk study. 
8. The questionnaire requests provision of data that was not covered by the pan-European or the global reporting on forests. However the national correspondents are encouraged to report in a way, which ensures the highest possible consistency with the values provided for the above mentioned reporting processes. 
9. The questionnaire has been prefilled with the use of existing data to the extent possible
. The prefilled data are of auxiliary character only and could be modified if for any reason incorrect, however please ensure that the provided data is compiled according to the definitions and methods set by the FAO Forest Resources Assessment (FRA) and the Joint FOREST EUROPE/UNECE/FAO Pan-European Reporting (pan-European Reporting). For prefilling, following sources were  used:

Table 1a: 
FRA 2015, Table 18a

Table 2:

FRA 2015, Table 18a

Table 3:
pan-European Reporting 2015, Table 1.2a for growing stock; Table 3.1 for net annual increment and annual fellings
Table 4a:
pan-European Reporting 2015, Table 3.2 (as figures for 2015 are not available yet, figures from 2012 were taken instead)

Table 7:
pan-European Reporting 2015, Table 6.1 (year: 2010)

If data was not available in FRA 2015 or pan-European Reporting 2015 the respective cell of a table in this questionnaire was left empty.
10. If there are no figures available for the detailed forest ownership subcategories, please focus on reporting the main categories (public ownership, private ownership, unknown ownership and total respectively).
11. The questionnaire is focusing on Forest Land, countries with a significant amount of Other Wooded Land (OWL) are kindly asked to provide data on OWL too. In this case a country is asked to provide two questionnaires, one regarding Forest Land and the second regarding OWL; or selected tables regarding OWL only. Please indicate under “General comments” (table below introduction) if the whole questionnaire refers to OWL; respectively under table “Country comments” below each table in the questionnaire if selected tables on OWL are provided. 
12. If forest is jointly owned by public and private forest owners, forest is assigned to the ownership category which holds the highest share. If the ownership shares are equal, the ownership entity which is the main decision maker is considered as the main.
13. Please indicate if sources for public ownership, private ownership and unknown ownership differ. Tables designated for this purpose will be found at the very end of each Reporting Form.

14. The reference years are 1990, 2010 and 2015 for most of the tables. Please refer to the reporting note at each reporting form for more detailed information.
15. Definitions where no source is provided, were exclusively developed for the purpose of this questionnaire.
16. The UNECE/FAO national correspondents and the COST Action FACESMAP respondents are kindly asked to submit jointly their completed national reporting format electronically (in Word processing software) in English to sebastian.glasenapp@unece.org and sonia.quiroga@uah.es, at the latest, by 31 October. Early submissions will greatly facilitate the Secretariat’s preparations and is highly appreciated. 
	General comments:

	This enquiry gives data for forest only


 Part 1. Quantitative questions
1.1 Forest ownership
	Reporting form 1: Forest ownership and management status


Terms and definitions
	FOREST

Land spanning more than 0.5 hectares with trees higher than 5 meters and a canopy cover of more than 10 percent, or trees able to reach these thresholds in situ. It does not include land that is predominantly under agricultural or urban land use. 

Explanatory notes:
1. Forest is determined both by the presence of trees and the absence of other predominant land uses. The trees should be able to reach a minimum height of 5 meters; 

2. Includes: areas with young trees that have not yet reached but which are expected to reach a canopy cover of at least 10 percent and tree height of 5 meters or more. It also includes areas that are temporarily unstocked due to clear-cutting as part of a forest management practice or natural disasters, and which are expected to be regenerated within 5 years. Local conditions may, in exceptional cases, justify that a longer time frame is used;
3. Includes: forest roads, firebreaks and other small open areas; forest in national parks, nature reserves and other protected areas such as those of specific environmental, scientific, historical, cultural or spiritual interest;
4. Includes: windbreaks, shelterbelts and corridors of trees with an area of more than 0.5 hectares and width of more than 20 meters;
5. Includes: abandoned shifting cultivation land with a regeneration of trees that have, or are expected to reach, a canopy cover of at least 10 percent and tree height of at least 5 meters;
6. Includes: areas with mangroves in tidal zones, regardless whether this area is classified as land area or not;
7. Includes: rubberwood, cork oak and Christmas tree plantations; 

8. Includes: areas with bamboo and palms provided that land use, height and canopy cover criteria are met;
9. Excludes: tree stands in agricultural production systems, such as fruit tree plantations, oil palm plantations, olive orchards and agroforestry systems when crops are grown under tree cover. Note: Some agroforestry systems such as the “Taungya” system where crops are grown only during the first years of the forest rotation should be classified as forest. 

(Source: FRA 2015
)


	FOREST AVAILABLE FOR WOOD SUPPLY (FAWS)

Forest where any legal, economic, environmental or other specific restrictions do not have a significant impact on the supply of wood. 
Explanatory notes:
1. Includes: areas where, although there are no such restrictions, harvesting is not taking place, for example areas included in long-term utilization plans or intentions.
2. Includes: forests with trees that are not mature for harvesting yet but can be utilized for wood production once achieving harvesting maturity/thresholds.
(Source: Pan-European reporting 2013
 modified)


	OTHER WOODED LAND (OWL)
Land not defined as “Forest”, spanning more than 0.5 hectares; with trees higher than 5 meters and a canopy cover of 5-10 percent, or trees able to reach these thresholds; or with a combined cover of shrubs, bushes and trees above 10 percent. It does not include land that is predominantly under agricultural or urban land use.

Explanatory notes:

1. The definition above has two options:

a. The canopy cover of trees is between 5 and 10 percent; trees should be higher than 5 meters or able to reach 5 meters.

b. The canopy cover of trees is less than 5 percent but the combined cover of shrubs, bushes and trees is more than 10 percent. Includes areas of shrubs and bushes where no trees are present.

2. Includes: areas with trees that will not reach a height of at least 5 meters and with a canopy cover of 10 percent or more, e.g. some alpine tree vegetation types, arid zone mangroves, etc.

3. Includes: area with bamboo and palms provided that land use, height and canopy cover criteria are met.
(Source: FRA 2015)


	FOREST OWNERSHIP

Generally refers to the legal right to freely and exclusively use, control, transfer, or otherwise benefit from a forest. Ownership can be acquired through transfers such as sales, donations, and inheritance.

(Source: FRA 2015 modified)


	PUBLIC OWNERSHIP

Forest owned by the State; or administrative units of the Public Administration; or by institutions or corporations owned by the public administration.

Explanatory notes:
1. Includes: all the hierarchical levels of Public Administration (state or communal) within a country, e.g. State, Federal country/Province and Local governments. 

2. Shareholder corporations that are partially State-owned are considered as under public ownership when the State holds a majority of the shares.
3. Public ownership may exclude the possibility to transfer ownership rights.
(Source: FRA 2015 modified)
PUBLIC OWNERSHIP BY THE STATE AT NATIONAL LEVEL (Sub-category)

Forest owned by the State or by administrative units of the Public (State) Administration or by institutions or corporations owned by the Public (State) Administration at the national scale.

(Source FRA 2015 modified)
PUBLIC OWNERSHIP BY THE STATE AT SUB-NATIONAL GOVERNMENT SCALE    (Sub-category)

Forest owned by the State or by administrative units of the Public (State) Administration or by institutions or corporations owned by the Public (State) Administration at the sub-national government scale (e.g. Provinces and territories (Canada), Bundesländer (Germany), Regioni (Italy), Comunidades autónomas (Spain) and States (USA)).
(Source: FRA 2015 modified)
PUBLIC OWNERSHIP BY LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Sub-category)

Forest owned by a local government having a local sphere of competence. The legislative, judicial, and executive authority of local government units is restricted to the smallest geographic areas distinguished for administrative and political purposes (i.e. counties, municipalities, cities, towns, townships, boroughs, school districts, and water or sanitation districts). 
Explanatory notes:
1. The scope of a local government’s authority is generally much less than that of the government at national or sub-national level, which should be reported under categories “Public ownership by the state at national level” or “Public ownership by the state at sub-national government scale” respectively. 
2. Local governments may or may not be entitled to levy taxes on institutional units or economic activities taking place in their areas. They are often dependent on grants from higher levels of government, and act to some extent as agents of governments at national or sub-national level.

3. To be treated as institutional units local governments must be entitled to own assets, raise funds, and incur liabilities by borrowing on their own account. They must also have discretion over how such funds are spent, and they should be able to appoint their own officers independently of external administrative control.
(Source: ESA 2010
 modified)



	PRIVATE OWNERSHIP

Forest owned by individuals, families, communities, corporations and other business entities, private religious and educational institutions, pension or investment funds, NGOs, nature conservation associations and other private institutions.

Explanatory note:  

1. “Communities” are understood here in the sense of “tribal and indigenous communities”. Please see the definition of the relevant subcategory (“Private ownership by tribal and indigenous communities”) below.
(Source: FRA 2015 modified)
PRIVATE OWNERSHIP BY INDIVIDUALS AND FAMILIES (Sub-category)

Forest owned by individuals and families.
Explanatory note: 

1. Includes: individuals’ or family owned businesses.

(Source: FRA 2015 modified)
PRIVATE OWNERSHIP BY PRIVATE BUSINESS ENTITIES (Sub-category)

Forest owned by private corporations, companies and other business entities etc.

Explanatory note:
1. Excludes: companies that are owned by individuals and families which should be reported under the subcategory above (“private ownership by individuals and families”).
(Source: FRA 2015 modified)
PRIVATE OWNERSHIP BY PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS (Sub-category)

Forest owned by private non-profit organizations such as NGOs, nature conservation associations, and private religious and educational institutions, etc.

