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Collaboration is the great oxymoron of corporate sustainability. Countless efforts by
organisations to work together to tackle the most complex challenges facing our world today
(climate change, resource depletion and ecosystem loss) have failed because of competitive
self-interest, a lack of fully shared purposes, and a shortage of trust.

To prevent logjams, start by convening a small founding circle of participants that share a
common motivation and have mutual trust”.

(Harvard Business Review 4/2014)
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Foreword and Acknowledgements

Forest disturbance regimes have shown to be intensifying. Catastrophic
events as well as less noticed disturbances do not stop at country
borders. Wildfires, storms, biotic damages, drought, flooding and
browsing occur also in places where experience and knowledge of
forest risk are less developed.

Against this background the ‘Start-up project for a European Forest Risk
Facility (FRISK-GO)’ was implemented. FRISK-GO, supported by the
German Federal Ministry of Food and Agriculture, had the aim to
determine if there is a need for establishing an unbiased and neutral
platform for facilitating cooperation and exchange between existing
communities that address or are affected by disturbances and risks to
European forests. The feedback from the forest risk community was
very encouraging. It was stated that a European Forest Risk Facility has
a strong potential to fill a complementary niche, in particular by
connecting various expert communities within and across disturbances,
collect case examples and lessons learned from disturbance events and
stimulate knowledge transfer and expert exchanges.

This publication together with an executive summary and an extended
annex presents one major outcome of the project implemented
between December 2013 and July 2015. Only with the dedicated
assistance of the forest risk community and related disciplines it was
possible to gather the material which now provides a framework for
initiating the establishment of an operational European Forest Risk
Facility. A set of consultation workshops was held along different
disturbances (wildfire, storms, biotic damages, wildlife) as well as a
concluding event to compile the main outcomes of the consultation. A
set of strategic case studies was implemented in order to test the
added value of a European Risk Facility in a real time environment.
Experts from different disciplines gave statements in short video
interviews on the benefits they see a European Forest Risk Facility can
provide.
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With the available documentation we are confident that there is a
strategic and complementary niche for a European Forest Risk Facility
in connecting science, policy and practice and ensuring the exchange of
knowledge and expertise relating to forest disturbances. In the coming
months efforts will be taken with the help of the FRSIK-GO outputs to
secure financial support for making the European Forest Risk Facility a
reality.
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1 Executive Summary

Natural disturbances are considerably affecting
forests and the forest sector

Observations across Europe show that forest disturbance
regimes have intensified in the last decades as has forest and
societal vulnerability to such events. Policy and science have
recognized the need for action towards mainstreaming forest
disturbance risks as an integral part of sustainable forest
management.

European forests have always been exposed to disturbances
which can be of an abiotic or biotic nature. They are part of
natural development cycles of forests thus playing key roles in
forest ecosystem dynamics and are usually overcome by the
resilience of these ecosystems. When being of more
‘catastrophic’ nature affecting whole landscapes and habitats,
e.g. by severe windstorms, wildfires but also biotic damage, they
can disrupt targeted forest management goals including the
provision of ecosystem services. They can have profound
consequences on wood production and timber markets and may
jeopardize the economic base of forest owners.

Further forest managers will increasingly need to deal with the
effects of a changing climate that they have so far not been
exposed to. These effects may include possible amplification of
fire risk and storm intensities and more distinct drought periods
as well as an increase of flood damages and pest and disease
outbreaks.

The effects of disturbance events are often recorded only
partially and compiled by different institutions and
administrations in the affected countries. This may lead to the
challenge of accumulating accurate estimates of the overall
damage caused by the various damaging agents for prioritizing



Executive Summary

actions. Pan-European exchange of experiences, lessons learned
and good practice guidance of forest risk management are also
often lacking or may not be accessible or tailored to the needs of
different actors.
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Figure 1. Examples of some major disturbance events since 1990". Windstorms are a major
damaging hazard in Europe’s forests, causing more than 50% of all catastrophic damages by
volume to European forests with an average of two destructive storms a year. Fires account
for about 16% of annually recorded damage in terms of volume.

! Sources: (1) Gardiner. B. Schuck, A., Schelhaas, M.J., Orazio, C., Blennow, C., Nicoll, B.
(ed.), 2013. Living with storm damage to forests. What Science Can Tell Us. No.3. European
Forest Institute. 129p; (2) FOREST EUROPE, UNECE and FAO, 2011. State of Europe’s
Forests 2011. Status and Trends in Sustainable Forest Management in Europe; (4) Birot, Y.,
(Ed.), 2009. Living with wildfires: what science can tell us — a contribution to the science-
policy dialogue. EFI Discussion Paper 15. 82 p.; (7) FRISK-GO case study report Slovenia.
http://www.friskgo.org; Photos: (3) Ola Nilsson; (5) Bombers Generalitat Catalunya; (6)
NASA satellite images; (8) REUTERS/Srdjan Zivulovic.
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]
» Forest disturbance regimes have intensified during the last
decades. So has the forest and societal vulnerability to such events.
Policy and science have recognized the need to act towards
mainstreaming forest disturbance risks as an integral part of

sustainable forest management.
———————————————————————————————————————————

Policy is giving increasing attention to forest
disturbances

Over the past decades, international, pan-European and EU
policy has increasingly addressed the intensification of forest
disturbance regimes and related risks, in particular by linking
these to the contexts of climate and land-use change in Europe.

At the pan-European level, the Oslo Ministerial Decision,
adopted at the FOREST EUROPE Ministerial Conference in
2011° gives a clear reference to address climate-driven risks
including events such as storms, floods, fire, drought, pests and
diseases. This is further emphasized in the current draft
ministerial document Protection of forests in a changing
environment to be prepared for the 7" FOREST EUROPE
Ministerial Conference Madrid 2015°. The new EU Forest
Strategy", adopted in 2013, makes explicit reference to the need
for protecting forests and biodiversity from significant effects of
storms and fires, increasingly scarce water resources and pests.
Risks to forests emerging from natural disturbances and their
corresponding consequences are not solely determined by
forest-specific policy. Other important international policy
references are the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change, the Convention on Biological Diversity.

*http://www. foresteurope.org/filestore/foresteurope/Conferences/Oslo_2011/FORESTEURO
PE_MinisterialConference_Oslo2011_EuropeanForests2020_AdoptedatMinConf14-
16June2011.pdf;

3

http://www.foresteurope.org/sites/default/files/DraftMeet_7MC_1_2015_3_DraftMinsiterial
Document_3_Protection_0.pdf
4 COM(2013) 659 final



Relevant policy references at the EU level are the 2020
Biodiversity Strategy, the Framework on Civil Protection and
the Regulatory Framework for Plant Health.

Action takes place at different levels

There are well designed and effective mechanisms in place in
civil protection for responding to large-scale cross-border
disasters, in the EU, Europe and internationally. They generally
do not address management operations and procedures for risk
mitigation and recovery after disturbance events in forests.
Operational level preparedness and response at national,
regional and local levels can be well organized for particular
disturbances as is the case for fire and emergency services
responding to wildfires e.g. in the Mediterranean region. Some
countries have developed national risk management platforms
or risk information portals. Such services, platforms or
specialized organizations are rarely focused on forest related
disturbances alone and therefore may lack forest management
and forest crisis management expertise as well as links to
relevant specialists.

In forestry and adjacent fields there are numerous organizations
that address forest disturbances. They include research, forest
management and monitoring institutions with their own
extensive know-how and experience operating at regional,
national or EU/European levels. Often they are not well
interconnected with or aware of one another. They may also be
focused on a particular risk, topic or monitoring activity. This
lack of cooperation may result in a rather limited overall
assessment of specific events. Therefore enhanced coordination
and exchange would increase the effectiveness and efficiency in
preparedness and response as well as recovery, mitigation and
analysis of forest disturbances and their related risks. The
challenge to be faced is stimulating regular, formal as well as
informal exchange between these institutions in order to



enhance the understanding and potential application of each
other’s expertise, knowledge and technologies.

Knowledge produced in disturbance related research may often
stay local, dispersed or may be short-lived, and thereby difficult
to access due to political, institutional, language and
technological (e.g. format, distribution channels) barriers. At a
project level, it remains challenging to build a comprehensive
overview on relevant completed and ongoing research. Due to
the nature of projects having limited durations, established
networks and their know-how may again disperse once they end
and an implementation of outputs may not materialize.
————— ]
» Even though there is extensive knowledge and expertise available
to address natural disturbances at European, national and local
levels, it often stays dispersed or is short-lived, and thereby difficult
to access and apply due to political, institutional, language and
technological barriers.

Motivation for proposing a European Forest Risk
Facility

Forests are an integral part of Europe’s environment, economic
activity and socio-cultural identity. Natural disturbances play key
roles in forest ecosystem dynamics and are accepted if they do
not severely affect societies and the economy. Therefore it is
highly relevant to understand to what extent multi-functional
forests can be transformed to become more resilient to forest
related risks. Enhancing the resilience and adaptive capacity of
European forest landscapes by promoting intelligent handling of
natural disturbance related risks as an integral part of
sustainable management should be seen as a guiding principle.

Numerous scientific studies have repeatedly called for more
transfer of scientific knowledge into practice, as well as an



increased cooperation and coordination of forest risk and
disturbance management. Research knowledge is also required
as input to policy development, implementation and reviewing
policy effectiveness. Similarly important is the interaction with
and between operational risk and practical forest management.
In order to ensure effective interaction between research,
policy and practice around forest risks at European, national
and local levels it is essential to base collaboration on mutual
understanding and trust while allowing for a continuous and
open exchange on corresponding needs.

A scoping project, supported by the German Federal Ministry of
Agriculture and Food (BMEL), took on the investigation into
whether there is a need for action and if so how the forest risk
community could be supported most efficiently and effectively.
The option of having a ‘platform’ or ‘facility’ was discussed
amongst a broad risk community including science, policy,
operational management and practitioners. It was expressed
that a so-called ‘European Forest Risk Facility’ would need to
ensure adding value to existing initiatives on forest disturbance
risks and avoiding any duplication of work or structures.
Information was collected in a consultation process by
organizing disturbance specific workshops, conducting online
surveys and targeted visits, organizing field excursions,
consulting directly with experts and presenting the concept for a
European Forest Risk Facility at relevant fora.

» Effective interaction and cooperation between research, policy and
practice is crucial for addressing forest disturbance risks. Such
collaboration needs to be based on mutual understanding and trust
while allowing for a continuous and open exchange on

corresponding needs and expertise.




Developing an outline of main features for a
European Forest Risk Facility

A European Forest Risk Facility would represent a networking
platform and act as an unbiased and neutral player for
facilitating cooperation and exchange between existing
communities that address or are affected by disturbances and
risks to European forests. It thus needs a defined
complementary role and an added value for the risk community:

e A European Forest Risk Facility represents a networking
platform giving emphasis towards integrating
disturbances into management in order to make forests
and forest landscapes more resilient.

e A European Forest Risk Facility supports identifying
needs and capacities amongst different domains,
actors and stakeholders while stimulating cross-
boundary exchange of knowledge and expertise on
forest risks.

e A European Forest Risk Facility takes the role of an
honest broker, stimulating collaboration at the
interface between science, policy and operational
management (science — policy — practice interaction).

e A European Forest Risk Facility mobilizes specialists
and expert networks to provide the needed guidance
and capacities where required or requested.

e A European Forest Risk Facility contributes to gathering
and organizing comprehensive and up-to-date
information related to damage and threats to forests,
identifies gaps and communicates those to all relevant
actors.

e A European Forest Risk Facility stimulates and supports
the collection of lessons learned and good practice
guidance as an essential input to stimulate further
research, monitoring and management activities
towards improved and adapted mitigation and provide
for their communication.



The availability of a permanent structure constitutes a basic
requirement for providing continuity, organizational memory
and for enabling trust-building with and amongst actors.

» A European Forest Risk Facility facilitates cooperation and
exchange as an unbiased and neutral platform between existing
communities that address or are affected by disturbances and risks
to European forests.

Operational approach for a European Forest Risk
Facility

The establishment of a European Forest Risk Facility is proposed
in two phases.

Establishment phase

The establishment phase will start to develop and deliver actions
(and corresponding products and services) that can be
implemented with high confidence and low risk. The forest risk
and related communities need to be made aware of a facility’s
role and added value in a process of building trust towards
cooperation. The start-up of a European Forest Risk Facility
would not be helped by too many or too challenging tasks, as it
could jeopardize the delivery of its intended products, services
and outputs. Products and services that are delivered
successfully create trust, credibility and strengthen the initiative.
The time frame for implementing the establishment phase is
estimated at five years.

Development phase
Trust and credibility is imperative for initiating the second phase
of a European Forest Risk Facility, the development phase. It will
address more challenging tasks and corresponding products and
services. The organizational procedures should develop from the
understanding that there is a need to balance the management



of a European Forest Risk Facility between a formal institutional
set-up which ensures credibility in the wider risk community
(natural disasters, security, finance, information technology,
human resources, energy, health), actively engages science, and
provides support to (forest) policy making while inviting more
informal forest risk communities to engage actively in its work.

» A European Forest Risk Facility will develop and deliver actions of
high confidence and low risk during an establishment phase, while
more challenging actions are addressed in a development phase.

Operational levels

A European Forest Risk Facility will need to act at different
operational levels with cohesive but locally adapted objectives
and target audiences. That would require a slim and flexibly
operating European Forest Risk Facility secretariat (FRISK
secretariat) at pan-European level. Such a secretariat would be
supported by regional nodes (FRISK regional) accompanied
where relevant and supported by localized functions to ensure
presence, rooting and credibility with the respective
communities at regional and local levels. Based on an extended
consultation process it was determined that there is no pre-fixed
model preferred for regional nodes. Regional nodes should be
allowed to develop and adapt to trans-national, national, sub-
national and local needs.

» A European Forest Risk Facility will need to strike a balance
between a formal institutional set-up to ensure credibility in the
wider risk and the scientific community and support (forest) policy
making. It should also allow for more informal forest risk actors to
engage actively in its work.




Products and services for a European Forest Risk
Facility

The project identified a stakeholder demand for more than fifty
products and services. They are grouped into five main thematic
categories: information, networking, vision/communication,
management, and intervention support.

