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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 2011 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:

	It was not possible to complete all the tables because of missing data. Additionally in Switzerland, there is usually a different subdivision between public and private ownership compared with the FRA-Reporting. It is important also in the international reporting to mention the different subdivision public/private ownership in the reference system in Switzerland.
It is possible that in the next years it would be started a study to collect some of the missing data.

Where quantitative data are missing some additional information are reported according to the publication “Forest Report 2015, Condition and Use of Swiss Forests” (Rigling, A., Schaffer, H.P. (Eds.) 2015. Federal Office for the Environment, Bern, Swiss Federal Institute WSL, Birmensdorf. 144 pages.).


 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

	WSL, 2015: Schweizerisches Landesforstinventar LFI. Spezialauswertungen der Erhebungen 1983-85, 1993-95, 2004-06 und 2009 - 2013. September 2015. Meinrad Abegg. Eidg. Forschungsanstalt für Wald, Schnee und Landschaft (WSL), Birmensdorf.
	High
	All of Table 1a
	1983-2013
	National forest inventory on permanent sample plots.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


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)
	302
	336
	342
	295
	327
	334

	
	Owned by the state at national level
	10
	9
	10
	9
	9
	11

	
	Owned by the state at sub-national government scale
	53
	59
	63
	52
	58
	62

	
	Owned by local government
	240
	267
	269
	235
	260
	262

	
	Other
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Private ownership (total) 
	848
	900
	912
	821
	865
	874

	
	Owned by individuals and families
	328
	340
	344
	323
	335
	339

	
	Owned by private business entities
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	Owned by private institutions
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	Owned by tribal and indigenous communities 
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	Owned by other private common ownership
	348
	398
	393
	367
	376
	369

	
	Other
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na

	Unknown ownership (total)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	1,150
	1,236
	1,254
	1,117
	1,193
	1,208


Data Sources:

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

	No data available. Only information about category of ownership, not combine with management status.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


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)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Owned by the state at national level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Owned by the state at sub-national government scale
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Owned by local government
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Private ownership (total) 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Owned by individuals and families
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Owned by private business entities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Owned by private institutions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Owned by tribal and indigenous communities 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Owned by other private common ownership
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unknown ownership (total)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na


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.

	Table 1a
	The values for the reparation between public and private forests are in according to FRA-reporting but they do not correspond to repartition based on the classification used in Switzerland for the national reporting.
( Very important: Please insert a note in your reports with this specification!



	
	

	
	


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.  

	Table 1b
	On the management status there are no data available. However FOEN plans to prepare a study 2016/2017 on this topic, in public forests only.

	
	

	
	


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

	WSL, 2015: Schweizerisches Landesforstinventar LFI. Spezialauswertungen der Erhebungen 1983-85, 1993-95, 2004-06 und 2009 - 2013. September 2015. Meinrad Abegg. Eidg. Forschungsanstalt für Wald, Schnee und Landschaft (WSL), Birmensdorf.
	High
	Total Area (1000 ha)
	1983-2013
	National forest inventory on permanent sample plots.
	


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
	342
	Na
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2010
	336
	Na
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1990
	302
	Na
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	…of which owned by local government
	2015
	269
	Na
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	2010
	267
	Na
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	1990
	240
	Na
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Private ownership (total)
	2015
	912
	Na
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2010
	900
	Na
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1990
	848
	Na
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unknown ownership (total)
	2015
	0
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2010
	0
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1990
	0
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	2015
	1’254
	Na
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2010
	1’236
	Na
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1990
	1’150
	Na
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


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.

	All category in the table, public vs. private ownership
	The values for the reparation between public and private forests are in according to FRA-reporting but they do not correspond to repartition based on the classification used in Switzerland for the national reporting.

( Very important: Please insert a note in your reports with this specification!



	
	

	
	

	
	


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.  

	Table 2 all categories
	From the publication “Forest Report 2015, Condition and Use of Swiss Forests” (Rigling, A., Schaffer, H.P. (Eds.) 2015. Federal Office for the Environment, Bern, Swiss Federal Institute WSL, Birmensdorf. 144 pages.), it is possible to have more generally information about state and trends:

· Ownership and management of the forest in Switzerland is very fragmented.