(Source: FRA 2015 modified)
PRIVATE OWNERSHIP BY TRIBAL AND INDIGINEOUS COMMUNITIES (Sub-category)
Forest owned by communities of tribal or indigenous people. The community members are co-owners that share exclusive rights and duties; and benefits contribute to the community development.
Explanatory notes:
1. Tribal communities: Tribal people whose social, cultural and economic conditions distinguish them from other sections of the national community, and whose status is regulated wholly or partly by their own customs or traditions or by special laws and regulations. 

2. Indigenous communities: People regarded as indigenous on account of their descent from the population which inhabited the country, or a geographical region to which the country belongs, at a time of conquest or colonization or the establishment of present state boundaries and who, irrespective of their legal status, retain some or all their own social, economic cultural and political institutions.
(Source: FRA 2015 modified)
OTHER PRIVATE COMMON OWNERSHIP (Sub-category)
Forest owned in common by a group of individuals or other private entities. The shareholders are co-owners with exclusive rights, duties and benefits associated with the ownership.
Explanatory note:
1. Includes: “Commons” - resource property regimes that are shared among users, where management rules are derived and operated on self-management, collective actions and self-organization (of rules and decisions). Common property regimes are well established in some European countries e.g. Portugal, Sweden, Slovakia, Romania and Italy.



	UNKNOWN OWNERSHIP

Forest area where ownership is unknown, includes areas where ownership is unclear or disputed.

(Source: FRA 2015)


	FOREST MANAGEMENT

Forest management is a system of measures to protect, maintain, establish and tend forest; ensure provision of goods and services; protect forest against fire, pest and diseases; regulate forest production; check the use of forest resources; and monitor forests; as well as to plan, organize and carry out the above mentioned measures. 

Explanatory notes:

1. The management of forests can be done by either forest owners or wholly or partly delegated to others (e.g. public (state) administration, private companies, individuals, etc.).
2. Forest management is often organized, implemented in accordance with a formal or an informal plan applied regularly over a sufficiently long period; however the existence of a forest management plan is not a prerequisite for forest management. 

3. Includes: set aside forest area.
PRIMARILY MANAGED BY THE OWNER (Sub-category)
Forests, where the owner is the main decision maker.
PRIMARILY MANAGED BY OTHERS (Sub-category)
Forests, where the main decision makers are others than their owners. 

Explanatory notes:

1. Other decision makers can be e.g. public administration in the sense of state administration units at national and sub-national (Federal country/Provinces) scale and, institutions or corporations owned by the state or state administration units, or local governments; or managed by private companies; communities; or individuals; or managed jointly by more than one of the management categories mentioned.
2. Includes: communities – that are understood as self-defined, formal and informal, rural and urban forest user groups with shared values, knowledge and interests in forest management. The interests may include: property use and access rights; livelihoods based on the production of timber and non-timber products; employment; cultural identity; leisure and recreation; biodiversity conservation; and ecological restoration. This perspective also includes communities of interest which are not necessarily defined by location. (Source: WG-CIFM
 modified) 
UNKNOWN FOREST MANAGEMENT STATUS (Sub-category)
Forests where the decision makers are unknown. 



	FOREST MANAGEMENT DESCISION MAKER
A party who is responsible for deciding on the general management of property, includes setting the management goal for e.g. water protection, wood production, landscape protection, and deciding on main management activities e.g. harvesting, planting, developing infrastructure etc.


Data Sources:

	References to sources of information
	Quality 
	Category
	Year(s)
	Type of inventory
	Additional comments

	Forest area
	
	
	
	NFI
	Waldfläche der BWI; 

recalculationsFRA2015_2014_06_24.xlsx

	Of which FAWS
	
	
	1990
2010 - 2015
	NFI
	Pan-European-2015-Germany-Final.xls, Tab. 1.1

FOQS_recalculationsFRA2015_2014_06_24.xlsx

	
	
	
	2015
	Value of NFI 2012 without change
	


Table 1a: Area of forest and Forest Available for Wood Supply (FAWS)
	Ownership category
	Forest area (1000 ha)
	Of which FAWS (1000 ha)

	
	1990
	2010
	2015
	1990
	2010
	2015

	Public ownership (total)
	5,987
	5,932
	5,933
	n.a.
	5,320
	5,263

	
	Owned by the state at national level
	481
	403
	403
	n.a.
	333
	314

	
	Owned by the state at sub-national government scale
	3,337
	 3,323
	3,310
	n.a.
	2,927
	2,908

	
	Owned by local government
	2,169
	 2,206
	2,220
	n.a.
	2,060
	2,041

	
	Other
	0
	0
	0
	n.a.
	0
	0

	Private ownership (total) 
	4,606
	5,477
	5,486
	n.a.
	5,147
	5,129

	
	Owned by individuals and families
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Owned by private business entities
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Owned by private institutions
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Owned by tribal and indigenous communities 
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Owned by other private common ownership
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Other
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Unknown ownership (total)
	707
	0
	0
	n.a.
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	11,300
	11,409
	11,419
	10,487
	10,445
	10,426


Data Sources:

	References to sources of information
	Quality 
	Category
	Year(s)
	Type of inventory
	Additional comments

	
	
	Unknown ownership
	1990
	
	Treuhandwald, von BImA bewirtschaftet

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 1b: Area of forest by management status 
	Ownership category
	Forest area primarily managed by the owner (1000 ha)
	Forest area primarily managed by others (1000 ha)
	Unknown forest management status (1000 ha)

	
	1990
	2010
	2015
	1990
	2010
	2015
	1990
	2010
	2015

	Public ownership (total)
	5,987
	5,932
	5,933
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Owned by the state at national level
	481
	419
	403
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Owned by the state at sub-national government scale
	3,337
	3,359
	3,310
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Owned by local government
	2,169
	2,214
	2,220
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Other
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Private ownership (total) 
	4,606
	5,477
	5,486
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Owned by individuals and families
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Owned by private business entities
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Owned by private institutions
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Owned by tribal and indigenous communities 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Owned by other private common ownership
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unknown ownership (total)
	0
	0
	0
	707
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	10,593
	11,409
	11,419
	707


	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Country comments:
1. Harmonization of reporting
	Tables 1a and 1b category
	Comments related to the relevance of national classifications and definitions to the system proposed in this questionnaire.

	Of which FAWS
	Waldfläche abzüglich der Fläche, wo Holznutzung nicht zulässig oder nicht zu erwarten ist (Aufnahmeanweisung Kap. 3.2.4, Nutzungseinschränkung = 2)
Forest area minus area, where no cut is allowed or expectet

	Owned by the state at national level
	Staatswald Bund

	Owned by the state at sub-national government scale
	Staatswald Land

	Owned by local government
	Kommunalwald

	Unknown ownership (total)
	Treuhandwald


2. Description of reported data
	Tables 1a and 1b category
	Comments on the reported status and trends. Information about subregional variety. Additional information, examples, description of the reported area.

Please provide this information, in particular if quantitative data is not available; use additional sheets if needed.  

	Reference years
	Where possible, a linear interpolation between the two NFIs was made. 

	
	

	
	

	
	


Reporting note:
1. Reference years: The figures for the reporting years refer to the situation in a reference year, a “central year” (1990, 2010 and 2015) noted in the Table, or in a nearest year for which data is available.
	Reporting form 2: Forest properties


Terms and definitions 
	PROPERTY
The forest area owned by one owner (as defined below), including all parcels of land in a country.
Explanatory notes:

1. Includes: all parcels of forest land owned by an owner, also if the parcels are managed in different ways.
2. For properties with shared ownership, they should be reported according to the category, which hold the majority of shares.


	OWNER
An owner is understood as any type of physical or legal entity having an ownership interest in a property, regardless of the number of people involved. An owner may belong to public ownership (i.e. the state, a local government unit) or private ownership (i.e. an individual, a combination of individuals; a legal entity such as a corporation or institution).


Data Sources:

	References to sources of information
	Quality 
	Category
	Year(s)
	Type of inventory
	Additional comments

	…of which owned by local government
	
	Number (7727)
	
	
	
Stat. Jahrbuch ELF 2014, Tab. 425, darin auch Kirchenwald enthalten

	Public ownership
	
	17
	
	
	16 Landesforstverwaltungen und BImA für den Bund

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 2: Area and number of forest properties
	Ownership category
	Year
	Area and number of forest properties by size

	
	
	Total 
	≤ 10 ha
	11-50 ha
	51-500 ha
	≥ 500 ha

	
	
	Area
(1000 ha)
	Number
	Area
(1000 ha)
	Number
	Area
(1000 ha)
	Number
	Area (1000 ha)
	Number
	Area
(1000 ha)
	Number

	Public ownership (total) 

	2015
	5,933
	7744
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	5,933
	n.a.

	
	2010
	5,932
	7744
	1
	4
	71
	2784
	407
	3848
	5,453
	2008

	
	1990
	5,987
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	5,987
	n.a.

	
	…of which owned by local government
	2015
	2,220
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	
	2010
	 2,206
	7727
	1
	4
	64
	2784
	623
	3848
	1517
	1091

	
	
	1990
	2,169
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Private ownership (total)
	2015
	5,486
	2,000,000
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	1,085
	n.a.
	1,033
	n.a.