The products and services envisaged for both the establishment
and development phase can be thematically grouped and
associated to the organizational levels between a pan-European
‘FRISK Secretariat’ and the ‘FRISK Regional’ initiatives. The
development and description of products and services is
regarded as a rolling work-in-progress and under constant
evolution, while allowing for core set of activities ensuring
visibility and contributing to its reputation. The thematic
categories for products and services allow for simplified
orientation. There is to some extent intended overlap and the
availability of complementary activities at different geographic
levels that support delivery of a facility in an ideal and integrated
manner.

Examples of products and services for the establishment phase
are the facilitation of exchange of experts, job shadowing, cross
disturbance scoping workshops, training programmes, building
an innovative gateway for identifying specialists, targeted
analysis of specific risks, establishing a reference library of case
studies, good practice examples and tools. A clear need for
these products and services was identified during the project.

Governance and funding

An independent and neutral status is seen as solid foundation
for a European Forest Risk Facility and its secretariat. This may
be achieved either by negotiating recognition as an international
organization based on a multilateral convention or by
embedding it with an already existing international body.



A governance structure should then comprise models for the
facility itself as well as for its technical and strategic governing
bodies, European and regional advisory groups. Funding models
for a European Forest Risk Facility may vary based on the
preferences of different donor profiles.

Administrative set-up

An operational FRISK secretariat could be hosted by an already
established, international host organization, or it could be
established as its own new private or governmental entity and
financially supported by one or multiple funding models. Any
operational budget of a European Forest Risk Facility would
ideally be administered and managed by the secretariat.
Exceptions may be regional nodes that are financially supported
directly from national/regional and local sources, by institutions
or through other funding streams. Budget is allocated to the
FRISK secretariat, regional nodes and organizations/specialists
providing required expertise according to the annual operational
plan and the tasks as defined by the European Forest Risk
Facility Advisory Group. Collaborating partners, who propose
activities that are in line with the work plan of the facility,
should be in a position to apply for complementary support (in
terms of funding and/or in terms of strategic support) from the
FRISK secretariat. Third parties that are willing to finance
specific/selected institutions for particular activities or second
personnel in support of, or complementary to, the vision of a
European Forest Risk Facility, are entitled to do so in accordance
with the annual work plans.

Funding models
The main models along which lines a European Forest Risk
Facility could be financially supported include: i) a multi-donor
trust fund model, ii) a host country model, iii) or a project-
based funding model. A facility could in practice operate based
on a mix of funding models. Core operations of the FRISK
secretariat including administrative tasks and activities to be



provided on a permanent basis could rely on a host country
funding model, while implementation of work plan tasks are
financed through a multi-donor trust complemented by project-
based funding. Also in-kind contributions are highly relevant and
need to be thoroughly explored. This can materialize e.g. by
partnering organizations dispatching specialists to contribute to
specific tasks, either at their home organization, or detached to
the secretariat or a regional node. Secondments to the FRISK
secretariat or active regional nodes would best be seen as
additional-to-core-tasks, by contributing directly to specific
project activities. Based on an extended consultation process
with the forest and risk communities a draft resource/finance
allocation plan was elaborated for an establishment phase of a
European Forest Risk Facility.

Advisory Group

The management of a European Forest Risk Facility should
follow operational guidelines and annual work plans, which are
endorsed by a European Forest Risk Facility Advisory Group.
Such an Advisory Group would consist of, for example, a
representative of the host organization (if applicable), active
donors and key institutional partners and experts. An optimal
size of the group should allow the key areas of expertise to be
covered, whilst remaining manageable, flexible and dynamic.
Additional experts may be invited on a need basis to provide
sound support on specific issues. In case there is a need to
establish advisory bodies at regional or national levels (for
supporting regional nodes) this will need to be done in close
agreement with the Advisory Group. The creation of the
European Forest Risk Facility governance structure should be as
complementary as possible to existing ones and seek exchange.

—
» An operational European Forest Risk Facility will be framed by the

type of funding model(s), individual donor’s needs and by the

guidance provided by its advisory group.
]



Expression of interest and support

Many organizations and administrations took part in exploratory
exercises and pilot actions during the scoping project. That
allowed elaborating, testing and consolidating an operational
framework for a future European Forest Risk Facility. In
recognition of its potential and added value, a considerable
number of these participants expressed their interest by
providing letters of support. Such letters were received from
research organizations, regional and national
administrations/ministries as well as institutions engaged in
forest risk operations and forest management. Building on this
positive feedback a next step will be to secure resources in order
to initiate the establishment phase together with all interested
and supporting partners.

Figure 2. Selection: Letters of support.



2 Framework for the Strategy and Business
Plan

2.1 Disturbances affecting Europe’s forests

From an ecological perspective disturbances are part of natural
development cycles of forests thus playing key roles in forest
ecosystem dynamics (Fischer et al., 2013; Schuck and Schelhaas,
2013). They can affect stand structures and evolutionary processes
linked to regeneration and succession. Their frequency, scale and
intensity can vary greatly. Disturbances can be of abiotic or biotic
nature either of natural origin or human induced. Evidence of
historical disturbances in European forests are provided reports
dating back many hundreds of years, and in the case of forest fires,
for example, through old fire scars on old trees.

Disturbances can be of ‘catastrophic’ nature affecting whole
landscapes. They can, in the case of forests under management,
strongly disrupt targeted goals, have severe consequences on wood
production and timber markets, and in some cases devastate the
economic base of forest owners (Hanewinkel and Peyron, 2013;
Hanewinkel et al, 2011; Schwarzbauer and Rauch 2013). They may
affect the provision of various goods and services including for
example carbon and water balance as well as biological diversity.

Observations across Europe show that forest disturbance regimes
have intensified markedly in the last decades (Figure 3; Schelhaas et
al., 2003; Seidl et al., 2011; Lindner and Rummukainen, 2013).

Insects and diseases, storms and windfalls, wildfires, drought,
wildlife and grazing are the main agents affecting forests within
different European countries and regions although their importance
can vary substantially depending on the region.
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Figure 3. Total damage due to disturbances in Europe (adapted from: Schelhaas et al., 2003,
Schelhaas, 2008).

Experts share the opinion that an increasing trend towards more
disturbance-prone conditions is likely for large parts of Europe’s
forests which cover about 45% of Europe’s land area. In addition,
forest disturbances, often associated with particular regions, are
likely to expand beyond their historical limits. This can be observed
for wildfires and storms (Figure 4; EC Green Paper, 2010, Seidl et al.,
2014).

. ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________]

» Insects and diseases, storms and windfalls, wildfires, drought, wildlife
and grazing are the main agents affecting forests. The importance of
these disturbances can vary substantially and do not halt at country
borders.
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Figure 4. Disturbance percentage in Europe’s forest ecosystems. Average annual damage by
wind, bark beetles, and forest fires relative to the growing stock in the respective periods with
predictions beyond 2010 assume a continuation of a business-as-usual forest management
(reference strategy). Taken from Seidl et al., 2014.

The intensification and expansion of forest disturbance regimes in
Europe can lead to long-term social and economic implications
(including disruption of local, national and even European markets)
to forest owners, public administrations and society at large, as well
as important detrimental effects on ecosystem services as e.g.
carbon storage (Reichstein et al. 2013). Even relatively local
disturbances may be important at a European scale either because
of their impact on timber supply and prices, or because the hazard
may develop into a pandemic if not effectively controlled. If the
disturbance occurs at a trans-national level, such as following a
major storm or wildfire, the consequences can be profound for the
European forest sector for years and ask for harmonized action
implemented jointly across national borders.



Besides the observed trends in forest disturbances, uncertainty
continues to prevail due to insufficient information availability, a
limited awareness and understanding of their consequences, the
often long timeframes between events and value conflicts and
ethical considerations (Blennow et al., 2014). Such aspects make
decision-making a challenging task. Blennow et al. (2014) illustrate
this point where Swedish private forest owners consider damage
caused by wind as one of the greatest risks to their forestry
activities from the perspective of their individual income. However,
only one-third of owners place importance on taking active
measures to reduce the risk of wind damage.

It is therefore crucial to understand and assess the impacts of the
increasing risk related to all forest hazards in a holistic manner,
rethink conventional approaches and develop integrated risk
management and post-disturbance measures and policies for
European forests as a key part of sustainable forestry (WEF, 2010).

As the different risks manifest themselves in a variety of ways due
to their nature and occurrence, it is essential to have in place an
effective portfolio of tools, instruments, and strategies to help
mitigate these risks, based on a solid information base allowing
European countries to work together across borders. This may
include the sharing of information and knowledge, exchanging
gained experiences and good practice examples as well as
assisting/providing training and capacity building measures. Such an
approach may prepare countries in Europe to cope more effectively
with the effects of natural risks in time and space in an integrated
manner while accepting disturbances as part of forest ecosystem
dynamics.
. __________________________________________________________________________________________________________}
» Understanding and assessing impacts of increasing risks through forest
disturbances asks for rethinking conventional approaches. Developing
integrated risk management and post-disturbance measures as a key
element of sustainable forestry will need to rely on effective policy

frameworks, scientific and tacit knowledge.
]



Box 1: Main forest disturbances: a glance at their consequences

Windstorm is one major damaging hazard in
Europe’s forests, causing more than 50% of all
catastrophic damage by volume to European
forests with an average of two destructive storms a
year. Scientific investigations estimate that about
0.12% of the standing volume of European forests
is damaged annually (1950 — 2010 average) being
equivalent to about 38 million m’ (Schelhaas, 2008;
Schelhaas et al., 2010). Major storm events can
have besides the economic impacts (e.g. 1999 in
France: 180 million m® were destroyed equalling €
6 billion of economic loss; 2005 in Sweden: 75
million m*> were destroyed € 2.4 billion), severe
social and environmental impacts in those regions
hit, and strongly disrupted wood markets. Gardiner
et al. (2010, 2013) suggest that storm damage in
forests may further increase in Europe ranging
between 2 to 4 times the present levels by the end
of the century, assuming that current management
practices continue. In 2014 Slovenia experienced
one of the worst ever ice sleet and snow breakage
events in their forests, resulting in massive losses
both in forestry and infrastructure. About 10
million m® of timber was damaged affecting about
50% of the forest area in Slovenia (600 000 ha).
Damage was evaluated at € 214 million to forestry
while damage to infrastructure was estimated
much higher at around € 430 million.

Photo: Bombers Generalitat Catalunya

Photo: Reuters (Srdjan Zivulovic)

Fires account for about 16% of annually
recorded damage in terms of volume (Schuck
and Schelhaas, 2013). Forest fires in Portugal in
2005 caused € 800 million of damage and 13
casualties and accounted for more than 30% of
the carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide and
methane emissions in Portugal for that year
(Birot, 2009). In Greece fires accounted for 64
casualties and damage worth € 5 billion in 2007
(Birot, 2009). A series of extreme fire events
shocked Norway in late January 2014 with
hundreds of residents evacuated and some 40
houses lost. The events where mirrored by a
large 15 000 ha forest fire in Sweden in August
of the same year. Both surprised in timing,
intensity and magnitude. A combination of
climate change, land-use change and
demographics will make mitigation and
adaptation a key element for risk management.
(GFMC, 2014, www.fire.uni-freiburg.de). Well
documented annual wildfire information for
Europe is provided by the Joint Research
Centre’s ‘European Forest Fire Information
System’ accessible at:
http://forest.jrc.ec.europa.eu/effis/.



http://www.fire.uni-freiburg.de/
http://forest.jrc.ec.europa.eu/effis/

According to FOREST EUROPE, UNECE and FAO
(2011) insects and diseases as well as damage
caused by wildlife are the most frequently reported
damaging agents in European forests. The level of
damage caused to forests is often not well known
and data either limited or fragmented. For insects
and diseases, about 3% of the forest area in Europe
(not including the Russian Federation) is reported
to be adversely affected (FOREST EUROPE, UNECE
and FAO, 2011). They can occur as direct damage
or follow the occurrence of, for example, major
windstorms or drought periods. In some cases the
level of secondary damage can be of the same
order of magnitude as the initial one. Insect
populations are also likely to react to long-term
change processes such as climate change, and
consequences may include new damaging agents
entering European forests. Forests are the habitat
for wildlife. Large wildlife populations may develop
into a threat especially for tree regeneration and
tree species composition. Damage will usually
occur as local incidents and therefore not become
visible at larger scales. At the local scale, however,
specific events can have significant economic and
ecological impacts, for example protective forests
in mountain regions. According to FOREST EUROPE,
UNECE and FAO (2011) the forest area affected by
damage from wildlife was highest in the Nordic and
South-Western regions.

http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/wildschaden

2.2 Forest protection: a key policy relevant issue in

Europe

Over the past decades, the patchwork of European and EU policy
has become more comprehensive in addressing the intensification
of forest disturbance regimes and related risks, and increasingly so
by linking these to the contexts of climate and land-use change in

Europe.

At the pan-European level, the Oslo Ministerial Decision”, adopted
at the FOREST EUROPE Ministerial Conference in 2011 gives a clear

Shttp://www. foresteurope.org/filestore/foresteurope/Conferences/Oslo_2011/FORESTEUROPE _
MinisterialConference_Oslo2011_EuropeanForests2020_AdoptedatMinConf14-16June2011.pdf



reference to address climate-related risks. It calls for “urgent action

to minimize risks of damage from events such as storms, floods, fire,

drought, pests and diseases in order to protect European forests and

their functions”. It emphasizes the “value of adequate and

accessible forest information for decision making at all levels”.

]

» Over the past decades, the patchwork of European and EU policy has
become more comprehensive in addressing the intensification of forest
disturbance regimes and related risks, and increasingly so by linking
these to the contexts of climate and land-use change in Europe.
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At the level of the EU-28, the new Forest Strategy, adopted in 2013,

makes clear reference to the need for protecting forests and

biodiversity from significant effects of storms and fires, increasingly

scarce water resources, and pests. The strategy recognizes that such

threats do not respect national borders and that they are further

accelerated by changes in climate. The strategy acknowledges

pressures to forests including fires, storms, pest and diseases and

the need for enhanced protection. Importance is placed on

maintaining, restoring and enhancing forest ecosystem resilience

and its adaptive capacities. The strategy refers clearly to building on

actions proposed in the EU Strategy on Adaption for Climate

Change6 and the Green Paper on Forest Protection and Information

in the EU.

