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Glossary

Term or Meaning or definition
acronym
CAP commonagricultural policy
CMEF commonmonitoring andevaluationframework
EAFRD EuropearAgricultural Fund for Rural Development
EEA European Environment Agency
EFA ecologicalfocusarea
EQ(s) evaluationguestiorfs)
EU European Union
FADN farmaccountancydatanetwork
IACS integratecadministration anatontrol system
LPIS landparcelinformationsystem
LULUCF landuse,landusechangeandforestry
RDR(s) rural developmenprogrammés)
SFC sharedfund managementommonsystem
WTO World Trade Organisation




1. INTRODUCTION
Purpose and scope

Apart from ther role in the management ohatural resources, forests provide key
ecosystem services, such as sequestering carbon, protecting soil and water, preserving
biodiversity and supplying energy and raw material for a low carbon econang are

also used forecreational activitiesinvesing in the development of woodlands, forest
protection and innovation in forestry and the fofem$ed sectarontributes to the growth
potential of rural areas. Moreover, many agricultural holdings are also forest owners,
usuallyof smaller forest unitsand for themforestry activitiesare anadditional income

source.

Forestry measureform an integral part of the Rural Development Regulation)(EU
1305/2013 and contribute tthe economic, environmental and socddvelopmentof

rural areas. Sustainable forest management is one of the priorities of the European

Uni onbés ( EU) rur al devel opment policy. Furt
provided by forest environmendggsocontribute taneetingthe commitments of theEUd s

Biodiversity Strategy, the 2015 Paris Agreement on climate change and the Bioeconomy
Strategy.

In the 1990s the first measures supporting forestry were introduced as part of the
common agricultural policy (CAP). The EU aimed to promtte afforestationof
agricultural land to limit the oversupply of agricultural produce and stabilise the market.
Later, with the Agenda 2000 reform, ti@ A P dosus shifted more towards rural
development. Forestry measures became part ¢&tuha DevelopmenRegulations.

After the adoption of the 2042D20 CAP reform, forestry measuregre includedn
Regulation (EU) 1305/2013 on the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development
(EAFRD). The specific measuraglated toforestry are set out irArticles 21-26
(measure Band Article 34 (measure 15) of thRegulation. The scope of the evaluation

iIs not limited to measures 8 and &5 implemented via national or regionairal
developmentprogrammes (RDPs) but also looks at othawral development measures
that can be beneficiab forestry.

The main purpose of the evaluation is to asses®ffectiveness of forestry measures
taken, i.ethe extentto which these forestry measures contribitéhe objectivesand
priorities of rural developments presented iRegulation(EU) 1305/2013

Theseobjectives ar¢o:

1 foster the competitiveness of agriculture;
1 ensuethe sustainable management of natural resources and climate action;

1 Art. 4 under chapter Il, Title |, Regulation (EU) 1305/2013.
2 Art. 5 under chapter I, Title I, Regulation (EU) 1305/2013.



1 achiewe balanced territorial development of rural economies and communities
including the creation and maintenance of employment.

The priorities areo:

foster knowledge transfer and innovation in agriculture, forestry, and ruraj areas

enhane farm viability ard competitiveness of all types of agriculture in all

regions

1 promotefood chain organisatign

1 restoe, presere and enhaneecosystems related to agriculture and forestry

1 promot resource efficiency and support the shift towards a low carbon and
climateresilient economy

1 promot social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in rural

areas

T
T

Furthermore, the evaluation has assessed the efficiency, relevance, coherence, and EU
added value of the forestry measures (8 and 15) and other mehsiireave an impact

on the forest sector and CAP measures that complement forestry measusesample,

it has examined thevays in whichthe forestry measurésteractwith greening measures

under the Direct Payment Regulation (Rlegjon (EU) 1307/208) and with otherural
development measures with an impact on the forest sector (e.g. training, cooperation
etc.).

This evaluation is a part of a series of evaluations of various-2003 and 20142020

rural development measures, which should helprovethe implementation oRDP. It

has alsanformed the preparation of the proposal for the p2@20 CAP. The forestry
measuresncludedunderrural developmenare the main source of Elvel funding for

forestry, which alsomakesthese measures rele nt f or t he 1 mpl ement at
Forest Strategyadopted by the Comnusn in 2013. Therefore, the results of this

evaluation have servel as input for theCommissio® sreport on progressin the
implementation of the EU Forest Stratéay well.

The evaluation focuses mainly on the 22D20 measures, batsoincludes results from
the previougprogrammingperiod for relevant longerm effects of the forestry measures.

Geographically, the scope of the evaluation couwdes EU-28, not including the
outermost regions where the context and challenges differ from those on the EU
mainland.

COM (2013) 659 final
4 COM(2018)811.



2. BACKGROUND TO THE INT ERVENTION
Description of the intervention and its objectives
General description

The forestsectoris not a part othe shared or exclusive competences of the iEfalls
outside of Annex | and Articld2 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the .Herefore
all competition rules are fully apphbleto the forest sectpand it is not included in the
World Trade Orgaisation (WTO) agreements.

Nevertheless, forests are strongly linked to other policy fields in which the EU has a
shared competence with the Member States (for instagdeulture, environment,
energy, climate action ocohesionpolicy).

Context andationale

Community support to forestry dates backo 1989, when a scheme to develop and
optimally utilise woodlands in rural areas was implemented under Council Regulation
(EEC) N01610/89. Council Regulation (EEC) NM67/90 introducedid for improving

the processing and marketing conditions for forestry products.

With the 1992 CAPreform, three measures were introduced to accompany the reform
of market support for agricultural products. One of them regarded the afforestation of
agricultural land in ordeto:

1 accompany the changes to be introduced under the market organisation rules,

1 contribute towards an eventual improvement in forest resources,

1 contribute towards forms of countryside management more compatible with
environmental balance, and

1 combatthe greenhouse effect and absorb carbon dioxide.

In 1998, he Comission adopted thfast EU Forestry Strategyto better link the forest
policies of Member StatesBased on the subsidiaripyinciple and the concept of shared
responsibility, itset upa framework for forestelated actionghat supportsustainable
forest managemenseekingcoordinationbetweenviemberStategforest policies an&EU
policies and initiatives relevant to forests and forestry.

The Forest Action Plan set up by the Europe&@ommission in 2006and covering the
20072011 period, pursued the same objectVesupporing the multifunctional role of
forests andmproving sustainable forest managemémtthe MemberStates as well as
allowing the EU to fulfil its international comitments relating to forests. It was

designed as a tool 60t owards better coordi

t he EUO, to coordinate actions rel ated

®  COM (2006) 302 final.
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different policy areas and at differenvéds of implementation (e.g. international and
national levels).

In 2013, the Commission adoptechew EU Forest Strategyto better tackle the new
challengeghatforests and the forest sectmefacing including the growing demands on
forestsand threats tahem as well as the increasing number of fomesated policies
This strategy iduilt on three key principles:

1 sustainable forest managememtd the multifunctional role of forests, delivering
multiple goods and services in a balanced way and ensuring forest protection;

1 resource efficiencyhatoptimisesthe contribution of forests and the forest sector
to rural developmentgrowth and job @ation;

1 dlobal forest responsibility, promoting sustainable production and consumption of
forest products.

Since 2000, the &n instrument for support to forestand the implementation of the
Forest Strategyhas beenthe cofinancing of forestry measures under the Rural
Development Regulation

Council Regulation (EC) N&257/1999 included forestry measures in the fedwic of
integratedrural developmentacknowledgng that forestry is an integral part atral
developmenand forestry measuregereto be adopted in the light of undertakings given
by theEU and the Member States at international leartibe based on Memb&tate$
forestry plans Furthermore problemsrelated toclimate changeéhad to be taken into
account and suppotiad tobe grantedfor activities that maintain and improvehe
ecological stability of forests

During the20072013 programming periodthe EAFRDput in placea structured set of
measures to bettantegrae forestryinto rural developmentOut of 40measures20 had
direct or indirect relevance to forestgnd8 specifically addresseitl A strong emphasis
was put orsustainable forest managemanti mosforestry measuresvere to contribute
to biodiversity, water and climate chan@aring the20142020programming perioda
quite similarbut simplifiedset ofmeasures supports the implementatiorsugtainable
forest managementhese forestry measures alsoeetthe requirement to dedicate at
least 3% of the Rural Development Fund® climate change mitigation and adaptation
and toenvironmental issués

Forestry measures serve sevéttl priorities, but are most relevaintaddresmg:

- Priority 2: &nhancing farm viability and competitiveness of all types of agriculture
in all regions and promoting innovative farm technologies and the sustainable
management dbrest$

- Priority 4 Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems related to ageieuitur
forestryd

- Priority 5:@Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift towards a low
carbon and climate resilient economy in agriculture, food and forestigré

®  Setoutin Article 59(6) of Regulation (EU) 1305/2013.



Two measures specificaltgrget foresholdersandprojectsin forestareagseeTable 1)

1 Measure 8 @V89: Support for investments in forest area development and
improvement of the viability of foresta sngle measurdor forest investments
and managemeniThis measureshould cover the increase in forest resources
through afforestation of land and the creation of agroforestry system that combine
agriculture with forestrylt shouldalso support forest restoration after natural
disastes and relevant prevention measuresestmentsnadeunder this measure
should focus on forestry technologies and processing, the improvement of the
economic and environmentpkerformanceof forest holders by mobilising and
marketing of forest products, and the improvement of ecosystem |anatec
resilience and the environmental value of forests.

1 Measure 151159: Dedicated to forestnvironmental and climate services and
forest conservation.

These measures, which are set out in Articles281and 34 ofRegulation (EU)
No 1305/2013, are botithin the scope of this evaluation.

Table 1: Main forest measures of theural developmentpolicy 20142020, and their
equivalent in the 2002013 period

2014 -2020 2007 -2013
Art43:  First

Art. 22: Afforestation
and creation of woodland

Art. 23: Establishment of
agroforestry systems

Art. 24: Prevention and
restoration of damage  to
forests from forest fires

and natural disasters and
catastrophic events

Art. 25: Investments
improving the resilience
and environmental value
of forest ecosystems

Art. 26: Investments in
forestry technologies and
in processing, in
mobilising and in the
marketing of forest
products

Art. 34: Forest -
environmental and
climate services and
forest conservation

Measure 8
Investments in
forest area
development
and
improvement
of the viability
of forests

Measure 15

Forest -
environmental
and climate
services and
forest
conservation

The intervention logic of

8.1 Support for
afforestation and the
creation of woodland

8.2 Support for
establishment and
maintenance of
agroforestry systems

8.3 Support for prevention
of damage to forests

8.4 Support for
restoration of damage to
forests

8.5 Support for
investments improving
resilience and
environmental value

8.6 Support for
investments in forestry
technologies and in
processing, mobilising and
marketing of forest
products

15.1 Payment for forest
environmental and climate
commitments

15.2 Support for the
conservation and promotion
of forest genetic resources

221 First afforestation
of agricultural land

223 First afforestation
of non -agricultural
land

222 First
establishment of
agroforestry systems
on agricultural land

226 Restoring
forestry potential
and introducing
prevention actions

227 Support fornon -

productive
investments

122 Improving the
economic value of
forests

123 Adding value to
agricultural and
forestry products;

225 Forest -
environment
payments

afforestation of
agricultural land

Art. 45: First
afforestation of non
agricultural land

Art. 44: First
establishment of
agroforestry systems
on agricultural land

Art. 48: Restoring
forestry potential and
introducing prevention
actions

Art. 49: Non-
productive
investments

Art. 27:
Improvement of the
economic value of
forests

Art. 28: Adding value
to agricultural and
forestry products

Art. 47: Forest -
environment payments

the forestry measures shown belowin Figure 1 The
columns show the measures, the expected results of their implementation, the objectives



of the Rural Development Rgulations and those of the CAP itsd@lhe expected results
have beemaken fromtherecitals of theelevantregulation.

The arrows between boxes show the logical link between each measure and its effects.
The main effects arenarkedby solid arrows the main secondary effects by dotted
arrows.

Figure 1: Intervention logic for the forest measures in the RDP 262@20 (main
sources:Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013 andRegulation(EU) No 1306/2013)

MEASURES EXPECTED RESULTS SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES OF UEFORRD

Measure 8: Investments in forest area

viability of forests

devel andimp ofthe

8.1 support for afforestation /
creation of woodland

[ &2 support for  estabiishment &
maintenance of agroforestry
L systermns

j

r&a: support for prevention of
damage to forests from forest
fires and natural disasters and
\ catastrophic events

[ 84: support for restoration of
damage to forests from forest
fires and natural disasters and
L catastrophic events

[ 83 Support for investments improving
the resiience and ervironmental value
L of forest ecosystems

( &6 Support for investments in
forestry technologies and in
processing, mebilising and
L marketing of forest products

15: Forest-envi al
and climate services and forest
conservation

15.1: Payment for forest-
environmental and climate
commitments

I3 Support for the
conservation and prometion of
forest genetic resources

|8

[ Other measures of RDP

[ External factors

! Accompany and complement direct )
payments and market measures of

the CAP

New economic acthities created &
developed, diversified aciivities into
nonagricultural including the
provision of services to agriculture

and forestry
L

Extended and improved forest
resources

4 Forests damaged by fire, other

natural disasters and
catastrophic events are restored,
prevention measures are

designed

Improved economic and
environmental performance of
forest holders

Ensure the sustainable development
of rural areas

'd

Priority 1: Fostering knowledge
transfer and innovation in
agriculture, forestry, and rural
areas

L

(Fﬁmﬂ\r 2: Enhancing farm viability and
competitiveness of all types of
agriculture in all regions and
promoting innovative farm
technologies and the sustainable
\_ management of forests

4 Priority 3: Prometing feod chain N
greanisatien, including
processing and marketing of <
agricultural products, animal
welfare and risk management in

Improved ecosystems and
climate resilience and
environmental value of forest
ecosystems

Enhanced carbon sequestration
with regard to land use, land use
change and the forestrysector

Limited emissions in agriculture
and forestry

Protected and improved
environment, landscape and
natural resources, and the soil
and genetic diversity

agriculture

v
N
Priority 4: Restoring, preserving
and enhancing ecosystems
related to agriculture and
forestry

ik ¥

J

Priority 5: Promoting resource
efficiency and supporting the
shift towards a low carbon and f
climate resilient economy in
agriculture, food and forestry
sectors .

Priority 6: Promoting social )
inclusion, poverty reduction and
economic development in rural

area

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES OF THE CAP

Competitiveness of
agriculture

Sustainable management
of natural resources and
climate action

Balanced territorial
development of rural
economies and
M| communities including the
creation and maintenance
of employment




3. IMPLEMENTATION /STATE OF PLAY

Overview of planned rural development expenditure to addresssustainable forest
management

Funding forM8 andM 15 represerg 4.6 % and 0.2% of total planned public expenditure
at EU28 level| respectively(4.6% and 0.3% of the total EAFRD contributign
respectively. This chapterdescrbesthe implementation choicesadefor M8 andM 15
at RDP level as well aghe plannedimplementation of the corresponding suleasures,
in comparison to what was done in the previous programming period.