	
	2010
	5,477
	2,000,000
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	1990
	4,606
	2,000,000
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Unknown ownership (total)
	2015
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	2010
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	1990
	707
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	TOTAL
	2015
	11,419
	2,000,000
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	2010
	11,409
	2,000,000
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	1990
	11,300
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.


Country comments:
1. Harmonization of reporting
	Table 2 category
	Comments related to the relevance of national classifications and definitions to the system proposed in this questionnaire.

	
	

	
	

	
	


2. Description of reported data
	Table 2 category
	Comments on the reported status and trends. Information about subregional variety. Additional information, examples, description of the reported area.

Please provide this information, in particular if quantitative data is not available; use additional sheets if needed.  

	2 Million forest owners
	The figure is a rough estimation, therefore the single values are not summed up

	
	

	
	


Reporting note:
1. Reference years: The figures for the reporting years refer to the situation in a reference year, a “central year” (1990, 2010 and 2015) noted in the Table, or in a nearest year for which data is available.
	Reporting form 3: Characteristics of Forest Available for Wood Supply (FAWS)


Terms and definitions 
	GROWING STOCK

Volume over bark of all living trees with a minimum diameter of 10 cm at breast height (or above buttress if these are higher). Includes the stem from ground level up to a top diameter of 0 cm, excluding branches. 

Explanatory notes:
1. Diameter breast height refers to diameter over bark measured at a height of 1.3 m above ground level, or above buttresses, if these are higher.

2. Includes: living trees that are lying on the ground.

3. Excludes: smaller branches, twigs, foliage, flowers, seeds, and roots.

(Source: FRA 2015)


	NET ANNUAL INCREMENT

Average annual volume of gross increment over the given reference period less that of natural losses on all trees, measured to minimum diameters as defined for “Growing stock”.

(Source: FRA 2015)


	ANNUAL FELLINGS

Average annual standing volume of all trees, living or dead, measured overbark to a minimum diameter of 10 cm (d.b.h.) that are felled during the given reference period, including the volume of trees or parts of trees that are not removed from the forest, other wooded land or other felling site. 
Explanatory note:

1. Includes: silvicultural and pre-commercial thinnings and cleanings left in the forest; and natural losses that are recovered (harvested).

(Source: TBFRA 2000
 modified)


Data Sources:

	References to sources of information
	Quality 
	Category
	Year(s)
	Type of inventory
	Additional comments

	NFI
	
	Growing stock, growth and drain
	
	
	

	
	
	Growth
	
	
	
Zuwachs in Vfm

	
	
	Annual fellings

(1000 m3 over bark)
	
	
	Abgang (Vfm)

Vorrat des ausgeschiedenen Bestandes  [1000 m³/a] nach …

77Z1PA_L459mf_0212_bi / 2014-8-1 16:36:31.040)

	
	
	
	1990
	
	Because of reunification n.a. /not meaningfull

	
	
	
	2015
	NFI 2012
	
FOQS_recalculationsFRA2015_2014_06_24.xlsx, Tab. 3



Table 3: Growing stock, growth and drain
	Ownership category
	Growing stock

(million m3 over bark)
	Net annual increment (1000 m3 over bark)
	Annual fellings

(1000 m3 over bark)

	
	1990
	2010
	2015
	1990
	2010
	2015
	1990
	2010
	2015

	Public ownership (total)
	n.a.
	1,788
	1,806
	n.a.
	n.a.
	61,225
	n.a.
	n.a.
	55,054

	
	…of which owned by local government
	n.a.
	0,685
	0,692
	n.a.
	n.a.
	23,261
	n.a.
	n.a.
	21,274

	Private ownership (total)
	n.a.
	1,779
	1,857
	n.a.
	n.a.
	60,377
	n.a.
	n.a.
	51,287

	Unknown ownership (total)
	n.a.
	0
	0
	n.a.
	n.a.
	0
	n.a.
	n.a.
	0

	TOTAL
	2,815
	3,617
	3,663
	n.a.
	118,590
	121,602


	n.a.
	95,171
	106,341


Country comments:
1. Harmonization of reporting
	Table 3 category
	Comments related to the relevance of national classifications and definitions to the system proposed in this questionnaire.

	Volume
	Threshold-level is dbh = 7 cm

	95,171
	Quelle / Source: Forstwirtschaftliche Gesamtrechnung (FGR), Tab 2 In: Pan-European-2015-Germany-Final.xls, Tab. 3.1, Zelle F 12

	
	


2. Description of reported data
	Table 3 category
	Comments on the reported status and trends. Information about subregional variety. Additional information, examples, description of the reported area.

Please provide this information, in particular if quantitative data is not available; use additional sheets if needed.  

	
	

	
	

	
	


Reporting notes:
1. Reference years for growing stock: The figures for the reporting years refer to the situation in a reference year, a “central year” (1990, 2010 and 2015) noted in the Table, or in a nearest year for which data is available. 

2. Reference years for net annual increment and annual fellings: The figures for the reporting years refer to the average for the 5-year periods (1988-1992 for 1990, 2008-2012 for 2010 respectively 2013-2014 for 2015), not to the data for the “central year” (1990, 2010 and 2015) noted in the Table.
3. For a definition of Forest Available for Wood Supply (FAWS) please consult the terms and definitions in Reporting Form 1.

	Reporting form 4: Economic indicators


Terms and definitions 
	WOOD REMOVALS

The wood removed for production of goods and energy regardless whether for industrial, commercial or domestic use.

Explanatory notes:
1. The term “removal” differs from “felling” as it excludes harvesting losses (stemwood) and trees that were felled but not removed.

2. Includes: removals from fellings in an earlier period and from trees killed or damaged by natural causes. 
3. Includes: all wood collected or removed for energy purposes, such as fuelwood, wood for charcoal production, harvesting residues, stumps, etc.

4. Excludes: woodfuel which is produced as a by-product or residual matter from industrial processing of roundwood.
(Source: FRA 2015 modified)


	COMMERCIAL VALUE OF WOOD REMOVALS

For the purpose of this table, value of wood removals is defined as the commercial market value at the site of harvest, road side or forest border. 
Explanatory note:
1. If values are obtained from a point further down the production chain, transport costs and possible handling and/or processing costs should be subtracted whenever possible.
(Source: FRA 2015 modified)


	CERTIFIED AREA

Forest area certified under a forest management certification scheme with published standards that are nationally and/or internationally recognized and independently verified by a third-party.
Explanatory notes:
1. Includes: forest area under Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) and/or Programme for the Endorsement of Forest Certification schemes (PEFC).
2. Areas under different international certification should not be added together as they may overlap.
3. This refers only to forest management certifications and excludes areas covered only by chain of custody certification.
(Source: FRA 2015 modified)


	NON-WOOD FOREST PRODUCTS (NWFP)

Goods derived from forests and other wooded land that are tangible and physical objects of biological origin other than wood.

Explanatory notes:
1. Generally includes non-wood plant and animal products collected from areas defined as forest (see definition of forest). 

2. Specifically includes the following regardless of whether from natural forests or plantations:

· gum arabic, rubber/latex and resin;

· Christmas trees, cork, bamboo and rattan.

3. Generally excludes products collected in tree stands in agricultural production systems, such as fruit tree plantations, oil palm plantations and agroforestry systems when crops are grown under tree cover.

4. Specifically excludes the following:

· woody raw materials and products, such as chips, charcoal, fuelwood and wood used for tools, household equipment and carvings;

· grazing in the forest;

· fish and shellfish. 

(Source: FRA 2015)


	COMMERCIAL VALUE OF NON-WOOD FOREST PRODUCTS (NWFP)
For the purpose of reporting on this variable, value is defined as the commercial market value at the forest gate.

Explanatory note:
1. If values are obtained from a point further down the production chain, transport costs and possible handling and/or processing costs should be subtracted whenever possible. 

(Source: FRA 2015)


	FOREST ECOSYSTEM SERVICES (FES)

Forest ecosystem services (other than production of goods) comprise ecological, biospheric, social, amenity and other services that are forest-dependent or mainly forest-related.
Explanatory notes:
1. Ecological services: Include services related to the prevention of soil erosion, preservation of water resources, maintenance of other environmental functions and protection of infrastructure as well as management of natural resources against natural hazards.

2. Biospheric services: Include services related to:

· Protection of forests and other wooded land to conserve biodiversity, landscapes and specific natural elements; 
· Forests conservation and utilization of forest tree genetic resources (in-situ or ex-situ gene conservation of genetic resources) and for seeding.
This class also includes carbon-sequestration related afforestation projects in the context of the Kyoto Protocol.

3. Social services: Include e.g. hunting or fishing licences, renting of huts and houses as well as forest-based leisure, sport and outdoor adventure activities and educational services. 
4. Amenity services: Include those related to spiritual, cultural and historical functions, e.g. sacred, religious, or other forms of spiritual inspiration, sites of worship , landscape features (mountains and waterfalls), “memories’’ in the landscape from past cultural ties, aesthetic enjoyment and inspiration, historic artefacts.

5. Other services: Include e.g. payments to woodland owners for licences for gravel extraction, telecommunication masts, wind farms and electricity distribution.
(Source: Pan-European reporting 2013 modified)


	COMMERCIAL VALUE OF FOREST ECOSYSTEM SERVICES (FES)

Value of forest ecosystem services collected from the production of forest ecosystem services. For this purpose value may include concession fees and royalties, taxes and charges based on forest area special levies on forestry activities and payments into forest-related funds, other miscellaneous inspection, licence and administrative fees levied by forest administrations, permit and licence fees for recreation and other forest related activities that are directly related to the provision of forest ecosystem services.