· There are approximately 240’000 private forest owners. Each of them owns, on average, about 1.4 hectares of forest.

· The number of forest owners and the types of ownership have hardly changed since 2005.

· The extensive fragmentation of the Swiss forest makes managing it laborious and costly. Through increased co-operation and improved management methods, however, it can be made more cost-effective

· and efficient.


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

	WSL, 2015: Schweizerisches Landesforstinventar LFI. Spezialauswertungen der Erhebungen 1983-85, 1993-95, 2004-06 und 2009 - 2013. September 2015. Meinrad Abegg. Eidg. Forschungsanstalt für Wald, Schnee und Landschaft (WSL), Birmensdorf.
	High
	All of table 3
	1983-2013
	National forest inventory on permanent sample plots.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


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)
	101
	115
	119
	Na
	2,604
	2,843
	Na
	2,293
	2,365

	
	…of which owned by local government
	80
	92
	95
	Na
	1,927
	2,060
	Na
	1,821
	1,920

	Private ownership (total)
	292
	317
	322
	Na
	6,401
	6,778
	Na
	5,119
	5,065

	Unknown ownership (total)
	0
	0
	0
	Na
	0
	0
	Na
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	393
	432
	442
	Na
	9,005
	9,620
	Na
	7,412
	7,429


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.

	All categories in the table, public vs. private ownership
	The values for the reparation between public and private forests are in according to FRA-reporting but they do not correspond to repartition based on the classification used in Switzerland for the national reporting.

( Very important: Please insert a note in your reports with this specification!




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.  

	Table 3 all categories
	From the publication “Forest Report 2015, Condition and Use of Swiss Forests” (Rigling, A., Schaffer, H.P. (Eds.) 2015. Federal Office for the Environment, Bern, Swiss Federal Institute WSL, Birmensdorf. 144 pages.), it is possible to have more generally information about state and trends:

· Since the Forest Report 2005, both the wood increment and the growing stock have continually increased, while the amount of harvested wood sold has decreased. During the same period, the harvest of logs and industrial timber has decreased and that of energy wood has increased.

· The growing stock in the Swiss forest is increasing since the net increment is higher than the amount of timber used annually.

· In Switzerland, an average of 8 million cubic metres of new wood grows every year. Spruce and beech make up more than half of this increment.

· Conifer wood is used more than three times as much as broadleaf wood.
· The annual net increment in the Swiss forests exceeds the annually used amount. Forest management activities therefore do not fully exploit the annual net increment and the growing stock is increasing.

· In comparison to other European countries, the Swiss forest has a large growing stock. The amount of wood used can be above the net increment regionally and over short periods without endangering sustainability.


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

	WSL, 2015: Schweizerisches Landesforstinventar LFI. Forschungsanstalt für Wald, Schnee und Landschaft (WSL), Birmensdorf.
	high
	Certified area, Area
	2010, 2014
	National forest inventory on permanent sample plots
	

	Schweizerische Forststatistik, Forstwirtschaftliche Betriebseinnahamen Hauptbetrieb, Öffentliche und Private Forstbetriebe > 50 ha (previous to year 2003 others references)
( Note: it is not the value of the “total wood removals volume”, because the reference sources are different!

	high
	Wood removals, Value
	2010, 2014
	Plotnet
	Local  currency, 1‘000 CHF

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


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)
	2015
	Na
	Na
	293

	
	2010
	Na
	Na
	285

	
	1990
	Na
	Na
	

	
	…of which owned by local government
	2015
	Na
	Na
	234

	
	
	2010
	Na
	Na
	227

	
	
	1990
	Na
	Na
	

	Private ownership (total)
	2015
	Na
	Na
	399

	
	2010
	Na
	Na
	429

	
	1990
	Na
	Na
	

	Unknown ownership (total) 
	2015
	Na
	Na
	0

	
	2010
	Na
	Na
	0

	
	1990
	Na
	Na
	

	TOTAL
	2015
	4,861
	254’316
	692

	
	2010
	4,938
	272’384
	714

	
	1990
	6,332
	-
	


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

	Study Limacher S., Walker D. (2012).