Figure 2: Share of each measure the total plannedpublic expendituré at EU-
28 level (left) and share of th18 and M15 budgetby submeasure

M20M113M331  MO1 MO2 15.2

M03
ML7 - a2 1%0.6%.Q0% 1.2 0,9%04% 1%

MO5
0,9%

M09 4,6%
0,4%

Source: Financing plan 2022020, extracted in January 2016
Implementation choices of forest measures 8 and 15 at RDP I€vel

In their RDPs most Member States agegions have chosen to implement the sub
measures of M8 an#115. The RDPsthat plannedthe highestbudgetfor forestry
measuresare Spain- Andalucia,Spaint CastillaLa Mancha,Spain- Galicia, Greece,
Poland Continental Portugaknd theUK - Scotland. However, sonmidember Statesr
regionshave notplannedany funding for forestry measurgfor exampleGermany-
Bayern, Germany - Niedersachsen/Bremen, Rhinelddfthlz, Finland (mainland and
Aland), Ireland Luxembourgandthe Netherlands

Of the 118 RDPs, 102 have planned expendittoeM8, with total planned expenditure
amounting tcEUR 6.823billion; 22 RDPs have dedicated more tHadR 100 million to
M8. The highest budgets are allocatedcbgtinentalPortugal(EUR 524 million), Spain

1 CastillaLa Mancha EUR 427 million) and Spain- Andalucia EUR 413 million).
Spain is the Member Statie which M8 has beery far most implemented: the Spanish
RDPsaccount for53% of public expenditurglanned forM8 at the EU28 level. The

7

. EAFRD fundingandtherelevant national céinancing.

See also synopsis in Annex 5.



proportionof EAFRD funding in planned public expenditure varies significardlyross
regiors (eg. 100% in UK - England, 5446 in UK - Scotland).

The level of implementation d115is much lower: 34 RDPs selected the measure, for a
total planned expenditure &UR 342million. The highest budgetsere allocated by
Romania Hungary Italy - Campaniathe UK - England andhe UK - Scotland Romania

is a very specific case asatcounts foiB0% of public expenditure plannddr M15 at

the EU28 level. Furthermore, 9% of public expenditure planneir this measure is
EAFRD-funded.

Allocation of measures byobjective and focusarea

For the 20142020 periodMember Statehad to choose measurdsat addressethe

needs identified at BP level and theEUG griorities forrural developmentThe RDPs

are structuredy EU priority andfocusarea the identified needs, responding measures
and allocated budget are described per focus area to highlight how the programme will
address EU prioritiés

The following table shows that M8 andl 15 are programmed mostly under Priority 4
and to a lesser extent, underiorities5, 6 and 2. It is important to note thatrh@naging
authorities with responsibiliy for the economic, social and environmental aspects of
agriculture and rural developmeatidedto the common framework focus area 2C
focusing on the forestry sectdrThis focus area is dedicated to measures suppdhting
competitiveness of sustainaliteest management.

In 30 RDPsM15 was chosen to address PrioritytthreeRDPsit is also programmed
under focus area 5E: Italy - Umbria EURS5 million), Spain - Andalucia
(EUR 11.1million) andSpain- Madrid (EUR 0.09million).

Table2: Budget allocated to measures 8 and 15 (milion EUR), per focus area

2A 2C+ 3A 3B P4 5B 5C 5E 5F+ 6A Total
M8 219.4 147.8 19.1 24.9 3407.6 11 172.8 2836.1 6.7 220.2 7055.7
M15 338.2 16.2 354.3

Sourceshared fund management comnaystem(SFQ database (extraction January 2017)

Share of the budgeffor forestry measuresin the RDPs budgets

44 RDPs have planned to dedicab% or moreof their public expendituréo M8; in 40
RDPs this proportion equdlsss than 26. The Member Statesr regiors which planned

9 Regulation (EU) No1305/2013 (Art.5) defines the six priorities for tHe U &wal development
policy for 20142020, broken down intd8 docusar e aThaesix EU rural developmenpriorities also
reflect the relevanthematicobjectives of thecommon strategicframework, defined in Regulation (EU)
No 1303/2013 (Art.5).

10 Focusareas addressing the fotesector were added bBulgaria Croatig Czechia France -
Alsace, Fance- Guyane, Fance- Lorraine, Fance- PACA, France- RhéneAlpes, Lithuania Romania
and Jovenia

10



to dedicate the highest share of their public expenditutd1d are Italy - Campania
(1.8%), UK - Scotland (1.96), Hungary(1.2 %) andRomania(1.2 %).

Implementation choices by submeasure, incomparison with 20072014

achievements
Measure 8.1Afforestatioricreation of woodland

50 % of expenditure planned under the RDPs is allocated to Wi&ptesenting 6&RDPs
from 20Member Statgs As a comparison, 55 out of 90 RDPs implemeitbedsimilar

M221 and/or 233 the 20072013 period.

Table 3: Main indicators regarding supporfor afforestation

Public expenditure
EUR 2.263billion
EUR 973 million

Area afforested

Plannedfor M 8.1 (20142020) 569234 ha

Executedfor M 221 +223 (20072014) 288209ha
Source: SFC database (extraction January 2017) and22(’monitoring (final execution)

Polandand UK:-Scotland allocated the highest budget to M8.1. Tdieghadthe highest
achievements related to the 20072013 afforestation measure. Five Member
State#regionsplanned to implement M8.1 but did not record axpenditure related to
measure 221 or 223 in the previous period. On dbieer hand seven Member

State#regionsdid not programmé8.1 in the current periothut had someexpenditure
related tahe afforestation measuset forthe previous programming period.

Regarding public expenditure, mddember Statdsegionsset targetshat wereat least
twice as high as the executed expenditure in ZIIB(seeFigure 3).

Figure 3: 33 RDPs planning public expenditure abot#JR 10 million for M 8.1

2607 301,0

208,4

41,2

Continental PortugaE
Castillay Le6n’ ig%
] 61061’ )

Lithuania 8
LombardiaE ?778:29
—2

8

ExtremaduraE
Emilia-Romagna-
Northern Ireland E

Asturias
ToscanaE

Piemonte 7

Latvia

50 100 150 200 250 300 350

Total public expenditure (million EUR)

o

m Planned public expenditure (8.1) Executed public expenditure (221+223)

Source: SFC databases (268¥1 3: final expenditure; 2012020: extraction January 2017)
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Measure 8.4agroforestry):

In the 20072013 programming period, M222 supporting the establishment of
agroforestry systems was planned in 16 RDPs and implemented in 8 RDPs. For the 2014
2020 period, the objectives of the EA8 Member Statdsegions have significantly
increasedn this areaaccording to the SFC databaaetionsrelating toM8.2 havebeen
plannedin 30 RDPgthoughonly 27includetargets in terms of area to be established in
agroforestry systenjs

Table 4: Main indicators regarding supportfor the establishmentof agroforestry

systems
Area established in Public expenditure
agro-forestry systems
Plannedfor M8.2 (20142020) 72529 ha EUR 1233 million
Executedfor M222 (20072014) 2904 ha EUR 2.1 million

Source: SFC databases (268¥13: final expenditure20142020: extraction January 2017)

SpairAndalucia,Greece SpairAsturias andSpairExtremadura allocated the highest
budget to M8.2thoughnone of them recordeekperiture on the agroforestry measure
(222) in 20072013 period.Hungary continental Portugal, Spain - Azores, Belgium:
Flanders anditaly - Veneto,all of which implemented M222 in the 20@D13 period, set
up targetghat aresignificantly above thechievemerstof the previous periodyothin
terms of public expenditure and area to salelished in agroforestry systems.

In the Member Statdsegionswhich have programmed M8.2, the shareR&IP budget
allocated to this measure is quite low overall (34.8n average)Even if moreMember
State#regionschoose to support the establishmehtan agroforestry systemm 2014
2020than in the previous programming period, thegeted level ofimplementations
quitesimilar.

Measures 8.8prevention of damagend 8.4(restoration):

36 % of all RDPsallocatedfunding to M8.3 and 336 to M8.4. Some RIDPs having
chosen both measures, a total of%4®f the RDPs is covered by either one or both of
those measures. As a comparison, 56 out of 90 RDP$6)6Bnplementedthe
corresponding226 in the 20072013 period.

Table5: Main indicators regardingsupportfor prevention and restoration measures

No. of beneficiaries Public expenditure
Plannedfor M8.3 (20142020) 21469 EUR 1.586 hillion
Plannedfor M8.4 (20142020) N/A EUR 759 million
M8.3+8.4 N/A EUR 2.346billion
Executedfor M226 (2007%-2014) N/A EUR 2.377hillion

Source: SFC databases (2a0IY13: final expenditure; 2012020: extraction January 2017)
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The Member Statdsegionswhich have allocated the highest budget to prevention and
restoration areSpain- Castilla b Mancha,Spain- Galicia, Greeceg continentalPortugal,
andSpain- Andalucia.

From the Member Statdsegionswith RDPs in the 2002013 periodfour (Germany-
Niedersachsen / Bremehaly 1 Friuli-Venezia Giulia,ltaly - Trento andPoland did
not plan any expeliturefor M8.3 and 8.4, even though they had implemented M226.

On theother handsomeregionsplannedfor a very high level of implementation of M8.3
and 8.4%, althoughtheir level in this areawas quite low in the previous programming
period

The Mediterranean countrieallocated he largest share oRDP budget to M8.3 and
M8.4, and this can be explained ker high fire hazards context. M8.4 was
programmed in most RDP with a very low share of the budgeteptin France-
Aquitaing Spain- Asturias andtaly - Toscana.

The targeted levels of implementation are quite similar to the achievement e2Q08.7
Measure 8.Fnon-productive investments):

69 % of RDPsforeseeplars to implement M8.5. The budgets allocated to this measure
are quite highwith the average planned public expenditure b&ligR 18.6million.

Table 6: Main indicators regarding supportfor non-productive investments in the
forest sector

Area concerned byinvestments No. of operations = Public expenditure
Plannedfor M 8.5 (20142020) 2921535 ha 93693 EUR 1.507billion
Executedfor M227 (20072014) N/A N/A EUR 1.120billion
Source: SFC databases (2a0¥13: final expenditure; 2032020: extractiodanuary 2017)

Regarding the programmingf M8.5, the choicesnade byMember Statesnd regions
are quite similar to what was done for its equivalent measure (Mfgif)gthe 2007

2013 period. Only fouMember Statesor regions Germany- Bayern, Germany -

Niedersachsen/Breme@ermanyt RheinlandPfalz, Spain- Castilla y Ledn) closethe

measure for the current period, while it has been newly opened Mesnber Statesr

regions(Austrig Bulgaria Italy - Valle déAosta, Latvia, Malta, Sovakia).

However, for most Member States and regiotise targeted level of implementation
differs fromthat of20072013 The difference between the public expenditexecuted
under the previous programmes and the expenditylanned for 20142020 is
EUR 20 million morein 10 RDPsandEUR 20 million lessin 3 RDPs.

Quitesignificantshares oRDP budgets have been allocated to M8.5 (b on average)
In regionswhere this supporfor nonproductive investments alreadkistedin the

L All of these regions are in the Mediterranean areas in which fire preventidrigh concern.
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previous programming period, thmidgetshare allocateds quite similar to the 2007
2013level (executed public expenditure).

Measure 8.gproductive investments):

67% of RDPs include plars to implement M8.6, withaverage planned public
expenditue at EUR 10.3 million

Table 7: Main indicators regarding supportfor productive investments in the forest

sector
No. of operations Public expenditure
Plannedfor M8.6 (20142020) 13898 EUR 825million
Executedfor M122 (20072014) N/A EUR 488million
Executedfor M123 (20072014) N/A EUR 274 million

Source: SFC database (extraction January 2017) and22(7monitoring (final execution)

In general,M8.6 covers the same type of operations as M122 Maé@3 did in the
previous programming period.

The RDP for continental Portugal has allocated by far the highest budget to M8.6
(EUR97 million). In terms of share of the budg8pain- Pais Vasco stands out with
19.4% of theRDP budget allocated to M8.6, the second highest rate beirfip 43pain

- Galicia).

In many RDPs, masure8.6 was implemented witin average budgethareof 0.9 % of
the total planned public expenditure. However, Member State or region allocated
more than 3% of their budgeto this measure.

Measure 15.1Forestenvironmentalcommitments):

25% of RDPs have allocated budget to M15.1, with planned public expendirirey
EUR 10.8million on average

Table8: Main indicators regarding payments fdiorestenvironmental commitments

Areas under forest Public
environment contracts expenditure
Plannedfor M15.1 (20142020) 1402743 ha EUR 314.5million
Executedfor M225 (20072014) 443365 ha EUR 140million

Source: SFC database (extraction January 2017) and220(/monitoring (final execution)

For the programming of M15.1, the choicesade byMember Statesnd egionsare
quite similar to what was done ftite equivalent measure (225) in the 26813 perial.
The targeed level of implementation is also quianilar to what wasachievel in the
previous periodThe share of M15.1 in thiRDP budgets igenerallylow: it is above 26
in only threeRDPs.

The share of the budget allocated 5.1 is 0.126 on average.Romania ltaly -
Campania and UK- Scotland are théviember Statdgegions that give the highest
importance to this measure in thRIDPs.
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Measure 15.Zgeneticresources):

Measure 15.2which addresss the corservationof genetic resources in forests, was
allocatedfundingin only 16 RDPs, with total planned public expenditareounting to
EUR 39.7 million. This is a new measure with no equivalent in the previous period.
Small budgets have been allocatedittothe average planned public expenditures
EUR 1.4 million.

Figure 4: Planned public expenditure for genetic resources actioNkl6.2)

12 108

Millions €

Source: SFC database (extraction January 2017)

The Member Statdsegionswhich programmed M15.8enerallyallocated a low share of
their budget to this measure andRIDPshave set a high implementation objectiveifor
even though the subject covered is of great importaface sustainable forest
managementThis may be related to the fact that the measunews in the 20142020
programming period.