(Source: Pan-European reporting 2013 modified)


Data Sources:

	References to sources of information
	Quality 
	Category
	Year(s)
	Type of inventory
	Additional comments

	http://www.umweltbundesamt.de/daten/land-forstwirtschaft/forstwirtschaft/nachhaltige-waldwirtschaft (28/11/2015)
	
	certified area
	2013

2010
	
	unit is %

	Holzmarktbericht des BML
	
	Volume
	2013

2010

1990
	
	

	Economic Accounts for Forestry (EAF)
	
	Value
	2013

2010
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 4a: Wood removals and certified area
	Ownership category
	Year
	Total wood removals
	Certified area 

	
	
	Volume (1000 m3)
	Value

(1000 local currency)
	Area (1000 ha)

	Public ownership (total)
	20151)
	30,267.2
	
	

	
	2010
	32,519.5
	
	

	
	1990 2)
	49,908.0
	
	

	
	20151)
2010

1990 2)
	2015
	10,400.7
	
	

	
	
	2010
	12,679.3
	
	

	
	
	1990
	20,700.0
	
	

	Private ownership (total)
	20151)
	22,940.2
	
	

	
	2010
	21,838.9
	
	

	
	19902)
	25,113.0
	
	

	Unknown ownership (total)
	2015
	
	
	

	
	2010
	
	
	

	
	1990
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	20151)
	53,207.4
	3,896,160.1
	71,9 %

	
	2010
	54,418.4
	2,964,417.1
	70,4 %

	
	19902)
	75,021.0
	
	


1) Data refer to year 2013, data for 2015 are not yet available

2) The share of storm damage due to the hurricanes Vivian and Wiebke is very high
Data Sources:
	References to sources of information
	Quality 
	Category
	Year(s)
	Type of inventory
	Additional comments

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 4b: Main Non-Wood Forest Products (NWFP) in 2015 
	Ownership category
	Rank (importance)
	Name of product
	Unit (e.g. local currency, kg etc.)
	Value/ Quantity


	Public ownership (total)
	1st
	n.a.
	
	n.a.

	
	2nd
	n.a.
	
	n.a.

	
	3rd
	n.a.
	
	n.a.

	
	4th 
	n.a.
	
	n.a.

	
	5th 
	n.a.
	
	n.a.

	Private ownership (total)
	1st
	n.a.
	
	n.a.

	
	2nd
	n.a.
	
	n.a.

	
	3rd
	n.a.
	
	n.a.

	
	4th 
	n.a.
	
	n.a.

	
	5th 
	n.a.
	
	n.a.


	Please insert additional information on NWFP here:

	


Data Sources:
	References to sources of information
	Quality 
	Category
	Year(s)
	Type of inventory
	Additional comments

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 4c: Main Forest Ecosystem Services (FES) in 2015

	Ownership category
	Rank (importance)
	Name of service
	Local currency 
	Value

	Public ownership (total)
	1st
	cultural values of forests (Realisation of Biodiversity Strategy in Forests)
	EUR
	2,200 millon

	
	2nd
	recreation (access rights)
	EUR
	1,928 million

	
	3rd
	sequestration value (valued at exchange value in 1st commitment period; tree biomass only)
	EUR
	91million 

	
	4th 
	
	
	

	
	5th 
	
	
	

	Private ownership (total)
	1st
	
	
	

	
	2nd
	
	
	

	
	3rd
	
	
	

	
	4th 
	
	
	

	
	5th 
	
	
	


	Please insert additional information on FES here:

	“ownership” indicates ownership of service here, not ownership of the forest area (i.e. cultural FES, recreation services and sequestration service are public goods – as opposed to timber, game meat etc. as private goods). A distinction between private and public forest owners is not possible. 

Source: ELSASSER, P.; KAWALETZ, H.; BÖSCH, M.; BORMANN, K.; LORENZ, M.; MONING, C.; OLSCHEWSKI, R.; ROEDL, A.; SCHRÖPPEL, B.; WELLER, P. (2016 [in preparation]): Ökosystemleistungen von Wäldern. In: VON HAAREN, C.; ALBERT, C. (eds.): Ökosystemleistungen in ländlichen Räumen. Grundlage für Wohlstand und Entwicklung (Arbeitstitel). Naturkapital Deutschland – TEEB DE, p. 72-98


Country comments:
1. Harmonization of reporting
	Tables 4a, 4b and 4c category
	Comments related to the relevance of national classifications and definitions to the system proposed in this questionnaire.

	
	

	
	

	
	


2. Description of reported data
	Tables 4a, 4b and 4c category
	Comments on the reported status and trends. Information about subregional variety. Additional information, examples, description of the reported area.

Please provide this information, in particular if quantitative data is not available; use additional sheets if needed.  

	
	

	
	

	
	


Reporting notes: 
1. Reference years: The figures for the reporting years refer to the situation in a reference year, a “central year”, 1990, 2010 and 2015 for total wood removals; 2010 and 2015 for certified area; 2015 for Non-Wood Forest Products (NWFP) and; 2015 for Forest Ecosystem Services (FES), or in a nearest year for which data is available.
2. Roundwood is to be reported “under bark”.

3. The value of roundwood reported should be the market value at the site of removal. If possible, felled (roadside) values should be reported. If a different basis is used (e.g. standing sales value), values should be converted to felled (roadside). In the case where values are obtained from a point further down the production chain, transport costs and possible handling and/or processing costs should be discounted. Values and conversion factors used in the calculation should be provided in the country specifications. 
4. Please feel free to add more rows for NWFP and FES if you want to report more.
1.2 Public Ownership
	Reporting form 5: Structure of public forest ownership


Data Sources:
	References to sources of information
	Quality 
	Category
	Year(s)
	Type of inventory
	Additional comments

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 5: Institutional framework of the public forest in 2015
	Institutional Framework

	Major Ministry managing Public Forests 
	Länder-Ministry for Agriculture, in some Länder for Environment, or for both matters responsible
	3,310
	[1000 ha]

	
	Of which managed by state forest management organisation
	<Please insert name>
	<area>
	[1000 ha]

	
	Main management level:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 National
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Sub-national
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Local 

	Major Ministry managing Public Forests 
	Ministry of Finance
	403
	[1000 ha]

	
	Of which managed by state forest management organisation
	<Please insert name>
	<area>
	[1000 ha]

	
	Main management level:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 National
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Sub-national
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Local 

	Other Ministry managing Public Forests
	<Please insert name of ministry>
	<area>
	[1000 ha]


Country comments:
1. Harmonization of reporting
	Table 5 category
	Comments related to the relevance of national classifications and definitions to the system proposed in this questionnaire.

	
	

	
	

	
	


2. Description of reported data
	Table 5 category
	Comments on the reported status and trends. Information about subregional variety. Additional information, examples, description of the reported area.

Please provide this information, in particular if quantitative data is not available; use additional sheets if needed.  

	
	

	
	

	
	


Reporting notes:
1. This table seeks to provide information about the distribution of the supervision of the public forests (management) among the public administration units (e.g. educational forests supervised by a ministry of education, military forest supervised by a ministry of defence, protected forests managed by a ministry of environment, productive forests managed by ministry of agriculture/industry, etc.).
2. The expression “Main management level:” distinguishes between the three main levels of governments: national, sub-national and local. Please see the Reporting Form 1, “public ownership” for a more detailed definition.

3. Please feel free to add more categories (respectively rows) if needed.

	Reporting form 6: State forests management organisations


Terms and definitions
	STATE FOREST MANAGEMENT ORGANISATION (SFMO)
A state forest management organisation (SFMO) is the entity that is responsible for the supervision and the organisation of the execution of the management of state owned forest. SFMO represents a variety of legal, organisational and financial frameworks. With some degree of generality, from the point of view of the relationship to the state budget financing, for this reporting three forms of SFMOs are distinguished: State budget financed organisations/units; State owned organisations/enterprises/companies; and Non-state entities.
Explanatory notes:

1. Please see the definition of Forest Management at Reporting Form 1.

2. The forest management organisation is not necessarily the Forest Management Decision Maker. Please see the definition of Forest Management Decision Maker at Reporting Form 1.
STATE BUDGET FINANCED ORGANISATIONS/UNITS
Forest management organisations that are funded through the state budget. The state budget financing is provided by the state on national or sub-national level and available on a regular basis (e.g. each year). 

Explanatory notes:

1. Revenues produced by the forest management are not available to the forest management organisation but returned to the state budget.

2. The forest management organisation might benefit from direct and indirect subsidies.
3. Forest management organisation doesn’t own forests and only manages them as a state property. 
STATE OWNED ORGANISATIONS/ENTERPRISES/COMPANIES
Comprises forest management organisations of various legal statuses that function as state owned enterprises, public law companies, limited companies, etc. Their finances are generally independent from the state budget. They generate their own income from managing the state property to cover the accumulating costs. These forest management organisations are detached from the government administration system and act as independent organisations (like companies) however, the state as the owner/shareholder has significant control (supervision) over the forest management organisation.
Explanatory notes:

1. A state owned enterprise/organisation might pursue commercial as well as non-commercial goals.
2. The forest management organisation transfers dividends or other contributions in cash to the state budget on a regular basis (e.g. every month). Subsidies for certain services might be provided to the organisation.