	Good/sufficient

Good
	For all table 4b
	2012
	Statistic, partial Statistic and Estimation

	Very different Data sources and quality for the different products


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
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	2nd
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	3rd
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	4th 
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	5th 
	Na
	Na
	Na

	Private ownership (total)
	1st
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	2nd
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	3rd
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	4th 
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	5th 
	Na
	Na
	Na

	Total public and private (total)
	1st
	Honey from forests
	Mio. CHF
	52

	
	2nd
	Venison
	Mio. CHF
	19.5

	
	3rd
	Mushrooms
	Mio. CHF
	11.4

	
	4th 
	Christmas trees
	Mio. CHF
	3.6

	
	5th 
	Chestnuts
	Mio. CHF
	0.5

	
	Total
	
	Mio. CHF
	87.0


	Please insert additional information on NWFP here:

	Reference:

Limacher S., Walker D. (2012). Nicht-Holz-Waldprodukte in der Schweiz. Aktualisierung der Daten und Weiterentwicklung der Erhebungsmethoden im Hinblick auf die nationale und internationale Berichterstattung. Bericht erstellt im Auftrag des Bundesamtes für Umwelt BAFU, Bern. WaldKultur, Vitznau.

( Note: we do not have the separation between Public and Private ownership; we have only total values for each product.



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

	Data incomplete; information not for all services available
	
	
	
	
	See information below

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 4c: Main Forest Ecosystem Services (FES) in 2015 (
	Ownership category
	Rank (importance)
	Name of service
	Local currency 
	Value

	Public ownership (total)
	1st
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	2nd
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	3rd
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	4th 
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	5th 
	Na
	Na
	Na

	Private ownership (total)
	1st
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	2nd
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	3rd
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	4th 
	Na
	Na
	Na

	
	5th 
	Na
	Na
	Na

	Total public and private (total)
	1st
	Protection against natural hazards
	CHF/y
	see note below

	
	2nd
	Drinking water
	CHF/y
	ca. 0.08 billion

	
	3rd
	Recreation
	CHF/y
	ca. 2.8 billion

	
	4th 
	Others (see note below)
	
	

	
	5th 
	
	
	


	Please insert additional information on FES here:

	Protection against natural hazards:
This FES is very important in alpine countries but in the moment, we do not have an absolute, unique value for protective forests. Nevertheless, it is possible for example to apply the value of the measures for the maintenance of protective forest ( see link: Jahrbuch Wald und Holz 2014 page 61, chapter 9 “Leistungen und Beiträge an den Wald”: “Mit den 2013 eingesetzten CHF 65.4 Mio. im Programm Schutzwald wurden Pflegemassnahmen für den Erhalt und die Verbesserung der Schutzfunktion des Waldes unterstützt“.

Recreation: 2.8 billion CHF per year
BAFU (2014) Wert der Erholung im Schweizer Wald - Schätzung auf Basis des Waldmonitorings soziokulturell (WaMos 2).

Drinking water: 80 million CHF per year
· BUWAL (2005): Grundwasserschutz im Wald. Merkblatt Vollzug Umwelt. Bundesamt für Umwelt, Wald und Landschaft, Bern. 

· BAFU (2012): Finanzierung von Ökosystemleistungen im Wald, Schlussbericht.
( Note: we do not have de separation between Public and Private ownership; we have only total values for each FES. We consider also other FES: e.g. CO2-Sink or Biodiversity.



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.

	Table 4a, 4b and 4c
	We do not have direct information about the subdivision on private and public ownership for the categories in tables as demand according to FRA-Reporting.

	
	

	
	


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.  

	All tables 4a, 4b, and 4c
	From the publication “Forest Report 2015, Condition and Use of Swiss Forests” (Rigling, A., Schaffer, H.P. (Eds.) 2015. Federal Office for the Environment, Bern, Swiss Federal Institute WSL, Birmensdorf. 144 pages.), it is possible to have more generally information about state and trends.


	Table 4a
	· Certification: more than half of the forest area in Switzerland has been certified. Since the Forest Report 2005, the area of certified forest has almost doubled. The trend has, however, fallen slightly since 2009. Switzerland supports the campaign against illegal logging. The Label of Origin ‘Swiss Wood’ (Herkunftszeichen Schweizer Holz – HSH) stands for compliance with high legal standards.