The Green Paper on Forest Protection and Information in the EU’
was published in 2010 with the purpose of initiating a debate on
options for an EU approach to forest protection and information in
the framework of the EU Forest Action Plan. It was based on the
White Paper: Adapting to Climate Change: towards a European
Framework for Action®. In a response to the Green Paper, the EU
Parliament reaffirmed its view on the need for increased levels of
funding for EU Forest protection measures and asked for new forms

® COM(2013)216
7 COM(2010)66
#COM(2009)147



of assistance to Member States. The EU Parliament urged the
European Commission to present a legislative proposal for forest
fire prevention, incorporating funding for risk assessments, fire
detection, training and recovery.

The policy framework around which a future European Forest Risk
Facility would be built is not solely determined by forest-specific
policy. Important is the EU Framework on Civil Protection, which is
mainly concerned with emergency response coordination. In the
new legislation of 2014 it places more emphasis on disaster
prevention, risk management, and disaster preparedness, including
the organization of trainings, simulation exercises, and the
exchange of experts. Any activity by a European Forest Risk Facility
would focus on enhancing the resilience and adaptive capacity of
European forest landscapes thus being complementary to what is
traditionally understood to be in the domain of civil protection.

Other important European policy references are the EU 2020
biodiversity strategy9 particularly in context of the introduction and
establishment of new invasive species, and the draft EU regulatory
framework for plant health™.

° European Parliament resolution of 20 April 2012 on our life insurance, our natural capital: an EU
biodiversity strategy to 2020 (2011/2307(INI)) Tighter controls on invasive alien species is one
of the 6 targets.

10 Brussels, 6.5.2013. COM(2013) 262 final. 2013/0137 (COD) Proposal for a REGULATION OF
THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL On the production and making
available on the market of plant reproductive material (plant reproductive material law)
http://ec.europa.eu/food/animals/live_animals/bees/docs/bee-infograph_en.pdf
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3 Strategy

3.1 Building a vision

Keeping in mind predictions towards global climate change and the
growing demands of society (wood and wood fiber products, wood
for energy, recreation, etc.), sustainable forestry will only be able to
meet such developments and expectations with highly resilient
forests. Resilience of forests can be achieved by integrating risks
into forest management and mitigation processes, and accepting
disturbance as part of forest management. Properly addressing
disturbances in forest management should allow their impacts,
damage levels and corresponding uncertainty to be reduced.

Vision
To enhance the resilience and adaptive capacity of European forest
landscapes by promoting intelligent handling of natural disturbance related
risks as an integral part of sustainable management.

This vision is motivated by:

= forests being an integral part of Europe’s environment,
economic activity and socio-cultural identity;

= the acceptance that natural disturbances play key roles in
forest ecosystem dynamics;

= the understanding to which extent risk can be absorbed by
disturbance management and thus aiming to reduce
vulnerability (e.g. increasing resistance, diversifying risk at
landscape level, role of insurance);

= the understanding to which degree multi-functional forests can
be transformed to become more resilient;



Towards a European Forest Risk Facility

= the need to facilitate collaboration and interaction between
research, policy and practice around abiotic and biotic forest
risks at European, national and local levels;

= the need for a way to exchange knowledge and information on
natural forest disturbance risks for a broad range of target
audiences;

= the need to provide actors at policy, science and operational

levels with tailored products and services that support their
activities and meeting the above vision.

3.2 Mission

Photo: Daniel Kraus

Since the mid-1980s, a number of severe catastrophic events,
including large wildfires and windstorms, have occurred in Europe’s
forests. These events have revealed a need to coordinate and
cooperate on a larger geographic scale. In-depth understanding of
natural disturbances and their management are highly important in
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order to move from currently more reactive and defensive
management approaches to approaches in which risk is integrated
into forest and landscape management (mitigation). Issues for
which it is obvious to cooperate across borders include: forest risk
reduction both in science and practice; how to connect
governmental, organizational and operational levels; how to engage
the broad variety of forest owners; and how to ensure that
knowledge transfer takes place without being hampered by
language barriers. The mission for a European Forest Risk Facility
will therefore aim at:

Mission
shifting the paradigm in dealing with forest related disturbances to
empower European forests in meeting societal demands for goods and
services in a changing environment in the long term.

The above mission builds on the following observations:

= Historically, the understanding of risk has been influenced
by the civil protection framework and is mainly based on
reaction to ‘external’ effects. The view to incorporate risk
into forest and land management as an integral part of the
system, however, is becoming more prominent — this
means that, through integration, risks can be transformed
to disturbance.

=  Mitigation measures had in the past been planned and
realized by aiming at building a reactive response against
hazards and without awareness of an integrated risk
culture.

= Safety is affordable only to a certain extent, and not every
hazardous situation can be eliminated.

= Setting priorities for risk reduction measures is difficult due
to a lack or dispersal of policies, tools and risk awareness.



= Thorough analysis of costs and benefits is often lacking in
terms of forest disturbance risks and forest disturbances
management on all levels, from mitigation, preparedness
and response through to recovery.

=  Coordination between countries is not well established
when dealing with forest risk management. There is often
only loose contact and minor interaction between key
players in forest risk management at the pan-European
level. Many initiatives are project-based and cooperation
ends with the project and accounts in particular to experts
and managers at operational levels.

A European Forest Risk Facility will strive towards adding value to
existing initiatives by facilitating pan-European cooperation at
different levels (e.g. landscape management and civil protection)
and amongst actors including the forest science community, policy
makers, administrations, management/operational level, insurance
companies, and NGOs. It will aim at bridging gaps between those
who have expertise and those who are in need of that expertise.

Thus it will follow the guiding principles of: connecting, collecting
and exchanging existing, and generating new expertise and
knowledge in research and management in support of policy
making.

There is no mission without a ‘mandate’. The German Federal
Ministry of Food and Agriculture provided financial support for the
investigation of the feasibility and framework conditions for a
future European Forest Risk Facility. The project is actively
supported by a network of institutions and specialists from
research, operational management, practitioners and policy and
decision makers dealing with forest risks from natural disturbances.
In the course of the project a broad-based call, from all involved
communities for more cross-boundary cooperation in the field of
forest risk management has been voiced. Any future mandate for an
operational set-up of a European Forest Risk Facility will ultimately



depend on financial support from different sources, while an

implicit mandate needs to come from consensus and support from

the communities and stakeholders at various expert and geographic

levels.

]

» A European Forest Risk Facility strives to add value to existing
initiatives by facilitating pan-European cooperation at different levels
and amongst the multitude of actors dealing with risk to forests. It will
follow the guiding principles of: connecting, collecting and exchanging
existing expertise and knowledge, and generating new expertise and
knowledge in research and management in support of policy making.

3.3 Core values of a European Forest Risk Facility

The core values are derived based on the mission for European
Forest Risk Facility and its guiding principles to connect, collect
exchange and generate expertise and knowledge:

Transparency

Transparency is an essential condition to allow for a free
and open exchange. These conditions are to be fair and
clear to all involved. Transparency of a European Forest
Risk Facility will ensure that all contributing or interested
parties will understand its mission, role and activities. It will
be able to react at any given time to input from partners
and interested actors.

Inclusiveness

Inclusiveness refers to respecting each individual or
organization for the knowledge and expertise they have
available. Enabling access and allowing for exchange is an
essential asset for the success of a European Forest Risk
Facility. Allowing for engagement, commitment and trust
will strengthen its work and ensure a dynamic working
culture.



Complementarity
Being complementary will ensure an added value to
existing structures, initiatives and processes dealing with
forest disturbance risk. A European Forest Risk Facility
should avoid any kind of competition or overlapping
activities.

Pro-activeness
Based on the best available information and exchange with
relevant experts and expert organizations, a European
Forest Risk Facility will take action in advance of future
events, rather than just reacting to them. This includes
investigating where there are demands for action now, and
predicting where there may be new demands in the future.

Understanding
Identifying best practices where there are well-developed
and accepted procedures and approaches, and
encouraging their further development.

Innovation

An engagement in and exploration of new innovative
approaches is essential for addressing disturbance risks in
Europe’s forests. Engagement should allow identification
of: i) innovative practices; and ii) sub-optimal existing
practices (comfort zone). To ensure such innovation a
facility will embrace knowledge from research, technology
and operational levels to promote new pathways in dealing
with abiotic and biotic risks.

——————— —————————————
» A European Forest Risk Facility should be guided in its work by core

values including transparency, inclusiveness, complementarity, pro-

activeness, understanding, and innovation.
——————————————— — — ]



Strategy

3.4 Actors and potential costumers

A European Forest Risk Facility will aim to support and connect a
broad range of actors active in mitigation, preparedness, response,
and recovery of forest disturbances. For this it will need to be fully
aware of the organizational environment in which it is active i.e.
understanding the ‘rules of the game’. Actors in the different
domains and their corresponding expertise will need to be fully
understood and acknowledged when planning activities. In this way
a European Forest Risk Facility can define its place and fields of
activity within the existing well established risk management and
risk assessment community.

Emergency
responders

-

p.

search

Figure 5. The landscape of actors in which a future European Forest Risk Facility will operate. It is
important to be able to dynamically adjust the overlaps between the spheres of interest of
different actor groups. The importance (size), positions and overlaps of the spheres will differ
from topic to topic.

In particular the bridge between science, practice and policy will
need strengthening. This implies a European Risk Facility to
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understand and build trust between relevant actors and networks
and their fields of expertise at pan-European, national, regional and
local levels. Facilitation through an efficient yet more permanent
structure can guarantee a continuity of building, expanding and
maintaining networks, organizational memory, stimulate interaction
and exchange of knowledge which to date is not well coordinated.

It will be especially important to connect networks at operative and
institutional/strategic levels. Those being more institutionalized are
often based on political mandates (top-down). Other networks
rather evolve based on concrete experience and operations,
requirements and needs, but are not necessarily organized or
embedded within an official framework (bottom-up). Bottom-up
activities are often linked to individuals, making continuation of
such processes vulnerable to changes in the availability of those
individuals. An example is the ‘Global Wildland Fire Network’™®. It is
based on the efforts of renowned and motivated individuals that
are highly valuable to nurture demands and needs from an
operational ‘ground’ level. At the same time, these motivated
individuals linked within the network may not have the necessary
means to influence (and implement) decision and policy making due
to a lack of institutional back-up and standing. Therefore a support
function of a top-down approach is wanted to enable real change,
adaptation and transformation in a sustainable way on all levels of
decision and policy making.
. __________________________________________________________________________________________________________}
» Building bridges between science, practice and policy is essential. It
requires a European Risk Facility to understand and build trust
between relevant actors and networks and their fields of expertise at
pan-European, national, regional and local levels. Special attention is
needed to connect networks at operative and institutional/strategic
levels. A facility should represent an enabling environment filling a

‘supporting’ role, not a ‘leading or coordinating’ role.
—————————————————————]

1 http://www.fire.uni-freiburg.de/GlobalNetworks/globalNet.html



A European Forest Risk Facility could provide such an enabling
environment and reference function thus filling a ‘supporting’ role,
and not a ‘leading or coordinating’ role. It will be based on an
institutional set-up ensuring credibility in the risk community with
links to strategic initiatives and formalized structures at national
and international levels. Equally important, it will embrace existing
forest risk communities and networks. Through that it can actively
engage and seek mechanisms for effectively connecting them.

The main actors with whom a European Forest Risk Facility will
interact are:

= practitioners in forest management and landscape
planning;

= operational risk managers;

=  public authorities in forestry, landscape planning and civil
protection;

= decision makers and opinion leaders in policy fields related
to forests, landscape and civil protection;

=  business sectors (including insurances) affected by impacts
of forest disturbances, the management needed to absorb
the impacts, and those able to provide technical support
and innovation to the risk management and mitigation;

= scientists and research managers in related domains;
= civil society organizations and civil society at large.
Every different actor implies different products, services, tools and

output. These value propositions are elaborated upon in the section
describing the business plan.



3.5 Role of a European Forest Risk Facility

Addressing natural forest disturbances caused by fire, storm or
biotic agents requires a wide range of expertise and actions by
different actors. A risk management cycle includes activities around
preparedness, response and recovery, while mitigation addresses
risk probabilities, management alternatives and corresponding
mitigation planning. When translating that into an activity matrix
one can differentiate a set of loops for certain actors (see Figure 6).

preparedness
mitigation and response recovery
research and
monitoring
assessment and
management
communication \/

Figure 6. Activity matrix highlighting general areas of expertise and actions by different actors
dealing with forest risks. The light and dark grey loops are mainly addressed by forest
administrations and research institutions. The magenta loop frames the civil protection
approach. Embedded within the magenta loop is the blue loop reflecting the work of monitoring
agencies while the pink loop is addressed by responding agencies.

» A risk management cycle includes activities around preparedness,
response and recovery, while mitigation addresses risk probabilities,
management alternatives and corresponding mitigation planning.

The two grey loops around mitigation and recovery are mainly
addressed by forest administrations and research institutions. The
magenta loop constitutes the frame in which civil protection and



operational implementation takes place. Embedded within the
magenta loop one can identify the role of monitoring agencies
(blue) while the pink loop is addressed directly by the responding
agencies (e.g. civil protection units, fire services). Lessons learned
have an important role for all actors as should the interaction
between the different loops and consequently link to the policy
domain. The communication between the loops, however, is not
always well established. Nor is there a coordinated interaction with
the policy level.

» A European Forest Risk Facility will need to provide support to policy
making based on reliable up-to-date information and knowledge on
the state and trends of risks affecting the provision of forest functions
and services in Europe.

A future European Forest Risk Facility would enter as a new actor to
existing communities addressing disturbances and risks to European
forests. It thus needs to ensure its complementary role and added
value to risk community. A European Forest Risk Facility can:

= Fill the role of a networking platform addressing the
integration of disturbances in management for resilient
forests and forest landscapes thus promoting their
increased adaptive capacities.

o It represents a unique platform to enhance and
stimulate cross-boundary exchange of knowledge
and expertise on biotic and abiotic risks between
local, regional, national international levels.

= Develop into a knowledge hub for identifying needs and
capacities.

o It contributes to identifying needs for action
amongst  different domains, actors and
stakeholders.



Act as a facilitator, or honest broker, stimulating
collaboration at the interface between research, policy and
operational management (science — policy — practice
interaction).

o It emphasizes the development of approaches
around mitigation and recovery by embracing
‘lessons-learned’ backed by research and tacit
knowledge.

o It fills a role as a supporting platform to expert
organizations in preparedness and response.

o It connects scientists from relevant disciplines
with forest and landscape managers and experts
from civil protection.

o It ensures cross-linkages to and exchange with the
policy and decision making from local to pan-
European levels.