Horizontal rural developmemheasures to address forests

The graph below shows the number of RO which horizontal measures have been
planned to benefit the forest sector, forest holders or to target wooded land. However, the
budget allocated to forests in each measure is not available.
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Figure 5: Number of RDPs in which the description of the measure cleartyentions
supportfor forests, per measure andemberState

M1 Knowledge transfer and information action il I N NNENEGEGEEREZNT 20 2
M2 Advisory services, farm management and farm relief servif¢ SN B
M4.3 Investments in physical assets, investmentsi
rastruciure | 18l 10 3
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M12 Natura 2000 and Water Framework Directive paymentsg
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M16 Co-operation [ S S

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

EATEBEmBGECYRCZuHREDKmREE®RF| mFREDEmGREHU®RIT
IE mLVELTmLlUeMLENLEPL @ePTERROBRSK®E S| mES» SEmUK

Source: Alliance Environnement, basedasranalysis of RDPs

The horizontal sumneasures which address forests most frequently arensabured.1
(vocationaltraining), 1.2 emonstratioractivities), 2.1 gseof advisory services) and 4.3
(investmentn forest roads).

Concerning the sulmeasures related to the implementation of Natura 2000 in forests,
M12.2 is plannedor in 18 RDPs and M7,Which should support the implementation of
managemenlans in Natura 2000 forest areas, inNB@mber Statdsegions

4. METHOD
Short description of the methodology

This evaluation project was carried ooy an independent external contractand
resulted in a final repdft The starting point for the evaluation was the development of

an intervention logic for thdéorestry measuresfocusingon their contribution to the
general objectives of the CABee Annex 3: Methods and analytical moddéd®pending

on the data availability, and due to the very short period of implementation of the
evaluated measures, the evaluation was based both on the programming data of the 2014
2020 period and on implementation data of the previous period 2Q18). This was

made possible as the set of measures implementeress are very similar over the two
periods.

12 Alliance Environnement: Final report:

https://publications.europa.eu/fr/publicatidetail//publication/c3ab0c42d84 11e8b5fe-0laa75ed71al/language
en/formatPDF/source88292898
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Data sources and issues arising

From the start of this evaluation, it was clear that the availability of data regarding
implementation of the 2012020 rural developmenimeasures would be limited, given
that some RDPs were approvedly at the end of 201%nd that there have been
significant implementation delays in maMember Statdsegions On the other hand,

the similarity between the 2012020 and 2002013 forestry measuregprovided
opportunities to get an insight into the effects of the policy on a larger time scale.

The commonmonitoring and evaluationframework(CMEF) financial outpa and result
indicatorsfor Pillar 2 were the main source of information on the implementation of the
rural developmenmeasures. Thewere extracted from the SFC databases. For the-2007
2013 period, the final output of the measure could be used. FoO14e2@20 period,

only targets were available. Hence, the analysis of the implementation choice and of the
uptake of the measure was based on predicted uptake for th@204period and on
material fromcase studiesData from theFarm Accountancy Data Network (FADN)
were used to carry out analyses on the effect of the measures on the economic viability of
farms inthe evaluation questiofic(4) (see Annex 4 for the list of evaluation questions)
However, the data cover only the piaws programming periodsFADN data werenly
available up to 2014.

Eurostat, UNECE, FAO and Forest Eurafmawere used to set out the context of the
choices made bsnanagingauthoritiesand beneficiaries (EQ1To quantify the evolution

of the indic&ors over the last programming perjaghdates of 2005, 2010 and 2015 have
been used.The streamlining European biodiversity indicators (SEBI), European
Environment AgencyEEA) and BU agri-environmenal indicators® were relevant to this
study (i.e.for EQ6). TheJRG geographic informationystem(GIS) database provided
some relevant statistical as well as geographical information; however, only public data
could be used The report oanduse,landusechangeandforestry(LULUCF) actions
submitted by Member States accordingthe LULUCF Decision, detaik the actions
implemented to limit or reduce emissions and maintain or increase removals resulting
from land use landuse changeand forestryat Member State level. However, the
informaion they provide is quite different from orldember Stateto another. The
environmental or socieconomic effects of théorestry neasuregEQ6) were rarely
investigated in existing studies. Hence the methodolmiyndEQ6 was largely based

on the analysis of the effect of forest management practices that are similar to those
which can be supported by tharestrymeasuresThe literature review can be found in
Annex 1of the ¢Evaluation study of the forestry measuresienrural developmentd

Final Report®.

13
14

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/agriculturefagvironmentaindicators

GIS were also used to calculate some indicators (e.g. forest coverage and its exmégtie)e
at RDP level, based on data provided by the Europesastinstitute.

15 https://publications.europa.eu/en/publicatietail//publication/89f7b518d8611e8b5fe-
Olaa75ed71al
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The RDP¥ of the Member Stateésegionsin the scope of this evaluation were reviewed,
with two main objectives. The first one was to identify the needs of the forest sector and
how they were linked to the implementation choices. The second was to produce a
database of the horizontalral devéopmentmeasures planned to address forest issues.
Information was collected in a matrix. On this basis, a typology of the needs of the sector
as well as statistical analysis on the occurrence of forest needs by type and on the
implementation choice®r the horizontalural developmentneasuresvere established

Case studies were a key source for obtaining ingnghithe implementation of the 2014
2020forestry measuregsee Annex 3 for the list of fourteen case studiEsgy provided

the qualitative nformation necessary to analyse the factors accounting for local
situations, as well astakeholdeopiniorns on support provided to forestarough RDPs

A questionnaire survey was submitted to thenagingauthorities responsible fothe

RDPs. The purpose was to collect information regarding the implementation of the 2014
2020 forestry neasureson an enlarged sample Member Statdsegiors, in order to
complement and cross check the information collected indbke studieand in theRDP
reviews. Additional interviews were did at EU level with organisations representing
European farmers and forest owners, woodworking industries, state forest companies as
well as agricultural, rural and forestry contractors, etc., in order to contpéetéews on

the addedvalue of theforestry neasuresInformation from different data sources has
been used in the answer to each EQ, in order to ensure that the assessTEs®edn
crosscheckecdevidence The datasourcesand the analytical toolssedare summarised in
Tables11and 12in Annex 3.2and 3.4, respectively

Limitations and robustness of findings

The main challengeselated toestablishing the results V&to be seen against two facts.
First of all, lesults of projects in forestiyccur in the very long term, making it difficult

to appraise properly, with reliable hypotheses, the effect of the implementation of the
measure whose effects will really becowmgble within several decadeSurthermoreit
should be considered thditet20142020rural developmenineasures have started to be
implemented in 2015, and some have suffered significant delays.

Among the limitations and missing information or dat@ main onesonceredare

- geographical data at EU level to appraise the gguucal distribution of the
forests/stands concerned by the aid

- financial and output indicators available at-snbasure level

- financial data on the share of the budget dedicated to forest in the RD forest and
horizontal measures

- the difficulty to set p reliable counterfactual to really compasituationsdwith
supporbandt h owgitleout uppord

- studies on the socieconomic effects of the forestry measures

8 The review was based on the RDP versions as of May 2017.
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- the lack of consensus among the authors on projediorke forest sectan the
next20to 30 years

Specific limitationsrelated tothe individualEQs are indicated in Annex.3All these
limitations inevitably weaken the robustness of the conclusions that can be @wevrn.
the period of the evaluatipthe methodological approache®re reriewed andadapted
wherenecessaryo ensure aappropriate analysof thosedata whichwereavailable.

5. ANALYSIS AND ANSWERS TO THE EVALUATION QU ESTIONS®’

The questions were grouped according to the fivieeria to be addressed in the
evaluationeffectiveness, efficiency, coherence, relevareel EUadded value.

The garting point, lowever,was a causal analyste obtain a clearepicture of the
outset; to this endhe driving forces behind the individuahplementation choices were
scrutinised

1 firstly, at the level of thenanagingauthorities regarding the selection and design
of theforestry measuregor their RDPs, and

1 secondly, at the level of foresters, farmers, and other potential beneficiaries
regarding their decisioren theuptakeof these measures.

5.1. Causalanalysis: Drivers behind implementation choices

EQ 10 Causal Analysis: What are the drivers behind implementation choices
regarding theforestry neasuresand to which extenti) at the level of the Member
States administrations, (ii) at the level of the beneficiaries?

Method and limitations
The main sources of data are:

- for the drivers of choice byanagingauthorities, he analysis of the RDRsd of
the responses to the @gtionnaire survey sent to 100 RBRnagingauthorities
of whom 61 repliedthe case studigs

- fort he drivers of beneficiariesd choices,

The questionnaire survey ohanagingauthorities offered a lengthy list of possible
drivers and also the opportunity to comment further on the reasons for choices made.

The motivations of benefi ci arforesgyoneasuees i si ons
were explored in the 14 case studiesough nterviews with a range of stakeholdérs

There are significant limitations to both tbasestudiesinterviews and the survey of
managingauthorities especially for this EQ where the aim is to explore underlying

17 See compilation of the questions in Annex 4.

8 Includingmanagingauthorities, sector representatives, advisers and NGOs.

19



reasons which may be sensitive for somerviewees.The information is necessarily
gualitative and variable in the quality and level of detail provided. It should be noted that
for each of theasestudiesseveral differenstakeholders were interviewed, including the
managingauthorities, so itis not surprising that there are differences in emphasis on the
importance of specific drivers between the two sources.

The full results of the survepf managingauthorities included in Annex 6 of the

(Evaluation study of the forestry measures under Rbeaklopmen® Final Report?®

Il lustrates some of the drivers of and ba
measures.

Drivers of managing aut foestryrmeaseiresd pr ogr ammi n

Information from the analysis of the RDPs

Informationextracted from the needs assessment in all the-202@¢RDP<° was used

to develop a typology of foresélevant needs in three categoessocial, economic and
environmenta(Table9). In broad terms, social and economic needs tended to come from
the foest sector, and environmental needs from local strategies and commitments, but
fostering adaptation of forest ecosystems to climate change, protecting forests from
natural disasters and increasing the use of bioenergy from forests featured in both
categores.

Table9: Typology of the needs of the forest sector mentioned in the RDPs

Social needs Improve the level of training of forest holders and of knowledge transfer
Stimulate innovation, applied research and experimentation in forestry
Reinforcecooperation and the structuration of the forest sector
Promoteforess as natural/cultural heritage and developsttourism
Economic needs Improve the competitiveness of forest companies
Improve forest infrastructures for an improved mobilisadbtimber
Increase the use of bioenergy from forest resources
Consolidation of forest land
Improve the market value of wood products
Environmental needs Foster the adaptation of forest ecosystems to climate change
Protection of the forest (fromatural disasters)
Foster sustainable forest managengeoofriendly practices/plan preparatio
Protect/consolidate forest ecosystems (biodiversity, soils, vedter
Reinforceénsurethe protective role dress
Promote the sequestrationazfrbon in forests

Drivers identified in the questionnaire surveyh@&nagingauthorities

Afforestation/creation of woodland (M8.1)

The answers of 28 BhagingAuthoritiesin the questionnaire survey identified the
objectiveto Gncrease the area of forest to address environmental concerns and contribute
to climate changemitigationd as the dominant factor in programming of M8.1.
Consistency over the two programming periods was the second most important driver,

Phttps://publications.europa.eu/en/publicatibetail -/publication/89f7b5182d8611e8b5fe-
Olaa75ed71al
20 Excluding those for the outermost regions.
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associated with the need to ensure funding for commitments programmed during the
previous period. Other drivers mentioned included proteatiosoils, enhancement of
biodiversity, regional forestry programmes and Natura 2000 goals.

Establishment of agroforestry systems (M8.2)

Only 14 of the 6Imanagingauthoritieswho responded to the survey provided answers
on the drivers of programming M8(@t EU level it is programmed in 37 RDPS).

They identified ddressingenvironmental concerns or complying with environmental
commitments (protection of water soil, biodiversity, carbon sequestration) and
encouraging agricultural diversification as impoit factors Increasing timber
production was nateen as prominent driver of programming this measure.

Consistency over the two periods is fairly important, and a wide range of other
environmental drivers were also mentioned, including restoring andhtaimang
traditional agricultural and forestry practices in thehesamontadosystems, creating
biodiversity habitats and connecting strips of predominantly native trees (including fruit
trees), improving soil quality and miesiting blocks and strips direes to intercept
rainfall runoff containing diffuse pollutants. The creation @fological focus areas
(EFAs) was also mentioned as a drifter

Just over half of the 6inanagingauthoritieswho responded to the surveyovided
reasons for programmirthis measureThesencludedmaintaining the protective role of
forests, securing timber producing resources against fire rextdral hazardsand
maintaining continuity with the previous period.

Support for restoration of damaged forests from forestai@ natural disasters (M 8.4)

More than half of the 6fnanagingauthoritieswho responded to the survey answered this
guestion.The need to addregmportant local risks of natural disaster (e.g. fires, storms)
was of primary importance in the decisiorptogramme M8.4 in 25 of these RDPs.

Support for investments improving the resilience and environmental value of forest
ecosystems (M 8.5)

As might be expected, most of thenagingauthoritieswho responded to this question
identified environmental and climate objectives as the main reason for programming
M8.5. Increasing wood production/quality and improving sylvicultural management was
a primary factor for 12 of them

2 Ecological focus areas (EFAs) are areas that are targeted to bring benefits for the environment,

improve biodiversity and maintain attractive landscapes within agricultural land (Recital 44 of Regulation
(EU) 1307/2013). Since 2015, every farmer in theopaan Union who claims a direct payment and has
more than 15 hectares of arable land has to h&gebhis/her arable land covered by EFAs.
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Support for investments forestry technologies and in processing, mobilising and
marketing of forest products (M8.6)

The economic target of M8.6 was clearly confirmed by the survey respdmesase
the mobilisationof woodj &Gupport small wood companies, providing jobsural area$
and Gsupport the structuration and marketing of sleetod were of primary importance
for all the respondemMflanaging Authoritiesmplementing M8.6.

Payment for foresénvironmental and climate change commitments (M15.1)

The managingauthoritiesrespondingto this questionclearly statedthat for themthe

main drivers areghe maintenance and improvement of forest habitats and ecosystem
services, although half of them also mentioned continuity with the previous programming
period and coherence with national or regional strategies.

Climate mitigation waselevantfor several othem (sed-igure6 below).

Figure 6. Q: The payment for forestnvironmental and climate change commitments
(sub-measure 15.1) was programmed in your RDP, in ordeéto (-143&answers)

Ensure the persistence of specific forest habitats Impro_ 2 0

ecological quality of existing forest stands

Ensure the maintenance of ecosystems services (for wa_ 4 0

soil, biodiversity protection)

Keep a continuity with the previous programming peridiil G 3 3
Fund operations in coherence with a national /region_ 5 1
strategy
Foster carbon sequestration to comply with environment_ 7 1

commitments related to climate mitigation

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

H Factor of primary importance Factor of secondary importance Not a relevant factor

Source: Alliance Environnemersyrvey of themanagingauthorities,Sepember2017
Support for the conservation and promotion of forest genetic resources (M15.2)

At EU level, only 16 RDPs programmed M15.2, and 10 of then@fagingauthorities

who responded to the survey answered this question. A wide range of factolschiave
programming this new suimeasure, of which the cultivation and conservation of rare
trees is the most cited. Other drivers included monitoring local forest genetic resources
and setting up a national planning framework for the conservaif fore$ genetic
resources.

