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Opinion

Title: Impact assessment / Forest monitoring and integrated long-term
planning

Owerall opinion: POSITIVE WITH RESERVATIONS

{A) Policy context

The ET forest strategy for 2030 announced that the Commission would put forward anew
legislative proposal on ETT forest observation, reporting and data collection to ensure a
coordinated ETT forest monttoring, data collection and reporting system. &s part of this,
Member States would prepare strategic plans for forests and the forest-based sector.

Thizs proposal aims to set up a monitoring framewortk of specific indicaters related to
forests and ensurelong-tenmn planning for forests by Member States.

(B Summary of findings

The Board notes the additional information provided and commitments to make
changes to the report.

However, the report still contains significant shortcomings. The Board gives a
positive opinion with reservations because it expects the DG to rectify the following
aspects:

(1) The report is not clear ahout the gaps to he filled and the added value of EU
action, in particular regarding long-term forest planning. Tt is also not clear on
the proposed level of EU intervention on long-term forest planning of the
Member States.

{2) Thereport doesnot present all key policy options, including “hybhrid” options.

(C) What to improve

{1} The report should be clear about the intervention logic. As regards monitoring, the
report should clanfy whether its main geal s to provide Member States with support 1n
uzsing Earth Observation technology. The report should also clanfy how the envisaged
monttoring measures will allow Member States to integrate them in their current
monitenng and reporting.

This opirion concerns a draft inpact assessment which may differ from the final version.
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{2} The report should clearly analyse and discuss the proposed addittonal obligations for
Member States regarding long-term planning and explain why, and to what extent, a
govemance framework for long-<term planning i1z considered necesszary to support the
monitoring framework, and why it 15 needed at EU level.

(3) Considenng the heterogeneity of forest across Member States as well as the
monitoring and planning already in place, the report should better justfy the ETU added
value of the inthative. Tt should present clear evidence that Member States cannot solve the
1dentified problems on their own. In particular, 1t should justfy why long-term integrated
planning cannot be developed at Member State level, what the gaps identified in current
existing planning activities by MMember States are, and what the implications would be for
nattonal and local authorities and for forest owners.

(41 The report should set out clearly the division of competences between Member States
and the EU level and discuss how this initiative will respect these boundanes. As regards
the proposed recommendations the Commission would give on the national plans, the
report should demonstrate current deficiencies in terms of Member States’ capacity to
comply with ET policies and targets which would necessitate not only a common
frameworl but also the use of recommendations. It should indicate clearly how this would
respect both subsidianty and proportionality. Stakehol der and WMember State wiews on the
distribution of competences should be presented.

(3 Options should be constructed to highlight the specific 1ssues on which policy choeices
are to be made, as regards both monitoring and planning. The report should treat the
“hybrid” option {obligatory monitering and voluntary planning) as a genuine policy option,
assess and compare 1t along with the other options proposed.

(6] The report should clearl¥ present the current situation at hember State level and show
the differences between Member States regarding monitoring systems and planning, and
how they fulfil existing ET and international obligations. It should prowide clear evidence
oni the need for harmonization given the national specificities regarding forests and forest
monttoning and planning It should alse explore synergies with other environmental
monitoring systems to ensure that duplications of data collection and data analysiz is
avoided.

{7 The report should present the distributional impacts across the WMember States, given
that some Member States are more advanced than others It should clarify the additional
resources and capacities that the different Member States would need to mobilise for the
implementation of this initiative.

(8) The cost’benefit analysis should be further developed. The report should better
describe the specific contribution of thiz initiative in particular the expected socio-
economic benefits and costs for the forestry sector {including in terms of competitiveness),
and overall for society and the envirenment. The companzon of options, which is mainly
qualitative, should explain the scoring methodology used.

The Board notes the estimated costs and benefits of the preferred option in this initiative,
as summansed in the attached quantificati on tables.

Some mpre fechnical comments have been sent direcily to the author DG




(D) Conclusion

The lead DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings hefore
launching the interservice consultation.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final

version of the report, the lead DG may need to further adjust the attached
quantification tahles to reflect this.