3. Forest is not owned by the described forest management organisation but only managed.
NON-STATE ENTITIES
Forest management organisations that manage state owned forest land based on lease or rental contracts and provide services to private business entities and receive funding in return. 

Explanatory notes:

1. The forest management organisation could be a part or branch of a private company and might pursue commercial as well as non-commercial goals.

2. The forest management organisation may pay a rent fee to the state budget on the state property used. Subsidies for certain services might be provided by the state to the organisation for pursuing non-commercial goals.

3. Forest is not owned by the described forest management organisation.



Data Sources:
	References to sources of information
	Quality 
	Category
	Year(s)
	Type of inventory
	Additional comments

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 6: State forests management organisations in 2015
	Main management level
	State budget financed organisations/units
	State owned organisations/enterprises/companies
	Non-state entities
	Others*

	
	Turnover [1000 local currency]
	Forest area [1000 ha]
	Turnover [1000 local currency]
	Forest area [1000 ha]
	Turnover [1000 local currency]
	Forest area [1000 ha]
	Turnover [1000 local currency] 
	Forest area [1000 ha]

	National level
	0
	0
	n.a.
	403
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Sub-national level
	0
	0
	n.a.
	3,310
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Local level
	n.a.
	2,220
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


*Please provide the appropriate definition for other state forest management organisations in the country comments.
Country comments:
1. Harmonization of reporting
	Table 6 category
	Comments related to the relevance of national classifications and definitions to the system proposed in this questionnaire.

	State budget financed organisations local level
	Körperschaftswald (Forest owned by municipalities and the church, incl. Federal States of Berlin, Bremen and Hamburg). Some municipality-owned forests might be managed by municipal-owned companies. However, the number is unknown.

	State owned or organisations/enterprises/companies national level
	Bundesanstalt für Immobilienaufgaben (Institute for Federal Real Estate) is responsible for the management of public forests owned by the federal government. It is a public-law institution having legal capacity (Bundesanstalt öffentlichen Rechts)

	State owned or organisations/enterprises/companies sub-national level
	The public forests of Bayern, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, Niedersachsen, Schleswig-Holstein and Thüringen are managed by public-law institutions having legal capacity (Landesanstalt öffentlichen Rechts)

The public forests of Baden-Württemberg, Brandenburg, Hessen, Nordrhein-Westfalen, Rheinland-Pfalz, Saarland, Sachsen and Sachsen-Anhalt are managed by a State-Owned Company without legal capacity according to §26 State Budget Code (Landeshaus​haltsordnung)


2. Description of reported data
	Table 6 category
	Comments on the reported status and trends. Information about subregional variety. Additional information, examples, description of the reported area.

Please provide this information, in particular if quantitative data is not available; use additional sheets if needed.  

	Does a state forest management organisation has any administrative functions (on public or private forests) that are normally served by the state? Please give a short overview about the situation in your country:
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Reporting notes:

1. Reference years: The figures for the reporting year refer to the situation in a reference year, a “central year” (2015) noted in the headline of the Table, or in a nearest year for which data is available.
2. The expression “Main management level:” distinguishes between the three main levels of governments: national, sub-national and local. Please see the Reporting Form 1, “public ownership” for a more detailed definition.
	Reporting form 7: Structure of public forest holdings


Terms and definitions
	PUBLIC FOREST HOLDING

One or more parcels of forest which constitute a single unit from the point of view of management or utilization. A holding may be defined as the management unit, for which a forest management plan (or its equivalent) is developed, e.g. forest district or forest superintendence, national park.

Explanatory note:
1. Holding is different than property, e.g. state owned forests constitute one property, which might be managed through more than one holding (e.g. forest districts, national parks, hunting areas).
(Source: TBFRA 2000 modified)


Data Sources:
	References to sources of information
	Quality 
	Category
	Year(s)
	Type of inventory
	Additional comments

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 7: Area and number of forest holdings in 2015
	Ownership category
	Area and number of forest holdings by size

	
	Total
	≤10 ha
	11-500 ha
	501-10,000 ha
	10,001-100,000 ha
	>100,000 ha

	
	Area
(1000 ha)
	No. of holdings
	Area
(1000 ha)
	No. of holdings
	Area
(1000 ha)
	No. of holdings
	Area (1000 ha)
	No. of holdings
	Area
(1000 ha)
	No. of holdings
	Area
(1000 ha)
	No. of holdings

	Public ownership (total)
	5,932
	8,591
	n.a.
	0
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Owned by the state at national level
	403
	17
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Owned by the state at sub-national government scale
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Owned by local government
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Other
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.


Country comments:
1. Harmonization of reporting
	Table 7 category
	Comments related to the relevance of national classifications and definitions to the system proposed in this questionnaire.

	
	
Anzahl der Betriebe unbekannt

	Owned by the state at national level
	17 Bundesforstbetriebe

	
	


2. Description of reported data
	Table 7 category
	Comments on the reported status and trends. Information about subregional variety. Additional information, examples, description of the reported area.

Please provide this information, in particular if quantitative data is not available; use additional sheets if needed.  

	
	

	
	

	
	


Reporting note:

1. Reference years: The figures for the reporting year refer to the situation in a reference year, a “central year” (2015) noted in the headline of the Table, or in a nearest year for which data is available.
	Reporting form 8: Workforce in public forests


Terms and definitions
	FOREST MANAGERS

Persons that are directly involved in forest management and have managerial responsibilities for planning organizing, supervising and managing forests (i.e. managers, supervisors, officers, as well as other specialists).


	FIELD FOREST WORKERS

Persons directly performing forest operations in the field e.g. planting, logging, protection activities (e.g. chain-saw operators, harvester operators)
EMPLOYEES (Sub-category)

Workers that are regular employees of the entity that holds the management rights of the forest.

CONTRACTORS (Sub-category)

Workers that are employed through agreements to perform specified activities.




	OTHER STAFF

Persons supporting the process of forest management (i.e. specialists, technical staff, clerical workers etc.). They are neither forest workers nor do they have managerial responsibility for planning, organizing, supervising and managing forests.


Data Sources:
	References to sources of information
	Quality 
	Category
	Year(s)
	Type of inventory
	Additional comments

	
	
	
	
	
	Länderumfrage / Enquiry of the Länder

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 8: Workforce in public forests in 2015 
	Category
	Forest managers
	Field forest workers
	Other staff

	
	
	employees
	contractors
	

	Public ownership (total)
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Of which in state forest management organisation
	8467
	8059
	n.a.
	3765

	Of which owned by local government
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.


Country comments:
1. Harmonization of reporting
	Table 8 category
	Comments related to the relevance of national classifications and definitions to the system proposed in this questionnaire.

	
	

	
	

	
	


2. Description of reported data
	Table 8 category
	Comments on the reported status and trends. Information about subregional variety. Additional information, examples, description of the reported area.

Please provide this information, in particular if quantitative data is not available; use additional sheets if needed.  

	
	

	
	

	
	


Reporting note:

1. Reference years: The figures for the reporting year refer to the situation in a reference year, a “central year” (2015) noted in the headline of the Table, or in a nearest year for which data is available.
1.3 Private Ownership
	Reporting form 9: Removals from private forest properties


Data Sources:

	References to sources of information
	Quality 
	Category
	Year(s)
	Type of inventory
	Additional comments

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 9: Removals from private forest properties in 2010

	Ownership category
	Removals (1000 m3) from properties by size classes

	
	Total
	< 10ha
	11-50 ha
	51-500 ha
	> 500 ha

	Private ownership (total)
	46,630
	n.a.
	n.a.
	10,463
	10,885


Country comments:
1. Harmonization of reporting
	Table 9 category
	Comments related to the relevance of national classifications and definitions to the system proposed in this questionnaire.

	
	

	
	

	
	


2. Description of reported data
	Table 9 category
	Comments on the reported status and trends. Information about subregional variety. Additional information, examples, description of the reported area.

Please provide this information, in particular if quantitative data is not available; use additional sheets if needed.  

	
	

	
	

	
	


Reporting notes: 

1. Reference year: The figures for the reporting year refer to the situation in a reference year, a “central year” (2010) noted in the headline of the table, or in a nearest year for which data is available.
2. For a definition of Wood Removals and Property please consult the terms and definitions in Reporting Form 4 respectively Reporting Form 2.
	Reporting form 10: Demographic information on individual forest owners


	PRIMARY OWNER

The owner listed on the title of a property. If there are two or more owners of the property, the name of the primary owner appears first. The owner may be an individual or a group. There may also be two primary owners of a property. For example, in the case of a married couple, the husband and the wife may both be primary owners.
(Source: PropertyFinderTM 
 modified) 


Data Sources:

	References to sources of information
	Quality 
	Category
	Year(s)
	Type of inventory
	Additional comments

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 10: Individual forest owners by age and gender
	
	Year
	Age classes (years)
	Number of primary owners
	Share of female primary owners [%]

	Individual owners
	2015
	Total
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	2010
	
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	1990
	
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	2015
	< 40
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	2010
	
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	1990
	
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	2015
	40 to 60
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	2010
	
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	1990
	
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	2015
	> 60
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	2010
	
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	1990
	
	n.a.
	n.a.


Country comments:
1. Harmonization of reporting
	Table 10 category
	Comments related to the relevance of national classifications and definitions to the system proposed in this questionnaire.

	
	

	
	

	
	


2. Description of reported data
	Table 10 category
	Comments on the reported status and trends. Information about subregional variety. Additional information, examples, description of the reported area.

Please provide this information, in particular if quantitative data is not available; use additional sheets if needed.  