Drivers of managingauthoritied decisions not to programnferestrymeasures

The managingauthorities were asked why they had chosen not to programme some
measuresBasedon the replieqsee table 10}t is possible to concludéhat the most

important factorsverethat other issues are more important to address in theaRyBr

t hat the measure doesnoét address | ocal nee
M15, given thepossibility to tailor most of the sulmeasuresAmong the other reasons
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not to programme some measures, the low demand from beneficiaries and the high
administrative costs.

Table 10: Reasons for choosing not to programnherestrymeasuresn the 20142020

RDPs
Reasons/measure 81 82 83 85 85 86 151 152

Other issues/sectors more important to address in the RDP 9 17 10 8 7 11 19 26
The measure does not address local needs 8 20 4 4 3 6 15 28
Other factors 3 5 5 3 4 4 5 8
Equivalent forestry measuresfor 20072013 were too much of an 6 3 2 3 3 1 9 9
administrative burden

More relevant strategy chosen to meet local needsing Stateaid 3 5 4 6 3 3 4 8
Insufficient applicants for equivalent forestry measuresin 20072013 6 4 0 1 1 3 6 10
More relevant strategy (otherRDP measures) chosen to meet local needs 4 0 4 3 4 0 7 4

Drivers identified in thease studies

The 14 case studieslustrate the range of different drivelb®hindmanagingauthoritie
choice, design and implementation of foeestrymeasuresSome are common to many
or all of thecase studiesothers are quite clearhglated tothe contexbf particularcase
studies(for example, characteristics of the forest and agricult@eorsand policies,
land-use systems, historic factors and, insocases, recent external events including
storm damager outbreaks of pests and diseases)

Groups of driversidentified by thecase studiesre discussed belowllustrated by
examples of their differing effects.

1 Consistency, continuity and stability of funding opportunities: This was a
significant driver in many of thease studigsespecially where measures were
perceived to have worked well in the pastugiig UK-Scotand Italy -
Cammnig. This driver influeced both the choice of measures and the relative
budget allocations between measures.

1 Maintaining and improving the contribution of the forestry sector to the
national/regional economywas seen as important in sevecake studiege.g.
afforestation of rarginal farmland in UK Scotand orproviding employment in
Bulgarig. Specific drivers include improving productivity, sylvicultural
management and quality (Atrig, competitiveness and technological efficiency
(Spaini CastillaLa Manchg, and in somecases increasing the forest area
(Bulgariag Germanyi MecklenburgvVorpommernand Lithuanig. Severalcase
studiesindicated varying degrees of dependence of the sector on continued
government support. In contrast, in Swedste support to forest owners i
allowed only if it does not affect the profitability of the business.

1 Contribution of the sector to other policies: Sistainable forest management
multifunctional forestry and biodiversity management were important drivers
of the choice of specific mea®ss in somease studiebut more rarely mentioned
as drivers of the programme as a whole. Climate adaptatssna significant
factor in manycase studieAustrig Sovakia), not just in those that had recently
suffered catastrophic events. Climate natign and LULUCF were rarely
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mentioned as drivers, except i n Scotl a
mitigation strategy includes the objective of plantingd00 ha of new forests per

year. This has led to a very strong focus on M8.1, and reduced btmigetser

objectives, includingsustainable forest managemelm Austria, multifunctional

forest management is seen as a driverusél developmentand the use of
environmental forest management is encouraged, for example for watershed
protection andhe maintenance of cultural landscapes.

1 Demand from the forestry sector and other stakeholderganfluenced the
continuation/adaptation of existirigrestry neasuresand the introduction of new
ones. Achieving consensus of the actors involved was a maier dnvitaly -
Campmnig and also in Astriawhere there was a shared consensus between forest
owners and environmentabrrgovernamental organizationdGOs9 on the need
to support environmental/social forest priorities.

1 Reduced RDP budget and/or share ofhie budget:there were several examples
where a reduced RDP budget and/or a reduced share of overall budget allocated
to forestry measurdsad an impact on programming decisions. In some cases, this
wasa consequence of underspendmgforestrymeasuresn the previous period
but, in a few cases, it was suggested tha division of institutional
responsibilitiesas well agolitical/sectoral influences resulted in a less favourable
RDP allocation for the forest sector compared to the farming sectQ@relece,
the financial crisis and austerity measures drastically reduced the RDP budget for
20142020.

1 Major events external to the RDPhad an impact on the choice and targeting of
20142020 forestry measuresn two case studiesRestoration work after ma
storm damage (and improving resilience to future storms) was a driver in
Slovakiaand Fance- Aquitaine

1 Technical, administrative and advisory capacity ofmanaging authorities.
The changes in the EAFRD regulations concernfiogestry measureswere
relatively minor between the two periods, but when mienagingauthorities
were choosing theiforestry measuredor 20142020 they were all coping with
major changes in other aspects of programming the*CAtPis not surprising
that pressure on seurces and workload acted as a disincentive to choosing new
measures and innovative approaches in sameagingauthorities In others,
more specific problems were identified, including shortcomings of the advisory
services and outf-date skills (Bilgaria), an emphasis on agricultural advice at
the expense of forestry advice, and problems associated with a new IT application
system (UK- Scotand).

= Including significant changes in the programming framework and payment control requirements

for the 201420-2020 RDPs, and in Pillar 1 CAP measures and the associated effects on RDP land
management measures.
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1 Lack of uptake of specific measures and focus on certain types of
beneficiaries.Where the uptake of specific measures (particularly new ones) had
failed to meet targets in the previous programming period, stase studies
showed thaRDPs scaled back these measures for ZZ0P0 and others removed
them altogether(e.g. only coveringexisting commitments under measure 8.1 in
Slovakig). In severalcase studiestakeholders commented on a programme focus
on larger forestry operations and businesses, making it more difficult for smaller
enterprises (including some municipalities) and smatommunal forest owners
to access supporgpain- Galicia).

Drivers of benefi ci aforestysnteasdresci si ons to appl

The main groups of drivers that are believ
discussed below.

Experience oforestry measureis earlier programmes

This was a significant push factorbenef i ci ari es 6 cdse stud®es on s, i
particularly forforestry neasure$.1, 8.3, 8.4 and 8.6.

Economic or strategic eff ecthemeasarest he busi ne

Beneficiariesd expectation of positive bene
driving factor noted in almost all of thease studiefut not necessarily for all measures

or all beneficiaries). Several interviewees commented on the importageeod f i t abi | i t
in beneficiary decisions for several different measures, particularly 8.1 and 8.6. Support

under 8.1 for afforestation of mangl farmland was seen as an opportunity for a medium

to longterm return on investment in UKScotand, and inHungaryasa mediumterm

opportunity to take a crop of fagtowing species for pulp markets, with the option of

returning the land to agriculture latdfeasureB.1 was attractive to owners of abandoned

or unused farmland, whilmeasure8.2 provided a diversification opportunityr farmers

with marginal land.

Administrative requirements and delays in implementation and payment

The complexity of the application process, required documentatior@educracyn

general were seen as significant barriers in secass studieftaly - Campmania Spain-

Galicia, Austrig UK - Scotand, Slovakia France- Aquitaing. It was also noted that the

time taken to process applications could mean that when approval was obtained it was
too late in the season to implement the measure.

Payment rates

The proportion of eligible costs covered by the support can be an incentive (e29.a100
eligible costs for measures 83 in Slovakia, relatively high premiums for establishing
recreational facilities irHungary. Elsewhere lower ratescted as a barrier (30 for
public beneficiaries of 8.6 ilaly - Campania).
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Availability of administrative or technical capacity

Severalcase studiesioted that smaller beneficiaries (public and private) may lack the
technical capacity or access to upfront financial resources to prepare project plans and
forest management plans required as part of the application pr&ps { Galicia).

Others may tsuggle with requirements to submit applications electronically.
Unfamiliarity with new measures, lack of-tip-date management skills and paprality

advice resulting in unsuccessful implementation were a disincentive for applizants.
contrast, inSlovakiat he wor k of forest advisors and
providing information onmeasurel5.1 and helping with applications was seen as a
positive driver.

Control over land and property rights

This was a factor in some specific casesAustiia, there is a fear amorfgrestowners

that opting for environmental measures risks losing control of their property rights (this
is linked to an ongoing conflict about forest Natura 2000 designation$juhgary
unmanaged forests have been a growirgpblem for many years, for reasons that are
unclear but generally attributed to the unfavourable ownership structure which is
dominated by common ownership.

Although financial considerations and business benefits such as resilience to the effects
of climate change or opportunities for diversification are probably the most widespread
drivers for beneficiaries, the availability (or lack) of information, support in applying for
RDP schemes and dp-date technical advice is also important, especially for small
beneficiaries.

5.2. Effectiveness

EQs 2 to 6 assessed theconomic, societakenvironmental and climate effects that are
anticipated as a result tife implementation dbrestry neasures

EQ 2: To what extent have the forest measures resultetidanges in land use and in the creation of
additional ecological focus area (landscape features, dgrestry, etc.)?

EQ 3: To what extent have tlierestry neasuresnfluenced forestry production in terms of:

- Quantity;

- Quality;

- Producer prices;

- Geographical distribution?

EQ 4: To what extent have therestry neasuresimpacted on the economic viability of the
farm/forest holdings/owners as regards revenue and the levels of production cost in the holdings
(forestry, farms or mixed) affected?

EQ5: To what extent have tlierestry neasuresmpacted on competitiveness of the sector?

EQ 6: To what extent have supportédrestry neasuresimpacted on the environment and
climate, i.a. on biodiversity conservation and restoration, forest soils, wagetaton, and the
health status of forest ecosystems, climate change mitigation and adaptation and on balanced
territorial development including the development of the rural economy and societal deliveries?
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The short implementation period for the currérest measures (2042D17), coupled
with major delays in implementing them in most RDPs, has severely limited this
appraisalEQ2 to EQ6) Nevertheless, potential effects could be estimated by taking into
account the outputs of equivalent measures froen girevious programming period,
where these are sufficiently similar.

The effectiveness of the evaluated measure is presented firstly -atesisiire level,
because each covers significantly different topics, folloled global assessment of the
whole set of forest measures, evaluating to what extent they support the
multifunctionality of forests andsustainable forest managememwhich are key
objectives of the EU Forest Strategy.

Support for afforestation (M8.1) has been programmed in half of tR®Psfor 2014
2020 and represents 3b of total public expenditurplannedfor forestry neasuresat
EU-28 level(EQ2) Over the previouprogrammingperiod, half the area afforested with
support from the equivalent measure was broadleaved stands, slightlyalessquarter
was coniferous stands and a quarter was mixed-gfasing species remained marginal,
with less than 26 of thearea covered under this measuréhmEU-28.

Support for afforestatioproved to be a key measure affecting land use (EQ®)an
20072013period The areasupported corresponds to one third of the increase in the EU
forest areaecordedbetween 2007 and 2013. Furthermore, in some RDPs such as UK
Scotand and Spain- Galicia, this forestry measureplayed a very significant role in the
afforestation of the region. In most cases, afforestatcmurredon marginal agricultural

land, and half of the area afforested with RDP support was in Spain, the UK, Poland,
Hungary and LithuaniaThe afforested aga could result in an increment of 2.3 million

m® of wood per year, which is not significant at the-Euel, butis significantin some
Member Statesuch as the UKr Spain

The FADN data (EQ 4) showed that the 20072013 period, the size dfie supported
afforestation projects was close to one hectare # %0 sampled farmddence they are
often marginal both in thiarm landscape and in their revenue. However, arourfz b
projects supportethe afforestationof more than 20 hdJnder he 20072013 periodhe
afforested area with M221 and M223 support aasind288 thousand ha

Concerning the 2012020 period, the target of M8.1 afound560 thousandha provides
insight into the potential contribution of M8.1 to langde change in the forthcoming
years. Considering a scenawbhere2/3 of targetareachievedM8.1 could contribute to
the creation of 35000 to 400000 ha of additional forested area 2020, which is 1.2 to
1.4 timeswhat wasachievel in the previous periodThe case studies showed that, in
some Member Statesgions this measure is a key factor supporting afforestation: for
example, in Scotland, it was found that almost all planting is undertaketheghpport

of forestry measures. To a lesser but still significant exters) developmenitneasures
were estimaitg to account for 556 of the increasen forested lands inithuania
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M8.1 can provide society with significant public goods besides WBQ®6) But it has
alsobeenshown thateven if forests can be profitable, most farmers/owners would not be
able to inest and then wait such a long time for the income. Therefore, to increase
afforestation and consequently to develop the related ecosystem servécescéssary to
providean incentive to afforest. This would also help to maintain an active forest sector in
rural areas.

Support for the establishment of agroforestry systems (M8.2)as been programmed
in only one quarter of the RDPs (and only 5 RDPs with concrete implenoentatithe
previous programming peri@dThis represerd 2 % of total public expenditurplanned
for forestry neasuresat EU-28 level. This low uptakeeems to benainly caused by: (i)
the significant chang¢hat agroforestryimplied in the farming systen(ii) the very
limited implementation of this measure in 282013, (iii) a lack of familiaritywith the
measuren some Member Stateand possibly(iv) the absence of an incentive in the
premium calculationHence this measure has had little impact oml lase or on the
creation of additionaécologicalfocusareas.In areas with a tradition of syhpastoral
production systems (i.en Spain Portugal andGreece, this measure was often criticised
for not supporting the restoration or maintenance of existing agroforestry systems (e.g.
dehesas and montadod)his submeasurenevertheless appears to he important
potential tool forimplemening new management prao¢s. Agroforestry could provide
new economic opportunities in marginal farming ar@addeliver significant additional
ecosystem services and biodiversity benefits (E@6€dleads to better adaptation of
farmingsystens to climate change.

In terms ofcreatng EFAS neither measure 8.1 nor 8.2 was implemented very mach.
Spain and Romanjdowever,the areas declared as Elaforestedarea represent a
significant share of the area afforested wiithal developmensupport in the 2002013
period.Thus, M221 significantly contributed to the creation of EFAs in those 3p&i6
93.48%, Romania 65.40 %). For M8.2, the contribution of its equivalent in the previous
period (M222) to the creation of EFA was negligible.