Full title Legislative proposal for an EU Framework for Forest
Ionitoring and Strategic Plans

Eeference number PLAN2022/205

Submitted to ESB on 18 January 2023

Date of RSB meeting 15 February 2023




ANNEX: Quantification tables extracted from the draft impact assessment report

The following tables coniain information on the cosis and berefiis of the inifiafive on
which the Board has given its opinion, as presented above.

If the draft report has been revised in line with the Board’s recommendations, the content
af these tables may be different from thase in the final version of the impact assessiment
repart, as published by the Compdssion.

1. Overview of Benefits (toial for all p rovisions) — Preferred Option

Description | Awmount Comuien s
Direct benefis
Harmonisation'st |Eurepean institutions Benefits are to alarge extent
andarcisation of |e Cost savings on accessing and utilising higher quality forest data from |indirect
forest mormtoring comton mandatory reporting done by Llember States resmdting, for
instatce, from reduced administrative costs on data gap filling
exetcizes currently undertalien by the JTRC.
M 5 national authorities
* nfa
Other stakeholders
* ffa
Forest European institutions Benefits are to alarge extent
motitoring . nfa indirect
Frstems
including M5 national authorities
enhanced remote o Potential cost savings, depending on if the currert satellite data
sensing activities at Member State level are ceased and replaced by EUT lewel
m onitoring.
* Benefits from replacing ground-based data collection with remote
sersitiz. Extrapolated resdts from a case study on replacing a single
indicator (ground-based mapping of clear-cuts) with Copernicus
satellite- data shows potential cumulative benefits of between EUR 28
million to 32 million by 2035 across all M3,
Integratedlong-  (European imstitutions Benefits are to alarge extent

term platwing

. nfa

M 5 national authorities
. nfa

Other stakeholders
. 1fa

irditect

Indivect benofiis

e Improved scentific knowledge and facilitaion of ewdence-based
decision-making on forests by administrations and forest managers,
facilitating the monitoring of progress towards policy objectives and
zoals

Easy and access to forest data through a single digital platform,
reducing the administrative burden for businesses, citizens and
administrations in search of forest-related informati o, in line with the
EU Digtal Agenda

Most benefits of the irtiative
are fairly indirect since better
monitoring and planning in
itself doesnot generate
betiefits Ing rather createsthe
cotditions for envir orgn ental,
economic atd social benefits
to be addressed through more




1. Overview of Benefits (toial for all p rovisions) — Preferred Option

Descripiion Amount Com ntan s

* Creater frust in forest data and enhanced use from  different |targeted action ete. Also,
stakeholders, stimulating the additional use of forest data beyond |those indirect benefits cannct
traditional users and industries e. g, scientific community, policym akers, | be attribited to one aspect of
certain actors within the forest industries, data-based services, financial | this legislative proposal, bt
sector rather to all parts of it

. . . . . . wotking together towards the
e Supporting matket intelligence and innovative solutions baged on forest overall irtended general

resorces A comptehensive monitoring and planning fram ework which
improves the data svailability on forest stocks and nabural capital of the
forest sector could facilitate and improve investment decisions
resowrce allocation, and sustainable finance reporting.

objective.

# Better information on the oquality and quantity of ecosystem services
provided by in wew of a fubwe implementation of payments for
ecogystem services that would compensate and reward forest managers,
incentivizing them to enhance or maintain ecogystem services provided
by forests, for instance within the fram ework of the ET Cettification of
Carbon Removals

e Higher climate change mitigation poterdial of forests through enhanced
carbon storage and sequestration: The economic value of the EU forest
area’s niet carbon sink can be estimated at €32 8 billion EU forests and
wood products currerdly remowve approimately 320 MCOZ eq per
yvear. Erhaticed transparency for forest-based rem ovals through this
imitiative could stimulate further adoption of sustainable carbon farming
practices actoss the ET.

# Better control of illegal logging: A solid evidence base for illegal
logging activities across the EU through the improved reporting and
mohitoring of relevant indicators codd help Ilember Btates and forest
ownets to reappropriate losses felt from the practice as reverme
elsewhere. Further long-term benefits to ecosystem services and larger
sorietd and biodiversity benefits can also be felt from the better contral
of illegal logging and reciced losses, both economic and biotic.