Constitute a driver for exchange of cross-disciplinary
knowledge.

o It adds value to existing initiatives by facilitating
pan-European cooperation at different levels.

o It stimulates knowledge transfer across borders.

Provide for a vivid partnership from local to pan-European
levels, allowing for informal and non-bureaucratic
interaction avoiding complex (governance) structures.

o It facilitates for existing and supports the
development of new networks.

Constitute an entry point through which national
administrations in Europe and services of the European
Commission can consult in support of policy and strategy
development relating to abiotic and biotic risks to forests.



= Mobilize experts and expert networks to provide the
needed guidance and capacities where required or
requested.

= Collect lessons learned and good practice guidance as
input for stimulating further research, monitoring and
management activities towards improved and adapted
mitigation and provide for their communication.

To ensure that a European Forest Risk Facility can fill its niche and
add value to a broad, well established expert community dealing
with natural disturbances and related risks, it is imperative that a
facility has the means to:

= Activate a unique repository of specialists and knowledge
within the forest sector and the risk community for
addressing and promoting a paradigm shift in dealing with
forest related disturbances.

=  Support and enhance interdisciplinary and cross-sector
exchange.

= Act under the auspices of an international organization or
other suitable modus operandi in order to operate
unbiased and ensure recognition and acceptance amongst
the risk community.

=  Ensure the availability of a permanent structure in order
to provide continuity, organizational memory and build
trust amongst the actors addressing natural forest
disturbances within the risk management and mitigation
cycle.



» A future European Forest Risk Facility will need to ensure its
complementary role and added value to a broad and well established
expert community dealing with natural disturbances and related risk.

3.6 What will a European Forest Risk Facility deliver

A key tool for understanding the needs of the risk community and
the role of a European Forest Risk Facility is the collection and
development of so-called ‘cases’, a learning-by-doing approach that
has already proven to be key in developing best practices from real-
life cross-boundary forest risk management situations. Cases can
emerge from real events, be direct requests from corresponding
communities and networks or be virtual exercises. Such case
examples help to identify actual needs and types of required
actions. They foster the building and provision of access to experts
and expert networks, and constitute points of reference. The ‘case
studies’ can serve as reference when developing and formulating
key services and products of a future European Forest Risk Facility.
Such case studies and their corresponding descriptions have been
crucial drivers in the process of formulating the vision and mission
of a European Forest Risk Facility, its core values and for developing
a ‘products and services’ framework (Annex I).

» A key tool for understanding the needs of the risk community have
been ‘case studies’, a learning-by-doing approach proven to be key in
developing best practices from real-life cross-boundary forest risk
management situations. They have been crucial drivers for formulating
the vision and mission of a European Forest Risk Facility, its core values
and for developing a ‘products and services’ framework. They have
also been instrumental for initiating a multi-risk and multi-disciplinary
network between science, operational management and practice.



A European Forest Risk Facility will through its products and
services:

= Provide guidance for policy frameworks targeting to
enhance Europe’s adaptive capacity and cost effectiveness
in forest disturbance risk management.

= Support the availability of standards for international
cooperation in forest risk management mitigation, and
recovery of natural disturbances.

= Strengthen transnational activities in order to simplify and
speed up circulation of information and knowledge by
capacity building and fast tracking of experiences (e.g.
ensure timely translation of research results into practice
by guidelines, standards, showcase examples and training).

=  Ensure increased ability for timely responding to new and
unexpected events/issues by mobilizing specialists.

= Maximize synergies in monitoring of hazards, by ensuring
availability of up-to-date information and operational tools
for supporting prevention and mitigation measures.

= Develop jointly with various actors, research activities and
programs for increased resilience, mitigation and
corresponding management approaches.

Within this general framework the European Forest Risk Facility will
make tailored products and services available to relevant actors.
The described products and services are derived from expert
consultations and workshops, case study examples, inquiries and
face-to-face interviews. Products and services are introduced in the
business plan document and are accompanied by standardized
detailed descriptions of the product or service and operational
procedures.
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» A set of tailored products and services have been derived based on
expert consultations and workshops, case study implementation,
expert inquiries and face-to-face interviews which a operational
European Forest Risk Facility would have at its disposal for relevant
actors.

3.7 Long- and mid-term goals

Based on the outlining of a future European Forest Risk Facility a set
of long- and mid-term goals can be formulated. It is planned to
divide the set-up of the facility into two phases: 1) an establishment
phase that will start developing and delivering actions that can be
implemented with ‘high confidence and low risk’; and 2) a
development phase which will embed more complex and
challenging tasks in its activity portfolio. The long-term goals are of
more strategic nature encompassing its overall strategic
development while the mid-term goals refer rather to the set-up
phase (e.g. first five years).

Long-term goals

=  Contribute to the understanding that natural disturbances are
an integral part of sustainably managing forest landscapes and
develop mitigation measures so they become more resilient
and adaptive.

= Recognition as an honest broker for research and operational
management administrations for sharing knowledge,
expertise and experiences.

=  Establishment of an active network of knowledge exchange
covering European countries and regions by ensuring
transparency, complementarities, inclusiveness and building
community trust.

= Demonstration that evidence-based policy innovations follow
proven risk adaptations in forest management.




Mid-term goals (first 5 years)

= Establish an operational European Forest Risk Facility
secretariat and mobilize corresponding regional focal points at
3-5 locations.

= Develop active networks connecting research, operational
management, administrations practitioners and the interested
general public with a good coverage in terms of disturbance
types, geography and topics.

= Spread awareness with bottom-up and top-down methods to
all actors.

= Ensure the implementation of activities building on the
premise of low risk high confidence to thus ensure presenting
the added value a facility can provide to the forest risk
community.

= Build an extensive pool of differentiated case studies.




Towards a European Forest Risk Facility

4 Business Plan
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4.1 Introduction and business plan in a nutshell

A European Forest Risk Facility (FRISK) does not exist to date.
Therefore a start-up project for a European Forest Risk Facility
(FRISK-GO) was initiated which aimed at investigating the role of
such a facility and how it can best add value to existing initiatives
dealing with natural disturbances and their resulting effects. In
Annex | it defines key products and services that a future European
Forest Risk Facility should address.
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Success of a European Forest Risk Facility builds on active science—
policy—practice interaction and constructive exchange amongst
actors including forestry, landscape management, civil protection,
research, policy and decision making bridging pan-European to local
scales. The early and continuous inclusion of, and transparent
cooperation within, a wide network of expert organizations in the
field of forest disturbances is the central characteristic of the
facility.

The list of forest disturbances and their interactions are extensive.
The FRISK-GO project has concentrated its work on two of the most
prominent disturbances namely wildfires and windstorms. This is
due to comprehensive expertise available in research, experience at
operational level, and the availability of established cooperation
channels for knowledge exchange. Nonetheless damage caused by
insects and diseases, which is becoming ever more prominent, the
effects of wild ungulates on forests and the impacts of drought
were also addressed. This was done to ensure comprehensive input
for describing an organizational set-up of a European Forest Risk
Facility, its modes of operation and the portfolio of products and
services that it should provide to the various communities. It is
noted that in addition to the damaging agents described above,
other damaging agents such as ice and snow damage and flooding
are also prominent and will be part of the portfolio of an
operational European Forest Risk Facility.

. ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
» “Houston, we will have a problem....”

The business model for a FRISK will need to be simple and
transparent to attract interest for different types of customers. It
will, however, need to build on traits from different business
models. It may adopt aspects of a multi-sided platform (MSP)
business model, which is characterized by having interdependent
groups of customers that interact through the MSP. The research
community, policy institutions, administrations and practitioners,
are examples of potential customer groups that might want to



participate in a European Forest Risk Facility to exchange
knowledge, expertise and know-how. An MSP is of use to one or
more groups of customers if other groups are also engaged, and the
more customers in one group, the more customers this will attract
also in other groups. Such a business model approach creates value
by facilitating interactions between different interest groups. The
added value of an MSP is to what extent it can attract an increasing
amount of revisiting users. This is understood as an enhanced
networking effect.

» A European Forest Risk Facility is all about people! Knowledge will only
be applied if people share and support each other as they are the
backbone of organizations. “One needs to know that the forest risk
community cares about its members. Members are [all] important [...].
It is not so much about organizations, positions and budgets. It is
about knowing that there are networks that are your networks. Things
will change by valuing people for the real things they do |[...]”
(Comment on WhatsApp group within the FRISK-GO project; adjusted)

In the case of a European Forest Risk Facility, the key issue is not
only in the quantity of users, but on their quality of service and
relevance to the forest risk management community and agenda
topics as well as the demonstrated level of expertise in forest risk
issues. The facility’s MSP should be constituted by research
organizations (generating scientific knowledge and information),
operational management and planning (practical knowledge and
expertise in dealing with forest disturbances e.g. represented by
emergency responders, forest managers, civil protection planners),
and decision makers acting at different managerial levels and in
need of sound and tailored knowledge for improved policy and
decision making. Besides a variety of customers also the geographic
level spanning from local to international level very much influences
the type of customer and the particular needs and modes of
exchange and interaction. A European Forest Risk Facility will act as
a catalyst and develop a portfolio of specific products to maximize
knowledge capturing, sharing and uptake for all sides (scientific



compilations, good practice briefs, events, building on the expertise
available in the network, etc.).

A European Forest Risk Facility should collaboratively engage in
developing and sharing innovative products and tools, in a way that
is comparable to an open business model, where core
developments are maintained by strategic partners, while all
participants or stakeholders can contribute to the further
developments or simply use the tools on a needs basis. This might
happen “bottom-up” by embracing ideas from its partner network
or “top-down” where the facility acts upon external or own
initiative providing its network partners with proposals and assets
developed within the facility.

During its implementation the FRISK-GO project received real
requests for assistance from countries and institutions as if a
European Forest Risk Facility were already operational. The
requests are documented as case studies and were valuable in
identifying general framework conditions of a facility as well as
priorities for tailored products and services.

4.2 Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and
Threats

A standard part of a business plan is a SWOT analysis, which
comprises an analysis of internal factors that constitute strengths
and weaknesses, and of external factors that could bring
opportunities or threats.

The objective that was being tested with the SWOT was to list and
evaluate factors influencing the future establishment of a FRISK.
The factors were assessed looking at the basic values of certainty or
uncertainty and control or absence of control. With the SWOT
process and throughout the FRISK-GO project the ‘Rules of the
Game’, ‘Key Uncertainties and Scenarios’, ‘Options’ and ‘Decisions’
were developed and understanding thereof increased. Through this,



the SWOT analysis was indeed a comprehensive process. It also
assumes that a European Forest Risk Facility Secretariat would be
hosted within an established independent international
organizational structure.

Inputs for the SWOT analysis were collected on the basis of
facilitated workshop discussions, questionnaires and direct expert
consultations, video statements, targeted visits and field trips.
These inputs were verified and evaluated at a final FRISK Business
Plan workshop in November 2014.

The following tables present a condensed summary of the analysis.

Strengths Weaknesses

Extensive experience in setting up and Not well connected and recognized at

running topical facilities as well as operational and management level

coordinating large projects

International, independent, neutral and Weak links to other domains in risk

non-profit management

Specifically aimed at the European forest | There is a risk of duplication of work. Need

sector, benefiting from host for careful investigation of innovative

organization’s setup and networks products and services provided by an
European Forest Risk Facility

Opportunities ‘ Threats

Act as honest broker and facilitator Small player in the domain of risk

within the risk community in order to management. Acceptance and trust within

connect, collect and exchange between the risk community are essential for

domains and experts in science, ensuring success. This is crucial as research

operational, management and policy is often disconnected from operational

level management

Availability of financial support for The lack of strong and active local

regional/national nodes based on partnerships and networks will leave a

existing networks and/or organizational facility at a superficial level

structures due to reference to a

European Forest Risk Facility

Empowering regional, national and local Mid- to long-term financial security of a

expertise FRISK-secretariat

A facility can become a platform for

attracting funds from the risk community

as investment to forest management and

research

Table 1. SWOT Analysis Overview.



4.3 Meeting the challenges of natural forest
disturbances

Sections 4.3 to 4.9 describe the operational framework of a
European Forest Risk Facility and a set of identified actions which
are a priority for implementation during the establishment phase of
a facility (i.e. the first five years). The priorities were defined during
a specific expert workshop and products and services allocated to
the envisaged development phases of a European Forest Risk
Facility.

4.3.1 European Forest Risk Facility operational framework

The overall vision and mission of a European Forest Risk Facility is
laid out in Chapter 3. In more operational terms a facility will, in
close collaboration with its constituents and network partners:

. ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________]

» Provide added-value and understanding of biotic and abiotic risks
affecting European forests and enhance the collaboration between,
and mobilization of relevant bodies, organizations and networks from
European to local level. This is done by identifying needs for action and
developing effective means and mechanisms to address those needs. In
this way we will strive towards improved preparedness and mitigation
building on existing knowledge and experience from a vast network of
experts in research, planning, and operational management.

The case study concept, as referred to in section 3.6, will constitute,
also in operational terms, a key instrument for understanding the
needs within the risk community, identifying actions required and
providing access to experts, networks and experience. As a result
tailored products and services are developed to support the
implementation of specific activities. Through numerous
consultations and discussions with stakeholders, it became clear
that an operational framework for a European Forest Risk Facility
would need to be based on the following building blocks:



Understanding
Supporting European countries in developing a conceptual
framework for addressing forest disturbances and their related
consequences and risks; improving understanding of the drivers
(climate, land use policies, forest management) and ecological
and socio-economic impacts of different hazards in a global
change context; providing feedback to the research community
on the needs for information and know-how; providing
collective scientific expertise to policy makers and practitioners.

Informing

Supporting the collection of up-to-date, harmonized
information on forest disturbances, related risks and damage;
giving added-value to pan-European information including e.g.,
tailored map products, harmonized information on the
environmental and socio-economic impacts of forest hazards;
facilitating access to and sharing of best available techniques
for monitoring, assessment and reporting forest damage across
Europe.

Strategic planning

Supporting stakeholders in European countries in planning for
forest risks in an integrated and coordinated manner,
addressing socio-economic and ecological components of risk;
developing strategies for long-term risk mitigation in order to
allow timely and efficient allocation of resources to confront
risks; facilitating the incorporation of risk into forest policies
and into management plans for decision makers and forest
managers.