Support for the prevention and restoration of damage to forests (M8.3 andV8.4)

has been programmed in two thirds of the RDéwd represers 31% of total public
expenditureplanned forforestry neasuresat EU28 level. Out o all the forestry
measuresthese have the most significaitect as they concern huge areas of forest and
also bring wider societal benefits, for example by improving the fire resilience of
settlements in rural areas (through firebreadts.). These two measures are of central
importance to the forest sector aatbo support the continuity of forest ecosystem
services plus adaptation to climate change. They have supported large scale
implementation of forest surveillance systems and major restoration campaigns
(557000ha were restored in the 20@013 period, maly after significant storms).
Furthermore, M8.4 has enabled restoration campaigns on a larger scale and, in some
cases, fostered the use of specific species of interest from an environmental and climate
perspectivge.g. in UK- Scotland) and helped to introduce improved seedlings with a
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higher growth rate g.g. in France- Aquitaing, thus raising production and carbon
sequestration capacities.

Support for productive investment (M8.6) has been programmed in two thirds of
RDPs and represés 11% of total public expenditurplannedfor forestry neasuresat

EU-28 level.lt is a key measure for the forest sector. Supporinfeesting in forestry
technologies and the processing, mobilising and marketing of forest produgtsyesd
animportant and positive role in stimulating investment. Hence, thisyedsure has the
most direct effect on the competitiveness of forest companies by supporting the purchase
of machinery for harvesting and for sylviculture, and most RDPs &ttjed suport to

SMEs with little means to buy such costly equipment. In consequence, it also played an
important role in maintaining jobs in rural areas, by dosy forest production in
disadvantaged areas. Furthermore, this medmde direct effect on hartesy capacity

(EQH and contributed tothe introdudion of sylvicultural practices with reduced
environmental impact, particularly on soils (e.g. {pressure tyres). The sylvicultural
operations financed through this measure (planting, thinning, prugiagshouldlead

to improvements in the quantity and quality of wqa®@3) availablein several decadés

time.

Improving the resilience and environmental value of forest ecosystems (M8.5) and

the management of environment and climate services and foresiconservation
(M15.1) are a keyareaof EU fundingfor sustainable forest managemeuith a viewto
achiewng the EUG ®iodiversity and climate priorities. M8.5 has been programmed in
more than two thirds of RDPs and represent8026f total public expendiire planned

for forestry neasuresat EU28 level M 15.1 hasbeen programmedand allocated
funding in just 25RDPs and represents% of theforestry measurebudgetat EU-28

level. It appears that the budgets and uptake targets for M15.1 management contracts are
far below the scale of implementation required Kbember Stateso meet their legal
obligations under the Habitats and Birds Directives to restore and maintain the Natura
2000 habitats and species of forests and traditional agroforestry syReoent EEA
datashowthat only 15% of forest habitatof Annex | to the habitats directivare in
favourable conservation status and the trends are ptame generally speakinghé
forestrymeasure$avesignificantpotential to safeguard and improve forest biodiversity,
through appropriate design and targeting of these measudesntified local needs.

The potential synergy of using 15.1 in conjunction with M12.2 (which compensates

for legal restrictions in Natura 2000 and other nature reserves) is sometimes limited by
problems, for example in defining the baseline for paymentatnra2000areas (e.gn

Italy - Cammnia), and by tle impact of insufficient RDP fundinge(g.in Germanyt
MecklenburgvVorpommernwhere the budgednly allowed forM12.2 implementation).

The evaluation has also shown the importance of supporting uptake through awareness
raising and technical support (using M1 and M2 in particular).

Support for the conservation and promotion of forest genetic resources (M15.@)as
introduced in 2014 and hawot been implementednuch so far (it is programmed in
14 RDPs andepreserg 1 % of total public expenditurplanned forforestry measurest
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EU-28 level). This is probably because of the short implementation period and the
tendency ofmanagingauthoritiesto give priority to measures that were implemented
previously.An assessmertf the effect of this measure wagereforedifficult to male.
However, the case studieandthe questionnaire survegf managingauthorities showed

that there are growing needs related to genetic resquetated to forest improvement
and adaptation to climate changethis context, this measure seems highly relevant and
its importance may increase in tb@mingyears.

Horizontal rural development measures implemented in forests such as M1
(knowledge transfer and information) M.2 (advisory services), M4.3 (infrastructure),
M12.2 (compensation payment for Natura 2000) &ntl6é (cooperation), played a
significant role in complementing therestry measures he lack of specific monitoring

data limited the quantified analysis of their contribution, but the analysis of the RDPs
showed that, among the RDPs in which M8 is programmedp &so opened at least

four horizontal measures to address forests. The staskes showed that the horizontal
measures have contributed to better access to wood thilmeighilding of forest roads,
biodiversity management, setting up forest management plans, adopting of new practices
and innovation.

The set of forest measures covers the three pillars of sustainability, allomaimaging
authorities and beneficiaries to set up activitiefor multifunctional forests and
sustainable forest managementin addition, among the key impactthat the forestry
measure@re expected to deliver in both programming periods is the meduiong

term contribution towardslimate action, including (i) increased carbon sequestration
potential through afforestation and forest managen{gnpreventon of future damage

and (iii) contributing to resilient and sustainably managed forests, particularly where
these help to stabilise and reinstate focasbon sinks and improve future adaptation.

As regards in particular societal benefits, these include access to forests for recreational
activities and safeguarding characteristic landssaged cultural heritage. The case
studies show forestry measumagoport for work on a range of relevant actions linked to
this objective, for example investments in machinery, facilities and equipment to improve
recreational use forests; investments in harvesting and processing a rangenafodon
forest products (mimsooms, chestnuts, aromatic and medicinal plants).

The evaluation identified some possible improvements for a more effective
implementation of thdorestry measuresPayment rates for some measusch as

M 8.1, M8.2, M15.1 (areabased) are often toolow to beenough ofan incentive for
forest holdersto change their management practices or even production system. In
addition, theforestrymeasurebudgetshareis also often too small to achietkee targets

set in the RDPs and at EU policy level.

30



5.3. Efficiency

EQs 79 assessed the administrative burden and cost associated wiforeékery
measuregor three levels of stakeholders involved (e.g. Commission senhtes\ber
Statémanaging authorjt administrations and beneficiarieslas well as their
proportionality.

EQ7: To what extent has the implementation of tharestry measure$ed to a change in
administrative burden:

- atthe level of the beneficiaries;
- at the level of the Member States administration;
- at the level of the Commissisarvices?

EQ 8: To what extent have thirestry measureleen efficient in achieving their objectives?
EQ9: To what extent have the related costs/burdens been proportionate to the benefits
achieved?

The main limitations the evaluator faced in answgEQ7 were the difficultiegelated to
distinguishing the following points:

1 Firstly, the workload and the changes specifically connected to the forestry measures,
from those concerning the whole RDP. Specific effort was made in the case studies to
collect quantitative data on the workload exclusively created by the implementation
measures at the level of timanagingauthoritiesand at the level of beneficiaries.
Nevertheless, it was difficult for thenanaging authorities to make a distinction
between theseSt a k e h minrdeats enécontrol, monitoring and evaluation were
often boadly formulated andvere not specificto the forestry measures @o a
specific level of implementation.

1 Secondlythe administrative burdederiving from EU rules and procedures, from the
one generated by national/local rules or by the national/lotaipietation of EU
regulations Administrative burdenvas often generated by the conjunction of EU and
local regulations and inconsistees between thenAs much as possibléie analysis
distinguished betweerchanges inadministrative burderinked to tle EU policy
design from changes linked to the implementation choices made by Member States.

The main limit that was faced in answering&E®as that, given that financial details of

the projects supported are not available at the EU level, the direct cost of the operations
supported had to be estimated from indicators at themm#asure andMember
State/egion level, without any distinctiorebnveen the different types of operations.

The main limitations to the analysisncerning EQ%ave been the availability of data:
there is little breakdown of the financial information on the concernednaasures and

very little or no indicatoallowing measurement of the proportionality

Therefore a proper cost/benefit analysis could not be conducted.
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As regard£Q 7, a the EU levelthere has been limitechange in theadministrative
burdensince 2007, but turtherdecrease is expectég theCommission serviceduring
thecurrent programming period

As rggards the Member Statdmanagingauthoritieslevel, the evaluation collected the
number of full time equivalent involved in the administration, control and monitoring of
the forestry measuresin the case studies areasd in the questionnaire survephis
included people working in thenanaging authorities paying agenciesand public
advisory services, etc. This analysis showed that there are very significant differences
from one Member Stategion to another interms ofthe work dedicated to forestry
measures and that it was difficult dwaw aconclsionon this particur point due to

these highly different contexts.

To round out this information, the case studies and survey also investigated the trends in
the evolution of the administrative burddor 6 MemberStategregionsamong the 10
with experience of implememty forestry measures over the two peritusy showeda
perceived overall increase in workload for the 2Q020 period interviews with
managingauthoritiesand other stakeholders (e.g. payirgercies and public experts)
showed the samén 3 other MemberStategregions themanagingauthoritiesconsidered
that the workload was similar to te&uation in200%#2013.The survey also investigated
the evolution of theadministrative burdeat submeasure level. Generally speaking, it
showed a rather netige evolution of theadministrative burdenA high proportion of
responthg managingauthoritiesindicated that thadministrative burdewas equato or
heavierthan for equivalent measures the previous period. Howevelike the case
studies,the survey alsoshowedthat the administrative burden was reduced ifew
cases.

Somedevelopmentslike the use of open callstandardcost options and digitalisation,
have a positive effect on administrative burdenbut others (@ reinforced control,
sygematic doublecheck)had anegativeeffect

At the beneficiay level, the time spent by beneficiariemn the application processas
summarsedbased ortase studies. Even if these data cannot be strictly compared, as they
do not all refer to the same applicatiotype, several case studies recorded that the
workloadrelated toapplicatiors was higher than onevorking month (Spain- Galicia,
Lithuanig UK - Scotland. They also showethat, among the 11 &mberStategregions
implementing thee measures in the cagady areas, $tated thathe workload increased
and 2 considered that it had not changed between the two pdrieanalysis showed
that there was an overall increase in dldeninistrative burdebetween the two periods.
Thisis mostlyrelatedto increasingequirements in thapplicationprocess (mentioned in

9 case studigsandto the introduction of systematic and annual contralsqmentioned

in 9 case studigs The increasedrequirement to select projectsasedon traceable
criteria, managed in moshanaging authoritiethrough calls for projects, increased the
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complexity and cost of application&lso to be noted is the fact thiite administrative
burden is especially high for smédirestholderswithout sufficient means to handtbe
situation(as mentioned in 10ase studigs

Severalgood practices andtays to reducadministrative burdehave been identified

1 the electronic submission of applicatiomd)ich wouldfacilitate theexchangeof
information between stakeholders and ey in which nanagingauthoritiesand
payingagenges manage applications;

1 providing beneficiaries with information from the previous year or from other
administrative procedureandor prefilling applicatiors with this information,
which would save time anchelp beneficiariesavoid mistakes (e.gSpain -
Galicia);

1 developinga common databagirough whichapplicantscan obtain certificates
from different authorities (e.g.ithuania;

1 the fact to base M8.5 entiyeon flatrate compensations, reduced costs and
administrative burdenfor Paying Agencies and beneficiaries from all receipts
submissions and controls.¢. Swede);

1 The early publication of a clear planning of the calls for applicatierys Krance
- Aquitaing UK - Scotland, whichincreagsb enef i ci ari es6s moti vat
them to better organise tkabmissiorof their applications.

The beneficiar e s 6 a d mi n i is implententingehe tutrentdrestry measures
was found to be a major factor affecting efficiency, compared to the previous period.

For EQ 8 the methodologyusedconsisted ofalculatingthe direct costs of the forestry
measureso investigate the relevant incentive and the extent to wihieapplication led

to a change in management orateeplicaion of activities that would have taken place
anyway(deadweight effect)The direct costs of the operationsre found to béair, with
various mechanismisivolved, such as public procurements amdequirement ensuring
the relevant calculation of standard s&ajgiaranteeing that the operations are conducted
at market prices. The premiums of the dvaaed forestry measuregenerally did not
provide enough incentive to motivate significant chamgenanagement practices, but
they did help fosteevolutionsbecause the forest ownessthout supportoften do not
have the capacity to bear thelevantcosts For some of the neareabased measurges
the EU supportenable the operation to be run with more magnitude and in a more
principled way.The deadweight effect of tHerestry measuresas on average low.

RegardingeEQ 9 as administrative burdelis especially heavy for smalbrest holders
with low financialand/or technical capaciti€see E)7), the direct economic benefit of
forestry measuress generally low fothem SomeMember Statdsegionsput a higher
premium on smalscale activities (e.g. UK Scotand) in order to take into account the

2 From thecasestudies.

24 UnderArticle 62 of Reg. 1304/2013.

33



scale effectFor beneficiarieshe cost burden has generally not been proportionate to the
benefits obtained.

However the analysis also showed that in some cémsgter resultcould have been
obtained with the same budgétbeneficiar e administrative burdecould have been
reducedas thisgenerates significant indirect costs.

Certain eligibility and selection teria havecontributed to additionahdministrative

burden but someof themare critical to ensure that the effedf the forestry measures

arein line with sustainable forest managemérg. inclusion in forest managemegiars,

locating the operation in target areasing machinery withliower environmental impact,

etc.). However, the use of competitive procedures for granting subsidies, #mauging

a transparent and egalitarian procedure, seems to lower the ratio between cost/burden and
benefits. The use of such competitive proceduiess weighed significantly on the
indirect costs of the measures, while operations bringing mostly envinbalnenefits

and nonsignificant economic benefits for the beneficiaries may not need to follow the
same competitive procedures as fully economic measures.

To concludeon efficiency the greatest impact of changesamiministrative burdeover
the two periods fellonto beneficiaries, but also to a certain extemto managing
authorities which led some of them to address theiestrneeds through Stediel with
simplified procedure and sometimes higher premiuihs

5.4. Coherence

EQs 10-12 assessed theoherence offorestry measuresternally (within the CAP) and
externally (with other policies).

EQ 10: To what extent have thdorestry measureas part of the entire set of relevant GAP
measures dedicated to the environment/climate

1 delivered a coherent and complementary contribution to achieving the general objective of
sustainable management of natural resources and climate action?

1 impacted on the other general CAP objectives (viable food production and balanced
territorial developnent?

EQ 11: To what extent have thdorestry measureas part of the entire set of relevant GAP
measures dedicated to the environment/climate delivered a coherent and complementary
contribution to achieving the objective of environmental/climate legisiatind strategies, in
particular the EU Forest Strategy, EU Biodiversity Strategy, Nature Directives, the Water
Framework Directive, Nitrates Directive, the EU Soil Thematic Strategy, thEn¥ironment
Action Programme, the EU Bioeconomy Strategy, theLUWCF Decision (Decision
No0529/2013/EU), and the EU 2030 Climate and Energy Framework

EQ 12: To whatextent have theforestry measurebeen coherent and complementary with the
interventions of the other E&lunds and other relevant Epblicies as research and innovation?