& Reduced deforestation or area of forest cover logs: Improved coverage
and motdtoring of indicators related to ET forest extent can facilitate
advancements in the mapping of deforestation and related better-
informed plamming for forests, which is particudarly important in the
case of primary forests and the decisionmaking regarding their
protection.

*« Reduced biodiversity loss: An improved knowledge base on forest
biodiversity indicators could assist in detecting key areas in need of
protection which could better inform integrated long-term plarming for
forests and contribute to reduced Wodiversity loss in the long-term.

& Reduced forest dishebances and enhanced resilience of forests: Forest
datmage from dishubances canhave large economic consequences For
example, forest fires caused damages waorth spproximately €1 5 billion
pet year in Europe in the 1992 to 2009 period and biclogical invasions
in Ewopean forests were estimated to cost €202 hillion over a 60-year
period. The existence of an EU.-wide framework for reporting and
monitoring  spatially explicit information to allow ealy and rapid
detection of forest distwrbances could reduce the costs associated with
controlling and compensating the losse s.

e More sustainable provision of economic, socal and cdbaral forest
resorces: Timber provision was estimated at around EUR 16 halion in
2021 and the value of regulatory and cultaral ecosystem services (Le.
flood contral, water purification and recreation for which forests were




1. Overview of Benefits (toial for all p rovisions) — Preferred Option

Descripiion

Amount Commenis

the main contritiitor to the total walue of nabwe-based recreation) was
egtimated & abhowt EUR 37 hillion in 2021, The monitoring atwd
planning framework leads to the adoption of decisions that ensure a
mote sustainable and forward looking management of forest resowces,
satisfing the many competing demands on both forest and other
ecogystem services helping to safeguard existing and creating new jobs

Administrative cost savings related to the ‘one i, one out’ approach *

(directindirect)

» nfasince no direct effects on businesses or citizens

(1) Esfimates are gross vahues relative fo fag baseline for the preferred opfion as a whole (e the impact of
ndividual acfions/obiigafions of the preferred opfion are ageregated fogether ), (2) Flease indicate which
stakeholder grow is the man recipiart of the bevgfif in fhe commert secfion, (7)) For reducfions in regulatory
costs, please describe defals as fo how the saving arises fe.g redicfions i adjustment costs, adminisfrafive
cosfs, regulafory char ges, enforcement cosfs, efe.; ) () Cost savings related fo fhe ‘one in, cne ouf’
approach are defailed in Tool #58 and #59 of the beffer reguiation’ foclbox, *if relevant

The most relevant and quantifiable costs additional to baseline are indicated in Table 9
below. The baseline is built on data collection in all Member States to assess the extent to
which relevant activities are already conducted in Member States. Based on this baseline,
cost in Wember States can vary widely, depending on the extent to which they already
collect data on relevant indicators, already use EQ, or already develop integrated plans.

On the costs related to the “one in, one out’ approach, overall the initiative should generate
insignificant administrative costs to businesses and citizens compared to the baseline since
the imitiative does not intreduce new direct administrative requirements applicable to these
groups (s section 6.3.2))

Stakeholders

One-off

Recurrent

EU institutions
e Inclusions of addiional  knowledge
products on the FISE platform

e Costs from development of harmondisation
methodologies based oninternal expertise,

EU imstitutions

e Limited costs for harmondisation of data
depending on the mumber of indicators and
reporting frequency

expert  group  recommendations  and

Hatmord thr ough finaticing research projects;

:Iﬁlt;;n;i Direct M5 national authe rities B S national authorities

ation of adjustment and Je Limited costs for applicaion of|e Limited costs for continuous application of

Forest adm ind strative harmonizsed definitions and methods to| harmonised definitions and methods

N s isti i

monitori |°7 ex1shng_dat_a sets (approximately EUR 10 & Feowring limited costs for human resoutces
000 per indicator) . oo .

ng for processing and transmission of data in the

¢ One-off haman resources for adapting

J &

wiotkflow s atud developing of

harmonisation methodologles
Citizens/Consumers Citizens/Consumers
* nfa e nfa




Stakeholders

Forest
moonitor
ng
mpstems
irweludin
g
enhance
dremote
SEfEg

e One-off Recurrent
Businesses Businesses
. nfa » nfa
EU institutions EU institutions