Coordinating
Supporting post-disturbances facilitation of actions between
European countries, including technical and technological
assistance to organize crisis management, the exchange of
good practices, practice examples, policy measures and
procedures, and support the resilience of affected local
communities.



Capacity building
Facilitating cross-boundary capacity building, networking and
exchange of experiences and expertise; building mechanisms
for continuous learning and knowledge exchange across
country borders.

Communicating

Firstly disseminating the value of a European Forest Risk
Facility, collecting input on demands and supply, and enhancing
network connections; secondly providing relevant information
in a timely fashion through adequate communication and
dissemination channels for different target users (media and
popular dissemination outlets), providing for training and
educational events, workshops, conferences and field trips
tailored toward relevant target groups (forest owners,
managers, policy makers).

Supporting
In the wake of national and supranational disasters, there is an
instant demand for expert knowledge and support. Existing
national and regional networks of experts and associated
multipliers can offer practical and operational support (e.g.
through establishing tailored task forces) to European countries
affected by disturbance events. Specific target groups would
include administrations and forest owners. Therefore the
supporting function assures that created value and outputs
within the networks are readily accessible and can be used and
applied.

4.3.2 Conditions and establishment
The organizational procedures should develop from the

understanding that there is a need to balance the management of a
European Forest Risk Facility between an institutional set-up



ensuring credibility in the wider risk community (Security, Finance,
IT, Human Resources, Energy, Healthcare, Natural Disasters) and
supporting policy making and inviting also more informal forest risk
communities to engage actively in the work of a facility. An
operational European Forest Risk Facility will need both formal and
informal approaches to develop and to become accepted within the
extensive network of actors and stakeholders, varying interests,
backgrounds and expertise as well as within the risk community in
general.

» Slim and straightforward organizational management for two levels:
pan-European FRISK Secretariat and national / sub-national FRISK
Regional nodes.

Based on a broad consultation process two organizational levels
were suggested as most practical, as a European Forest Risk Facility
will need to act on various operative levels with cohesive but
various objectives and target audiences. They represent ‘network
nodes’ within and for the forest and risk community. The two
organizational levels proposed are listed here and they are further
explained in the following text:

= A slim and flexible operating FRISK secretariat (pan-
European level); and

=  FRISK regional accompanied where relevant by FRISK local
functions (with no pre-fixed model but adapted to national
or regional needs).

FRISK secretariat
The FRISK secretariat is entrusted with administrative,
organizational duties, and maintaining records. It oversees FRISK
partner activities, supports and coordinates the FRISK the actions of
the established network and its corresponding partners. The
secretariat is staffed by persons, whose work consists of supporting
management, using a variety of project management,



communication, or organizational skills. These functions are entirely
carried out to assist FRISK partners. It also deals with
correspondence, admits new partners, and organizes FRISK
meetings and events. The secretariat acts at the pan-European level
and is ideally hosted by an independent international organization.
The working language is English. A FRISK-secretariat will act as the
coordination and supporting structure for the FRISK regional
structures. It has the function to serve, support and empower
existing national and regional FRISK initiatives. It should embrace
and strengthen existing thematic networks, at a more
operational/practical level as e.g. those networks existing within the
forest and wildland fire community, as well as in research. A set of
products and services will be delivered by the secretariat that either
builds on FRISK regional products or supports implementation of
regional activities. The secretariat will observe three core functions,
namely:

1) networking and good practice;

2) analysis and forecast; and

3) information sharing, communication, advocacy and policy
support.

Those ensure that partners from research, policy and practice find a
hub for their forest risk management specific topics and needs.
Specific products and services of each organizational level are
described in detail in Annex I. A first operational phase, which will
put main emphasis on establishing a European Forest Risk Facility,
will serve to experience operational feasibility of procedures and of
the proposed products and services. They may then need to be
adjusted or moved between the organizational levels. The
operational phases (proposed are two phases) are presented in
detail in section 4.3.2.2 ‘conditions for operation’. A FRISK
secretariat can deliver the envisaged tasks with a permanent staff of
3-5 full-time positions. A sufficient operational budget is required to
allow for extensive travel activities, conference attendance, and
FRISK missions.



FRISK-regional

The regional functions within a European Forest Risk Facility are
located in countries. The working languages are both English and
the respective national language. FRISK regional nodes will need to
be very flexible and adapted to specific situations and needs, on a
case-by-case basis with demand driven by stakeholders in the
region. The set-up can differ between nodes and still meet the same
objectives. Depending on national funding and forest risk priorities
the functions can be met, for example, by a country, a forest
administration, a forest association, institutions and organizations,
forest universities or forest research agencies. Where forest risk
networks do exist, it seems a reasonable approach to mandate the
existing networks to cooperate closely with a European Forest Risk
Facility at the organizational level of the FRISK-secretariat. Existing
networks may be either formal or informal in nature, and therefore
a flexible approach is mandatory for partners to jointly develop,
build and implement the FRISK vision.

» National and regional forest risk initiatives should be complementary
and serve the greater FRISK vision.

The  “KoNeKKTiW”  (Kompetenz  Netzwerk  Klimawandel,
Krisenmanagement und Transformation von Walddkosystemen;
Competence Network Climate Change, Risk Management and
Transformation in Forest Ecosystems) network in Germany is an
example of a formal and established forest risk management
network. KoNeKKTiW is a joint project that aims to support the
forestry sector overcome hindrances that currently inhibit the
further development and adaption of forest ecosystems to changing
climate conditions. It employs methods such as capacity building,
social learning and proactive risk management to reclaim existing
knowledge and make it suitable for implementation in the practice.
Because knowledge alone does not inevitably lead to action,
awareness raising is essential to sensitize decision makers to the
necessity of proactive risk management. The establishment of a
“Climate Change and Transformation” Community of Practice (CoP)



helps to keep the topic on the agenda even in periods without
urgent crisis, so that prevention measures receive the necessary
attention. In case of natural disturbances, forest personnel and
forest owners will be supported using publicly available sources to
resolve the crisis quickly and in a controlled manner. Such networks
will need long-term sustainable funding and can then provide most
of the regional products and services described later in this
document. A viable formal network fulfilling the regional FRISK tasks
will range in the magnitude of 2-4 full-time positions with
operational and travel budgets.

More informal thematic networks are also an option, as for
example the rather informal but highly effective wildland fire
networks centered around the Pau Costa Foundation (PCF), the
GRAF units of the Catalan Fire Service, the UK wildfire groups, the
Global Fire Monitoring Center (GFMC) with its Wildfire Support
Mechanism (WSM). Supporting those networks within a FRISK set-
up needs support of network nodes, support for more regular
meetings and importantly, budget for regular exchanges. A FRISK
that is empowering and enabling these networks has then access to
a wealth of knowledge, skills and human resources. FRISK can
support the change from meeting by chance to meeting through
regular exchanges, making these networks more powerful and
multiplying their impacts in forest risk management. If sustainably
supported, these networks can provide a wide range of products
and services described later in this document. FRISK support for
such informal thematic networks would require an operational
budget that the FRISK Secretariat can allocate to specific network
activities, such as supporting travel and meeting, facilitating and
hosting training events, etc.

Established institutions, i.e. forest research organizations or forest
administrations should have a focal point for forest risk
management as a minimum requirement. A focal point embedded
in, for instance, a national forest administration can serve as a
permanent communication point that in case of local assistance
requests, questions or disturbance events can activate the regional



actors. It can also facilitate response to external requests for which
there is relevant local expertise. This function could be described as
Forest Risk Liaison Officer.

The essential core element for all described options is the continuity
of one point of contact in the national or regional FRISK nodes and
their activities to which the FRISK secretariat has access. This
correspondent function for FRISK will therefore have only one full
time position as a minimum requirement. The above described
options for setting up FRISK-regional nodes will also allow national
donors to invest ‘in-country’ and target their interests to the main
risks and activities of concern. A FRISK-regional can be accompanied
by or merged with a so-called FRISK-local. FRISK-local will be the
practitioner operations level working exclusively in the local
language. On a local level there is the need for applicable
knowledge and guidelines for implementation of new or adapted
risk management procedures. There is a wealth of local and
traditional knowledge that needs to be captured and processed in a
way that enables transfer of that knowledge to other communities.
Local language and socio-cultural skills are a key and determining
factor of success.

The establishment of a European Forest Risk Facility is following the
motto of connect—collect-exchange. A European Forest Risk Facility
needs to grow by taking a supporting role, not portraying its role as
‘leading’. Strengthening the risk community, based on trust and
credibility, and empowering the community will lead to a broader
acceptance. Based on the feedback from the vast risk community it
was regarded as most feasible to develop a European Forest Risk
Facility in a two-phase approach: 1) a first phase focusing on
establishment of the network; and 2) a second phase focusing on its
operational development.

During the establishment phase emphasis will be on the logistical,
technical and operational requirements for a European Forest Risk



Facility and establishing it within existing networks of forest risk

management and the general risk community. The aim is to create

trust and confidence, credibility and avoiding competition. Activities

to initiate in the establishment phase will follow the paradigm of

low risk — high confidence. This means initiating activities that can

be implemented with a high success rate to promote the facility and

to create trust. Supporting existing initiatives, strengthening existing

networks and facilitating regular opportunities will build the

required reputation of an honest broker. In particular identifying,

monitoring, connecting and adding value based on the case study

concept will be of central importance. The success of such an

approach has already been demonstrated in the FRISK-GO project12

(Case Studies: Annex Il). In a first phase FRISK can rapidly start with

forest risk exchange programmes similar to the EU Exchange of

Experts Programme EoE™, facilitate workshops, provide access to

training opportunities, provide support after incidents by means of

expert teams, hotlines and media information. The establishment

phase is expected to run from 2015 to 2020.
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» A FRISK will start with products and services that will deliver success to
build trust and network for future challenges. The Exchange of Experts
EOE Forest is such a service: high demand, low costs, great added value
and impact.

The development phase will build on a sound and solid foundation
delivered during the establishment phase. The development phase
will focus on creating enhanced dynamics within the network to
ensure speedy action and connections thus allowing more complex
and challenging issues to be addressed with an established and
trusting working network. This may include actions towards, for
example, harmonized monitoring and reporting, and policy
harmonization. In reality it will be difficult to pinpoint all products
and services to either of the two phases as products and services

12 hitp://www. friskgo.org/
'3 hitp://www.exchangeofexperts.eu/
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may be initiated in the establishment phase and further elaborated
in more detail in the development phase. If certain products and
services show as more important, less relevant or have to be re-
located between organizational levels, this new orientation can be
accomplished within the establishment phase or at the start of the
development phase. The timeline and timing or development of the
products and services is elaborated in more detail in the following
sections.

Establishment phase \ Development phase

= transfer and networking: =  based on activities of an

building trust, relations and
acceptance for the value of a
European Forest Risk Facility
acting as an ‘honest broker’

identify, collect and implement
case studies and actions with
low risk/high confidence (e.g.
professional exchanges,
information products (studies
within/across
disturbances/disciplines),
expert database, stimulate the
science-policy-practice
interaction

establishment phase
address more
challenging and complex
topics and activities

harmonized monitoring,
early warning, data
policy, innovative and
targeted research,
mechanisms to support
decision and policy
making

Table 2. Development phases of a FRISK. For detailed product sheets see Annex I.

A legal set-up of a European Forest Risk Facility will base on its
mission, core values and a proposed organizational structure. In
general it will need to be impartial, transparent, and objective in
order to be accepted by the community it intends to serve. A
European Forest Risk Facility is proposed to have both a European



operational level, hereafter referred to as the FRISK-secretariat, and
outreach at regional/national scale hereafter referred to as FRISK-
regional. The organizational establishment of a European Forest
Risk Facility is described below in more detail.

A FRISK-secretariat will act as the platform to ensure overall
coordination, securing funding, initiating and coordinating activities
at international level and connect to FRISK-regional and adjacent
partner and expert networks. This requires an independent and
neutral status as a solid foundation for a FRISK-secretariat. This
could be achieved either by negotiating recognition as an
international organization for a FRISK-secretariat based on a
multilateral convention or by embedding it with an already existing
international body. Both have their advantages and disadvantages.
Achieving international status is a complex and time consuming
process with open outcome. Incorporating it into an existing
organization would be a feasible option, but it may raise concerns
by the community about why the host has been selected and if a
facility can ensure its independent operation.

» The FRISK secretariat is ideally hosted in a neutral international
accredited and independent body.

Having been active as an international inter-governmental
organization since 2003, the European Forest Institute (EFI) could be
an example for a FRISK-secretariat host option. EFl has been
established by convention, which is currently ratified by 25
European States. The convention presents the overall framework
within which the organization should operate. This framework is
broad and poses no limitation to the establishment of a European
Forest Risk Facility. If a FRISK Secretariat is hosted by an
international organization ideally with a host country agreement in
place, such as EFl, most legal and administrative issues are covered.
For instance, the status of a legal person, insurance and liabilities,
tax issues, employment regulations, administration etc. from the
host country agreement can be applied.



For FRISK-regional partners acting at local level the situation is
different. They may not (or need not) follow a generalized approach
and structure. It should be designed to best suit the local conditions
in a country or region. Therefore set-ups for FRISK-regional
subsidiaries may vary from formal (legal person) to
informal/voluntary options. Any set-up would be coordinated in
close cooperation with the FRISK-secretariat.

Depending on the regional FRISK set-up, the legal conditions may be
similar to the legal situation of the secretariat, if embedded in an
existing national or regional structure. In that case a relatively
standard Memorandum of Understanding between the FRISK
secretariat and the regional FRISK initiative or FRISK node can
define the rules of cooperation. Alternatively, the FRISK secretariat
can provide the legal back-up for informal networks. The secretariat
can assist regional activities in the form of group insurances, liability
waivers, administrative support, etc. These are crucial support
functions in empowering existing forest risk networks for the FRISK
vision.

The Global Fire Monitoring Center GFMC™, which is legally and
administratively hosted by the Max-Planck Societyls, can serve as
good practice example of an international initiative hosted by an
established institution, providing the legal and administrative
support elaborated above.