The evaluation shows that tlierestry measureare coherenat EU level with other
relevant CAP measures aimed thé sustainable management of natural resources
climate action, and balanced territorial development. This relates mainly to the

% Source: case studies.
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interaction betweenforestry measures greening requirementsunder the Direct

Payments Regulatiéh(i.e. the EFAsin the form ofafforested/new agroforestry land

with RDP suppoit and other RDP measufésHowever, land under traditional
agroforestrymight not be eligible folCAP income support (dependingn Member

State6 definition of el i gafddarelatddraral deyelopmert t he d
i forestry measuresupporing environmental managemerlso, the classificatiomf

land as either agricultural land or forestnder RDP rulesmay hamper the
implementation of appropriaterestry measures

Indeed, if a traditional agroforestry system is defined by the Member State as
agricultural land eligible for CAP direct payments, the land manager implementing
appropriate environmental management may receive both CAP income support
payments plus agenvironmeniclimate payments (the latter up to a maximum of
4900/ halyr). Yet i f the same | and, under
classified as nomagricultural land (even although it remains in agricultural use) there

will be no income support payment and otilg foresti environmeniclimate payment

up to a maximum of 0200/ hal/yr.

The forestry measuresvere found to be coherent with the objectives of the 14 key
environment and climate policies reviewed with these policies, such as the EU forest
strategybiodiversity policies andlimate policies featuring frequently in reference to the
use of forest measures in RDPs as well as the reciprocal. For example, many of the 2014
2020 RDPs identify the contributiomade byforest measures to national climate action
plans, andthe analysis of Member Stateeports on planned and ongoingJLUCF
actions (submitted under Articl® of the LULUCF Decisionysuggest that EAFRD
support and the forest measures are a key componehesdaction$®. Biodiversity
policies were similarly well referenceéxamples illustratingnhow forest management
planstake biodiversity policiesnto accountfor example by assessing compliance with
Natura 2000 guidelingsvere includedn the case studs The case studies includésss
explicit reference to usng forest measures to support soil and water policies, despite
clear potential to use the forest measures for these objectives.

Longterm forest managemertan be necessario achieve objectiveshat require
sustained action over decades, such as maintaining and increasing carbon sinks,
stabilising the provision of ecosystem servjcalwngside continued productivity and
maintaining the biodiversity and economic viability of existing diodensiy systems.

The decisions takelny Member Stateat the national and regional level therefore have a
significant impact on whether th#orestry measuredhave the potential to deliver

% Regulation(EU) No 1307/2013%f the European Parliament and of theu@il.

2 The other RDP measures aimedhatsustainable management of natural resources and climate

action which could interact with forestry are M12Natura 2000 compensation payments; M10.1-agri

environmeniclimate; M4.4 norproductive investments; M1é-operation

% gee Paquel et al. (2017), Analysis of LULUCF actions in EU Member States as reported under
Article 10 of the LULUCF Decision

http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupMeetingDoc&docid=10585
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synergies or not, and | and man aegeepotsntial deci s i

synergies are realised in practice. It is worth noting that the delivery of multiple
objectives is not guaranteed even if this is the intention, as not all environment and
climate objectives can be delivered synergistically in all ¢as€hamsing how and
where to prioritise (or combine) different objectives is crucial to ensuring synergies
(where possible) and avoiding conflicts.

As regardsEU legislation, the forest measures are coherent with all f&e&ls and
associated research and invesint programmes evaluateahd have potential synergies
at the measure design level. For the 20020 programming period, common rules
ensure that the ESlunds are used in a more strategic and complementeay.
Partnershipagreementdetween the Commigs and MembeiStateauthorities should
ensure an overall high degree of coherence between the thematic prioritieSwfdbe
and the territoryspecific development needs.

5.5. Relevance

EQs 13/14 assessed whether and hovdiestry measuress designed andhplemened
addresghe societal and sectoral needkatedto forestry.

EQ 13: To what extent the examinddrestry measuresiatched the existing needs in the sector,
the priorities established at the EU, programme and/or nationall?e\e answering this
guestion, particular attention should be drawn to the Rural Development budget available in the
programmes and the uptake of the measures therein.

EQ 14: To what extent is the intervention still relevant taking into account currenpassible
future needs? In answering this question it has to be addressed, how well the objectives of the
forestry measurestill correspond to the needs within the EU?

The method of analysis for this question was mainly based on a review of the main EU
and MemberStatecommitments thatould relate tdorests and particularly those relating

to climate and biodiversity. This review allowed us to identifyaheasn which forests

could play a role in the futune orderto match these needsor thisanalysis, existing
projections from modelling studies with alternative scenarios have been reviewed.

The forestry measuresire highly relevant to addressing the EU priorities riaral
developmenpolicy, and are in line with the priorities set upnational or regional level
(EQ13). The analysis showed that several factors, such as the RDP framework itself and
the need foMember Stateso address their international commitments, resulted in a
strong focus of théorestry measuresn the environmental ardimate priorities for the

rural developmenpolicy.

29 Burrascano et al (2016) note the potent@iftict between afforestation for climate purposes and

impacton biodiversity objectives and th§bined climate and biodiversity benefits are strongly context
dependerit Hart et al (2013) note the broader challenge of balancing production with envirahme
objectives¢ i ncreases in the production of food, feed
improved resource efficiency (to avoid reducing natural capital) and improved flow of environmental
services from healthier ecosystéms
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Theforestry measuregrovide managingauthoritieswith a relevant set of instruments to
address the needs of the forest sector, the most widespread of whi@h pratection
from the effects of natural disaste(s) building capacity among forest holders and
stimulating innovationand (iii) improving infrastructureand harvesting capacities to
increase local wood supply. The collaboration of tmanaging authoities with
representatives of the sector in designingftiestry measureappeared as a key factor
to ensure their relevance to addressing local needs. The analysis also Staiwtter
rural developmenmeasureghat complementthe forestry measureare important as
they provide a wider set of instrumentsr addresgg sector needs In particular,
knowledge transfer an@chnical advisory (MBndM?2) were identified as key measures
for improving the competitiveness of the sectmisng the environmental awareness of
forest holders and contributing tiee implementation of environmental measures such as
M8.5 and M15.1. In the context of climate chantjese measurewill be of growing
importance in raising the awareness of forest hejded will supportthemas theyadapt
their stands and management practices to optimise carbon sequestration and sinks in
forests while maintaining other ecosystem services.

Concerning the match between tHerestry measureand future needs (EQ14), even

with some uncertaint{** the projections over the next decades show that production
would, on average, provide a good coverage of the sector needs in wood, even if some
products (as now) will have to be imported (e.g. coniferous products or tropica). wood
terms of environment and climate, the literature and interviews confirm that, for the
coming decades, the two main global challenges to the forest sector are adaptation to
climate change and biodiversity, even if their role in other domains wibhwfse remain

(e.g. water regulation, soil conservation, etc.).

As regardsclimate change mitigation, forests are the most significant terrestrial carbon
sink in the EU and are expected to remain so in the coming decades, yet the overall level
of sequestered carbon in forests is expected to decrease towards 2030. This is due in
particular to thechange neededn forest management to meehe expected higher
demand for wood compounded by a progression in the age class of trees towards more
mature stands with reduced growth and thus lower sequestration potential.

As regardsbiodiversity, the EU biodiversity strategyincludesquantitative targetand

legal obligations for Member States on the conservation status of Natura 2000 habitats
and speciestheseare clearly not being met (EQ 6). The area of protected forests and
other woodd land within the EU is likely to have to increase over next decades, if EU
biodiversity policies and targets are to be achigved
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Lauri Hetemék et al, 2016. Future of forbsised sectdr state of the art and research needs, 16p.
LULUCEF discussions led to the conclusion of a very significant increase of energy usastin
MemberStates

Natura 2000 obligations and EU biodivitysstrategy targetsould be one reason, hiticould also be
regional conservation objectives, asntiened in theGermanyMecklenburg case study
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Finally, it is important to bear in mind that when a decision is taken and applied at EU
level, which is a major wood prode it also has areffect at the global level. This is
particularly true for forest conservation, which can lead to some withdrawal of
production within the EU and in consequence to importation of wood to cover EU needs.
This means that protected foresttime EU could lead to some pressure on forests
elsewhere.

5.6. EU added value

EQs15/16 assessed whether policy/actions/measures in the forestry domain should be
implemented (also) at EU level.
EQ 15: To what extent have théorestry measuresreated EU added value, e.g. for restoring and

enhancing forest ecosystems, for climate change mitigation and adaptation including carbon
sequestration, building networks for exchange of best practices, etc.?

EQ16: What is the difference that the EU fimang made in implementing these measures
compared to Member States acting on their own? In answering this question, it has to be
considered to what extent do the issues addressed by the examined interventions continue to
require action at EU level?

The analysis builds on(i) the case studieseachof which has a section on EU added

value (ii) the questionnaire survey pfanagingauthorities (iii) a review of thditerature

in this areaand (iv) interviewswith organisationgepresentinghe forestbased sector.

These interviews were carried out to collect supplementary information on areas of
potential EU added value, including lateral measures, such as networks for the exchange
of best practices. The analysis also took into accounttsefsam the preceding EQs on

the efficiency and effectiveness @drestry measurefEQ 2 to 9)and onthe coherence

and relevance of the examinéarestry measure$EQ 10 to 14).It focused on three
judgement criteria and indicatéts

One limitation was th varied resultsn terms ofreported EU added value acrassse
studies which madeit difficult to provide a common view across edise.

The general consensus amangnagingauthoritiesand representative organisations is
that the current framework of theuRl DevelopmenRegulation (2012020) hashadan
impact on forest@nd all case studiesgreed that there is EU added valitoreover,
managingauthoritiesindicate thatheimpactsnotedcould not have beerausedy other
initiatives. The @se gidies show that rural development policyhas allowed some
MemberStatesto maintain forestry measures that would othenhepeedisappeard,and
other Member States to shift the availability of financing under specific measures that are
not prioritisedat national level (e.gconservation status of species and habitats that
depend on forests). Both demonstrate substantive EU added value (linkedrtberent
flexibility of rural development poligy but of very different types. Bhagingauthorities
have however pointed oudifficulties in understanohg the new strategic programming

3 The impact of EU policy instruments on forestow daes rural development policgnd other

lateral measres affect (or not) forest&EU added value (or not) at the national level of RiDRestry
measures$ and 15.
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framework, which made the design of natioR&)Ps more complex as compared to the
previous programming period.

The analysis of the case studies and intervisuggest that nore could be done to
improve networking and exchange of best practices, across and within Member States.
Managingauthoritiesoftendo not utilise the optionavaialable to themanderthe current

M1.

The availability of EU funding has as such been quintessential in the uptake of specific
forestry measuresinputs from Managing Authorities as well as industry and other
relevant stakeblders confirm thasome ofthe forestry measuresould not have been
implementedor not to the same exteny MemberStatesindividually in the absence of

RDP support

6. CONCLUSIONS
Drivers behind implementation choices

Key drivers for bothmanagingauthorities and beneficiaries appear to be successful
implementation in previous periods, continuity of wedtablished support, financial
considerationsand simplicity of administration. The longevity of these factors across
programming periods reflectee permanence of forestry as a land use, its importance in
some rural economies, the long rotation cycle of many sylvicultural systems and the
major changes required to improve forest resilience to increasing risks of pests/disease
damage, storms, floodmnd drought/fire, as a result of climate charn@ikmate change
mitigation wa an importantfactor only for some measures.€. afforesation). The
availability (or lack) of information, support in applying for RDP schemelsugrto-date
technical adviceare alsoconsideredto be important for the uptake of the measures
especiallyfor smaller beneficiaries.

Effectiveness

The forestry measures can contribute significantly to delivering economic, environmental
and social benefits in areas where thgggortunities can be rare.

The effect of the whole set of forestry measures, including hivezontal rural
developmentmeasures implemented in forests, is generalbgessed agpositive
However this appraisal is limited byhe short implementation peddfor the current
forest measures (2042D17), coupled with mjor delays in implementing the measures in
most RDPs It is also difficultto separatéhe effects of the forestry measufesm other
factors such aState aidand the operations funded by foresters on their own.

Benefits for the rural economy and society are difficult to assess but include some degree
of maintaining employment within the primary sector as a result of RDP support.

Some elements were highlightas importanfor more effective implementation of the
forestry measures (e.g. payment rates for some measures and budget share)
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Efficiency

It is not possible to reach a clear conclusion on efficiency. This is mainly due to the
limitations aloveindicated to answer to the relev&®s.

The increase of thadministrative burdemetween the two programming periods, both
for the managing authoritiesnd the beneficiarieexplains the choicef managing
authoritiesto address some dtifieneeds through state aid dirdits the uptakeof forestry
measuresby the beneficiariesAmong the problems identified: the access of small
holders to rural development support and the need for simplification of the application
files. Several good practiseand ways to reduce administrative burden have been
identified.

A further element of reflection on the efficiency of forestry measurdkedevel of
incentiveprovided by the premiums of the axlkased forestry measures

Coherence

The forestry measurese coherenat EU level with other relevant CAP measures aimed

at the sustainable management of natural resources and climate action, and balanced
territorial developmentin the case of traditional agroforestry there is potentialafcik

of coherencel ue t o member statesd definition and c

In terms of external coherendhe evaluation shows that forests play a crucial role in
delivering environment and climate objectives both at the EU and globall dad,
supported by forestry measures, are key compoméaishiewng EU policyinitiativesin

this area.

Relevance

The forestry measures are highly relevant to addressing the EU prioritiesrébr
developmenpolicy, and are in line with thpriorities set up at national or regional level
Overall, the current rural development measures are aligned with and sufficiently
comprehensive to match future needs. Nevertheless, the available budgets are not likely
to cover all the needs, which witicrease over the period and in the future in terms of
carbon sequestration and biodiversighowledge transfer and technical advisory (M1
andM?2) were identified as key addresmg sectomeeds

EU added value

Even though there is room for improvemef@.g. reduction of rethpe andthe
administrative burden), it is clear that the EU Rural Development Fund has been
importantinMe mb e r uptake of éoesiry measurda other words, there are forest
measures that would either not have been fundebdet same extemr not implemented

at allwithout RDP support.
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Since the selection of forestry measures is largely in the hands of EU Member States, the
impacts associated with the EU forestry measures provide a mixed picture of EU and
Member Stateadded value due to varied national priorities.

Lessons learned

Long-term thinking is important when evaluating the effectiveness oftfpadgies and
measures. Indeediven that forest cycles and stand rotations usually span decades (and
for some standsnore than a centuryll effects of the forestry measures shoutd
generalpe appraised over very long periods of time.