· Roundwood: Roundwood includes all of the logs, industrial timber and energy wood available in the forest. The sale of wood is the main income source of the Swiss forest enterprises, which sell between 4 and 6 million solid cubic metres of wood every year. The sale of wood is the main source of income for Swiss forest enterprises. Since 2005, it has provided the mainly public owned forest enterprises with, on average, about 260 million Swiss francs annually, equivalent to half of all their revenue.

· Currently market prices are low and harvesting costs for wood relatively high. The market conditions for Swiss wood have become more difficult in recent years. The conditions on the international market are not favourable for Swiss forestry and the wood industries. Forestry and the wood industries both need better market conditions and further measures for reducing costs and developing new sources of income.

· The costs, in particular wage costs, are considerably lower abroad. The current exchange rates also favour importing. The financial and economic crisis, and the corresponding strength of the Swiss franc over the Euro and the US dollar, meant that the prices for wood in Swiss francs had to be lowered. Forest management costs cannot be reduced to the extent required to compensate for falling revenues from selling wood.
· The economic situation of Switzerland’s forest enterprises remains difficult: they have been working with an annual deficit since the 1990s.



	Table 4b
	· Forest honey, venison, mushrooms, Christmas trees and sweet chestnuts are the most important non-wood forest products. According to estimates, they are valued at about 90 million Swiss francs annually.
· Nobody earns their main income from non-wood products in Switzerland. The forest may legally be freely accessed by anyone, and people can also gather fruits and berries in the quantities that are generally locally acceptable.

· In comparison with the Forest Report 2005, the amount of venison from the Swiss forest has remained unchanged.

Note: a new study should be done to achieve new data ant to evaluate trends.



	Table 4c
	Forest services for the public are becoming increasingly important, but they are at the moment not converted sufficiently into financial value. The main income of the forest enterprises therefore still stems from selling timber. This discrepancy between the actual performance of services and incomplete compensation is one of the reasons why, with most forest enterprises, their costs are higher than their income – as has been the case since the 1990s.




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

	Forest area LFI4 (09/13)
	
	
	2013
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


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

	Major Ministry managing Public Forests 
	Federal Department of the Environment, Transport, Energy and Communications (DETEC)
	342
	[1000 ha]

	
	Of which managed by state forest management organisation
	Federal Office for the
Environment (FOEN)
	342
	[1000 ha]

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

	Other Ministry managing Public Forests
	DETEC, FOEN, Forest Division
	198.4
	[1000 ha]

	Other Ministry managing Public Forests
	DETEC, FOEN, Hazard Prevention Division
	143.6
	[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.

	Supervision of the public forests (management) among the public administration units
	Total forest area in Switzerland public and private forests, can by classify:

· Area outside protective forests: 58%
( DETEC, FOEN, Forest Division

· Area of protective forests: 42%
( DETEC, FOEN, Hazard Prevention Division
The area values in Table 5 are a hypothesis calculated on the subdivision between outside vs. inside protective forests.



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.  

	All Table 5
	The subdivision between major ministry managing public forests is stable.


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

	Schweizerische Forststatistik
	high
	Others
	2014
	Plot net
	See comment below (harmonization)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


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
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9,578

	Sub-national level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


*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.

	National level, Others
	We consider the “Bundeswald” (State forest) for the definition of the forest area at national level
The implementation of management has done with local enterprises.

	
	

	
	

	
	


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.
	Turnover all activities include the turnover forest management and the turnover other activities. Since many years the turnover cannot cover the all the costs; therefore, generally, forest enterprises every years record a deficit / losses.
From the publication “Forest Report 2015, Condition and Use of Swiss Forests” (Rigling, A., Schaffer, H.P. (Eds.) 2015. Federal Office for the Environment, Bern, Swiss Federal Institute WSL, Birmensdorf. 144 pages.), it is possible to have more generally information about state and trends:

· The Swiss Forest Act requires that “the forest shall be managed in such a way that it can fulfil its functions without interruption or restriction (sustainability)”. Forest planning helps to implement this legislative requirement and is carried out at the two levels: cantonal forest planning (mainly Forest Development Plans) and forest enterprise planning (mainly forest management plans).
· The cantonal Forest Plan is an important instrument for the forest service to document the sometimes competing demands on the forest, and find solutions to any conflicts that may arise. In this way, the demands can be taken into account at a higher level – mainly regionally or cantonally – and the aims to ensure a sustainable forest management defined. For this, many cantons draw up a Forest Development Plan (WEP) and co-ordinate this with their general guiding plans. The forest owners are important partners in this process since they implement the official plans.