4.3.3  Cooperation at different levels — framework conditions

In order to enable real change, adaptation and transformation in a
sustainable way on all levels of decision and policy making, bottom-
up pro-active activities need to be complemented by the top-down
support functions, which can help to develop official backing for
best practice development, as shown in Figure 7. A European Forest

 http:/Awww.fire.uni-freiburg.de/
' http://www.mpg.de/183251/portrait/
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Business Plan

Risk Facility should provide an enabling environment to synergize,
synchronize, facilitate and induce cooperation between bottom-up
and top-down approaches, and between all levels.

Primary Actors “BOTTOM-UP" Functions “TOP-DOWN" Functions

 Bilateral and multilateral

Global Climate

partners
* Intergovernmental organizations Projecti
rojections

NATIONAL Regional / National

NATIONAL / SUB-NATIONAL Climate Projections

Policies
NATIONAL Strategies

* National government and
statutory agencies

* Civil society organizations

 Private sector Vision

* Research and communication Development goal

Legislation & other instruments,
Financial resources

bodies Sectoral objectives Scientific and Local

* Local government agencies Experiential
Knowledge
LOCAL

 Individuals, households, and LOCAL

communities v Vulnerability,
 Private sector . Needs Risk, and Adaptation
* Community-based organizations Aspiration Assessments

* Faith-based organizations Culture

Figure 7. Visualizing the need for a combined top-down and bottom-up approach in the
operational setting of a European Forest Risk Facility. (Source: SREX IPCC Report, 201416).

Especially important will be to ensure connection between the
operative and strategic levels with science providing for objective,
fact-based exchange. There are those at a more institutionalized
scale based on political mandates and those evolving bottom-up
based on concrete experience and operations, requirements and
needs but not necessarily organized or embedded in a framework.
Often bottom-up, locally driven, processes are linked to highly
motivated individuals, whose contributions are not necessarily
backed by an institution or a mandate, which makes such processes

16 |pCC, 2012: Managing the Risks of Extreme Events and Disasters to Advance Climate Change
Adaptation. A Special Report of Working Groups | and Il of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change [Field, C.B., V. Barros, T.F. Stocker, D. Qin, D.J. Dokken, K.L. Ebi, M.D.
Mastrandrea, K.J. Mach, G.-K. Plattner, S.K. Allen, M. Tignor, and P.M. Midgley (eds.)].
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK, and New York, NY, USA, 582 p.
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more vulnerable. An example is the Global Wildland Fire Network17,
a network of regional networks addressing fire management and
related policy fields. The regional networks are often formed by
individuals with a lack of institutional support to be really
recognized at policy level. At the same time, these motivated
individuals may not have the necessary means to influence (and
implement) decision and policy making. This is an issue that could
be resolved with the help of a European Forest Risk Facility.

A European Forest Risk Facility will need to establish partnerships
with key players and networks at international, European, regional,
national and local levels covering all relevant disturbances. Secondly
they are distinguished based on their profiles being: (a) science
(universities/research institutes) (b) operational planning and
management administrations and services, implementing units,
industry, consultants, and (c) expert organizations for training and
communication.

Instead of listing a number of partner organizations already
declaring their willingness for contribution and cooperation here,
we will rather list the type of organizations envisaged to partner
and cooperate with the European Forest Risk Facility FRISK. It is
imperative that the open transparent character of a FRISK is well
understood and clearly communicated. All organizations that are
willing to support the vision of FRISK are encouraged to participate
and contribute.

In general, the key partners for the FRISK network come from the
various fields from forest research, policy, forest administrations,
forest ownership associations, forest management at all levels,
related civil protection organizations like fire services, NGOs,
informed individuals and thematic networks and the general public
(society). A close working relationship on a pan-European level with

7 http:/www. fire.uni-freiburg.de/GlobalNetworks/globalNet.html



the Joint Research Centre of the European Commission is in
discussion and modes for cooperation on specific tasks are
envisaged. Furthermore, exchange with Civil Protection at EU level
(i,e. DG ECHO) is of high relevance in order to identify
complementary actions. The EU Exchange of Experts Programme
should serve as a model of how to support network exchanges
through a formalized management system.

Regional/national/local: A geographic balance will need to be
ensured in order to capture expertise and knowledge available in
the different regions (research/practice), collect real case
information, good practice examples, and lessons learned.
Partnering with potential hosts of a FRISK-regional node or network
hubs will be crucial in order to ensure the link to the local level.
Outreach to the various actors, including both users and suppliers of
knowledge/information, can only guaranteed by such partnering
nodes that have the understanding of local conditions and have
access to existing networks. They can support the link to relevant
public administrations and ministries.

European/EU: In order to ensure the link to all organizational and
administrative levels as well as all available tools and mechanisms, a
FRISK should establish links to the relevant EU-level agencies,
institutions and organizations, such as DG Environment (DG-ENV),
EU Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection department (ECHO), DG
Health and Food Safety (DG SANTE), and the Institute for
Environment and Sustainability of the Joint Research Centre (JRC-
IES) amongst others. Of course all environmental stakeholders are
in focus, but as well other domains that have overlapping interest
with natural disturbance and risk management, i.e. civil protection,
economy, health, etc.

International: It is of crucial importance to build links with expert
organizations in other continents to ensure state-of-the-art
knowledge exchange with other continents. For wildfire
collaboration e.g. partnerships with expert organizations in South
Africa, North America and Australia are envisaged and partly



already established. This will be investigated for other disturbance
agents. The Eastern Forest Threat Assessment Centre EFETAC of the
US Forest Service has already expressed the will to cooperate, as did
the Council for Scientific and Industrial Research CSIR of South
Africa.

Stakeholder group | Incentives

Forest disturbance e share and develop knowledge
researchers e share and develop networks
e increase access to data and research
topics
Forest managers e get and share best practice
information

e helpincrease readiness and response

e share local information to help assess
larger trends

e stimulate prevention and mitigation

measures
Forest agencies/ e get best practice information
forest e get guidelines for mitigation
administrations measures
Policy makers, e get information on regional forest
regional disturbance state and trends

e relate policy to real life needs
Policy makers, e get information on national forest
national disturbance state and trends

e relate policy to real life needs

e  assistance in policy development
Policy makers, e get information on European forest
European disturbance state and trends

e relate policy to real life needs

e  assistance in policy development
Investors e  better assessment of disturbance
risks and related costs for investment
guidance




e Support after and during incidents /

crisis
Insurance e  better assessment of insurance
companies policy costs

e better verification of post-
disturbance insurance claims
e get reference for prevention and

mitigation
Emergency e give and get information to increase
response services efficiency and effectiveness of

emergency response
e get specific topical knowledge and
skills (i.e. forest fire, storm,...)

Nature e get and share best practice
(protection) information

managers

Civil protection e get and share best practice
authorities information

o get specific topical knowledge and
skills (i.e. forest fire, storm,...)

General Public e receive information and better
understand current and future forest
management practices and their
effects (e.g. residents of homes that
are in the proximity of forest fire-
prone areas)

e general source of forest related
information (warnings, damage
assessment)

Table 3. Stakeholder groups and their incentives to be involved with a European forest risk
facility.




4.4 Activities and related products and services

A series of four thematic workshops and an online consultation
were held during the FRISK-GO start-up project. The contributing
experts from the main forest disturbance categories (storms, fire,
drought, biotic disturbances and wildlife management) defined and
confirmed suggested products and services. In a nutshell, the
products and services of a European Forest Risk Facility can be
thought of as following the approach connect-collect—exchange.
Through an extensive list of case studies on the occurrence and
management of natural disturbances in forests it is possible to
provide a wealth of information and options from which users of a
European Forest Risk Facility can choose, assess, evaluate and
contact similar situations. A facility is all about providing options
and offering the reassurance of decisions through accredited
references. The products and services cover the fields of risk
management from research via practice to policy. The activity fields
are presented in a matrix in Figure 8.

preparedness
mitigation and response recovery

research and
monitoring

assessmentand
management

communication

Figure 8. The Forest Risk Management Matrix: Activity fields for a FRISK.



‘Short loops’ of sectorial approaches are common, i.e. (i) science
may have limited or no contact with practice thus not supporting
decision making at operational level. (ii) Policy making may need to
act on limited information availability. (iii) Practice implementation
may be detached from policy making decisions, and thus
commitment and understanding may be lacking. A European Forest
Risk Facility will aim at making the loops wider and interlinked, as
shown in a simplified way in Figure 9. This approach of breaking the
small loops and interlinking them is recommended in the SREX
report of IPCC V (IPCC SREX Report, 2012™%).

preparedness
mitigation and response recovery

research and
monitoring

assessmentand
management

communication

Figure 9. Risk Management Matrix: FRISK vision to break the small loops, increasing
understanding through bridging into the big, interconnected loop with lessons learned and
shared.

8 |PCC, 2012: Summary for Policymakers. In: Managing the Risks of Extreme Events
and Disasters to Advance Climate Change Adaptation [Field, C.B., V. Barros, T.F.
Stocker, D. Qin, D.J. Dokken, K.L. Ebi, M.D. Mastrandrea, K.J. Mach, G.-K. Plattner,
S.K. Allen, M. Tignor, and P.M. Midgley (eds.)]. A Special Report of Working
Groups | and Il of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, UK, and New York, NY, USA, pp. 1-19.



4.4.1 Products and Services

The products and services envisaged for both development phases
of a European Forest Risk Facility can be thematically grouped and
associated to the organizational levels between a pan-European
FRISK Secretariat and the FRISK Regional initiatives. Figure 10
provides an overview of the products and services and is under
constant development. However, it shows the arrangement and
placement of the more than 50 product and services a FRISK can
offer, provided that an operational budget would be available.

The products and services of a FRISK are grouped in five thematic
product categories:

= Information

=  Networking

= Vision / Communication
= Management

= Intervention Support

The five thematic categories for the products and services make
orientation easier and operational procedures can focus on the
specific categories. Of course there is overlap and mutual activities
to deliver the FRISK mission in an ideal and integrated way.
. ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
» 57 products and services are described. They can be delivered all, or
partly, as operational funding becomes available. All products and
services are described for European and Regional levels.

The development of products and services will follow the two-phase
approach for establishment of a European Forest Risk Facility, i.e.
FRISK will start to deliver products and services that can be
implemented with high confidence and low risk within the first
establishment phase of FRISK. It is important not to start with too
many or too challenging products; this would bear the risk that a
FRISK appears not to deliver. Products and services that are



delivered successfully will create trust, credibility and strengthen
the FRISK initiative. This is imperative for a follow up phase of FRISK
development, addressing the more challenging tasks, products and
services. An example of a successful activity is the facilitation of the
Exchange of Experts programme, for which a clear need was
demonstrated. However development of certain products will take
place in both phases and thus need to start during the
establishment phase and develop with growing intensity in the
development phase.

Working at different levels

All product categories show activities that can clearly be attributed
to A) the pan-European level of the secretariat, or B) the regional
level, implemented by facility partners. However, a number of
products and services cannot be attributed easily to one or the
other level and they need input and coordination from both levels
to develop their full potential and impact, especially if activities are
connected across countries. This interconnectedness of activities is
visualized by connecting lines in the products and services overview
table and represented in the middle section of Figure 10. Especially
the overall coordination and linkage to other activities will be a core
function of the secretariat. This know-how of “who is doing what,
where, with whom” will enable the secretariat to be in the position
of a first-stop-shop in forest risk management.



FRISK Products and Services by Working Areas and Spheres of Responsibility

A [ B i C
Information i Networking i nary”

ora rsciemen
ot an Eary warming pactarm

Data Base

fesp——

ot cstns snaMaruat:
sciercearapracteel

% Deveiogmert sna
Updating ofbranws
Fupicsine

10 Transiontocs
g

[ T—
EartyWarmngPiacorm

12 Wotietor rtamatin
sternarurs cmstaces

Do ot e
Studies s Good ractce

14 Provsen ofscantfc
Data ofCommen wares

< sargsmonr (|

5 Aczessto se isrmre
[ 3 Ustorbusng Nesworks

& Provisin ofDexa g

4 Pointof Resrarce

& Make cats for Workancgs.

A7. Portal-Function

1 rotertoru P Cat

2.0es
[1scigemens roceaurester
Frocucts

E
tarvention Support

1 Coorginarion Emergency

g dcrossBorses/

2 Suppartotiort Resewen
cenwe kG

3 Holicporey Adweeon

Needs

s =
Langusess
i e kg o 0

9 Organzscoraotion
o sond

15 81 or muratcraiCase
Aelsteatros Bourcey
Wor

semorstaten otjecy pos|

4 funceaisng

P —
{Locei/ Regorwd

campaire

[ S————
(Moderaton/ Medstion

S Scenmopiavingand
Simueters

Figure 10. Overview for orientation of products and services, allocated to the pan-European
secretariat level, the regional / local level, and the overlapping products for both levels. (Source:
Kilham, P. 2014; FRISK-GO Internal document).



Business Plan

The following figures indicate the work intensity dedicated to the single products in
reference to the time line.