The short implementation period for the current forest measures-2214, coupled

with major delays in implementing them in m&DPs, has severely limiteéde appraisal

of the effectivenestEQ2 to EQ6). Nevertheless, potential effects could be estimated by
taking into account the outputs of equivalent measures from the previous programming
period, where these are sufficiently gam As regardshe evalation of EU added valye

a limitation was represented liye varied reported EU added value across case studies.
This madeit difficult to provide a common view shared acrosscale studiedt was
alsovery difficult to set up a single counterfactual situation (before and after and with
and without forestry measures) mainly for reasons related to the fact that forestry
measures are not compulsory aaré verydiversified (e.g. afforestation, investment
firebreaks, investments in the processing sector, etc.).

The evaluation provides evidence that the forestry measures as currently implesnented
contribuing to the objectives attached to them, in particular also with a view to the EU
foreststrategy The rural developmeninstrument is a suitable place for these measure
as it allowsfor their tailored desigrandacknowledgsthe important role ofustainable
forest managemenn rural economic and social fabric and its essential contribution
the peservation of sustainable environmental resources (water, soil, biodivetsidy
and climate action. Nevertheless, stakeholdeesceive the relevant administrative
burden as high.

TheC o mmi s €APmpro@osals for the pog020 period” duly took into account the
preliminaryfindings and conclusions of the evaluation, in particular as regards targeting
toward environmental objectivedlexibility for Member States and simplification.
Sustainable forestrys specifically addressenh one ¢ the nine CAP objectives. The
proposalssomprise

1 extended ambition in tersnof regulatory and support meassite pursue
performance as regards environment and climate action,

3 COM(2018) 392/393/394 final, of 1.6.2018.

41



1 a new delivery model conveying increased responsiliditfMember States
to achieve the various commonly agreed objectives with an appropriate
composition otheavailable interventions

1 theproper andccontinuousmonitoring of achievements.
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Annex 1: Procedural information

1. LEeAD DG, DeCIDE PLANNING /WORKING PROGRAMME REFERENCES
Lead DG: Directorat&eneralAgriculture and Rural Developme(@G AGRI)

Decide planningeference2017/AGRI/002

2. ORGANISATION AND TIMI NG

This policy evaluation projeatasincluded in the DG AGRI evaluation pldar 2016

2020. It followed thebetter regulationguidelinesfor evaluations. The evaluation work

was carried out through an external evaluation study, contracted through a service request
under a framework contracit was conducted in conformitywith the DG AGRI
procedure fororganisng and managingpolicy evaluations carried out by external
contractors. The project was under the techracal contractual management AGRI

unit C.4 in charge afonitoringandevaluation

The Commission set upnanterservice steering group in November2016 with the
mandate t@rovide information, prepare the terms of reference, monitor the work of the
external study team, discuss and give advice on the approval of the final amdort
comment on the draft evaluatistaff working document

The steering groupvas composed of the Secretaf@dneraland 9 Directoraté&enerals
of the CommissionEnvironment, Climate Action, Joint Research CeriRegional and
Urban Policy Budget, Energy,Economic and Financial Affairsinternal Market,
Industry Enrepreneurship and SMEand Agriculture and Rural Developmerih the
DirectorateGeneral for Agriculture andRural Development, 12 different units
participated to the work of the group

The evaluation roadmapad set out the context, scope and aim of thercise it
presented the questions to be addressed under the five categories of effectiveness,
efficiency, relevance, coheren@nd EU added valudlo feedback on the roadmap was
receivedduring the public consultation period

The evaluation projeatarried out by the external contractor startetNavember 2016

The methodological approastasdesigned to enable as deep as possiblevaluation

of the forestry measures underal developmentOver the period of the evaluation, the
methodological approaches were reviewed and adapted if necessary to ensure an
appropriate analysis alvailabledata.

The evaluation had to cope with the fact that only a short time period elapsed since the
start of the new programming period. This is in particular ssua given the long
lifecycle of forests. The methodology is satisfactorfhoughit could have been more
clearly explained in thefinal deliverable, in particular regarding the use of the
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counterfactual.The udgementcriteria are clearhut findings could have beesxplained
more clearly.

The assessment of the entire set of RDPs came at a late stage in the evaluation process. It
would have been more hable ifit had beercarried out earlierGiven the timing of the
evaluation, not much hard datgere available on the current programming period. The
assessments in the evaluation are to a large extent based on information from the case
studies. The literature review is mdiecusedon environmenhcompared to the other
aspects of forestryAdministrative burden for farmers was analysbdsed ona
comparison with the previous programming period. More quantitative information could
have been obtained. Conclusions, while largely acceptable, lsauédbeen more clearly
substantiated However, the limitations of the analysis were properly spelled dw. T

work of the contractor brought useful informafion

The finaldeliverable was received on 21 andNk@ember 2017and was accepted@he
public consultation conducted in spring 2017 in preparation of the proposals for the post
2020CAP also provided input (see Annex 2).

% Judgement on the quality of the repanttps://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/forest/publications_en

44


https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/forest/publications_en

Annex 2: Stakeholder consultation

As a first step,the roadmagfor the evaluation of the forestry measures underral
development[Reg. (EU) No01305/2013] was published for feedbacketween 11
November and 9 December2016 It included key aspects to be covered by the
evaluation such as agreement with forestlated objectivesimpact of theforestry
measuresas regards environment and climate benefits, economy of farms and forest
holdings, effects on production potential, administrative burden on farmers/forest
holders/ownergHowever no feedback waseceived.

Furtherconsultations sought information and feedback in relation to practical experience
with the implementation and effects @drestry measures

Target groupsncludedin particular:

1 public authorities responsible fonplemening forestry measures EU Member
Statesincluding paying agencies

bodies delivering advisory services

forest services

farmers, forest holders/owners and forest owd@nganisations

relevant operational and focus groups establisimetrthe agricultural European
Innovation Partnershjp

academia and expeyts

NGOs and other civil society organisations active in the field of forestry issues
and protection of the environment

E R

= =4

These consultation activities were conducted in the form of sulysnterviewslin

the framework of fourteegase studigsinformation was gathered via sestructured
interviews with about 250 key stakeholders. A questionnaire survey tmahaging
authorities of the RDPs was conducted in order to collect informategarding the
implementationof the 20142020 forestry measuresfrom an enlarged samplef
110Member Stateségions. This surveyalso questioned the administrative burden
related toimplemening the forestry measureand the addedlalue of EU supporiThe
consultation activities npvided information on a large range of issues, in particular to
understand the drivers that have guided the RDP designer in their clooidbe
allocation of funding toforess vs agriculture and to include or excluderal
developmensubmeasures (and potentially to preftate aidoverthe EAFRD).

45



The public consultationon modernising and simplifying the common agricultural policy
(CAP) washeld from 2 February 2017 to Ray 2017°. It was a wide consultation
procesghat included a specific question concerning forestthe relevant

questionnaire

In which of the following areas do you consider that the CAP should strengthen its support to
sustainable forest management? (Six options)

1. Forest fire prevention and restoration

2. The nobilisation of forest biomass for the production of material and energy

3. Increase of the resilience and protection of forest ecosystems

4. Afforestation/reforestation

5. Prevention of natural disasteand catastrophic events in forests such as pests or storms

6. Agroforestry systems

Overall, respondents chose the following fttsieeobjectives:dncrease of the resilience
and protection of foresecosystent (24 %), GAfforestationfeforestatiod (22 %) and
GForest fire prevention anéstoratio® (16 %).

For farmers the first choice selectedias dMobilisation of forest biomass for the
production of material an@nergy (23%), followed by GAfforestationfeforestatiod
(19 %) anddncrease of the resilience and protection of foeessystent(18 %).

For citizens the first option selectedias dncrease of the resilience and protection of
forest ecosystents(30 %) followed by Afforestationfeforestatiod (24 %) and d-orest
fire prevention andestoratio® (24 %).

For organisations the first option selectedias dMobilisation of forest biomass for the
production of material andnergy (21 %) followed bydncrease of the resilience and
protection of foresecosystenanddfforestationfeforestatiobboth with 19%.

Other questionscludedin this public consultatioralsoaddressed issues of relevamae
forestry, i.a. the CABDbjectivesrelated toenvironmental protection and climate change.
An additionalspecific public consultation on this evaluation veEemed unnecessary
given the huge amount of informatiaireadyprovided The evaluation waannounced

in the Standing Forestry Committee and the Rural Development Committibesas
gather experts fromational administrationg/ho can provide in particular information
on the management frestrymeasures.

The Expert Group on Monitoring and Evaluating the CAP was requested to provide
information on possible relevant activities at Member State level and in particgiase
Member States have set up arrangements for collecting baseline data and for ngonitorin
and evaluatingforestry measures

% The results of this guestionnaire  have been published on
https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/consultationsicemplernising/2017_en
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The external contractor usetidresults of thesurveys and interview®r the evaluation
and the report was made available to the members of the Expert Group on Monitoring
and Evaluating the CAP.

Annex 3: Methods ard analytical models

This annex provides a description of the methodological apptakeh bythe external
contractotin the evaluation support study

A3.1 The methodology

Answersto the EQsare mainly based on the analysis of implementation data from the
SFC databases (outputs of 268013 and targets for 2012020) andstatistical data from

the Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN), forestry databdsesl use, landuse
changeandforestry(LULUCF) reports and the RDPs.

Literature reviews werasedto appraise the effects of forest practices and operations on
biodiversity, water, soilgndclimate change mitigation and adaptation.

Fourteen case studies were carried out in Member Stgfiesis (Austria, Bulgaria,
France, Germany, Greece, ltaly, Finland, Hungary, Lithuania, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden
and the UK. Thesdnvolved:

1 the collection oftatistical data at the national and/or regional level;

1 documentary research, including liter&tueviews and interviews (fate-face
semistructured interviewsyvith key stakeholderat national and regional level
i ncluding benef i cigovennmestificials§speFiguseé).nt at i ves

Figure 7: Location of thecase studies

Legend

>z

Source : Alliance Environnement
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A questionnaire surveyf managingauthoritieswas used to find the main drivers behind
forestry measure programming and implementation, as well as to appraise the
administrative burden linkkto the forestry measures and € added value. These
data were analysed using a variety of tools and assessed when possible against
counterfactual situations without the forestry measures.

A3.2 Data sources and issues arising

Common monitoring andvaluation frameworPillar 1 output and result indicators were
used to investigate the effect of the forestry measures on the creation of EFAs, in EQ2.

All the available LULUCF reports and relevant National Inventory Reports were
reviewed to extract theata relevant for the purpose of the evaluatimm.some Member
Statesthey provided information otrendsin land-use change and details on the existing
and planned policieselaied to the LULUCF sector, including a quantitative or
qualitative descriptin of the expected effect dhese measures on emissions and
removals.Thesewere used in answering EQ2, 6 and 14.

All information from case studies has been carefully interpreted in terms of its likely
representativeness of their Meml&tate/regiorand e EU as a whole, and whatoad
conclusions could therefore be drawn from them.

As regards the questionnaire sun@ymanagingauthorities among the 110 surveyed
Member States anekgions 61 authoritiesfrom 21Member Statesubmitted an answer.
The results provided information onade range of issuesgndin particularinformation
that helpedinderstand the drivers that guideachRDP designer in their choicds.also
examinedthe administrative burden related itoplemening the forestry masures and
the opinion of themanagingauthorities regarding the addedalue of EU support in
forestry.

The following table summarises the data sources used in each EQ.

Table11: Details on the type of data sources used in each EQ
Sources EQ1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Data on policy
implementation

FADN X

X X X X X X X X

Forestry and other
databases, LULUCF X X X
reports

Literature review,
documentary X X X X X X X X
research, models

RDP review X X
Case studies X X X X X X X X X X X X

Questionnaire survey

X
X

Interviews at EU level X X
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SomeEQs substantially built on results from other EQs: this is the fmseQ9, EQ15
and EQ16 in particulawhich have a dimension of conclusion

A3.3 Intervention logic

The starting point for the evaluatidrameworkwas the development of an intervention

logic f or t he coetribgtianr te stiie three CAP general objectives
6competitivenessusf aiamgahblcaul ttaee d,f natur al
actjomad o6ébalanced territorial devel opment

i ncluding the c¢creati on .arhedmethoaalogicalappaoach e o f
combires theoretical and empirical approaches and includes a variety of methods, both
quantitative and qualitative, to address the different types of analysis that are required to
respond to th&Qs.

A3.4 Analytical tools used
Both quantitative and qualitatianalytical toolsvereusedin this evaluation study

Table12 Analytical tools usedn this evaluation stug

Analytical tool = Type oftool Purpose for which tool has been used Relevant EQs

Used to analyse the different aspects of the statistical distribution ¢
relevant variables, including frequencies, percentages, mean value

Dsetsa?irs”t)ig\s/e Quantitative Descriptive s_tatistics were used to analyse data from policy Ele’lg‘ i541(z 8,
implementation and forest databases, as wet) degcribethe results T
of the RDP review and the questionnaire survey.
Comparison of
averages
through non- Quantitative =~ Used to identify the effect of tHerestry measuresn f ar mer EQ5
parametric
statistical tests
Stgrlj:;oslger Qualitave Used to analyse stakeholdersd 1,910,13, 15, 1€
Cost- Mostly Used to assess the efficiency of policy measures by comparing the
effectiveness o costs assoated with one policy with those of others with similar EQ 89
; qualitative .
analysis benefits.
Coherence and Used to describe the coherence between policy measures and thei
relevance Qualitative = objectives as set out in the intervention logic as well as the relevan 11t013
matrices policy measurefor identified objectives, priorities and needs.
Legislative I To ensure that all analysis is accurate and robust and to inform the
a%alysis Qualitative assessments of cohergnce, relevance and EU added value Chapters 1 and 3
Modelling Quantitative =~ To estimate the future wood production and needs of the forest sec EQ14

A3.5 Establishing the counterfactual

Identifying the counterfactual is important toake it possible t@analy® the difference
(and its extent) between the activities and outcomes achieved as a result of the forestry
measures and those that would have occurred withoutlikarg in place.

The forestry measureare not compulsory sthere ardviember Statesggionsin which
they were not implemented. However, those Member Stagshscould not so easily
be taken as robust counterfactual, for two main reasons, fRastgng authoritiesand
beneficiaries choose to implememeasuresdepending on their needs and on other
drivers: in Member Stataggiors where the forestry measures have not been
implemented, it may be that support is not neatlezltothe local natural, economic and
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social situation as for instance in uxemburgor Malta where the forest area is very

limited. Second, some Member Stategionssupport through Stateid, operations that

are similar to those eligible to the forestry m@@s: in this case the forestry measures
havendét been i mplemented but similaln activi
addition given that forestry measures aexy diversified (e.g. afforestation, investment

in firebreaks, investment in the processing sector, agroforestry, payment for
environmental services, etc.), it was very difficult to set up a single counterfactual
situation (before and after and with and without forestry measures).