· Most of the cantons require the owners of forest over a certain size (15–50 hectares) to develop a forest enterprise management plan. For most of the private forest, this is not an obligation; however, it is obligatory for the approximately two-thirds of the Swiss forest that are publically owned. The management plan includes an inventory of the forest resources, defines the enterprise’s aims and strategies, and specifies the necessary infrastructure and personnel. The forest management plan also sets out the production aims and the silvicultural treatments for a certain period of time. They also take into account the higher-level requirements.
· According to the National Forest Inventory (NFI) 2009/13, forest enterprise management plans have been produced for 54 per cent of the Swiss forest area. If the private forest area, which is usually not obliged to have a management plan, and the forest that is inaccessible or shrub or open forest according to the NFI are deducted from the whole forest area, then most of the usable forest area is covered by management plans (NFI 2009/13).

Note: the forest enterprise management plan should be considered as the local management level.




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

	Data only for Public ownership (total) available, source: WSL, 2015: Schweizerisches Landesforstinventar LFI. Spezialauswertungen der Erhebungen 1983-85, 1993-95, 2004-06 und 2009 - 2013. September 2015. Meinrad Abegg. Eidg. Forschungsanstalt für Wald, Schnee und Landschaft (WSL), Birmensdorf.
	High
	Total Area
	2013
	National forest inventory on permanent sample plots-
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


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)
	342
	Na
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Owned by the state at national level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Owned by the state at sub-national government scale
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Owned by local government
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


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.

	Public ownership, total area
	The values for the reparation between public and private forests are in according to FRA-reporting but they do not correspond to repartition based on the classification used in Switzerland for the national reporting.

( Very important: Please insert a note in your reports with this specification!

Data, information about “holding” is generally missing.

	
	

	
	

	
	


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

	No data available, because in Switzerland there is another subdivision between public and private forests.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


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

	
	
	employees
	contractors
	

	Public ownership (total)
	
	
	
	

	Of which in state forest management organisation
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na

	Of which owned by local government
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na


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.  

	Table 8 all categories
	From the publication “Forest Report 2015, Condition and Use of Swiss Forests” (Rigling, A., Schaffer, H.P. (Eds.) 2015. Federal Office for the Environment, Bern, Swiss Federal Institute WSL, Birmensdorf. 144 pages.), it is possible to have more generally information about state and trends:

· Almost 7’000 people work in the forests in Switzerland.

· In 2011, more than 90’000 people worked in the wood industries, which, at the time, consisted of about 15’300 enterprises.

· The basic apprenticeship for working in forestry ends with the award of a Confederate Certificate of Competency as a qualified forest worker. Once completed, numerous other career paths are open. The academic path can be followed after completion of the high school diploma and is offered at the ETH Zurich (Swiss Federal Institute of Technology) or at the School of Agricultural, Forest and Food Sciences HAFL.

· The structural changes described in the Forest Report 2005 are still being implemented. As a result of these changes, the number of forest enterprises fell from 3’040 in 2004 to 2’447 in 2012.

· Very few women choose a job in the forest. In 2013, only two women completed the forestry apprenticeship. Of the total of 965 apprenticeship contracts signed at the end of 2013, only 9 were signed by women. At the universities, only 6 of the 32 students who completed an internship especially for forestry in 2012/2013 were women.