Information (A)

Wo Deliverabie Name Phnse 1: Phinse 2:
Transher- Diavalspmant
Metworking

&-1  Prowision and Faciitation of an Early Warning Platfarm

Frowvision and Fediitation of Fublications and Manusls

A-2 . .
[Scien<e and Practice|
43  Gooc Practios Dete-Base - Case Study Lisrarg ¢
a4 Fating System for Good Practice Solutions _—
4-3  Frowision of Aocess to Literature Database -

&6  Frovision of Data-Base

&7  Portal Function

Dewelcpmient and Updsting of Manusls snd
Fublications

Walidation of Socd Practice Solutions /Validation from
External Parspective

&-10  Transistion from Local Langusge into English
&4-11  Regional Support of an Early Waming Platform

4-12  Hotline for Information after Matural Disturbanoes

Frovision and Documentation of Caze Studies and Good

A-13 . -
Fractice Sodubons

4-14  Frovision of Soentific Duts of Commaon Irbenest

4-13 Transiation from English into Local Languages

Contextualization to Practical an Local Level | Adaption

A-1E -
of existing
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Towards a European Forest Risk Facility

Metworking (B)

a-1

8-

8-3

8-3

8-7

8-10

8-11

8-12

8-13

8-14

8-13

8-16

Dedivernbile Hame

Expert and Representative Database

Ratinig System for Experts
List of Existing Metaoris
Provision of Refersnce |Foint of Reference]

Make calls for Workshops and other Seraces
Building of 8 Soencs-Fractios Int=rface

Provision of Support for Existing Forest Risk Networks

Wirtual Meetings in Local Langusges (Online Mestings
far Experts)

Organizstions of lob Shadowing Offers snd Internships
Organization of Exchange of Experts
Provide Access to Training Op portunities

Forest Risk Study Tours

Waorkshops with External Experts) imwateement of
Other Domains

Intercultural Communication and Competencies

Bi~ or multinational Case Related Cross Boundary
Workshops

Establishment and Maintenance of Demonstration
Oojects/ Plots

Prase 1 Phaase 2
Tranzter- Develapment
Metworking

[

[

[ —

f—
L]

N1tk
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Business Plan

“Visionary” fCommunication (C)

=]

-7

Deliversbie Name Phimse 17 Phimse 2:
Transter- Development
Networking

|
Management and Commumimtion Procedures _—

identification of Further Research and Simkeholder
Neads

Failitation of Target=d R=search
Awareness Rising Campaigns

Ambassador Function [Moderstion [ Meditation)

Comespondent for Spedtic Questions [ Monitoring and
Forwarding Requests from Regional Actors

Hosting of Wisitors

Management (D}

D1

Deliverabie Name Phmse 1 Phinse 2:
Transfer- Davalopmant
Hetworking
Eroker for EU Project Calls [ ]

Dewsicpment of Maregemant Procedures for Procucts [N
Holistic Policy Advise on Land Use ! Forest Risk

Fumdraising [Looal [ Regionai]
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Intervention Support (E)

No Deldiverabis Mame Phase 1: Phase: 2:
Transfer- Development
MNetworkimg
Coondination of Emergency Missions: iIncdent
1 SrEMErERrSY HEN HEN
Management Teams IMT
_ [informal] Information Exchange Across Borders /
S i EEEEN
£3  Support of Joint Research Cantra HEB HEB
-3 Support after Netural Disturbanoss HEBE
E-3 Soenario Flanning and Simulation e

Figure 11. Timeline and intensities of Product and Services development and implementation.
(Source: Kilham, P., 2014).

4.4.2 Communication

Communication between and among its partners and collaborators
is key in supporting the facility to achieve its potential. The
dissemination activities and knowledge transfer are integral parts of
the overall activities and they could be seen as major value
channels. Since the facility also aims to act as a facilitator, or a
neutral broker, stimulating collaboration between research, policy
and operational management (science — policy — practice
interaction), communication and dialogue serve as key channels
that create the unique value of a European Forest Risk Facility. The
communication plan is described in more detail in a separate
document. Some of the key value channels that are envisaged to
help achieve the facility goals are:

= Digital information, (web page, newsletter, member’s
service);

=  Printed information, i.e. collection of scientific knowledge
accessible to a broad user community, good practice
guidance handbooks etc.;



= Public information events, i.e. conferences, field days,
excursions;

= Demonstration sites, field trips exercises, training camps;

=  Personal meetings and cooperation, building the networks
(annual meetings, advisory or working groups, ad-hoc
meetings, project related workshops and meetings);

= Partnership agreements.

4.5 Revenue Streams

Challenges with Collective Action in Forest Risk Management
Before elaborating on revenue streams of a European Forest Risk
facility, an introduction is required on what we understand as
revenue and how to leverage it.

When individual actors maximize gain, profit tends to be private but
negative externalities are shared. When free to do so, rational
actors maximize private utility regardless of the social effects. As a
consequence, public goods are in jeopardy. A classical example is
the so-called tragedy of the commons, where communal grazing
land is ruined by the scramble of individual herders for a declining
land base (Hardin, 196819). Forest risk management and mitigation,
like climate change mitigation, can be seen as public goods, or
global commons (Stern, 200720). If they are achieved, everybody
benefits and nobody is left behind. Unfortunately, however,
collective action in favour of global public goods (like resilient
forests) does not come easily (Friedrichs, 201321). Even if there
were consensus that vigorous action is needed to prevent their
further degradation, there are serious challenges to be overcome if
collective action is to be successful.

® Hardin, G (1968) The tragedy of the commons. Science 162(3859): 1243-1248.

2 Stern, N (2007) The Economics of Climate Change: The Stern Review. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, UK

2 Friedrichs, J (2013) The Future Is Not What It Used to Be: Climate Change and Energy
Scarcity, Cambridge: MIT Press.



At various levels of agency, collective action is made difficult by
social traps such as the free rider problem and the prisoner’s
dilemma. From the viewpoint of individual countries or citizens it
may be tempting to continue with business as usual while hoping
that countries or individuals will invest in climate change mitigation,
or forest risk management - that is, to free-ride. By the same token,
as users of scarce energy resources for instance we are in a
prisoner’s dilemma: it doesn’t make a difference for my own future
access to these resources if | conserve energy, unless all others
conserve energy too; but because | know that they are unlikely to
do so, it would be foolish for me to conserve energy. Similarly, it is
perfectly rational for a national government to call for a global
climate deal while hammering out a growth package for the
domestic economy. Similarly it is perfectly rational for a forest
administration to call for increased biodiversity and innovative
forest risk mitigation measures while also managing segregated
forest systems that are more like agricultural production systems.
Like economic models that are evaluated by maximal annual profit
and not by the greater good. Because individually all actors are
tempted to free ride and to succumb to the prisoner’s dilemma, at
the collective level cooperation is unlikely to occur - and is fragile
when it does occur. These are examples of the challenges that
collective action must overcome where a publicly desirable
outcome cannot be reached because the participants are driven by
the self-interested pursuit of private utility. In theory, there are
three possible ways to overcome such problems; hierarchical
solutions, market-based solutions, and societal self-governance
(Friedrichs, 2013).

Bottom-up solutions to collective action problems require a very
demanding social fabric, which is sometimes present in traditional
societies and local communities, but which is clearly absent at the
European level of industrial civilization as a whole. The FRISK
network can serve as this social fabric. Another serious problem
related to forest risks (as is to climate change) is the lack of credible
and effective overarching leadership. With a credible and effective
leader, it is sometimes possible to establish institutional devices to



overcome collective action problems. A European Forest Risk

Facility and its managing and implementing Secretariat is an

effective tool to address and overcome these collective problems in

forest risk management.

]

» Can the role and value of a European Forest Risk Facility be measured
in monetary terms? Are healthy robust forest ecosystems not an
overall and independent societal value?

]

Revenue Streams

Revenue streams refer specifically to the individual methods by

which money comes into an organization. Revenue streams may be

characterized, for example by volatility, predictability, risk, and

return. This definition shows that for an initiative like a European

Forest Risk Facility, it is not a straightforward exercise to describe

the envisaged income or turnover. Furthermore, the aim of a FRISK

is not to sell products or to get paid for a specific service. The aim is

to assist the forest risk community in better management of forests

and related disturbances. The ‘revenue’ is increased resilience and

adaptability. These are intangible values that donors and partners

of a FRISK share and are willing to finance, without the expectation

of earning money in the sense of a short-term and direct return on

investment. As a result of the diversity of disturbances and in forest

risk management and the many related activities it is not feasible to

describe the revenue streams in a standardized format as would be

possible when describing another business set-up.

“Risk Management enhances the knowledge of people within the
organisation and based on the principle that the sum is greater than
the whole, it enhances the sum of all knowledge in the organisation.
Risk Management also enhances the fundamentally most important
asset of an organisation - its culture. Risk Management helps drive
people’s behaviour towards better decision making” (Whitefieldzz,
2012). The most important revenue streams derived from delivering

2 http://globalriskcommunity.com/forum



the FRISK activities can therefore be described in the sense of an
impact factor or mobilized resources in the sense of Whitefield
(2012%).

In general, the revenue streams that create value for the FRISK
partners and users are described in the following categories:

= Information, practical experiences, tacit knowledge,
scientific knowledge that was made available, facilitated,
translated and promoted by FRISK.

= Support in forest management practice, decision making
and policy provided by FRISK partners.

= Resources and expert teams mobilized in the form of
advising incident management teams that are sourced
from the FRISK network and financed by FRISK in the actual
mission.

=  Mobilized third-party funding for FRISK activities. With
reference to the FRISK vision and initiative, third parties
are encouraged to finance complementary activities. The
FRISK overarching framework is serving third parties as
reference and mandate to fund complementary activities
or research, supporting the FRISK vision.

Examples can be found already in 2014, where the wildland fire
community mobilized funds of €120 000 for activities that were
inspired by the FRISK-GO project. The storm community mobilized
approximately €20 000 through the EU Exchange of Experts24 (EoE)
programme alone, referring to the FRISK-GO project and FRISK
vision. Wild ungulate researchers have initiated cooperation and

23

http://api.ning.com/files/pQ8PE*Dabukme*a63z A4ANNuGj5Zk8fWNTcsIXPYjjRdIA0NgzsZ71Yt
gyYQu6bn94sp5SnlosmSfheEdCUrdGY50jGK8b-UCA/RiskManagementHowTos03.pdf

2 http:/Awww.exchangeofexperts.eu



skill transfer projects (with funding of €200 000; proposal to be
submitted during 2015).

» FRISK is serving already as an overarching and visionary reference,
mobilizing external funding for related forest risk projects and
supporting initiatives.

4.6 Key Resources

Key resources are necessary to create and deliver value
propositions. They are the capital that a future European Forest Risk
Facility will be working with.

Case study examples

The role of the case study library, (started in the FRISK-GO scoping
study) cannot be over-stated. Case studies provide a wealth of
practical knowledge that has been applied. The lessons learned are
documented and can be shared. When similar incidents or
disturbances occur, the experience gained in the case study can be
used. The case studies allow access to a wide range of experts and
the facility can establish and facilitate the direct communication and
exchange with the experts and practitioners. The facility can also
link and direct targeted research to the case study areas and
challenges to solve arising questions. The case studies offer a
variety of options for the FRISK network on how to handle
disturbance situations. Each case is different and requires a locally
adapted approach. FRISK will not propose one-size-fits-all solutions.
It can, however, provide guidance and with the case studies offer a
variety of approaches where a FRISK member or partner can make
his own choice and make use of information that is relevant for a
specific case. With such a service, FRISK can contribute to reducing
uncertainty and support decision making at various levels.



FRISK network and partner networks

The FRISK network in itself is a key resource, however difficult to
capture and describe in all its variety and heterogeneous
composition. The network can be thought of as a living organism
made of a flexible number of individuals or organizations. It can
have very active phases, followed by more quiet times. It can be
activated quickly and in an un-bureaucratic fashion. Each network
member and node in itself is a multiplier with its wider network, for
the benefit of the FRISK vision. The FRISK approach allows for
exchange between disturbances and this cross-fertilization has
already proved to be fruitful, i.e. a wild ungulate management
project proposal on skill and knowledge transfer across Europe has
developed from the fire network. The network can answer requests,
provide information, facilitate professional exchanges, provide
access to training opportunities and support in many ways. FRISK
will invest in empowering networks.

Knowledge and capacity

FRISK is addressing gaps in the implementation and application of
available knowledge. Despite the available knowledge and all the
capacity building, the application of new knowledge towards better
decision making is still far from ideal. Being able to collect
knowledge from a wide variety of stakeholders, to be at the
forefront of innovative research and to be able to dip into the
knowledge, skill and technology pool of the wider FRISK network
empowers FRISK to serve as a forest risk knowledge hub. Facilitating
this knowledge hub and making it available and accessible is a key
strength and resource.

Legal and organizational provisions
The FRISK secretariat with its managerial responsibilities needs a
competent hosting organization. Instead of creating all required
structures anew like administration, legal provisions, liability issues,
tax and labour law regulations for a FRISK, it is cost effective, logical
and advantageous to investigate the availability and acceptance of
international already established, accredited host organization,



where a FRISK secretariat and budget can be run and managed
making use of the existing structures and protocols.

4.7 Funding Models

Based on the descriptions in Chapter 4.3.2.2 it seems that a two
phase approach for a European Forest Risk Facility is deemed most
appropriate. It also describes that in the first phase a light structure
for a FRISK-secretariat is preferred. The FRISK-secretariat will
concentrate on expanding the partner network and fundraising,
implement low risk-high confidence activities to build experiences
in implementing products and services from its portfolio and build
trust and acceptance in the risk community network. Therefore the
cost estimates in the business plan focus on the implementation
phase of the European Forest Risk Facility during the first years.
Those will need to be regularly revisited in the light of the facility’s
development and the incoming requests for action.

The above may be based on different funding models. They include
the multi-donor trust fund model, host country model or a funding
model based on project funding. Any operational budget supporting
the FRISK vision and activities shall be administered and managed
by one institution, namely the FRISK Secretariat. The FRISK
Secretariat will then allocate budget to the FRISK partners according
to the annual operations plan that is defined by the FRISK governing
body, i.e. an advisory group or similar. This budget management
model will allow for smooth financial management, accounting and
bookkeeping. It will furthermore support the overarching and
coordinating function of the FRISK Secretariat. FRISK partners who
would like to develop activities that are in line with the work plan of
the facility, should be in a position to apply for complementary
support (in terms of funding or strategic support) from the facility
core team. Nevertheless, third parties that are willing to finance
specific institutions for certain activities that are in support of the
FRISK vision are entitled to earmark their contribution as such.



Following are the main models along which lines a facility could be
funded, but these have to be read with the understanding that a
mix of these funding types might be most likely.

1)

2)

Multi-donor trust fund model

A multi-donor trust fund model allows a variety of donors to
pool funds and to jointly develop a strategy and work
programme, which a facility should implement jointly with its
network partners. Core investors need to shape their funding
model and they need to make a decision on:

= types of donors that would be invited to the
partnership, e.g. if also private sector donors could be
included.

= modus operandi for developing (multi-)annual work
programmes.

= any restrictions on funds re-distribution, e.g. would
geographical return be expected by donors or would
funds be targeted to specific groups of recipients.

=  modalities for steering facility activities (meanwhile
acknowledging that facility network partners will also
like to be involved in the planning.

The budget is then administered by the FRISK Secretariat.
Contributions can be earmarked for specific activities. Overall
budget allocation and distribution to FRISK partners is decided
jointly between the FRISK-secretariat and the advisory group.

Host country model

The host country model implies a ‘Host Country Agreement’
that regulates the international legal status of an organization
within the host country. It defines rules and regulations like
employment rules, tax obligations, etc. A Host Country
Agreement needs negotiations with a variety of ministries



which is likely to be time consuming. In the host country
agreement negotiations a direct funding support by the host
country can be arranged. The country that hosts the secretariat
could cover the working costs for the secretariat and provides
an official framework for an independent working environment,
in the best case via the host country agreement. Similarly the
costs involved for the functioning of the regional facility nodes
can be covered by the respective regional or national host.