Direct
adjustment and
ackn it strative
costs

e Costfor setting up data infrastructare

o One-off costs for developing EO data
products for the pertinent indicators and
requitements in terms of remote sensing
recurting it case of updates of the
indicator list (around EUERE 500 000
atrmally)

* Mo major costs linked to setup of EO
techtiologies as building on  already
existing BEO systems

M5 national authorities

* One-off costs (staff costs) for preparing
roll-out of new indicators

* One-off costs for new equipment required
for measuring the indicators (if needed)

* One-off human resowces for developing
workflows for new data  collection
obligati ons

Citizens'Consumers
. nfa

Businesses
. nfa

e No major costs linked to operation of EO
technologies as buldding on already existing
EQ system s

e Dataprocessing costsfor indicators that are
not currenfly produced by existing EQ systems

M S national authorities

e Costs  depending  on  indicators
meamred in NS, forest area in LIS,
adequateness  of existing  sampling  grid,
rumber of indicators, reporting frequency)

& Possibility to shift costs to EU institations if
naing data provided by EU and not using the
‘opt-in”.

& Average atwmial cost for operating a Mational
Forest Inventory is 42 EURkm2 of forest
area (based on theee Member States NFI
cogtd).

alreadsy

Citizens/Consumers
* nfa

Businesses

e Data collection for the large majority of
indicators would be directly undertaken by
public authorities, with no tisk that the bwrden
ot cogts would be passed down to businesses.

e Inthe exceptional case of indicators related to
the bioeconomy such as revenue, employment,
etc. some basic financial reporting obligations
might atise for forest owners, but they are
estimated to have negigble costs as they
would be reported at the same time as other
finatieial indicators collected for  other
purposes .

& Mo major impacts oo businesses related to
regulatory burden were thus identified under
the "3ME Test’.




RE Stakeholders

T Omne-off Recurrent
EU institutions EU institutions
* nfa e Limited costs for issuing recomm endations
M 5 national authorities BMS national authorities

& Limited costs depending on already|s Limited costs for reporting depending whether
existing  information,  structures  and| M3 alveady have something comparsble in
expertise in the M3 place

« Where no  comparable  information, |« Recwering costs for conducting the forecasting
structwres and expettise is in place wet,| exercise
one-off costs for developing new or|e Recurring costs for conducting the stakeholder

) adaption exigting multisectoral|  consaltation exercise
Irtegrate Direct stakeholder dialogue; one-off costs for|e Recurring costsfor drafting the report
dlong ac@u;t.ment_md developing new o adapting existing
tetm admind strative methadologies for forecasting Citizens/Consumers

planning | costs ¢ Example of Oemmany which started|s nfa

developing their 2050 strategy in 2015 and
spert EUTR 500 000 for the preparation of | Bugjnesses
the strategy and EUR 100 000 for|e nfa

dissemination

Citizens/Consumers
* nfa

Businesses
* nfa

Costs related to Hfie “one in, one out’ approach

= T

Direct e i

adjustment and q"""'-—n-.-d,_,c_ e,
adm inistrative T -

Total -
coste e e

R
e B

Indirect e e

adjustment e T
costs T

Administrative T .
costs (For e T o
offsetting) e e

(1) Estivates (gross values) o be provided with vespect to the baseling; (1) costs ave provided jor each idertifiable acion/ohligation af
the meferred cption atherwise for dll retaned optices when vo preferved cption s specified: () Frelewat and avadable, please
present igforngtion on costs according to the standard ppology af cos ts (adiustrent aosts, administrative eosts, regulatary charges,
ergoresmert costs, indvect costs; ). () Adnaistratve costs fov qiffetting as esplaned in Tool 88 and 82 of the “bhetter regulation”
toalbax. The tatal adius e costs showld aqual the sumaf the adiustret aosts presesead 1n the wpper poot of the tabla fwhanaver thay
are quanifable and'or canbe nymetised). Measures ke with a view 10 conpersde afiusmEnt oot 10 the gredtest extent possible
are presented in the section of the impact assessmemt report preserding the prgerved option
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