	
	

	
	


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

	No data available, because in Switzerland there is another subdivision between public and private forests.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


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)
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na
	Na


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

	Wild-Eck, S. and Zimmermann, W. (2005) Der Schweizer Privatwald und seine Eigentümerinnen und Eigentümer. Schlussbericht (The private forest in Switzerland and its owners. Final Report), Schriftenreihe Umwelt Nr. 382, Berne: Federal Office for the Environment FOEN.
	confidence interval 2.7%
	Share of female primary owners
	2002
	questionnaire, sampling
	Sent questions to 2’161 people, returned 1’322 (61.2%) questionnaire

	Schweizerische Forststatistik
	high
	Number of primary owners, total 
	1990, 2010, 2014
	
	

	Schweizerische Forststatistik
	estimation
	Number of primary owners, in age classes
	1990, 2010, 2014
	
	see Description of reported data


Table 10: Individual forest owners by age and gender 2 
	
	Year
	Age classes (years)
	Number of primary owners
	Share of female primary owners [%]

	Individual owners
	2015
	Total
	238’393
	

	
	2010
	
	241’311
	20%

	
	1990
	
	256’137
	

	
	2015
	< 40
	25’270
	

	
	2010
	
	25’579
	

	
	1990
	
	27’151
	

	
	2015
	40 to 60
	104’655
	

	
	2010
	
	105’936
	

	
	1990
	
	112’444
	

	
	2015
	> 60
	99’171
	

	
	2010
	
	100’385
	

	
	1990
	
	106’553
	

	
	2015
	
	9’297
	

	
	2010
	No data (additional 
	9’411
	

	
	1990
	class)
	9’989
	


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
	No data available about “Number of primary owners” but percentages per age class  (private forest owners, both gender)

up to 40
: 10.6%

41 to 60
: 43.9%

> 60
: 41.6%
without answer : 3.9%

The total values in the table are an approximation based on the hypothesis: value of “Anzahl Privatwaldeigentümern” correspond to the number of primary owners. Than the total values multiplied with the %-value taken from the study Wild-Eck, S. and Zimmermann, W. (2005).


	
	


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

	Wild-Eck, S. and Zimmermann, W. (2005) Der Schweizer Privatwald und seine Eigentümerinnen und Eigentümer. Schlussbericht (The private forest in Switzerland and its owners. Final Report), Schriftenreihe Umwelt Nr. 382, Berne: Federal Office for the Environment FOEN.
	confidence interval 2.7%
	sampling
	2002
	questionnaire
	Sent questions to 2’161 people, returned 1’322 (61.2%) questionnaire

	
	
	
	
	
	


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)
	23.8%
	Na

	
	Agriculture/Forestry (full-time)
	19.2%
	Na

	
	Agriculture/Forestry (part-time)
	4.6%
	Na

	
	Outside Agriculture/Forestry
	41.2%
	Na

	
	Pensioner
	25.3%
	Na


	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
	Na
	Na

	
	…of which farmers (active or retired)
	Na
	Na

	
	Primary residence is not in vicinity of their forest property 
	Na
	Na

	
	…of which in cites/towns 
	Na
	Na


	c) Objectives of ownership

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

	Individual owners
	Aesthetic enjoyment
	Na
	Na

	
	Farm and domestic use
	Na
	Na

	
	Land investment
	Na
	Na

	
	Part of residence/farm
	Na
	Na

	
	Recreation
	Na
	Na

	
	Timber production
	Na
	Na

	
	Other
	Na
	Na


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.  

	Field/Status of occupation
	8.7% without answer

	Place of usual residence
	Definition of vicinity: Wild-Eck / Zimmermann (2005, 20f) use the distance to the forest in km as parameter: 

< 1 km
: 35%

1-5 km
: 37%

6-10 km
: 10%

11-20 km
: 5%

> 20 km
: 10%

	
	


Reporting note: 

1. Please provide data for recent available year.
No data available for recent 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   
	0   

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

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

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

	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 resituated, privatised [%, ha]). The description should be max. 1 page long.

	Please insert a short description here:

	None of these trends are relevant in Switzerland. 