3) Project funding based model

A Forest Risk Facility can be funded based on individual projects
which are funded by third parties. Overheads can be used to
fund the Secretariat functions. However, it must be stated, that
this funding model has the high risk of non-sustainable
discontinued projects, and a Facility that is following project
trends instead of shaping the trends. Such dependency on
third-party projects requires permanent proposal writing,
distracts from the core duties and is an effective obstacle to
development of a long-term continuous red line of activities
supporting the FRISK vision.

A European Forest Risk Facility could in practice also work with a
mix of funding models. The core operations of the secretariat could
e.g. be financed with a host country model, while the work plan
tasks could be funded through a multi-donor trust fund model and
complemented where possible by project-based funding. Also in-
kind staff contributions need to be considered, e.g. staff allocated
by partnering organizations to contribute on specific tasks, either at
their home organization, or seconded to the FRISK secretariat.
Secondments to the secretariat would be seen as activities
contributing to content related tasks rather than general
management tasks.

A first draft of a cost structure and estimate is presented separately
including as an example the cost structure and estimate for a FRISK-
regional unit embedded within an existing organization. Further, the
attached product and services sheets present time and staff



resources occurring when particular products or services are
requested. Those are also to be seen as rough estimates based on
experience both for a FRISK-secretariat and involved FRISK-regional
units.

4.8 Governance Model and Structure

A governance structure for a European Forest Risk Facility could
comprise governance models for the facility itself as well as for its
technical and strategic governing bodies, regional and European
advisory groups.

European Forest Risk Facility Secretariat

The FRISK-secretariat could be hosted by an already established,
international, non-governmental host organization, or it could be
established as an entirely new entity. It will require relevant
structures and mechanisms to run a facility and follow well
established operational guidelines and tailored annual work plans.
Particularly the annual work plans should be approved and
endorsed by a European Forest Risk Facility Advisory Group (FRISK-
AG).

Daily implementation of the work plan is ensured by the FRISK-
secretariat in close cooperation with its partners at
regional/national level (FRISK-regional). The FRISK-secretariat will
operate under the general guidance and supervision of its senior
management and the FRISK-AG. The European Forest Risk Facility
will, in collaboration with FRISK-AG have the responsibility for
recruiting and staffing a FRISK-secretariat. The FRISK-regional
partners will be endorsed by the FRISK-secretariat based on the
recommendations of the FRISK-AG. The manager of the FRISK-
secretariat is appointed by the FRISK-AG. The manager has the
overall responsibility for organizing work activities and supervision
of staff. The manager ensures the incorporation of FRISK-regional
partners in work activities and builds collaboration with other



interested parties at national and international levels. The FRISK-
secretariat will ensure:

=  Provision of intellectual leadership in the thematic work
and maintenance of its strategic focus;

=  Administration of available funds including budgeting and
financial reporting;

=  Fundraising;

= Cooperation and association with the relevant
international organizations and processes, the European
Commission services and Member States in support of
activities relating to forest risk mitigation, preparedness,
response and recovery;

= Integration of the European Forest Risk Facility into fora as
proposed and endorsed by the FRISK-AG.

The FRISK-secretariat represented by its facility manager, may take
necessary actions and decisions to efficiently implement the facility
work plans approved by the FRISK-AG.

European Forest Risk Facility Advisory Group
The FRISK-secretariat will set-up a European Forest Risk Facility
Advisory Group (FRISK-AG) based on the approaches used by other
comparable organizational structures. It is proposed to put into
place a FRISK-AG as the highest decision making body of the
European Forest Risk Facility. It would take up the following main
tasks and responsibilities:

=  Provision of strategic direction on the operations of the
European Forest Risk Facility;

=  Provision of feedback on the implemented operations and
monitoring of achievement of objectives;



= Review and approval of the annual progress and financial
reports;

=  Provision of guidance to the FRISK-secretariat regarding
operations under the facility’s work plan;

= Review and approval of forecast budgets and work plans;

=  Provision of support to the FRISK-secretariat’s work with
other relevant agencies, institutions and countries within
Europe and beyond that may benefit from collaboration or
may add expertise to the work of the facility.

The FRISK-AG would consist of the host organization (if available),
active donors, key institutional partners. An optimal size of the
group should allow coverage of the key needed areas of expertise,
whilst remaining manageable, flexible and dynamic:

= Asenior representative of the host organization (if
applicable);

=  Representatives of European Forest Risk Facility donors. A
minimum threshold value might apply for a financial
contribution to give right to a seat in the advisory group.

= Representatives of key institutional partners (including
FRISK-regional partners). Limits might be set to define a
maximum time members could serve, in order to allow the
group to change dynamically over time.

Donors are regarded as actively engaged when making a significant
financial or in-kind contribution for a specific time period.
Representatives from key institutional partners are invited in their
capacity to provide expert input as a facility will cover the broad
range of FRISK activities. This will be especially important to ensure
good understanding and collaboration between the FRISK-
secretariat and the FRISK-regional partners.



Advisory Group members should, in principle, be based at
organizations that have their offices within Europe. The FRISK-AG,
however, may allow for the participation of institutional
representatives from other continents based on their extensive
knowledge on forest risk research and operational management.
New FRISK-AG members are nominated by the Advisory Group. Any
FRISK-AG member will be appointed under personal title, thus the
appointment will be based on personal and professional capacity,
experience and background. The opinion expressed at the meetings
will not bind the institution or organization they work for. Meetings
of the FRISK-AG are to be chaired on a rotating basis. It is in
principle a non-voting body that works by consensus and meets at
least once a year. The FRISK-secretariat will ensure that the FRISK-
AG have the necessary conditions to allow them to interact as
needed throughout the year. The Facility Manager will act as
secretary to the FRISK-AG.

In case there is a need to establish advisory bodies at
regional/national level this will need to be agreed with the FRISK-
AG. The creation of any overlapping structures should be avoided.
The role of an advisory body for FRISK-regional will need to be
carefully elaborated on a case-by-case basis in order to support
both strategically and operationally a FRISK-regional unit. The
FRISK-secretariat will ensure yearly information exchange between
FRISK-AG and existing advisory bodies. Representatives of such
bodies would be invited to a regional FRISK advisory group,
depending on their expertise and the needs of the umbrella
advisory group.

4.9 Success indicators

With the products provided and services delivered, the forest risk
community will be empowered to work more effectively.
Strengthened and supported FRISK networks function as multipliers
of knowledge, skills and techniques. However, there is a need for



indicators to objectively measure and describe the impact that a
FRISK will have. This could be expressed, for example, as number of
people that made use of FRISK services, facilitated exchanges,
workshops and training sessions, download numbers, publications,
initiated project activities, and, if possible, in mobilized funds from
third parties.

Subject \ Indicator Measure Target
1. Development of demonstration case studies

Number of case studies per main
disturbance type

Geographical spread of case
studies

2. Network establishment

Total number of member
organizations

Total number of experts

Number of experts per key
disturbance category
Geographical spread of experts,
for each disturbance category
Geographical spread of offer and
demand of facility expertise

3. Legacy indicators

Number of tools developed
Number of publications (per
type)

Policy support activities

4. HRindicators (FTE=Full-time equivalent)
Number of staff on core tasks Total
persons
and FTE
Number of staff on project tasks Total
persons
and FTE
Number of staff on core funds Total




persons

and FTE
Number of staff on project funds | Total
persons
and FTE
Number of staff, in-kind Total
persons
and FTE
5. Financial security
Real funding as share of total Absolute
target funding, defined by and
projects funded per priority percentage
(H/M/L) level of total
Core funding per donor Absolute
and
percentage
of total

Funding source per activity
type/theme

Table 4. Overview of example success indicators.




4.10 Glossary

- Business plan plan to achieve mid-term goals,
specifying also  short-term  goals,
including identification of customers
and stakeholders, product and service
groups or programmes, organization of
activities, financial plan, infrastructure
and resources needed (including human
resources).

- Disturbance disturbance is a process that alters the
average condition.

- Facility organizational entity with a specific
purpose.
- Hazard (1) a hazard is a situation that poses a

level of threat to life, health, property,
or environment. Most hazards are
dormant or potential, with only a
theoretical risk of harm; however, once
a hazard becomes "active", it can create
an emergency situation. A hazardous
situation that has come to pass is called
an incident. Hazard and possibility
interact together to create risk.
Identification of hazard risks is the first
step in performing a risk assessment.
Modes of hazard are:

= dormant - the situation has the
potential to be hazardous, but no
people, property, or environment is



Mission

Mitigation

currently affected by this. For
instance, a hillside may be unstable,
with the potential for a landslide, but
there is nothing below or on the
hillside that could be affected.
armed - people, property, or
environment are in potential harm’s
way.

active - a harmful incident involving
the hazard has actually occurred.
Often this is referred to not as an
"active hazard" but as an accident,
emergency, incident, or disaster.

(2) a dangerous phenomenon,
substance, human activity or condition
that may cause loss of life, injury or
other health impacts, property damage,
loss of livelihoods and services, social
and economic disruption, or
environmental damage
(http://www.unisdr.org).

core purpose of the facility, typically
summarized in a one-sentence mission
statement.

(1) the action of reducing the severity,
seriousness, or painfulness of
something
(http://www.merriam-webster.com).

(2) to make less severe or intense;
moderate or alleviate
(http://www.thefreedictionary.com).



http://www.unisdr.org/
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http://www.thefreedictionary.com/

Recovery

Preparedness

Resilience

(3) the lessening or limitation of the
adverse impacts of hazards and related
disasters (http://www.unisdr.org).

(1) the act or process of returning to a
normal state after a period of difficulty
(http://www.merriam-webster.com).

(2) the restoration, and improvement
where  appropriate, of facilities,
livelihoods and living conditions of
disaster-affected communities,
including efforts to reduce disaster risk
factors (http://www.unisdr.org).

(1) preparedness is defined by
DHS/FEMA as "a continuous cycle of
planning, organizing, training,
equipping, exercising, evaluating, and
taking corrective action in an effort to
ensure effective coordination during
incident response
(http://www.dhs.gov).

(2) the knowledge and capacities

developed by governments,
professional response and recovery
organizations, communities and

individuals to effectively anticipate,
respond to, and recover from, the
impacts of likely, imminent or current
hazard events or conditions
(http://www.unisdr.org).

(1) The ability to bounce back from a
crisis to the initial state, altered perhaps
but essentially unscathed.


http://www.unisdr.org/
http://www.merriam-webster.com/
http://www.unisdr.org/
http://www.dhs.gov/
http://www.unisdr.org/

(2) The capacity of a system to:
“continually change and adapt vyet
remain within critical thresholds” (Folke
et al. 2010)%.

(3) “absorb a spectrum of shocks or
perturbations and to sustain and
develop its fundamental function,
structure, identity and feedbacks as a
result of recovery or reorganization in a
new context” (Chapin et al. 2009)26.

(4) the ability of a system, community
or society exposed to hazards to resist,
absorb, accommodate to and recover
from the effects of a hazard in a timely
and efficient manner, including through
the preservation and restoration of its
essential basic structures and functions
(http://www.unisdr.org).

Resilience has two components:

= adaptability: The purpose of
resilience is the maintenance of
systemic core functions and values.
This requires the adaptability of the
system as a whole to changing
circumstances. For the system as a

% Folke, C., Carpenter, S.R., Walker, B., Scheffer, M., Chapin, T., Rockstrém, J. 2010. Resilience
thinking: integrating resilience, adaptability and transformability. Ecology and Society 15(4): 20.
[online] URL: http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol15/iss4/art20/

% Chapin, F.S., Kofinas, G.P., Folke, C. 2009. Principles of Ecosystem Stewardship. Resilience
based natural resource management in a changing world. Springer-Verlag New York. xii+401 p.
doi:10.1007/978-0-387-73033-2.
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Response

whole to be adaptable, sub-systems
need to be transformable.

transformability: “The capacity to
create untried beginnings from which
to evolve a new way of living” (Folke
etal. 2011)”. This is what the
caterpillar experiences when turning
into a butterfly. Sub-systemic
resilience is often part of the
problem rather than part of the
solution. That may include e.g.
vested economic interests, juridical
concerns and bureaucratic red tape
or entitlement thinking etc.

aggregate of decisions and measures
taken to (1) contain or mitigate the
effects of a disastrous event to prevent
any further loss of life and/or property,
(2) restore order in its immediate
aftermath, and (3) re-establish
normality through reconstruction and
rehabilitation shortly thereafter
(http://www.businessdictionary.com).

The provision of emergency services
and public assistance during or
immediately after a disaster in order to
save lives, reduce health impacts,
ensure public safety and meet the basic
subsistence needs of the people
affected (http://www.unisdr.org).

" Folke, C., Jansson, A., Rockstrém, J., Olsson, P., Carpenter, S. R., Chapin, F. S., ... Westley, F.
(2011). Reconnecting to the Biosphere. Ambio 40(7): 719-738. doi:10.1007/s13280-011-0184-y.
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- Risk The ISO 31000 (2009) / 1ISO Guide
73:2002 definition of risk is the ‘effect
of uncertainty on objectives’. In this
definition, uncertainties include events
(which may or may not happen) and
uncertainties caused by ambiguity or a
lack of information. It also includes both
negative and positive impacts on
objectives.

=  Riskis the potential of losing
something of value, weighed against
the potential to gain something of
value. Risk can also be defined as the
intentional interaction
with uncertainty. Risk perception is
the subjective judgment people
make about the severity of a risk, and
may vary person to person.

- Strategy framework of higher level principles and
objectives to achieve the mission; a
strategy includes analysis of the policy
and business environment.

- Vision optimal state to which all activities
should contribute.

- Work plan plan to achieve the short-term goals,
with specification of activities, including
definition of start and end dates,
milestones, deliverables, resourcing
plan, typically on a yearly basis.



The ambition of the project ‘Towards a European Forest Risk
Facility’ is to determine the need for establishing an unbiased
and neutral platform that facilitates cooperation and exchange
between existing communities that address or are affected by
disturbances and risks to European forests.

This publication presents the operational framework for a
smart, flexible, and innovative facility and outlines a set of
strategic products and services for addressing thematic and
operational needs.
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