	Number of primary owners
	There are different information on the number of private forest owners. The figures vary between 1.6 million (Härdter, 2004) and 2 million (Mrosek et al., 2005) up to 5 million (Schraml, Härdter, 2002). 

	age of primary forest owner
	In most studies relating to private forest owners the average age is 50 years.

	share of female owners
	In most studies relating to private forest owners 80% of the respondents are male.


Härdter, U. (2004): Waldbesitzer in Deutschland – Zwischen Tradition und Moderne. Eine Untersuchung der neuen Eigentümerstruktur im Kontext gesellschaftlicher Entwicklungstrends.

Mrosek, T., Kies, U., Schulte, A. (2005): Privatwaldbesitz in Deutschland. 

Schraml, U., Härdter, U. (2002): Urbanität von Waldbesitzern und von Personen ohne Waldeigentum – Folgerung aus einer Bevölkerungsbefragung in Deutschland.

Full list of used literature available from kristin.bormann@ti.bund.de

Reporting note: 

1. Reference years: The figures for the reporting years refer to the situation in a reference year, a “central year” (1990, 2010 and 2015) noted in the Table, or in a nearest year for which data is available.
	Reporting form 11: Social background and objectives of individual forest owners


Terms and definitions 

	OBJECTIVES OF INDIVIDUAL FOREST OWNERS

Aesthetic enjoyment: Forest primarily owned for its aesthetic values.
Farm and domestic use: Forest primarily owned for farming and domestic purposes (e.g. fuelwood for private use, pasture areas).
Land investment: Forest primarily owned for monetary reasons e.g. to hedge against inflation.
Part of residence/farm: Forest primarily owned because it is a part of the owner’s residence/farm.
Recreation: Forest primarily owned for recreational purposes.
Timber production: Forest primarily owned for production of wood, fibre, bio-energy and/or non-wood forest products.

(Source: Private Forest Land Owners of the United States 1994
)


	PLACE OF USUAL RESIDENCE

Place of usual residence is the geographic place where the enumerated person usually resides; or it may be the person’s legal residence. A person's usual residence should be that at which the person spends most of her/his daily night rest.

(Source: UNECE Statistical Standards and Studies- No. 49 modified
)


Data Sources:

	References to sources of information
	Quality 
	Category
	Year(s)
	Type of inventory
	Additional comments

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 11: Occupation, residence and objectives of individual forest owners
	a) Occupation
	 
	 
	 

	
	Field/Status of occupation
	Share of owners [%]
	Share of forest area [%]

	Individual owners
	Agriculture/Forestry (total)
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Agriculture/Forestry (full-time)
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Agriculture/Forestry (part-time)
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Outside Agriculture/Forestry
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Pensioner
	n.a.
	n.a.


	b) Place of usual residence

	
	Location of residence
	Share of owners [%]
	Share of forest area [%]

	Individual owners
	Primary residence in vicinity of their forest property
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	…of which farmers (active or retired)
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Primary residence is not in vicinity of their forest property 
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	…of which in cites/towns 
	n.a.
	n.a.


	c) Objectives of ownership

	
	Objectives
	Share of owners [%]
	Share of forest area [%]

	Individual owners
	Aesthetic enjoyment
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Farm and domestic use
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Land investment
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Part of residence/farm
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Recreation
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Timber production
	n.a.
	n.a.

	
	Other
	n.a.
	n.a.


Country comments:
1. Harmonization of reporting
	Table 11 category
	Comments related to the relevance of national classifications and definitions to the system proposed in this questionnaire.

	
	

	
	

	
	


2. Description of reported data
	Table 11 category
	Comments on the reported status and trends. Information about subregional variety. Additional information, examples, description of the reported area.

Please provide this information, in particular if quantitative data is not available; use additional sheets if needed.  

	occupation
	In studies relating private forest owners regularly 20% are pensioners. 20% of the respondents regularly are farmers.

	residence
	Only a few studies give information about the location of residence.  Accordingly to these studies the average distance is between less than 5 km to 20 km, in extreme cases up to 800 km.

	objectives
	The analysed studies hardly make statements on operational targets systems and management objectives. Numerous studies examine the attitude of small forest owners towards their property. Frequently the following motives are important: ‘own supply of firewood’. ‘recreation’ respective ‘joy of nature’, also the ability to do something for nature conservation often plays an important role. Often also important for small forest owners are: ‘conservation of land ownership’ and ‘continuation of family tradition’. 

With larger forest owners timber production and land investment plays a more important role.


Full list of used literature available from kristin.bormann@ti.bund.de

Reporting note: 
1. Please provide data for recent available year.


Part 2. Qualitative Questions 
2.1 FOREST OWNERSHIP STRUCTURE AND MANAGEMENT
2.1.1 How have forest ownership structure and management changed since 1990?
Significance: 0 (not relevant); 1 (to some extent); 2 (rather important); 3 (highly important)
	A. Changes between public and private ownership

	Forest ownership structure (public/private) is influenced by…

	Please select the period of time you are referring to:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 1990-2000
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 2000-2014

	A.1 Restitution of forest land (returning state forest land to previous owners such as local governments; or private individuals or institutions).
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	A.2 Privatization of forest land (selling state forest land to other owners such as local governments; or private individuals or institutions).
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	A.3 Nationalization or preservation of public ownership of a forest.
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	A.4 Forest land is purchased by public forest owners.
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	A.5 Others, namely:

	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3


Please explain shortly and/or give case examples for each of these trends that are relevant in your country. Please indicate also if there are scientific studies or other material available for further investigation or experts that could be contacted. If data in Table 1a (quantitative part) is considered as not sufficient please add quantitative figures where possible. This will reveal how much ownership really changed (e.g. how much forest is restituted, privatised [%, ha]). The description should be max. 1 page long.
	Please insert a short description here:

	A.1) “The restitution process following reunification drastically changed forest ownership structure in the states that used to make up the German Democratic Republic. Initiated in 1995, between 38% and 60% of previously state-owned forest had been privatized by 1999.” (Source: Koch, M., Maier, C. (2015): Forest Ownership Change in Germany. COST Action FP1201 FACESMAP Country Report, European Forest Institute Central-East and South-East European Regional Office, Vienna)
most areas were privatized in the first years (by 2014 462.300 ha forested land were privatized)
in 2014 there are still 23.600 ha of forested land to privatize (Source: http://www.bmel.de/DE/Laendliche-Raeume/04_Flaechennutzung/_texte/PrivatisierungLandwFlaechenNeueBL.html, Date: 12.10.2015)
Other changes between public and private ownership are marginal.


	B. Changes within public forest ownership 
	

	Public forest ownership is influenced by…

	Please select the period of time you are referring to:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 1990-2000
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 2000-2014

	B.1 Privatisation of public forest land.
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	B.2 Change of structure/commercialization of public forest management (introduction of new forms of management, e.g. state owned company).
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	B.3 Exchange of forest land among public ownership types (e.g. state and local governments; national and sub-national level).
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	B.4 The introduction of new forms of public ownerships.
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	B.5 Others, namely:


	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3


Please explain shortly and/or give case examples for each of these trends that are relevant in your country. Please indicate also if there are scientific studies or other material available for further investigation or experts that could be contacted. If data in Reporting form 1 and 5 - 8 (quantitative part) is considered as not sufficient please add quantitative figures, to the extent possible. The description should be max. 1 page long. 

	Please insert a short description here:

	B.2 In almost all federal states of Germany state forest enterprises have been founded. These enterprises manage the forests, which are owned by the federal states. Only in the case of lower Saxony these enterprise “owns” the forest legally. If the company no longer exists, the forests are automatically owned again by the state of Lower Saxony. 
(Source: Koch, M., Maier, C. (2015): Forest Ownership Change in Germany. COST Action FP1201 FACESMAP Country Report, European Forest Institute Central-East and South-East European Regional Office, Vienna)

B.3 The federal government has transferred valuable nature conservation sites (mainly former military use) to the DBU Naturerbe GmbH (German foundation promoting environmental projects) in order to protect the national natural heritage. Most of the area is forested (37.000 ha) (Source: Wahmhoff, W. (2010): Naturschutz auf DBU-Flächen, Natur und Landschaftsplanung, Jg. 42, H. 8, S. 229-234)


	C. Changes within private forest ownership
	

	Private forest ownership is influenced by…

	Please select the period of time you are referring to:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 1990-2000
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 2000-2014

	C.1 Splitting forest properties through the process of inheritance.
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	C.2 Afforestation/deforestation (of non-forest lands) by private owners.
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	C.3 Trade of forest land among private owners.
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	C.4 Changing life style, motivations and attitudes of forest owners (e.g. when farms are given up or heirs are not farmers any more).
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	C.5 Appearance of new forest owners (afforestation or purchase of private forest).
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	C.6 Consolidation of forest land (reduction of fragmentation of forest parcels).
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	C.7 An increasing share of institutional investors.
	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3

	C.8 Others, namely:


	0   1   2   3
	0   1   2   3


Please explain shortly and/or give case examples for each of these trends that are relevant in your country. Please indicate also if there are scientific studies or other material available for further investigation or experts that could be contacted. If data in Reporting form 1 and 9 - 11 (quantitative part) is considered as not sufficient please add quantitative figures, to the extent possible. The description should be max. 1 page long.
	Please insert a short description here:

	C.1) In the early 90s there was some more afforestation. 
(Source: Bormann et al. (2006): Die Waldgesamtrechnung als Teil einer integrierten ökologischen und ökonomischen Berichterstattung. Wiesbaden: Statistisches Bundesamt) 
“Since the year 2000 there is no significant increase. Spontaneous afforestation is actually more relevant than planned afforestation.” (Source: Koch, M., Maier, C. (2015): Forest Ownership Change in Germany. COST Action FP1201 FACESMAP Country Report, European Forest Institute Central-East and South-East European Regional Office, Vienna)
C.4) “Until about the 1950s, small scale private forests were mostly owned by farmers who managed their forests primarily for wood production. Yet the link between agricultural profession and forest ownership has to a large extent disappeared as a result of modernization and social change.” Because of development in the agricultural sector and the general trend of increasing complexity of social and economic systems, the share of non-agricultural owners has increased. These forest owners often lack technical expertise and equipment, as well as the time and physical proximity to manage their land.”
(Source: Koch, M., Maier, C. (2015): Forest Ownership Change in Germany. COST Action FP1201 FACESMAP Country Report, European Forest Institute Central-East and South-East European Regional Office, Vienna)




2.2 FOREST MANAGEMENT
2.2.1 Who typically manages the forests in your country?

	Please refer to the definition of “Forest Management” (Reporting Form 1) and explain shortly, if relevant give case examples for your country. If data in Table 1b (quantitative part) is considered as not sufficient please feel free to add quantitative figures, to the extent possible. The description should be max. 1 page long.