	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   
	0   

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

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

	B.4 The introduction of new forms of public ownerships.
	1   
	1   

	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:

	In general, there has not been any major change in public forest ownership. One new development can be observed in the canton (constituent state) of Lucerne, but so far this change is limited to this sub-national region. In the following a description of this initiative is presented, which is copied from the FACESMAP Country Report (Landolt et al., 2015: 12)
: 

“When the forest cooperative initiative began in 2006, 70% of the forest area of the canton of Lucerne was in hands of private owners, which is the reverse of the general ownership proportion in Switzerland. The areas which one private owner holds is on average larger than in other regions. But still, the areas are too small to achieve the economic efficiency which theoretically would be possible (Röösli-Brun, 2007: 270). The cantonal administration thus started a program whereby “Regional Organizations” (RO) should be created, which private forest owners can join on a voluntary basis. Within these RO, the planning of the forest maintenance, the cutting of timber, and the marketing is done jointly. However, the ownership of the forest areas remains with the individual private owners. Additionally, each forest owner decides if management actions are performed and if he is performing them himself or not. The implementation and the first four years of the RO is supported financially by the federal and cantonal administration. The program has been more successful than expected, as the target of 6 RO within 3 years has been achieved after only one year (Röösli-Brun, 2007: 271f.). The RO have also achieved their economic goal, that means the net financial return from wood sales has improved, at least in the short term. Additionally, it seems that the RO in Lucerne facilitate innovation (Seeland et al., 2011, 358).”

In the national statistics, the forests managed by a RO appear as “mixed ownership” (FOEN and FSO, 2014)
.

There are several publications concerning these Regional Organizations in Lucerne:

· Röösli-Brun, B. (2007) Kooperation im Luzerner Privatwald (Essay) (Cooperation in Lucerne’s private forests), Schweizerische Zeitschrift für Forstwesen, vol. 158, nr. 9, pp. 270-274.
· Schmidhauser, A. (2011) Neuregelung von Verfügungsrechten in der Luzerner Waldwirtschaft (New regulation of the rights of disposal in the forestry of the canton of Lucerne), in Bisang, K., Hirschi, C. and Ingold, K. (ed) Umwelt und Gesellschaft im Einklang? Festschrift für Willi Zimmermann, Zurich/St. Gallen: Dike Verlag AG, 171-188.

· Schmidhauser, A. (2008a) Bündelung als Strategie in der Luzerner Waldpolitik (Bundling as a strategy within the forest policy for Lucerne), Schweizerische Zeitschrift für Forstwesen, vol. 159, nr. 7, pp. 177-184.
· Schmidhauser, A. (2008b) Kollektiv handeln im klein parzellierten Luzerner Wald: ein Erfahrungsbericht (Collective action in small-scale forestry in Lucerne: a progress report), Schweizerische Zeitschrift für Forstwesen, vol. 159, nr. 12, pp. 441-447.
· Seeland, K., Godat, J. and Hansmann, R. (2011) Regional forest organizations and their innovation impact on forestry and regional development in central Switzerland, Forest Policy and Economics, vol. 13, pp. 353-360.




	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.
	3
	3

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

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

	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).
	3
	3

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

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

	C.7 An increasing share of institutional investors.
	0   
	0   

	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:

	The trend of changing lifestyle is strongly influencing private forest ownership in Switzerland: “According to Wild-Eck and Zimmermann’s study (2005: 86)
, historically many private forest owners grew up in an agricultural environment and therefore they have had some knowledge and skills related to managing a forest. While in Switzerland there is currently a decrease in the number of farms and of people who are active in agriculture, this type of forest owner might already have diminished prior to this trend. The projection is that the coming generations of private forest owners will have increasingly grown up in an urban setting and without any ties to agriculture” (Landolt et al., 2015: 4).

A second major change in private forest ownership is the fact that the size of the parcels under private ownership are getting smaller and smaller due to the heritance right, which supports the splitting up of parcels. E.g., when the forest areas are inherited by several children, each of them gets the same share (Landolt et al., 2015: 13). 



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.

	There are no long term data concerning the forest management, therefore no answer can be given to the question, if it has changed since 1990. 