As forestry measuregary in terms of contenthreebatches of closely linketheasures
were set up and analysed to set up counterfactual situations:

- M 8.1/ M 8.2 supportinghe creation of new forest lanps
- M 8.3/ M 8.4 supportinghe prevention and restoration damage tdorests
- M 8.5/ M 15.1 suportingsustaintable forest managemantthe environment

Measure 8.6 was not included in this analysis as it can cover many different types of
operatios that aredifficult to compare(from activities inforess, to supportfor forest
sectorcompanie} andthatare not distinguished in the budgets.

Member Stateségionswith and withoutrural developmenmeasures in their RDPs

could be identified for each of the three batches of measures presented above. Some key
indicators were collected in each arednich provided information on the effectiveness

of the forestry measures.

To make it possible to makeetter comparisons betweelMlember Statdsegionswith
and without EAFRD forest measures, the following analysese carried outfor
Member States/regns that didnot implementsuch batches oforestry measuresn
order to select redithoutbcases andlentify sufficiently comparable situations:

U Identification and rejection of théMlember Statdsegions with State aid
equivalent to théhreebatches of measures

U Selection oMember Stateségions without sucBtate aid

U0 Analysis of a set of other indicators to narrow down the selecimhfind
comparableMember Statdsegions. These indicators depended on the studied
batches of measures. Thdl set used was:

o0 covered forest area (in hectaagndas apercentage)

proportion of private forestaé apercentage)

GDP/inhalitant (in euro),

proportion ofconiferousbroadleavednhixed forests §s apercentage)

cumulatve forest area burned frog007 to 2012

forest area managed for ecosystem services, cultural and spiritual values

in 2015 (in hectares)

forest area designated for biodiversity conservation in 2015 (in hectares)

o forest area within protected areas in 2015 (in hectares)

O O O O O

o
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The following tablesummarsesthe results of theeanalyses.

Table 13: Different steps of the analysis oMember Statesegions to beused as
counterfactuals for Member Statesegions with forest measures
implemented / batches dbrestry measures

one AFRD o) AFRD O ate ANa D
AT e aid 3 AGR
a alo alldatio
Batch 8.1/8.2
Continental AT 7 - Austria IT 8 Bolzano Vv
Continental AT & Austria IT & Trento Vv
Continental SK3 Slovakia SI 8 Slovenia Vv Vv
Continental BGd Bulgaria Sl & Slovenia Vv
Continental BGd Bulgaria IT & Bolzano Vv
Continental BGd Bulgaria IT & Trento Vv
Continental HU & Hungary Sl 3 Slovenia Vv
Continental HU & Hungary IT 8 Bolzano \
Continental HU & Hungary IT & Trento V
Continental PL® Poland DEJ MV*
Continental DE& Sachsen DE& MV
Continental DEJ Schleswig DEO MV
Holstein
Mediterranean ES& CIM* FR& Corse V Vv
Mediterranean GR3 Greece FR& Corse \ \
Mediterranean IT 8 Campania FR& Corse V V
Boreal LT Lithuania SE8 Sweden V
Boreal LV3 Latvia SE& Sweden \
Atlantic UK® Scotland IE 8 Ireland
Atlantic ES& Galicia IT8d Val l e dbé V
Atlantic ES8 Galicia IT 8 Bolzano \
Batch 8.3/8.4
Continental AT 8 Austria RO& Romania \ \
Continental AT & Austria DE& Bayern
Continental SK& Slovakia RO& Romania V V Vv
Continental BG3 Bulgaria RO& Romania \ \ \
Continental HU 8 Hungary RO& Romania Vv Vv \%
Continental DE& MV DE& Bayern U
Continental DE& MV DE& Rheinland-Pfalz U
Continental DE& MV DE& Saarland U
Continental DE& MV LU& Luxembourg V
Continental DE3§ MV BE3d Wallonia Vv
Atlantic ES6 Galicia DE& Nordrhein-W U
Atlantic ES& Galicia NL3& Netherlands V
Atlantic ES& Galicia IE & Ireland U
Atlantic ES& Galicia BEJ Flanders Vv
Batch 8.5/15.1
Continental AT & Austria IT 8 Lombardia U
Continental AT & Austria PL8 Poland V u
Continental SKd Slovakia Sl & Slovenia V
Continental SK& Slovakia PL8 Poland \ u
Continental HU & Hungary PL8 Poland V u
Continental DE& MV PL8 Poland V u
Continental DE§ MV BEJd Wallonia Vv \
Mediterranean ES8 CLM GR& Greece V V
Mediterranean IT & Campania GR& Greece \ \
Mediterranean IT 8 Umbria GR3 Greece \ \
Mediterranean ES& Murcia GR& Greece V Vv
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With EAFRD Without EAFRD 1. No State AEWSS 3.DG
measures measures aid of x AGRI
indicators validation

Mediterranean ES6 Valenciana GRd Greece

Mediterranean ES6 Aragon GRd Greece

Boreal LT & Lithuania EEJ Estonia

Boreal SEJ& Sweden EE®& Estonia

Atlantic ES6 Galicia NL 3 Netherlands

Atlantic UKJ Scotland IE d Ireland

Atlantic UK®& Scotland NL & Netherlands

MV = Mecklenburg - Vorpommern; Nordrhein  -W = Nordrhein -Westfalen; CIM = Castilla La Mancha
Source: Alliance Environnement, based on DG Competition and DG Agriculture database, RDPs (2007 -

2013and 2014 -2020), FAOO6s Forest Resources Assessment ma@@ging, Eurostat,
authorities in charge of rural development

The managingauthoritieswereaskedto confirm the absence of equivalestate aidand
those finally chosemvere askedo provide information on the situations related to the
observed measures and in particudarsituations whereeneficiaries had implemented
actions n the same fielavithout any support fronnural developmentorestry measures
nor fromState aid andthe extentto which they did so

A3.6 Evaluation challenges and limitations

Some general challenges are presented in Chapter 4 of this reportliDittetionsare
presented at the beginning of the answer to each EQ in Chapter 5 of the report.

Limitations as regardsertain EQs:

EQ10d Causal Analysis (What are the drivers behind implementation choices regarding
the forestry measuresnd to which exnt (i) at the level of the Member States
administrations, (ii) at the level of the beneficiaries?):

Significant limitations to both theasestudy interviews and the survey ehanaging
authorities:the underlying reasons for choices may be sensitive for some interviewees;
the information is necessarily qualitative rather than quantitative, and variable in the
quality and level of detail provided.

EQ 2 0 Effectiveness (To what extent have the forestsuess resulted in changes in
land use and in the creation of additional ecological focus area (landscape features,
agroforestry, etc.)?):

The analysis is basically limited to tHerestry measurésd p o t etoa tontriblited to
landuse change and the creat of EFAsS, no evidence was obtainezh actual and
continuing changes. Geographical information on the area afforested, established as an
agroforestry system and declaredamsEFA, andthe persistence of these land ysss

only available aMemberStatelevel. However, qualitative information from tltase
studiespartly bridges this gap.

52



EQ 3 0 Effectiveness (To what extent have tlierestry measuremfluenced forestry
production in terms of (i) Quantity; (i) Quality; (iii) Producer prices; (iv)oGephical
distribution?):

It was necessary tmakemany assumptions on the loteym effects (over decades) of

the supported operations, the perspective of wood production and changes in
management practiceShesebeara high level of uncertainty. Thereas a lack of data

on the geographical location of operatioZdase studieprovided some qualitative
information.

The second main difficulty in answering this questietatedto assessg the relative
proportionof operationsconcernedcompared to existing forests within the EU, as no
forestry measure can change the forest sector very quickly. It is thus necessary to
appraise this effect in a losigrm perspective. Without assumptions, the effect would be
systematically underestimatedca considered as very marginah addition it was
impossible toassess thee f f ect on producer s Orelatpdr toc e s :
developments invood markets in 2060 dreyondwould be too uncertain tenableany
conclusion
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Annex 4: Evaluation study questions

A. Causal analysis

What are the drivers behind implementation choices regardindptiestry measures
and to which extent

- at the level of the Member States administrations;
- at the level of the beneficiaries?

In answering this question it has to analysed to what extent and why Member
States/regions changed their RD programmes to withdraw fRi2stry measures
initially being part of their programmes.

B. Effectiveness

To whatextent have the forest measures resulted in changes in land use and in the
creation of additional ecological focus area (landscape featuresioagstry, etc.)?

To what extent have théorestry measuresmfluenced forestry production in terms
of:

Quantity;

Quality;

Producer prices;
Geographical distribution?

To what extent have théorestry measuraspacted on the economic viability of the
farm/forest holdings/owners as regards revenue and the levels of production cost in
the holdings (foresy, farms or mixed) affected?

To what extent have theforestry measuregnpacted on competitiveness of the
sector?

To what extent have supportémtestry measuresnpacted on the environment and
climate, i.a. on biodiversity conservation and restion, forest soils, water
regulation, and the health status of forest ecosystems, climate change mitigation and
adaptation and on balanced territorial development including the development of the
rural economy and societal deliveries?

C. Efficiency

To what extent has the implementation of tfeeestry measureled to a change in
administrative burden:
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- at the level of the beneficiaries;
- at the level of the Member States administration;
- at the level of the Commission services?

8. To what extent haveahe forestry measurebeen efficient in achieving their
objectives?

9. To what extent have the related costs/burdens been proportionate to the benefits
achieved?

D. Coherence (internal, external)

10. To what extent have thérestry measureas part othe entire set of relevant CAP
measures dedicated to the environment/climate

1 delivered a coherent and complementary contribution to achieving the general
objective of sustainable management of natural resources and climate action?

1 impacted on the otheregeral CAP objectives (viable food production and
balanced territorial development?

11. To what extent have thi@restry measureas part of the entire set of relevant CAP
measures dedicated to the environment/climate delivered a coherent and
complementgy contribution to achieving the objective of environmental/climate
legislation and strategies, in particular the EU Forest Strategy, EU Biodiversity
Strategy, Nature Directives, the Water Framework Directive, Nitrates Directive, the
EU Soil Thematic Stragy, the ¥ Environment Action Programme, the EU
Bioeconomy Strategy, the LULUCF Decision (Decision 39/2013/EU), and the
EU 2030 Climate and Energy Framework.

12. To whatextent have theforestry measureBeen coherent and complementary with
the interventions of the other EBlUnds and other relevant Hidlicies as research
and innovation?

E. Relevance

13. To what extent the examinetbrestry measuresatched the existing needs in the
sector, the priorities established at the EU, programme and/or national level? In
answering this question, particular attention should be drawn to the Rural
Development budget available in the programmes and the uptake ofieasures
therein.

14. To what extent is the intervention still relevant taking into account current and
possible future needs? In answering this question it has to be addressed, how well the
objectives of theforestry measurestill correspond to theeeds within the EU?

F. EU added value

15. To what extent have theorestry measuresreated EU added value, e.g. for restoring
and enhancing forest ecosystems, for climate change mitigation and adaptation
including carbon sequestration, building netwgoifkr exchange of best practices,
etc.?
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16. What is the difference that the EU financing made in implementing these measures
compared to Member States acting on their own? In answering this question, it has to

be considered to what extent do the issagdressed by the examined interventions
continue to require action at EU level?

56



Annex 5: Level of implementation by forestry measure

Table 14: Synopsisd Targeted level of implementation faachforestry measure, per
RDP (plannedpublic expenditure)

Flanders
BEt Wallonia 4.5
BG 72.3
CcY 6.5
cz 95.9

DEt BadenWirttemberg |18.2

DEt Bayern 0

DEt Berlin / Brandenburg |78.2

DEt Hessen 14.1

DEt Mecklenburg
Vorpommern 32.3

DEt Niedersachsen /
Bremen 0

DEtT NordrheinWestfalen |52.0

DEt RheinlandPfalz 0

DEt Saarland 0.6
DEt Sachsen 325
DEt SachsefAnhalt 29.2

DEt SchleswigHolstein 14.8
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DEt Thuringen

DK 45.8
EE 10.0
ESt National 26.4
ESt Andalucia 424.9
ESt Aragén 96.1
ESt Asturias 105.9
ESt Baleares 7.0
ESt Cantabria 24.2
ESt CastillaLa Mancha 430.7
ESt Castillay Ledn 196.7
ESt Cataluiia 71.0
ESt Extremadura 147.3
ESt Galicia 309.6
ESt Madrid 26.1
ESt Murcia 27.6
ESt Navarra 26.6
ESt Pais Vasco 58.2
ESt La Rioja 39.7
ESt Valenciana 59.7
Flt Mainland Finland 0
Flt Aland 0
FRr lle-de-France 6.2
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FRt Champagnéirdenne |[13.1
FRt Picardie 1.9
FRt HauteNormandie 5.3
FRt Centre 3.0
FRt BasseNormandie 5.8
FRt Bourgogne 6.3
FRt Nord-Pas de Calais |2.6
FRt Lorraine 12.8
FRt Alsace 3.0
FRt FrancheComté 3.4
FRt Pays de la Loire 2.4
FRt Bretagne 10.1
FRt Poitou-Charentes 3.8
FRt Aquitaine 159.0
FRt Midi-Pyrénées 17.4
FRt Limousin 5.6
FRt RhoéneAlpes 135
FRt Auvergne 9.0
FRt Languedodroussillon [17.1
FRt ProvenceAlpesCote
d@zur 12.9
FRt Corse 10.7
GRt Greece 339.5
HRt Croatia 92.9




HUT Hungary 261.1
IET Ireland 0
ITt Abruzzo 13.0
ITt Bolzano 22.0
ITt EmiliaRomagna 51.1
ITt FriuliVenezia Giulia |24.0
ITt Lazio 22.5
ITt Liguria 47.9
ITt Lombardia 103.3
ITt Marche 38.0
ITt Piemonte 41.8
ITt Toscana 143.4
ITt Trento 10.0
ITt Umbria 85.4
ITt Valle dAosta 4.8
ITt Veneto 42.5
ITt Molise 12.0
ITt Sardegna 46.0
ITt Basilicata 90.8
ITt Calabria 100.7
ITt Campania 206.1
ITt Puglia 110.0
ITt Sicilia 206.2
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LT

LU 0

LV 36.9
MT 3.5
NL 0

PL 301.0

PTt Continental Portugal |527.0

RO 242.3
SE 11.9
SI 59.5
SK 142.6
UKt England 2455
UKt Northern Ireland 21.8
UKt Scotland 332.4
UKt Wales 72.8
Table legend:

- Planned publiexpenditure> EURS0 million

Planned publiexpenditure betweenEURS0
million and EURL million

Planned publiexpenditure < EURL million

No budget allocated

Source: SFC database (extraction January 2017)
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