	State forest enterprises manage the forest which is owned by the federal states.
Often there exist a consulting or management contract between the forest owner and the forest administration/state forest enterprise. In these cases the federal state forest administrations respectively the state forest enterprises are also responsible for communal and private forests. 

Big private or communal forests enterprises manage their forest by their own with own forest personal.
There are also forest owner associations which manage the forest for their members. They also often have contracts with federal state forest administrations respectively the state forest enterprises.

Until now there are no significant changes in the responsibility of forest management since 1990. (Except the in B.2 mentioned foundation of state forest enterprises)


· Please consider in your answer all public and private forest ownership types.
· Has the management of forest changed since 1990? 
· Please describe the roles of forest owners, forest owners associations, commons, state forest management organizations, the government, private companies/entrepreneurs, or other. 

· If forest management is not carried out by an owner, is it done on the basis of short or long term contracts, licences, etc.? 

· How do new forest ownership types (see definition below) organise forest management services? 
2.2.2 Who typically supervises that forest management is carried out according to the national legislation/other binding rules in your country?

	Please explain shortly, and if relevant give case examples that are relevant in your country. Please feel free to add quantitative figures, to the extent possible. The description should be max. 1 page long.

	The lower forest authorities are responsible to ensure the compliance to the Forest act and thereby to a sustainable forest management for all public and private forests.



· Please consider in your answer all public and private forest ownership types. 
· Please describe the roles of supervisors and to what extend they are influencing the forest management applied respectively what management rights were transferred to them.
· Is supervision of forest different for public and private lands?

· Has this changed since 1990? 

2.2.3 Which forest owner organisations (forest producer groups, forest owner co-operatives, co-operations or associations) exist in your country with a focus on joint or cooperative forest management? 
	Please explain shortly and if relevant give case examples for the Forest Owner Organisations (FOO) that are relevant in your country. As far as possible, please provide the number of  forest owner organisations in your country, as well as the forest area and share of owners (referring to the total number of owners in a country) that are covered by these organisations. The description should be max. 1 page long.

	There are a number of forest owner associations, which provide a wide range of forest management service. In some regions, there are forestry cooperatives common.
“CASE STUDY 1: FOREST OWNER ASSOCIATIONS IN BAVARIA

Bavaria has been supporting forest owner associations for decades. Their professionalization was pushed by regulations for financial support, so that they got bigger by the time (by merging). In addition, they employed more and more qualified personnel. Those associations offer every kind of service a forest owner needs to manage his forest. At the same time, the level of service provided by the forest administration was cut, leaving a gap for forest owners associations to fill. Those associations are underlying market rules so they have to be profitable. Currently, forest owner associations in Bavaria manage to be profitable in combination with subsidies given by the state (from 3 to 5 million € per year, when certain efficiency criteria are fulfilled). The associations offer their services to members and every forest owner that wants to be a member must be included. It seems as if equilibrium has been found, between the search of associations for new members on one hand and the demand of forest owners to be a paying member of an association on the other hand, which is essentially determined by the transaction costs. Another hurdle might be that most of the association members are traditional forest owners and the ways of communication are as traditional as the associations themselves. Small and “non-traditional owners” might thus not be reached by those associations. Those owners who are drifting away from being a forest owner may only have the choice to sell their parcels, give them up in a land consolidation measure, or sign a full-service contract with a forest association, which can receive subsidies from the forest administration every year per contract (up to 150 €) depending on the property size and the management measures appointed.”
(Source: Koch, M., Maier, C. (2015): Forest Ownership Change in Germany. COST Action FP1201 FACESMAP Country Report, European Forest Institute Central-East and South-East European Regional Office, Vienna)

	
	Name Forest Owner Organisation
	Forest Area
	Share of owners [%]

	FOO 1
	
	
	

	FOO 2
	
	
	

	FOO 3
	
	
	

	FOO 4
	
	
	

	< please add more rows if needed >


· Forest owner organisations have many different names and forms. We are here interested in organisations that focus on the mutual support of the forest management, not on interest representation; although we know that many organisations do actually both. We also distinguish between forest commons that jointly own forest (these should be given as a separate ownership type) and forest owner organisations (to be described here). 

· Please describe shortly their main aims and mechanisms, and if they work on local, sub-national or national level. Please also describe their history, success and challenges. 
2.3 NEW FOREST OWNERSHIP TYPES
2.3.1  Which new forest ownership types emerge in your country?
	Please name, define and explain shortly, if relevant give case examples for your country. Please feel free to add quantitative figures, to the extent possible. The description should be max. 1 page long.

	“A good amount of literature has been dedicated to describing and categorizing the new forest owners that have emerged over the past few decades. The most commonly used approach to characterize the ‘new’ clientele is that of ‘urban forest owners’. … The term ‘urban’ refers to the ongoing social process of urbanization, which has changed people’s lifestyle in terms of occupation, place and type of residence, norms and values, as well as the relationship to forests. Individuals can be placed on a continuum ranging from ‘relatively traditional’ to ‘very urban’, reflecting the extent to which urbanization and modernization are reflected their lifestyle. … Forest owners on the ‘traditional’ end of the spectrum tend to be retirees, have low to medium income, engage in forest management activities themselves, and have both monetary and non-monetary interests in their forest property. … Non-farming forest owners with a high level of urbanization tend to be members of the active workforce with relatively high income, limited leisure time in which they pursue many different activities. This group has neither the financial need, nor the time to dedicate to active forest management. … As of early 2000, about 60 % of non-farming forest owners can be considered very urban and about 40 % traditional. … Overall, studies have found evidence that non-farming forest owners generally do take interest in their forest property. However, with increasing levels of urbanization, their interests are less production oriented and instead more consumption oriented (recreation, conservation, pride) and also less likely to engage in forest management activities themselves. …”

(Source: Koch, M., Maier, C. (2015): Forest Ownership Change in Germany. COST Action FP1201 FACESMAP Country Report, European Forest Institute Central-East and South-East European Regional Office, Vienna)


Terms and Definition:

	NEW FOREST OWNER:

Forest owners that recently acquired forest land and have not owned forest land before; or have non-traditional goals of ownership; or apply non-traditional methods of management.

Explanatory notes: 
1. Includes: transformed public ownership categories (e.g., through privatisation, contracting out forest management, transfer to local governments, etc.).
2. Includes: new legal forms of ownership in the countries (e.g. new common property regimes, community ownership), both for private and state land.
3. Includes: relevant phenomena of changing forest ownership (e.g. urban, absentee, and non-traditional or non-farm owners as well as investments of forest funds or ownership by new community initiatives, etc.)


2.4 ILLEGAL LOGGING
2.4.1 Is illegal logging considered as a serious problem in your country? Does it affect certain ownership categories in particular and if yes, in which way?
	Please explain shortly and if relevant give case examples that are relevant in your country. Please feel free to add quantitative figures, to the extent possible. The description should be max. 1 page long.

	Illegal logging is no serious problem in Germany.


	ILLEGAL LOGGING
Illegal logging takes place when timber is harvested, transported, bought or sold in violation of national laws. 
(Source: Brack et al. 2001 
)


2.5 POLICY QUESTIONS
2.5.1 What kinds of influence have policies on the development of forest ownership? 

	Please explain shortly, and if relevant give case examples that are relevant in your country. Please feel free to add quantitative figures, to the extent possible. The description should be max. 1 page long.