Two studies provide insight onto the management situation in the years around 2005: “The public forest is generally managed by a professional forester who is employed by the owner (Buser et al., 2006: 17)
. According to the Wild-Eck and Zimmermann survey from 2005, 53% of the private forest owners manage their forest area on their own, 14% in a mixed form, 13% let someone else manage their forest and 17% answered that their forest is not managed at all. Most private forest owners who have someone else manage their forest assign this task to farmers or public foresters. How the collaboration occurs, i.e., whether the private forest owners and the managers make contracts and management plans, is not specified. About 5% of the private forest owners work with forestry enterprises (Wild-Eck and Zimmermann, 2005: 23). Both owner categories, private and public, highly trust the professional foresters and either let them manage their forest without intervening or if the owner manages the forest on his own, he is happy to gain advice from professionals (Buser et al., 2006: 41f.)” (Landolt et al., 2015: 10).

When it comes to new forest ownership types, no specific data are available. As we have seen in the answer 2.1.1 C, new private forest owners seem to have less ties and knowledge about their forest and forestry. Therefore it is likely that the new private owners more often let their forest be managed by professionals or through a corporation than some decades ago.


· 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 federal state and the cantons are assigned by law
 and ordinance
 to make sure that certain aspects of forest management are fulfilled. The 26 cantons shall enact planning and management regulations (article 20 ForA) and organise the supervision.


· 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.

	

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

	FOO 1
	Waldwirtschaft Schweiz (Swiss forest owners association) –

This organization is the national association of forest management and forest owners. Its main aim is forest owners’ interest representation in policymaking. The association also organizes practical courses for forest owners, offers support and consulting in economical questions and provides information through a journal. Link:
www.wvs.ch 
	
	

	FOO 2
	Cantonal and regional forest owner associations –

There are specific forest owner associations in the French and Italian speaking parts of Switzerland (La Forestière and Forestaviva Associazione forestale ticinese) as well as in almost all Swiss cantons (subnational, constituent-state level). Same as the national organization, they offer courses, support, consulting and public information next to the representation of forest owners’ interests.


	
	

	FOO 3
	Cooperations –

There are several examples of cooperations, where public, private or public-private forest owners jointly organize the forest management (see 2.1.1 C or Landolt et al., 2015). 
	
	

	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.

	The most important new type of forest owners are the above mentioned actors who inherit a plot of forest but who grew up in an urban setting (see 2.1.1 C). This trend is only observed qualitatively, no quantitative data is available that show more detail.


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 not a serious problem in Switzerland. There might be cases of violation of administrative prescriptions (e.g. missing cutting permits), of safety measures of forest workers, of wrong declaration of income-tax, etc., but these are not systematic and not specific for forestry only. 


	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 inheritance right supports the splitting up of parcels, as when the forest areas are handed down to several children, each of them gets the same share” (Landolt et al., 2015: 13).

There are no regulations specifically fostering afforestation. But clear-cutting is prohibited in Switzerland. ”Exceptions to this rule can be granted under the condition that a plot of the same area is reforested elsewhere” (Landolt et al., 2015: 13).

The forest area in Switzerland is increasing since 150 years, not due to active afforestation but due to the above mentioned regulation of compensating forest clear-cutting and especially in mountainous regions due to natural conversion of abandoned agricultural land into forest. Between 1995 and 2013, the forest area is Switzerland has increased by roughly 7% (Rigling and Schaffer, 2015: 31)
.


· 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.

	“The old forestry law specified some differences between the regulations for public and for private forests. With the new Federal Act of Forest, which is in force since 1993, all the regulations are true for all ownership types. Hence, no instruments addressing different ownership categories exist at the national level. This is true for all instrument types, both for “hard” instruments such as regulative or market-based ones as well as for “soft” instruments like persuasive ones.

A key focus of the Federal forest policy is the management of protective forests. These forest plots protect people and infrastructure from natural hazards such as avalanches or landslides. As Switzerland is a mountainous country, these protective forests play an important role. Only a small amount of private forests is defined as protective forests. Therefore the policy instruments concerning protective forests mainly address public owners. This is one reason why a large

amount of the public financial incentives are allocated to public forests and less to private

forests. Generally it can be said that policy instruments in forestry have not specifically addressed different or new ownership categories in Switzerland. Reasons for the latter may be that new forest ownership categories still play a marginal role and that information about them is missing” (Landolt et al., 2015: 13f.). 

To stimulate cooperation of small forest owners, some financial support for the joint management of small parcels is granted by the national state (Ordinance on Forest, article 43).


· 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.

	No data available.


· 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)
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