	“The buying or selling of forest property is regulated by a federal act called “Grundstuecksverkehrsgesetz” which translates roughly to like “Rules for selling or buying a piece of land”. Based on a law initially passed in 1918, the current version was passed in 1961 and last amended in 2008. Its main goals are: 1) to secure the continued existence of agricultural and forestry holdings businesses by protection against sell-offs of their land; 2) the protection of nature and the environment by preserving and strengthening agricultural and forestry structures; 3) to guarantee food security for the population. For these reasons, the sale of agricultural and forestry holdings or parts of it, is legal only with an administrative permit following a special approval process. Obtaining such a permit is required for any sale of parcels bigger than one hectare. But a lot of parcels are not part of an agricultural or forestry holding any more. So those parcels can be sold to other private persons or institutions without such a permit. …There are no inheritance rules that apply specifically to forest ownership. However, the above described paragraph may apply, if more than one descendant wants to take over ownership of a farm or forest holding, and no agreement can be found, a court will make the decision for them. It may decide that the enterprise has to remain whole and who will be the owner, in which case he or she has to pay money to compensate the other/s. In addition, there are several regional schemes, which should be mentioned as a special feature in this context, such as the “Closed Farms”. Most of these farms have been established in the late Middle Ages. And due to the federal structure of Germany, there are still valid regulations at the country or regional level. Namely these “Closed Farms” which only can be inherited by one successor, can be found in the southern black forest (Baden-Württemberg), in parts of Westfalia (Northrhine-Westfalia), in the Rhön (Hessen) and some other regions. These regulations cover farmland as well as forestland. The proportion of the forest is higher in mountain regions (southern and western parts of Germany) than in lowland areas (northern and north-eastern parts).”

(Source: Koch, M., Maier, C. (2015): Forest Ownership Change in Germany. COST Action FP1201 FACESMAP Country Report, European Forest Institute Central-East and South-East European Regional Office, Vienna)

The restitution/privatization process (see also A.1) is organized by the BVVG (German AgriForest Privatization Agency).

Almost all federal states offer an afforestation subsidy, which is part of the federal/länder task for "the Improvement of Agricultural Structures and Coastal protection" (GAK). But in the last years only very little area was afforested. 


· Are there any specific policy instruments that stimulate the restitution, privatisation, nationalisation, commercialization or decentralization of forests (e.g. pre-emption rights)?

· Are there regulations related to inheritance rights with an effect on creating smaller parcels or hindering such a development (fragmentation/defragmentation)? 

· What are the policy instruments fostering the afforestation of agricultural land? Please assess the level of afforestation in private/state lands in the last decade.
· Are there any policies creating new forest owner types in your country?

2.5.2 Which policy instruments (including financial incentives and taxation) exist that specifically address different ownership categories, in particular new (non-traditional) forest owners? Which policy instruments and organisational concepts do exist in order to reach different ownership types?

	Please explain shortly and if relevant give case examples that are relevant in your country. Please feel free to add  quantitative figures, to the extent possible. The description should be max. 1 page long.

	Until now there exist no specifically common policy instruments to reach new (non-traditional) forest owners. Schraml, Selter (2011) describe two case studies.
“The authors describe two cases where common forest management was established among private small forest owners in the Southern Black Forest in the very south west of Germany and at the transition from low mountain range to the Northwest German Plain. In both case studies a new commons was founded. Individual management rights were transferred to a forest owner association, but the right of selling the property remained with the individual forest owners. No changes were made to the land register. The associations tend their members’ forest properties and make decisions concerning all management activities. Both new commons grant their members the option to extract fuel wood, and any profit made from the forest is transferred to the proprietors. The forest owners, as members of the cooperative, keep the ownership of their individual properties and take part – to a greater or lesser degree – in governing the cooperative. The legal and the executive heads of the associations are elected democratically. A legal framework regulates the relationship between the cooperative and its members. The authors find this new cooperative helped solve a number of problems the private forest owners faces before the cooperative was founded, such as lacking equipment and expertise to effectively manage their forest. Crucial to the success of the cooperatives was also the opportunities for participation of a range of stakeholders, including of course forest owners, community stakeholders, forest associations and more in initial meetings. Furthermore, a neutral facilitation of these meetings was listed as an important factor in creating trust in the newly created rules. Another important factors was that the funding was provided by the ‘Nature Park Southern Black Forest’, an organisation dedicated to regional development and on the other hand by the federal state of North Rhine-Westphalia. As a consequence, the participants were clearly removed from the sway of particular interests that usually comes together with financial support provided by representatives of either industry or nature conservation. It also became clear that separating the general decision-making section from the operational management decision-making section was important for building trust. The former in the form of the association’s general membership meeting, resided in the hands of the forest owners and the latter was with state contractors. Those forest owners with no forestry expertise in particular, advocated this separation. They saw the role of the forester as a guarantee for knowledge-based management decisions and, consequently, as a safeguard against the possibility of more proficient association members seeking to use their knowledge to dominate the organisation.”

In Bavaria there also exists a pilot-project addressing ‘new’ forest owners. “New forest owners were identified by comparing the data of the present land register (forest plots only) with the state two years before. So “new” (by the time owning the forest) forest owners can be identified.

These owners are contacted by the local forest Service office with the offer to meet the forester in the forest and get advisory how to manage the forest and so on. This approach follows the idea, that there is a “window of awareness” people face in this initial phase of (now) being responsible for a forest.”

(Source: Koch, M., Maier, C. (2015): Forest Ownership Change in Germany. COST Action FP1201 FACESMAP Country Report, European Forest Institute Central-East and South-East European Regional Office, Vienna)




· Are there any new types of advice or advisory systems that respond to the needs of different ownership types (e.g. new owner types)?

· Were there specific campaigns launched to reach new or non-traditional forest owners?

· Please describe the policy instruments used to stimulate association of small forest owners.
2.5.3 The financial flows into and out of forests in regard to different ownership categories. What is the situation in your country?
	The cash flow should be presented according to the main ownership types (Private ownership, Public ownership by state and Public ownership by local government). Please explain shortly and if relevant give case examples that are relevant in your country. 
If possible please elaborate how forests in different ownership categories contribute to and/or benefit from the state budget. Please feel free to add quantitative figures, to the extent possible. The description should be max. 1 page long.

	Contribution to and/or benefit from state budget:

Surpluses of the state forest enterprises are fully or partially allocated to federal state budgets. In fact, due to good timber prices most state forest enterprises reached surpluses in the last years.
The are two options for private forest owners regarding VAT:

1) Regular VAT taxation 
Two VAT rates for forest owners: 19% VAT for industrial roundwood, wood chips, services and machinery, hunting licenses
7% VAT for fuel wood (pellets, briquettes, split wood), game, mulch.
2) Flat-rate VAT

Forest enterprises have no tax liability ("tax burden") in relation to the tax office, but also no right to reimbursement in case of overpaid taxes. This system is specifically attractive for small forest owners.
VAT tax rates are:
5.5% for industrial round wood, wood chips, fuelwood, Christmas trees from forests, mulch
10.7% for Christmas trees from Christmas tree plantations, game from self-owned hunting district, services for other forest owners

19% for service for non-forest owners, hunting licenses

Exemption of income tax 

Forest owners with forests smaller 2 ha are exempt from income tax.

50 % discount on regular income tax rate on each m³ of wood sales in case of losses due to natural disasters (windthrow, pests), expropriation, or construction of infrastructure (power lines, roads, etc.) or 75% discount on regular income tax rate on each m³ of wood sales exceeding the regular felling volume.
Public expenditure on forestry:
Direct subsidies for private and communal forest owners (afforestation, various silvicultural measures, soil protection liming, forest infrastructure, forest owner associations), spent by federal government, federal states and EU with varying shares. In 2014 nearly 68 Mio Euro were spent. The silvicultural measures aim to foster a close-to-nature forest management. (Source: GAK Berichterstattung 2014)
The advisory systems offered to private and communal forest owners by the forest administrations of the federal states are indirect subsidies because the fee paid by forest owners is not covering all costs.



· How are forests and forest management taxed; please distinguish between different ownership types and the authorities that collect incomes from taxes (state budget or communal authorities)? What is the tax rate, are there any tax exemptions? What is the overall public revenue for the country (given per year and ha)?

· How are forests and forest management subsidised (please distinguish between different ownership types)? What are the subsidy aims and what kinds of measures are subsidised? What is the overall public spending for the country (given per year and ha)? 
· Are there any other forms of money transfers between the forest owners (managers) and the state?  Do private or public forests (please distinguish between national, sub-national and local forests) overall contribute to or benefit from public (state or communal) budgets? How much is that (given per year and ha/other quantity unit)?
	PUBLIC FOREST REVENUE
All public revenue collected from the domestic production and trade of forest goods and services. For this purpose they include:
· Goods: sale of roundwood; biomass; and non-wood forest products.
· Services: concession fees and royalties, stumpage payments, public timber sales revenue, taxes and charges based on forest area or yield, taxes on domestic trade and export of forest products, special levies on forestry activities and payment into forest-related funds, other miscellaneous inspection, licence and administrative fees levied by forest administrations, permit and licence fees for recreation and other forest related activities.
Explanatory note: 
1. Excludes: taxes and charges generally collected from all individuals and enterprises (e.g. corporate taxes, payroll taxes, income taxes, land and property taxes, sales or value-added taxes); import taxes or duties levied on forest products; repayments of government loans to individuals and enterprises engaged in the production of forest products and services.
(Source: FRA 2015 modified)


	PUBLIC EXPENDITURE ON FORESTRY 
All government expenditure on forest related activities.
Explanatory notes: 
1. Correspond to the total budget allocated and spent by all concerned institutions.

2. Includes: expenditures for administrative functions, reforestation funds, direct support to forest sector (e.g. grants and subsidies) and support to other institutions (e.g. training and research centres). 
3. Excludes: expenditures in state owned organisation/enterprise/company. Please find a definition of state owned organisation/enterprise/company in reporting from 6.
(Source: FRA 2015 modified)


� Due to availability of data countries of North America, Caucasus and Central Asia, questionnaires for those countries have not been prefilled. Correspondents from these countries are kindly asked to refer to their national FRA reports for this information.
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